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CROWD IN ARCHAIC AND CLASSICAL GREECE

First, it is necessary to define my very strange and particular field clearly. The main problem is, what does the word “crowd” mean? Surely, everybody thinks they know its meaning. For example, Jessie Marie DeBoth, the Director of Homemakers’ schools of Chicago, New York and Canada, formerly Home Economics Specialist and Girls’ Club Leader in Charge of Upper Michigan, who published in 1938 a book under the headline “Food for Family, Company, and Crowd,” knew about it. That’s why it is only a scholarly problem. 

 
Meanwhile, what does the word ‘crowd’ mean for the scholars? For sociologists it is “an incidental aggregation, held together by a relatively extrinsic and temporary bond,” for psychologists it is “a group whose cooperation is relatively occasional and temporary, as opposed to that which is either instinctively or reflectively determined.” Even more, “a crowd whose performances are particularly capricious and violent is called a mob.”
 By the way, the interest in crowd studies has grown in the USA as quickly as the escape of the middle-class Americans from the big cities, “far from the madding crowd” did. 


As for social historians and classicists, the picture is quite different. They usually substitute the notion “crowd” with the notion “masses”.
 For historical study, “crowds” may be defined as “groups of persons with common traditions intentionally acting together outside existing channels to achieve one or more specifically defined goals”.


It is very difficult to form a realistic view of the notion “crowd” concerning the reality of classical Greece, but I’ll try to show its place in Greek social and political history, with two important limitations. First, my analysis will cover primarily the classical period, i.e. the fifth and fourth centuries B.C. Second, I will deal mostly with so-called “political crowds”, i.e., people gatherings which influenced the political life of the ancient Greek cities. So, when Plato describes beautiful boys and a crowd of people following behind them (Charm. 154a), this case will interest me only if it has political consequences.


When we turn to ancient Greek history (in any case that of the archaic and classical period) we find that the crowd (not the masses!) has been a neglected phenomenon. Even Eli Sagan in his provocative book about the Athenian democracy did not mention this particular type of public madness
. Only a few scholars paid any attention to crowd actions in that historical period. In the opinion of Virginia Hunter, “Thucydides evolved a comprehensive psychology of mass man”
; she tried to demonstrate that the historian took a psychological approach to the problem of the crowd.
 Josiah Ober in his studies aims to underline the role of the masses in historical events. He regards the Cleisthenic revolution as the result of a spontaneous mass uprising.
  But these are rare examples of scholarly interest in the crowd and crowd activities.


How is it possible to explain such a lack of scholarly interest? In my view, there are two reasons. First, this phenomenon was considered less important in comparison with well organized and very effectively functioning city institutions. However, the study of the role of crowds in the political life of ancient Greece may help to emphasize a high level of organization in the political sphere in ancient Greece just as Dodds' The Greeks and Irrational brought out the prevalence of the rational element in the Greek mind. 


There is, however, another reason for the lack of such studies, namely the nature of our sources. The pioneers in studying crowd behavior in historical contexts were the students of 18–19th century Europe, such as Gustave Le Bon or George Rude. They used as their sources police archives, newspapers etc., i.e., materials which can be called "inside sources".  But the classicists have at their disposal mostly the texts of ancient authors. Inscriptions and papyri cannot help us, because they deal with a relatively late period (e.g., the first mention of ochlos in inscriptions dates to the end of the 2nd century B.C.). So it is mostly "outside sources" they have to rely on, and these were not very friendly to the crowds.  


There are two obvious ways to look for appearances of crowds in ancient texts: first, to pick out all the words that are connected with crowds, and to study their usage. Second, to pull out of the context all the situations which indicate any trace of crowd activity or at least crowd existence.


My earlier studies were devoted to the terminology of the crowd, first of all to ochlos, which is perhaps the 'key-word' for 'crowd studies'. Participation of the citizen masses in political life was obviously connected with the development of democracy, and the process lets its clear mark in the appearance of the word ochlos, to replace homilos. This was not accident. Greek society and Greek authors did need a new word to indicate a new reality.


According to common belief, ochlos belonged to the concepts created by the supporters of aristocracy (oligarchy) to denote the poorest strata of the population hostile to aristocracy. However, this opinion seems to me somewhat one-sided.  Ochlos surfaces for the first time during a period of the first half of the fifth century B.C. which was active in word coining and appearance of new concepts. At first it was used on a par with homilos, well-known since Homeric times which also had the meaning of "crowd", "unorganized gathering". But homilos had the primary meaning of "connection with  something, contact, affinity", whereas  ochlos belongs to a completely different semantic group ("anxiety, difficulty, inconvenience"). The difference came to light gradually: Aeschylus, Sophocles, and Thucydides used the two words interchangeably, and Herodotus preferred the word homilos.

 
Of course, the appearance of the word ochlos reflects (in some way) realities of social life in fifth century Athens. But used frequently by the Greek authors in the meaning of "crowd", it can also mean (and did in fact very often mean) the mob, the low strata of citizens, or non-citizens (women, metoikoi, slaves), i.e., it assumed social or situational characteristics. And plethos, hoi polloi and even demos may acquire the same meanings.



If there is no word in ancient Greek to designate the crowd separately from the mob, maybe there is a word for describe crowd action? Indeed, there is such a word, the verb athroizo (Attic hathroizo) and the corresponding adjective, athroos (Attic hathroos)   and other derivatives. So, first of all I’ll examine the usage of these words (not terms!), and then discuss some situations in which unorganized mass gatherings were involved.
LEXICA

Theater. I begin with Pindar. In his Fourth Pythian Ode he glorifies king Arcesilaus of Cyrene who “went anon and stood where all the crowd was thronging in the market-place (en agora plethontos ochlou)” (Pyth. 4, 83 sqq., transl. by Sir John Sandys).  And the crowd problem stood more seriously in this period of wider and wider citizen participation in public affairs.

      The Athenian theater was not only a place of regular public gatherings, it was a place where people gatherings were spoken about. Aeschylus had some interest in politically important gatherings. For him “crowd” is usually a crowd of warriors (Suppl. 182; Pers. 42, 53, etc.), enemies (Sept. 35), Scythians (Prometh. 417). Sophocles mentions “the wild crowd” (agrostes ochlos) in a fragment of Alexander (fr. 91 Nauck = fr. 94 Pearson) and in Trachinians a great crowd (polus… ochlos) of Trachinians gathered en mese Trachinion agora (Trachin. 423 sq.), which, of course, alludes to the Assembly.


      The theater of Euripides was, to paraphrase the famous speech, for the people and of the people, and, naturally, “the people” here means “the Athenian citizens”. It is not surprising that his plays contain many mentions of people gatherings. Euripides often uses ochlos (it was really he who “introduced” this word in wide practice), athroizo and its derivatives, sometimes homilos, plethos,   and other words for their designation. Of course, these words do not primarily and necessarily designate non-organized crowds. Ochlos sometimes describes a throng of servants (Hippol. 842; Heracl. 976), warriors (Hecub. 521; Rhes. 312 sq.), homilos one of sailors (nautan… homilos– Hec. 921),  athroizo one of suppliants near Zeus’ altar (Heraclid. 122).


The cyclops, watching Odysseus and his friends, exclaims:


“Hullo! what’s this here rabble (ochlos) at my door?


Have thieves or pirates run their ship ashore?”





(Cycl. 222 sq., transl. by A.S.Way)


A crowd means danger, even they are not strangers. Any crowd, any gathering is a specific place of danger for women. Iolaus warns:


“...for we think shame to let young girls


Stand, a crowd’s gazing-stock, on altar-steps”.





(Heraclid. 43 sq.)

Helen is sure (about Hermione) that “to pass mid throngs baseemeth maidens not” (Orest. 108). Antigone is not less decisive: “I shrink from throngs! (aidoumeth’ ochlon)” (Phoin. 1276).
 And, of course, we should remember the role which the throng of Argives played in Iphigenia’s fate.


But it is not a specific women’s problem. Even Agamemnon is afraid of a crowd, and Hippolytus is very proud that he cannot  par’ ochlo mousikoteroi legein  (Hippol. 988 sq.). This crowd is, of course, quite organized. Tyndareus is in a hurry eis ekkleton Argeion ochlon to learn about Orestes’ fate (Orest. 612; cp. 119, 1280, etc.). The Argives gathered on the hill are expected to make a decision about Orestes’ fate (Orest. 871 sqq.; 884 sqq.). It is a clear allusion to the Ecclesia.


So for Euripides “a crowd” means first of all the demos, the citizen body; only occasionally, when dealing with a non-polis context (in Odysseus’ time, or in barbaric countries), it means unorganized gathering which is, of course, dangerous for a concrete person, but absolutely not important in the political life. 

Can Aristophanes, a real “insider” in everyday life of rank-and-file Athenian citizens, help us? His complaints about noisy urban life are well-known: that of Dicaeopolis comments in Acharnians on the crowding around at the Pnyx and the noise in the market place, typical signs of the city – astu (Ach. 33 sqq.). The crowd (the throng of warriors) to the poet is comparable to locusts (Ach. 150).  But everyone who expects to see descriptions of crowds in Aristophanes’ plays will be greatly surprised. Where are they? Let us take a closer look.


First of all, official gatherings: in Frogs Aristophanes uses twice the expression “crowded people” (laonochlos) to designate people celebrating a religious festival (676 sq., 219). And even more: when Dicaeopolis arranges his private Dionysia, where only he and his family participate, he is afraid of in this ochlos (Ach. 257 sq.).
 Of course, this is a comic exaggeration, but obviously the Dionysia were very crowded. 


In Ecclesiazusae Chremes describes the crowd (ochlos) of Athenian women gathered in the Pnyx, which he regards as a crowd of shoemakers:





... There gathered such a crowd


About the Pnyx, you never saw the like...





(Eccl. 383 sq., transl. by B.B.Rogers)

Later Blepyrus again mentions the ochlos gathered in the Ecclesia (Eccl. 393). 


In Knights the Sausage-seller describes to Demos the gathering of sellers in the Athenian agora (Eq. 850 sqq.). But this concerns everyday market activity and has no political importance.


There are two mentions of crowd activities out of public places. In Wasps (1334) The Guest (Sympotes) threatens Phylocleon to come with all the throng of those aggrieved by him. The Guest means, that Philocleon’s private house would become the place of probable crowd gathering, but, of course, his threats were enough virtual. In the latest Aristophanes’ comedy, Plutus, we in fact can see crowd in an “unofficial” place. Cario describes Plutus coming to Chremylus’ house with a great crowd (ochlos), consisting of just men (hoi dikaioi), but poor before (Plut. 749 sq.). 


In Aristophanes’ comedies the description of people’s gatherings occurs very rarely. It is not by occasion that in Birds the characters wonder birds’ gathering as something unusual (Av. 291 sqq.; 305 sqq.). Only for the first sight it could seem strange that there are no pictures of any gathering in some of his plays, including Lysistrata. Aristophanes (and his characters) could have imagined a crowd, but only in Pnyx,
 or agora, i.e. in the “official” places.


But in his latest play the poet was able to imagine mass gatherings in a non-official area. It is difficult to decide, whether it was reaction to some social or ideological changes, or something else. Aristophanes’ crowd is primarily an official gathering of citizens.


Euripides and Aristophanes who shared the problems of their contemporaries and supported the new concept were unable not to respond to this. Particularly prominent is the role of Euripides. It is not accidental that Aristotle quoted a line from his Hippolytus. But for Euripides ochlos was a word to designate the demos, or the Assembly, and he did not describe of unorganized civil gatherings in his plays. Aristophanes, an "insider" for the Athenian audience, did not hesitate to call his fellow-citizens a mob.

           Historiography. Herodotus was the first historian and his Histories are full of mass actions: his purpose was to describe “the great and the wonderful actions of the Greeks and the barbarians” (1, intr., transl. by G.Rawlinson), and these erga definitely demanded the masses to participate. But, of course, all this should not and does not really mean that the “father of history” was in any way interesting in any gatherings of inhabitants of the Greek cities. On the contrary, he describes a great throng (pollos homilos) of the Persian warriors plundering Sardis (1, 88, 3); during the siege of Babylon Cyrus managed to divide the Gindes river into many trenches because he had a great throng of warriors at his disposal (1, 189, 4).


It is very difficult to find any mention of crowd concerning the Greek cities. Only extraordinary situation, such as Xerxes’ invasion, results in appearing of such a crowd (e.g. homilos of Phocians ascending the heights of Parnassus in order to escape the Persians – 8, 32, 1). But usually crowding is more usual for barbarians: e.g. the crowd of men surrounding the maidens during the ritual of “selling the bribes” in Illiria (1, 196, 1).


Herodotus’ lexica differ from those of posterior authors. He used ochlos only once, but in the meaning of “a trouble” (1, 86, 5), he used athroizo and its derivatives only four times, and his favorite word to designate any multitude was homilos  (21 times), e.g. all the multitude (homilos) of Persian allies fleeing away after the battle of Plataeae (9, 67; cf. 9, 70, 1).  But homilos for Herodotus was primarily a mob, not a crowd, and it becomes clear from his famous “dispute of the three Persians” where Megabyzus condemns the multitude (plethos): “Nothing is more foolish and violent than a useless mob (homilos)” (3, 81, 1, transl. by A.D.Godley).


So, for Herodotus crowd, unlike mob, was  neither a political problem, nor a sphere of his particular interest.



What was crowd for Thucydides? Thucydides was the historian of the war (if not military historian), and most part of the cases of mass gatherings in his work are those of military men, soldiers, or military ships. Ochlos for the historian usually means disordered military men (as homilos was);
 wherever he uses the verb athroizo and its derivatives he deals with the military events.


The historian used ochlos and homilos interchangeably to designate the crowd at religious processions (6, 57, 2) and ceremonies (2, 36, 4; 6, 30, 2 and 32, 2). Thucydides used the same words (ochlos, homilos) to designate the mob. They could denote the whole demos, but only when it manifested the worst features specific for a mob or when reference was made to an excited mass of people, or the worst part of the Athenian demos  (nautikos ochlos) (6, 20, 4; 7, 62, 2; 8, 72, 2). Thucydides often used both ochlos  and homilos  as derogatory synonyms for demos. The real situation may be distorted to please ochlos (=demos). This is what Nicias feared (7, 8, 2). Ochlos (=demos) headed by demagogues may do wicked things. This is what Alcibiades said to the Spartans (6, 89, 5).


Demos may turn into ochlos by falling into disarray in the course of hostilities or by losing common sense in the time of peace and acting like a mob. Demos is a regular population of a polis, and if “the cities in Sicily are peopled by motley rabbles (ochlois te gar xummektois poluandrousin)” (6, 17, 2), and this mob has no political culture (6, 17, 4), it is the sign of their weakness, which makes them somewhat similar to the barbarians. For Thucydides demos and ochlos  were two sides of the activity of a civic community - normative and not specific for citizens. That’s why ochlos for the historian was mostly the mob. His expression “as the mob (ochlos, homilos) likes to do (philei poiein)” (2, 65, 4; 6, 28, 3; 63, 2) shows his attitude to the lower strata of Athenian citizenry and does not characterize, either positively or negatively, his attitude to mass gatherings.


All mass civil gatherings described by Thucydides were the organized ones: the religious festivals, the audiences of political speeches (e.g. 4, 106, 1). They have their appropriate place in the city (agora, Kerameikos, Panathenaic way, etc.); maybe only farewell ceremony to the Sicilian expedition took place not in appropriate place, but simply near Pireaus’ harbor (6, 30, 1 – 31, 1; 32, 1-2). 

To compare with that of Thucydides, there are some differences in Xenophon’s attitude to crowd. Thucydides’ related lexica differ from Xenophon’s one, but that is not very important. Like Thucydides before him, Xenophon often uses hathroizo and hathroos to designate a compact mass or mass formation of infantry warriors (Hell. 5, 1, 7; 1, 12; 2, 23,  2, 24, 2, 38, etc.), chariots (Hell. 4, 1, 19), or combat ships (Hell. 1, 1, 13; 3, 17; 6, 3; 6, 33; 2, 1, 28; 1, 31; 4, 8, 6; 7, 1, 4).  Unlike Thucydides, Xenophon did not use the word homilos at all.  In Anabasis he uses ochlos mostly to designate an army, or part of it. For Xenophon ochlos often is no more than terminus technicus  which designates the non-combatants, the camp-followers (Anab. 3, 3, 6; 4, 26; 4, 3, 15, 26 sq.; 5, 4, 34; cf. Hell. 6, 2, 23; Peri Hippikes 2, 5). But he clearly distinguishes captive slaves from this mass (Anab. 6, 5, 3). Ochlos means the entire barbaric (not Greek!) army too (Anab. 2, 5, 9; 4, 1, 20); in Cyropaedia Xenophon uses this word to designate the armies of Cyrus’ enemies (Cyr. 5, 2, 35; 4, 48; 5, 4). Like for Thucydides, for Xenophon ochlos means an unorganized or disorganized army (Cyr. 4, 2, 6; 5, 2, 35; 6, 1, 26; Anab. 2, 5, 9; 7, 1, 18; Kyneget. 17, 5). 


There is only one exception, but a very specific one. The retreating Argive army was transformed into ochlos (Hell. 4, 4, 11: 392 B.C.), but the Spartan army retreated in the battle of Leuctra, as Xenophon notes, under the pressure of the ochlos of Thebans (Hell. 6, 4, 14)! And this is the only place in Xenophon’s works when ochlos in a military context loses its technical meaning and becomes a very emotionally colored word. Surely, for Xenophon, who was a Laconophile, the Spartan army could not be an ochlos in any case.


So, throng in the battle-field, “crowd-in-arms” was quite a usual thing. But what’s about non-military contexts, more interesting for us? And Hellenica gives us some interesting examples.


Callicratidas, a Spartan commander, gathered the assembly of the Milesians (Hell. 1, 6, 8): it is an example of an organized gathering in special, not ordinary, circumstances.  Xenophon also mentions everyday people gatherings (ochlos) in Piraeus (Hell. 1, 3, 22), and some special public events. The crowd (mob?) (ochlos)   gathered to meet Alcibiades (Hell. 1, 4, 13), or Theramenes and his embassy (Hell. 2, 2, 21). During the discussion on the case of generals, victors at Arginusae, the mob (ochlos, i.e. the majority of the Assembly) demanded to convict the generals immediately (Hell. 1, 7, 13). 


Is it really possible to speak about any special social importance of crowds in Xenophon’s works? Maybe not, because for Xenohon the mob, not the crowd, was the important participant of the Athenian political life. Of course, there is a clear opposition in Memorabilia of being in crowds (en tois ochlois) and being in private companies (3, 7, 5).
 But Socrates’ ochloi are surely regular ones, and Socrates calls their representatives: “It is the fullers among them or the shoemakers or the carpenters or the smiths or the farmers or the merchants or those who barter in the agora and worry about what they can buy for less and sell for more whom you feel shame before? For it is from all of these that the assembly is composed” (3, 7, 6, transl. by Amy L. Bonnette
). So Socrates’ ochloi are really no more than the Athenian mob.
 The mob (ochlos, demos) demanded equality, not meritocracy (Cyr. 2, 2, 21), and Xenophon surely opposed such a demand. For Xenophon ochlos in non-military contexts was usually not more than a synonym for demos, sometimes with a negative coloring.


So for Xenophon’s ochlos there was only one “prohibited field”: the citizens of Sparta, the homoioi  could not be named “the crowd” or “the mob” in any sense and in any case. The Spartan state for Xenophon, as the ideal state for Plato did not and should not have any social and political disorder. But the role of these “disorder-making elements” (and they may be designated as ochlos, or plethos, or demos) was obvious for Athens, in any case, from Xenophon’s point of view. But he did not distinguish the crowd activities from that of the mob and had the same attitude to both of them. 


In any case Xenophon was the first Greek historian who paid attention (maybe casual, but nevertheless) to the civil unorganized mass gatherings, not only in military contexts. Of course, they were not very important for him, it was just a new detail of the Athenian political landscape. It is interesting that Piraeus was a place for such a type of gatherings. But Piraeus was not the center of the Athenian political life, and that’s why it attracted ancient author’s attention very rarely, only in the extraordinary cases.

Let us check the usage of the word ochlos, on one hand, and the notion crowd, on the other, in the book How to survive under siege of Aeneas the Tactician, the author from Arcadia (the rare example of a non-Athenian author!) of the mid-fourth century B.C. For Aeneas ochlos is an unorganized (31, 27), or not the best part of the army (1, 9). In non-military contexts ochlos in Aeneas’ work usually means population in general (22, 23), plethos designates the mass of ordinary citizens (14, 1).


Aeneas Tacticus uses ochlos to designate people’s gatherings too, and it is important that he mentions organized gatherings: sport contests (torch-races, horse-races, etc.), mass religious ceremonies (17, 1, 6). One may expect that Aeneas would be afraid of crowd activities. But being a general he was not afraid of any disturbances in the city. The only occasion when he describes spontaneous crowd activities is the defense of Sparta against Thebans by self-organized groups of the Spartans (2, 2). 

Orators. Isocrates who founded in 392 B.C. his school of rhetorics in Athens was not a public orator himself. The reason for that he gives in the Philippus: “I was not given a strong enough voice nor sufficient assurance to deal with the mob (ochlos ” (Isocr. 5, 81, transl. by G.Norlin). And in another speech Isocrates claims to be a very artificial orator who has no courage to speak to the crowd (ochlos) (Isocr. 15, 192). For Isocrates the lowest strata of the city population is the crowd (mob), and he uses ochlos, plethos, hoi polloi interchangeably (2, 16, 48-49; cp. 6, 78; 18, 9). He advises Nicocles “not to allow the multitude (ochlos) either to do or to suffer outrage” (Isocr. 2, 16, transl. by G.Norlin). Isocrates contrasts the monarch to the demagogues in the terms of their audience, and ochlos is the audience of the latter (3, 21). In his early speech Busiris he writes about the necessity of taming of crowd (ochlos) to obey to any direction of the authorities (11, 26).


So for Isocrates condemnation of ochlos became an important ideological topos. In his vocabulary this word meant usually the mob, but Isocrates never spoke at the Assembly. Speaking at the Assembly (or composing speeches for appearances in court) orators, regardless of their political convictions, could not freely display their arrogant attitude towards their audiences. Both Demosthenes (19, 206) and Aeschines (1, 126 and 2, 99) accused each other that their political opponent perceived the Athenian citizens as ochlos (i.e. ‘mob’ in this context). It is natural that speakers, sensitive to the mood of the Ecclesia and dicasts, while criticizing actions and moods of the demos, could not overstep the line and lose the support of their audience. But what did they speak about gatherings? Usual gathering for the orators is a theater performance (Dem. 21, 59). Isocrates even condemns masses, sleeping during the performances (Isocr. 12, 263). But there are no unofficial political gatherings in their works. So, there should be no mob, and there was really no crowd in the Attic orators’ speeches. But what was instead? And there are some traces of this imperceptible feature.


Demosthenes accuses Meidias that “he could affront a whole tribe or the Council or some class of citizens (ethnos) and harass vast multitudes of you (the audience) at once” (In Meid. 131, transl. by J.H.Vince). In another speech Demosthenes enumerates the actions of Philip, and let his audience realize the result: “But, little by little... the foundation is sapped and the integrity of public life collapses” (De fals. legat. 228). Maybe this integrity, this polis collectivism made crowd activities difficult, if not impossible.

Philosophy (ideology). It is interesting that there is no mention of crowd(s) and crowd activities in Pseudo-Xenophon’s Athenaion politeia, and only one mention of ochlos  there (2, 10). But here ochlos obviously means demos. Even the author of this anti-democratic pamphlet could not find any sign of crowd activities in the Athenian political life. But the situation changed after the Peloponnesian war.

Since the beginning of the 4th century B.C. ochlos became an important word in the lexica of the philosophers. Plato often uses ochlos in his works, moreover, its meaning is often very close to that of plethos and demos
; but ochlos is usually more emotionally colored. Surely, Plato uses ochlos simply to designate people gatherings, e.g. a crowd of people, following beautiful boys (Charm. 154a), the multitude of Egyptian children (Leg. 819a–b), etc. It is necessary to avoid people’s gatherings as Apollodorus explaining in Symposium that he had not visited a symposium the day before, phobetheis ton ochlon, and came this day (Symp. 174a). And that was the typical position.


But in Plato’s works ochlos acquired philosophical meaning too. In Timaeus ochlos (opposite to logos) designates disorder, and the World-Artificer (Demiurge) speaks about the purpose of creation of the souls as “dominating by force of reason (logos) that burdensome mass (alogos ochlos) which afterwards adhered to him of fire and water and earth and air, a mass tumultuous and irrational, returns again to the semblance of his first and best state” (Tim. 42c–d).    Ochlos means not only the absence of order in the world, but also disorder in the state. 


For Plato ochlos is not only the crowd or even the mob, hated by and hostile to the philosopher, but the great strong beast, whose desires the sophists try to please (Resp. 493a–c). Plato hated the power of “the mob-like beast” (Resp. 590b). But most of all Plato hated the jury courts: the worst features of the Athenians become clear “in the law-courts and in any public gatherings” (en… ochlois) (Gorg. 454b,e, 455a). The philosopher feels no more respect to the members of the Assembly; they are charmed by the orators just like a sorcerer charms snakes, tarantulas and scorpions (Euthyd. 290a). And again Plato uses the word ochlos to designate the courts and the Assembly meetings. For Plato there is no difference between organized and unorganized gatherings. Every crowd – both legitimated or not – is plain evil for him.



Plato is interested in such problems as to what extent should the crowd (mob) be obedient, is it possible to give it any knowledge, and what kind of knowledge should it receive. In Philebus Socrates asks: “Shall I, like a doorkeeper who is pushed and hustled by a mob (hup’ ochlou), give up, open the door, and let all the kinds of knowledge stream in, the impure mingling with the pure?”  (62c. Transl. by H.N.Fowler). For Plato, even if the crowd (mob) imagines that it understands harmony and rhetoric, it is not really so (Plat. Leg. 670b). The multitude (plethos) in any case cannot think in a philosophical manner (Resp. 493e; cf. Politic. 292e, 297e, 300e), ochlos is something opposed to the philosophers (Euthyd. 304d). And in “Gorgias” Socrates asks Gorgias to agree that ‘to the crowd’ (ochlos) means ‘to the ignorant ones’ (Gorg. 459a).


But to make the state function properly, the crowd (more precisely, the mob) should be taught, and imagination is the only way to do it. Plato was sure that it was rhetoric which gave the opportunity to convince the crowd (mob) through imagination. It is important, because the crowd cannot understand abstract ideas of justice and injustice, one can force the crowd to believe (Gorg. 454e–455a) with the help of discipline (Leg. 700c).


The crowd shouldn’t be influenced by “a tyrannical person”, tragic poets, orators in courts and assemblies. The law-giver should use both force and persuasion for the crowd.


For Plato personal interests are usually less important than public ones. But emotions of the crowd should be controlled by the individual, whose aim is the ideal life. The philosopher despises the unorganized crowd for its striving, for the low, “beastly” desires, for not thinking about the ideal life.


Plato hated the power of “the mob-like beast” (ochlodes therion) (Resp. 590b). The philosopher should prevail over the sophists who try to educate people in their own manner (Resp. 492b-c), over demagogues, who get control over a docile mob (peithomenosochlos) (Resp. 565e) and transform this crowd into the base of an ideal state. So, to sum up everything, for Plato any crowd was the mob.


Aristotle  uses the word ochlos rather often (eleven times – in Politics, three – in Rhetoric). Absence of this word in the Athenaion politeia is quite reasonable: the purpose of the Athenaion politeia was to describe the realities of Athenian political history and state order, and its audience should be wide enough. That’s why Aristotle prefers to use more neutral words – plethos, hoi polloi.

In Rhetoric the philosopher uses the word ochlos quite in Platonic sense: Aristotle notes that an illiterate ochlos can comprehend rather simple methods of influence better than educated one does, using the citation of Euripides  (par’ ochlo mousikoteros legein: Hippol. 989): “It is this that makes the ignorant more persuasive than the educated in the presence of crowds; as the poets say, “the ignorant are more skilled in speaking before a mob” (Rhet. 1395b 28).  


In Politics Aristotle often uses ochlos as a social term, e.g. to designate a crowd of women and servants (1265a 17), citizens of non-aristocratic origin in the aristocratic state (1303b 28 sqq.), the “worst” citizens who intended to take a share in the property of convicts (1230a 10). Aristotle warns against predomination of the “market crowd” (agoraios ochlos) over the majority of citizens (plethos) who live far from the political center of the community (1319a 37). According to his opinion, the nautikos ochlos should not get the right of citizenship (1327b 37).


But sometimes Aristotle uses both ochlos and plethos to designate the entire population (Pol. 1278a 32), or the entire citizen body (Pol. 1286a 31, 1311a 13). Such usage is typical for Plato too, but, unlike Plato, Aristotle’s expressions have no negative connotations. On the contrary, Aristotle noted that “for this reason (to give judgments) in many cases a crowd (ochlos) judges better than any single person” (Pol. 1286a 31 sq. Transl. by H.Rackham). And even more, he designates not only his contemporaries, but also the citizens of the patrios politeia as ochlos (Pol. 1286a).


Aristotle regards ochlos (crowd) as a social reality of both contemporary epoch and even of the past. In the works of Aristotle ochlos is not so emotionally colored and does not have such a negative connotation as it does in Plato and Isocrates. For Aristotle the citizens of pre-Solonic Athens (patrios politeia) are also ochlos. So ochlos became a neutral 'scientific' term denoting mostly the mob: agoraios ochlos (Pol. 1319a 37), nautikos ochlos (Pol. 1327b 37).  Aristotle and after him all the peripatetics used the word ochlos as a neutral term designating the lower strata of the citizens as well as whole civic community. So, in their writings ochlos lost ideological coloring and acquired social characteristics. But Aristotle regarded it as the term for the part of city population. Unorganized gatherings were of no interest for Aristotle, were not discussed in his sociology, and we can imagine the only reason for it: crowd activities were very rare and had no importance for the Greek political life in that period and before it. 


I would like to finish my analysis of lexica with Polybius. Of course, Polybius is the author of Hellenistic (or Roman) period, but he is usually considered to be the "inventor" of the concept of ochlocracy which occurs for the first time in his work, and it is possible to suppose his invention to be of great ideological importance.


 However in the overwhelming majority of cases Polybius uses ochlos without a derogatory connotation. Ochlos means the people's assembly of the Achaean league (e.g. Polyb. 23, 16, 11; cf. 28, 4, 12; 7, 4) and the troops (1, 15, 4; 32, 8; 3, 34, 9; 90, 6; 11, 12, 2,  etc.), including the citizens' militia (4, 7, 6; 10, 12, 10; 11, 13, 5).


It is worthy to note that Polybius as well as other authors of the Hellenistic period (but contrary to authors of the fifth and fourth centuries B.C.) uses ochlos, ochloi, plethos, plethe, hoi polloi as synonyms or almost as synonyms. Thus describing the transition of democracy to cheirokratia the historian uses plethos, plethe and hoi polloi (6, 9, 6-8). Narrating the story of Agathocles’ rise and death, Polybius calls the Alexandrian mob hoi polloi (15, 27, 1), plethos (15, 27, 3; 32, 11), plethe (15, 33, 5), ochloi (15, 33, 9). Participants in the assembly of the Achaean league incited against Rome by demagogue Critolaos are described as plethos (38, 12, 5), plethe (38, 12, 2), hoi polloi (38, 12, 4), ochloi (38, 12, 10; 13, 6).


Polybius used the word ochlokratia only three times in the sixth "methodological" book of his work devoted to the exposition of the theory of the development and decline of a state. He regarded ochlocracy as the final stage of the degradation cycle of a state system. He borrowed the concept from the philosophic (primarily, peripatetic) tradition. Similar views were  expressed in the so-called "epitome of Arius Didymus" (Stob. 2, 7, 26). Polybius, or/and his predecessor(s) did not make principal changes in Aristotle’s conception of development and degradation of state order. But they used demokratia, instead of politeia, to designate the “correct” form of government, so ochlokratia was the only substitution for demokratia designating the same extreme (radical) democracy. 

So ochlos (or to be more exact, ochloi) for Polybius is the normal state of the people, "broad masses". In this aspect Polybius continues the tradition of Aristotle who unlike his predecessors (Plato and Isocrates) perceived ochlos as a given fact. The only difference is that in two hundred years Aristotle's ochlos  became Polybius's  ochloi. Thus one should not attach too much importance to the "invention" of ochlocracy by Polybius, because the historian remained in the mainstream of the peripatetic tradition.


So, the mere appearance and extended use of the word ochlos testified to the emergence (in Athenian society, at any rate) of a new problem, the problem of the active participation of the body of the citizens in the political life of the polis. Aristocrats were replaced by demagogues, and the ordinary citizens felt that the political leaders depended on them to a greater extent than before. The meek demos of Periclean and pre-Periclean Athens turned into the unruly ochlos of the period of decline of Athenian greatness. The competence of this new  balance of forces secured the stability of Athenian political system for several more decades.   


In other sources of the middle and the end of the fourth century (Aeneas Tacticus, Aristotle) ochlos is not so emotionally coloured and does not have such a negative connotation as in Plato and Isocrates. (Xenophon's position is an intermediate one.) For Aristotle the citizens of pre-Solonic Athens (patrios politeia!) were also constituted as ochlos. Demos and democracy were rather negative words for the opponents of democracy. Probably that is why the idea of ochlocracy (ochlokratia) appeared so late. 
CROWD CASES


So, we cannot regard ochlos as a clear sign of crowd. In most cases ochlos  designates either the mob, or even the people. 


But what’s about crowd itself?

The analysis of the ancient author’s lexica helps to elucidate only one side of the problem, i.e. their own attitude to the crowd.  So I’ll try to analyse all the alleged cases of crowd activities in pre-hellenistic Greece presented in the sources in more or less details and dealing even indirectly with the crowd activity in the field of politics. The supposed selection may not be comprehensive, but nevertheless the small number of the cases, where the crowd is mentioned, already speaks for itself.
It is necessary to note that an unorganised mass gathering was an extremely rare phenomenon for archaic Greece, and thus it would be reasonable to turn to the examination of assemblies.
 The assemblies were quite usual social phenomenon in Homeric time. They could have been summoned by the king or by the nobles and did not meet regularly (as in Ithaca – Od. 2, 26–27). Agora (town-square or meeting place) already existed in that period. “The square itself is probably merely an open space, …but the benches are made to cut and polished white marble, and fixed into the ground”.

Agora was the usual place for all kinds of town meetings, but since late archaic or early classic period the great need for special assembly-grounds has arisen. I can mention an ekklesiasterion (assembly-grounds) in Metapontum with a capacity of about 8000, dating to the mid-sixth century.
 

The assemblies consisted of citizens-warriors, but were not over-organized. “Its members listen to the pros and cons as presented by the king or the nobles and indicate their opinion by shouts of approval and disapproval”.
 The nobility dominated there as we can see in the case of Thersites.

Homeric Thersites insults Agamemnon at the assembly of warriors. An episode with Thersites in the "Iliad" (2, 211–277) is known enough. Thersites is a representative of the mass of warriors (plethus–2, 143, 278, or demos– 2, 198).
 But there is no trace of any type of crowd action in this case as well. Nobody supports Thersites, and his protest is only a verbal act, nothing more. As for archaic period, it’s a pity that we have (as usual!) only Athenian material at our disposal. The earliest case available is about the Cylon’s plot, in  suppression of which the Athenian demos took its part. Indeed, as Thucydides reports (1, 126, 7), «all together» (pandemei) they besieged Cylon and his accomplices on the Acropolis. But the usage of this term doesn’t necessarily mean spontaneous and unarranged activity of the mass. For example, the same very Thucidides uses the same very term , while reporting about departing of all the Spartan troops, which can hardly be described as badly arranged, or about mass participation of the Athenians in the construction of «The Long Walls» according to the Themistocles’ order (1, 90, 3) etc. So, when Cylon occupied the Acropolis in 636 or 632 B.C., there was nothing like general rising, and the demos supported Megacles, the archon (Hdt 5, 71; Thuc. 1, 126–127).
 It is not by chance that we have such a strong tradition about Alcmaeonids’ filth. Alcmaeonids were the leaders, but not the leaders of a revolt, but the leaders of a protest of the Athenians against an attempt to capture the tyrannical power.  Here we can see rather the mobilization of those Athenians who don’t support the tyranny than spontaneous activity of the people mass. The crowd as it was has not yet emerged.

ATHENIAN REVOLT IN 508/7 B.C.


The Athenian democracy began with resistance of the Athenians to Cleomenes and Isagoras in 508/7. Revolt of the Athenians against Cleomenes and Isagoras in 508/7 B.C.  has more reasons to be regarded as a crowd action. This event has arisen a lot of interpretations and comments,
  but our interest lies a very narrow field, i.e. in the level of organization of this action. Let us check our sources from this only particular point of view, starting from “the father of history”.


“...Having come he (Cleomenes) banished seven hundred Athenian households named for him by Isagoras, to take away the curse. Having so done he next essayed to dissolve the Council, entrusting the offices of governance to Isagoras’ faction. But the Council resisted him and would not consent (antistatheises de tes boules kai ou boulomenos peithesthai); whereupon Cleomenes and Isagoras and his partisans seized the acropolis. The rest of the Athenians united and besieged them for two days; and on the third they departed out of the country on the treaty, as many of them as were Lacedaemonians” (Hdt. 5, 72, transl. by A.D.Godley).


 Aristophanes’ Lysistrata is not of great interest for our case. Meanwhile, chorus of the Athenian men remembers “the old golden days”, when Cleomenes “departed surrendering his arms to me” (Lys. 277, transl. by H.Sommerstein).


Aristotle’s account is based on that of Herodotus, but the author of the “Athenaion politeia” adds some more details. “Cleisthenes secretly withdrew, and Cleomenes with a few troops proceeded to expel as accursed seven hundred Athenian households; and having accomplished this he tried to put down the Council and set up Isagoras and three hundred of his friends with him in sovereign power over the state. But the Council resisted and the multitude banded together (tes de boules antistases sunathroisthentos tou plethos) , so the forces of Cleomenes and Isagoras took refuge in the Acropolis, and the people (demos) invested it and laid siege to it for two days. On the third day they let Cleomenes and his comrades go away under a truce, and sent for Cleisthenes and the other exiles to go back”  (Ath. pol. 20, 3, transl. by H.Ruckham).


The problem is who organized Athenian citizen masses to upraise against Cleomenes’ and Isagoras’ rule?


Josiah Ober describes ‘the Cleisthenic revolution’ as follows: “The Athenian siege of the Acropolis in 508/7 is best understood as a riot - a violent and more or less spontaneous uprising by a large number of Athenian citizens”.
 And further: “The ‘constitution of Cleisthenes’ channeled the energy of the demos’ self-defining riot into a stable and workable form of government”.
 Ober makes a comparison, obvious for him, with the mass acting during the French revolution, “in this case, by rioting and besieging the Bastille”.
  

       He points out one of the cases of usage of the passive participle of the verb sunathroizo in Athenaion politeia (20, 3). Analyzing Athenians’ struggle against Cleomenes and Isagoras in 508/7 he translates “the boule resisted  and the mob gathered itself together (sunathroisthentos tou plethos)”.
  This translation presupposes real crowd activities, even riots. J.Ober is obviously right in insisting that passive participle sunathroisthentos has a reflexive rather than a passive meaning, but in his translation the situation seems to be more “revolution-like” than Aristotle would like to tell us about. In H.Ruckham’s translation in the “Loeb” series the situation is even more dramatized: “But the Council resisted and the multitude banded together”. Sunathroizo has a very strong, “colored” meaning in these translations, and basing on such interpretation J.Ober insists on a revolutionary character of this action of the Athenian demos, supposing it to be a “riot”. 
 But Aristotle uses this participle in Athenaion politeia twice more, describing assembling of the Council in the course of Ephialtes’ reforms (25, 4), and gathering  the force from the city in agora during the struggle against “The Thirty” (38, 1). In all three cases we can see public gatherings in extraordinary situations, but not riots. 
The fact that in the first and the last cases there was a question of autonomy of Athenian polis is really in favor of J.Ober’s theory about revolutionary and unorganized character of these activities of the Athenian demos. Only in defending their independence the citizens can organize themselves without any help of traditional city institutions, only this case was strong enough to force them act out of polis’ framework. And it was true not only in the case of Athens: when the citizens of Sparta (but not the Spartan regular army!) tried to defend their city against victorious Theban army, they organized themselves too (Aen. Tact. 2, 2). 


Kurt Raaflaub has also underlined an extremely low urbanization level in Athens of that period, which doesn’t suppose large masses of citizens
. It would be more convenient to speak about a kind of mobilization of citizens-warriors in order to protect the polis’ autonomy
. It’s no doubt, that the part played by demos was important,
 but demos could as well have been governed by the Council, and, by the way, there were supporters of Cleisthenes left in the city.


 But, on the other hand, was the Athenian demos ready enough to act independently and simultaneously? Only six years before this revolt Hipparchus was killed. Thucydides in the tyrannycide-excursus describes that after killing Hipparchus “Aristogiton escaped the guards at the moment, through the crowd running up, but was afterwards taken and executed” (Thuc. 6, 57, 4, transl. by R.Crowley, ed. by R.Strassler). This crowd (ochlos) consisted of the citizens, taking part in Panathenaic procession (6, 57, 2) on the Panathenaic way in the northern part of the Athenian agora. This gathering was obviously an organized one (the religious procession); that's why it was rather easy for Hippias to take control over the situation after killing of Hipparchus (6, 58, 1–2). This case is really a unique one: the organized gathering did not become disorganized even in this extraordinary situation. So it is very difficult to believe that social psychology of the Athenian demos changed so drastically during this short period of time. So the revolt against Cleomenes and Isagoras must have had its leader or leaders.

       Indeed, only from Aristotle’s text we can imagine (but not to be sure in) the spontaneous character of the uprising. The Council (it doesn’t matter for our case, whether it was the Council of Four Hundred, either the Council of Five Hundred, or even Areopagus) was able to organize the people; in any case, who conducted the negotiations with Cleomenes? But the theoretical possibility of spontaneous action of the Athenian demos still existed, and it is necessary to stress that in this case, in fact, we deal with the Athenian independence, autonomia, although the very word appeared later. 
Spontaneous actions of the Athenian citizens against Cylon and Isagoras were something like self-mobilization of the citizen army. I am not sure whether the level of democratic consciousness of the Athenians of the archaic period was high enough, but I am sure of the level of their “hoplite” consciousness in purpose to defend their city.
ATHENS DURING THE PELOPONNESIAN WAR


The Peloponnesian war was a real proof test for city institutions of many Greek poleis. But I could find no sure trace of crowd activities, city riots and so on. 


One may suggest that crowd took part in some political events and processes that were described by Thucydides. Corcyrean strife is the best possible example. But even in this case we can see only the activities of quite organized political groups of the oligarchs and democrats which successfully but not very spontaneously eliminated one another (3, 70–81; 4, 46–48). It means that Thucydides could not even imagine any crowd activities in the peak of civil strife, as we can see in his description of events in Corcyra (3, 70-81). Stasis, civil discord, did not presuppose any participation of unorganized mass gatherings. On the contrary, stasis was an unwanted, but quite logical result of escalation of the regular political struggle in the city.
 Crowd as a political phenomenon did not exist for Thucydides, and crowd activities, in his opinion, did not influence the political life of Greek cities.


Meanwhile it is necessary to study all the cases of Thucydides’ mention of crowd gatherings and crowd activities in non-military context.
 We may (and maybe should) answer some definite questions, such as 1) Whom was the crowd consist of? 2) What was the purpose for its gathering? 3) What was the place for crowd gatherings? 4) What was the level of its organization?


We will try to study all these, not very numerous, cases. The first one, in the tyrannicide-excursus I have studied before. 



Another interesting example is the Pericles' speech who “advanced from the sepulcher to an elevated platform in order to be heard by as many of the crowd as possible” (2, 34, 8). This crowd consisted of citizens, but not of citizens alone. Pericles addressed to “the whole assemblage (homilos), whether citizens or foreigners” (2, 36, 4). The purpose was state funeral procession, and the Kerameikos was its location.
 It was obviously an organized gathering too (elevated platform is the sign of special preparations), but maybe not over-organized: not only citizens and their families, but metoikoi and foreigners were allowed to participate in this procession.


Almost in the same words we can characterize the departure of the Sicilian expedition (6, 30 – 32), when the whole population of the city (ho allos homilos hapas – 6, 30, 2) came to Piraeus to say farewell to the sailors and warriors. The crowd consisted of the Athenians, foreigners and the eunoi of the Athenians (6, 32, 2). The shores of the harbor of Piraeus was the place of this gathering. The ceremony was a religious one and obviously was organized by the state (6, 32, 1), but the crowd was rather self-organized, because it was the initiative of people to come.

The events of the oligarchic coup d’etat of 411 are also of interest for examination of the political activities of the crowd. In fact, after Phrynichus had been killed, and the power of oligarchs had become unstable, in Piraeus there gathered crowds of hoplites in order to act against the oligarchs (8, 92, 5-6). Crowd activities began in Athens too (8, 92, 7-8). But it is very characteristic that these crowd activities were quite quickly transformed into an official people gathering – assembly in the theatre of Dionysus in Piraeus (8, 93, 1 and 3).


The same, as a matter of principle, phenomenon we can see in the contemporary comedy: in Aristophanes’ Lysistrata the women’s activity is transformed into a kind of a self-organized assembly.


Moreover, we cannot see crowds acting during the oligarchic coup d’etat of 411. Their absence in the crucial political moment is very important for us.

Xenophon’s Hellenica gives us some more interesting cases. A Theban Coiratadas, the prisoner-of-war, while disembarking at Piraeus, “slipped away in the crowd (ochlos) and made his escape to Decelea” (Hell.1, 3, 22, transl. by C.L.Brownson). It is a very rare mention of often, if not everyday, Piraeus crowds. Piraeus was a great port, and, of course, there was a permanent circulation of port workers, ships’ crews and so on.  Soon after it, in the same year (408/7) the mob (ochlos)of Piraeus and the city gathered to meet Alcibiades (Hell. 1, 4, 13). The latest case is rather difficult to interpret. It is possible that ochlos means the Athenian mob here, as during the discussion on the case of generals, victors of Arginusae, when the mob (ochlos, i.e. the majority of the Assembly) demanded to convict the generals immediately (Hell. 1, 7, 13). But it was, of course, a real mass gathering. The question is, whether it was organized or not. Alcibiades through his friends prepared public opinion and arrived to Piraeus just on the day of Plyntheria, a popular Athenian religious festival (Hell. 1, 4, 12). It was an organized gathering, but organized in favor of one person, the politician, who could transfer official people gathering (religious ceremony) to that of aimed to support his plans.
 
The next example is the Arginusae trial. For Xenophon and Plato it was the best sample of transformation of ekklesia into an unruly crowd. But was it really so?


First of all let’s apply to the sources, the main of which are Xenophon and Diodorus. In the description of Arginusae trial both of them generally pursue moral purposes.
 Xenophon tries to demonstrate the absence of philanthropy among the Athenian demos.
 Already in the «Greek History» he makes attempts to show in as much color as possible the disadvantages of the democratic rule. It is expressed in the text: plethos – ochlos.  For Xenophon himself the crowd may act either to the best or to the worst. The chief enemy is the mob, «the ignorant». Xenophon is sure that the Assembly may degenerate due to demagogues. So he designates the Assembly as plethos in Hellenica 1, 7, 12, but as ochlos in the next paragraph.
 “When Lykiskos added that these men should be judged by the same vote as the generals, unless they withdrew the summons, the mob () broke into shouts again, and they were compelled to withdraw the summonses” (1, 7, 13). But it is the Athenian mob, not a public gathering…

As to opposing Socrates to the crowd (plethos), in the beginning of his work over the Hellenica Xenophon hadn’t yet such a purpose.
 ”This part of the Hellenica (1 – 2, 3, 9) must have been written while Xenophon was yet a very young man, before his attachment to Socrates was very strong… In the Hellenica… Xenophon does not even trouble to distinguish Socrates as epistates of the Prytany, but negligently allows us to assume that he was an ordinary Prytanis”.
 Suggestion that Socrates was a chairman at the trial of the strategoi emerged later both at Xenophon (Memorab. 1.1.18) and Plato (Plat. Apol. 32b) as an illustration for the idea of counteracting of a single person to the multitude (plethos – Plat. Apol. 31)
. Socrates excludes even the slightest possibility that the multitude might have any moral expertise (Crito 49cd).


But we’ll try to purify Xenophon’s text from emotions and to analyze, whether there were real crowd actions. The enemies of the strategoi, of whom Theramenes was the first, used the religious festival Apaturia for their propaganda (here we may draw a parallel with Alcibiades arrival to Athens). But due to the specific features of this festival (the remembering of the dead relatives) there could have been only small gatherings of the relations, and the information was submitted «from one house to another». Apaturia festival was a family one where relatives joined together. “Theramenes used this time to hire people to attend the next crucial Assembly meeting posing as the relatives of those lost in the battle.”
 


Thus the general feelings of the Assembly were influenced, but for it nothing like crowded gatherings was really needed.


It would be wrong to imagine the people’s Assembly just like an exalted crowd. The Assembly had its reasons to be furious: the number of the Athenian citizens lost in the battle was too substantial even compared with the casualties of the Sicilian catastrophe.  Of course, there is no precise data concerning the casualties, although both Xenophon and Diodorus report about 25 ships lost by the Athenians (Xen. Hell. 1, 6, 34; Diod. 13, 100, 3–4). As to the opinion of Barry Strauss, total Athenian casualties in this battle were about 3300 men.
  Robert Buck suggests that up to 5000 Athenian lives were lost.
 Anyway, the Assembly had serious reasons to blame the generals. Thus the trial of the strategoi shouldn’t be regarded as an example of the crowd’s influence over the Athenian political life.


A civil crowd appears in Hellenica when Xenophon describes the return of Theramenes’ embassy to Athens in 405 B.C. “And as they were entering the city, a great crowd gathered around them (ochlos periecheito polus)” (2, 2, 21). The situation was critical in Athens, and people were dying of famine: that was the reason, why did the crowd meet the ambassadors near the gates or in the agora. But it is very important, that there is no mention of any crowd action. On the contrary, only “on the next day the ambassadors reported to the Assembly the terms on which the Lacedaemonians offered to make peace” (2, 2, 22). The Assembly should and did dominate over any possible unorganized political gathering in Athens.


It is interesting to compare Thucydides’ and Xenophon’s attitudes to the crowd with that of his contemporary, Andocides. The orator did not use  at all, did not describe any crowd activity, and I could find the only place in Andocides’ corpus concerning this problem, but an interesting one.

The trial of Andocides on impiety took place in 400 B.C., but in his successful speech On the Mysteries Andocides described the events of 415 B.C., when he had been imprisoned because of his real or alleged involvement in the mutilation of herms and the profanation of the mysteries. Surely, Andocides tried to retell these events in his own favor,
 but his audience knew the real conditions of public Athenian life; that’s why Andocides’ picture should be realistic in this particular field.


Andocides wrote that Diocleides  had brought an impeachment before the Council after he had seen “a large number of men going down from the Odeum into the orchestra” by the gateway to the theater of Dionysus. “He saw in total about three hundred men, but standing in groups of fifteen or twenty”  (Andoc. 1. 38, transl. by M.Edwards).


Was it a real crowd? No. We can see only a picture (real or not very real, it doesn’t matter in this context) of a conspiracy preparations. But it is of great importance that both the orator and his audience could imagine the area of the theater of Dionysus as the exact place for mass gatherings. There were really no places for mass gatherings in Athens, but the areas of official city institutions. These places can be used illegally only at night, as happened in this case. 

All that points to the absence of any kind of political influence of the crowd in Athens even in the very end of Peloponnesian War – in this hardest time for the city institutions. The power of organization was stronger than the disorganizing tendencies even in this period. 

Absence of real crowd activities in Athens during the Peloponnesian War is crucial for us. It means that crowd activities were not real means in the political struggle.

That was the sign that crowding in a casual way became more attractive for a rank-and-file Athenian citizens than debates in the Assembly. The increase of payment was a response. And the main problem was not an inflation, or pauperization of the Athenian citizen masses. There were obvious changes in social psychology.  


Meanwhile there are some traces of a new approach. We may suppose a period of the late 5th – early 4th century as a period of changes in this particular field too (in any case, in Athens). The state began to pay citizens for their participation in Ecclesia meetings, because the citizens began to prefer unofficial gatherings to official ones. At the edge of the fifth and the fourth centuries B.C. polis began to pay its citizens for attending people’s Assembly, since the citizens began to prefer the informal gatherings to the official ones (Aristoph. Eccl. 183 ff., cf. 290 ff. 380 ff.). Extension of the wage for attending ekklesia up to three obols was a response to it and at first quite a successful one (Aristoph. 299 ff., Plout. 171, 329 f.).
  Neither inflation nor pauperization of a great part of the Athenian population was the reason for decline of people’s interest to the political meetings. The reason lies in the important changes in the field of social psychology.

          The more advanced and clever Athenian leaders should have felt these changes. In any case one of them really did. It was Alcibiades who first tried not only to use the Assembly meeting, or the public funeral, but  made an attempt to transform religious festival into gathering in honor of his own arrival to Piraeus. It was rather successful attempt, but surely it was an exclusion. The conduct of Hyperbolus, another demagogue of the late fifth century Athens, was much more typical one. In spite of his radicalism, the attitude of Hyperbolus towards the Athenian demos and the rules of political struggle did not differ too much from that of the politicians of the earlier period. He acted in quite a traditional way - through the court and the Assembly. But at the end of his life he could - and was compelled to – appeal directly to the masses. The Athenian nautikos ochlos, so frightful for the oligarchs (Thuc. 8, 72), concentrated on Samos, where Hyperbolus lived in exile. We have no indications that he tried to affect the sentiment of the masses (that was later done by Alcibiades). Hyperbolus remained in the old framework of political struggle; he turned out to be defenseless and was killed (Thuc. 8, 73, 3).
ARGOS: SKYTALISMOS


Events in Argos in 370 represent another possible pattern of crowd activities in classical Greece. Indeed, one of the most striking examples of internal strife in Greek city is so-called “Club-law” (skutalismos) in Argos in 370, after the fall of Spartan domination in Peloponnesus. In his famous “A History of Greece to 322 B.C.” N.G.L. Hammond describes this event as followings: “The Peloponnese was a scene of violent turmoil throughout the year 370. Argos weakened herself by an internal revolution, in which a democratic mob bludgeoned 1,200 opponents to death...”
. One could immediately imagine crowds of people beating aristocrats by clubs: the picture looks like peasant rebellions in Eastern Europe or China. But our sources draw quite a different picture. Our main source, Diodorus
 writes: “Among the Greeks this revolutionary movement (neoterismos) was called “Club-law” (skutalismos), receiving the appellation in the manner of execution” (15, 57, 3). And then he describes the internal strife in Argos; but utters not a single word about any crowd activity! The demagogues inspired the masses (plethos) against upper classes. “...And the democracy (demos) without a thorough investigation put to death all those who were accused and confiscated their property” (15, 58, 1) (transl. by Ch.L.Sherman). Neither Dionysius of Halicarnassus (Ant. Rom. 7, 66, 5) nor Plutarch (Praecepta gerendae reipublicae. Moral. 814 B) contradict this statement. And the only contemporary author, Isocrates, describing these events, notes that the Argives “put to death (apolluousi) the most eminent and wealthy of their citizens” (Isocr. Philip. 5. 52, transl. by G.Norlin). Surely, it does not necessarily mean the death in disturbances. 


So, it was not spontaneous disturbances, or crowd activities: it was justice as the demos of Argos understood it that moment. Skutalein the hands of Argive democrats was not the weapon, “the club of people’s war”; it was only a mean of execution, quite like a guillotine. But it was not a revolution in Argos, but only an attempt of aristocratic coup d’etat which failed. 
Conclusion

May we suppose a crowd as a social phenomenon, and crowd activities to have any importance in Greek political life in pre-Hellenistic period? The answer is clear: no. But what are the reasons for this? One may easily point out the demography, the settlement patterns of the Greeks in classical period. Surely, ancient Greek cities, poleis, were rather small; even the total population of Athens did not exceed three hundred thousands in any case.
 Of course, there were very few places in ancient Greek cities where crowd activities could take place: agora, the theater, and maybe no more.
 Greek polis had no place for crowd activities: both agora and acropolis were the places for organized religious and civic processions (events, festivals). All these places were controlled by the city authorities, and unofficial gatherings may have occurred there only at night (as Andocides saw or imagined). There are no traces of crowd activities during the Olympic, Nemean, or Panathenaean Games in the classical period too. 


To my mind, these reasons are really secondary and not very important. The main reason is that it was extremely difficult to abuse polis institutions by this way. It seems to me that the Greek democracy was the society of a slightly organized civil crowd, and the critics of democracy were rather just. The psychological necessity for crowd activities could canalize in the assembly meetings, and in extraordinary situation such meetings may have transferred (mostly in the eyes of the opponents of democracy) into something like crowd gatherings as we can see in the case of the generals, victors of Arginusae, trial. 

          There were some changes in the end of the fifth – beginning of the fourth centuries B.C. The signs of these changes are the appearance of a few, but really unorganized public gatherings in our sources, and the attempt of Alcibiades even to organize public gathering out of official framework. But there were only signs, and they did not influence the political life of ancient Greek cities. Even nautikos ochlos, so strong in Athens, was no more than the part of the Athenian population, and there were no attempts to use its resources for crowd activities. The demagogues were the leaders of the demos not only by name; they continued to use polis institutional framework. This framework should be destroyed or seriously damaged to allow the crowd activities to take place.

      The crowd had much more importance in the sphere of ideology. Opponents of democracy in the philosophical and rhetorical schools of Plato and Isocrates began to use the notion ochlos widely in the meaning of unrestrained crowd of Athenian citizens after the Peloponnesian war. Xenophon tried to describe demos conduct as that of the crowd. For them the word often had an unequivocally negative connotation and they resorted to it in anti-democratic propaganda. The arguments of both thinkers are surprisingly similar: the crowd should be obedient, it should not take an active part in political life. Isocrates and Plato equated ochlos, with the demos of their time, strikingly different from the body of the citizens of the good old times, the patrios politeia. It is only here, in the rhetorical and philosophical schools of the fourth century that the word ochlos, acquires a clear and unambiguous negative anti-democratic connotation, becomes one of the key words of the vocabulary of oligarchy. In the works of Isocrates and Plato condemnation of ochlos, turns into a platitude, a topos reproduced in different places. It is not an emotional statement, but a logical construction designed to buttress ideological arguments. 


But ochlos, for them was mostly the mob; they did not use any example of crowd activities (but only organized political gatherings, such as Ecclesia, courts, etc.) in their works. Plato escaped everyday crowd, hated the mob, but was afraid mostly of demos. The crowd was for him mainly an ideological issue, necessary for their anti-democratic arguments. However, despite a considerable impact of the ideas of Plato and Isocrates, their audience should not be overestimated. Both thinkers addressed a narrow circle of similar-minded listeners. 

 
The crowd for Plato and Isocrates was an ideological image, but not a real danger. Modern sociologists are sure that “the idea of madding crowd was born of social, economic, and political challenges to the status quo in Europe during the 18th and 19th centuries”.
 But Plato did really produce this idea firstly, and his ochlodes therion was a rather adequate image of the madding crowd.


Surely Plato and his contemporaries had other concept of crowd, other in comparison with modern ones. The Roman authors undermined irregularity, for the Greek authors crowd was primarily the mob. They were not so much afraid of real crowd activities, riots, but were much afraid of the mob.
 


The Greeks had no concept of crowd as unorganized mass gathering separated from the mob, the lowest strata of population. As to the classical Greek literature, ochlos and demos should not really be separated.


But what did appear instead of that? It was really crowd democracy. Demokratia was – in many cases – ochlokratia  (that’s why ochlokratia  as a separate concept appeared only in Hellenistic period!) , and Plato was not totally wrong supposing all people gatherings to be similar in their nature. The city institutions were that of crowds, slightly organized crowds of citizens. Only the danger for the city autonomia could provoke citizens to act outside this wide framework, and the cases of defense of the city autonomy were the only cases of crowd activities in classical Greece, such as revolt of the Athenians against Cleomenus and Isagoras, and defense of Sparta against Thebans.
 


The changes in consciousness should take place to let the Greeks acting as a crowd. These changes took place only in the Hellenistic time and were connected with process of weakening of the city institutions. Thus almost all alleged ‘crowd cases’ are really those of the mob. There is no evidence to prove any serious involvement of the crowd into the political life of the Greek cities in the archaic and classical periods. 
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