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strippedAigina of coveringships.Possibly,the SecondAthenian
Confederacythreatenedall too credibly to Pollis a reconstitution
of the 5th-century thalassocracy,to the extent that even rash
actionsbecameattractive,but his confoundingof the two genres
of maritime warfaresuggestsotherwise.The initiative for a more
activeprosecutionof the navalwar camefrom Sparta'sallies (dis­
enchantedwith awar of attrition), who envisagedasingle,decisive
defeatof Athens,leadingto a �s�i�e�~�e of that city (Xen. HG 5.4.60).
So theSpartansdiscardedtheir mixed strategyof necessarilyslow­
actingAllmECa andadefensivestancefor their fleet in favor of first
an infeasibleblockadeand then of provoking a climactic battle.
Not for the first time, their allies hadcausedthemto divergefrom
the caution so deeply engrainedin their character,with a disas­
trous outcome.

Enemy naval activity againstAttica continuedin its second
mode, privateering.In Xenophon'slist of the Athenian motiva­
tions for sendingapeaceembassyto Spartain 375/4,damagefrom
AllmaL operatingout of Aigina is againcited (along with anxiety
overThebes,servingin garrisonduty, and the burdenof the do­
lpOeaL: HG 6.2.1).Allon::La is lessprominentin this setof motives,
andthereis no suggestionthat its effectsapproximateda siege,as
previously. At Naxos, Chabriashad taken 49 triremes (Diod.
15.35.2: 24 destroyed; 8 captured; cf. Aesch. 3.222), and he
returnedto Athenswith 3000prisoners,110 talentsin booty,and
another20 capturedships (Dem. 20.77, 80). He brought over
most of the islands(capturing17 cities) that had beenin Spartan
hands.That the Aiginetanraiderscontinuedevenafter Naxosand
that Aigina stood aloof from the SecondConfederacy,indicates
that the Aiginetans were confident, apparentlywith reason,in
their ability to resistAtheniansubjection.At the sametime, the
diminishedrole of AllG1;eLa from Aigina alsoimplies thatthelack of
Spartannavalsupportwassignificant.No participationby Spartan
shipsdetractedfrom the intensityof the raids,and the absenceof
Spartanforcesmay haveforced the Aiginetansinto a moredefen­
sive posture.It is tempting to carry this line of thought a little
further by noting the absenceof Allo.ECa from Xenophon's
accountof the factorsleadingto Athenianadherenceto the Com­
mon Peaceof 371. Doesthat representa nextstagein thediminu­
tion of the effectivenessof AllmECa? Yet the hurriednessof
Xenophon'snarrativemakesfor reluctanceto pressthe argument.

N evertheless,Aiginetan AllmeLa was seriousenoughfor the
Atheniansto makeat leastone more attemptto seizethe island.
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Chabrias, perhaps in the afterglow of Naxos, was again in com­
mand, as reported in a stratagem in Polyaenus (3.11.12). In combi­
nation, the presence of Chabrias and the absence of a harmost or
Spartan squadron excludes the Corinthian War as a context. Cha­
brias again tried to capture the town of Aigina without committing
his forces to a siege, for which the Athenians presumably lacked
the resources. He sailed to Aigina at night and landed a force of
300 men. The Aiginetans marched out against them. They may
have feared another ambush, like the one sprung on them by the
same general during SY 388/7. This time, the Aiginetans fared
much better, killing many in the landing force. Chabrias, how­
ever, having diverted the main strength of the Aiginetans, made an
attempt by sea on the city of Aigina itself. As it turned out, he was
unsuccessful, but the Aiginetans were forced into retreat to cover
the town.

Further Aiginetan A:n<TtECu with the Athenians as victims is
attested, but only by scattered data. In the Metaphysics Aristotle
mentions as a typical vicissitude the accident of being diverted to
Aigina either by a storm or through capture by A:n<TtUL
(1025a25-27). In his treatment of those attempting to establish
tyrannies because they squandered their own estates, Aristotle
mentions an Aiginetan (whom he does not name) who had been
involved in some activity ('tilv :l'tQiil;LV 'tilv :l'tQOi; XUQT]'tu), either con­
spiratorial or military (cf. Ath. Pol. 18.2), in juxtaposition with
the Athenian general Chares (Pol. 1306a4-6). It is uncertain
whether Chares conspired with this prominent Aiginetan to over­
throw the island's anti-Athenian oligarchs, or was thwarted in an
attack on Aigina by Aristotle's Aiginetan who exploited his suc­
cess for an attempt at tyranny. Nevertheless, the background to
the incident seems to have been Aiginetan ATI<TtELU. In a speech
preserved in the Demosthenic corpus, which was written for
Apollodoros, the abduction of one of his neighbors, Nikostratos,
is described ([Dem.] 53.6). Nikostratos was pursuing runaway
slaves when he was captured by a trireme, brought to Aigina, and
sold as a slave. His ransom was 26 minas. The misfortune befalling
Nikostratos occurred during a trierarchy of Apollodoros in which
he conveyed ambassadors to Syracuse. It is dated to 36872

).

Chares' long career was begun, to the best of our knowledge, with

72) F. Blass, Die attische Beredsamkeit2 (Leipzig 1893) 3.1.519; see also E.
Ziebarth, Beiträge zur Geschichte des Seeraubs und Seehandels im alten Griechen­
land (Leipzig 1929) 15.
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the O'tQa'tTlyCa in 367/6 (Xen. HG 7.2.18-23; Diod. 15.75.3).
Chares' intervention on Aigina has been dated to 366, when the
general brought a force to Kenchreai in order to stage a coup
against the Corinthian government (Xen. HG 7.4.4f3). Continu­
ing ATIO'tda, demonstrated by the Nikostratos incident, and the
presence of Chares in the Saronic Gulf make this an attractive
conjunction. One's belief in it will depend on a judgment of the
probability that two similar coups against Corinth and Aigina,
albeit unsuccessful, were mounted in such dose succession.

Chares remained active as a commander until 324 (Plut. Mor.
848E), so that there are several other contexts in which hostility
between Athens and Aigina could have motivated his intervention
on Aigina. The whole period saw much activity by ATIO'taC (e. g.,
Isoc. 4.115; Dem. 7.14-15). The Aiginetans could have preyed on
the Athenians during the period (366-64) when Epaminondas
threatened Athenian maritime interests74

). Another likely juncture
is the raiding campaign of Alexander of Pherai in 362-61 against
the Cydades (Diod. 15.95.1-3; Dem. 50.4-5; cf. Xen. HG
6.4.35), especially when his duplication of Teleutias' attack on the
Peiraieus is remembered (Polyaen. 6.2). During the fighting
against Alexander, Chares replaced Leosthenes, but, to believe
Diodorus, he immediately sailed to Corcyra (15.95.3; cf. Aen.
Tact. 11.13-15). Also, raids in cooperation with the rebels during
the Social War of the early 350's would not be impossible (Diod.
16.7.3-4, 21-22.2f5). Adetermination is difficult, because all the
actions prejudicial to Athenian interests at sea in the 360's and
350's were interconnected.

Even later dates for Chares' intervention cannot be exduded.
Demades echoed Perikles in demanding the removal of Aigina, the
eyesore of the Peiraieus, in what must have been a similar context
(Athen. 99d; cf. Plut. Dem. 1.2f6). Demades was associated with
Athenian sailors (note his father's status: Suda s. v. ~T]!!aöT]C:; [415

73) W. L. Newman, The Politics of Aristotle (Oxford 1902) 4.356; M.
Amit, Great and Small Poleis (Brussels 1973),57-58.

74) Diod. 15.78.4-79.1; Plut. Philop. 14.2-3; Isoc. 5.53; cf. Just. 6.9.1-5.
See J. Buckler, The Theban Hegemony: 371-362 B. C. (Cambridge, Mass. 1980)
160-75.

75) See, most recently, S. Hornblower, Mausolus (Oxford 1982) 200-18.
76) Fr. 3 [Sauppe] = fr. 67 [De Falco]. For other echoes of Perikles: fr. 3

rSauppe] = frs. 28, 68 [De Falco]. V. De Falco, Demade Oratore: Testimonianze e
framment? (NapIes 1954) 97-99, against P. Treves, Demade, Athenaeum 11 (1933)
105-21, esp. 108-113, who holds that Demades attracted yvwf.lm from other
orators. Cf. G. De Sanctis, rev. De Falco1 in RFIC 61 (1933) 123-24.
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Adler]; Sex. Emp. Adv. Math. 2.16; Polyeuktos fr. 1 [Sauppe]),
and his Periklean echoes are deliberate. Born around 380, his
political prominence was achieved no earlier than the late 340's (IG
W, 1623.188-89; Plut. Dem. 8.7, cf. 13.3). His advice against
Aigina mai; weIl belong to an earlr militaristic/nationalist phase of
his career 7). If our hypothetica attempt on Aigina by Chares
occurred after 350, it could be the implementation of Demades'
advice. It is conceivable that Aiginetans acted against the Athe­
nians in support of Philip during 340/39, for example, when Philip
was intercepting grain freighters in the Hellespont (Philochoros
FGrHist 328 F 162; Theopompos FGrHist 115 F 292; cf. Dem.
4.34). Nonetheless, by the 320's Aigina could be considered a
place of refuge for anti-Macedonian statesmen like Demosthenes
and Hypereides (Plut. Dem. 26.5, 27.6, 28.4; Mor. 846El8).

Conclusion

Aigina was an excellent base for military operations of two
types. As a fleet base, it could be used both for launching raids
around the Peloponnesos and for astaging point in operations in
the Aegean. The Spartans appreciated this fact when they called
for Aigmetan autonomy before and during the Archidamian War.
In their turn, the Athenians took precautions for their exclusive
use of the island by expelling the inhabitants. The record of Spar­
tan operations from Aigina indicates that the island was more
valuable to Sparta. After Leotychidas in 479, certain users of the
island as a fleet base are Teleutias in SY 390/89, Hierax in 389/8,
Antalkidas in 388/7, and Pollis in 376/5, while possible cases are
Ekdikos in 391/0 and Pollis with the West Greek reinforcements
in 388/7. A special case is the surveillance exercised over Attica in
the period between the Peloponnesian and Corinthian Wars by the
Spartan harmost on Aigina. Spartan squadrons on Aigina under
Gorgopas and Teleutias (388-87) fought several conventional
engagements to protect Aigina from Athenian aggression, pro­
voked by ATIOL€La.

77) .r. K. Davies, Athenian Propertied Families (Oxford 1971) no. 3263, pp.
99-102, who cites A. Schaefer, Demosthenes und seine Zeit2 (Berlin 1885-1887)
3.22-23; cf. Suda s. v. ~l]l-laÖl]~.

78) Compare the Aiginetan submission to Dareios in 491 in order to carry
on hostilities against Athens; but they joined the Hellenie League when Xerxes
marched on Greece. Similarly, we find them resisting Macedonian hegemony.

4 Rhein. Mus. f. Philol. 133/1
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The second employment of the island was as a base for An­
enuL. As raiders of the Athenians, 4th-century Aiginetans were
reviving a mode of activity used against Athens by their late 6th­
and early 5th-century forebears. These raids were most damaging
during the Corinthian War, when they were supervised by Spartan
harmosts and seconded by a Spartan covering squadron. So long as
the Spartans themselves were ready to commit resources to a war
at sea, Aiginetan hatred of the Athenians made them ready (and
with their tradition of seafaring, valuable) tools of Spartan policy.
Aigina stood as a permanent maritime Dekeleia poised off the
Attic coast, the length of which made a defense of specific points
ineffective. Stationing guard ships up and down the coast would
have been expensive, even if such ships could have avoided being
picked off by Spartan triremes. As merchant vessels reached Soun­
ion, there was still a considerable voyage ahead, during which they
could be taken by Aiginetan privateers. The Athenians had two
techniques with which to counter. They could raid Aigina in
force, as Eunomos tried, and as Chabrias pretended to try. But
this would hardly offset their losses. Alternatively, they could
subjugate Aigina by aland and sea attack. In the early 4th century,
Athens lacked the military strength to accomplish this Periklean
goal while sustaining operations against Sparta elsewhere. Further­
more, the mere existence of even a few Spartan ships on Aigina
necessitated that ships be held in reserve in the Peiraieus (perhaps
as many as 20: Xen. HG 5.1.20). That reservation withheld men
and ships from other designs. The presence of Spartan covering
ships ralsed the level of Adienian forces needed for engagement on
Aigina to a still higher level. It is not coineidental that the Athe­
nians repeatedly ravaged Lakonia during the Peloponnesian War,
when Algina lay in their hands, and, during the Corinthian War,
they raided Lakonia only when Aigina had not entered the con­
Hict.

One is left then with a new appreciation of the importance for
Athenian power of the subjection and disarming of Aigina in the
450's. Concomitantly, the restoration of an independent Aigina
raised the cost of Athenian expansionism, since any attempt to
recreate the 5th-century aQX~ would be accompanied by higher
prices for imported goods (especially grain) and by harsher condi­
tions for the commercial sector of the Athenian economy. These
new costs of imperialism provided an impetus for peace in 387 and
374. The success of privateering sponsored by Sparta supported a
defensive stance by the main Spartan squadron in the Aegean,
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which sought to impede Athenian operations and succor pro-Spar­
tans rather than to provoke a decisive encounter. Spartan forces
operating from Aigma shared in the profits of the raids, which
could be substantial as so well illustrated by Teleutias' attack on
the Peiraieus. Profits from AtlO'tEiu cross-subsidized the Spartan
force on the island. Even Antalkidas, with a force distinctly
superior to his Athenian 0fPonents, was content to intercept grain
ShlPS and to hold himsel ready to counter an Athenian attack.
Autarkic Sparta needed only to deny the passage of the seas (both
around Attica and in the Straits) to Athens; it need not have
ensured safe passage for itself. At length the ineptitude of the
navarch Pollis and the impatience of Sparta's allies dissipated this
advantage.

Nonetheless, the AtlO'tui from Aigina continued to take their
toll on Attica. The Aiginetans, unlike other Spartan allies, did not
become reconciled to the Athenians after the rapprochement
between Athens and Sparta in 370. It was the activity of Sparta or
any other strong power as a counterpoise to Athens that com­
manded Aiginetan allegiance rather than some more fundamental
congruence of attitudes.

The major historians of the long series of conflicts between
Sparta and Athens, Thucydides and Xenophon, appreciated the
roles of Aigina with varying acuity. Thucydides' emphasis on
large-scale amphibious naval warfare fit the political ana military
situation of the Peloponnesian War, especially before the defeat of
the Sicilian Expedition. Xenophon continues this same focus, but
far less justifiably, because the record of military activity in the
early 4th century indicates the increased importance of A'[]O'tEiu
and with it privateering79

).
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