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Chapter 1
Introduction
Opening remarks

The earliest traces of interstate treaties can be traced back to the beginnings of recorded
history. Already in the 24 century BCE, an agreement between the Sumerian cities of Lagash
and Umma, the purpose of which was the resolution of a border dispute, is preserved.! The
Treaty of Kadesh (ca. 1259 BCE) between Ramesses Il of Egypt and the Hittite ruler Hattusili lll,
for which we have both hieroglyphic and cuneiform versions in existence, established a military
alliance and extradition agreement between the Egyptian and Hittite states.? The evidence from
the ancient Greek world is, however, especially prodigious: more than 250 interstate treaties
from the period between the 8t century BCE and the reign of Alexander the Great are known
to us. The Swiss historian Adalberto Giovannini is therefore certainly right to characterize
ancient Greece as ‘un champ privilégié pour I'étude des relations entre Etats.” The sheer
volume of treaties from Greek antiquity reveals a serious effort to regulate interstate relations
through diplomatic, as opposed to purely military, means.*

Ancient historians often speak of an ‘epigraphic habit.”® It is also appropriate to ascribe to the
ancient Greeks a ‘diplomatic habit’ going back to the Archaic period. One of the earliest Greek
interstate treaties — though known only from much later literary sources —is alleged to have
been made between the Euboean cities of Chalcis and Eretria during the Lelantine War (ca. 700
BCE).® According to Polybius and Strabo, this agreement — which, Strabo claims, was inscribed
and publicly displayed — forbade the use of long-range missiles in combat:’

Polyb. 13.3.4: 810 kal cuvetiBevto npdg oddg uAT’ adniolg BéAeot und’ eknPBoiolg xpricaocBat
Kot AAAAAWVY, Lovnyv &€ TV €K XELPOG KAl cuoTAdNV YLVOUEVNY HaxNV AAnBwvny UTeAdupavov
glvat Kpiow mpaypdTwy.

For this reason they entered into a convention among themselves to use against each other
neither secret missiles nor those discharged from a distance, and considered that it was only a
hand-to-hand battle at close quarters which was truly decisive.

1 Lesaffer 2018, 43.

2 Goelet and Levine 1998; Sanchez Sdnchez 2021; Merigui 2023, 466-68.

3 Giovannini 2007, 14.

4 Cf. Eckstein 2017, 492; Lesaffer 2018, 47.

5 The phrase appears to have been coined by Ramsay MacMullen in the context of imperial Rome: see MacMullen
1982.

6 The date of the Lelantine War is disputed: see generally Bradeen 1947; Lambert 1982; Charalambidou 2011;
Bershadsky 2018. For ancient sources see Hdt. 5.99; Thuc. 1.15.3; Plut. Thes. 5.3.

7 For the minority view that the prohibition applied only to a final, decisive duel and not to the war as a whole, see
Baltrusch 1994, 109-11.



(trans. W.R. Paton)

Strab. 10.1.12: 6 pév o0V AoV WHOAGYouv AAAAAaLS ai TtoAeLg adtat, tept & AnAdvtou
SlevexBeloat oud’ o0Tw TEAEWC EMOUOAVTO, WOTE TW MOAEUW Kata alBadelav Spdv £kaota,
GAAQ GUVEBEVTO, £’ 0L BUGTACOVTAL TOV Ay@va. SnAot 8& kal Todto év T¢) ApapuvBiw oThAn
T, ppalouvoa pun xpficBal tnAefoAolc.

Now in general these cities were in accord with one another, and when differences arose
concerning the Lelantine Plain they did not so completely break off relations as to wage their
wars in all respects according to the will of each, but they came to an agreement as to the
conditions under which they were to conduct the fight. This fact, among others, is disclosed by a
certain pillar in the Amarynthium, which forbids the use of long-distance missiles.

(trans. H.L. Jones)

Luckily, some Archaic interstate treaties survive in inscribed form, so their historicity is not in
dispute. We have a 100-year alliance between Elis and the obscure Ewaoioi, tentatively
assigned by H. Bengtson to the mid-6t" century BCE and inscribed on a bronze tablet found at
Olympia (IvO 9 = SdA? no. 110).2 Also from Olympia is a perpetual alliance between the Greek
city of Sybaris in southern Italy and an otherwise-unattested people called the Serdaioi (ML 10
= SdA? no. 120): it cannot be any later than 510 because Sybaris was destroyed in that year
(Hdt. 6.21; Diod. 12.10.1).° One of the earliest recorded treaties involving Athens is an alliance
concluded with Thessaly around 560 by the tyrant Pisistratus, which we know about because
Herodotus (5.63.2-3) tells us that it was activated in 511 in an unsuccessful bid by Pisistratus’
son Hippias to stay in power.1° Turning to Sparta, an early Spartan treaty with the Arcadian city
of Tegea (Plut. Mor. 292b = Arist. fr. 592; Mor. 277c; Hdt. 1.67) may also belong to the mid-6™"
century, though the date is debated.!! Altogether, the ancient historian Hermann Bengtson
counts no fewer than 31 interstate treaties, attested in Greek and/or Latin sources, which
predate the creation of the Delian League in 478/77 BCE — the chronological starting-point of
my database — although seven of these do not involve Greek states.'?

The period 478/77-387/86 BCE witnessed a great increase in the number of attested interstate
treaties. My database, which covers this period and includes only treaties of which Athens

8 Bengtson misreads the ethnic as Epraoioc and wrongly identifies them with the Arcadian city of Heraea; Roy and
Schofield 1999 have demonstrated that the correct reading is’Efaoiog (‘Ewaoioi’), who are known only from this
inscription. It has been suggested that the Ewaoioi were perioeci of Elis and lived in the region of Elis: Siewert
1994; Roy 1997, 292-95; Ebert and Siewert 1999; IACP no. 254, p. 499.

% For this treaty see further Calderone 1963; Lombardo 2008.

10 cf. Bouchon and Helly 2015, 232.

11 Dated ca. 550 by Bengtson, comm. SdA%Zno. 112, p. 11 and Yates 2005, 65, who both depict it as the founding
document of the Peloponnesian League. However, Cawkwell 1993, 369-70 argues for a date of ca. 490-65.

12 SdA% nos. 101-131.



and/or Sparta were contracting parties (for reasons which will be explained below), contains a
total of 63 separate treaties. Two factors are primarily responsible for this density of evidence.
First of all, we have surviving historical narratives by authors who were themselves alive during
much of this period: | have in mind chiefly Thucydides and Xenophon. Diodorus Siculus is also
an important source for the 5" and 4t centuries BCE, and although he lived centuries later (in
the 1t century BCE, to be precise), his account of this period is heavily indebted to Ephorus of
Cyme (fl. 4™ century BCE), who was therefore a near-contemporary of many of the later
treaties that appear in my database.!® V.J. Gray believes that Ephorus himself relied on the
surviving but fragmentary Hellenica Oxyrhynchia for the period 411-386 BCE, and if this is the
case then we must conclude that Diodorus’ ultimate source was indeed written very close in
time to the events in question.* Apart from the literary evidence, there is a relative abundance
of surviving epigraphical material concerning interstate relations compared to the preceding
Archaic period, particularly at Athens.'®> Hence, the possibility of assembling a large body of
evidence, both literary and epigraphic, makes the 5™ and early-4™" centuries a particularly
promising and fruitful area of study.

Research question

This dissertation seeks to understand to which extent historical developments in the period
between the formation of the Delian League (478/77 BCE) and the King’s Peace/Peace of
Antalcidas (387/86 BCE) contributed to the evolution of interstate treaties in the Greek world. |
argue that developments in Greek treaties can be measured in six distinct ways. Firstly, the
terminology used to describe treaties: did Athens and Sparta reach a common understanding of
technical terms such as onovéali, eiprivn, and cuppayxia? Did their understanding of any of
these terms evolve over time? Second, the treaty-making process, including measures intended
to prevent the premature breakdown of treaties: how similar was the process of negotiating
and approving treaties in Sparta and Athens, and did they take a similar approach to emending
treaties and interstate arbitration? Third, the intended duration of treaties: why did Athens and
Sparta conclude time-limited treaties in some contexts and unlimited treaties in others? Is
there a clear trend towards more generous time limits during this period? Fourth, the
inscription and publication of treaties: why did Athens and Sparta differ in their approach to
inscribing and publicly displaying treaties, and what factors influenced the decision to inscribe
or not to inscribe them? Fifth, the religious and ritual elements of treaties: how did the oaths

13K.S. Sacks, OCD*s.v. ‘Ephorus,” estimates that he lived from ca. 405-330 BCE. On Ephorus’ own sources see
Parker 2004.

14 Gray 1987, 73. For a general assessment of Diodorus’ sources including Ephorus see Drews 1962. For the
possible authorship of the Hellenica Oxyrhynchia see Occhipinti 2016, 2-5 with references.

15 See especially Liddel 2003.



sworn to ratify treaties, as well as the choice of gods by which the oaths were sometimes
sworn, function as a tool of control over subordinate treaty partners? Lastly, the significance of
the concept of altovopia in many treaties: did Athens and Sparta understand a0tovouia
differently, and how was their understanding incorporated into treaties?

The topic which | have chosen to examine is important because treaties are a key source for the
‘international law’ of the Greeks. | put this term in quotation marks because the
appropriateness of attributing such a thing as international law to the ancient Greeks is
contested by modern scholars. M. Wight, writing in the 1970s, plainly asserted that ancient
Greece, in stark contrast to the modern West, ‘had no notion of international law,” nor did such
a notion exist at any point in Antiquity.'® Even Polly Low, who wrote Interstate Relations in
Classical Greece: Morality and Power primarily to argue for the existence of widespread norms
of interstate behaviour among the Greeks of the Classical period, admits that there ‘exists no
formally defined, authoritative, published “code” of the international law of classical Greece. ...
[T]here is, moreover, no evidence to suggest that such a thing existed.”!’ In a similar vein, A.M.
Eckstein, in an admittedly pessimistic study of Greek interstate relations in Thucydides, writes:

The international environment in the great age of the independent Greek city-state (750-330
BCE) was an “anarchy” under formal definition. That is, the 200 states of the Aegean world
recognized no overarching common government or authority, nor any larger interstate
organization, that could exercise control over their independent actions. At the same time,
there were no formal international laws that were agreed among them that might constrain
behavior.®®

But if the Greeks had no ancient equivalent of the UN Charter, the Vienna Convention on the
Law of Treaties, or the Rome Statue of the International Criminal Court, the Greek states
nevertheless could and did define and regulate their relations with one another (and
occasionally with non-Greek states such as the Persian Empire), and the principal means by
which they did this was through interstate treaties. Treaties could be used to achieve a number
of goals: they could end a conflict for a stated period of time; they could establish a military
alliance between two or more partners, often directed against a specific enemy; and they could
regulate relations between an imperial nyepwv (lit. ‘leader’) such as Athens and a subordinate
ally. It is impossible to even begin to study Greek ‘international law’ without examining the
evidence contained within the treaties.

Scope of the dissertation

16 Wight 1977, 51-52.
17 Low 2007, 84; cf. Plescia 1970, 58; Adcock and Mosley 1975, 121; Ostwald 1986, 119.
18 Eckstein 2017, 491-92.
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This dissertation, as noted already, is restricted chronologically to the period 478/77-387/86
BCE and geographically to treaties in which Athens and/or Sparta were participants. This choice
requires justification.

| will begin with the geographic restriction, which is perhaps easier to explain. Simply put, the
intense focus of the literary sources on Athens and to a somewhat lesser extent Sparta, and the
overwhelming Athenocentrism of the 5"-century epigraphic evidence, means that the majority
of all surviving treaties from this period, whether known from literary or epigraphic sources, are
treaties in which Athens, Sparta, and sometimes both simultaneously were involved. Therefore,
even including all known Greek interstate treaties from this period would not add massively to
my corpus featured in this dissertation. There is, of course, also a very relevant political
justification for focusing on Athens and Sparta. Through Athens’ leadership of the Delian
League and Sparta’s leadership of the Peloponnesian League, they were unquestionably the
Greek ‘superpowers’ of the day: the most important, powerful, and influential of all the Greek
city-states. At their peak, the Delian and Peloponnesian leagues together encompassed
hundreds of polities spread throughout mainland Greece, the Aegean islands, and coastal Asia
Minor.

The chronological scope of the dissertation can be explained as follows: the formation of the
Delian League marked the beginning of Athens’ ascent to hegemonic status: it was literally the
nyepwv of the League (Thuc. 1.95.7), just as Sparta headed the Peloponnesian League. The
archontic year 478/77 thus marks the beginning of what may be called ‘Greek dualism,” the
rivalry and shared hegemony over much of the Greek world by Athens and Sparta.'® The
resulting conflicts between Athens and Sparta, such as the ‘first’ Peloponnesian War (460-
446/45 BCE), the Peloponnesian War proper (431-404 BCE) and, in the early-4t century, the
Corinthian War (395-387/86 BCE), were all occasions for increased diplomatic activity.

Athens decisively lost its hegemonic status when it surrendered to Sparta, ending the
Peloponnesian War, in 404 BCE. Readers may therefore justifiably wonder why | have decided
to extend the chronological scope of the dissertation to the King’s Peace rather than stopping
here. One reason is that Athens did not in fact abandon all hope of empire after 404, but waged
the Corinthian War in hopes of reviving its lost power. The Long Walls and the walls of Piraeus,
torn down at Sparta’s insistence in 404, were rebuilt with Persian funding after the 394 battle
of Cnidus, a severe defeat for the Spartan fleet (Xen. Hell. 4.8.9-10; Diod. 14.85.2-3; IG 221656 +
IG 221657 = RO 9). Several Athenian cleruchies lost in 404, such as Imbros, Lemnos, and Scyros,
were reconquered at around the same time, and their retention by Athens would later be
guaranteed under the King’s Peace (Xen. Hell. 4.8.15; 5.1.31). It was only after the King’s Peace

1% Compare the concept of ‘German dualism’ (deutscher Dualismus), the struggle for supremacy over German-
speaking Europe between Prussia and Austria from ca. 1740-1866, on which see generally Schlie 2013.
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that the Athenians realized that they could not revive their &pyn as it had existed in the 5t
century, with the result that the so-called Second Athenian Confederacy established in 379/78
was, at least initially, distinctly milder in character.2 Just as crucially, the King’s Peace
represents a watershed in the evolution of Greek interstate treaties that simply did not occur in
404. The King’s Peace was the first in a series of so-called kown giprivn (‘common peace’)
treaties, a new kind of diplomatic instrument that did not exist in the 5 century — though as
we shall see, certain characteristic elements are found in embryonic form in a number of earlier
treaties. The Peace formally enshrined aUtovouia as a universal political ideal (Xen. Hell.
5.1.31), whereas earlier treaties had only awarded it as specific exceptions within a hegemonic
framework. Crucially, while practical enforcement of the Peace was left to Sparta, its formal
guarantor was the non-Greek Artaxerxes Il of Persia, which foreshadowed the later regulation
of Greek interstate affairs by Macedon and, eventually, Rome.

State of research

Greek interstate relations in the Classical period have been extensively examined in earlier
scholarship. Key works include Baltrusch 1994, who insists — correctly — that the Greeks
conceptually differentiated between treaty types. He demonstrates that cuppayia (‘military
alliance’) and omovéai (lit. ‘libations,” but more commonly ‘armistice’ or ‘truce’ in a diplomatic
context) were not interchangeable legal categories, but were clearly distinct from one another.
Baltrusch’s taxonomy provides the tools to identify continuity and change in treaty forms across
successive diplomatic crises and alliances from the earliest times to the end of the
Peloponnesian War. Bederman 2001 provides a framework for thinking about treaties not as
isolated texts but as manifestations of shared norms and customary practice in the Greek
world. Bederman argues that features such as oath invocations, arbitration clauses, proxeny
exchanges, and heraldic immunity reflect proto-legal norms that regulated interstate
interaction. His functional definition of ‘international law’ suggests that even without formal
codification, the Greeks cultivated expectations of behavior that would be expressed in treaties.
Bederman’s work therefore implies that historical developments may have contributed to
changes in interstate treaties over time. Giovannini 2007 offers a comprehensive study of
interstate relations in Greek antiquity from the Archaic to the late Classical/Early Hellenistic
period (c. 700—200 BCE). Giovannini places treaties and interstate norms within a broader
conceptual framework of Greek interstate relations. He does not write a narrow diplomatic or
legal history but systematically examines the rules, norms, and institutions that structured

20 As |G 2243 = RO 22 (378/77 BCE), an Athenian decree inviting states to join the Confederacy, reveals, Athens
promised to renounce tribute (ddpog), military governors, garrisons, and interference in the internal political
affairs of the allies and guaranteed a common allied deliberative assembly (cuvé&plov). See further C.J. Tuplin,
OCD"s.v. ‘Second Athenian Confederacy.’
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peaceful and conflictual interactions between Greek states, drawing heavily on both epigraphic
and literary evidence. One of his key arguments, and one relevant for understanding
developments in the period covered by my dissertation, is that the Greek world constituted a
pluralist interstate society with shared cultural norms, moral expectations, and unwritten laws
that underlay interstate conduct. This echoes the approach taken by Low 2007, whose
attention focuses on moral discourse as a constitutive element of diplomacy. Treaties, in her
view, are not merely legal texts but performative acts embedded in normative language: justice
(6wkatoouvn), reciprocity, honour, and shame. Low examines how poleis justified their external
actions and how reputational incentives shaped expectations of compliance.

Baltrusch’s focus on legal forms and categories means he tends to take treaties as given rather
than as responses to shifting geopolitical pressures. Meanwhile, scholars like Bederman,
Giovannini, and Low generally stop short of a periodized narrative; their focus is structural and
comparative rather than chronological. Other scholarly studies seldom take a unified approach
to treaties. Instead, they tend to be either case studies of individual treaties — or perhaps of a
small group of treaties — or institutional histories without an overarching model of evolution.
My approach, on the other hand, is to combine chronological analysis with a
thematic/structural analysis of Greek interstate treaties. Rather than merely examine general
trends in the historical development of interstate treaties, | seek to examine precisely how each
treaty individually was influenced by preceding treaties and itself influenced subsequent
treaties. Over the course of my dissertation, therefore, it is my hope that it becomes clear to
the reader that treaties were not mere passive responses to historical developments, but
actively informed and shaped them.

Structure of the dissertation

The main body of the dissertation (that is, everything excluding the introduction and
conclusion) is divided into 10 chapters. Chapters 2-6 are devoted to a chronologically-organized
examination of individual treaties; chapters 7-11 proceed with a thematic analysis. Each treaty
included in this dissertation has a unique identifier beginning with D, standing for ‘diplomacy.’
D 1.1-D 1.16 correspond to treaties examined in Chapter 2, D 2.1 - D 2.13 to those in Chapter
3, and so on. Each entry incudes one or more testimonia, which are divided into LT (‘literary
testimonium’) and ET (‘epigraphic testimonium’) based on the nature of the evidence. These
are numbered for each entry based on the order in which they appear. If both LT and ET exist
for the same treaty, ET is always listed first. For LT, the order of appearance is determined by
authorial chronology: e.g., Thucydides always appears before Diodorus, and Diodorus before
Plutarch. Testimonia, whether LT or ET, are always displayed in the original Greek or Latin with
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an English translation below. ET normally also include a selective apparatus criticus. See Index
of Testimonia for a full list of treaties and the sources from which the testimonia are derived.
For ET, two editions are sometimes listed in the main entries: the edition marked with an
asterisk (*) is the edition followed in the dissertation. Additional editions are catalogued in
Concordance of Inscriptions.

When referring to treaties within the main body of the text, | commonly include both the
standard reference to the relevant text as well as the equivalent within the system developed
for this dissertation. For example, a reference to a passage of the Peace of Nicias might appear
as Thuc. 5.18.1 = D 2.12 LT 1 (the latter being consistently bolded); a reference to a line from an
inscription might be recorded as /IG 1389=D 2.10ET 1 1. 5.

Translations, whether my own or borrowed from a published source, are credited individually
for each testimonium.

Outlook

In 387/86, the King’s Peace, ‘presented to the Greeks by the King of Persia and ... enforced by
the Spartans, backed by the threat of Persian power,’” in the words of T.T.B. Ryder, was
promulgated.?! While this event represents the chronological terminus of the present study,
the Greek states of course continued to make treaties throughout the 4% century and well
beyond. The development and refinement of kowr eiprjvn treaties during the 4t century,
building upon the existing work of Ryder 1965 and Jehne 1994, would be a most profitable and
interesting field of future inquiry. There was certainly no shortage of such treaties in the
decades following the King’s Peace: kowvr) €iprivn treaties, or treaties exhibiting at least some
Kowvn gipnvn elements, are attested in 371 (two treaties), 365, 362, 346 (Peace of Philocrates),
and 338/37 (League of Corinth).?? Future investigation should also focus on the role and
interpretation of interstate treaties created within the framework of new ‘supranational’
entities such as the Second Athenian Confederacy established 379/78 BCE.?3 Geographically, an
analysis of 4t century interstate treaties should move beyond an exclusive focus on treaties
involving Athens and/or Sparta but should broaden its scope to include Thebes, which replaced
Sparta as the most powerful Greek state following the battle of Leuctra in 371, and Macedon,

21 Ryder 1965, 39.

22 Momigliano 1934; Ryder 1965, 124-63 (appendices 11-X); Cawkwell 1961; Jehne 1994, 31-138; Zahrnt 2000, 314-
21; Rhodes 2006, 189-203 (a general overview of the kown eiprjvn phenomenon); Rhodes 2008; P. Low, OCD*s.v.
‘Common Peace.” Note that Cawkwell and Zahrnt are focused on the kowvr) iprivn of 365 BCE. For the League of
Corinth (not to be confused with what | call the anti-Spartan ‘Alliance of Corinth’ of 395, on which see Diod. 14.82),
see chiefly /G 231.318 = RO 76 with Diod. 16.89 and Just. 9.5.1-4.

2 For the Second Athenian Confederacy (a modern appellation, like the ‘Delian League’), see Cargill 1981; Badian
1995; Harding 1995; Rhodes 2006, 226-43.
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which began its rise to power with the accession of Philip Il in 359, playing an enormous role in
the diplomatic manoeuvres of the second half of the 4t century.

There is much room for further discussion of the thematic aspects of treaties within a 4t
century context. The continued evolution of treaty terminology in the age of the kowr eiprivn
would make for a worthwhile field of inquiry. Future research should also evaluate whether the
establishment of the Metroon influenced the contents of inscribed Athenian interstate treaties
in the post-King’s Peace period. The further development of the concept of avtovouia and its
role in interstate treaties demands careful evaluation, especially in light of ambitious and far-
reaching autonomy guarantee found in the rescript of the King’s Peace (Xen. Hell. 5.1.31). Other
thematic elements considered in this dissertation in a 5™ and early-4t" century context, such as
the contents of treaty oaths, the inclusion of arbitration and amendment clauses, the
destruction of treaty stelae, and the negotiatory role of envoys and embassies, are also worthy
of study as applied to the post-King’s Peace era.
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Chapter 2

Treaties of the Pentecontaetia (478/77-433/32 BCE)

Introduction

The ‘Pentecontaetia’ (lit. ‘period of 50 years’) refers to the time from the battle of Plataea (478
BCE) up to the outbreak of the Peloponnesian War in 431.1 Diplomatically this was a very active
period of Greek history, more so, in fact, than any preceding time.? While the conflict with
Persia was the first to draw in a large number of Greek states simultaneously, the First
Peloponnesian War, which belongs to the Pentecontaetia, was the first large-scale intra-
Hellenic conflict in Greek history, as well as the first direct military confrontation between
Athens and Sparta.

The present chapter begins with the establishment of the Delian League under Athenian
leadership in 478/77 and includes numerous treaties connected with the League’s internal
affairs. Several treaties concerning Athens’ relations with states outside the Delian League,
including the highly significant Thirty Years’ Peace of 446/45 (D 1.11), are also discussed.

D1.1
Establishment of the Delian League
478/77 BCE

The predecessor of the Delian League was the so-called Hellenic League created to repulse
Xerxes’ invasion of Greece. It was formed in 481 and comprised approximately 30 Greek states,
the most important of which were Sparta — the League’s leader — as well as Athens and Corinth
(Hdt. 7.132.2, 145.1, 148; FGrH 115 Theopompus F 153; cf. ML 27 = Syll.3 31 with Thuc. 1.132.2-
3 and Plut. Them. 20.3).2 The League was not dissolved after the battle of Plataea but continued
to pursue the retreating Persians. The forces of the League campaigned in Cyprus and around
Byzantium in 478, led by the Spartan regent Pausanias, but he was accused of collaboration
with Persia and recalled to Sparta to face trial (Thuc. 1.128-130; Diod. 11.44; Plut. Arist. 23). The
author of the Athenaién Politeia claims that the initiative was taken by the Athenian Aristides
(LT 2 = [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 23.4), which is a plausible assertion: Athens now had the opportunity to

1 The term ultimately derives from Thuc. 1.118.2 &tect mevtrkovta paAota PeTall TAG te Z€pEou AvaywphoEWS
Kal tfi¢ apxfic tolde Tol moAépou and is used explicitly by the scholiasts (2 Thuc. 1.89.1, 97.2, 118.2).

2 Cf. Lewis 1992b, 136, in the context of the Peace of Callias: ‘On our evidence, this is the first generation which
had to face the problems of regulating peace outside the framework of an alliance or permanent friendship.’

3 On the League see Brunt 1953; Tronson 1991; Nielsen 2007; Yates 2015. The testimonia are compiled by
Bengtson at SdA? no. 46.
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collect tribute and, by forming a separate alliance, to step out of the Spartan shadow cast by
the Hellenic League. Whether or not the Athenians were already consciously prepared to gain
new allies by force (though this did not take long: see D 1.2 on Carystus) is impossible to
determine.*

None of this necessarily contradicts Thucydides’ statement (1.95.1, LT 1 = 1.96.1) that the
League’s formation was urged by the lonians and other Greeks recently liberated from Persia.
The Greek cities of Asia Minor and the Aegean islands had reasonable grounds to fear a
renewed Persian attack, and their fear would certainly have been still greater if Pausanias really
did have, or was plausibly suspected of, pro-Persian leanings. Lastly, Athens was both lonian —
indeed, the reputed metropolis of the lonians (Solon F 4a West; Hdt. 1.147; Thuc. 1.2.6, 12.4;
Paus. 7.1.9-2.5) — and already possessed a powerful navy that could protect the allies.

LT 1: Thuc. 1.96.1

napalafovteg 6& ol ABnvalol TV Ayepoviav ToUTw TH TPOMW EKOVIWY TV EUUUAXWVY LA TO
Mavoaviou piocog, ETagav ag Te £5€L MAPEXELV TWV MOAEWV Xpruata mpog tov BapPBapov kat ag
vadc [2] mpdoxnua yap Av dpdvesdat wv €mabov Snodvtag THV Bacéwe xwpav. Kol
‘EAnvotapiat tote mp&tov ABnvaiolg katéotn dpxn, ol €6€xovto Tov dpopov: o0Tw yap
WVOHATON TGV XpNHATwWV 1} Gopd. AV & & MP&ITog GdPOC TaBelC TETPAKOGLO TAAAVTO KAl
£€nKovta, TAULETOV Te AffAog AV alTolC Kal ai uvodol £¢ T iepov yiyvovro. [97.1] Ryoupevol 8¢
QUTOVOLWY TO TMPOTOV TWV EUUUAXWV Kal Ao Kowviv Euvodwv Bouleudvtwy Toodde EnijABov
TOAE W T Kal Slaxelpiost mpoypdtwy petafb to0de To0 oAépou Kal tod Mndwod, & £yéveto
Tpo¢ te TOV BapPapov auTolig Kai mpog Tolg odetépout EUUUAXOUG vEwTEpilovTag Kal
Melomovvnoiwv Tol¢ aigl TPooTUYXAVOVTOC £V EKAOTW.

In this way the Athenians took over the hegemony, with the willing agreement of the allies
prompted by their hatred of Pausanias. They then determined which of the cities should provide
money and which should provide ships in furtherance of the war against the barbarians: the
ostensible purpose was to retaliate for their own losses by ravaging the King’s territory. It was
now that there was first instituted at Athens the office of ‘Treasurers of the Greeks,” with
responsibility for receiving the tribute (This was the term given to the contributions in money).
The original tribute was assessed at four hundred and sixty talents. The treasury was the island
of Delos, and the meetings of the allies took place in the temple there. At first the Athenians
were the leaders of autonomous allies who met together to make their policy in common. But
in the period intervening between the Persian War and this war there was huge Athenian
activity in the prosecution of war and the management of political affairs, activity undertaken

4 Scharff 2016, 91 believes that the allies at any rate did not yet suspect this, which may explain their readiness to
conclude an apparently perpetual alliance (see below on the symbolic importance of the poépot). For a similar
view see Raaflaub 2009, 93-94.
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against the barbarians, against their own rebellious allies, and against any Peloponnesian state
which crossed their path at any time in their various ventures.

(trans. Martin Hammond)

LT 2: [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 23.4

&ML 8& TAV AMOCTAoWY TAV TRV TWVwY &mo T TV Aakedatpoviwy cuppoxiag AploTeidng Av o

npotpédag, [5] tnpnoag tolg Adkwvog StaBeBAnuévoug Sud Mavoaviav. 516 kal toug popoug
0UTOC NV O TAEAC TATC TTOAEGLY TOUC IPWTOUC, ETEL TPITW HETA TV év Tahapivt vaupoxiav, £t

TLo0BEvVouC dpXoVToC, Kail ToUC BPKOUC WIOTEV TOTC IwoLy, (OTE TOV aUTOV £XBpOV elvat Kal

dilov, £d’ ol kal ToUC pUSPOUC &V T() TteAdyeL KaBeloav.

But the secession of the lonian states from the Lacedaemonian alliance was promoted by
Aristides, who seized the opportunity when the Lacedaemonians were discredited because of
Pausanias. Hence it was Aristides who assessed the tributes of the allied states on the first
occasion, two years after the naval battle of Salamis, in the archonship of Timosthenes [478/77
BCE], and who administered the oaths to the lonians when they swore to have the same
enemies and friends, ratifying their oaths by letting the lumps of iron sink to the bottom out at
sea.

(trans. H. Rackham)

LT 3: Diod. 11.47.1

€0OUC 0LV O pEV ApLoTeidng cuveBOUAEUE TOTC GUMAXOLS AmaoL KOWRAV Byoust cUvoSov
anodetéal trv AfjAov KooV TauLelov, Kal T XprRHaTa MAvVTa T cuvayopeva €i¢ Taltnyv
katatiBeaBal, mpdg 6€ TOV Ao TWV MNePo@v UMOMTEVOUEVOV TTOAELOV Tafal dOpoV TATg TOAETL
naoalg kata SuvapLy, Wote yiveaBal to mdv aBpolopa TaAAvIwy evtakooiwy kal €€nkovra. [2]
TaxBeig 6£ émil trv dlatalv TV dopwv, oUTwg AkpLBXC Kal dikaiwg Tov dlapeplopdv émoinoev
WOTE AoaG TAC OAELC eSokfioal. 610 Kal SOKWV Ev TL TV ASUVATWY EPYWV CUVTETEAEKEVAL,
peyiotnv €mit Sikatoouvn 66€av éktrioato kat Sta v UmepBoAnv tii¢ Sikaloouvng Sikalog
£Mwvouaocon. [3] ud’ Eva &€ kal TOV aUTOV Kalpodv 1 pev Tol Mavoaviou kakia THC KATd
Balattav Ayspoviag £0Tépnos Toug moAitag, f Aploteidou &€ kotd mdv Apeth tac ABrvoc tv
oUK oUoav oTpatnyiav émoinoe ktioaoOad.

At once, then, Aristides advised all the allies as they were holding a general assembly to
designate the island of Delos as their common treatury and to deposit there all the money they
collected, and towards the war which they suspected would come from the Persians to impose
a levy upon all the cities according to their means, so that the entire sum collected would
amount to five hundred and sixty talents. And when he was appointed to allocate the levy, he
distributed the sum so accurately and justly that all the cities consented to it. Consequently,
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since he was considered to have accomplished an impossible thing, he won for himself a very
high reputation for justice, and because he excelled in that virtue he was given the epithet of
‘the just.” Thus at one and the same time the baseness of Pausanias deprived his countrymen of
the supremacy on the sea, and the all-round virtue of Aristides caused Athens to gain the
leadership which she had not possessed before.

(trans. C.H. Oldfather)

LT 4: Plut. Arist. 25

0 &’ Aploteidng WpKLoe pev Tou¢ EAANvag kai Wpoaoev Unep tv ABnvaiwv, pudpoug EpuBolwyv
£ml Tolg apalc €ig v BaAattav.

Aristides did, indeed, bind the Hellenes by an oath, and took the oath himself for the Athenians,
to mark his imprecations casting iron ingots into the sea.

(trans. Bernadotte Perrin)

The author of the Ath. Pol. (= LT 2) claims that Aristides required the League’s members to
swear ‘to have the same enemies and friends.”> According to Rhodes, this indicates a full
offensive and defensive alliance (ouppayia) under which the allies would have to support
Athens even in offensive campaigns, while the dropping of iron weights into the sea
symbolically expresses the intended perpetuity of the alliance (for the same ritual in a different
context cf. Hdt. 1.165), since these would forever remain at the bottom.® Though not directly
attested by the surviving testimonia, the oath of the allies, suggests Russell Meiggs, may have
included a clause ‘to remain loyal and not desert’: it is found in later Athenian treaties imposed
on allies that had rebelled, notably Erythrae (OR 121 =D 1.6 ET 1).” | would add another point
in support of this: if the allies swore not to defect from the League, they could have no grounds
for complaint if Athens would, and did, bring them back into the fold by force (see e.g., D 1.3).

Thucydides writes that some allies contributed ships (e.g., Chios, Lesbos, Samos) while others
paid a cash tribute from the beginning; and the very first tribute assessment reportedly
amounted to 460 talents.® Finally, the allies affirmed their submission to the decisions of the
Hellenotamiae, lit. ‘treasurers of the Greeks’: kail mapadwow tolg EAAnvotapialg év AfAw.
These were financial officials of the Delian League who received the tribute from the allies and

5 A speculative reconstruction of the allied oath is given at Scheibelreiter 2013, 250-53.

6 Rhodes 2017, 260; cf. Chambers 1990, 251. The historicity of the ‘friends and enemies’ clause is doubted by
Bayliss (Sommerstein and Bayliss 2013, 206-07) on the grounds that it is not otherwise attested until the 430s. Cf.
Bolmarcich 2008.

7 Meiggs 1972, 45-46.

8 Perhaps an optimistic assessment that was not realized in full: Rhodes 1985, 7-8.
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were responsible for depositing the first-fruits or amapyn, i.e., 1/60t" of the tribute of each ally,
to the treasury of Athena in Athens.®

The primary historical significance of the Delian League’s foundation lies in the fact that it
inaugurated the period of the ‘Greek dualism’ of the fifth century, which lasted until 404, and
which was dominated by Athens as leader of the Delian League on one side and Sparta as
leader of the older Peloponnesian League on the other. For the rest of the century, the Greek
world would be effectively split in two, and while the hundreds of small- and middle-ranking
Greek moAeLg obviously continued to exist, their political history would become increasingly
intertwined with that of the two great powers.

D1.2
Surrender of Carystus
ca. 476-469 BCE

Carystus lay on the southern tip of the island of Euboea. In 490 its was besieged and its territory
ravaged by Persia before being forced to surrender (Hdt. 6.99.2). There were Carystians serving
in the Persian army in 480 (8.66.2), which resulted in the imposition of an indemnity by
Themistocles after Salamis (8.112.2; cf. 8.121.1). A war between Carystus and Athens in the
early years of the Pentecontaetia is recorded by both Herodotus (9.105 = LT 1) and Thucydides
(1.98.3 = LT 2) but cannot be precisely dated. R. Brock suggests a range of 476-69 BCE, E. Badian
between 476/75 and 471/70, while M. Ostwald reckons that the war began ca. 472 and ended
in 469 with the forcible admission of Carystus into the Delian Legue which (Ostwald argues)
precipitated the revolt of Naxos (D 1.3, below).1° But while Thucydides’ narrative does indeed
place the reduction of Carystus before the events on Naxos, Hornblower cautions against
‘[seeking] to bring every one of our handful of facts for this period into causal relationship when
Th. does not expressly authorize it."*!

LT 1: Hdt. 9.105

toltov 6¢€ 1oV EppoAukov katéAafe Dotepov ToUTwY, MOAEUOU €0vTog ABnvaiolot te kal
Kapuotiolal, év KOpvw Ti¢ Kapuoting xwpng amoBavovrta v paxn keloBal ént Mepatot®.

% On the Hellenotamiae see further Woodhead 1959.
10 Ostwald 1982, 38; Badian 1993, 100; Brock 1996, 359.
1 Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 1, 150-51.
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This Hermolycus on a later day met his death in a battle at Cyrnus in Carystus during a war
between the Athenians and Carystians, and lay dead on Geraestus.

(own trans.)

LT 2: Thuc. 1.98.3

npog 6€ Kapuotioug altolg Gveu TV GAAWVY EOBoEwv MOAEUOG EYEVETO, KAl Xpovw EuvERnoav
ka6’ opoloyiav.

They [sc. the Athenians] also made war on Carystus, independently of the rest of Euboea, and
the Carystians eventually agreed to terms.

(trans. Martin Hammond)

The first manifestations of Athenian military aggression in the Delian League era predate or are
roughly contemporaneous with the forcible incorporation of Carystus: Eion was captured from
the Persians ca. 476 (Thuc. 1.98; Plut. Cim. 7) and the island of Scyros was conquered, and an
Athenian cleruchy established there, ca. 474 (Thuc. 1.98.2; Plut. Cim. 8). However, since Eion
was a Persian stronghold, its capture was perfectly aligned with the League’s anti-Persian
objectives, while the seizure of Scyros only marginally involved the League.

The fate of Carystus fundamentally differs because nothing in the League’s ‘charter,’” insofar as
we know from our sources, could have justified it. If Eion was Persian-controlled and Sycros was
possibly piratical, the war on Carystus was apparently unprovoked and its capture undertaken
purely to advance Athens’ strategic and economic objectives.!? If Thucydides’ narrative
ordering of events corresponds to historical reality, then it comes as little surprise that Naxos
was sufficiently alarmed by Athens’ conduct to revolt.

D1.3
Surrender of Naxos
ca. 470-465 BCE

Naxos, the largest of the Cycladic islands, was a very early and possibly founding member of the
Delian League and initially contributed ships to the alliance (Thuc. 1.98.4, 99 = LT 1). While
Rhodes places the revolt of Naxos within a range of 475-70, a date in the first half of the 460s,

12 For Scyros as possibly piratical see Meiggs 1972, 73-75. Carystus paid a large tribute of 12 talents upon its first
recorded assessment in 454/53 BCE (/G 13259.2 1. 16).
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before the battle of the Eurymedon (ca. 465), corresponds more neatly with Thucydides’
narrative.3

LT 1: Thuc. 1.98.4

Naélolc 6¢ amootdol petd talta EmoAéunoayv Kail MOALOPKiQ TAPECTHOOVTO, TPWTN TE aUTN
TLOALG EUMaXLG TTapd TO KaBeoTNKOG £60UVAWON, Emetta 6€ Kal TV GAAWV WG EKAoTN EUVERN.

After this came the revolt of Naxos: the Athenians went to war and blockaded the Naxians into
submission. This was the first allied state to lose its freedom — something quite contrary to
Greek norms which would subsequently happen to the others one by one.

(trans. Martin Hammond)

Unlike Carystus, which was not in the Delian League before the Athenian conquest, Naxos was
an existing League member. If, as is possible, the oaths administered by Aristides at the
League’s foundation explicitly forbade defection from Athens, the suppression of the Naxians’
rebellion was strictly justified. Nonetheless, it must have sent a chilling message to any other
League members that might be contemplating revolt: defect, and you will be punished severely.

Regrettably, Thucydides does not specify the terms imposed on Naxos. Later, Athens frequently
punished rebellions by stripping allies of their ships and imposing tribute or cleruchies (e.g.,
Thasos = D 1.4; Samos = D 1.15; Lesbos = D 2.3). If correctly restored, Naxos appears in the
tribute lists beginning in 450/49 (/G 13263.4 1. 35). At some point between 453 and 448, 500
Athenian cleruchs were settled on Naxos (Plut. Per. 11.5-6; Diod. 11.88.3; Paus. 1.27.5; PI.
Euthphr. 4c; Aeschin. 2.175).14

D14
Surrender of Thasos
463 BCE

Thasos was an early, wealthy, and ship-contributing member of the Delian League, but it
defected in 466/65 over a dispute concerning trading and mining rights on the mineral-rich strip
of mainland territory (mepaia) that it controlled (Thuc. 1.100.2).%° The Athenians quickly

13 Rhodes 1985, 12-13; Brock 1996, 359 n. 7; cf. Stylianou 1992.

14 Figueira 1991, 229 ascribes this to the Athenian general Tolmides, who also established cleruchies on Andros and
Euboea around the same time: cf. 220, with references.

15 0On the mines see Green 2006, 139. On the date of the revolt see JACP no. 526, p. 779.
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defeated the Thasians on land and subjected the city to a prolonged siege; Spartan promises of
to assist Thasos were thwarted by the Laconian earthquake of 464 and the subsequent Helot
revolt (101.1-2).%® This enabled the Athenians to subject Thasos to a punitive settlement.

LT 1: Thuc. 1.101.3

Odotol 6¢ tpltw Etel MoALopKoU LeVOL wHoAOYNnoav ABnvaiolg TETXOC Te KaBeAOVTEC Kal valg
mapadoOvTeg, xpLaTd te 0oa £6eL armodolival aUTika TaxApeVOL Kal TO AoLov pEpELY, TRV T
Amelpov Kal to pETalov adévtec.

The Thasians, now in the third year of the siege, capitulated to the Athenians. Under the terms
of agreement they demolished their walls, surrendered their ships, undertook the payment
assessed for immediate indemnity and future tribute, and gave up their rights in the mainland
and the mine.

(trans. Martin Hammond)

LT 2: Diod. 11.70.1

£mi 6£ ToUTWV Amootdavteg Odotol and ABnvailwv, HeTAAwY AudLopntolvreg,
£KToALopKNBEVTEG UTIO TWV ABnvailwv AvaykacBnoav maAlv Ut ékelvoug TattecOal.

In this year [464/63] the Thasians revolted from the Athenians because of a quarrel over mines;
but they were forced to capitulate by the Athenians and compelled to subject themselves again
to their rule.

(trans. C.H. Oldfather)

LT 3: Plut. Cim. 14.2

€k 6€ ToUToU @acioug ey amootavtag ABnvaiwv KaTavau Laxnoog TPEg Kol Tplakovto vaig
£A\aPe kal trv MOALY €€eMOALOpKNOE Kal TA Xpuoela Ta népav ABnvaiolg mpooekToato Kol
XWwpaw, NS enfipxov Odotot, mapéAapev.

And after this, when the Thasians were in revolt from Athens, he [sc. Cimon] defeated them in a
sea-fight, captured thirty-three of their ships, besieged and took their city, acquired their gold
mines on the opposite mainland for Athens, and took possession of the territory which the
Thasians controlled there.

16 Athenian operations against Thasos are also attested epigraphically in a list of Athenian war-dead, dated by the
editors of IG 13to ca. 464: /G 131144 |1. 43, 130.
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(trans. Bernadotte Perrin)

Some kind of formal agreement is implicit in Thucydides’ use of the verb wpoAdynoav, whose
nominal cognate dpoloyia can mean ‘agreement’ or ‘compact.’!’” As Thucydides himself states,
this agreement entailed at least the demolition of the walls, the surrender of the Thasian ships,
payment of an indemnity (xprjpatad te 6ca £€6eL amodolval avtika; cf. Thuc. 1.117.3 on the
indemnity imposed on Samos in 439), and agreement to pay tribute in the future.® Plutarch
adds that Thasos had to relinquish the nepaia. Epigraphic sources reinforce the literary
testimonia on the abolition of the Thasian fleet, since a Thasian named Simos is attested
serving in the Athenian fleet in the late-5%" century (/G 131032 I. 431).

Athenian property ownership in Thasos is attested in an inscription from 414/13 (/G 13426 |l.
45, 144), and it is possible, though by no means certain, that this privilege existed since the
time of Thasos’ surrender. The Thasians appear in the tribute lists on fourteen occasions
between 454/53 (/G 13259.5 |. 14) and 429/28 (/G 13282.2 |. 17), initially paying three talents,
increased to 30 talents by 446/45 (/G 13266.3 |. 8) and an enormous 60 talents by 425/24 (/G 13
71.3 1. 155).1° C. Pébarthe explains the relatively low initial tribute by the loss of the
economically productive mines of the nepaia, and the later dramatic increase by its recovery.?®

D1.5
Athenian alliance concerning the Delphic Amphictyony
ca. 462-447 BCE

The precise date of the present treaty, which is epigraphically preserved, has been hotly
debated by scholars. Tracy notes that the round letters were cut with special tools no longer
used after 450, but he declines to propose a more specific date.?! We must find a more precise
date through historical arguments. Athens concluded an alliance with the Thessalians, who
collectively held a majority on the amphictyonic council, around 462/61 (Thuc. 1.102.4). M.
Sordi plausibly sets this as the inscription’s terminus post quem, suggesting that Athens was
now in a position to exercise influence over the Amphictyony through its Thessalian allies. At
the battle of Tanagra in 457, however, the Thessalian cavalry defected to the Spartans; Sordi
assumes that this spelt the end of the Athenian-Thessalian alliance and voided the present

171S)%s.v. dpoloyio.

18 On the tribute paid by Thasos to Athens see Picard 1998.

1% JACP no. 526, p. 779,

20 pébarthe 1999, 131; cf. Artner 1913, 12; ATL 3, 259, 301-02; Pleket 1963, 71-72; Vinogradov 1973, 117.
21 Tracy 2016, 217; cf. Raubitschek 1951.



24

treaty.?2 But Athens soon won the subsequent battle of Oenophyta, which gave Athens control
of Boeotia, Phocis, and Opuntian Locris, which also controlled Amphictyonic seats (Thuc.
1.108.3). Meritt therefore believes that this event represents a more attractive date for the
present treaty.?® Furthermore, while Sordi assumes that all Thessaly turned against Athens after
Tanagra, this is not at all clear, and Athens’ intervention in ca. 454 on behalf of Orestes, the
exiled ‘king’ (BaotAeuc) of the Thessalians (Thuc. 1.111.1), ‘confirms that there were divisions
among the Thessalians’ according to Osborne and Rhodes.?*

Another possible context for the present treaty is in the early-440s, during the so-called Second
Sacred War. The historical arguments, while not airtight, are strong enough to outweigh the
epigraphic evidence for a terminus ante quem of ca. 450. In 449, the Phocians tried to take
control of the resources of the Delphic sanctuary; the Spartans intervened militarily to prevent
this and transferred the sanctuary to the Delphians, but after they left the Athenians returned
and gave it back to the Phocians (Thuc. 1.112.5; FGrH 328 Philochorus F 34). Gomme speculates
that the present treaty, or at least a renewal of it, is connected with this episode and was
intended to ensure secure the Phocians possession of the sanctuary of Delphi.?> We must in any
case accept a terminus ante quem of 447, for Athens was defeated by the resurgent Boeotians
at the battle of Coronea in that year and was forced to abandon Boeotia (Thuc. 1.113), which
will have also made Athens’ position in Phocis and Opuntian Locris untenable.

In my opinion, virtually any date between 462 and 447 BCE can be supported on an equally
plausible historical and epigraphic basis, and | find myself unable to fully endorse anything
more specific than this 15-year chronological range.

ET 1:/G 139 = OR 116*
Findspot: Acropolis, Athens (south slope)
Lettering: Attic with some archaic features (three-barred sigma, v-shaped upsilon)

Layout: stoichedon 24

[ESoxoev TEL Bo]AEL KAl TO[L 6EW]-

[ot ...vTi¢ émp]utaveus, Afl...]

22 Sordi 1958, 49-50.

23 Meritt 1954, 372; cf. Meiggs 1972, 175.

2 Comm. OR 117, p. 89; cf. comm. OR 116, 86.
25 HCT 1, 337; cf. 409.
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[.... éypappart]eue, MévuAA[og &]-

neotdre, ..5..)ieg eine- xo[uvO]-

5 €o0al pev tév xJoupupayiav [kab]-
[amnep hot €k T€c] NuAaiag anfayy]-
[EA\oowv hamao]l tolg Audi[kti]-

[ooL holomep pé]teotiv 16 hie]-

[p0O, éupevev Te 0]udoavtag év [TE]-

10 [tyouvpayial ve tjov AloAho [kal-
[L Tév AeTO Kal TeEV] AptepLy €[X0]-
[0AeLav Te kal halytoig émap[opu]-
[évog éav mapaBai]vouev: doe[di]-
.............. naJtplov nf..]-

15 [.....Y.....J8c Nu\|ai]-

2 Alavtig or Agovrtig required by stoichedon.  13-end dog[dpi|lecBal & kata 16 matplov nifep|i
hamdvtov ha hot £k t]&¢ NUA[al|ag drayyéAhoowy hedoeldbio[ué|va - - -] IG 13, included in trans., in
brackets.

The council and the people decided. [Aiantis or Leontis] was the prytany. A— was secretary.
Menyllos was chairman. —ies proposed: [to agree] on the alliance, [as the men from] the Pylaea
announce, for [all] the Amphictyons who have a share in the [sanctuary], swearing [to abide by]
the [alliance by] Apollo [and Leto] and Artemis, invoking ruin on ourselves if we transgress. [A
decree shall be made in accordance with?] tradition [concerning all the things which the men
from?] the Plyaea [announce as having been?] decreel[d ...?]

(trans. Stephen Lambert and P.J. Rhodes, adapted)

Interpreting this inscription is complicated by its fragmentation. Nonetheless, it clearly
describes an alliance in which the Delphic Amphictyony is involved in some way: if the restored
€v [t€| L xouvuaxial] at Il. 9-10 leaves room for doubt, [tév x]ouppayxiav at |. 5 does not. An
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amphictyonic context is clear, first of all, from |. 6 hot €k T€c] MuAaiag, referring to the MuAaia
(or Mulaia dyopd), a biannual assembly of the Amphictyony.?® The amphictyons themselves
(member-tribes of the Amphictyony) are mentioned at Il. 7-8 hanao]t toig Audi[kti| oot Lastly,
the three deities to whom the oath contained in the inscription is sworn — Apollo, Leto, and
Artemis — constitute the Delphic triad (cf. Choix de Delphes 11. 10 =4.11. 8).

Both Meritt and Sordi argue that Il. 7-9 hamnao]i toilg Audikti| oot holomep pélteotv 6 hlie|pd
implies that certain members of the Amphictyony have been excluded. This is best expressed by
Sordi: ‘L’invito a cuppaxelv rivolto ad Atene dagli Anfizioni nel documento che stiamo
esaminando va dunque considerate certamente come un invito a prendere su di se la direzione
e il peso di una Guerra anfizionica. Contro chi era diretta questa Guerra? Con ogni probabilita,
contro gli Anfizioni esclusi dal Santuario e contro | loro eventuali sostenitori.”?” In a similar vein,
Meritt explains, ‘If Athens made an alliance with all members of the Amphiktyonic League,
Sparta and other enemies of Athens must have been excluded.’?® But it is not at all certain that
this is how these lines should be interpreted, and Osborne and Rhodes reject it as ‘unnecessary
and ... unwarranted.’?°

D1.6
Athenian treaty with Erythrae
ca. 452 BCE

The stone containing OR 121 = ET 1, found on the Acropolis in the late-18™ century by the
Frenchman Louis Sébastien Fauvel, is no longer extant, and the inscription is now known only
from later transcripts based on Fauvel’s copies.3° Of these, an excellent 19t"-century transcript
by K.S. Pittakys was discovered by G.E. Malouchou in the archives of Inscriptiones Graecae,
which ‘[takes] us nearer to the original than we have been for a long time.”3! Lambert 2020, 36
= ET 2 does survive and, like ET 1, is concerned with affairs in Erythrae; its lettering (angular
beta, tailed and tailless rho; three-barred sigma) is also similar to that of (transcripts of) ET 1. It
is therefore highly likely that both inscriptions belong to the same context, even if it cannot be
proven that they are two fragments of the same decree.3? Tracy examines neither ET 1 nor ET 2,

26 Comm. OR 116, p. 86.

27 Sordi 1958, 53.

28 Meritt 1948, 314.

2% Comm. OR 116, pp. 86-87.

30 See Lambert 2020, 37 n. 136 with Malouchou 2014, suggesting that ET 1 was probably excavated from the
Erechtheum in 1788 or 1789.

31 Comm. OR 121, p. 116.

32 Lambert 2020, 37; cf. comm. OR 121, p. 116.
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though Lambert is in any case skeptical regarding the ability of letter-forms to pinpoint their
date: ‘Letter-forms cannot be used to adjudicate conclusively between dates less than twenty
years apart,” but allows that a date before ca. 450 BCE is more likely on epigraphic grounds than
a later date.33

Erythrae was a mainland lonian city opposite Chios and a probable founding or early member of
the Delian League.3* If ATL’s restoration of ET 1 |. 2 A[uol]k[pdteg £”pyxe- is correct, then that
inscription at least could be definitively assigned to 453/53 (see apparatus criticus). However,
other epigraphic evidence suggests a slightly later date: in the tribute quota lists, Erythrae and
its neighbours are sometimes listed collectively as EpuBpaiot kai cuvteA&c (/G 13259.5 1. 19;
263.21.17;264.31.30; 265.1 |. 62). However, Erythrae is absent from the list of 453/52, while
nearby Boutheia, which elsewhere paid only 1000 drachmae (/G 13272.21.17; 283.3I. 29), is
assessed three talents (/G 13260.10 I. 5). The conclusion that Meiggs and the editors of ATL
drew from this is that Erythrae had defected while Boutheia, ‘reinforced perhaps by refugees,
continued to support the League.’3® This is relevant because ET 1 and ET 2 clearly belong to the
aftermath of an anti-Athenian revolt or at least of some kind of unrest. An occasion for this
would have been furnished by the failure of the Athenian campaign in Egypt in the late-450s
(Thuc. 1.109-110) and, as we shall see in the commentary below, was perhaps fomented by
Persia.

ET1:/G 1314 = OR 121*
Findspot: Acropolis, Athens (now lost)
Lettering: early Attic (based on CIG copy)

Layout: possibly stoichedon 47

[ESoxoev TEL BOAEL Kl TOL SEPOL. - - - - - EMpuTAveEUE: - - - - - ]

[....] éneotdre: AL..] T [- éypapdreve: - - - - gine-Ep]-

[uBpat]oc amayey o[i]to[v €]¢ Mavabévala ta peyala a[xolov puE OAE]-
[Cov]og € TpLGV pvov Kal vepe[v] EpuBpaiov [t]o[t]¢ mapdot|]. . . .]

5 [..t]o{uc hiepomo[iJog AMHAINONMIGANOI- £av 6¢ amay ... [....]

33 Lambert 2020, 37. At 37 n. 141 he adds: ‘[Slignificantly forward-leaning nus, of which there are examples in this
fragment [i.e., my ET 2 ll. 16-35], do not occur on inscriptions dated by Tracy to after the early 440s.’

34 Lambert 2020, 37.

35 Meiggs 1972, 112; cf. ATL 3, 252. The quotation is Meiggs’.



28

[...]Jh dxowa[ .] € TINTOZMNEOKAIATAZE..ENHAMPIZOAIBI [..%%..]
[...]SHBAKEATMONHO . OYXIOWONOZZTINAXANPAX....¢%....]
[...]JPEONOZ . OAZ]....]JAov 61 BoAopévol’EpuBpaiov...[....]

[ . kJuapov BoAév ONAK eikoat kat hekatov Gvpag: tov 6& k[uap]-

10 [e]uBévra OFE . OE . OAOTN . év T€L [B]oAEL kal ENOZEOON £€~val BoAeg[ueg]-
[v u]€ 6Aelov € tpLakovta £te yeyovota- Sloyolv &' €7val [T16...]
OZEIEXOENOZ. BoAeUev 6& pgé évtog tettapov E{LJtov [ic. amo]-
kuapeboa[t 6]€ kal kataoTéoal TEV PEV VOV BoAEv TOC T’ [€mLok]-

omnog kal [tov] pp[d]papxov, TO 6& Aownov Tev BoAsv kal Tov [dpop]-

15 opxov, L€ OAelov € TpLaKovta £pepag npltlv €xoléval [tév BoA]-
€v- opvoval [6€? Alia ka[t] ArtoAAo kat Aépe[tpa] émapouévo[g €xad]-
Aewav éd[opkdvte te k]at tat[o]iv EXZO[.]O[..]NAEMONONO..*>..]
[..]KAIA[.JIEKON[.Z3.JEIZONNOEION &¢ BoAév NBOA[.JTONEATA[.12]
[.JON|AKAINETKON 8¢ pe €™ vat epudoat [..JAE[JZANATL...7...]

20  OANEOAEMOEONNZOENON &&pov katakaiev pg dAelov:[...58...]
opv[0]vall 8]& [ta]be [tév] BoAév: BoAeloo hog v [6u]vopal Gprot[a .]
[.]JAEKA[..JTAEpuBpaiov T6L AEBEL kal ABevaiov kal Tév [xoul-
vua[x]ov-: [k]al oUk [amoo]técopal ABevaiov 16 t[A]€60¢g 006 [T6V]
XOUVHaxov Tév ABevaiov oUT alTtog £yo oUT &Aool neli]oop[at]

25  ado[talpévolt] olT altdg éyd olT EAov []EI[.....5 0..... 00bE]
16V Pluyd]dov [kat]adéxooual o0S[E] héva OYTOMOIKAINA..5..]
INEIZ[.JO[.JA[.Y 218V £€¢] MESog deyyd[vto]v Gveu T&[c] BoAE¢ T[Ec ABe]-

vaiov Kal té £po- [0]06E 16V pevovtov £xoeld [G]vey TEc Bo[AEC]

30 EO3Z hétepov EPTOI[..%*..]ON, teB[v]dto éav [yv]ooBE&L é[a]v A[...5...
[.] yvoobBE\, deuyéto hamaoay tév ABevaiov xouvpoxid[a, kat t]-
& ypépata Sepdofia éolto EpuBpaiov. édv 8¢ Tic [.]BOI.......]

03[..] to¢ Tupdvvog TEMNAN[.12.]02Z EpuBpalN kai [adt]ocg [...58...]
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XA teBvdro [K]a[i] maideg hou éx¢ éxévo EM . NEO[.....70.....]

35 EIOOEMIAEQ[.JEXOZ[..¢ °..Inaidec [h]ot éxc [€]kév[o ... 10.....]
£€puBpaio[.] kai [...]Jv ABevaiov AMTOZANON, ta &€ ypéuata [a0]té T?
traces of ten further lines, including

42 [..°..]NAMENEI[.JTOM[.]OP[.]JON toxodtac AEKATA[.]OI[..]OOZEN

45 [....JBoAgl....JKANA[.12.]JOAZIEPA ék 8¢ dUAEC hekdoteg X[..34..]

2 N[uolk[parteg (453/52) €™ pxe: yvOue TGV xouyypadéov] ATL.  6-7 Gxot[ov] € Tp16[v] uv[6]lvkatd td
ei[pn]uéva npi<a>cBay gi[to|v] Kirchhoff. 11-12 [t6 p& | 8lokinagBev[tloc Malouchou; [katd T]Gv
€\e[ylxo[u]évov Kirchhoff; [kata t]6v éAexBév(tlo[v] ATL. 17-18 £éxco[p]k[6]v &€ TOV dpd[pap|xo]lv?
kata [h]iepodv [tel]el{o}ov Malouchou; €xoo[A]e[ta]v. [to]v 6€ ho[plkov o[p | viva]L katd [h]iepdv
Kalopévov ATL.  18-19 pé 6\[e]lov kata[kai|ev & Bl6v Ta hiepEq- €dv 6& pé ATL; & OA[e]lov

kata[ka |iJev Malouchou. 20 [, kai h]o[t]av ho §&pog duviel Tov 88pov ATL; highly improbable
Malouchou. 26-27 o0T @A[A]ov katad[éxecBa]l meioo[u]afL T6v £¢] MESog deyyo[vtolv Malouchou in
commentary. 32-33 £dav 6 ti¢ [.]BOJ....5....]0Z[..] T6¢ Tupdvvoc texva[lel] évEpuBpaic or £€¢’EpuBpdc}
Malouchou in commentary; £av 6¢€ TG [a]A®[L tpo | 51]66¢ to[U]¢ Tupdvvolg thu oA [t]6v Epubpaifo]v
Kirchhoff; [t]év’EpuBpai[o]v Kirchner (SIG3).

[The council and the people decided. — was in prytany. — was] charirman. [— was secretary. —
proposed?]: that the Erythraeans shall bring grain to the Great Panathenaea, to the value of not
less than three minas, and distribute it to those of the Erythraeans who are present ... religious
officials ... if they bring ...

... whoever of the Erythraeans wishes. There shall be a council appointed by lot of a hundred
and twenty men; a [man who is appointed shall be examined?] in the council, and ... shall be
possible to be a councillor if he is not less than thirty years old; [anyone rejected in the
examination?] shall be prosecuted. No one shall be a councillor twice within four years. The
overseers (?) and the garrison commander shall allot and install the council for now, and in
future the council and the garrison commander shall do it, not less than thirty days before the
council’s term of office ends. They shall swear by Zeus and Apollo and Demeter, invoking ruin on
one who breaks the oath and his children; [the garrison commander shall administer the oath
over perfect victims?]: and the council shall [sacrifice as victims not less than a cow, or if not it
shall?] be possible to punish ... the people shall burn no less. The council shall swear as follows:
‘I shall be a councillor as best and most justly (?) | can for the mass of the Erythraeans and of the
Athenians and of the allies; and | shall not defect from the mass of the Athenians or of the allies
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of the Athenians myself, nor shall | be persuaded by another who defects myself nor shall |
persuade another; nor shall | take back any single one of the exiles, nor [shall | be persuaded to
take back?] any of those who have fled to the Medes, without the permission of the council and
the people of the Athenians; nor shall | exile any of those who remain without the permission of
the council and the people of the Athenians.’ If any of the [Erythraeans kills another
Erythraean?], let him be put to death if he is condemned; but if ... is condemned let him be
exiled from the whole alliance of the Athenians, and let his property become public property of
the Erythraeans. If anyone contrives ... the tyrants in Erythrae, he ... let him be put to death ...
sons born from him ... the sons born from him ... of the Erythraeans and ... Athenians ... his
property ...

5 lines traces

... archers ...

2 lines traces

... from each tribe ...

(trans. Stephen Lambert and P.J. Rhodes, adapted)

ET 2: /G 1315 = Lambert 2020, 36"
Findspot: Athens (not further specified)
Lettering: inconsistent Attic

Layout: Il. 16-35 uncertain stoichedon; |. 36sqq. probably stoichedon 473

16 [--. . Jax\L---]
[--.>.]JovTpdy - - -
[--.5.Jwov v tg| - - -

[- - .... é]mokomoc QUTO - - -

20 [--..°.]Jawog Kal TOAAQL - - -

[- - .... d]popapxov kabam[ep - - -]

* Lambert’s edition comprises fragment a (Il. 16-35) only; for fragment d (I. 36sqq.) | reproduce the /G edition.
36 See Lambert 2020, 37-38: ‘Fr. d is compatible with 2 [i.e., fragment a] and is probably to be restored with the
same line length as OR 121 [ET 1] (47 letters).
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--.... 8] u& ¢"val’EpuBpaqliolg ? - - -]
[--..5..]v uedé toxoota - - -

[- - ... To]ig dppopolig Tp - - -

25 [--.°.Jotkal’EpuBpalt - - -]
[--..5.]e évavtiov T[..]p - - -

[- -. 6wd Kueotiov]ietal t6LEpu[B]p[aiot - - -]
[- - .... E]puBpaioc 6L - - -

[- - . 6ikaKueotiov]ev KaToBol\ - - -
30 [--..°.] tév &6¢ mputafveiov - - -]
[- - .... 8 KkALev 8¢ he - - -
[--.5.]uevovy - - -

[--....ka]Bamep - - -

R tov 8¢ hopkol-

[v 6uvoval katd hiepdv kalopévov Ala kal AtoANo kot Aépet]-

[pa €]vavti[ov TE¢ BoAEgEpuBpdoal kal T6 ¢ppopdpxo, Eblopkbal-

[l] énapopé[vog éx]odAe[lav kal atol: 6pvuval 6& tov §€uov tal-

40 &e- oUk amo[oté]oopafl] A[Bevaiov 16 MAEBOC 0USE TGV XOUVUAXO]-
v T6v ABev[aio]v oUT al[tdg €yo 00T GAAoOL meioopal, TEL 8€ yvo]-

[u]eL T[] AB[e]vaiov neic[opal: avaypadoat 6 talta kat tov hol-
[plkov &[v] AL[B]ivelL oTéAeL [kal TOV hopkov TOV TEC POAEG €L TTOA]-

€1, E[puB]pa[o]L 6€ év TEL dkp[oTOAEL TOV hpOpapxov avaypadoa]-

45 Ltal[ta. v] vacat

18 8]wkbv Cataldi. 26 t[6 p]p[opdpxo ATL. 28 hoE]puBpaliog t6L [ABevaiot ATL. 30 t]ov &€ mpUutalviv
Boeckh. 31 he]Aaiaav or he[Ataotag Boeckh. 32 [eipeu]évov or [voullop]evov x[povov] Moroo.
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... thousand ... three ... of the ... overseers ... and in other respects ... garrison commander just as
... it shall not be permitted for the Erythraeans (?) ... nor archers ... the guards ... and Erythrae- ...
in the presence of ... adjudicate for the Erythraean (?) ... Erythraean(s?) to the ... adjudicate,
deposit- ... of the court fees (?) ... adjudicate ... just as ... shall be ...

lacuna

[... shall swear the oath over burnt victims by Zeus and Apollo and Demeter] before [the council
of Erythrae and the garrison commander], cursing themselves [and their children] to destruction
[if they perjure. And the people shall swear] as follows: ‘I shall not revolt from [the mass of the
Athenians or the allies] of the Athenians, neither | myself [nor shall | be persuaded by anyone
else, but] | shall be persuaded by the opinion of the Athenians; [and to inscribe these things and
the?] oath on a stone stele [and set it down at Athens on the Acropolis] and at Erythrae on the
acropolis ... these things.

(trans. Stephen Lambert, adapted)

I noted above the likelihood of revolt or civil strife (otdolg) in Erythrae in the late-450s. Lambert
sees allusions to this at ET 1 II. 13-14 ([émok] | 011oG: note the restorations), Il. 26-28 (referring
to exiles and pro-Persian partisans), and |. 33 (‘the tyrants in Erythrae’).3” The Erythraeans may
not receive back ‘those who have fled to the Medes,’ i.e., the Persians, without Athenian
permission, and according to Osborne and Rhodes the ‘tyrants’ of |. 33 are likely the leaders of
the Persian-backed regime that had led the defection.3®

ET 1 is particularly significant because, as L. Lazar notes, it is one of the few indisputable cases
of Athens imposing a democratic regime on a subject ally (see esp. Il. 2-16).3° The Erythraeans
must establish a democratic Boule based on the Athenian model, though with some peculiar
features.*® The reference at ET 1 1. 22 to the ‘mass’ (mAfj@o¢) of the Erythraeans, in the view of
Osborne and Rhodes, ‘is probably used in order to emphasise the democratic nature of Athens
and of the regime imposed on Erythrae.’*! While the literary sources are fond of associating
Athenian foreign policy with the imposition of democracy and Spartan foreign policy with the

37 Lambert 2020, 37. Gehrke 1985, 66 n. 4 is more cautious in accepting Erythrae’s revolt as historical.

38 Comm. OR 121, p. 118.

39 | azar 2024, 63 n. 196.

40 Members of the Erythraean Boule, as at Athens, were to be selected by lot and had to be at least 30 years old
(for the age requirement at Athens see [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 43.2, 62.3; Xen. Mem. 1.2.35). But in Erythrae the Boule
has 120 rather than 500 members, and councillors could serve once every four years rather than only twice in a
lifetime as at Athens. Welwei 1986, 181 characterizes Athens’ intervention in Erythrae —rightly — as an
,[Orientierung] der Verhaltnisse in Erythrai bis zu einem gewissen Grade an athenischen Institutionen.’

41 Comm. OR 121, pp. 117-18.
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imposition of oligarchy (Thuc. 3.82; [Xen.] Ath. Pol. 1.14, 16; 3.10-11; [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 24.2; Pol.
1307b22-24; Lys. 2.56), Athens was not systematic in doing so even if, as the evidence
indicates, a considerable proportion of Athens’ allies did in fact have democratic
constitutions.*? But if, as Meiggs argues, the anéotaoig of Erythrae was led by an oligarchic
faction uncomfortable with the Athenian turn towards radical democracy in the 450s, the
imposition of democracy by Athens should come as no surprise in this case.*?

The Erythraeans must accept the involvement of an Athenian garrison-commander
(bpolpapxog) and ‘overseers’ (émiokomot).** According to J.M. Balcer, the task of the
dpoupapxoc and émniokormol was to ensure Erythraean adhesion to the regulations imposed by
Athens, to maintain general order, and to set up a democratic government.* If correctly
restored, the ppolpapxo¢ is also found administering the Erythraean oath of loyalty to Athens
and taking charge of its inscription and erection on the acropolis of Erythrae (ET 2 Il. 38, 44),
suggesting a more than purely military function.*® The €niokormnol, of which an unknown number
were sent to Erythrae, appear in this treaty as assistants to the ppoUpapyxoc, although Balcer
and A. Moroo believe that they were temporary officials, present only until the situation settled
and the regulations were carried out, whereas the ¢ppoUpapyog (and, by implication, the
Athenian garrison which he commanded) were permanent (cf. Ar. Av. 1022-1052; Harp. E 113

s.v. Eniokomoc).’

D1.7
Truce of Cimon
451 BCE

Cimon, the preeminent Athenian statesman of the mid-5™ century, was ignominiously ostracized
in 461 after leading an expedition of 4000 hoplites to Ithome to assist the Spartans against a helot
uprising, only to be unceremoniously rebuffed (Plut. Cim. 15.3, 17.3; Pl. Grg. 516d). Under normal
circumstances he would have been allowed to return to Athens only in 451, but one tradition (LT
2 =FGrH 115 Theopompus F 88; LT 5 = Per. 10.3; LT 6 = Nep. Cim. 3.3; Plut. Cim. 17.5-6) holds that
he was recalled prematurely in order to bring the ongoing First Peloponnesian War to an end.
Cimon’s recall is supposed by Theopompus to have occurred ‘not yet five years’ (o0denw 6¢
Tevie €Tv) after his ostracism (cf. Nep. Cim. 3.3 post annum quintum). But Connor notes that it

42 Robinson 2011, 188-89; Lazar 2024, 63.

43 Meiggs 1972, 116.

4 For Athenian garrisons in the 5™ century see generally Nease 1949.
4> Balcer 1976, 277.

46 Low 2017, 101.

47 Balcer 1976, 277; Moroo 2014, 100 with n. 11.
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would be strange for Cimon who, Theopompus writes, was recalled specifically to make peace
with Sparta and its allies, would wait for several years after his return to Athens to actually do
s0.*® While it is possible that Cimon had tried unsuccessfully for several years to make peace, it is
surely easier to imagine that a statesman of his stature was rather speedier in achieving
favourable results. The ‘Truce of Cimon’ should therefore be dated to 451, expiring immediately
prior to the resumption of active fighting in 446 (LT 1 = Thuc. 1.114.1-2; Diod. 12.5; Plut. Per. 22),
by which point Cimon was already dead.*’

LT 1: Thuc. 1.112.1

Uotepov &€ SloAutovtwy ET®V TpLiV omovdal yiyvovtal Melomovvnoiolg kot ABnvaiolg MevIETELC.
[2] kol EAAnvVikoU pév moAépou €oxov ol ABnvaiol, €¢ 6€ KUmpov €éotpatelovio vauol Slakooialg
QUTGV Te Kal TV Euppdywyv Kipwvog otpatnyoldvtog.

Three years later the Peloponnesians and the Athenians established a five-year treaty. The
Athenians now refrained from any Greek war, but sent an expedition to Cyprus with two hundred
of their own and allied ships under the command of Cimon.

(trans. Martin Hammond)

LT 2: FGrH 115 Theopompus F 88

oUSENW O& mévte ETMV mapeAnAuBoTwy mMoAépou cupBavroc mpog Aakedaipovioug 6 fjpog
petenéuparo tov Kipwva, voullwv 1a tnv mpoteviav taxiotnv Gv altov eipivnv notoacHal. 6
O¢& apayevOEVOC TiiL TTOAEL TOV TTOAEUOV KATEAUOE.

Not as yet had five years passed when war broke out against the Lacedaemonians and the people
sent for Cimon, thinking that because of (his status as) proxenos he would make peace most
swiftly. And when he arrived, he brought the war to an end for the city.

(trans. William S. Morrison)

LT 3: Diod. 11.86.1

£mi 6€ TouTwv ABnvaiolg kal Nelomovvnaoiolg mevtaeteilc éyévovto omovdali, Kipwvog tol
ABnvaiou cuvBepévou TalTag.

48 Connor 1968, 24-30. LT 1 = Thuc. 1.112.1 places the truce ‘three years after’ (lotepov 8¢ StaAumdviwy ETiv
TPLWV) Pericles’ campaign in the Gulf of Corinth (described at 1.111.2-3), but this is virtually useless because, like so
much of the Pentacontaetia, that campaign is not dated precisely.

49 Kagan 1969, 124; Rhodes, Peloponnesian War notes, 502. LT 3 = Diod. 11.86.1 places the truce in the archonship
of Ariston (454/53).
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During this time, there was a truce for five years between the Athenians and Peloponnesians, with
Cimon the Athenian having negotiated it.

(own trans.)

LT 4: Plut. Cim. 18
€0BUC eV oLV O Kipwv KateABkv EAuce TOV TOAepoV Kal SAAAAEE TAG OAELS:
Therefore, immediately after Cimon’s return, he terminated the war and reconciled the cities.

(own trans.)

LT 5: Plut. Per. 10.3
KAKEIVOG KateABwv giprivnv émoinoe toig moOAEoLy.
And he [sc. Cimon], after returning, made peace for the cities.

(own trans.)

LT 6: Nep. Cim. 3.3

ltaque post annum quintum, quam expulsus erat, in patriam revocatus est. llle, quod hospitio
Lacedaemoniorum utebatur, satius existimans contendere Lacedaemonem, sua sponte est
profectus pacemque inter duas potentissimas civitates conciliavit. [4] Post, neque ita multo,
Cyprum cum ducentis navibus imperator missus, cum eius maiorem partem insulae devicisset, in
morbum implicitus in oppugnando oppido Citio est mortuus.

Cimon was recalled to his native land only four years after his banishment. Then, having a guest-
friendship with the Lacedaemonians, and thinking it better to go to Lacedaemon, he set out on his
own responsibility and brought about peace between two powerful states. Afterwards, but not
much later, being sent as commander-in-chief to Cyprus with two hundred ships, after conquering
the greater part of the island he was taken ill and died in the town of Citium.

(trans. J.C. Rolfe)

None of the surviving testimonia discuss the details of the Truce except for the fact that its
duration was fixed at five years. Since Thucydides and Diodorus write of a truce with the
Peloponnesians, and given that we hear nothing of Athenian-Peloponnesian hostilities until
Boeotia rose up in 447, the Truce probably involved not just Sparta but its allies too. According to
Kagan, Athens would have had to abandon its existing alliance with Argos (Thuc. 1.102.4; cf.
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1.107.5) as a condition of the Truce. This is probably the context in which the Argives, now
isolated, concluded a peace treaty for thirty years with Sparta (Thuc. 5.14.4). The truce with the
Peloponnesians also allowed Athens to return to a ‘Cimonian’ policy of hostilities with Persia
(Thuc. 1.112.1-4; Diod. 12.3-4; Plut. Cim. 18-19; Nep. Cim. 3.4) but tranquil (or at least not openly
hostile) relations with Sparta.>®

D1.8
30-year truce between Argos and Sparta
ca. 451/50 BCE

Sparta and Argos had been bitter rivals since the Archaic period, culminating in the battle of
Sepeia (494 BCE), a crushing Argive defeat. Perhaps because of this, Argos remained neutral
during the Persian Wars. Argos and Athens entered into an alliance ca. 461 BCE, at the
beginning of the First Peloponnesian War (Thuc. 1.102.4).

Finding an at least approximate date for the present treaty is not difficult. As Thucydides notes
(LT 1 =5.14.4), one of the reasons the Spartans wanted to make peace with Athens in winter
422/21 was because their own thirty-year peace treaty with Argos was nearing expiry, although
Thucydides does not state precisely when it was due to expire. He repeats this point at 5.28.2,
by which point we have moved on to the summer of 421, so the treaty with Argos cannot have
been made earlier than summer 451.

The present treaty must be considered in connection with the Truce of Cimon. | argue that the
Truce of Cimon is the earlier treaty and explains why the Argives chose to seek a separate
armistice with the Spartans, since Argos was now deprived of its strongest ally, namely Athens.

LT 1: Thuc. 5.14.4 (winter 422/21)

EuveBatve 8¢ kail mPOg Toug Apyeioug alTolC TAG TPLAKOVTOUTELG oTtoveag £ €€66w lval, Kal
AaAAag oUk fiBehov onévbeaBal ol Apyeiol, i pn Tig avtolc thv Kuvouplav yiv dnodwaoet
(aSUvata & elval épaiveto Apyeiolc kat ABnvaiolc dpa moAepeLy).

A further circumstance was that their [sc. the Spartans’] thirty-year treaty with the Argives was
about to expire, and the Argives would not renew it if the land of Cynuria was not returned to
them: the Spartans thought it impossible to fight Argos and Athens at the same time.

(trans. Martin Hammond, adapted)

50 Kagan 1969, 105.
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We can say little about the terms of the Spartan-Argive treaty besides its 30-year time limit. LT
1 implies that the disputed border territory of Cynuria was held by the Spartans in 422/21, on
the basis of which Bengtson speculates that the present treaty contained a clause ensuring that
Cynuria remained in Spartan hands.>! The treaty lasted its full 30 years, and even though it was
ultimately not renewed, this is genuinely impressive by Greek standards.

D1.9
Peace of Callias
ca. 449/48 BCE

The date and, indeed, the very historicity of what ancient historians call the Peace of Callias are
the subject of intense scholarly debate.>? Its authenticity was already disputed in Antiquity,
notably by the fourth-century BCE historian Theopompus (LT 6 = FGrH 115 F 154), who allegedly
denounced it as a fourth-century forgery because the relevant stele was not inscribed in ‘Attic
letters’ (Attikolg ypAupaowy), i.e., the script typically used in Athenian inscriptions before the
orthographical reforms of 403/02 under the archon Euclides.>® However, it is not beyond
dispute that Theopompus, whose passage appears in the testimonia for this treaty, was
discussing the Peace of Callias at all.>* Even in the event that he was, this is hardly fatal to the
historicity of the Peace, since we have surviving examples of several 5™ century Athenian public
inscriptions in lonic script. These include the treaties regulating Athenian relations with Phaselis
(D2.5ET1=0R120) and Eretria(?) (D 1.13 ET 1 = /G 1339); the accounts of the Delian temples
(/G 13401 = OR 147); and (albeit only partially) the Athena Nike priestess decree (/G 1336 = OR
156).>° It is also possible that the original stele was destroyed at some point and reinscribed
after 403/02 in the new official alphabet. This could have occurred under the regime of the
Thirty, known for their iconoclasm towards public inscriptions (cf. IG 226, 8, 9), in 404/03; or
perhaps even earlier, for example in 412 when Athens and Persia resumed hostilities over the
former’s support for the rebel satrap Amorges, effectively terminating the Peace.>®

51 Comm. SdA%no. 144, p. 47.

52 For bibliography see Parmeggiani 2020, 7-8 n. 1.

53 It is far from certain that the stele in question was even the one that contained the Peace of Callias: for a
skeptical view, with alternative treaties proposed, see Krentz 2009. On the orthographic reforms, which entailed
the adoption of the lonic alphabet, see OR, xxix and comm. OR 156, p. 341 with Parmeggiani 2020, 13 n. 18.

54 For alternative suggestions, see Krentz 2009.

5> Woodhead 1981, 18-19 with n. 11; Pownall 2008, 122.

6 Meiggs 1972, 137-38; cf. Stockton 1959, 62.
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Aside from the objections of Theopompus, doubt about the treaty’s historicity stems from the
silence of Thucydides, and it is admittedly odd that Thucydides could have omitted this
important treaty even in his compressed account of the half-century between Plataea and
Potidaea.”” Indeed, there are no explicit 5""-century references to the Peace of Callias in any
source, literary or epigraphic, which only added fuel to the skeptics’ fire.>® However, Dr. de Lisle
has suggested to me that Thucydides intended to commence his ninth book with a Persian
‘archaeology,” modelled on the Sicilian archaeology at the beginning of Book 6. | think this is a
compelling theory: although Sicilian events feature in the first half of Thucydides’ History, most
notably in Book 3, Sicily only takes on a central role with the launching of Athens’ expedition in
415. Persia, although key to much of Book 8, was to play a still larger role in the events after
411, as Xenophon’s Hellenica makes clear. Surely a Persian ‘archaeology’ would have made a
fitting introduction to Book 9, just as its Sicilian counterpart opened the sixth. This would have
been an ideal occasion to discuss the Peace of Callias in much greater detail than would have
been possible within the compressed chronological structure of Book 1.

Today, the historical evidence for the Peace of Callias is considered sufficiently sound that the
basic fact of its historicity is now generally accepted; the last study to seriously question it was
Meister 1982.°° R. Meiggs is correct to emphasize that, apart from (possibly) Theopompus and
another historian of the 4™ century BCE, Callisthenes of Olynthus (FGrH 124 F 16), no ancient
source outright denies its existence.®® However, the problem of the Peace of Callias’ date
remains. This is complicated further by the possibility, sometimes mooted in scholarly circles,
that there were in fact several Athenian peace treaties with Persia. Badian argues that peace
was initially made with Xerxes shortly after the Athenian naval victory at Eurymedon (not
precisely dated, but thought to have taken place in the first half of the 460s), then reaffirmed
following Xerxes’ murder and the accession of Artaxerxes | in 465. This was at a time when
Cimon, whom Badian deems central to the Peace, was still influential in Athens. In Badian’s
account, the Athenians renounced the Peace after Cimon’s ostracism in 461 but reactivated it
around 449 after Cimon’s return, successful campaign in Cyprus, and death.®! There exists some
literary evidence that may support Badian’s theory: Herodotus (7.151) mentions an Athenian
embassy to the court of Artaxerxes led by Cimon’s brother-in-law Callias son of Hipponicus
(namesake of the Peace); however, Herodotus explains neither the embassy’s date nor its
purpose. Cawkwell is skeptical of the passage’s value, noting that Callias could have made
several trips to Susa: Callias’s grandson, also named Callias, is known to have gone on at least

57 Meiggs 1972, 131; Cawkwell 1997, 121.

58 Rung 2008, 31; Thompson 1981.

59 Cf. Parmeggiani 2020, 7-8 n. 1.

0 Meiggs 1972, 130; cf. Bosworth 1990, 5-10.

61 Badian 1987, largely reproduced with appendices as Badian 1993, 1-72. His thesis is endorsed by Green 2006,
182-83 n. 19.
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three separate diplomatic missions, in his case to Sparta, by 371 (Xen. Hell. 6.3.4).%%? Also, the
possibility of a peace treaty made ca. 465 appears to be contradicted by Thucydides 1.102.4
€0OUG €Meldn avexwpnoav, AbEVTEG TAV YEVOUEVNV ETTL TR MRSw uppaxiav mpog adtolg
Apyeiolg To1G ékelvwv moAepiolg Euppaxol éyévovro. This occurred ca. 460, and scholars agree
that the Euppayia is a reference to the Spartan-led ‘Hellenic League’ formed in 481.%3 This
implies that Athens technically remained a member of the Hellenic League even after the
foundation of the Delian League and, as such, was at least formally at war with Persia until ca.
460. This, according to G. Cawkwell, invalidates Badian’s argument for an earlier date for the
Peace of Callias.%

| argue that there was only one Peace of Callias, and that it dates to the very early 440s. The
chronological arrangement of Diodorus (LT 8 =12.4.4-6, cf. LT9 = 12.26.2) leaves the
impression, surely justified, that a treaty between Athens and Persia was made in the archon-
year 449/48 and was the result of Cimon’s successful campaign in Cyprus. C. Fornara and L.J.
Samons plausibly suggest that fourth-century sources, which place the Peace in the 460s, have
simply conflated Cimon’s victory at Eurymedon with his later activities in Cyprus.®
Furthermore, there is no evidence that Athenian policy towards Persia suddenly changed after
Eurymedon. On the contrary, Athenian expeditions to Egypt in the first half of the 450s and to
Cyprus around 450 attest to continuing Athenian-Persian hostilities. After 450, however, direct
confrontation ceases almost entirely until 413/12, when Athens’ support for the rebel satrap
Amorges prompted Persia to ally with Sparta in the Peloponnesian War (Thuc. 8.19.2).¢

LT 1:Isoc. 4.118

WOTE pr povov navoacBal otpateiag £’ NUAG TToLOLUEVOUC GAAA Kal TNV aUTOV Ywpav
avéxeoBatl mopBoupévny, kal dtakooialg kat xthialg vavol nepumAéovrag i tooaltny
TOMELWVOTNTA KATECTACAUEY, WOTE LaKpOV TAoTov €mi tade DaonAtdog un KaBgAkeLy, GAN
Aouxiav Gyetv kat Tol¢ Kapoug MePLUEVELY, AN 1R Tf mapolon Suvapel oteleLy. ... [120]
poAlota & av tig ouvidol To péyeBog Tiig petaPoAfi, il mapavayvolin Tag cuvonkag Tag T €d’
AUOV yevopévag Kal TAg vOvV AvoyeypapEVAG. TOTE LEV yap NUETG davnooueda Ty apxnv Thv
Bao\éwg opilovteg kal TV dOpwv Evioug TATTOVTEG Kol KwAVovTeG aUTOV T BaAdttn xpficBat:

They [sc. the Persians] not only ceased from making expeditions against us, but even endured to
see their own territory laid waste; and we brought their power so low, for all that they had once

62 Cawkwell 1997, 116.

63 Wickert 1964, 50; Ste. Croix 1972, 380; Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 1, 159.

64 Cawkwell 2005, 281.

85 Fornara and Samons 1991, 85, 172.

56 There was one minor exception, namely the intervention of the Lydian satrap Pissuthnes in support of the rebels
during the Samian War of 440/39 (Thuc. 1.115.4). See also Eddy 1973; Cawkwell 1997, 115; Rung 2008, 33.
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sailed the sea with twelve hundred ships, that they launched no ship of war this side of Phaselis
but remained inactive and waited on more favorable times rather than trust in the forces which
they then possessed. ... One may best comprehend how great is the reversal in our
circumstances if he will read side by side the treaties which were made during our leadership
and those which have been published recently; for he will find that in those days we were
constantly setting limits to the empire of the King, levying tribute on some of his subjects, and
barring him from the sea.

(trans. George Norlin)

LT 2: Isoc. 7.80

ol 6¢ BapPapol tocolitov ameixov Tol moAuTpaypoVvelv tepl TV EAANVIKOV TTPpayUATWY, WOTE
o0te pakpolg mhoiolg £t tade QacrAdoc Emeov olte otpatonédolg £vtogANuog motapol
katéBatvov, A TTOANAY UiV AYOV.

The barbarians were so far from meddling in the affairs of the Hellenes that they neither sailed
their ships-of-war this side of the Phaselis nor marched their armies beyond the Halys River,
refraining, on the contrary, from all aggression.

(trans. George Norlin)

LT 3: Isoc. 12.59

€Tl YV yap Th¢ NUETEPAC SuvaoTelag oUk £ERv aUTolG 00T €viogANuoG Mel® oTPATOMESW
kataPaivelv olte pakpolg mhololg émi tade mAelv GaonAdoc:

In the time of our supremacy, the barbarians were prevented from marching with an army beyond
the Halys River and from sailing with their ships of war this side of Phaselis.

(trans. George Norlin)

LT 4: Dem. 19.273

¢kelvoL Tolvuv, W Iavteg U o6’ ATL TOV Adyov Tolitov aKknkoote, KaAhiav TOV Irmovikou taltnv
TV U6 avtwy Bpuloupévny eiprivny pecBelioavta, iMmou PEv Spopov NUEPAG TTECH UN
kataPaivetv énl Thv Balattav Pachéa, £vtog 6& XeAlboviwy Kal Kuavéwv mAolw pakp® pn AL,
OtL SWpa AaBelv €6ofe mpeoPevoag, Uikpol HEV AmekTelvay, £v &€ Talg eLBUVALS TTEVTHKOVT
£npagavrto Talavra.

| am sure you have all heard the story of their treatment of Callias, son of Hipponicus, who
negotiated the celebrated peace under which the King of Persia was not to approach within a
day's ride of the coast, nor sail with a ship of war between the Chelidonian islands and Cyaneae. At



41

the inquiry into his conduct they came near to putting him to death, and mulcted him in fifty
talents, because he was said to have taken bribes on embassy.

(trans. C.A. Vince and J.H. Vince)

LT 5: Lycurg. 1.73

o0 10 &v Zahapivi Tpomatov ayamnroavieg £otnoay, AAN’ 6poug toic BapBapolg mHéavteg Touc ig
Vv €é\evBeplav tfi¢ EAAGSOC, Kal ToUuToug KwAUoavteg UntepPBaivelv, cuvbnkag £moLoavto,
HOKPG HEV TAOLW pn) TAETY évtog Kuavéwv kol DachiAtdog, Toug 8 “EAAnvacg alTOVOHOUG LvaL, pn
pévov tol¢ thv Eupwrinv aAA kat tolg thv Aciav Katowoivtag.

And to crown their victory, not content with erecting the trophy in Salamis, they [sc. the
Athenians] fixed for the Persian the boundaries necessary for Greek freedom and prevented his
overstepping them, making an agreement that he should not sail his warships between Cyaneae
and Phaselis and that the Greeks should be free not only if they lived in Europe but in Asia too.

(trans. J.O. Burtt)

LT 6: FGrH 115 Theopompus F 154

Oeomnopmnog & év TiL ke' Twv OUUITTUKOV €okeuwpioBarL Tag mpog Tov BapPapov cuvlnkag, <weG>
oU Tolg 'ATTIKOIG ypappacty éotnAiteuvtal, AAG TOTlG TV Twvwv.

Theopompus in Book 25 of the Philippika says that the treaties with the barbarian were fabricated
since they were not inscribed on the stele in Attic letters, but in lonian.

(trans. William S. Morrison, adapted)

LT 7: FGrH 104 Aristodemus F 13.2

oUTo¢ 6 KaAiog omeioato mpog "Aptagépinv Kai Toug Aoutouc Mépaoac. éyévovto 8¢ ai omovdat
¢mi Tolode- £d’ Wi £vrog Kuavéwv kait TNEooou motapod kat PacnAidoc, ATl éoTiv OALS
MNapduliog, kol XeAlbovEwv N pLakpolc Aoiolg katamAéwot Népaat, Kal €viog TpLivV NUEPDV
0806V, fiv AV {MIog aviont SLWKOUEVOC, ) KATLGOL. Kal ortovSal olv £yévovto toladTal.

This Callias made a peace treaty with Artaxerxes and the rest of the Persians. The terms of the
treaty were as follows: the Persians could not sail in warships beyond Cyaneae, the Nessus River,
and Phaselis, which is a Pamphylian city, and the Chelidonian islands. Nor could they approach
within a three days’ journey of the coast, as a horse could cover at a gallop. Such therefore was
the treaty.

(trans. lan Worthington)
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LT 8: Diod. 12.4.4

Aptatgpéng 6& 6 Bao\elg uBOpevog T Tiepi TV KUTtpov EAaTTWHATO, Kal BOUAEUCAUEVOG LETA
TV pilwv rept told moAEpou, Ekplve cupdEPELY giprivnv cuvBEaBal ipdg Toug EAANvag. Eypade
Tolvuv Toic Ttept KUMpov fyepdot kol oatpdmalc éd’ ol av Suvwvtatl cuAUoacBat Tpog ToUC
"EAAnvag. [5] Stomep ol mepl tov Aptafalov kal MeyaBulov Enepay gig Tag ABRvag npecoBeutag
ToUC Stade€opévouc rept CUAUOEWG. UTIOKOUOAVTWY 6& TV ABnvaiwv Kai mepaviwy peoPelg
a0ToKPATOPaC, WV NYETTo KaAAlog 6 Immovikou, éyévovto ouveFikat mept TH¢ elprivng Tolg
ABnvaioLc Kol Tolg GUHHAXOLS TTPOC ToUC Mépoac, Wv €0TL T Keddhata Tadta: ol TOVOROUC ElvaL
TG Katd TRV Acotav EAANViSag moAeLg dmdoag, Tolg 8¢ thv Mepolv oatpdrmag pr kataBaivev i
Balatrav KATWTEPW TPLWOV RUEPQV 080V, UNSE valv pakpav mAEly éviog DaonAdog kat Kuaveéwy:
tadta 6¢ 100 BacAéwc Kal T@V oTpatny®v EmteAolvVTwy, U otpatelely ABnvailoug gig Thv
Xwpav, NG Bacheuc dpxeL. [6] ouVTEAECBELGGV 8¢ TMV oTIOVE MY ABNVATOL TA SUVALELS Amtryayov
€K Tfi¢ KUmpou, Aoumpav HEV Viknv VEVIKNKOTEG, Emibaveotdatag 6 cuvONKaG MEMOLNUEVOL.
OUVERN 6¢ kal Tov Kipwva nept trv Kumpov Slatpifovta voow TeAeuTioal.

Artaxerxes the king, however, when he learned of the reverses his forces had suffered at Cyprus,
took counsel on the war with his friends and decided that it was to his advantage to conclude a
peace with the Greeks. Accordingly he dispatched to the generals in Cyprus and to the satraps the
written terms on which they were permitted to come to a settlement with the Greeks.
Consequently Artabazus and Megabyzus sent ambassadors to Athens to discuss a settlement. The
Athenians were favourable and dispatched ambassadors plenipotentiary, the leader of whom was
Callias the son of Hipponicus; and so the Athenians and their allies concluded with the Persians a
treaty of peace, the principal terms of which run as follows: all the Greeks cities of Asia are to be
autonomous; the satraps of the Persians are not to come nearer to the sea than a three days’
journey and no Persian warship is to sail inside of Phaselis or Cyaneae; and if these terms are
observed by the king and his generals, the Athenians are not to send troops into the territory over
which the king is ruler. After the treaty had been solemnly concluded, the Athenians withdrew
their armaments from Cyprus, having won a brilliant victory and concluded most noteworthy
terms of peace. And it so happened that Cimon died of an iliness during his stay in Cyprus.

(trans. C.H. Oldfather, adapted)

LT 9: Diod. 12.26.2

ol Hév yap Népoat SITtac cuVORKaC £1X0V TIPOS TOUS EAANVAG, TAC péV PO ABnvaiouc Kail Toug
OUPMAXOUC aUT®V, £V oic oo ai katd thv Actav EAANVISEC MOAELC aUTOVOOL, TIPOC &€ TOUG
Aakedatpovioug Hotepov eypddnoay, £V aig TOUVAVTIOV NV YEYPAUUEVOV UTINKOOUC ELVOL TOTG
Népoatg Tag kata trv Actav EAANviSag MOAELS. Opoiwg & kal Tolg EAANoL mpdg AAANAOUG
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Umtiipxev gipnvn, ouvteBelpévwy TV ABnvaiwy kal Twv Aakedatpoviwv omovdag
TPLOKOVTOETELG.

For the Persians had two treaties with the Greeks, one with the Athenians and their allies
according to which the Greek cities of Asia were to live under laws of their own making, and
they also concluded one later with the Lacedaemonians [i.e., the King’s Peace], in which exactly
the opposite terms had been incorporated, whereby the Greek cities of Asia were to be subject
to the Persians. Likewise, the Greeks were at peace with one another, the Athenians and
Lacedaemonians having concluded a truce of thirty years.

(trans. C.H. Oldfather)

LT 10: Plut. Cim. 13.4

To0TO TO £pyov oUTwG £Tamneivwoe TV yvwunv tod Baoéwg, wote ouvBEoBal trv mepBontov
elprivnv ékelvny, mou pév §popov del tfig EAANVIKAG améxelv Baddacoong, Evéov 6& Kuavéwv kal
XeAboviwv pakpd vni kal YaAKeBOAwW pn mAEeLy. kaitol KaAAloBévng ol dnot talita cuvBéaBal
OV BapPapov, Epyw 6& moLelv 51 doOPov Tiig ATTNG £Kelvng, Kal pakpdv oUTwe amooTtijval Tf¢
‘EANGSOG, Wote mevtnkovta vauol NeplkAéa Kal Tplakovta povalg EGLaAtny énékelva mieloat
XeAdoviwv kal pndév altolg vauTikov anavtijoal mapd TV BapBapwv. [5] év b€ Tolg
Pnolopaoiy, & cuvnyaye Kpatepoc, avtiypada cuvBnk®v wg yevouEVwyY Katatetaktal. pacl 5
Kai Bwpov eiprivng Sta tadta toug ABnvaiouc ibpvoacBalt, kai KaAAiav tov mpeoBeloavta TIUfiot
Sladepovtwc.

This exploit [sc. the battle of Eurymedon] so humbled the purpose of the King that he made the
terms of that notorious peace, by which he was to keep away from the Greek sea-coast as far as a
horse could travel in a day, and was not to sail west of Cyaneae and the Chelidonian isles with
armored ships of war. And yet Callisthenes denies that the Barbarian made any such terms, but
says he really acted as he did through the fear which that victory inspired, and kept so far aloof
from Hellas that Pericles with fifty, and Ephialtes with only thirty, ships sailed beyond the
Chelidonian isles without encountering any barbarian navy. But in the decrees collected by
Craterus there is a copy of the treaty in its due place, as though it had actually been made. And
they say that the Athenians also built the altar of Peace to commemorate this event, and paid
distinguished honors to Callias as their ambassador.

(trans. Bernadotte Perrin, adapted)

Attempts to reconstruct the terms of the Peace of Callias must by necessity be strung together
from a multiplicity of ancient testimonia. The terms were advantageous to Athens, but
Artaxerxes must have found them sufficiently conciliatory so as to reconcile him to coexistence
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with the Athenian dpxn.%’ H. Bengtson, who accepts a date of 449/48, identifies four principal
clauses of the Peace: the Greek cities of Asia Minor were to be autonomous; Persian land forces
were not to come nearer than a three days’ march by land to the coast of Asia Minor; Persian
warships were not to sail southwards beyond the Chelidonian Islands or northwards beyond the
Cyanean Rocks in the Bosphorus; and the Athenians were not to attack territory possessed or
claimed by Artaxerxes, including Egypt and Cyprus.®®

Wade-Gery speculates that an additional clause, inserted at Athens’ insistence, required the
cities of the lonian Dodecapolis (cf. Hdt. 1.142) to pull down their walls.®® The lonian cities were
certainly unwalled by 427 at the latest (Thuc. 3.33.2), so this is plausible. It might be objected
that, since the moAeLg of lonia were dependent on Athens from 479 to 412, they were of no
concern to Persia. But Herodotus (6.42) claims that the Persian tribute assessment for lonia of
493, levied in the aftermath of the lonian Revolt, was still legally in force when he wrote, and
some scholars suggest that the Persians maintained this claim as late as 412 (cf. Thuc. 8.5.5),
even if Athenian power in the region meant that they could not, in fact, collect the tribute.”®
And while stripping lonia of its walls naturally made the cities easier for Athens to control, it
also made them more vulnerable to the Persians should they decide to play a more active role
in the area, as they did in 412.7*

Addendum: Peace of Epilycus

Of the three treaties made between Sparta and Persia in 412/11, the second is unusual in that
reference is made not only to the reigning king, Darius Il, but to his sons also (Thuc. 8.37.1 mpog
Baowéa Aapelov Kal Toug matldag toug Bachéwc). E. Lévy argues that this was done to ensure
that the agreement did not expire upon Darius’ death, or would not be honoured by his
successor.”? This is relevant to the Peace of Callias because Artaxerxes |, king in 449/48, died at
some time between December 424 and February 423 and was succeeded by his son Darius 11.73
Some scholars have proposed that the Peace of Callias was subsequently renewed to ensure
that Athens and Persia maintained peaceable relations; this is often called the ‘Peace of

57 Hyland 2018, 15.

6 Bengtson 1975, 68-69. Parmeggiani 2020, 17 interprets Diod. 12.4.5 pr otpateVetv ABnvaioug €ic TV xwpav, NS
Baow\el¢ Gpxel to mean that the Athenians formally recognized Cyprus as the King’s land. This is a reasonable
inference from the language used by Diodorus, but it is far from certain that the original treaty was so phrased.

59 Wade-Gery 1958, 219-20; cf. Cawkwell 2005, 140-41.

70 Lewis 1977, 87; HCT 5, 16-17; Debord 1999, 121-23; Rubinstein at IACP, p. 1057.

1 Cf. Meiggs 1972, 148-51.

72 Lévy 1983b, 227.

73 Rhodes 1998, 242; Rhodes 2016, 179.
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Epilycus’ after its supposed Athenian negotiator, Epilycus son of Teisander.”* An oft-cited piece
of evidence for this is /G 13227 = OR 157 |. 18 taomovdag [tag npog Bac\éa (but tatomovdag
[tag yevouévag suppl. Wilamowitz ap. /G and taoomovdag [tag mpog trhv oA suppl. Culasso
Gastaldi; |. 16 Bao\éwg is secure, however).”® This is part of an Athenian honorary decree for a
man named Heraclides of Clazomenae (his origin is confirmed by the final line of the inscription,
I. 28). Heraclides must have been eventually granted Athenian citizenship, for he is later
attested as an Athenian general (Pl. Jon 541d) and as the proposer of a decree increasing pay
for attendance at meetings of the Assembly ([Arist.] Ath. Pol. 41.3).76 Rhodes and others see the
references to the (Persian) king, and Il. 14-18 more generally (which appear to laud Heraclides
for cooperating with Athenian ambassadors to Persia, resulting in a treaty between Athens and
the king), as pointing to a renewal of the Peace of Callias.”” However, the honorary decree does
not actually explain the purpose of the embassy in which Heraclides was involved, and the only
explicit testimony for a renewed Athenian-Persian peace treaty appears in the spurious De Pace
(Andoc. 3.29). It is notable that Thucydides not only fails to mention such an embassy, but
actually informs his readers that an Athenian embassy sent to the Persian court in winter
425/24 turned back upon learning of Artaxerxes’ death before reaching its destination (Thuc.
4.50.3).7® | therefore find myself in agreement E.M. Harris: ‘There is no reason to believe that
an inscription granting proxenia to Heracleides of Clazomenae has anything to do with a treaty
between Athens and the king of Persia negotiated by Epilycus because such a treaty never
existed.””® Ultimately, the reliable evidence points to only one Peace of Callias, concluded ca.
449/48.

D 1.10

Athenian-Boeotian peace treaty

74 0On this speculative treaty see Connor 1968, 77-94; Bosworth 1990, 11f.; Krentz 2009, 231-32; Rhodes 2016. Not
only is De Pace the only source to mention Epilycus, but the arguments against the authenticity of the speech,
notably Harris 2000 and Harris 2021 (contra Rhodes 2016, 182-85), are in my view compelling. However, the
argument for a renewal of the Peace of Callias must still be considered in light of IG 13227.

75 For alternative proposals on the identity of tdomovddc cf. Gulasso Gastaldi 2004, 35-55 (alliance of the 390s BCE
between Athens and Artaxerxes Il; cf. Harris 2021, 37 n. 46 but contra Rhodes 2016, 178-82).

76 See also Ath. 11.560a; Ael. VH 14.5. It is possible to assign at least a rough terminus ante quem to the honorary
decree, since assembly pay (initially set at one obol) was only introduced after 403, and was raised to three obols
before the premiere of Aristophanes’ Ecclesiazusae in 391 (Ar. Eccl. 289-311). For further speculation regarding the
date of the honorary decree and examination of textual issues see Harris 1999, 123-26; Culasso Gastaldi 2004, 36;
comm. OR 157, p. 344.

77 Kéhler 1892; Meiggs 1972, 135; Badian 1993, 196; Rhodes 2016, 182.

78 Rhodes 2016, 182 objects, unconvincingly in my view, ‘Darius’ claim was contested at first, so the Athenians
would probably have waited for him to consolidate his position.” Cf. comm. OR 157, p. 345.

7 Harris 2021, 37.
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447/46 BCE

As a consequence of their victory at the battle of Oenophyta in 457, the Athenians drove out
oligarchic governments from the cities of Boeotia and replaced them with friendly
democracies.®? But in 447 Boeotia experienced an oligarchic revival triggered by the return of
the exiled oligarchs, who quickly captured Orchomenus and Chaeronea. Athens responded by
sending the general Tolmides into Boeotia with 1000 Athenian hoplites and allied contingents
with the goal of bringing the cities back under Athenian influence. This was initially successful
and Chaeronea was captured, but Tolmides’ army was ambushed by an oligarchic force at
Coronea and decisively defeated: Tolmides and many of his troops were killed, while a large
number became prisoners (Thuc. 1.113.1-2; cf. 4.92.6; LT 2 = Diod. 12.6.2). This is the context of
the present treaty.

LT 1: Thuc. 1.113.3

Kal trv Bowtiav €€€hutov ABnvaiol mdoav, omovdag notnoduevol £d’ w Toug Gvdpag
kouloOvtal. kal ol pevyovteg Bolwtwv KateABOvVTeG kal ol GAAOL TAVTEG OUTOVOUOL TTAALY
€yévovrto.

The Athenians then withdrew from the whole of Boeotia, making a treaty to that effect
conditional on the recovery of their captured men. The exiled party was restored, and all
Boeotians became autonomous again.

(trans. Martin Hammond)

LT 2: Diod. 12.6.2

TV 8¢ Bolwt®v cuotpadévtwy Kal Tolg epl TOV TOAULONV EveSpeucAVTWY, EYEVETO HAXN
Kaptepd mepl TV Kopwvelay, kab' fv TOAULONG LV HaxOeEVOC Avnp£On, TV 6& AAwv
ABnvaiwv ol pév katekomnoay, ol 8¢ {wvteg EANdOnoav. TNAkalTnG 6& cuUdopPac YEVOUEVNG
Tol¢ ABnvaiolg, AvaykacOnoav adeival TAg MOAELC ATTACAG TAG KATA THV Bolwtiav avtovopoug,
iva Toug aiypolwtoug anmoAdBwoty.

And when the Boeotians gathered their forces and caught Tolmides’ troops in an ambush, a
violent battle took place at Coroneia, in the course of which Tolmides fell fighting and of the
remaining Athenians some were massacred and others were taken alive. The result of a disaster
of such magnitude was that the Athenians were compelled to leave all the cities throughout
Boeotia autonomous in order to get back their captured citizens.

80 On the situation in Boeotia after Oenophyta see Buck 1979, 147-48.
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(trans. C.H. Oldfather, adapted)

From our sources it is unclear whether Athens made the present treaty with the Boeotians as a
single unit, with the Boeotian cities individually, or only with the most powerful city Thebes.
H.M. Hansen dates the beginning of the ‘First Boeotian Federation’ to Athens’ expulsion from
Boeotia in 447/46, lasting until the King’s Peace of 387/86, even in the absence explicit
evidence for a Boeotian federal structure prior to the Peloponnesian War (cf. Thuc. 4.91;
5.38.2).81 The evidence of a later treaty may be illuminating: when a Theban embassy came to
Athens in 395, at the beginning of the Corinthian War, to request an alliance, the resulting
treaty — which is epigraphically preserved — was made with the Boeotians rather than with
Thebes alone (D 4.3 ET 1 =RO 6 Il. 2-3 [oup]payia Boww[t@v kat A]onvai[wv ¢ to|v del]
XPOVOV).

The treaty between Athens and the Boeotians may have contained some further clauses not
explicitly recorded in the surviving testimonia. Kagan remarks that the Athenians’ withdrawal
from Boeotia also made their control of neighbouring Phocis and Locris, which Athens had also
controlled since Oenophyta, untenable.®? There may have been a clause specifically instructing
Athens to evacuate these territories as well as Boeotia.

R.J. Buck speculates that, in return for Athens agreeing to leave Boeotia, the Boeotians agreed
not to assist the Euboeans who, if they were not yet already in open revolt against Athens
(Thuc. 1.114.1), were certainly restless: this is suggested by the fact that no record exists of any
Boeotian assistance to the Euboeans against Athens. Secondly, Buck continues, the Boeotians
will have allowed Athenian forces to pass through Boeotian territory for military purposes, as
this was necessary to reach Chalcis on Euboea as well as Pegae (near Megara, which also soon
revolted). Finally, Athens evidently retained control over Oropus (cf. Thuc. 2.23.3) and perhaps
other settlements near the border with Attica.®3

D1.11
Thirty Years’ Peace

446/45 BCE

81 Hansen in IACP, p. 432.

82 Kagan 1969, 124.

83 Buck 1979, 153. According to Thucydides (1.114.1), Euboea revolted ‘soon after’ (o0 moA\® Uotepov) the events
in Boeotia. On the Athenians’ Boeotian route to Pegae and Chalcis see HCT 1, 342.
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The importance of Euboea within the Athenian dpyn is difficult to overstate, as it was not only
home to numerous key tribute-paying cities (Chalcis, Eretria, Histiaea/Oreos, Carystus) but lay
in a strategically key location.8* Unsurprisingly, Athens reacted swiftly to the island’s revolt in
446 and Pericles led an Athenian force across the Europus. But now the city of Megara, under
the control of Athens since 461 (Thuc. 1.103.4), also revolted. The Megarians, reinforced by
troops from Corinth, Sicyon, and Epidaurus, slaughtered most of the Athenian garrison and
forced the survivors to take refuge in the port of Nisaea (1.114.1). Subsequently, Peloponnesian
forces led by Sparta invaded Attica but then prematurely turned back (1.114.2).8> Athens, as
Kagan observes, had pressing reasons to seek peace. Boeotia, Phocis, and Locris had been lost
and were unlikely to be recovered. Even retaking Megara would have been a highly difficult and
costly undertaking.8¢

No epigraphic testimonia survive for the Thirty Years’ Peace, which LT 8 = Diod. 12.7 places in
the archonship of Callimachus (446/45). But Pausanias did see the stele at Olympia and
described its contents in highly abbreviated form (LT 9 = Paus. 5.23.4). Any attempt to
reconstruct the clauses of the treaty must be cobbled together from the scattered and
sometimes ambiguous testimonia of ancient literary sources, chiefly Thucydides.

LT 1: Thuc. 1.115.1

avaywpnooavteg 8¢ amn’ EOBolag o moAG Uotepov omovdag émoloavto npog Aakedalpovioug
Kal ToU¢ EuppayouC TpLlakovtoUTeLg, amodovteg Niocalav kai Mnyac kai Tpowlfva kat Axatiov:
Tadta yap eixov ABnvatot Nehomovwwnoiwv.

Shortly after their return from Euboea the Athenians made a thirty-year treaty with the Spartans
and their allies, under which they handed back Nisaea, Pegae, Troezen, and Achaea: these were
the places which they had taken from the Peloponnesians.

(trans. Martin Hammond)

LT 2: Thuc. 1.35.1 (speech of the Corcyraeans at Athens)

84 Cf. Knoepfler 1997, 352.

85 As we learn from Plut. Per. 22-23, the Spartans accused Pleistoanax, who with his advisor Cleandridas led the
Peloponnesian invasion of Attica, of having taken bribes from Pericles to withdraw. Pleistoanax was sentenced to a
fine, but as he could not pay it he was forced into exile; Cleandridas immediately went into self-imposed exile and
was sentenced to death in absentia. Kagan 1969, 125 rejects the accusation of bribery, suggesting that Pericles
instead offered Pleistoanax a peace treaty advantageous to Sparta if he withdrew.

86 Kagan 1969, 125.
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AUoete 6€ o006 Tag AakeSalpoviwy omovdag dexopevol NUAG UNdeTépwv Ovtag Euppdyoud. [2]
elpntat yap év altalg, twv EANVidwy moAewv At pndapod Euppaxel, éégtval map’ OmoTtéEPoug av
Aap£okntal EABElv.

A further point is that in accepting use you will not be breaking the treaty with the Spartans. We
are not allied to either side: and the treaty states that any Greek city with no alliance elsewhere is
free to join whichever side it wishes.

(trans. Martin Hammond)

LT 3: Thuc. 1.40.2 (speech of the Corinthians at Athens)

el yap elpntat év talic onovdaig, é€ctval map’ OMOTEPOUG TIG BoUAETAL TV Aypadwy MOAEWV
£€\Belv, oU Tolc €ml BAGBN €tépwv loliow i EuvOnkn éotiv, AAN" GoTig U AAAoU €aUTov dmootepiv
aodaleiag Setral kal 60TLG Ur) Tolg detapévolg, el cwdpovolial, MOAEUOV AVT lprivng oL oeL: O
vUv OPETG pr) melBopevol nuiv mabotte Gv.

Although the treaty does make provision for any non-signatory state to join whichever side it
wishes, this article of agreement is not there for those whose purpose in alliance is the injury of
other states, but for those looking for security who will not be defecting from others, nor likely to
bring their sponsors (if they think about it carefully) war rather than peace.

(trans. Martin Hammond)

LT 4: Thuc. 1.67.4

Kal GAAOL Te MOPLOVTEG EykAnaTa émololvto we ékaotol Kal Meyapiig, SnAolvteg pév kal Etepa
oUK OAlya Siadopa, paiiota 6& Apévwy Te elpyecBat TV v T ABnvaiwv dpxi Kal TG ATTIKAS
Ayopdg mopd tag omoveag.

Several came forward to make their various charges, not least the Megarians: among a good
number of other complaints they declared that, in contravention of the treaty, they were being
barred from all ports in the Athenian empire and from the Athenian market itself.

(trans. Martin Hammond)

LT 5: Thuc. 1.78.4 (speech of the Athenian envoys at Sparta)

Aéyopev ULy, Ewg £TL abBaipeTog ApdoTtépolg I eUPouUAia, omovsdag pr AVewy unde mapafaivev
TOUC 6pKoug, Ta 8¢ Slddopa Sikn AVecBat Katd THvV EuvOnkny.
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We urge you now, while we both still have the freedom to make the best decisions, not to break
the treaty or contravene your oaths, but to let our differences be resolved by arbitration under
the agreement.

(trans. Martin Hammond)

LT 6: Thuc. 1.140.2 (speech of Pericles)

eipnuévov yap dikag peév thv dtadopdv dAARAoLg Stdoval kal S€xeaBal, Exelv 6€ EKaTEpoug O
£xopev, oUte auTol dikag mw Atnoav oUte AUV SL80VTWVY d€xovTal.

The terms of the treaty are that in cases of dispute both sides should go to arbitration, retaining
their respective holdings in the interim. They have never yet asked for arbitration nor accepted
our offer of it.

(trans. Martin Hammond)

LT 7: Thuc. 7.18.2

£V yap T TPOoTEPW TOAEUW ODETEPOV TO TAPAVOLNHA LAAAOV yevéoBal, OTL Te £¢ NMAdTalav
NABov Onpalol év omovdaic Kai, elpnuévov év Talc mpotepov EuvOnKalg OmAa pr) EridEépeLy, AV
Sikag €6éAwaot S160val, auTol oUy UTiKouov &G 8ikag MTPOoKAAOUUEVWY TV ABnvaiwv.

They [sc. the Spartans] recognized that in the earlier period of war the initial transgression had
been more on their side, in that Thebans had entered Plataea in time of peace, and they
themselves had refused the Athenians’ challenge to arbitration when the previous treaty expressly
prohibited recourse to arms if there was an offer of arbitration.

(trans. Martin Hammond)

LT 8: Diod. 12.7

omnovdag & énoinoav tplakovtaetels, KaAiou kal Xapntog cuvBepévwy Kal TAv elpnvnv
Befalwoaviwy.

They made a thirty-year truce, with Callias and Chares negotiating and confirming the peace.

(own trans.)

LT 9: Paus. 5.23.4

£0TL 6€ mpo Tol Alog TouTou otnAn xaAkf, Aakedaluoviwy kal ABnvaiwv cuvBnkag éxovoa
elprvnc €¢ Tplakovta €TV AplOpov. TavTag Emoloavto ABnvaiol mapaoTnoduevol To SeUtepov
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EOBoLay, £Tel Tpitw THC Tpitng MPOG TAC dydonkovra dAupmLadog, fv Kplowv luepaioc évika
otadlov. £oTL 6€ év Talg cuvenKalg Kal Tode elpnuévov, ipnvng Heév Thg ABnvaiwv kat
Nokedaoviwv th Apyeiwv un peteival moAel, ibia 6 ABnvaioug kal Apyeioug, Av €B€Awaly,
gruTnSeiwg éxewv mpog AAAAAouC. adtat pév Aéyouat Toladita ai cuveiKaL.

In front of this Zeus there is a bronze slab, on which are the terms of the Thirty Years’ Peace
between the Lacedaemonians and the Athenians. The Athenians made this peace after they had
reduced Euboea for the second time, in the third year of the eighty-third Olympiad, when Crison
of Himera won the footrace. One of the articles of the treaty is to the effect that although Argos
has no part in the treaty between Athens and Sparta, yet the Athenians and the Argives may
privately, if they wish, be at peace with each other. Such are the terms of this treaty.

(trans. W.H.S. Jones and H.A. Ormerod)

Based on the above testimonia, G.E.M. de Ste. Croix identifies seven individual clauses of the
Thirty Years’ Peace: 1) The treaty had a time limit of 30 years; 2) Athens relinquished control of
Nisaea, Pegae, Troezen, and Achaea;®” 3) unprovoked attacks by either side were prohibited —
they first has to submit to arbitration; 4) with the exception of the places named in clause 2,
each side retained what it held at the time of the treaty’s ratification; 5) allies of Athens and
Sparta were bound to the same terms as Athens and Sparta proper; 6) neutral states could
make an alliance with either Athens or Sparta; 7) as an exception to clause 6, neutral Argos was
prohibited from allying with Athens (as this might threaten the Argive Thirty Years’ Peace).8®
Kagan additionally proposes that Naupactus, not mentioned in the testimonia, was allowed to
remain an ally of Athens.® This is highly probable: in 456/55 the Athenians took away
Naupactus from the West (Ozolian) Locrians and settled it with exiled Messenians (Thuc.
1.103.3; Diod. 11.84.7) who fought alongside Athens in the Peloponnesian War (Thuc. 2.9.4;
3.75.1; Diod. 12.48.1; 13.48.6). A clause guaranteeing the autonomy of Aegina, suggested by de
Ste. Croix, is more doubtful.®°

The relationship of the Thirty Years’ Peace to the Megarian Decree (or decrees®?) is unclear. The
Athenians passed this decree in the 430s in response to the alleged illegal Megarian cultivation
of sacred land on the Attic border. Its effect was to bar the Megarians from the Athenian agora
and the ports of the Athenian dpxn (Thuc. 1.139; Diod. 12.38-39; Plut. Per. 31-32; Ar. Ach. 515-
39, Pax 601-27). de Ste. Croix takes the Megarians’ complaint at Thuc. 1.67.4 to presuppose a

87 Notably, Boeotia is not mentioned in the territorial clause (Thuc. 1.115.1), presumably because the question had
already been settled by the Athenian-Boeotian treaty of 447/46.

88 Ste. Croix 1972, 293. On clause 7 cf. Badian 1993, 137.

89 Kagan 1969, 128; cf. Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 1, 187.

90 Ste. Croix 1972, 293-94. Contra Figueira 1990, 73; Badian 1993, 137-38.

%1 For the possibility of several decrees see Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 1, 110-12; Brunt 1993, 1-16.
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‘free trade’ clause in the Thirty Years’ Peace (referred to here as tag onovdac), of which the
Megarian Decree was a violation.®? Actually, the Megarian Decree may rather speak against the
Thirty Years’ Peace having contained an explicit free trade clause. As E.W. Robinson argues, ‘A
novel act like a trade embargo can hardly have been envisaged by the Thirty Years’ Peace,
which guaranteed protection of the allies of each side only from actual attack.” However,
Robinson adds that, while the Megarian Decree may not have violated the letter of the Thirty
Years’ Peace, it certainly went against its spirit.>3

The Thirty Years’ Peace confirmed the abandonment of Athens’ attempt to establish a land-
based empire in central mainland Greece and the Peloponnese, but did not in any way
endanger Athenian interests in the core regions of its maritime apyn including Euboea, the
Thraceward region, the Hellespont, and lonia. While the loss of Boeotia (although not, strictly, a
consequence of the Thirty Years’ Peace) and of Megara left Attica much more vulnerable to
invasion from the Peloponnese, this was not an immediate concern so long as there was peace,
and this lasted until 431. Furthermore, Sparta had neither the resources nor the inclination to
threaten Athenian command of the seas.®® In one isolated case, the Spartans in 440 did
consider aiding rebellious Samos against Athens but were dissuaded by their allies the
Corinthians (Thuc. 1.40.5). While the Thirty Years’ Peace was a failure in one essential sense — it
only lasted half of its intended 30-year duration — it at least gave the Greek world some respite
from the great Athenian-Spartan enmity that is one of the defining aspects of the 5% century.

D1.12
Athenian treaty with Chalcis
446/45 BCE

The present treaty, which is remarkably well-preserved, is inscribed by what Tracy identifies as
a unique hand not attested elsewhere, and concludes that it must date to some point between
ca. 450 and ca. 400 BCE.®> Tod, Meiggs and Lewis, the editors of /G 13, and Lambert all assign it
to 446/45 on historical grounds.’® After the withdrawal of Pleistoanax and his Peloponnesian
force from Attica in 446, Pericles returned to Euboea and successfully suppressed the revolt
there. Thucydides (1.114.3) writes that terms were reached with the Euboean cities ‘by
agreement’ (0poAoyiq) except for Histiaea/Oreos, whose inhabitants were forcibly removed to
Macedonia and replaced by Athenian cleruchs. According to Plutarch (Per. 23.2), the Histiaeans

%2 Ste. Croix 1972, 294.

%3 Robinson 2017, 119.

%4 Lewis 1992b, 137; cf. Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 1, 186-87.
% Tracy 2016, 30.

% Comm. Tod 42; comm. ML 52; Lambert 2017, 28-31.
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had massacred the crew of an Athenian ship that washed ashore and were punished especially
harshly for this reason (cf. Thuc. 7.57.2; 8.95.7; Diod. 12.7.1; IG 1341). In the present treaty, the
Athenians promise not to expel the Chalcidians or otherwise harm their city (ET 1 =OR 131 Il. 4-
6), a clear allusion to the fate of Histiaea/Oreos. The reference to an earlier oath with the
Eretrians (Il. 42-43) also places it chronologically later than the Athenian regulations for
Eretria(?) (D 1.13 ET 1).%/

The case has also been made for a date of 424/23, albeit less convincingly in my view.%® A
fragment of the Atthidographer Philochorus (FGrH 328 F 130) records an Athenian campaign in
Euboea during the archonship of Isarchus (424/23). This is arguably supported by a passage
from Aristophanes’ Equites, produced in 424:

Ar. Eq. 235-238: oUtol pd toug Swdeka Beolg xalprioetoy, | ot Tl @ dAuw Euvouvutov
TAAatL. | Toutl TL 5pd TO XaAKLOKOV TtoTrplov; |oUK €08’ OMwe ol XaAkibéag ddiotatov.

‘By the twelve gods! Woe betide you, who have too long been conspiring against Demos. What
means this Chalcidian cup? No doubt you are provoking the Chalcidians to revolt.’

(trans. Eugene O’Neill Jr.)

A man named Hierocles appears at |. 66, identified by Osborne and Rhodes as the oracle-
monger from Histiaea/Oreos (!) attested in Eupolis’ comedy Poleis, written in the late-420s
(PCG fr. 231), as well as in Aristophanes (Pax 1047, 421 BCE), and this might be taken as support
for assigning the present treaty to the 420s, but one need not be alive or active in public life to
appear in a comedy.?® More seriously, both Chalcis and Eretria saw their tribute assessments
suddenly raised to 15 and 10 talents respectively in 425 (/G 1371.1 1l. 67, 71), which could
potentially be a source of discontent eventually leading to open revolt.1%° But whatever unrest
did occur was evidently not important enough to merit mention by Thucydides, and Lambert
suggests that even if the campaign mentioned by Philochorus did occur, it was not necessarily
to put down a rebellion but may have been undertaken to fortify Euboea against the nearby
Spartan colony of Heraclea in Trachis, which was founded in 426 (cf. Thuc. 3.92-93).101

All things considered, the evidence for 446/45 remains more convincing than for 424/23, and |
accept the earlier date.

ET 1:/G 1340 = OR 131*

7 Cf. Balcer 1978, 35; Ostwald 2002, 136.

% Mattingly 1961a; Mattingly 2002; Sosin 2014, 293-94.

9 Cf. comm. OR 131, pp. 179-80. | thank Dr. de Lisle for stressing this point.

100 Raubitschek 1943, 33; Mattingly 2002, 337-39; Mattingly 2010, 102-04; cf. Mattingly 1976, 40.
101 ambert 2017, 30 with n. 38. On Heraclea cf. Sommerstein 1981, 155; Moreno 2007, 135-36.
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£v BoA&v kal TOg SLkaoTag: oUK €xoeAb Xa-
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oTaToV MOE00 OUSE 16L0TeV 008EvVa ATIU-
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TPUTAVEVO KATA TO Suvatov. Tadta 6& Eurn-
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25 aléav adlotéL Tig katepd ABevaiola, K-
al Tov popov humoteAs ABevaiolol, hov
av meiBo ABevaiog, kal xoUppaxog Ecopa-
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vacat
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ov no€oBal tov hopkov ABevaiog kal XaA-
Koéag, kabarmnep Epetpleliol éboedioat-
0 ho 6&pog ho ABevaiov: homog 6 v tayLot-
a ylyvetal, émipehdobov hot otpateyol.
45 holtveg 8¢ £y00pKOOCOCL APLKOUEVOL €-
¢ XoAkida, EAécBal tov S€pov TEvte Gvop-
oG autika paAa. epl 6& T6v hopépov amok-
pivacBat XoAkideboly, hott vOou pév AbBe-
vaiolg Soketl édv katd td éposdlopéva- h-
50 OTav 6& S0KEL BOAEUCAUEVOL TTOECOOL TE-

v SLoAAafylév, kaBotL av SokEL émtédelo-
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v évat ABevaiolc kat XaAKSedow. To¢ 8-

£ Xo€vocg TO¢ v XaAkibL, hoool oikGvteg

UE teAdolv ABévale, kal €l Tol 6€dotal h-

55 UTO T6 €0 16 ABevaiov Atélela, TOG 6€ G-
A\og¢ teA€v &g XaAkida, kaBamep hot GAAo-

L XaAkibéec. 10 6€ doédlopa tode Kal TOvV
hopkov avaypadoal, ABEveaol PEv TOV ypa-
pUp[a]téa téc BoAEg éoTéAeL ALBivel kal k-

60 ataBEval £ MOALV TEAEOL TOTC XaAKLOE-
ov, &v 6& XaAkibL év T6L hiep6L t6 ALOG T6
‘OAupunio he BoA& XaAkibéov avaypadoao-

o kataBéto. tadta pev posdicaobat XaAk-
debowv. " ta 6¢€ hiepd Ta €K TGV XpeO-

65 Ov humép EUPolag BUoal 0¢ Taylota et
hiepokAéog Tp€g avdpag, hog av EAetal h-

€ BoA& oV alT6v- homog & av taylota tub-
£, hotL otpateyol ouvenipe doBov kal -

0 dpyuplov £¢ taldta [m]apexoviov. vacat
70 Apyxéotparo[c] elme- T pév GAa kaBdmep A-
VTIKAEG: Tag 6€ eLBUVaC Xalkidelol kart-

& opSv aUTSV Eval £v XahkiStL kabdmep AB-
£veolv ABevaiolg mAev puyEc kal Bavar-

0 Kal ATipiog- mept 8& Toutov deoiy Eva-

75 L ABevale €G Tév EAlaiav Tév TOV Beopob-
£T6V KATA TO pocdlopa t6 S€po- mepl &€ du-
Aakgc EVBolag TOG oTpaTnyOC EMLUEAED-

Bat hog av duvovtal dplota, homocg av éxe-

L hog BéAtioTta ABevaiolg.
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80 hopkog.

Resolved by the council and people. Antiochis was the prytany; Dracontides was the chairman.
Diognetus proposed. The Athenian council and jurors shall swear an oath on the following
terms: ‘I shall not expel Chalcidians from Chalcis, nor shall | uproot their city; | shall deprive no
individual of civic rights nor punish any with exile nor take any prisoner, nor execute any, nor
confiscate the money of anyone not condemned in court without the authority of the Athenian
people; whenever | am a prytanis | shall not put anything prejudicial to the interests of an
individual or the community to the vote without due notice, and any embassy that is sent | shall
bring before the council and people within ten days, as far as | can; | shall maintain this while
the Chalcidians obey the Athenian people.” An embassy is to come from Chalcis with the
commissioners for oaths and administer the oath to the Athenians and list the names of those
who have sworn; the generals having responsibility to see that all take the oath. The Chalcidians
shall swear an oath on the following terms: ‘I shall not revolt from the people of Athens by any
means or device whatsoever, neither in word nor in deed, nor shall | obey anyone who does
revolt, and if anyone revolts | shall denounce him to the Athenians, and | shall pay to the
Athenians whatever tribute | persuade them to agree, and | shall be the best and fairest ally |
am able to be and shall help and defend the Athenian people in the event of anyone wronging
the Athenian people, and | shall obey the Athenian people.” All the Chalcidians of military age
and above shall swear. If anyone does not swear he is to be deprived of his civic rights and his
property is to be confiscated and a tithe of it dedicated to Zeus Olympios. An embassy shall go
from Athens to Chalcis with the commissioners for oaths and administer the oath in Chalcis and
list those of the Chalcidians who have sworn.

Anticles proposed. For good fortune for the Athenians: the Athenians and Chalcidians shall
make the oath just as the Athenian people voted for the people of Eretria, and the generals shall
have responsibility to see that that happens as quickly as possible. The people as soon as
possible shall choose five men to go to Chalcis to exact the oaths. And on the matter of
hostages, they shall reply to the Chalcidians that for the moment the Athenians have decided to
leave matters as decreed. But whenever they decide they will deliberate and draw up an
agreement [or ‘exchange’] on conditions which seem suitable for the Athenians and the
Chalcidians. The foreigners who live in Chalcis — except as many as pay no taxes to Athens, and if
someone has been given tax exemption by the Athenian people — the rest shall pay taxes in
Chalcis, just like the other Chalcidians. The secretary of the council shall write up this decree and
oath at Athens on a stone stele and set it up on the Acropolis at the expense of the Chalcidians,
and let the council of the Chalcidians write it up and deposit it in the sanctuary of Zeus Olympios
at Chalcis. This is the decree about the Chalcidians.  Uninscribed space Three men, chosen
by the council from their own number, shall go with Hierocles to carry out the sacrifices
required by the oracles about Euboea as quickly as possible. So that this happens as quickly as
possible the generals shall take joint responsibility and provide the money for it.
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Archestratus proposed. In other respects as Anticles had proposed, but euthynai are to be in the
hands of the Chalcidians by themselves in Chalcis, just as of the Athenians at Athens except in
cases involving exile, execution or loss of civic rights. On these matters there shall be appeal to
Athens to the court of the thesmothetai in accordance with the decree of the people. As to
guarding Euboea, the generals shall take responsibility for doing that as best they can in the best
interests of the Athenians.

Oath.

(trans. Robin Osborne and P.J. Rhodes)

Commentators such as J.M. Balcer suggest on physical grounds that the surviving stele was
originally attached to another stele containing further provisions for Chalcis, for which the
allusion to earlier decrees at Il. 49 and 76 of the surviving inscription, and the unusual absence
of the name of the ypaupatelc in its prescript, have been taken as support.1°? But the physical
evidence is disputed by Lambert: ‘The shallow cutting in the top of the stone probably served as
a socket for the tenon of a decorative finial rather than the clamp that would be expected if
there was an adjoining stele.’203

Lambert demonstrates that all three decrees recorded in the present inscription were likely
passed on the same day: the prytany (Antiochis) and its chairman Dracontides are mentioned in
the prescript of the first decree only (ll. 1-2), while decree 3 (I. 70ff.) is a rider to decree 2; and
Dracontides, while not identifiable, was in office for one day only.1% We can therefore conclude
that the whole of the inscription belongs to precisely the same historical context.

Decree 1, proposed by a certain Diognetus (Il. 2-39), stipulates the contents of the Athenian
oath to the Chalcidians and the procedure for administering it, followed by the contents and
procedure of the Chalcidian oath to the Athenians. Decree 2, proposed by Anticles (lI. 40-69),
makes several provisions for Chalcis regarding hostages, taxation, inscribing the decree, and
sacrifices.1% Finally, decree 3 (ll. 70-79), proposed by Archestratus, allows Chalcis to retain an
independent judicial system, with one notable exception: cases potentially involving the

102 Balcer 1978, 55-65, 83-101 with Fig. 1, depicting a putative reconstruction of the inscription’s original physical
arrangement. Cf. Lawton 1992, 248-50, but contra comm. OR 131, p. 174.

103 Lambert 2017, 21 with n. 28.

104 Lambert 2017, 22.

105 According to Ostwald 2002, 139, the Chalcidian hostages discussed at Il. 47-52 were presumably captured in the
course of the revolt of Euboea and kept in Athenian custody as bargaining chips ahead of negotiations with Chalcis;
they likely consisted of politically influential members of the Chalcidian upper class who could command a high
ransom. On the taxation provisions of Il. 53-54 cf. Pébarthe 1999, 142-46 and Pébarthe 2005.
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punishment of death, exile, or deprivation of civic rights (atipia) are subject to review by the

Athenian courts.10°

In the view of L. Kallet, the present treaty ‘attests unequivocally to a “hardened” arche, not
unfamiliar to readers of Thucydides,” and represents an unmistakable assertion of Athenian
power.197 It is certainly an unequal treaty in certain respects: unlike the oath of the
Erythraeans, there is no mention of Athens’ allies, with the Chalcidians swearing loyalty to
Athens alone. All Chalcidian citizens are required to swear, and failure to do so is punishable by
the severe penalties of dtiuia and confiscation of property (Il. 32-36). Furthermore, the
Chalcidian oath includes the promise not only to refrain from revolt in future, but to denounce
any attempt to defect from Athens (Il. 24-25). Finally, the Chalcidians themselves must bear the
costs of inscribing the treaty, both the Athenian copy (ll. 57-60) and the copy at Chalcis (ll. 61-
64).198 Nevertheless, there is still a degree of reciprocity. The Athenians swear not to expel the
Chalcidians (Il. 4-5), doubtless an allusion to the unenviable recent fate of Histiaea/Oreos, while
ll. 26-27 suggest that the rate of tribute to be paid by Chalcis is negotiable.'% And while it has
sometimes been argued that Athens now imposed a democracy on Chalcis, Lambert believes
that Chalcis was already democratic before the revolt: ‘If Chalkis was already democratic, it
would also help explain why, despite its revolt, it was able to reach an agreement with the
Athenians which left it relatively unscathed.’!1° And M. Ostwald emphasizes that Athens, in the

present treaty, asserts control over Chalcis by judicial but not political means.!?

D1.13
Athenian treaty with Eretria(?)
446/45 BCE

Eretria presumably joined Chalcis in the revolt of 446 (cf. Thuc. 1.114.1-3). This is supported by
a reported decree of 442/41 requiring Eretrian hostages to be sent to Athens (Hesych. E5746;
Phot. £1908), and a late-5t" century account of the mwAntat attests the existence of a sacred
precinct (tépevoc) in Eretria, possibly a punitive measure (/G 13418 Il. 2, 9). The evidence of the
tribute lists is also suggestive, albeit fragmentary. Eretria apparently paid six talents’ tribute in

106 Ostwald 2002, 139 argues that this provision was meant to protect Chalcidians who had remained loyal to
Athens from being prosecuted by the Chalcidian courts. Antiph. 5.47, in a speech of ca. 420, implies that all allied
cities were bound by this provision: see comm. OR 131, p. 179.

107 Kallet 2017, 76; cf. Low 2005; Lambert 2017, 22.

108 Cf. D 2.1 ET 1 Il. 38-40 with Ostwald 2002, 136.

109 Lambert 2017, 23; Lazar 2024, 49.

110 | ambert 2017, 27. Contra ATL 3, 153 with n. 17; Balcer 1978, 24.

111 Ostwald 2002, 138.



60

448/47 (IG 13264.4 1. 11, partially restored). It is then absent from the lists until 443/42, when it
paid a (completely restored) tribute of 3 talents (/G 13269.5 |. 30), a figure first securely
attested in the list of 430/29 (/G 13281.2 |. 51). The editors of ATL contend that the reduced
tribute was compensation for the land confiscated from Eretria following the revolt.1*?

Despite this, it is not certain that the present treaty actually has anything to do with Eretria,
since references to it in the inscription are restoration-dependent: the editors of /G 13 detect a
possible alpha at Il. 3-4’Epe|tpi]ag, but J.D. Sosin cannot see it in the squeezes and photographs
and proposes XaA | ki6]og instead. He suggests, albeit with some reluctance, that D 1.12 ET 1 is
actually a reaffirmation and expansion of D 1.13 ET 1 (Samos: see below).!!3 Matthaiou, for his
part, proposes that Athens’ treaty partners are in fact the Diacrians, a minor Euboean
community (cf. IG 1371 Il. 93-94 with apparatus criticus).*** However, there is an explicit
reference to an Athenian agreement with Eretria in the Chalcis treaty (D 1.12 ET 1 1I. 42-43
kaBamnep Epetpleliol édpoedioat|o ho 6Euog ho ABevaiov), and the oath sworn by Athens’
partners in the present treaty (ll. 7-12) is identical with the oath sworn by the Chalcidians (D
1.12ET 1. 21-27).1%

ET1:/G 1339
Findspot: Acropolis, Athens
Lettering: lonic

Layout: non-stoichedon

R talta &€ éunedwow Epe]-
[tpt]eboly [nel]B[opévolg T SUWL TOL ABNV]-

[aiw]v- opkwoa[l] §[& mpecPeiav ENBGoayv ¢ Epe]-
[tpi]ag petd t@v o[pkwtdv ABnvalog kat amnoypl-

5 [agal] 1og dpooavrag: onfwe & av duocwaty anayv]-
[teg] émperooB[w]v ol ot[patnyol: katd tade]

[aUT]O6¢ OpdoaL: oUK Amog[trioopat anod T6 dnp]-

112 ATL 1, 438; 2, 80; cf. Balcer 1978, 24.

113 5osin 2014, 295 n. 98.

114 Matthaiou 2014-2019.

115 schweigert 1937; IACP no. 370, p. 653; cf. Sosin 2014, 294-95 with n. 94, but placing the Eretria and Chalcis
treaties in 424/23.
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[0 T]6 ABnvaiwv olte t€[xvnL 0UTe pnxavijL ouS]-
[e]uLdi ovd’ Emel 006E [EpywL 0USE TWL AdloTop]-
10 [év]wineioopal, kal £av adLoTiL TIC KaTEP®]
[AB]n[valiolg, kal TOV hO[pov UToTeA® TOiGg ABNV]-
[aioig O]v [av] neiBw [ABnvaiog-------------- ]

1-2 [XaA |kiblebgv Matthaiou. 1-4 [talta &€ éunedwow Xal |kibleboly [met]@[opévolg TiL SApwL T@L
ABNV | aiw]v- opk®oa[l] §[€ mpeoPeiav ENBGoav €x XaA |kiS]og Sosin 2014.  3-4 [Awa | kpi]ag Matthaiou.
6-7 [Ala | kpi]og Matthaiou.

... [just as?] the [Eret]rians or [Chalcid]ians, obeying the Athenian people; and an [embassy is to
come from Eretri]a or Diakrila [and administer the oath to the Athenians] with the
commissioners for oaths [and list the names] of those who have sworn; and the generals shall
take care [that all take the oath]. The — shall swear [in the following terms]: | shall not revolt
[from the people] of Athens, by any means [or device] whatsoever, neither in word [nor in
deed], nor shall | obey [anyone who does revolt]; and if [anyone revolts | shall denounce him] to
the Athenians, and | shall [pay to the Athenians] whatever tribute | persuade them to agree ...

(trans. Stephen Lambert, adapted)

Lines 1-3 record the end of the Athenian oath to the Eretrians, the remainder of which
originally appeared in the lost text above |. 1. Evidently the Athenians have sworn to uphold the

settlement if the Eretrians refrain from rebellion. This is followed, at Il. 3-5, by instructions for

the Eretrian embassy and the Eretrian oath-administrators (opkwtai) present in Athens. At Il. 5-

6, the Athenian generals are tasked with ensuring that the oath is sworn by the Eretrians. The

provisions of the Chalcis treaty suggest that all adult male Eretrian citizens were expected to

swear, and the Eretrian oath itself is preserved at Il. 7-12.

D1.14
Athenian alliances with Rhegium and Leontini

ca. 444/43 BCE
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Rhegium was a Greek city on the ‘toe’ of Italy, opposite Sicily, while Leontini was Sicilian and
located to the north of Syracuse.'!® In 427, Leontini and Rhegium were among the cities that
sought Athenian intervention against Syracuse and its allies, themselves aligned with the
Spartans. Athens accepted, which Thucydides ascribes to the Athenians’ desire to cut off the
Peloponnesians’ grain supply, which was sourced from Sicily, as well as to probe the possibility
of conquering Sicily outright (Thuc. 3.86). The appeal of the Leontinians and their allies was
based both on common lonian descent and ‘an old alliance’ between Athens and Leontini
(3.86.3 &¢ o0V TAC ABRvaC MERPAVTES ol TWV AgovTivwy EUppoOL KaTd T Ttahatdy Suppaxiov
kait 8TUlwveg Aoav). This is almost certainly an allusion to D 1.14 ET 2, the Athenian alliance
with Leontini, which | consider here in association with D 1.14 ET 1, an alliance with Rhegium.

The revised prescripts of both stelae, inscribed over an erasure (ET 1 1I. 1-8; ET 2 |l. 1-15) are
securely dated to the same day in the archon-year 433/32 (archonship of Apseudes), indicating
that we are dealing with renewals of existing alliances.'?” But when were the alliances originally
concluded? Osborne and Rhodes suggest that both alliances were originally contracted in the
mid-440s BCE in the context of the Athenian-led foundation of the formally panhellenic Thurii
on the site of the destroyed Sybaris (on the Gulf of Taranto in Southern Italy) in 444/43 (Plut.
Per. 11.5, Nic. 5.2; Diod. 12.10.3-4. Athens was possibly also involved the refoundation of
Neapolis around the same time: FGrH 566 Timaeus F 98).18 Leontini at least must have
considered Athens a powerful potential protector against nearby Syracuse (Rhegium’s motives
are more obscure, but then again Rhegium was nearer Thurii than Leontini).

It is in any case unlikely that the original enactments are exactly contemporaneous. Firstly, the
dimensions of the respective stelae differ considerably: ET 1 is 0.318m tall, 0.228m wide, and
0.092m thick. The line length is stoichedon 34 for the prescript and stoichedon 33 for the
original text. Both the prescript and the original text use developed Attic lettering. ET 2 is 0.74m
tall, 0.423m wide, and its thickness varies from 0.155m at the centre to 0.13m at the edges. The
prescript’s line length is stoichedon 18 and (mostly) stoichedon 17 in the earlier text.
Unsurprisingly, the prescript is inscribed in the same hand as the prescript of IG 1353, but the
original text mixes older forms of nu and upsilon with elements of developed Attic lettering
such as four-barred sigma and the absence of h.

As for the context of the reaffirmations, in 435/34, there was an episode of stasis in Thurii
regarding the identity of its oecist. The matter was referred to the Delphic oracle, which

118 Cf, JACP no. 33, pp. 209-11 (Leontini); no. 68, pp. 290-93 (Rhegium).
117 cf. Lambert 2020, 53.
118 Comm. OR 149, p. 287.



63

declared the oecist to be Apollo himself (Diod. 12.35.1-3).11° T. Wick argues that this is what
prompted the reaffirmation of the Rhegium and Leontini alliances:

It seems sure that Rhegion and Leontinoi benefitted from the original alliances by an
understanding that if they should be hard pressed by their western antagonists, particularly
Syracuse, Athens would support them, just as apparently they were obliged to support Thourioi
under similar circumstances. However, in light of Thourioi’s repudiation, the Rhegines and
Leontines could no longer be confident of Athenian support.?°

ET 1 (Rhegium): IG 1353 = OR 149A*
Findspot: not recorded (probably Acropolis, Athens)
Lettering: developed Attic

Layout: stoichedon 34 (Il. 1-8); stoichedon 33 (Il. 9sqq.)

[Beol. mpéoPeg €k Peyio h]ol Tév xouppayiov
[émoéoavto kai tov hopk]ov: KAéavdpog Xoev-
.................. Jtivo, Z\evog Doko,

[P, . &’ Ad]og0do¢ dpyxovtoc k-

5 [olt&c BoAEg hEL Kpitia]beg mpbTog Eypapp-
[ateve. Y £60)oev TEL Bo]AEL Kal TOL S€poL. A-
[kapavtic émputaveue: X]apiag éypappdteu-
[e: TuwO)oevog éneotar]e. KaAAli- vacat 10

[ag elme- xouppoxiav giv]at ABevaiolg Kat

10 [Peyivolg. Tov 6£€ hopko]v opoocdavtov ABeva-
[lot hiva €7t hamoavta mota kot adoAa Kat h-
[amAd map’ ABevaiov &g di]ldlov Peyivolg, ka-
[t tade dpvivreg: xouu]axol éoopeba mio-

[tol kat dikatot kal io]xupol kal dBAaBEg

119 The original oecist had been an Athenian, Lampon, according to Plut. Mor. 812D.
120 Wick 1976, 299.
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15 [£¢ diidlov Peyivolg, kal] dperéoopey £[av T]-

[o 6€ovTal ]

1 [Beol. mpéoPeg £k Peyio cf. OR 149B 1-2 [B]eol : mpéoPeg €y Aeov(t] |ivov. 1-9inscribed in an erasure.

Gods. Envoys from Rhegium who made the alliance and the oath, Cleandrus son of Xen—, —
son of —tinus, Silenus son of Phocus, [— son of —]. In the archonship of Apseudes (433/2) and
under the council for which Critiades was first secretary. The council and the people decided.
Akamantis was the prytany. Charias was secretary. Timoxenus was chairman. Callias proposed:
there shall be an alliance between the Athenians and the Rhegians. The Athenians shall swear
the oath [in order that everything may be] in good faith and without deceit and [straightforward
on the part of the Athenians] for all time towards the Rhegians, [swearing as follows]: ‘we shall
be faithful allies, [just] and strong and unharmful [for all time to the Rhegians, and] we shall
oblige them if they [need anything]’ ...

(trans. Stephen Lambert and P.J. Rhodes, adapted)

ET 2 (Leontini): /G 1354 = OR 149B*
Findspot: Acropolis, Athens (south slope)
Lettering: developed Attic (ll. 1-15); careless and older Attic (. 16sqq.)

Layout: stoichedon 18 (Il. 1-15); mostly stoichedon 17 (ll. 16sqq.)

[B]eol : mpeaPeg éy Acov[T]-
tvov hol téy xouppayi-

av €moéoavto Kal Tov h-
opkov- Tiuévop Ayabok-

5 Aéog, 2601¢ MNaukio, lé-
Aov’E€oekEoTo, ypapuo-

TeUG OeoTipog Tavpio-



Ko. €’ Adoeldog dpxovt-
o¢ kai T€¢ BoAEg h&L Kp-

10 1TLASEG EYPOUUATEVE.
£60)oev TEL BoAEL kal

6L 8oL, Akapavtig é-
mputaveve- Xapiag £yp-
QUpATeUE: TILOXOEVOC

15 £mneotarte. KaAAlag e- v
Tne- tép pév xyouppoxio-

v elvat ABevaiolg kat
Agovtivolg kal Tov 0p-

kov &d6val kal 6éxoao-

20 [Bat 6uoc]al 6& ABevai-
[og Tade- ou]vua[x]oL €oou-
[eBa Asovt]iv[olg di]dLo-

[L &d06Ao¢ K]al [aBAa]B4C.
[Aeovtivo]g 6[ud¢g 0]udo-

25 [at ouvpoayxol €o6u]eBa
[ABevaiolg Gitdlol] &do-

[Aog kal aBAapsg. mlept

[ 5.....]o8
[......50.....]om
lacuna

[-- - Jea®[-- -]
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35 [----Jotv]---]

vacat

1 [[8€]] ot [[:]] /G 13 (i.e. the cutter originally inscribed Beol).  1-15 inscribed in an erasure.

Gods. The envoys from Leontini who made the alliance and the oath: Timenor son of
Agathocles, Sosis son of Glaucias, Gelon son of Execestus; secretary Theotimus son of Tauriscus.
In the archonship of Apseudes (433/2) and the council for which Critiades was secretary. The
council and the people decided. Akamantis was in prytany. Charias was secretary. Timoxenus
was chairman. Callias proposed: that there shall be the alliance between the Athenians and the
Leontinians, and they shall give and receive the oath. The Athenians shall swear as follows: ‘We
shall be allies of the Leontinians for all time, without deceit and unharmfully.” The Leontinians
shall swear likewise: ‘We shall be allies of the Athenians for all time, without deceit and
unharmfully.” Concerning ...

(trans. P.J. Rhodes, adapted)

The Callias who is recorded as proposer of both reaffirmations is almost certainly the same
man, but the name is extremely common. The proposer of the original Rhegium alliance, if
correctly restored, has a name ending in -ag (ET 1 1. 9) and is possibly the same person.'?! The
Beoi-heading is present in the Rhegium alliance only by restoration but is securely attested in
the Leontini alliance, making this one of its earliest certain occurrences (it appears also in /G 13
50, which may be slightly earlier, but its date is not secure).1??

The surviving texts do not offer much in the way of concrete treaty provisions. In the Rhegium
treaty, these were probably recorded on the now-lost lower section of the stele. The provisions
of the Leontini treaty occupy the extremely fragmentary Il. 27ff., beginning with nt]ept, but far
too little survives to make any sense of it. We at least have all or part of the oaths: the Rhegium
treaty records part of the Athenian oath before breaking off, while the Leontini treaty records
the oaths of both the Leontinians and the Athenians in full; the oath formulae of both treaties
reveal that the alliances were concluded, as restored, for all time (ET 1 1. 12 [ég &(]Swov; |. 15 [€g
atdlov]; ET 2 1I. 22-23 [&(]dwo | [U]; I. 26 [&ibLol]). While it might seem odd that anybody felt the

121 Lambert 2020, 54 n. 189. Contra ATL 3, 277. The name-ending is evidently preserved from the final line of the
original text of both treaties.
122 Comm. OR 149, p. 286; Lambert 2020, 55.
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need to reaffirm what were already perpetual alliances, this can be explained by the
geopolitical context of 433/32, as discussed above.

The Rhegian envoy Silenus died at Athens and was commemorated with an epigram in an
inscribed monument in the Ceramicus in which reference is made to his diplomatic activities
there (/G 131178).

D 1.15
Athenian treaty with Samos
439 BCE

The Samian War of 440/39 began with an armed conflict between Samos and Miletus, both
Delian League members, over the town of Priene, leading to Athens’ intervention on the
Milesians’ behalf against Samos (Thuc. 1.115.2; Diod. 12.27.1; Plut. Per. 24-25). Samos was
besieged by the Athenians for nine-months before its surrender, called a opoAoyia by
Thucydides (1.117.3=D1.15LT1).

The details of the reparations fortuitously survive in epigraphic form (/G 12293 + 13363 + 13454
= OR 138). The inscription reproduced below (ET 1), while highly fragmentary, clearly belongs to
the same context. It consists of four fragments (a-d) which were first combined by A. Wilhelm,
followed by Wade-Gery.?3 C. Fornara argues for the exclusion of fragments c and d due to
anomalies in lettering and punctuation when compared with a and b, but A.P. Bridges subjected
the four fragments to close inspection and determined on both physical and textual grounds
that they all likely belong to the same inscription.?* B.D. Meritt excludes fr. b only, on the basis
that |. 7 Nelo]novveo[— (rejected by OR) and I. 4 Aepv— (both suppl. Pittakys) are nonsensical
within a Samian context.'?> But even if Pittakys’ restorations are correct, this does not disqualify
fr. b from being included since some Peloponnesian League members, notably Sparta,
considered supporting Samos (Thuc. 1.40.5); and we know that the Athenians placed Samian
hostages on Lemnos, though the Samians later recovered them (Thuc. 1.115.3, 5).1%®

The fragments were arranged in the order b, ¢, d, a by Matthaiou 2014 and this is followed in
the OR edition. This yields a pattern consistent with other preserved treaties: terms of the
treaty proper (fr. b); then, following a lacuna, the oaths of the Samians and Athenians

123 Wade-Gery 1931, 309-13; cf. comm. OR 139, p. 224.

124 Fornara 1979, 14-19; Bridges 1980, further reinforced by the autopsy undertaken by Bolmarcich 20009.
125 Meritt 1984, 133 n. 31.

126 Comm. OR 139, p. 227.



respectively (fr. c); and finally the list of swearers, of which only the Athenians are preserved
(frs. d and a).”

ET 1:/G 1348 = OR 139*
Findspot: Acropolis, Athens
Lettering: developed Attic

Layout: perhaps stoichedon 37

fragment b
--Q---
---amL- - -
- - - Zapiog 6¢ o]ikév [altovopog or Tév OALY TéV heauTtév ? - - -
---NEpvolv---or---&v] Aépvoll - - -
5 ---LkaBamnfep - - -
- - -oLKOTOQ- - -
- - - ?Kal Tév Aol]rbv véa[ov - - -
---0EEVTEL---
- - -goL 8¢ KO[BeAEV - - -
10 ---T16 Aownd] xpoévo umap[x? - - -
- - -apaddval & a]utog AbBey[ail-
[otoL Tag valc £¢ Tov £alovta évia]ytov : hoola & Al-
[Bevalol xpépata € Zauotl dvéhooalv dnod[Gval X]-
[apiog &g TOV elpepévov xpovov: avdpalg [6€ ?hopEl-
[pog (e.g. hekatov) S6val autdg ABevaiolg —]
lacuna

fragments cda

* IG 13 uses continuous line numbering, but OR restarts the numbering from 0 at fr. ¢, which | follow in my
reproduction.
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[p6 kat BouAevoo ho L av Suvou]at ayaBoy, [kat ov]-
[k amootéopoal ano t6 6éuo t6 AlBevaiov olte A[O]-
[yoLoUT €pyol ?008evi oUSE TGV] XOUUUAXOV TOV A-
[Bevaiov, BoeBEoo 6£ kat apuve T]6L S€poL ToL AB-

5 [evaiov. tad’ opdoal ABevaiog: dplaco kal €pd Kal
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[ouvéBevto Tol¢ oTpateyoic toig] ABevaiov.. [..]

10 [ot]pateyo[i ABevaiov hoide 6uocav- ..] | [... Epe]-

xOeidoc : Agp[..5.. Aiyeidoc : PAyvov : ®oppiov MNal-

v8lovidog : X[aploavdpideg Acovtidog : MepikA]-
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£¢ : Thavkov A[kapavtidog: ........ ........

[..]i6og : Xal........ B ?ho]i§[e tooiapy]-

15 [ot........ ST ?AVTIKA]EC : TAgpun[0Aepoc]
[oeerernenn, 2, ]c : BoA& €7pxe 1Q[..]
[crne. 1 s npdt]og éypaupdreve Pa-

[uvoolog. vacat] vacat

Vacat

b 7 Nelo]movveo[-] Pittakys. cda O-1init. IG 12. 12 X[aploavSpidec AsovtiSog only possible
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restoration with stoichedon 37 OR.  14-15 other possibilities ho]{[e Tpiépapxol, taxo]ia[pxol hoide OR.

15-16 AvtikA]eg : TAeum[oAspoc cf. Thuc. 1.117.1.

... [the Samians] shall live [in independence or in their own city (?)] ... Lemnos ... [and the] other

islanders (?) ... apply for the time [to come (?)] ... they [shall hand over the ships] to the

Athenians [for the coming] year. The money which [the Athenians spent on Samos the Samians]

shall repay [by the time stated. They shall give (e.g. a hundred) men as hostages to the

Athenians (?)] ...
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lacuna

[The Samians shall swear as follows: ‘I shall act and speak and counsel what] good | can, [and |
shall not defect from the people] of Athens either by word [or by any (?) deed, nor] from the
allies of the Athenians, [and | shall help and defend] the people of Athens.” [The Athenians shall
swear as follows:] ‘I shall act and speak and [counsel what good | can for the mass] of the
Samians insofar as | [am able, as long as] the Samians [act without deceit in accordance with
what they agreed with the] Athenian [generals.’] ... [These Athenian] generals [swore]: — of
Erechtheis; Dem— [of Aegeis; Hagnon(?); Phormio] of Pandionis; Charisandrides of Leontis;
[Pericl]es; Glaucon of Akamantis; [—] of —is; X—. These [taxiarchs]: Anticles(?); Tlempolemus. ...
The council in office ... of Rhamnous was first secretary.

(trans. Robin Osborne and P.J. Rhodes, adapted)

LT 1: Thuc. 1.117.3

Kal vaupayiav pév tva Bpaxelav émotoavto ol Zautol, aduvatol 8¢ dvteg dvtioxelv
£€€emoAlopknBnaoav évatw PNVl kal mpooexwpnoav OpoAoyiq, TEIXOC Te KaBeAOVTEC Kal OURPOUG
d0vteg kal vali¢ mapadovres kal xprinata td dvolwbévta tafdpevol katd xpovoug anodolval.

The Samians offered some brief resistance at sea, but were unable to hold out long and in the
ninth month of the siege were forced to capitulate. The terms of agreement were the
demolition of their walls, the giving of hostages, the surrender of their ships, and the payment
of full reparations in regular instalments.

(trans. Martin Hammond)

LT 2: Diod. 12.28.3

£vepy ¢ 6& moALlopkroag TAV TOALY Kal TATG pnxovalc kataBaAwv T TelXn KUPLOG EYEVETO THG
Yapou. kohdooag 6£ tol¢ aitioug Empaéato tolg Tapioug Tag £ig TV MoAlopKiav yeyevnuévorg
damnavag, TiUNodpevog altac ToAdavtwy dlakooiwv. [4] mapeileto &€ kal TA¢ vals auTtv Kol Td
telxn katéokae, kal TAV Snuokpatiav kataotrnoog énavijABev ic trv matpida.

After punishing the ringleaders of the revolt, Pericles exacted of the Samians the expenses
incurred in the siege of the city, fixing the penalty at two hundred talents. [4] He also took from
them their ships and razed their walls; then he restored the democracy and returned to his
country.

(trans. C.H. Oldfather, adapted)
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Athens had attempted to impose a democracy on Samos immediately before the outbreak of
the rebellion (Thuc. 1.115.3). Whether these plans were carried through after its suppression is
unclear.'?” Neither the surviving parts of the inscription nor Thucydides say anything on the
matter, but Diodorus (12.28.4 = LT 2 kat thv dnuokpatiav kataotiooag énavijABev gig thv
natpida) is explicit that democracy was imposed, this time successfully, in 439.128 As W.
Schuller notes, the presence of oligarchic exiles from Samos in nearby Anaia during the
Peloponnesian War (Thuc. 3.32.2; 4.75.1) strongly implies that Samos itself was democratic.'?°

The Athenians do not swear the present treaty on an equal basis with the Samians, but this is to
be expected in what is very clearly an unequal treaty. As restored, the Samians swear not to
defect from Athens. There is understandably no similar promise made by the Athenians, and
while they swear to ‘act and speak and counsel what good [they] can’ for the Samians, this is
dependent on the Samians abiding by the stipulations of the treaty. We do not know who
swore for the Samians, and in spite of the severity of the revolt the Athenians probably did not
go so far as to demand oaths from the entire citizen body: G. Shipley suggests a total
population of 30,000-50,000 in the 5t century, and even subtracting women, slaves, and
resident aliens from this figure leaves an unwieldily high citizen population.!3°

D1.16
Athenian defensive alliance with Corcyra
433 BCE

The city of Epidamnus on the Adriatic coast (located in the territory of present-day Albania, far
from the Classical Greek heartland) experienced a democratic revolution around 437.13! The
exiled aristocratic faction (ot Suvatot: Thuc. 1.24.5) sought support from Corcyra, the mother-
city of Epidamnus, while in 435 the new democratic government also appealed to Corcyra but
was rebuffed (1.24.5-7). Epidamnus subsequently turned to Corinth, itself the mother-city of
Corcyra, which reinforced Epidamnus with new colonists from Corinth, Leucas, and Ambracia
(1.27.1), prompting Corcyra and the exiled Epidamnian aristocrats to besiege Epidamnus

127 For debate see Bolmarcich 2009, 60-62 with references. At 62 she concludes: ‘This decree does not suggest that
the Athenians established a democracy at Samos from 439-412; it suggests that if they interfered in Samian affairs,
they did so to establish a pro-Athenian and stable government, which may very well not have been a democracy.’
128 The subject of Diod. 12.28.4 is Pericles. The testimony of Diodorus is accepted by HCT 1, 381; ATL 3, 151; Barron
1966, 81; Kagan 1969, 176; Legon 1972, 155-57.

123 Schuller 1981, 285; cf. Gehrke 1985, 142 n. 8.

130 Shipley 1987, 12-15.

131 Gehrke 1985, 60-62; IACP no. 79, p. 330.
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(1.26.5).132 At 120 ships, Corcyra’s navy was, according to Thucydides, the largest in Greece
after that of Athens (1.25.4, 33.1), and the Corinthian fleet sent to attack Epidamnus was badly
defeated at Leucimme. Undeterred, Corinth prepared an even larger naval expedition (1.28-30).
This alarmed the Corcyraeans, and in 433 they sought an alliance with Athens. This fact alone is
remarkable, as Corcyra is not known to have previously nurtured formal diplomatic ties with
any of the major Greek states.'33 According to de Ste. Croix, it was imperative that Athens not
let the large Corcyraean fleet fall into the hands of the Corinth, a formidable naval power in its
own right.134 There may have been economic motives for the alliance as well: Corcyra lay in a
key position along the lonian Sea trade route to Italy and Sicily, a point emphasized by
Thucydides see LT 1, below). Embassies from Corinth and Corcyra travelled to Athens and
addressed the Assembly, the first trying to dissuade Athens from aiding the Corcyraeans, the
latter naturally encouraging it.

LT 1: Thuc. 1.44.1

Toladta 8¢ Kot ol Kopiveiot elmov. ABnvaiot §& AKoUoAVTEC AUPOTEPWY, VEVOUEVNGS Kal SIC
gkkAnolog, Tf eV tpoTéPQ oUY ooov TGV KopBiwv dmedé€avto Toug Adyoug, v 6¢ Tij Uotepaia
petéyvwoav Kepkupaiolg Euppayiov pev pun motjoacbat wote toug avtols éxBpoug Kal ¢piloug
vouilewv (el yap &mnt KopivBov ékéleuov odioty ol Kepkupaiol EUumAelv, EAUovT Gv auTolg al mpog
MeAomovvnoioug omovdat), émpoayiov &€ émowoavto i AARAwV BonBely, édv Tig émi KEpkupav
in A ABrvac A Toug ToUTwY EUUUAXOUG. [2] €80KeL yap O Tpog Mehomovvnoioug MOAEUOC Kol WG
£o0eobal avTolg, kal TNV Képkupav €BouAovto ur) tpo£aBat toic KopvBiolg vautikov éxouoav
T0000TOV, EUYKPOUVELY St dTL HdAtota alTolg AANAAOLS, fval doBeveatépolg oUaty, v TL 8D,
KopBiolc te kal Tolg AAOLS TOTC VAUTIKOV £XOUOLY £¢ TTIOAEpOV KaBlot@vtal. [3] aua &€ Tfi¢ te
Traiag kat ZikeAiag KoAWC épaiveto alTolc R vijoog v mapamAw KeloBal.

Such was the speech of the Corinthians in their turn. The Athenians listened to both sides and
held two assemblies. At the first assembly the Corinthians’ arguments won at least equal favour,
but on the next day opinion swung to an alliance with Corcyra: not a full offensive and defensive
alliance (which would cause a breach of their treaty with the Peloponnesians, if the Corcyraeans
required them to join a naval attack on Corinth), but they did make a purely defensive alliance
providing for reciprocal help if any attack was made on Corcyra or Athens or the allies of either.
Their thinking was that they would face war with the Peloponnesians in any case, and they did
not want Corcyra and its powerful navy to pass to Corinth: rather, they intended to engineer as
far as possible a full collision between the two sides, so that, if the need came, they would enter

132 pespite the fact that Corinth was Corcyra’s mother-city (Hdt. 3.49.1; Thuc. 1.25.3, 38.1), relations between the
two were poor (Plut. Them. 24.1). See further Parmeggiani 2016.

133 | ewis 1992a, 374.

134 Ste. Croix 1972, 75.
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the war with both Corinth and the other naval powers weakened. At the same time they
thought that the island of Corcyra lay nicely on the coastal route to Italy and Sicily.

The response to the duelling embassies was unusual and novel and represented a compromise
between the Corinthian and Corcyraean positions. The Athenians agreed to an alliance, but it
was explicitly defensive in nature, for which Thucydides uses the term myayia in contrast with
Euppaxia. This is in fact the first such alliance for which we have evidence.'3> As Thucydides
himself makes clear, the Athenians believed that an émwpayia would enable them to assist
Corcyra against Corinth, a Peloponnesian League member, without violating the Thirty Years’
Peace.’3® And numerous scholars have argued that the érpayia did not, in fact, violate the
Peace, since it was Corinth, not Athens, that had despatched its fleet first.13” Under the
Corcyraean émnpayia, Athens was not required to join in any aggressive action by the
Corcyraeans, and the Athenian fleet was explicitly instructed to engage the Corinthians only if
they attempted to land on Corcyra or territory controlled by Corcyra (Thuc. 1.45.3).138

In Thucydides’ portrayal, by 433 many Athenians already considered war with Sparta and its
allies to be increasingly probable or at least possible (Thuc. 1.44.2: £¢60keL yap O pOg
Melomovvnoioug moOAepog kal ¢ Eéosobat altoig). The so-called Callias decrees (/G 1352 = OR
144), if they are to be dated to the late-430s, may reinforce Thucydides’ observation. The
purpose of the decrees was to create a Treasury of the Other Gods, i.e., of gods other than
Athena, and to concentrate the temple treasuries of the rural demes and the lower city in the
Acropolis, which may imply preparations for war.*3° In light of this, it seems that the intention
behind the Corcyraean émpayia was not genuinely to avoid an all-out war between Athens and
the Peloponnesian League, but rather to be able to credibly portray the Peloponnesians as the
aggressors when the war did come.%° The motives which Thucydides (1.44.1) ascribes to the
Athenians, summarized by P.A. Stadter, will be familiar to students of the realist theory of
international relations:

According to Thucydides five factors influenced Athens’ decision: (1) she did not want to break
the treaty, (2) war with the Peloponnesians was coming, (3) she did not want the Corcyraean

135 Lewis 19924, 374 calls the émuaxia ‘new, perhaps unprecedented.’

136 Cf. comm. SdA%no. 161, p. 81.

137 Ste. Croix 1972, 79; Lewis 1992a, 374; Robinson 2017, 120. Stadter 1983 goes so far as to argue that the
Athenians deliberately limited the extent of their support for Corcyra to prevent it from becoming too powerful.
138 Kagan 1969, 242; Salmon 1984, 286; Lewis 1992a, 374-75.

139 Rhodes 1987, 164; Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 1, 87.

140 A surviving inscription (/G 13364 = OR 148) records payments from the treasury of Athena for the naval
expeditions to Corcyra. The name Apseudes (archon 433/32) appears twice completely restored (ll. 1-2, 13), but
the identification is guaranteed from other inscriptions: see comm. OR 148, p. 278.



74

navy to fall under Corinthian control, (4) she wanted Corinth and Corcyra to clash as much as
possible, (5) Corcyra seemed a good way-station on the route to Italy and Sicily.**

Corcyra could not be allowed to fall to Corinth because, Stadter continues, ‘Athens’ position as
a super-power on a part with Sparta depended on the superior size and expertise of her fleet.
The transfer of Corcyra into the Peloponnesian sphere of influence would nullify that
strength.’?*? Viewed this way, the émuayia with Corcyra was a clear strategic necessity for
Athens.

141 Stadter 1983, 133.
142 Stadter 1983, 134.
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Chapter 3

Treaties of the Archidamian War (430/29-421 BCE)

Introduction

The Archidamian War, which refers to the phase of the Peloponnesian War lasting from the
outbreak of that conflict in 431 until the Peace of Nicias in 421, which temporarily suspended
hostilities between Athens and Sparta, abounds in diplomatic activity precisely because there
was so much military activity occurring in parallel with it. Many of the treaties examined in this
chapter were a direct consequence of military campaigns, as shall be seen. The Peace of Nicias
was preceded by a one-year ceasefire between Athens and Sparta (the latter joined by several
other Peloponnesian League members) and followed by a military alliance intended to reinforce
the Peace, which was immediately compromised by the refusal of several key Spartan allies to
accept it.

D21
Athenian treaty with the Colophonians
ca. 427 BCE

The lonian city of Colophon was a member of the Delian League, first recorded on the tribute
list of 454/53 paying three talents (/G 13259.3 |. 21).! Some scholars suggest that Colophon’s
absence from the tribute lists of 450/49 to 447/46 inclusive points to a revolt, not otherwise
attested, which was resolved by the present treaty in ca. 446 as soon as the Thirty Years’ Peace
allowed Athens to turn its attention to its rebellious ally.? Mattingly and Piérart, however, argue
for 427 based on the testimony of Thucydides.? Colophon was conquered by Persia in 430 after
which the Colophonians fled to nearby Notium, but otdolg erupted there between pro- and
anti-Persian factions of Colophonians and in 427 the latter called on the Athenians under
Paches, who expelled the pro-Persian Colophonians and awarded Notium to the anti-Persian
faction (Thuc. 3.34.1-4). Athens did not retake Colophon itself until 409 (Xen. Hell. 1.2.4), but
already in the tribute list of 428/27 the Colophonians are recorded alongside the Notians (/G 13
283.3 1l. 23-24).% According to Matthaiou, there must have been two separate and distinct

LJACP no. 848, p. 1078.

2 ATL 3, 282-84; Bradeen and McGregor 1973, 94-99; comm. ML 47, pp. 121-25.

3 Mattingly 1961, 175; 1963, 267, 272; 1974, 44-46; 1992, 132-33; Piérart 1984, 168-71.
4 On the date of /G 13283 see Mattingly 1978, 83-85.
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communities inhabiting Notium at the same time, the KoAogdwviot and the Notieic, which were
both loyal to Athens, and consequently under Athenian control.”

Additionally, Matthaiou’s restoration of |l. 48-49 of the present treaty, which is part of the oath
sworn by the Colophonians, reads [k]ai ¢pAéco TO[v 6€pov Tov ABevaiov kal o0 pveoika] | kéoo.
Specifically, the phrase o0 pveowa] |k€oo (the verb pvnoilkak® means ‘remember past injuries;
hold a grudge’) is more suitable when used in connection with domestic otdolg, such as that
experienced among the Colophonians in the period 430-427, than revolt against Athens (cf.
[Arist.] Ath. Pol. 39.6; Andoc. 1.90).°

ET1:/G 1337
Findspot: Acropolis, Athens
Lettering: careless Attic with strong lonic influence

Layout: non-stoichedon; line length varies from 39-42 letters

[£60&ev TEL BOAEL KOl TOL S€poL- ... ... EmpuTd]-
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[Z2Jodetadtam----------------------

5 Matthaiou 2010, 22.
6 Gehrke 1985, 80-81; Matthaiou 2010, 23-24.
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Awooipital Mattingly.  41-42 katd [tade Kododoviog opdoat kabott | Kohodloviov 6 vopog [kehelel ....]

Hiller; kata [tade Kohodoviog dpdaoat, kab’ & Kohod]|oviov 6 vouog [kehelel katd iepGv Kalopévov ...]
Kolbe 1938, 257. 43-47 §pdoco kal €] |p6 kal BoAevco [0 Tt av duvouat KaAov kail ayabov ne] | pt tov
Sfjpov T[ov ABnvalov Kal repl TO¢ EUUAaxog alT|8]v kal oUk amoot[écopatl T6 6€po 16 ABevaiov oUte |

AJoyol oUte £py[oL oUT' aUTOG €y0 - - - ATL.  43-45 kai BoAeUoo [0¢ av Suvopal aplota Kal Sikatdta | ta

nie]pl tov 6&pov T[ov ABevaiov kai 16 MAEBog TV xou | updyxo]v Hiller, Hondius; kal BoAevoo [0, TL av

Suvopatl dikalov kal ayaBov me]| pl tov 6€pov t[ov Kohodoviov kal tov 6€pov tov ABevai|[o]v Kolbe; [6,

TL &v SUvopal KaAov Kal ayaBov me] | pt tov 6€pov T[ov ABevaiov kal repl tog Euppayxog aut] | [6]v Meritt

and Wade-Gery. 48-49 [k]al ¢Aéoo to[v 6uov Tov ABevaiov kal oU pveoika] |kEco Matthaiou.

[The council and people decided. — was the prytany]; —os [was the secretary; — was chairman,;

—] proposed: Colophon ... Athens ... this ... these things ... from another city ... Colophon ...
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Lacuna[

... of Triopion ... there would be a decree ... at this time ... [of the] Colophonians and the ... [of
Athena], who rules over Athens ... that to the ... of the Colophonians and the ... but would be ...
the Athenians, if not one ... . The five elected [founders of the settlement for Colophon] should
present the decree [to the cities and] ensure that ... the settlers together with the people of the
... of their sanctuaries. Each [of those elected shall receive a drachma] for each day [as travel
allowance]; the money shall be paid [by the Colophonians, Lebedians] and Diosirites ... of the
Colophonians ... there would be whatever is lawful ... every ... whenever it may happen ... the
names ... to the Colophonians ...

lacuna

... in Colophon ... the secretary of the council [shall record] this decree [and the oath on a stone
stele on the Acropolis] at the expense of the Colophonians. [In Colophon] the founders of the
settlement sent to Colophon shall record [this and the oath on a stone stele], and they shall set
them up [in the place specified by] the Colophonian law. [The Colophonians shall swear: ‘1 will
act and] speak and decide in council [whatever | can that is good] for the [Athenian] people [and
the] colony, and | will not revolt [from the Athenian people] in word or deed, [neither myself
nor by following another], and | will love the [Athenian people and | will not] defect and | will
not [overthrow] the democracy [in Colophon, neither] myself nor [by following] another,
[neither] revolting in favour of [another] city nor [in favour of someone stirring up civil strife
there, but in accordance with the] oath | will truly [keep] this [without deceit or malice], by Zeus
and Apollo [and Demeter; and if I] transgress [this, may | be destroyed, myself and] my family,
[for all time; but if | keep the oath], much [good] will come to me ...’

vacat

(own trans., based on the German trans. of Klaus Hallof)

It bears repeating that the Athenians under Paches expelled the pro-Persian Colophonians and
formally gave Notium to the anti-Persian faction; this is described by Thucydides at 3.34.4:
KoAodwviolg &€ Notlov mapadidwol mAnv TWv pndloaviwyv. kat Uotepov ABnvaiol oikLoTag
TEEUPOVTEG KOTA TOUG £AUTAOV VOUOUG Katwkloav TO NOTLov, Euvayayovieg mAvTog €K TV
néAewv, €l Mo Tic v Kohodwviwv. The present treaty, like Thucydides, mentions oikiotati (1.
42), who according to the historian were brought in ‘later’ (lotepov), so that while 427 is a
terminus post quem for the treaty it need not necessarily date to that year, but could
potentially have occurred at any point before the Athenian recapture of ‘old’ Colophon in 409.
Mattingly suggests that the role of the Athenian oikiotai was to help the anti-Persian
Colophonians settle Notium in 427. He also restores Il. 26-27 [. . 0] 6& dpyUpLov dde[Advtov
Notigg kai KoA | odovio]L kal Alooiptrat, excising any mention of Lebedos, which he deems
‘gratuitous,” and replacing it with Notium, which better fits the situation of 428/27 known from
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the literary sources. Furthermore, Colophon, Notium, and the Diosiritae are grouped together
in the tribute list of 428/27 and nowhere else (/G 12283.3 Il. 23-25).”

The Colophonians swear allegiance to the Athenian 6fjiog, without reference to the allies (but
see the proposed restorations of Il. 43-47 by ATL, and of Il. 43-45 by Hiller and Hondius) and
pledge to uphold the democratic regime in place. The invocation of the triad Zeus, Apollo, and
Demeter is identical with the invocation seen in the Erythrae treaty (OR 121 1. 16), although in
the case of Colophon [tév Aépetpal] is restored.

D22
Athenian alliance with Camarina
ca. 427 BCE

Camarina was an ethnically Greek city on the southern coast of Sicily which was founded as a
colony of Syracuse (Thuc. 6.5.3). On the basis of Thucydides (6.75.3 = LT 2 katd thyv £nt Adxntog
yevouévnv Euppayiav), the alliance between Athens and Camarina must have been made during
the Athenian general Laches’ Sicilian campaign of 427-25 BCE, although Thucydides does not
disclose its existence until much later in his narrative.® Camarina at this time was also allied with
Leontini (3.86.2).

LT 1: Thuc. 6.52.1 (415 BCE)

£onyyéMeto &€ alTolg £k Te Kapapivng we, el EABolev, mpooxwpolev Gv, Kal OTL ZUPaKOGTLOL
TIANPOUGL VOUTIKOV. AIAon o0V Tfj oTpaTd TApEMAEUCAY TPMTOV HEV EML EUPAKOUCAC KAl WG
0U8&v NUPOV VOUTIKOV TTANPOUEVOV, TIopeKOMIZOVTO al OIS £mt Kapapivng, kal oxOVIES £C TOV
alyLoAOV EMEKNPUKEVOVTO. 0oL 8’ 0UK £8£X0VTo, Aéyovteg odiol T dpKLa elvat pid vt
KatamAeovtwy ABnvaiwv 6€xeabalt, fv U adtol mAeioug petanéunwoly. [2] npaktol 6&
YEVOLEVOL ATETTAEOV.

They [sc. the Athenians] began to receive reports from Camarina that if they went there the
people would come over to them: reports too of the manning of a Syracusan fleet. So they sailed
with their entire force down the coast to Syracuse first of all. Finding no evidence of a fleet being
manned, they carried on round towards Camarina, where they put in to the open beach and sent
a herald to the city. The Camarinaeans refused to admit them, saying that their sworn agreement
was to receive any Athenian visitation in a single ship, but greater number only at their own
invitation. Thus frustrated, the Athenians sailed away.

7 Mattingly 2010, 100 with Thuc. 3.34; cf. ATL 3, 282-84; HCT 2, 297; comm. ML 47, p. 124.
8 Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 489; cf. Rhodes, Peloponnesian War notes, 593.
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LT 2: Thuc. 6.75.3 (415/14 BCE)

Kal tuvOavopevol toug ABnvaioug ¢ thv Kapdpvav Katd thv rt Adyntog yevopévny Euppaxiov
npeoPeliecday, €l mwc Mpooaydyotvto autolc, dvtenpeoBelovto kal alTol- oav yap UomnTot
auTtolg ol Kapapwvaiol pr mpoBiuwe odiol AT €L TNV mpwtnv paxnv neppol a énepdav, €g te
TO AOUTTOV ) 0UKETL BOUAWVTAL AUUVELY, OpMVTEC TOUC ABnvaiouc év Tij Héxn €V mpdfavrac,
MPOoXWP®OL & aUTOIC KAt TNV poTtépav dliav meloBEVTEC.

They [sc. the Syracusans] heard that the Athenians were sending an embassy to Camarina in an
attempt to win the people over on the strength of their former alliance, made under Laches: so
they sent a counter-embassy of their own. They had their suspicions that the Camarinaeans had
not been particularly enthusiastic in sending what help they did for the first battle, and might be
unwilling to give any more support in the future, now that they saw the Athenians successful in
that battle: they could be persuaded to renew the old friendship and join the Athenian side.

R.A. Bauslaugh’s argument that Camarina was not only neutral in 415, but that no Athenian
alliance Camarina actually existed, is not acceptable in light of Thucydides’ testimony.® While it is
difficult to determine the precise clauses of the alliance, it is fairly certain that the Athenians
could only put in at Camarina with one ship, whereas additional vessels could be introduced only
if the Camarinians expressly requested them (cf. LT 1).20 If the alliance had any time limit at all, it
had evidently not yet expired in 415, since otherwise the Athenians would have had no reason to
expect the Camarinians to cooperate when the fleet landed there.!!

Camarina ultimately did not honour its alliance with Athens. At Thuc. 6.88.2, the Camarinians
reveal that they have a separate alliance with Syracuse and declare their neutrality.*? Thucydides
does not disclose when the alliance between Syracuse and Camarina was made, but | think the
most plausible context is at the Congress of Gela in 424: this would explain why Camarina readily
supported Athens in 427 but was reluctant to do so in 415. And while it is true that an Athenian
embassy of 422 led by Phaeax once again ‘won over’ the Camarinians in 422 (Thuc. 5.4.6: toUg
uév Kapapwvaioug neibet; cf. Diod. 13.4.2), this was part of an abortive attempt to build an anti-
Syracusan alliance which came to naught when Gela (an ally of Camarina: 4.58) refused to join,
and Camarina must have either quickly returned to the Syracusan fold or, if Camarina and
Syracuse were not already allies, made an alliance now.

% Bauslaugh 1990, 156-60.

0 HCT 4, 317.

11 Since Thuc. 6.52.1 records that the Athenians landed at Camarina not with a single ship, but with their whole
fleet, the Camarinians were within their treaty rights to refuse them entry.

12 ¢f. Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 431-32.
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D 2.3
Athenian treaties with the Lesbian cities
427 BCE

Lesbos at the time of the Mytilenean-led revolt consisted of five separate moAeLc (cf. Hdt.
1.151.2): Mytilene (the most important and powerful), Pyrrha, Antissa, Eresus, and Methymna,
of which only the last remained loyal to Athens in 428/27. When the rebellion was suppressed
in 427, Mytilene avoided the execution of its entire citizen male population by the narrowest of
margins (Thuc. 3.28.1-2; Diod. 12.55.7). But the island was still punished severely, with over a
thousand rebels being executed from among an estimated adult male population of 22,000 for
the entire island including Methymna.!? Additional punitive measures were subsequently
undertaken, as recorded by Thucydides.

LT 1: Thuc. 3.50.1

ToU¢ & &AAouc Gvdpag 00¢ 6 NaxNG AMEMEUPEV WE AUTLWTATOUS BVTAC TAC AMOOTACTEWS
KAéwvoc yvwun S1édBetpav ot ABnvaiol (Roav 8¢ dAlyw mAeiouc xhiwv) kat MutiAnvaiwy teixn
kaBethov kal valc mapélaPov. [2] Gotepov &€ dbdpov pev ouk Etatav Aeafiolg, KAnpoug &€
TIOLRoQVTEC TG Vi ARV Tfig¢ MnBupvaiwv tployilioug tplakoaioug pév toig O=oic iepolg
g€ethov, €Mt 8¢ ToUC BAOUC oh®V aUTWV KANpoUXou¢ ToUS Aaxdvtag aménepdav: ol ApyvpLov
NéoBloL tagapevol tod kAnpou £kaotou tol éviautol dUo pvag dépety autol eipyalovto thv
vijv. [3] mapéhaBov 6¢ kai ta €v tff Aneipw noAiopata ol ABnvaliol 6cwv MuTiAnvaiol ékpdtouy,
kal umtkouov Uotepov ABnvaiwv.

On Cleon’s motion the Athenians executed the men sent to Athens by Paches as the prime
movers of the revolt (these numbered just over a thousand): and they demolished the
Mytilenaeans’ walls and took over their ships. After that they did not impose tribute on the
Lesbians, but instead divided the island (apart from the territory of Methymna) into three
thousand allotments, of which they dedicated three hundred to the gods: for the rest they sent
out individual landlords from their own citizens, choosing them by lot. The Lesbians agreed to
pay the landlords a yearly rent of two minas for each allotment, and worked the land
themselves. The Athenians also took over the towns on the mainland which had been under
Mytilenaean control, and these then became subject to Athens.

13 Rhodes, Peloponnesian War notes, 528.
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Thucydides’ account implies that the Athenians made a single treaty with the Lesbian cities
collectively, but it is more likely that separate agreements were concluded: Mytilene’s attempt
to execute a synoecism and transform Lesbos into a single moALg had been largely responsible
for the revolt (Thuc. 3.2.1-3.1), so there is little reason that Athens would deign to treat Lesbos
as a single unit now; anda later inscription (D 3.9 ET 1), which abolished the cleruchy, was
contracted with Mytilene alone. It can be assumed that no treaty was made with loyal
Methymna, and as it is attested supplying ships in the Sicilian campaign of 415-13 (Thuc. 6.85.2;
7.57.5) it evidently did not suffer a reduction in status.

The demolition of walls was by now the usual course of action undertaken by Athens after an
allied revolt (e.g. Thasos and Samos). The seizure of Mytilene’s nepaia (on which cf. Thuc.
4.52.3) also echoes the treatment of Thasos. The Athenian decision to establish cleruchies on
Lesbos rather than impose ¢popog was likely strategically motivated, since cleruchs could act as
an unofficial garrison force to keep an eye on the local population.**

D24
Athenian treaty with Hermione
ca. 425 BCE

Previously it was fashionable to assign the Athenian treaty with Hermione, a city located in the
eastern part of the Argolid, to ca. 450 largely on the basis of the three-barred sigma.*> And
there is also some historical evidence in favour of an early date, since Athens occupied nearby
Troezen during the First Peloponnesian War (Thuc. 1.115.1). A further Athenian incursion into
the Argolid occurred in 430 (2.56.5), but the strongest candidate is 425, when Athens was again
militarily active in the area (4.45). Mattingly, who supports a date of ca. 425, writes, ‘Whereas
all Sparta’s Argolid allies were raided by the Athenians in 430 BC, Hermione alone was spared in
425 BC the more serious raiding from Methana.” *® This was likely a result of the present treaty,
even if Thucydides does not specifically mention Hermione in connection with the 425
campaign.

Curiously, the surviving fragment was recovered in the Agora and not, as we should expect, on
or in the immediate vicinity of the Acropolis. Because there is no surviving publication formula,

14 HCT 3, 327 speculates that only members of the two lowest property classes at Athens, the Bfiteg and {euyitat
(cf. [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 7.3-4), were eligible for selection as cleruchs. This is explicit at /G 1346 = OR 142 (foundation of
an Athenian colony at Brea, ca. 440-32 BCE), Il. 43-46, but it bears emphasizing that in the case of Brea the
Athenians were being sent off as &mouwkol (‘colonists’) and not as kAfjpolL. For a recent study of Athenian cleruchies
see Igelbrink 2015.

15 Oliver 1933, 494-97.

16 Mattingly 2010, 100; cf. Mattingly 1961b, 173-74; Mattingly 2000.



84

we cannot determine with certainty where it was originally displayed, but 5% century public
documents were overwhelmingly concentrated on the Acropolis, as indicated by findspots
and/or surviving publication formulae, and it is more likely than not that the present treaty was
set up there before being brought down to the Agora at a later time, perhaps as building
material.

ET1:/G1331
Findspot: Agora, Athens
Lettering: mid-5% century Attic

Layout: Il. 1-2 in larger letters; |. 3sqq. stoichedon 35

[B]e660pocg MpaotlelG EypaUUATEVE.
vacat
[xo]JuvBEkal : Eputovéov : kal ABevaio[v].
vacat
[E]6oxoev TEL BoAEL Kal TOL S€poL- Avtioy[ic €]-
[r]putdveus, Oedd0poc éypappdtevs, 2.5 .-
5 [.] émeotate vacat

[Aléov e[Um[e]- xouvO£aOan hét hot Eppio[vEg ....]

6-7 Epuio[véeg kal | hot ABevaiol xou]v[€]B[ahov] Jameson.

Theodorus of Prasiae was the secretary.
vacat
Alliance of the Hermionians and Athenians.

vacat
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The council and people decided; Antiochis was the prytany; Theodorus was the secretary; Si—
was the chairman; Leon proposed: that a treaty be made, which the Hermionians ...

(own trans., adapted from the German trans. of Klaus Hallof)

The clauses of the present treaty are unfortunately not preserved, since the lower part of the
stele is lost, but they are likely to have been similar to those of the Athenian treaty with Halieis
(see below) which, | will argue, emerged in the same context. The Halieis treaty allowed Athens to
set up a garrison and/or naval base in Halieis, to be maintained for the duration of the war, and
forbade the reception of hostile forces within its territory in return for protection against attack —
a real possibility as Sparta and its allies might be expected to retaliate in light of Halieis’ defection
to Athens. The Hermione treaty thus helped consolidate Athens’ position in the Argolid, securing
the Athenians a foothold in the Peloponnese that was useful both for harassing the Spartans and
their allies and as a bargaining chip in potential peace negotiations.

Mattingly suggests that Leon, the proposer of the present treaty (I. 6; the A is restored), may be
identical with the Athenian swearer of the Peace of Nicias and the subsequent alliance as
recorded by Thucydides (5.19.2=D2.121T1;D2.13LT1=5.24.1)."7

D2.5
Athenian treaty with Phaselis
ca. 425 BCE

Phaselis, a city on the southern coast of Asia Minor, was conquered by Cimon in ca. 469 and
forced into the Delian League (Plut. Cim. 12.3-4). It is mentioned in the Peace of Callias as the
westernmost limit within which the Persian fleet was permitted to operate (Diod. 12.4.5). The
connection with Athens lasted until 411 at the latest, by which point Phaselis is attested under
Spartan occupation (Thuc. 8.99).8 It is not known to have reverted to Athenian control before
404.

The stele was found in the 18" century at the Monastery of St. John the Baptist on Mt.
Hymettos, far from the Acropolis where inscriptions of this kind tend to be recovered.®® Also
unusual is its lonic lettering which, in the opinion of Meiggs and Lewis ‘no doubt [r]eflects the

17 Mattingly 1992, 133-34; Mattingly 2010, 100.
18 On Phaselis’ 5"-century history see further JACP no. 942, p. 1140.
1% James 2023, 133 n. 1, with publication history.
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fact that the Phaselites paid for the stone themselves’ (cf. ET 1 Il. 26-27).2° An intriguing but by
no means definitive historical argument for a range of 469-462 is based on Il. 18-19
katadwkdo | [eL (‘give judgement or sentence against a person, condemn’) 2 Wade-Gery argues
that this clause gives the Athenian magistrates, such as the polemarch mentioned at |l. 10, a
judicial power going well beyond what is attested by the later orators, notably Lysias (15.2-3).
Thus, he assigns the Phaselis decree to a period when magistrates still had the power to
pronounce verdicts, whose abolition he associates with the reforms of Ephialtes in 462.
Therefore, the chronological range of the present treaty must be 469-462.%2 C. Hignett notes
the fully developed prescript (Il. 1-5) and associates this too with Ephialtes’ reforms.?3 But the
connection with Ephialtes is disputed by R. Sealey based on the very limited amount of securely
dated material with which to document the development of Athenian decree prescripts before
462; and no surviving ancient source documents the expansion of the powers of the popular
court, which Sealey suggests may have been a gradual evolutionary process and not a sudden
transformation spearheaded by a solitary reformist figure such as Ephialtes.?*

More recent scholarship has, rightly | think, assigned the treaty to the 420s. J. Blok prefers a
date of 425/24 partly because a Leon (ET 1 1. 4) also appears as the proposer of the Hermione
treaty and as a swearer of the Truce of Laches.? Beretta Liverani notes that a 10,000-drachma
fine would be an anomaly before 450, but is in line with other decrees of the 420s.2°

ET1:/G 1310 = OR 120*
Findspot: Mt. Hymettos, Athens
Lettering: lonic

Layout: stoichedon, uncertain line length

[E60]&ev ThL BOAFRL Kal TiL &[A]-

[uwu Alkapavtic [€]mpuTtaveus,

20 Comm. ML 31, p. 67.

21 1S)%s.v. kaTadikalw.

22 \Wade-Gery 1958, 183-84. At 183 n. 2 he argues that Ephialtes’ reforms are reflected in Aeschylus’ Eumenides,
first performed in 458: at the preliminary trial of Orestes, Athena carries out the interrogation (397-489) but does
not pronounce a verdict (470-79), and restricts herself to directing procedure during the main trial (582ff.).

2 Hignett 1952, 397.

24 Sealey 1964, 16-17.

25 Blok 2022, 98-99.

26 Beretta Liverani 2013.



[.Jvaoutnog éypappdreue, Ne-
o[K]A&dncC éneotdrel, Aéwlv €]i-

5 [ne- toll¢ ®aonAitoug o YNd]l-
[opa av]aypapat: 6 TL & puE[v] AB-
[Avnot EJu[uB]oAatov yévnTal

[mpocg DlaonAt[®]v Tva, ABA[V]N-
[oL tag 8likag yiyveobal map-

10 [& Tl To]Aepapxwt, kaBamep X-
[lotg, katl] GAAOOL uNdE aus: Th-

[v 6€ GAAW]v Amo EuuBoAGV KaT-

[& tag 6oag] EupBoAag poc Da-
[onAttag] tag dikag €™ v[a]l Tag

15 [...7...]Jto[c] ddeAdv. éav &€ T-
[l GAAN T®]V dpxGv d€EnTaL 6-
[iknv kata] QaonAtiv Tvog

[moapd 106¢ ? €]l pév KaTadKac-

[eL, i katabik]n Gkupog EoTw. £-

20 [av 6€ tic mapaBlalilvnt ta édn-
[dlopéva, odle[Aét]w puplag 6[pl-
[axuag teplag ThL ABnvaiat: T-

[0 6¢ YdLo]ua t6[6€] dvaypalda-
[tw 6 ypapp]otelg o Tiig BoAfig

25 [éotAnLABi]vnt kal katab-
[ETw € moAeL T]éAeotL TOTG TO-

[v ®aonAwct®v]. vacat

vacat

3-4 Ne|[....16ncIG 13. 18 [..B... €liuévIG 13,

87



88

The council and the people decided. Akamantis was in prytany. [Mnasippus or Onasippus] was
secretary. Neocleides was chairman. Leon [proposed]: to inscribe the decree for the Phaselites.
Whatever cause of action arises at Athens [against] any of the Phaselites, [the] trials are to be
held at Athens [before the] polemarch, as for the Chians, [and] nowhere else. Of the other cases
covered by judicial conventions, the trials shall be held in accordance with the existing judicial
conventions with the Phaselites. The — shall be abolished. If any of the [other] officials accepts
a case [against] any of the Phaselites [contrary to this?], if he condemns, [the condemnation]
shall be invalid. If [anybody] contravenes what has been decreed, he shall owe ten thousand
drachmas sacred to Athena. Let the secretary of the council inscribe this decree on a stone
[stele] and set it down [on the Acropolis] at the expense of the [Phaselites].

(trans. Stephen Lambert and P.J. Rhodes, adapted)

The present treaty is favourable to the Phaselites in certain respects: it is inscribed ‘for the
Phaselites,” as de Ste. Croix was already willing to acknowledge many decades ago.?’ Athenian
officials who violate the terms of the treaty are threatened with a 10,000-drachma fine, and at
Il. 10-11 the Phaslites are promised the same treatment as the Chians who, far from being
defectors, were loyal allies of Athens.?® Finally, James’ emendation of Il. 8-9 would require only
Phaselites already in Athens to submit legal disputes with an Athenian to the Athenian
polemarch.

If Il. 10-11 are correctly restored, it appears that the same regulations which are here imposed
on the Phaselites were also previously imposed on the Chians. Chios, though a member of the
Delian League, was formally autonomous (Thuc. 3.10.5; 6.85.2; 7.57.4), whereas the Phaselites,
who were brought into the League by force, probably were not. But Phaselis and Chios enjoyed
a friendship of long standing (Plut. Cim. 12.3), which may lay behind the mention of the latter
here.

10,000 drachmas (ll. 21-22) is an enormous sum, equivalent to almost two talents. James
suggests that the fine here envisioned ‘probably applies to any Athenian official who violates
the decree rather than to a Phaselite who might go to the wrong official for his suit.”?°

D 2.6

27 Ste. Croix 1961, 105.
28 Cf. Meiggs 1972, 232.
22 James 2023, 134-35.



Pylos ceasefire

425 BCE

89

In 425, a storm drove an Athenian fleet under the command of Demosthenes ashore onto Pylos

in Messenia. The Athenians subsequently fortified the area, alarming the Spartans who soon

despatched their fleet to Pylos. The initial Spartan assault failed and Athenian reinforcements,

consisting of approximately fifty triremes, arrived and trapped 420 Spartan hoplites on the

nearby island of Sphacteria. This made the Spartan authorities desperate to negotiate a
solution with Athens (Thuc. 4.2-6, 8-15), and a localized ceasefire was hastily arranged.

LT 1: Thuc. 4.16.1

deapévwy 6€ TV atpatny®v TOV Aoyov éylyvovto omovdal tolaide: AakeSaLUOVIOUG PEV TAG
valc v aig Evaupdxnoav Kol TS v T AaKwVIK{ mdoag, doat Aoav pakpai, tapadodval
kouioavtag €g MUAov ABnvaiolg, kal OmAa pur Enidépelv TM TEKIOUOTL LATE KATA YAV UATE KATA
Balaocoav, ABnvaioug &€ Tolg év T viiow avdpaot ottov £av Toug v Tf) Amelpw Aakedatpovioug
£0TIEUTIELV TOKTOV Kal e ayEVoV, U0 XolviKaG EKAOTW ATTIKAG AAPiTwV Kal U0 KoTUAag
olvou Kkal kpéag, Bepamovtl 6& TouTwv Aioea: talta 6& OpwWVTWY TWV ABNVaLwY ECTIEUTELY Kal
mAotov undeév éomAelv AdBpa- puldooety 8¢ kal THV viioov ABnvaioug undév nooov, oo pn
amnofaivovtag, kal OmAa pr) EmdEpetv T® MeAomovvnolwy oTPAT® UATE KATA ViV LATE KOTA
Bahaooav. [2] 60 TL & Gv ToUTwVY Tapafaivwoty Ekatepol Kal otiolv, Tote AcAUoBal Tag
OTOVSAC. E0TEeloOaL 8¢ aUTAC PEXPL 0L EMAVENBWOLY O £K TMV ABNV®V AaKeSatpoviwy
nip£oPBelg amooteilal 8¢ autolg TpLipel ABnvaioug kat maAv kopioat. EABOVTWY 8¢ TAC Te
omnovdag AeAUoBal talTag Kal tag valc anodolival ABnvaioug opoiag olacmep av
noapaAdBwotv. [3] ai pév omovsal émt toUToLg éyévovTo, Kol ai vijeg mapesoBnoav oboat mept
£€nKovTa, Kal ol pEoaPelg AmeotdAnoay.

The generals accepted their [sc. the Spartans’] proposal, and a truce was worked out on the
following terms. The Spartans would bring to Pylos and hand over to the Athenians the ships
they had used in the battle and all other warships in Laconia, and they would not take arms
against the fort either by land or by sea. The Athenians would allow the Spartans on the
mainland to send over to their men on the island a set quantity of prepared food, for each man
two Attic quarts of kneaded barleymeal, one pint of wine, and a piece of meat, with half that
ration for their attendants: the sending of supplies would be done under Athenian supervision,
and no board should approach the island without their consent. The Athenians would continue
to guard the island as before, but would not land on it: and they would not take arms against
the Peloponnesian forces either by land or by sea. If either side deviated from these conditions
in any way whatever, then the truce would be at an end. The truce would last until the Spartans’
envoys returned from Athens: the Athenians would convey them there and back in a trireme.
This truce would end on their return, and the Athenians would hand back the ships in the same
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state in which they had received them. The truce was agreed on these terms, the ships (about
sixty in number) were handed over, and the envoys were dispatched.

(trans. Martin Hammond)

P. Cartledge emphasizes the one-sidedness of the terms of the truce, of which only one clause,
prohibiting an Athenian landing on Sphacteria, limits the Athenians in any way.3° Hornblower
regards the Spartans’ agreement to temporarily surrender their warships, of which there were
‘about sixty’ (Thuc. 4.16.3 = LT 1 ntept £€rjkovta) as a surprising concession.3! According to
Cartledge, 4.16.1 tag vadc ... TAC év tfi Aakwviki macac probably included ships docked at
Asine, which was technically in Messenia, and possibly Gytheum as well.3? All this attests to the
desperation of the Spartan situation. The overall number of trapped soldiers was small — 420
hoplites, of whom only 120 were of the Spartiate class (Thuc. 4.8.9; Diod. 12.63.3) — but the
sheer panic that this caused at Sparta has been taken by some as evidence that Spartan
oliganthropia — depletion of the Spartiate population — had already progressed to an advanced
stage by 425.33

The truce was geographically limited, so that hostilities between Athens and Sparta were
suspended in the area of Pylos only; this is clear from Thuc. 4.15.2 omov8ag notnoapévoug Ta
nept MOAov.3 It was also time-limited, but the time-limit is expressed in a novel way: it was to
expire upon the return of the Spartan envoys from Athens, whenever that might occur.
Ultimately, the Athenians refused to return the warships on account of supposed, unspecified
violations of the truce by the Spartans. This comes across as all too convenient, and one suspects
that the Athenians were simply exploiting their superior position to the fullest. As foreseen by the
truce, fighting resumed when the Spartan envoys returned to Pylos (4.23.1), setting the stage for
Cleon’s personal intervention and the final defeat of the Spartan force at Sphacteria (4.23.2-41).

D27
Athenian treaty with Cythera

424 BCE

30 Cartledge 1979, 241.

31 Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 2, 169. Wilson 1979, 92f. suggests that the total number of Spartan warships in
Laconia proper was perhaps as little as ten.

32 Cartledge 1979, 242.

33 Cartledge 1987, 407; Decety 2018; Doran 2018, 28. The captured Spartans would not be returned until 421
(Thuc. 5.34.2).

34 Cf. Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 2, 169.
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Cythera was invaded by Athens in 424 as part of the expedition led by the general Nicias and two
colleagues (Thuc. 4.53.1). The island was perioecic territory of Sparta, which despatched an
annual magistrate known as the KuBnpobikng and maintained a garrison of hoplites there
(4.53.2). Cythera’s strategic value lay in its use as a landing-point for merchant vessels from Egypt
and Libya and as a base for Spartan anti-piracy operations (4.53.3; cf. Hdt. 7.235). Considered
alongside Athens’ contemporary actions at Pylos, the Corinthiad, the Argolid, and Megara (Thuc.
4.42-45, 66-74, 109.1), the capture of Cythera by Nicias should be seen as part of an Athenian
strategy to increasingly hem in Sparta in the Peloponnese and its environs.

LT 1: Thuc. 4.54.2: kal paxng yevopevng oAlyov pLév twva xpovov unéotnoayv ol KuBnploy, émetta
Tpamdpevol Kateduyov ¢ TAV Avw TtOALY, Kal Dotepov EuvéBnoav rpog Nikiav Kai Toug
€uvapyovtag ABnvaiolg émtpédal ept odh®OV avT®V ARV Bavdtou. [3] Aoav 8¢ Tweg kal
yevopuevol T Nikig Adyol mpotepov npog tvag twv Kubnpiwv, 61 6 kat Bdcoov kal
£MUTNOELOTEPOV TO TE MAPAUTIKA KAl TO EMELTA TA THG OoAoyiog EmpayxOn alTolg: AvEoTnoav yap
av ot ABnvaiol KuBnpioug, Aakedatpovioug Te dvtag kal i T AaKwvIKi TH¢ viicou oUTwg
ETUKELUEVNC. [4] petd &€ TV EUUPBacLy ol ABnvalol TV Te TKAVSELQV TO &ML T@W ALEVL TTOALOUOL
TopahaBOVTES Kol TV KuBripwv duUAAKV TTONGAHEVOL. ... [57.4] Ayov 8¢ Tvag Kat &k TV
KuBnpwv avépag dAiyouc, o0¢ £60kel dodaleiag Eveka PeTaotioal. kol ToUToug v ol ABnvaliot
£BouAeloavto katabeobal £g TAC viiooug, Kai toUg dAouc KuBnpioug oikolvtag TV Eaut®dv
dopov téccapa talavta pEpety, Alyvntag §€ AmokTeival mavtag 6ool EdAwoav SLA TV poTEPAV
aici mote £xBpav, Tavrahov &£ mapd toug GANoUG ToUC £v T vijow Aakedalpovioug katadfjoat.

In the ensuing battle the Cytherans held their ground for a short while, but then turned and fled to
their upper city. Thereafter they came to terms with Nicias and his fellow commanders, agreeing
surrender to the Athenians at their full discretion short of the death penalty. There had in fact
been some earlier communication between Nicias and some of the Cytherans, which speeded the
agreement and moderated its immediate and subsequent effect: otherwise the Athenians would
have expelled the Cytherans, on the grounds that they are Spartans and their island lies that close
to Laconia. With the terms agreed, the Athenians took over Scandeia, the town by the harbour,
and installed a garrison to secure the island. ...

Taken to Athens at the same time were a few men from Cythera, whose removal was thought
necessary on grounds of security. The Athenians decided to deposit these men in the islands; to
allow the rest of the Cytherans the continued occupation of their own land on payment of a
tribute of four talents; to kill all the captured Aeginetans in view of their constant previous
hostility; and to imprison Tantalus in the company of his fellow Spartans from the island.

Thucydides describes the preliminary agreement made on the spot between Nicias and the
inhabitants of Cythera. It contains only one specific clause, namely that no Cytherans were to be
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executed. Thuc. 4.57.4 seems to describe the formal decree of the Athenian 6fjuog and includes
additional provisions: the forcible relocation of some Cytherans (those considered most likely to
foment unrest, as Thucydides implies); permission for the remainder to ‘inhabit their own land’
(oikoOvtag thv €aut®v) on condition of paying tribute; the execution of the Aeginetans found on
the island (Aegina itself had been depopulated and turned into an Athenian cleruchy in 431: Thuc.
2.27.1); and the imprisonment of the Spartan garrison.3> Rhodes identifies ‘the islands’ of 4.57.4
as the Cyclades; and the imposition of tribute ‘indicates that Cythera was to be treated as a
member of the Delian League, a humiliation for Sparta.’® The sum of four talents is considerable,
and may reflect Cythera’s wealth from the purple dye trade.3” On the basis of this passage,
Cythera is restored paying four talents on the tribute list of 418/17 (/G 13287.1 1. 18): although
the Athenians were expected to return Cythera to Sparta under the Peace of Nicias (Thuc. 5.18.7
=D 2.12 LT 1), they did not in fact do so.32

D238
Athenian treaty with Halieis
424/23 BCE

Halieis, in the southern Argolid, was strategically significant owing partly to its natural harbour,
which, in the 5™ century, not infrequently drew the attention of Athens (Thuc. 1.105.1; 2.56.4-
5; cf. IG 131147 1. 3).3° In 425, Cleon demanded the Spartans return nearby Troezen and other
territories relinquished by Athens under the Thirty Years’ Peace (Thuc. 4.21.3). When this was
not forthcoming, the Athenians launched an incursion into the Argolid (Thucydides specifically
mentions Halieis among the cities attacked), walled the isthmus of the Methana peninsula, and
established a garrison (ppoUplov) there (4.45.2).

The lack of an archon-date in the surviving inscription means that dating it is not entirely
straightforward, but there are both epigraphical and historical grounds for assigning it to
424/23. Both the alphabet and orthography are typically late Attic, with four-barred sigma.*°
We have the name of the secretary, Neocleides (ET 1 Il. 2, 4).%* The tribe in prytany is preserved

35 Cf. HCT 3, 512.

36 Rhodes, Peloponnesian War notes, p. 550.

37 Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 2, 219.

38 Thuc. 7.57.6 with HCT 4, 399: the presence of Cytheran forces alongside the Athenians at Syracuse in 413
indicates that Athens still controlled the island at this time.

39 Cf. Lambert 2018a, 9. IACP no. 349, p. 609 identifies Halieis as a member of the Peloponnesian League in the 5t
century (cf. Diod. 11.78.2).

40 Lambert 20184, 7.

41 At l. 2, the name is fragmentary but restored as [Ne]okAeiS[gc], but | am aware of no alternative suggestion, and
at . 4 the name recurs fully preserved. Another surviving inscription, /G 1336 (Athenian decree regarding the cult
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at |. 3 only as -g, but the stoichedon format of the inscription mandates a name containing six
letters, so the only possibilities are Aigeis (Alynig) or Oineis (Oivnig). We know from the so-
called Thudippus decree of 425/24 (IG 1371 = OR 153) that the secretary during the prytany of
Aigeis in that year was an -urt-, restored in both OR and /G 13 as ®iA]ut[rog (II. 54-55), which
obviously cannot be reconciled with NeokAeidec. If the present treaty does in fact date to
425/24, then it must have been approved during the prytany of Oineis. But if it dates to 424/23,
then both Alynic and Otvnic are perfectly possible.*?

Meritt and Davidson argue that ET 1 Il. 17-18 (their Il. 16-17) imply that the Archidamian War
was still ongoing when it was made, therefore it cannot postdate the Peace of Nicias unless we
are willing to accept a late date of 419/18 when, the Athenians might have argued, the Peace
had been broken.*® Under the Peace of Nicias, the Athenians relinquished their hold on
Methana (Thuc. 5.18.7 = D 2.12 LT 1), probably bringing an end to the Athenian presence in the
southern Argolid, so assigning the Halieis treaty to after 421 is difficult to square with what we
know of Athenian activities there.** In any case, 418 is a definite terminus ante quem because
Laches, the treaty’s proposer (l. 4), was killed that year at Mantinea (Thuc. 5.74).%° The terminus
post quem is almost certainly summer 425 when the Athenian incursion reported by Thucydides
took place: as Lambert writes, ‘The fortification of the Methana peninsula was used as a basis
for raids on other cities in the area, including Halieis, supplying a plausible context in which
Athens might have exerted political pressure on Halieis to make this agreement.’#®

ET 1: /G 1375 = Lambert 2018a, 7-8*

Findspot: fragments acd and possibly e: between Theatre of Dionysus and Odeon of Herodes
Atticus; fragment b: Acropolis, Athens

Lettering: developed Attic

Layout: Il. 1-2 in larger letters; |. 3sqq. stoichedon 42

of Athena Nike) dates to the same prytany of the same year (ll. 2-3): see further Meritt and Davidson 1935 and cf.
Matthaiou 2009, 164.

42 Cf. Meritt and Davidson 1935, 65-67; Meritt 1945, 98-105; Lambert 2018a, 10.

43 Meritt and Davidson 1935, 66. This is based on the incident recorded by Thucydides (5.56.3, summer 419) in
which Alcibiades persuaded the Athenians to amend ‘the Laconian stele’ (which could have been either the Peace
of Nicias itself or the subsequent Spartan-Athenian alliance) with the additional inscription that the Spartans had
not kept their oaths.

4 See, however, Thompson 1971, 120-21, who proposes a post-421 date on the argument that ho rtd| [Aepog (Il
17-18) refers to a hypothetical not actual war; we may compare the general way in which 6 moAepog is used in the
Quadruple Alliance of 420 (Thuc. 5.47.3,7=D 3.2 LT 1).

4 The proposer of the Halieis treaty is identified as the general by Lambert 2018a, 10. See Thuc. 3.86.1 for his
patronymic and Pl. Lach. 197c¢ for his demotic.

46 L ambert 2018a, 10.
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6 I3 o] L

[NelokAeiS[ec ....B ... éypalupdreve.

£60)oev TEL [BOAEL kal TOL S€poL- Alyel]g émputaveus,
NeokAeibec [ypoppdTevs, .7 .. éme]gtdre, AGXEC &-

5 e xouvOéka[¢ te mpog haldc kol omovsalc &~ vat <a>86Ao-
¢ ABevaiol[c .....25...... katd tade- ta]péxev halt-

8¢ ABevai[oLc te dpopav kabLoTdval Kol €0 Tog?]v ABey-

aiog kal A[elotag pe hurmtodéxeoBal ped’ a]utdg [Ag]ile[o]-

Bat pede xo[uotpateleoBal petd 6V molAepiov én’ [ABe]-

10 vaiog ped' &[mi tog xoupupuayog 10G ABevai]ov uede xpl[eu]-
ota napéxe[v tolg moAepiolg ued’ €¢ ta tleiye humodéy-

e00aL pplopav 16V MoAepiov pedepiav- €]av 6€ Tig leL m-
[oAéuioc éntl haAldcg, BoeBgv ABevaiog haA]ieliow £to-

[{pog katl ho Tt av Suvovtal 6peAév ? haAlldg: hooa &€ €xo-

15 [othoAt&g édv €xev €¢ TO Aouov: ? Abk]Ev &€ pedev halt-
[G¢ nede meplopdv €av ASIKEDEL TIC ? T]GV oA iov- ABe-
[vaiog 6£ kaBlotaval £¢ haAldg ppoplav héog v ho moA-
[epoc €1, Emeldav 8¢ épéve yévetal ? T]év odeTépav avuts-

[v pulat]t[ev haAldg: éav &€ Tivog dAA]o S€ovtal Sikaio

20 [haAlEg mapda 6 S£po 6 ABevaiov he]yplokoaBov. "W
[katd tade dpooav hallgg: youppaxo]t éooueba ABevai-

[0G ......... 18 Kal mapé]xoopev ABevaiol-

[c ppopdv Te kaBLoTavaL Kal €0 Ttoéo?]opev ABevaioc Ko-

[ta 6 Suvatov U mavtl KalpdL Kal €]uevOuey TAlg Xo-

25 [uvBékalg haic xouveBbépeba ABevai]olg: 6uvUuvTov 6
[kal] a[0]Tt6[v mpéoPeg ? kal éxooAelav EmjoapacBov el P& Eup-

[€]volev [év To1g hopkolg hog duopodkaloy hahigg: oufoal-
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[av &’] abtolc A[Bevaiov he BoA£ kat hot o]tpateyol £ppe-

[vév £]v taic xouvB[€]k[alg hag xouveéBevt]o mpog haAldg

30 [hot én]i td xouyke[ipeva: tag 6 xouvBE]kag avaypadoa-
[L €oTéNe]L MBive[L TOV ypappatéa TE]lg Bo[A]EC kal kata-
[BEval éu moOAeL ol 6 koAakpETal Sovt]ov [T0] dpyuplov:
[haAiEg &€ Bevtov Tév atélev £¢ TO hiJepo[v T]6 AntoAAov-

[o¢: mpéoPeg holde Guvuov Tév xouppax]iov: v Néov v Al..]

35 [oiveeinns €32 e Joc Ayax|A...]
[oooreeennne E3T ] vacat
-------------------- traces - --------

5 Matthaiou, cf. Thuc. 5.18.9, 8.37.1; xouvBéka[¢ kai youppaxiav kai hdpkolg IG 13. 6 mevtékovra éte
Kote TaSe- or TpLdikovta £te katd tdde. ¥ Matthaiou; ABevaiot[g kai haAiedow kotd tade- VIG 13, 7
Matthaiou, cf. Thuc. 4.45.2; ABevai[olg vavotaBuov kai mpoBupog 6deAglv IG 13.  16-17 Matthaiou, cf.
Isoc. 14.19; ABe | [vaiog 8¢ dpuhdttev év hoielol dppoplav IG 13; év MeBdvolg dpopldv Mattingly, cf.
Thuc.5.18.7.  18-19 [£pévec 8¢ yevopéveg Tlév odetépav altd | [v duldr]t[ev haAwdg] IG 13. 23
vavotadpov Kal mpoBupog dderéclopev /G 13, 29 miotd¢ kal addhog ABevailowg: /G 13.

Gods. Neokleides of — was secretary. The council and people decided. [Aigeis] was the prytany,
Neokleides was secretary, — presided, Laches proposed. There shall be an agreement between
Athens and Halieis and a truce [for — years?] without deceit on the following terms: the
Halieians shall permit the Athenians [to establish a garrison and shall do well?] to the Athenians
and [shall not receive raiders] or themselves carry out raids or [campaign with] the Athenians’
enemies against the Athenians or [the allies of the Athenians], or supply money [to the
enemies] or receive [any enemy garrison] within the walls. And if any enemy attacks Halieis, the
Athenians shall help the Halieians readily [and do whatever they can to oblige?] the Halieians.
And whatever the Halieians hold [they shall be allowed to hold for the future?]. And no one
shall harm the Halieians, [or overlook it if any of their enemies] harms them. And the Athenians
[shall establish a garrison in Halieis] for as long as the war [lasts, but when peace is restored, the
Halieians shall guard] their own land. And if the Halieians need anything else which is justifiable
from the Athenian people, they shall obtain it.

The Halieians swore as follows: ‘We shall be ... allies to the Athenians and permit the Athenians
to establish a garrison and shall do well to the Athenians as far as we can at every opportunity
and shall abide by the agreement which we have made with the Athenians.” And [their envoys?]
shall swear and shall invoke destruction on any Halieians who do not abide by the oaths which
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they have sworn. And for the Athenians, [the council] and the generals swore to abide by the
agreement which they made with the Halieians responsible for making terms. And the secretary
of the council shall inscribe the agreement on a stone stele and set it down on the Acropolis,
and the kolakretai shall give the money; and the Halieians shall place the stele in the sanctuary
of Apollo. [The following envoys swore to the] alliance: Neon ... Agakl— ...

(trans. Stephen Lambert)

The stele containing the Athenian treaty with Halieis exists today in six fragments, though they
are labelled a-e because fragment d actually consists of two joining fragments.*” Most of the
surviving fragments were recovered near but not directly on the Acropolis, between the
Theatre of Dionysus and the Odeon of Herodes Atticus; but fr. b’s findspot is directly atop the
Acropolis itself. The Beoi-heading, of which only the iota survives, is inscribed in larger and
more widely spaced letters relative to the rest of the inscription.

Line 7, under Matthaiou’s restoration, permits Athens to establish a garrison ([ppopav]) in
Halieis (cf. Thuc. 4.45.2). The Athenians, Lambert notes, frequently established forts or
garrisons in or near allied cities, sometimes directly within enemy territory, before and during
the Peloponnesian War. Athens is known to have established garrisons in Chalcis (OR 131 Il. 76-
79 =D 1.12 ET 1), Eretria (Thuc. 8.95.6), Pylos (4.41), and eventually in Attica itself in response
to the Spartan occupation of Decelea (Sounion in 413/12: Thuc. 8.4; Thoricus in 409: Xen. Hell.
1.2.1).*8 However, IG 13instead supplies vavotaBpuov (naval station), which Lambert rejects
without, however, explaining his reasoning.® Nonetheless, | think Lambert and Matthaiou are
right to prefer ppopav to vavotabuov: there is some evidence for the word elsewhere on the
stone, for example |. 12 dp[opav] and I. 17 [dpop]av, and the stoichedon format makes these
two restorations, which none of the editors dispute, all the more probable. Since a viable
Athenian garrison in Halieis, a coastal settlement, would have depended on an accompanying
naval presence, | suggest that the word vatotaBuov would not have been strictly required, but
that a naval presence was assumed under ¢popa (cf. Thuc. 4.45.2 on the Athenian ¢ppoUplov at
Methana, which was also coastal).

The following clauses forbid the Halieians from campaigning with the enemies of Athens (. 8-
9), assisting them financially (Il. 10-11), or allowing them to install a garrison in Halieian
territory (Il. 11-12). In exchange, Athens pledges to defend Halieis if attacked (ll. 12-14). The
Athenians restate their right to maintain a military presence in Halieis, but agree to leave once

47 Matthaiou 2009, 164.
8 Lambert 20183, 11 with n. 49. On the Spartan fortification of Decelea see Thuc. 6.93.2, 7.27-28.
4 Lambert 2018a, 11.
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the war is over (Il. 16-19).°° This is clearly incompatible with a positively-expressed time limit,
whether thirty or fifty years, which Matthaiou supplies at |. 6 (see apparatus criticus). If we
must attempt to restore this line, the proposal of /G 13, ABevaiol[¢ kail haAtelow katd tade- ]
is to be preferred, as this does not contradict the other provisions of the treaty. This is followed
at ll. 19-20 by Athens giving the Halieians the right to appeal to the Athenian &fjpoc.

The oath-taking provisions imply, as Lambert observes, that the oaths were sworn at Athens
only: for the Athenians by the Boule and the generals (a total of 510 men, which is a significant
number), and for the Halieians by the envoys who have come to Athens to negotiate the
treaty.>* Two copies of the treaty were inscribed, an Athenian copy to be set up on the
Acropolis (. 32), and a Halieian copy erected at the sanctuary of Apollo in Halieis (ll. 33-34), the
existence of which has been confirmed by archaeological excavations.>?

D 2.9
Truce of Laches
423 BCE

The Spartans, or at least some of them, had been interested in peace since the Pylos debacle in
425, but the peace proposal which they proffered at the time was rejected by the Athenians
under the influence of Cleon (Thuc. 4.41).>3 However, by 423 the geopolitical situation had
changed considerably and now the Athenians had pressing reasons to seek a truce, not least
owing to their defeat by the Boeotians at Delium in 424 (4.96-97.1), shortly followed by the
conquest of Amphipolis by Brasidas (4.102-08). At 4.117.1, Thucydides explains that the
Athenians’ immediate purpose in seeking out a truce was to stop Brasidas’ highly successful
campaign in the northeast, which had caused the defection of many Athenian allies in the area.
The Spartans’ thinking follows at 4.117.2, but much of the text is corrupt, some words may be
missing, and the overall sense is difficult to retrieve; but what Thucydides may be trying to say
is that the Spartans were reluctant to allow Brasidas’ success in the northeast to continue lest

50 At 1. 16-17, whereas both Lambert (ABe | [vaiog 8¢ kaBiotdvat £ haldg dppoplav) and /G 13 (ABe | [vaiog 6¢
dularttev év halielol ppoplav), as well as Meritt and Davidson 1935, 67-69 and Meritt 1945, 245 place the
Athenian garrison in Halieis, Mattingly 1977, 372 n. 17 thinks the reference is to the garrison in Methana and
restores |. 18 év MeBavolg dpop]av. But given that this is a treaty with Halieis and not Methana, and given the
opinion of all other editors, Mattingly’s hypothesis is improbable.

5! Lambert 2018a, 11 with n. 53.

52 Jameson 1974, 71-72; Lambert 2018a, 11.

53 Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 2, 197 sees Ar. Eq. 794-96, performed in 424, as an allusion to this incident. The
text reads: ApxentoAépou &€ dépovtog | TV eiprivny €€eokédaoag, Tag mpeoPeiag T AneAalvelg | €k TRG MOAEwWC
paBanuyilwy, al tag omovdag mpokaiolvrtal (‘Archeptolemus brought peace and you tore it to ribbons; the
envoys who come to propose a truce you drive from the city with kicks in their arses.” Trans. Eugene O’Neill Jr.).
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the Athenians retaliate by executing the Spartan prisoners in their custody; or they were
worried that Brasidas might finally be defeated and the Athenians would lose their motivation
to make peace.>

Kagan writes that the truce ‘shows evidence of considerable negotiation, and discussion must
have occurred over a period of time to produce the final document’; similarly, Rhodes assumes
that preliminary discussions took place between the Athenians and Peloponnesians before the
latter formally submitted the peace proposal recorded at Thuc. 4.118.1-10.>° That negotiations
had been going on for some time is implicit at Thuc. 4.118.10 ot 6¢ ovteg TéAog €xovteg LovTwy,
ATEP KAl UHETC AC keheUeTe. 56

Chronologically, the Truce of Laches is the first treaty to be quoted verbatim by Thucydides. It is
not a replica of a single document composed at one point in time but, as E. Bickerman, H.
Bengtson, and A. Giovannini all recognized, a collation of three separate documents.>’ The first
document, the Peloponnesian peace proposal, contains the actual provisions of the truce. It
begins with stipulations regarding the sanctuary of Delphi (Thuc. 4.118.1-3), moves onto
territorial clauses (4.118.4), followed by a clause which restricts the Peloponnesians’ use of
warships (4.118.5), a guarantee of safe conduct for embassies to negotiate a longer peace
(4.118.6), a prohibition against the reception of deserters (4.118.7), an arbitration clause
(4.118.8), and finally an amendment clause (4.118.9-10). 118.11-12 is the Athenian decree
proposed in the Assembly by Laches and confirms Athens’ acceptance of the Peloponnesian
proposal. Finally, 119.1-2 records the date of ratification and the list of oath-takers. 119.3 is a
postscript written in Thucydides’ authorial voice and is not part of the treaty proper, but | have
decided to include it among the testimonia below.

LT 1: Thuc. 4.118.1

niepl pév tol tepol kal tol pavrteiouv T00 AntoAAwvoc tol NMuBiou Sokel AUTV xpficBal Tov
BouAdpevov adOAwG Kat Ade®¢ Katd ToU¢ matpioug vopoug. [2] tolg pév Aakedatpoviolg tadta
Sokel kat tolg Euppdyolg toig mapoliov: Bowwtolg 8¢ kai Dwkéag neiosv paoiv £¢ SUvaulv
TipooKnpUKeuOpevol. [3] mept € Thv xpnudtwy t@v 1ol B0l émipélecbal 6mwe tolg
adkolvtag €€eupnoopev, 6pBKC Kal Sikaiwg Tolg matpiolg vopoLg xpwuevol Kat UUETS Kal AUELS
kal TV BAwV ol BOUAGEVOL, TOTC TATPLOLS VOLLOLS XPWHEVOL TTAVTEC. [4] Ttept pév o0V ToUTwv

54 Rhodes, Peloponnesian War notes, 560; cf. HCT 3, 594. On the textual issues see HCT 3, 594-96.

55 Kagan 1974, 305; Rhodes, Peloponnesian War notes, 560; cf. HCT 3, 601. Among the members of the
Peloponnesian League, only Sparta, Corinth, Sicyon, Megara, and Epidaurus ratified the Truce (Thuc. 4.119.2). We
are not told (as we are for the Peace of Nicias: 5.17.2) that any state expressly rejected it, though the objection of
Boeotia and Phocis is implied at 4.118.2 (see below).

56 | am grateful to Dr. de Lisle for raising this point.

57 Bickerman 1952; comm. SdA no. 184, pp. 108-09; Giovannini 2007, 256-57.
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£60&e Aakedalpoviolg katl tolg GAAoL Euppdxols kotd tadta: tade &€ £6o&e Aakedalpoviolg kal
TO1¢ GANOLG EuppayoLg €av omovdag molivTal oi ABnvalol, £l TG aUTWOV PEVELV EKOTEPOUC
£yovtag arnep viv €xopeyv, TolC pev &v T Kopudaoiw £vtoc tfig Boudpddoc kal tod Topéwg
pévovtag, Toug 8¢ év KubnpoLg Kn EmMLULoYoUEVOUC £ TAV Euppayiav, HATE AUES TTPOC alToug
UNte aUToUG POG AUAC, Toug & év Nwoaia kal Mwvwa ) urtepBaivovtag thv 080V TV Ao Thv
TUAQV T®V Ttapa tol Nicou &mi to Moostdwviov, Ao &€ tol Noostbwviou eVOUG Emt TV
védupav thv £¢ Mwvwav (Lnd& Meyapeéag Kal toug Euppdxoug UnepBaivelv Thv 066V tavtnyv)
kal Thv vijoov, fvriep EAafov ol ABnvaiol, £xovtag, LNSE EMULOYOUEVOUC LNOETEPOUG
unéetépwoe, kat ta év Tpollijvy, ocamnep vOv €xouaot, kaB’ a uvéBevto npog ABnvaioug: [5] kal
T} BaAdoon xpwpévouc, 6oa Gv KOTA TAV £aUTV Kal Katd thv uppoayiav, Aakedalpovioug katl
TOoUG EUPAXOUG TIAETY Un pakpd vni, GAAW &€ kwTpel MAoiw, £¢ tevtokdola TAAavto dyovtl
HETpa. [6] kNpUKL &€ kal mpeoPeiqa kal dkoAolBolg, OmoooLg av oki, Tepl KataAloswg Tol
TIOAEpOU Kal 8KV €¢ Melomdvvnoov Kat ABrvale oTovSag ivat iodiot Kol drodiot Kot Kotd
viv kol katd Odlacoay. [7] ToUg 8¢ altopdloug ur 6£€xecBat £v TouTw T XPOVW, UATE
£€\elBepov unte So0Aov, pite UUAC UATE AUAC. [8] Sikag te S1dOvaL UUAEG Te AUV KAl UEG DTV
KOt Td maTpla, Ta dudiloya Sikn dtalvovrtag Gveu moAépou. [9] tolg pév Aakedatpoviolg katl
TOTC SUppdixoLe Tadta SoKel: €l 8¢ TL UV €ite kKAAALOV €lte SKALOTEPOV TOUTWV SOKET Elvad,
lovtec €¢ Aakedaipova S16aoKkeTe: 0USeVOC yap amootroovtal, 6oa Gv Sikala Aéynte, olte ol
AakeSauoviot oiTe ot Euppaxot. [10] ol 8¢ 16vTeg TENoC EXOVTES LOVTWY, ATEP KOl UMETLS UGS
keAevete. al 6€ omovdai éviautov €covtal. [11] €6ofev TG SNUW. AKAUAVTLG EMPUTAVEUE,
daivutnog éypappdreve, NIKLASNG EMeotdtel. Adyng eimte- TUXN Ayadii Ti ABnvaiwv- moteloBal
TV ékexelplav kab’ a Euyxwpoiiol Aakedatpoviot kal ol E0 U)oL AUTOV Kol WHoAoynoay &v T@
SAUW: TV EKeXELpiav Elvat EViauTov. [12] dpxewv 6€ THVSE THV UEPay, TETPASa Mt §éka ToD
EAadnBoALldvog pnvoc. [13] év Toutw T) Xpovw ovtag we AAMAAoug TPETPeLg Kal KNpUKOC
moteloBait toug Adyouc, kad’ OtL Eotal f KatdAuolg Tol moAgpou. [14] ékkAnoiav 8€ mowoavtog
ToUG oTpOTNYOoUG Kail ToU¢ putdavelg mp@tov mepl thg eiprvng BoulevoaoBatl ABnvaioug ko’
OtL av €oin ) mpeoPeia mepl Tfic kataALoswg Tol MoAépou. oneicacBatl 6 avTika pAaAa TAG
npeoPeiag &v Td SApw TAC MaPoUoas N MAV EUUEVELY &V TATE OTIOVSATG TOV EVIOUTOV.

[119.1] talta EuvéBevto Aakedatlpoviol kal Wpooav Kal ol Euppoayol ABnvaiolg kal Tolg
Euppayolg pnvog év Aakedaipovt Fepaotiov dwdekatn. [2] EuvetiBevto 8¢ kal £éomévéovto
Nakedatpoviwy pév olde: Talpog Exetipuida, ABrivailog NepikAeida, QloxapidacgEpulaida:
KopwBiwv &¢ Alvéag Qkutou, Eudauidog Aplotwvipou: ZIKUWVIwY 6& Aapdtinog Naukpdtoug,
‘Ovaopog MeyakAéoug Meyapewv 6€ Nikaoog KekdAou, Mevekpatng AudLdwpou- Emdaupiwv
6& Audiag EOmatida- ABnvaiwv 6€ ol otpatnyol Nikootpatoc Atettpédoug, Nikiag Niknpdatou,
AUTOKARG ToApalou. [3] n pév 8N ékexelpla alte éyéveto, Kal Euvijoav év alTh nmepl TV
pellovwy omovd®v SLd mavtog £€¢ Adyoug.

Concerning the sanctuary and the oracle of Pythian Apollo we resolve that any who wish should
have access according to the established laws, without fraud or fear. This is resolved by the
Spartans and their allies here present: and they undertake to use all diplomatic means to
persuade the Boeotians and Phocians likewise. Concerning the money belonging to the god, it is
resolved that we shall be diligent to discover the guilty parties, properly and justly in accordance
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with the established laws, both you and we and those others who so wish, all in accordance
with the established laws. These are the resolutions of the Spartans and their allies in the
matters aforesaid. A resolution of the Spartans and their allies in the event of the Athenians
making a treaty. Both parties to remain within their own territory, retaining possession of what
we each now hold: the Athenians at Coryphasium to stay within the bounds of Bouphras and
Tomeus; those in Cythera to have no communication with the Peloponnesian alliance, neither
we with them nor they with us; at Nisaea and Minoa not to go beyond the road leading from the
gates at the shrine of Nisus to the temple of Poseidon, and then directly from the temple of
Poseidon to the bridge over to Minoa (nor should the Megarians or their allies cross this road);
the Athenians to keep the island of Minoa which they have captured, but with no
communication in either direction; and at Troezen the Athenians to retain what they now
control, as agreed with them by the Troezenians. In the use of the sea, the Spartans and their
allies may sail in their own and allied coastal waters in any oared vessel of a capacity up to five
hundred measures, but not in warships. There shall be safe conduct both by land and by sea for
any herald or embassy (with attendants as appropriate) travelling to or from the Peloponnese or
Athens in diplomacy to end the war or settle disputes. During this period there shall be no
reception of deserters, either free or slave, either by you or by us. You shall be legally
accountable to us, and we to you, according to established practice, and any matters of
contention shall be resolved by arbitration without recourse to war. These are the resolutions of
the Spartans and their allies. If you reach better or fairer resolutions than these, come to Sparta
and explain them to us. Neither the Spartans nor their allies will refuse to consider any fair
proposals which you make. Those who come should come with full executive authority, as you
required of our spokesmen too. The truce shall be for one year.

A resolution of the council and people. Prytany Acamantis, secretary Phaenippus, president
Niciades. Proposer Laches. May it be to the good of the Athenians. Resolved to conclude the
truce on the terms agreed by the Spartans and their allies and confirmed by them before the
people: the truce to be for one year, and to begin on this day, the fourteenth of the month
Elaphebolion. During this period ambassadors and heralds shall travel between the two parties
to discuss terms for the ending of the war. The generals and the prytaneis shall first convene an
assembly to consider a permanent peace: thereafter, if it is agreed to send and receive
embassies concerning an end to the war, the Athenians shall deliberate on any proposals made.
The embassies here present now shall immediately ratify the truce before the people, and
swear to abide by it for the year.

This was agreed between the Spartans and their allies and the Athenians and their allies on the
twelfth day of the Spartan month Gerastius. The agreement was made and ratified by the
following: for the Spartans, Taurus the son of Echetimidas, Athenaeus the son of Pericleidas,
Philocharidas the son of Eryxilaidas; for the Corinthians, Aeneas the son of Ocytus, Euphamidas
the son of Aristonymus; for the Sicyonians, Damotimus the son of Naucrates, Onasimus the son
of Megacles; for the Megarians, Nicastus the son of Cecalus, Menecrates the son of
Amphidorus; for the Epidaurians, Amphias the son of Eupaeidas; and for the Athenians the



101

generals Nicostratus the son of Diitrephes, Nicias the son of Niceratus, Autocles the son of
Tolmaeus.

So this truce was made, and throughout its duration they continued negotiations for a longer-
lasting treaty.

(trans. Martin Hammond)

LT 2: Diod. 12.72.5

ABnvaiol 8¢ mpog AakeSatpovioug orovoac éviauoioug EmoLoavto KoTd TaUTag TAG
OpoAoyiag, Mot EXELV EKOTEPOUC WV TOTE KUPLOL KABELOTAKETQV.

The Athenians made a one-year truce with the Lacedaemonians based on the agreement that
each of them should hold what they controlled at the time.

(own trans.)

Thuc. 4.118.1-2 is broadly concerned with the important panhellenic sanctuary of Delphi. The
first clause implies that Athenian access to Delphi was limited on account of the war, though
scholars note that even visitors from the Peloponnese may have encountered difficulties
travelling there due to disturbed conditions in the Gulf of Corinth.>® There is no evidence that
the Athenians in particular were ever formally barred from Delphi, but Hornblower suggests
that the hostility of Boeotia and Phocis, allies of Sparta whose territory encompassed much of
the land route from Athens to Delphi via the Sacred Way, may have made the pilgrimage
hazardous, as implied by a passage of Aristophanes’ Aves (188-89): fjv iéval BoulwpeBa |
MuBwde, Bowwtoug diodov attoupeda (‘If we want to go to Pytho, we ask the Boeotians for safe
passage’).”® Gomme speculates that even Athenians taking the maritime route to Delphi via the
Gulf of Corinth could have been prevented from going further after docking at the Phocian port
town of Cirrha.® But the question is complicated by the notice of Pausanias (10.11.6) that the
Athenians erected a victory dedication in Delphi connected to the general Phormio’s campaign
of 429 (on which see Thuc. 2.83-92, 102-03), which implies that there were indeed Athenian
pilgrims in Delphi during the Archidamian War (although the monument may have not been
installed until 423).%1 And we have evidence for the presence of Athenian sacred ambassadors

58 parke and Wormell 1956, 196; Kagan 1974, 305-06.

59 Own trans. For discussion see Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 2, 363; more confident about a de facto if not de jure
exclusion is Zeilhofer 1959, 67-68: ,Dariiberhinaus war Athen der Zugang nach Delphoi durch Boiotien auf der
,Heiligen StraRe” bisher verschlossen.’ Boeotia also rejected the Peace of Nicias (Thuc. 5.17.2), which was still
legally in force when Aves premiered in 414.

80 HCT 3, 596.

61 parker 1985, 325 n. 98.
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or Bswpol at another panhellenic sanctuary, that of Isthmia, in 411 (Thuc. 8.10.1), which was
controlled by Corinth at a time when Athens and Corinth were certainly at war.%?

G. Zeilhofer views the Delphi clause as a significant concession to Athens by the Peloponnesians
and specifically by Sparta, with the latter disavowing any interest in ‘Laconizing’ Delphi,
choosing instead to maintain it as a truly panhellenic sanctuary even at the expense of Spartan
influence.®® However, Hornblower argues that Spartan influence over Delphi was already quite
limited, and suggests that the foundation of a Spartan colony at Heraclea in Trachis in 426
(Thuc. 3.92) might have been intended in part to increase Spartan representation on the council
of the Delphic Amphictyony.®* The implied refusal of Boeotia and Phocis to immediately accept
the Truce (at 4.118.2, they need to be ‘persuaded’ by the Spartans) perhaps stemmed from the
awareness that they, and not the Spartans, actually had the power to allow or disallow
Athenian access to Delphi.

The basis of Thuc. 4.118.4 is the maintenance of the territorial status quo as it stood at the time
of the truce’s composition; but as the Peace of Nicias would soon show, the ultimate objective
was more or less a reversion to the status quo ante bellum, that is, to the territorial situation of
431. Specific locales mentioned in the truce include Coryphasium (the Spartan name for Pylos,
cf. 4.3.2), as well as Bouphras and Tomeus which, though not securely identified, were located
in Messenia in the general neighbourhood of Pylos.®® Cythera, captured by Nicias in 424, was to
remain provisionally in Athenian hands; there is no indication that the truce interfered with the
four talents’ tribute imposed at Thuc. 4.57.4. Nisaea, the port of Megara on the Saronic Gulf,
had also been seized by Athens in 424 during an unsuccessful attempt to take Megara itself
(4.69). The Athenians would retain it in 421 in response to the Boeotians’ refusal to relinquish
Plataea (5.17.2). Minoa, an island located near Megara, was captured, again by Nicias, in 427
(3.51) and the bridge (vépupa) mentioned in the present treaty led from there to the mainland;
Minoa may also be the vijoov, fivitep €AafBov ol ABnvaiol referred to at 4.118.4 (Hornblower),
but others see a reference to a different island altogether, perhaps Atalanta (Steup), or
Methana (Gomme).%¢ Troezen was captured by Athens in 425 (4.45.2), and 4.118.4 kali td é€v
Tpoulijvy, 6carmep viv €xouot, kaB’ a EuvéBevto mpog ABnvaiouc implies a preexisting treaty
between Athens and Troezen, not previously reported by Thucydides.®’

52 Hornblower 1992, 193 writes, ‘This passage proves official Athenian attendance at a sanctuary in hostile
territory.’

63 Zeilhofer 1959, 68.

64 Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 2, 363; cf. Hornblower 1992, 189. Conversely, Falkner 1999 emphasizes Spartan
military objectives as the spur to Heraclea’s foundation.

85 0n Coryphasium/Pylos see IACP, p. 557. For attempts to identify Bouphras and Tomeus see Wilson 1970 and
Pritchett 1994, 157-58.

%6 Classen/Steup ad loc.; HCT 3, 599-600; Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 2, 366-67.

57 HCT 3, 600.
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4.118.5 is a challenging passage. H.T. Wallinga prefers to delete taAavta altogether and make
do with pétpa (the two together being redundant, as they can both be used as units of
measurement). In 1964, deeming the Athenian demand ‘not so unreasonable,” he reckoned the
maximume-sized vessel now allowed to the Peloponnesians as, roughly, something on the scale
of a thirty-oared képkoupoc.®® However, by 1993 he had revised his interpretation and now
considered penteconters or similarly-sized boats as the upper limit envisaged by this clause.®®
Penteconters, while serviceable as freighters, were ‘on no account a warship of anything like
the value of the trireme.”’% So long as the truce lasted, neither the Spartans nor their more
navally adept allies (Corinth especially comes to mind) would be able to harass the Athenians by
sea.’! This is a surprising concession by the Peloponnesians, especially since no reciprocal
demands are made on the Athenians, despite their enormous navy (a reported 300 triremes in
431: Thuc. 2.13.8). On the other hand, 4.118.7, which forbids either side to receive deserters
(abTopoAoUG), seems to have favoured the Spartans, as many helots were then escaping to
Athenian-occupied Pylos, although the desertion of free sailors in the Athenian fleet in search
of higher wages with the Peloponnesians also appears to have been a problem (1.121.3).72

4.118.8 is the Truce’s arbitration clause. M. Ostwald interprets katd ta natpla here to mean
‘the “traditional ways” short of war in which disputes were normally expected to be settled in
the Greek world,’ i.e., arbitration (8ikat).”® Several passages from Thucydides’ authorial
narrative imply that other treaties, notably the Thirty Years’ Peace, also contained an
arbitration clause (1.78.4, 140.2, 144.2, 145, 7.18.2), but the Truce of Laches, like the Thirty
Years’ Peace, proposes neither a specific arbitrator nor specific arbitration procedures.”

The Athenian resolution begins at 4.118.11. Curiously, the enactment formula reads €5oev t@®
6Nuw (‘the People decided’) instead of the expected £€60€ev tfj BoUAR kal T® Snuw (‘the Boule
and People decided’). The simplest explanation is that this is a manuscript error, a position
maintained for example by Rhodes.”> But the unanimity of the manuscript tradition argues
against this, suggesting that the omission stretches back to Thucydides himself. A. Kirchhoff
argues that the enactment formula lacks tfj BouAfj because the Athenian resolution was
formulated in the Assembly without reference to the Boule (and not because it was a non-
probouleumatic decree).’® But this flies in the face of what we know about Athenian legislative

58 Wallinga 1964, 12-13.

9 Wallinga 1993, 25 n. 33.

70 Wallinga 1964, 40.

71 Corinth is attested sending thirty triremes to Leucimme in 435 (Thuc. 1.27.2), ninety to Sybota in 432 (1.46.1),
and forty to Acarnania to restore Evarchus of Astacus, a local tyrant, in 431/30 (2.33.1).

72 HCT 3, 601; Kagan 1974, 306.

73 Ostwald 1982, 4; cf. Adcock and Mosley 1975, 210; E. Harris and A. Magnetto, OCD*s.v. ‘Arbitration, Greek.’
74 Ostwald 1982, 4.

7> Rhodes 1998, 156, 301.

76 Kirchhoff 1895, 14.
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procedure, where an item could not even be considered by the Assembly without prior
consideration of the Boule.”” Hornblower suggests that tfj BouAfj was excised from the
enactment formula by Thucydides himself, noting his apparent habit of neglecting the Boule
where its involvement is to be expected (e.g., 1.139.3, 3.36.5).”% In a later article, he speculates
that by ignoring the Boule, Thucydides seeks to emphasize the more democratic elements of
the Athenian constitution, which he portrays in an unflattering light; accounting for the
supposedly more conservative and less easily manipulated Boule would have challenged his
desired portrayal of an unruly 6fjpoc.”® However, | am not persuaded by this. In the one case
where a treaty survives both in Thucydides and on stone — | am speaking of the Quadruple
Alliance of 420 - the differences between the two versions are demonstrably minor.%°

Pace Kirchhoff, may simply be dealing with a non-probouleumatic decree. Admittedly these are
very uncommon for our period: the only earlier example of which | am aware is IG 131 = ML 14,
an Athenian decree of ca. 500 BCE relating to Salamis.?! Subsequently there are no
epigraphically-attested instances of a non-probouleumatic decree until /G 2228 = RO 18, an
honorary decree for Clazomenae dating to 387/86.8? But this is the best solution that | can think
of unless (as is possible) we are prepared to ascribe the omission to a very early manuscript
error.

The proposer of the decree is Laches, whom we have already encountered as the proposer of
the Halieis treaty. From 427 to 425, he was involved in the Athenian expedition to Sicily (Thuc.
3.86.1), an aggressive campaign, so it is perhaps ironic that we now find him advancing the
cause of peace.®? On the other hand, the list of swearers (4.119.2) is less reliable evidence for
an individual’s political leanings; Gomme writes, ‘The strategoi who “signed” this agreement
were ordered to do so by the ekklesia, and were so ordered, because, as likely as not, they
were the only strategoi present.’®* It is a reasonable guess that Nicias, one of the three
Athenian oath-takers, really was in favour of the Truce (judging from his support in 421 for the
peace treaty which bears his name), but that is all we can say.

77 Lambert 2017, 7.

78 Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 2, 369: ‘Th. is very coy about mentioning the boule at all. This is part of his general
impatience with constitutional procedures and details.” Hornblower 2009, 255-57 lists such examples.

7 Hornblower 2009, 260-61.

80 On the Quadruple Alliance, Hornblower himself says, ‘The few and small discrepancies ... can now be seen to be
very small indeed’ (Comm. on Thuc. 3, 109).

81 Comm. ML 14, pp. 26-27.

82 Cf. comm. RO 18, p. 78.

83 Gomme (HCT 3, 605) cautions that while Laches clearly was in favour of peace in 423, we should not extrapolate
that he was pro-peace in all circumstances; he would later partake in the aggressive Mantinea campaign of 418.

8 HCT 3, 605.
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D 2.10
Athenian alliance with Perdiccas Il of Macedon
423 BCE

ET 1 (= /G 1389) is highly fragmentary, indeed literally so, as it consists of no fewer than nine
separate fragments (labelled ag-i), all recovered on the Athenian Acropolis. The order of
fragments in the /G 13 edition, which | reproduce below, is hdefgacbi. In 1990, R.M. Errington
proposed a date in the 440s for the inscription, stressing Athens’ strength and energy in the
Thraceward region at the time as evidenced by the foundation of a colony at Brea, probably
located in the valley of the Strymon, around 445 (/G 1346 = OR 142).%% It is indeed true that
Thucydides, in his narrative of the Pentacontaetia (1.57.2), writes that Perdiccas Il, ‘formerly an
ally and friend’ of the Athenians (E0ppaxog mpotepov kat ¢pilog wv), turned hostile, perhaps
implying an earlier alliance (though Borza cautions that this does not necessarily presuppose a
formal interstate relationship).8¢ But such an early date is incompatible with Tracy, who
ascribes ET 1 to the cutter of /G 221386, whose attested career only began in 423/22.%’

The precise relationship between ET 1 and LT 1 (= Thuc. 4.132.1) is unclear, but | argue that
both describe the same treat. The just-cited passage of Thucydides is certainly set in summer
423 and it is primarily for this reason that ET 1 should be assigned to the same year. The
context of the Thucydidean passage is Perdiccas’ campaign against the Lyncestian dynast
Arrhabaeus earlier that year, undertaken in concert with Brasidas (Thuc. 4.124). When,
however, the lllyrian mercenaries serving under Perdiccas defected to Arrhabaeus (4.125), the
relationship between Perdiccas and Brasidas deteriorated irretrievably (4.128.4-5). Accordingly,
Perdiccas had good reason to seek out what Thucydides, in the passage quoted above, calls a
ouoloyia with the Athenians, which J.W. Cole identifies with ET 1.8 E.N. Borza, who also dates
the inscription to 423, argues that it offered Perdiccas not only a stable western frontier but
also a powerful ally against Brasidas. Furthermore, |. 31 ... kal o06£€va ko]méag éxoayev £€dco
€au pE ABg[vaio..., which appears to guarantee Athens as the sole export market for
Macedonian timber, fits well the geopolitical context of 423: after the fall of Amphipolis in 424,
Borza suggests, Athens will have sought out Macedon as a new source for timber.8?

85 Errington 1990, 15-16, 267.

86 Borza 1990, 153; cf. 139 n. 20.

8 Tracy 2016, 124.

88 Cole 1974, 69; cf. Cole 1977, 29-30; Rhodes, Peloponnesian War notes, 562.
89 Borza 1990, 154; cf. Cole 1977, 30.
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N.G.L. Hammond and G.T. Griffith favour 415, as Perdiccas, having turned on Athenians once
again after 423, is known to have reconciled with them at some point between 416 and 414.°°

Considering all sides of the debate, | maintain 423 as the most probable date of ET 1, since both
Athens and Perdiccas now stood to gain from an alliance. Brasidas had to be considered a
potential threat to Macedonian interests as soon as he and Perdiccas fell out, while the danger
he posed to Athenian interests in Chalcidice was plainly evident. An alliance ensured that both
Athens and Perdiccas could face Brasidas on a united front and simultaneously foreclose any
threat to Perdiccas’ realm posed by Athenian campaigning in the northeast.

ET1:/G 1389
Findspot: Acropolis, Athens
Lettering: careless Attic

Layout: possibly stoichedon 97
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% Hammond and Griffith 1979, 136. Thuc. 7.9 has Perdiccas serving with the Athenian general Euetion in a
campaign against the now-independent Amphipolis in summer 414, so we may assume that this is the terminus
ante quem for the reconciliation.
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— Mattingly 145 n. 16. 34 xouvBékag t]ag n[p]og Hiller.  56-57 kal Tolg xoUUUAxOLG: Tiepl &€ ToUTOV |
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YVOLUEV éxoeveykeTo he Bo]AE ATL; mpeoBevcacBo 6£? he Bo]AE Davis; mpooayyeAdato 6& he BoOJAE
Wilhelm. 57-58 Mepbikkav xoupupayiav kabamep A|Bevaiol keAsVooly, kai holtav ATL. 60 [hoibe
npéo]Bec David; [6pvuov dpxo]vte¢ ATL.  60-61 Apxéhag MN[epdikko, Aépormoc Mepdikko, AAEXoavVEpPOG
AAkETO,] Mevéhaog - - - Hammond/Griffith.

... five ... should stop ... [— proposed: the] other, in other respects as proposed by the council ...
but from the other allies ... renew if [both sides] want it ... send to Athens ... if they do not do
this ... the horsemen and the ... alliance(?) with Perdiccas and his allies ... and with Arrhabaeus
and his allies ... five men; the embassy that has arrived ... should send [to] the ... there shall be,
concerning him ... the decree ... [if] Perdiccas thinks it good ... that Perdiccas should send ...
whomever he wants ... the treaty ... access or income should be ... [before the council and the
people] within ten days without fail ... the generals having negotiated. ... If an Athenian ...
double. There should be regarding the ... [to add] and take away whatever both sides [think
good] ... Perdiccas shall swear the oath and ... Perdiccas and the other Macedonians ...
themselves, and they shall swear: ‘I will act and [speak] ... [and] have the same friends and
enemies [as the Athenians] ... deal fairly [with the] Athenians and without deceit and [without
harm] ... to the best of my ability to the people of the [Athenians ... and] | will not let [any] oar-
wood be exported, except to an Athenian ... of the Athenians, unless Athenians ... [to the best of
my] ability, however many wish ... to the Athenians, the ... [Perdiccas] and the kings with
Perdiccas ... on exactly equal terms.” Swear ... and curse him who does not keep it ... Perdiccas
and the children [of Perdiccas] ... according to the law before the king ... we will not go to war
against any city that Perdiccas [rules] ... | will keep the treaty with Perdiccas ... which the
Athenians have made, if Perdiccas acts without deceit ... neither Perdiccas himself nor the ...
before whom | have sworn the oath, not ... to the same gods. [The secretary of the council] is to
record this ... [and] write down [the names] of those who have sworn and the cities ... shall
record besides ... the kolakretai shall [give the money] ... the ambassadors ... report [to] the
[council] ... the ambassadors ... alliance ... under the following ... both sides want ... opposite the
... of themselves ... [who proposes] or votes ... because of ... his property [is to be] confiscated
[and of the goddess the tenth].

[The council and the] people [decided]. Aiantis [was the prytany]; resolution of the generals:
that the [alliance with Perdiccas] begin [immediately; that the use of] the trading posts [be
permitted] to Arrhabaeus [and his] allies, as well as to Perdiccas ... the council(?) to Arrhabaeus
[and his] allies. Arrhabaeus should make [friendship with Perdiccas] ... and if Arrhabaeus
becomes a friend, they should also make friendship [and an alliance] with Arrhabaeus; [that the
secretary of the council] should add [this decision to the] earlier decision. ...

... of the Macedonians: Perdiccas [son of Alexander], Alcetes son of Alexandros, Archelas son of
Perdiccas, ... Menelaus son of Alexander, Agelaus son of Alcetes, —yrus son of Alcetes, Byrginus
son of Craston, ... Agerrus son of Philip, Eurylochus son of Bo—, Alexaneder son of Pantaponus,
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Neoptolemus, ... —tilus, Eulandrus, Antigenes, —ycles, Adimus, Cleander, P—, —bus, Lycaeus,
Nomenius, Craston, ..., Stadmeas, Nicandrus, Phyl—(?), —machus, Gaeteas, Callias, Mela—, —
nicos, Corratas, Andr—, ... Corrabon, Dad[.]nus, Idatas, D—, —itas, Corratas, ... Meleager,
Dirbeas, Arrhabaeus, A—, —sytteas, Cat—, ... Limnaeus, Buc][. .]s, Autannius, ..., Callimachus, ...
Derdas, King Antiochus, De—, King —, ... —us, Eri—, —lochus, Hi—, ..., —cus, A—, ... —nus,
Bordino—, ... Attacinus, Andro—, —sthynus, Etharus, Arr—, —nas, Cratennas, Thres—,
Pausanias son of Machetas, ... Agerrhus, Botres, Lyce—, —us, Agathon, Misgon.

(own trans., based on the German trans. of Klaus Hallof)

LT 1: Thuc. 4.132.1

neplteyllopévng 8& tiig Zkuwvng MNepdikkag Tolg TWv ABnvaiwv oTpaTnyolc EMIKNPUKEUGAUEVOG
opoAoyiav rotettat podg toug ABnvaioug St thv told Bpaoidou €xBpav mepi tfig €k Tfic AUykou
avoxwpnoewg, eLOUC ToTE APEAUEVOC TTPACOELY.

While the wall was being built round Scione, Perdiccas contacted the Athenian generals and
came to an agreement with the Athenians (this was because of his hatred from Brasidas arising
out of the retreat from Lyncus, and he had begun negotiations immediately after the retreat).

(trans. Martin Hammond)

Assuming that the present treaty does in fact date to 423, a number of probable clauses can be
more securely extracted from the literary sources than from the fragmentary text of the
inscription itself. In 422, Cleon requested military support from Perdiccas in the Amphipolis
campaign ‘in accordance with the alliance’ (Thuc. 5.6.2 kai méppag wg Mepdikkav mPEoPeLg,
OTWG TIAPAYEVOLTO oTPATLY Kata TO Euppayikov); while, Cole remarks, they are not recorded
subsequently fighting at Amphipolis, ‘it does not follow, of course, that they were not there.”®!
And ET 1 1. 28, with the familiar formula [kail 10]¢ aUTog dpiloc vould kat £x0p[0g hoomep av
ABevaiol], does in fact denote a military alliance. Earlier, at Thuc. 4.132.2 (and so immediately
after the conclusion of the treaty according to Thucydides’ chronology), Perdiccas had also
persuaded the Thessalians to deny Spartan reinforcements under Ischagoras passage through
their territory. Thucydides states that Perdiccas did this at the request of Nicias and does not
expressly connect it with the treaty, but | suspect that there was a clause by which Perdiccas
pledged to use his influence with the Thessalians to hinder the Spartans and their allies or,
failing that, to at least deny them passage through Macedonian territory.

The certain provisions of the inscription begin (ll. 1-13) with Athens undertaking to despatch an
embassy to Perdiccas and the other Macedonian oath-takers listed at Il. 60ff. Line 31 [kai

1 Cole 1974, 69.
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oU6€va ko]meag €xoayev €aco éap pE ABe[vaio], if correctly restored prohibits the sale of
Macedonian timber to states other than Athens and thus ensures an Athenian monopoly on its
import. Hoffman is acutely cognizant of its significance: ‘This exclusive right to Macedonian
wood is undoubtedly the single most important clause of the treaty. Not only was Athens
hoping to receive military support from the north Aegean but also to secure sources for crucial
raw materials at the same time.’%?

Embedded within the inscription is an affirmation of the reconciliation between Perdiccas and
Arrhabaeus as brokered by the Athenians (Il. 55-59), although its precise terms are obscure.®3
Since Athens was obliged to count the same friends and enemies as Perdiccas, the Athenians
may have insisted on this reconciliation as a condition of the alliance, as it spared them from
having to assist Perdiccas in an obscure dynastic dispute just as an appreciable part of their
apxn was in revolt.

D211
Athenian treaty with the Bottiaei
423/22-421/20 BCE

The Bottiaei were the inhabitants of Bottice, a subregion of Thrace centred on the city of
Spartolus (Thuc. 2.79), and were probably of Greek origin.®* By the time of the Peloponnesian
War, they were members of the Delian League, albeit as individual communities rather than
collectively, and several Bottiaean cities appear in the Athenian tribute lists.% In 432 they
revolted from Athens at the instigation of Perdiccas Il in cooperation with Potidaea and
Olynthus, the latter becoming the capital of a Chalcidian federal state (Thuc. 1.57-58).%¢

ET 1 consists of eight fragments all recovered on the Athenian Acropolis except for fr. h, which
was found in the Agora. As there is no archon-name the date is not immediately obvious;
however, Tracy identifies its cutter with the cutter of /G 22 1386, whose attested career
spanned from 423/22 to 394/93.%7 Meritt, noting that the Bottiaean cities Tripolae and
Cemacae (Il. 46-67) appear in the tribute quota list of 421/20 (/G 13285.3 Il. 8, 11), posits that

92 Hoffman 1975, 361; cf. comm. SdA%no. 186, p. 113.

93 Cf. Hoffman 1975, 362.

% Flensted-Jensen 1995, 108-11; Flensted-Jensen in IACP, p. 811.

% Cemacae and Tripolae in 421/20 (/G 13285.3 II. 8, 11); Aeolitae on several occasions (/G 13278.61. 7; 279.2 |. 84;
77.51.17).

% Cf. Flensted-Jensen 1995, 126-28.

% Tracy 2016, 124.
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year as the terminus ante quem.%®

ET1:1G1376
Findspot: fragments a-g: Acropolis, Athens; fragment h: Agora, Athens
Lettering: developed Attic

Layout: stoichedon 42
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% Meritt 1925, 30, noting at 31 that none of the Bottiaean towns listed in the present treaty (Il. 45-47, 53) are
present in the autonomy clause of the Peace of Nicias (Thuc. 5.18.5): ‘Assuming, then, that the Bottic alliance was
made after the Peace of Nicias, we must also assume that cities party to the alliance were hostile to Athens at the
time the Peace of Nicias was ratified. And yet there is no mention of these cities in the document of peace.’
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[K]lepakal vacat
reliquiae versuum vacat

saltem quinque vacat

in latere dextro stelae, prope v. 21 partis anticae:
vacat
53 hato[Aslov]

vacat

13 [tag opohoyiac] Lolling.  33-34 [0¢ £xool ABevaiol damoddval Bottiaiol| ¢ vor h[og €xoowv ABevaiol,
amod6val Bottiaio| 1] Tod.

... the assessments are ... which ... should offer arbitration ... whenever ... the others ... each of
them ... [that both swear] the oath, [of the Athenians the] council and the [generals and the
other magistrates, of the] Bottiaei the council [and the generals] and [the other] officials in [the
cities of the] Bottiaei. [The oath] for the Athenians is as follows: [‘l will help the] Bottiaei who
have concluded [the alliance], and [will keep] the alliance with the Bottiaei faithfully and
without deceit, and will be willing to do as agreed; [and | will not] bear a grudge regarding the
past.” [The Bottiaei] are to swear [as follows]: ‘we will be friends [of the Athenians and] allies,
loyal and without deceit, and have the same [friends and] enemies as the Athenians, and | will
not [help] the enemies of the Athenians, neither with money nor [arms, nor] will | bear a grudge
regarding the past.’ This treaty and the [oath] shall be written up by the Athenians on the
Acropolis on a stone [stele], and also the names of the [cities of the Bottiaei] that have
concluded the treaty of friendship [and alliance]; and add to the stele the [name of the archon
under whom] the treaty was concluded. The Bottiaei are to write them up on stone [stelae],
erecting them [in the sanctuaries] of their cities, and add to the [stelae] the names of the
archons of the Bottiaei under whom the treaties [were concluded]. To administer the [oaths to
the Bottiaei, the] people are to [immediatelly select five men [from among all the Athenians].
The hostages they have ...

Eucrates [proposed: otherwise as requested by the council], but the names ... the generals ...
when the oaths ... the Bottiaei give back ... do not decide to give back ... that they answer ... or
also draft resolutions without ... as the Bottiaei advise. ... These are the cities:  vacat
Calindoea vacat Tripoeae vacat Cemacae vacat

Haeolium vacat

(own trans., based on the German trans. of Klaus Hallof)
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The first seven lines of the inscription are extremely fragmentary, but there is mention of
assessments (Il. 1-2 tag td] | xoeg), presumably of tribute, as well as 6i[kag] (I. 4), a probable
reference to lawsuits.?® The text becomes more legible from |. 8 onwards. There is an oath
taken by the Athenians to defend the Bottiaei, to stay true to the alliance, and to forget past
wrongs (I. 15 o0 pve]owkakéoo). The Bottiaei, for their part, pledge to have the same friends
and enemies as the Athenians, not to aid Athens’ enemies and, like the Athenians, to forget
past wrongs. This is followed by instructions for publishing the decree (with copies to be
erected at Athens on the Acropolis and, it seems, in each of the Bottiaean cities) and the
selection of Athenian oath-administrators (Il. 30-32, five Athenians chosen by the 6fjuog). There
is a somewhat cryptic reference to (Bottiaean?) hostages before the text breaks off: Il. 32-33
10] | ¢ 8¢ ouépog h[og Exoot ... . C.J. Joyce, following M.N. Tod’s restoration (see apparatus
criticus), reasonably posits that the lost part of |. 33 ensures their return.!% The Athenian
prescript follows, and the treaty concludes with a list of the Bottiaean cities included in the
treaty, which does not include Spartolus (Tod believes that Spartolus was in revolt until the
Peace of Nicias, where its autonomous but tribute-paying status is confirmed: Thuc. 5.18.4=D
2.12 LT 1).2%' The name of the proposer of the Athenian decree, Eucrates, is preserved (l. 34),
but the name is far too common for him to be identified.%?

Joyce writes that the treaty ‘was contracted on a theoretical principle of equality, where it lay in
the interest of each party to forgive the other for what had been done a decade earlier.”'% This
is evident in the Bottiaean oath, where loyalty is sworn not to Athens alone but also to the
allies of Athens (Il. 17-18 ¢pilol éoope[Ba ABevaiolg kal xoUp]paxot mots[¢] kafi] | ddoAog); |
suspect that this reflects the political sensitivity of Bottice and the Athenians’ caution not to
alienate its newly-recovered allies there.

D 2.12
Peace of Nicias
421 BCE

Hostilities between Athens and Sparta resumed in summer 422 with a northeastern campaign
led by Cleon (Thuc. 5.2). This culminated in the battle of Amphipolis, where both Brasidas and

9 Meritt 1925, 30; comm. Tod 68, p. 167; Joyce 2008, 509.

100 Joyce 2008, 509 with n. 7. On the possible identity of the hostages see Panagopoulos 1978, 202-03.
101 Comm. Tod 68, p. 167; Flensted-Jensen 1995, 119-22.

102 | GPN 2 s.v. EUkpdTng.

103 Joyce 2008, 511.
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Cleon perished and which was, according to Thucydides (5.16.1), the catalyst which prompted
both sides to decide to make peace. D.M. Lewis writes, ‘It is hard to believe that any serious
war-party survived at Athens or Sparta, and the simultaneous deaths of Cleon and Brasidas
were universally treated as symbolic,” as seen for example in Aristophanes’ Pax, likely
composed while peace negotiations were underway and performed less than two weeks before
the Peace of Nicias was ratified (ultimately, Aristophanes received second place at the Dionysia
of 421).1%* The play centres on an Athenian, Trygaeus, who through fantastical means brings the
Peloponnesian War to an end, liberating the goddess Eirene (Peace) from the cave where she is
imprisoned; the ‘pestles of war,” Cleon and Brasidas, which since 431 had been grinding Greece
to powder, are nowhere to be found (Ar. Pax. 261-286).1%

The removal of Cleon and Brasidas from the scene allowed for the emergence of another
Athenian-Spartan pair who were committed, not to prolonging the war, but to ending it: Nicias,
the Athenian statesman and general, and Pleistoanax, the Agiad king of Sparta.'% Thucydides
does not hesitate to speculate on their motives: Nicias, he claims, while eager to avoid defeat
on the battlefield loss of face, also genuinely desired to give his fellow Athenians a respite from
a decade of war (5.16.1). As for Pleistoanax, his peculiar backstory is used by Thucydides to
explain his motives. In 446, towards the end of the First Peloponnesian War, Pleistoanax led a
Peloponnesian invasion of Attica but unexpectedly withdrew. Upon his return to Sparta, he was
fined and, unable to pay the fine, exiled on the basis of accusations that he had been bribed by
Pericles to retreat (cf. Thuc. 1.114.2; 2.21.1), and was not restored to his throne until 427.1%7 |t
cannot have helped his cause that the Pylos disaster occurred not long after his recall. Even in
421 he was still insecure on his throne, as he had domestic opponents claiming that his
restoration was illegal on the grounds that he and his brother Aristocles had supposedly bribed
the Pythia to endorse his recall. It is therefore likely true, as Thucydides claims (5.16.1-17.1),

104 Lewis 1992a, 431; Olson 1998, xxxi. The Peace took effect on 25 Elaphebolion in the Attic calendar (Thuc.
5.19.1), and 13 Elaphebolion was probably the last day of the Dionysia: see Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 2, 490.
105 | paraphrase Adcock 1927, 249: ‘The play reflects the growing desire for peace, the realization that fratricidal
strife was grinding Greece to powder, and that now there was hope, because the two “pestles of war” had
vanished.’ Sicking 1998, 83 takes a dimmer view, downplaying Aristophanes’ optimism: ,Aristophanes konnte im
voraus wissen, dal} ein Vertrag in diesem Augenblick den Krieg nicht endgliltig beseitigen wiirde: die Lage ist fiir
eine wirkliche Verséhnung nicht geeignet, die Gegner werden einander nicht in Ruhe lassen bevor der eine den
anderen der vélligen Vernichtung preisgegeben haben wird.’

106 On Thucydides’ emphasis on the role of individuals in the events surrounding the Peace of Nicias see Hunt 2017,
140; cf. more generally Tsakmakis 2006 and Gribble 2006.

107 The truth of the accusation of bribery is disputed: Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 1, 186 suggests that
Pleistoanax’s withdrawal was the result of some kind of preliminary agreement with the Athenians that did not
involve bribery. Philippides 1985 argues that Pleistoanax was spooked by the solar eclipse of 2 September 446.
Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 2, 467 and Gomme at HCT 3, 664 both agree that Pleistoanax’s recall cannot have
occurred earlier than the late summer of 427, as his son Pausanias, still a minor, is attested on the throne in the
early summer of that year (Thuc. 3.26.2). But they differ on the question of how long Pleistoanax had been in
favour of peace: Gomme believes that Pleistoanax had only recently come to support it, whereas Hornblower
interprets 5.17.1 to indicate that Pleistoanax ‘had wanted peace for some time.’
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that Pleistoanax favoured peace because in peace there was no danger that he would be held
responsible for any military failures.

In winter 422/21 the Spartans, frustrated by the sluggish pace of negotiations, forced the issue
by threatening to build a fort inside Attica itself, as it would do years later at Decelea (Thuc.
5.17.2; cf. 7.19.1-2). An agreement was soon reached, the basic principle of which was that all
sides should return to the status quo ante bellum, with the exception that the Boeotians could
keep Plataea and the Athenians Nisaea. Ultimately, neither Plataea nor Nisaea were mentioned
in the text of the treaty, probably because Athens and Boeotia had already hardened their
resolve on the matter. The Spartans subsequently assembled their allies'®® to vote on the
Peace; a majority supported it, but key allies including Boeotia, Corinth, Elis, and Megara
dissented (5.17.2). The Boeotians in particular objected to the requirement that they cede the
Attic border fort of Panactum to Athens (cf. 5.39.2-3); the Megarians’ objections, while not
explained by Thucydides, surely stemmed from the Athenians’ retention of Nisaea; the
Corinthians were upset that Athens was allowed to retain Sollium and Anactorium in Acarnania
(5.30.2); and R. Seager notes that the Eleans, while they ‘suffered no disadvantage from any
particular clause of the peace,’ objected because ‘peace would leave Sparta free to turn her
attention to her squabble with Elis over Lepreum.’1%°

The level of detail that we see in Thucydides’ reproduction of the Peace of Nicias is notable. L.
Kozak suggests that the treaty’s thoroughness betrays a deep mistrust on both sides, since
detailed clauses could less easily be misinterpreted, deliberately or otherwise, than vague and
imprecise ones. As she observes, ‘The treaty seems to take extreme care to ensure the survival
of the fifty years of peace that it was intended to generate.’!' | suspect that the Athenians’
unilateral retention of Nisaea on the one hand, and the objections of key Spartan allies on the
other, had already raised red flags during the negotiation stage, prompting Sparta and Athens
to approach each other with a high level of apprehension.

Insofar as Sparta had tried and failed to destroy Athens’ dpxn, the Peace of Nicias represented
a victory for Athens. However, it is doubtful in light of Pericles’ strategy of 431, which
envisioned a war of only a few years, that the Athenians expected the war to drag on for a

108 Gomme (HCT 3, 665), following Steup, holds Tou¢ éautdv Euppdxouc at 5.17.2 to denote formal members of
the Peloponnesian League only — those whom Thucydides so often calls oi Mehomovvnolol — to the exclusion of the
northern cities won over by Brasidas and styled ‘allies [or friends] of the Lacedaemonians’ (Thuc. 5.9.9:
Nakedatpoviwv Euppayotg; 4.120.3: Aakedatpoviwv diloug). Gomme says of the latter, ‘They had only to accept
the decisions taken at Sparta, and be handed back to Athens.’

109 Seager 1976, 250; cf. HCT 3, 665; Rhodes 2008, 9. Lepreum was a perioecic community of Elis (Hdt. 4.148.4;
Xen. Hell. 3.2.23, 25; Paus. 3.8.3 with Roy 1997, 283-85), but was captured and garrisoned by Sparta in 421 (Thuc.
5.31.4, 34.1). On the demolition of Panactum see Kelly 1972.

110 Kozak in Sommerstein and Bayliss 2013, 256; cf. Lateiner 2012, 176.
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decade, with all the loss of wealth and manpower that it entailed — not least owing to the
plague, which was a direct result of Pericles’ strategy.

LT 1: Thuc. 5.18.1

onovdag énolnoavto ABnvalol kat Aakedaluoviol kal ol EU oL KATa TAdE, Kal MPocaV Kotd
TIOAELG. [2] Ttepl pEV TV Lep@V TV Kov@v, BUELY Kal iéval Kal povteveoBal kal Bewpelv katd
TA TAtpla TOV Boulopevoy Kal kata Yijv Kal katd Badhacoav Ade®c. T & lepov Kal TOV VEWV TOV
v AeAdoic 100 ANOMwvVOC kal AsAdoUE aUTOVOUOUC ElvaL KOl aUTOTEAELS Kol avTodikoug Kal
aUTGV Kal TAC VS TAC Eautdv Katd Ta mdTpla. [3] £Tn 8¢ elval TAC OToVSAC MEVTAKOVTA
ABnvaiolc kai Tolg Euppayolg toic ABnvaiwv kal Aakedatpoviolg kol Tolg EuppaxoLg Toig
Noakedatpoviwv adoAoug kat ABAaBelc kal katd yiVv Kal katd 6dhaccav. [4] OmAa 6€ ur) £€€otw
£nupépeLy mi mnpovi uite Aakedatpovioug kot Toug Euppdyouc €’ ABnvaioug Koi Toug
Euppayoug pAte ABnvaioug Kai Toug Euppdyoug émt Aakedatlpovioug Kai Toug EUPUAXOoUG, UATE
TéXVN HATE HNXOoVE unSepd. Av 6¢€ T Stddopov f mpog dAARAoUG, Sikatg xprioBwv Kal dpKoLC,
KaB’ otL av EuvBmvtal. [5] amodovtwy 6& ABnvaiolg Aakedatpoviol kat ot EVppoyol AudimoAty.
0oag 6£ noAelg mapEdoaav Aakedatpoviol ABnvaiolg, £E€otw Amtéval oot Gv BouAwvTal
auToUC Kol Ta Eautiv Exovtag: Tag & MOAELS pepovoag TOV popov TOV Em’ Aploteidou
AUTOVOHOUC elvat. OTAa 8& pr) EE€oTw EmipEpelv ABnvaiouc UndE ToUC EUUAXOUC EML KAKE,
anod1606vTwy TV popov, EneLdn ai omovdal £yévovto. eiot 6£ Apylhog, Itayipoc, Akavoog,
TKGAOC, "ONUVOOG, TTIAPTWAOC. EUHUAXOUC &' elval UNSETEPWVY, HATE AaKESALHOVIWY HTE
ABnvaiwv- fv 6& ABnvalol meibwaot Tag moOAeLg, Boulopévag TalTag EE0TW EUUUAXOUG
noteloBat avtoug ABnvaiolc. [6] MnkuBepvaioug 8¢ kat Zavaiouc kal Zyyaioug olkelv Tag
TIOAELG TAG EaUT@V, KaBamep OAUVOLoL kal AkavBiol. [7] dmoddovtwy 6& ABnvaiolg
Aakedatpoviol kat ot Euppayot Mavaktov. anodoviwy 6£ kal ABnvaiol Aakedatlpoviolg
Kopudaotov kal KUBnpa kai MéBava kai MteAedv katl Ataddviny kol Toug avdpag 6ool siot
Noakedatpoviwy v T@ dnuooiw ¢ ABnvaiwv fj G\ oB( mou éong ABnvaiol GpxouoLy €v
dnuooiw: kai Toug év IkLwvn oAlopkou pévouc Mehomovvnoiwv adeival Kai toug dAAoug doot
Aoakedatpoviwv Euppoyol év Zkiwvn elot kal 0ooug Bpacidag éoénepPe kat € TI¢ TGV EUUUAXWY
6V AakeSatpoviwv v ABrvalg £oTiv év T¢) Snpooiw i &AN0BI ou g ABnvaiol &pxouoty &v
dnuooiw. anodoviwy 6€ kal Aakedatpoviol kat ot Euppayot olotvag Exouctv ABnvaiwv kot
TOV EUpPAXWV Katd TalTd. [8] ZKlwvaiwy 8¢ kal Topwvaiwy Kal ZeppuAlv kal £l Tiva GAANV
TOALV €xouatv ABnvaliot, ABnvaioug BoulelecBal mepl alT®V Kal TWV GAAWV TTOAEWV OTL Qv
Sokij avtoic. [9] 6pkoug 6& mowjoacBat ABnvaioug pog Aakedatpovioug kat ToUg EURUAXOUG
KOTA TLOAELG. OUVUVTWVY O€ TOV ETIXWPLOV OPKOV EKATEPOL TOV PEYLOTOV EMTA Kal SEKA EKACTNG
TOAEWG. O 6" OpKoG E0Tw 08e- EPpevd Talg EuvOnkalg kal talg omovdaic Talode Sikalwg Kol
adOAwG. £otw 6€ Nakedalpoviolg Kal tolg EuppayoLg katd TalTd OpKog mpog ABnvaioug. [10]
TOV 6£ Opkov avaveoloBal kat éviautov apdotépoud. otnhag 8¢ otijoat OAupmniaot kat MuBol
KalloBuol kal ABrivnoLv év moAeL kal £v Aakedaipovt év Apukhaiw. [11] el 6€ TL dpvnuovololy
onotepololv Kat 8tou Tépt, AdyoLc Skaiolc xpwHévole elopkov elvat dpdoTtépolg TavTn
petadeival omn av okij dudotépolg, ABnvaiolg kat Aakedatpoviolc.
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[19.1] GpxeL 6& TV omovéWv <év pev Aakedaipovi> Epopog MAeLoTOAOG ApTELOiou UNvog
tetaptn $pOivovrog, év 6& ABnvalg apxwv AAkalo¢ EAadnBoAidvog unvog €ktn ¢dBivovroc.
Ouvuov 8¢ olbe kai éomévdovrto. [2] Aakedatpoviwv pév <MAstotodvag, Ayig,> MAetotolag,
Aapayntog, Xiovig, Metayévng, AkavBog, AdalBog, loxayopag, Oloxapidag, Zeu€idag, Avtimrnog,
TEAALG, AAKvadag, Epunediag, Mnvag, Addhog. ABnvaiwv & oibe. Adunwy, loBuidvikog, Nikiog,
Adxng, EUBUSNHoC, MpokAfg, MuBodwpog, Ayvwy, Muptihog, OpacukAfig, O@sayEvng,
Aplotokpadrng, TwAkiog, Tipokpdtng, Aéwv, Adpoxog, AnpooBévng.

<év pév Nakedaipove> add. Kirchhoff.  <MAewotodvas, Ayig> add. Arnold (cf. Thuc. 5.24.1).

A treaty was made by the Athenians and by the Spartans and their allies on the following terms,
to which they swore city by city. Concerning the common sanctuaries, any who wish shall be
free to sacrifice there and travel there and consult the oracles and visit on a delegation,
according to established custom, both by land and by sea, without fear. The sanctuary and
temple of Apollo at Delphi and the people of Delphi shall be autonomous and shall have full
control of their own taxation and their own courts, as regards both themselves and their
territory, according to established custom. The treaty shall be for fifty years between the
Athenians and the allies of the Athenians and the Spartans and the allies of the Spartans, and
shall be observed both by land and by sea without fraud or violation. Neither side shall be
permitted to bring force of arms with harmful intent against the other by any means or
contrivance, neither the Spartans and their allies against the Athenians and their allies nor the
Athenians and their allies against the Spartans and their allies. Should any dispute arise between
them, they shall have resort to judicial process and affidavits, in whatever way is mutually
agreed. The Spartans and their allies shall restore Amphipolis to the Athenians. In those cities
which the Spartans have handed over to the Athenians, people shall be free to leave for
wherever they wish and to take their property with them. The following cities shall be
autonomous on condition of paying the tribute assessed at the time of Aristides, and it shall not
be permitted for the Athenians or their allies to bring force of arms to their detriment as long as
they pay this tribute, now that the treaty has been made: these cities are Argilus, Stagirus,
Acanthus, Scolus, Olynthus, Spartolus. These shall be allies of neither side, neither of the
Spartans nor of the Athenians: but if the Athenians so persuade the cities, with their consent
the Athenians shall be permitted to make them allies. The people of Mecyberna, Sane, and
Singus shall have possession of their own cities in the same way as the people of Olynthus and
Acanthus. The Spartans and their allies shall restore Panactum to the Athenians. The Athenians
shall restore to the Spartans Coryphasium, Cythera, Methana, Pteleum, and Atalante; and shall
return all Spartans held in the public prison in Athens or in a public prison anywhere else under
Athenian rule; and shall release the Peloponnesians besieged in Scione, all other Spartan allies
in Scione, and all those sent in by Brasidas; they shall release also any allies of the Spartans in
the public prison in Athens or in a public prison anywhere else under Athenian rule. The
Spartans and their allies shall likewise return any of the Athenians and their allies whom they
hold. In the case of Scione, Torone, Sermyle, and any other city now held by the Athenians, the
Athenians shall decide as they see fit concerning the inhabitants of these and the other cities.
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The Athenians shall swear oaths to the Spartans and their allies city by city. Each party shall take
the oaths which is most binding in their local observance, and seventeen men shall swear from
each city. The form of the oath shall be as follows: ‘I shall abide by this agreement and this
treaty with all justice and honesty.’ The oath sworn by the Spartans and their allies to the
Athenians shall be identical. Both sides shall renew the oath annually. Pillars of record shall be
set up at Olympia, Delphi, and the Isthmus, at Athens on the Acropolis and at Sparta in the
Amyclaeum. If either side has failed to include any point on any issue, it shall be consistent with
these oaths on both sides to hold proper consultation and make such amendment to this treaty
as is agreed by both sides, the Athenians and the Spartans.

The treaty shall take effect from the following date: in Sparta, in the ephorate of Pleistolas, the
fourth day before the end of the month Artemisium; in Athens, in the archonship of Alcaeus, the
sixth day before the end of the month Elaphebolion. The following swore the oaths and poured
the libations to ratify the treaty. Of the Spartans: Pleistoanax, Agis, Pleistolas, Damagetus,
Chionis, Metagenes, Acanthus, Daithus, Ischagoras, Philocharidas, Zeuxidas, Antippus, Tellis,
Alcinadas, Empedias, Menas, Laphilus. Of the Athenians the following: Lampon, Isthmionicus,
Nicias, Laches, Euthydemus, Procles, Pythodorus, Hagnon, Myrtilus, Thrasycles, Theogenes,
Aristocrates, lolcius, Timocrates, Leon, Lamachus, Demosthenes.

(trans. Martin Hammond)

LT 2: Diod. 12.74.5

peTa 6€ TNV elpnuévnv paxnv €6oav ot ABnvaiot Toic Aakedatlpoviolg cuvbécBal omovdag
TIEVTNKOVTAETELS &Ml Tolo6e- ToUG HEV alypoAwToug ap’ dudotépolg amoAubfjval, Tag 8€ TOAELC
anodolval Tag katd oAspov AndOeioac.

After the battle we have described the Athenians decided to make a truce of fifty years with the
Lacedaemonians, upon the following terms: the prisoners with both sides were to be released and
each side should give back the cities which had been taken in the course of the war.

(trans. C.H. Oldfather)

LT 3: Plut. Nic. 10.1

VEVOHEVWY 8€ ouUVONKMV BTG T XwpLol Kol TG TOAELS, &S X0V BAAAAWY, Kol TOUC aiXHOAWTOUG
anodLd®at, mpoTtéPwv AmodLSOVIwY TWV KANpw Aaxovtwy, wvnooto Tov kKAfjpov 6 Nikiag kpUuda
XPrHooL, WoTe potEpoug anodidoval toug Aakedatpovioug. [2] kal tolto pév ictopsl
@eddpaoToc.

The articles of peace required that the strongholds and cities and prisoners of war which each
party had taken from the other should be restored and since that party was to make restoration
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first on whom the lot fell, the lot was secretly bought up by Nicias, so that the Lacedaemonians
were the first to make restoration. This is the testimony of Theophrastus.

(trans. Bernadotte Perrin)

Unlike the tripartite Truce of Laches, the Thucydidean Peace of Nicias is presented as a single
homogenous document.!!! Thuc. 5.18.1 immediately reveals that this is conceived as a treaty
between two parties: the Athenians on the one side and ‘the Spartans and their allies’ on the
other. Athens’ allies, whether within the Delian League or outside of it (e.g., Zacynthus,
Cephalonia, Corcyra), are unlikely to have taken part in the negotiations and there is no
indication that they individually swore to the Peace, although they were still bound to it. On the
other hand, Sparta’s allies were invited to swear katd noAeLg, ‘city by city.” 112

The actual provisions of the treaty begin at 5.18.2. The first clause guarantees safe passage for
all Greeks to visit the panhellenic sanctuaries (iepa kowa) and provides for the autonomy of the
sanctuary of Delphi in particular. The Peace of Nicias accordingly goes above and beyond the
Truce of Laches, which guaranteed access to Delphi only and said nothing about its
autonomy.!?3 Specifically, the Peace of Nicias requires both the sanctuary of Delphi and the
Delphians themselves (t0 & lepdv Kal tOV vewv TOV €v AsAdoic tod AntdAwvog kai AsAdouc) to
be a0tovopol, avtotelelc, and avtodikol. This is probably a response to earlier attempts to
impose external control on Delphi, notably during the Second Sacred War of the early-440s (see
my commentary on D 1.5).1%4

5.18.3 sets the time limit of the Peace at 50 years, the longest attested for a peace treaty up to
that point, since the previous maximum appears to have been a mere 30 years.''® 5.18.4 begins
with a nonaggression clause. The expression OmAa pr) émidepely €mi mnpovi) and HUATE TEXVN
unte pnxovi undepd is formulaic: cf. 5.18.5 émAa 6¢ i €€€otw EmudépeLy ... i Kak® and
5.47.2 (=D 3.2 LT 1) 6mAa &€ un €§€otw émipepely €mt mnpovii urte Apyeioug kat’ HAgloug KTA.
As Baltrusch observes, the Peace of Nicias was not the first treaty to use this formula: there was
evidently a similar nonaggression clause in the Thirty Years’ Peace (Thuc. 7.18.2=D1.11LT7
Kal elpnpeEvov év Talg mpotepov EuvOnkatg OmAa un Empepetv) and in the Pylos ceasefire
(4.16.1 = D 2.6 LT 1 kai 6mAa ur) émibépetv 1@ Nelomovvnoiwv otpat®).'® The remainder of
5.18.4 contains the arbitration clause. | accept dikatg over the variant reading 6ikaiw endorsed
by Classen, for, as Gomme notes, dikaiw without the article or Adyw (as in Aoyolg Sikaiolg at

111 Giovannini 2007, 259.

112 HCT 3, 667; Rhodes, Peloponnesian War notes, 567.

113 The panhellenic sanctuaries were Delphi, Olympia, Isthmia, and Nemea: Richardson 1992, 223.

114 On the events of the Second Sacred War see also Parke and Wormell 1956, 196-97; Scott 2014, 116-17.
115 Baltrusch 1994, 173.

116 Baltrusch 1994, 173.
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Thuc. 5.18.11) is unduly difficult, and &ikat is the normal term for arbitration in Thucydides,
both in his authorial narrative and when quoting documents (cf. 1.140.2; 4.118.8; 7.18.2).1Y/

The return of Amphipolis (5.18.5) was for Athens a matter of the utmost importance and
illustrates the treaty’s preoccupation with a reversion to the territorial status quo ante bellum.
Its value was not lost on Thucydides, who remarks on its economic and strategic significance
(4.108.1).118 Apart from Amphipolis, the text of the Peace promises to restore other, unnamed
cities to the Athenians (0cag 6& moAelg mapedooav Aakedatpoviot ABnvaiolg). Hornblower
speculates that among these cities were Oesyme/Syme (see Thuc. 4.107.3 on its capture by
Brasidas) and a number of cities on the Acte peninsula of Chalcidice including Thyssus, Cleonae,
Acrothoum, and Olophyxus (cf. 4.109).1*° The residents of Amphipolis and the other cities
handed back to the Athenians are free to leave if they wish and are permitted to take their
property with them (ta éaut®v €xovtag), which both Gomme (‘The general purpose of this
clause is not only to secure the lives and property of individuals, but to avoid stasis in the
future’) and Kagan (‘The idea, no doubt, was to prevent future civil strife which would endanger
the peace’) regard as a security measure.*?° Next, six cities in Chalcidice are formally granted
autonomy: these are Argilus, Stagirus, Acanthus, Scolus, Olynthus, and Spartolus. All of them
were subject allies of Athens before revolting under varying circumstances. Argilus defected in
the course of the Chalcidian campaign of Brasidas (Thuc. 4.103.3-4), as did Stagirus (4.88.2),
which Cleon tried unsuccessfully to retake in 422 (5.6.1). Acanthus also sided with Brasidas
around this time (4.85-88.1). The secession of Scolus (spelt Stolus in the Athenian tribute lists
and elsewhere: cf. IG 4%21.94 Ib |. 23; Pliny NH 4.37) is, however, otherwise unattested.'?!
Olynthus and Spartolus had already seceded in 432 (Olynthus: Thuc. 1.58.2; Spartolus: 2.79.2).
Under the Peace of Nicias, these cities, while officially autdévopol, were to continue paying
tribute, albeit now set a fixed rate corresponding to ‘the tribute from the time of Aristides’ (tov
dopov tov ém’ Aploteibou); the text of the Peace implies that Athens would be justified in
attacking them if they failed to pay. Despite the tribute obligation, they are officially neutral,
affiliated neither with the Delian League nor the Peloponnesian League (Suppdxouc & givat
undetépwy, punte Aakedatpoviwv punite ABnvaiwv), but are permitted to rejoin the former on a
voluntary basis. Hornblower denies that this clause really benefited the six cities and argues

117 HCT 3, 668; cf. Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 574.

118 Meiggs 1982, 357-58 notes Amphipolis’ importance as a source for timber needed in shipbuilding, probably
harvested from nearby Mount Pangaion and its environs. Kallet-Marx 1993, 175-76 suggests that the gold and
silver mines of Pangaion, supplemented by income from Amphipolis’ sacred precincts, were a notable source of
Athenian wealth. Athens was still trying to recover Amphipolis in 417/16, when an Athenian expedition
commanded by Nicias was sent against the city (Thuc. 5.83.4), and it remained a political issue in Athens as late as
the reign of Philip Il of Macedon.

113 Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 2, 475.

120 HCT 3, 668; Kagan 1974, 342-43.

121 On the variant spellings and the possible (Homeric) reasons for them, see Lewis 1952, 140, 153.
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that it amounted to the reimposition of Athenian hegemony in disguised form. An attack by
Olynthus against the Athenian garrison at nearby Mecyberna in winter 421/20 (5.39.1) indicates
that the Olynthians at any rate did not accept the Peace. In light of all this, | find myself strongly
in agreement with Hornblower and especially N. Luraghi, who argue that the autonomy clause
was a Spartan face-saving measure meant to avoid giving the accurate impression that the

Spartans had abandoned their Chalcidian allies.*??

5.18.6 declares that the inhabitants of Mecyberna, Singus, and Sane (Sane has sometimes been
amended to Gale, but this is probably incorrect) may ‘inhabit their cities just like the Olynthians
and Acanthians’ (olkelv Tag OAELC TAC EauT®V, KaBdarep OAUVOLoL kail AkdvOior). 23 Though
there is no direct evidence, Gomme believes that Mecyberna and Singus seceded with
Olynthus, Spartolus, and Potidaea in 432, their inhabitants evacuated to Macedonian-
controlled territory and to Olynthus upon its synoecism (cf. Thuc. 1.58.2); the present clause
allows for their resettlement while guaranteeing the independence of Mecyberna and Singus
from Olynthus, and that of Sane from Acanthus.?* Mecyberna and Singus last appear in the
tribute assessment list of 422/21 (/G 1377.5 Il. 22-23), but the Athenian garrison attested at
Mecyberna not long after the Peace (Thuc. 5.39.1) implies that it was forced to rejoin the Delian
League.?> Sane appears in the tribute lists as late as 415/14 (/G 13290.3 |. 12), so it certainly
rejoined the League as a regular member and did not, pace the editors of ATL, enjoy the special
status of the six cities of 5.18.5.12¢

Thuc. 5.18.7 opens with the demand that Panactum be returned to Athens. This border fort
near the Boeotian frontier was taken, reportedly by treachery, in 422, not by the Spartans but
by the Boeotians (5.3.5).1% This fact would cause much grief in the following months, since the
Spartans (for whom the fort was militarily irrelevant) could not compel the Boeotians to
surrender Panactum in spite of their exhortations (5.35.5, 39.2). The Boeotians only relented
after razing the fort altogether (5.39.3), which was a major blow to Spartan-Athenian relations
(5.42). Next, the Athenians are instructed to return Coryphasium, Cythera, Methana, Pteleum,
and Atalanta to the Spartans (Coryphasium is simply the Spartan name for Pylos: cf. 4.3.2);
Cythera, the island off the southern tip of the Peloponnese, as we have seen came under
Athenian control in 424 (4.53-57); and Methana in the Argolid fell to Athens in 425 (4.45.2).

122 Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 2, 478; Luraghi 2022; cf. Bauslaugh 1991, 139.

123 Al three cities were Chalcidian: Flensted-Jensen in IACP, 811-13. For Mecyberna see M.H. McAllister, Princeton
Encyclopedia s.v. ‘Mekyberna,” 567; for Singus see Zahrnt 1971, 226-29; for Sane see Thuc. 4.109.1-3. Hornblower,
Comm. on Thuc. 2, 478-79 defends the reading of Sane against its being ‘with no ms. authority ... violently
amended to Gale (Tahaloug)’ by, e.g., West 1937, 166-73. Gale was a separate settlement in Chalcidice.

124 HCT 3, 672; cf. Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 2, 478-79. Unlike Mecyberna and Singus, Sane never revolted from
Athens, though its territory was ravaged by Brasidas in 424 (Thuc. 4.109.5).

125 pritchett 1973, 379. On Singus’ earlier assessments see ATL 1, 402f.

126 ATL 3, 90; cf. 143, 218 n. 119; HCT 3, 673.

127 Munn 1993, 7 calls Panactum ‘The most important garrison fort on the northwestern frontier’ of Attica.
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Pteleum is more difficult to identify, since several places bear this name. Gomme, followed by
Hornblower, identify it with the town (modern ®teAd) on the coast of Achaea Phthiotis in
southeastern Thessaly, though Steup proposes an otherwise unknown site in the Argolid near
Methana.!?® Atalanta, a previously uninhabited island off the coast of Opuntian or East Locris,
was occupied by Athens in the first year of the war as a base from which to combat piracy
around Euboea (2.32; cf. 3.89.3). The question of prisoners is addressed next. For Sparta,
recovering them was, a Hornblower puts it, a ‘crucial, almost the main reason for wanting the
peace,’ not least because many of the prisoners were Spartiates of high social status (cf.
4.38.5).12° Toug £v Zkwwvn cannot mean the Scionaeans themselves, who were effectively under
an Athenian death sentence since enthusiastically receiving Brasidas in 423 (Thuc. 4.120.3-
121.1, 122.6); rather the reference must be to the Peloponnesian and Chalcidian troops
defending the besieged city.'3° Brasidas had sent 500 Peloponnesian hoplites and 300
Chalcidian peltasts to Scione in 423 under the immediate command of Polydamidas (4.123.4),
and these are probably to be identified with toU¢ ... 6coug Bpaoidag éaénepe in the present
clause.’®! The Athenians also agree to release Spartan and allied prisoners of war held
anywhere within the Athenian dpyn, including in Athens itself (the dnuoaolov was the city jail of
Athens).'3? In return, the Peloponnesians promise to release all Athenian and allied prisoners
on the same terms (katd Ta0TA).

Thuc. 5.18.8 gives the Athenians carte blanche to do as they please both with the
aforementioned Scione and with the cities of Torone and Sermylium. Torone, which was
located in Sithonia (one of the promontories of the Chalcidian peninsula), had, like Scione,
defected under the influence of Brasidas in 423 (4.110-113).133 But unlike Scione, it was already
back in Athenian hands at the time of the Peace (it was recovered by Cleon in 422: 5.3.4). The
women and children were enslaved in the usual manner, but the men were transported to
Athens as prisoners; they were fortunate to eventually be exchanged with prisoners held by the
Olynthians and returned home safely (5.3.4; cf. Xen. Hell. 2.2.3; Isoc. 12.63). Sermylia probably
seceded in 432 (cf. 1.65.2; it is absent from the tribute lists of 432/31 and 430/29), but it is
unclear whether the Athenians had retaken it by early 421.13* It should also be noted that the
present clause extends not only to Scione, Torone, and Sermylium but (theoretically at least) to
‘any other city which they [sc. the Athenians] hold’ (ttvat GAAnV oAV €xouaotv). So Gomme

128 Classen/Steup ad loc.; HCT 3, 674; Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 2, 480.

123 Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 2, 480.

130 Cf, HCT 3, 675: ‘Athens had already decided what to do to the citizens of Skione, and Sparta was not prepared
to interfere.’ The city was already completely blockaded by the end of summer 423 (Thuc. 4.133.4). See 5.32.1 with
Bosworth 1993, 37 on its bloody reduction upon its capture by Athens in summer 421.

1B HCT 3, 674.

132 | ewis 1990, 249, 255.

133 cf. Gehrke 1985, 197-98.

134 Zahrnt 1971, 225-26; IACP no. 604, pp. 840-41.
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writes, ‘Athens is to be left a free hand not only with this group of cities but with the rest of
those in her empire. Sparta withdraws completely, for herself and her Peloponnesian and other
allies, from the role of liberator of Hellas.’13>

Thuc. 5.18.9 arranges for 17 Athenians and 17 Spartans to swear oaths to ratify the Peace.
Unusually, the oath-takers are listed individually by name (5.19.2). Andrewes and Lewis
speculate that the 17 Athenians consist of two men whose function was perhaps
religious(Lampon and Isthmionicus*3®), three incumbent generals (Nicias, Laches, and
Euthydemus), two former generals (Lamachus and Demosthenes, the last names on the list),
and ten men who were members of a board that negotiated the Peace. They suggest that the
Spartan list is composed of the two kings (not in the MSS, but supplied on the basis of Thuc.
5.24.1%37), the five ephors (Pleistolas, one of the Spartan oath-takers, was certainly the
eponymous ephor: cf. 5.19.1), and a parallel board of ten negotiators. That there was a ten-
man board of Athenian negotiators is known not from Thucydides but Diodorus (12.75.4
ABnvaliol pev 61 Pnoiopatoc Edwkav Séka avdpaaoty €€ouaiav £xelv BoulsUeoBat epl TV TH
oAl cupdepovtwy), and while a parallel Spartan board is not explicitly attested its existence
can be plausibly construed from the oath-taker lists preserved in Thucydides.!38

The oath formula, to be sworn by the Athenians to the Spartans and their allies individually
(katd mMOAeLg) is written out: €pupev® Tatlc EuvOnkalg kat tolg omovdaic talode Sikalwg Katl
ad0Awc¢. The precise wording of the Spartans and allied oaths to the Athenians evidently
differed, since the treaty text specifies OpuvOvVIwv 6€ TOV EmiywpLlov OpKOV EKATEPOL TOV
néylotov (cf. the Quadruple Alliance at Thuc. 5.47.8), the formulae for which are not preserved
in the text of the Peace.'3? Unusually for an interstate treaties, the oaths are explicitly required
to be renewed annually (5.18.10) — a requirement that would soon be repeated at 5.23.4 (=D
2.13 LT 1).2%° The publication clause follows next (we are still at Thuc. 5.18.10). Stelae are to be
erected at five locations: the panhellenic sanctuaries of Olympia, Pytho (= Delphi), and Isthmia;
the Athenian Acropolis; and the sanctuary of Amyclae in Laconia.*! Amyclae, a short distance

135 HCT 3, 675; cf. Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1969, 387 (,Die wenige Worte klingen harmlos, haben aber groRe
Bedeutung, denn es liegt in ihnen die Anerkennung des attischen Reiches in der Verfassung, wie es damals war‘);
Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 2, 482.

136 Andrewes and Lewis 1957, 180 state, without further specification, ‘Lampon’s function will be religious,’ (there
is a known fifth-century Athenian seer or pdvtic with the same name: Plut. Per. 6.2-3; IG 1378 II. 47, 60), while
Isthmionikos, otherwise unattested, was perhaps his colleague.

137 Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 2, 485.

138 Andrewes and Lewis 1957; cf. Oliver 1951; Mosley 1961, 61. | am aware of only one other treaty involving
Athens that was sworn by boards of seventeen men: this is /G 2240, an Athenian-Theban alliance of 378/77.

139 Cf, HCT 3, 676; Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 116; Sommerstein and Bayliss 2013, 258.

140 cf, generally Steiner 1994, 67: ‘Periodic recitation of the agreement reminds the participants of their pledge.’
141 The sanctuary of Nemea is absent; it seems to have been the least prestigious of the panhellenic sanctuaries
and was the only one that did not receive a victory dedication after the Persian Wars: Lewis 1992a, 107;
Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 2, 483; cf. Sommerstein and Bayliss 2013, 259.
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south of Sparta proper, was home to a sanctuary of Apollo and was the site of an important
Spartan festival, the Hyacinthia (cf. Paus. 3.18.6-19).14? Next, at Thuc. 5.18.11, comes the
amendment clause. In the event that either side had forgotten to include anything in the Peace
(el 6€ TL duvnuovoilolv omotepololv kal 6tou Tépt), the Athenians and Spartans (there is no
mention here of Sparta’s allies, let alone Athens’) may alter (uetaBeivat) the treaty if both
agree. The allies of Sparta later complained (5.29.2) that they were excluded from this clause —
a legitimate grievance, as the Peace of Nicias was a multilateral treaty.** 5.19.1 records the
date, in both the Spartan and Attic calendars, on which the Peace was ratified: Artemesios 27 in
the ephorate of Pleistolas and Elaphebolion 25 in the archonship of Alcaeus. This corresponds
to late winter/early spring 421 and fell immediately after the end of the City Dionysia (Thuc.
5.20.1).144

D 2.13
Alliance between Sparta and Athens
421 BCE

The Spartans’ failure to return Amphipolis to Athens as stipulated by the Peace of Nicias is the
most significant event that occurred in the short period between the Peace and the present
treaty. The decision to retain Amphipolis was taken by Clearidas, the Spartan governor of the
city, ostensibly on his own initiative out of sympathy for its Chalcidian inhabitants, and against
the express orders of the Spartan government (Thuc. 5.21.1-2).4> While one may question
whether this really was the case or whether Clearidas’ actions were tacitly supported by the
Spartan authorities, D.W. Bradeen points out that the Amphipolitans continued to resist Athens
even after Clearidas reluctantly withdrew the Peloponnesian garrison on the orders of his
superiors back in Sparta (5.21.3). In fact, Amphipolis would resist an Athenian-Macedonian-
Thracian incursion in 414, long after the Spartans had abandoned the city (Thuc. 7.9),
suggesting that Clearidas’ assessment of the local mood was correct.4® Still, Clearidas’ failure to
cede the city to Athens was a clear breach of both the spirit and letter of the Peace of Nicias.'4’

142 Ccartledge 1979, 79-80, 106-08; Cartledge, Princeton Encyclopedia s.v. ‘Amyklai,’ 52-53.

143 HCT 3, 677-78; Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 2, 483.

144 HCT 3, 678; Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 2, 484.

145 Clearidas is reckoned a possible informant of Thucydides by Westlake 1989, 80-81.

146 Bradeen 1960, 268. Gomme (HCT 3, 690) suggests that Amphipolitan hostility towards Athens in 421 was
limited to a ‘powerful minority’ that had been close to Brasidas, but this can hardly explain resistance as late as
414.

147 specifically, Amphipolis was a colony (&mowia) of Athens (Thuc. 4.102.3; 5.11.1; Diod. 12.68.2; = Aeschin. 2.34),
although its population was not exclusively Athenian (Thuc. 4.103.3, 106.1; Diod. 12.32.2).
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The restoration of Amphipolis was of central importance for the Athenians, and Clearidas’
appeal to local sentiment was not likely to arouse much sympathy at Athens.

Another major obstacle to the success of the Peace was the continued refusal of Boeotia,
Corinth, Elis, and Megara to accept it (Thuc. 5.22.1). Meanwhile the prisoners taken on
Sphacteria remained in Athenian custody despite their release being required by the Peace and
despite the fact that the Spartans immediately freed all Athenian and allied prisoners in their
custody (5.21.1); this was likely in retaliation for the failure to surrender Amphipolis. Kagan
believes that the threat of the Spartan prisoners’ execution was still present, if only implicitly,
precluding any possibility of Sparta supporting its dissident allies (particularly Megara, Boeotia,
and Corinth) should they decide to invade Attica.*® It was at this point that the Spartans
decided to bolster the Peace of Nicias with a treaty of alliance, reasoning that Argos, which
refused to renew its thirty-year peace treaty with Sparta because the latter would not cede
Cynuria, would be too weak to renew active hostilities without Athenian support (5.22.2).

LT 1: Thuc. 5.23.1

Katd tade ELppayol Ecovtal ABnvaiol kal AakeSalpoviol tevinkovta £tn: AV TVeg lwotv £¢ TNV
yijv moA£pLoL thv Aakedalpoviwy Kal KoK®G molwat Aakedatpovioug, wdeAlelv ABnvaioug
NoakedaLpuovioug TpoTw Omoiw v SUVWVTAL LoXUPOTATW KOTA TO SuVATOV: RV 8€ SNWOAVTECG
olxwvtat, ToAepiav elvat TadTNV TV O AQKESALUOVIOLS Kot ABNVALOLS KOl KAKGIC TIACKELV
OTO ApdoTEPWY, KATAAVELY 8& Gpa Bpdw TM TOAEL Tadita & elvat Sikaiws kal TpoBUHWE Kot
A60AwC. [2] kal v Tveg &g TV ABnvaiwv yiv lwaot ToAEuLoL Kal Kak®G molioLv ABnvaiouc,
woelelv Aakedalpovioug ABnvaioug TPONw Otw av SUVWVTAL iIoXUPOTATW KATA TO Suvatov. Rv
8¢ nwoavteg olywvtay, ToAepiav glvat TadTnv THY TOAW AakeSatpoviotg kat ABnvaiolg kat
KAKGIC TAOXEW UTU AUdOTEPWY, KATAAVELY 8¢ dpa dpdw Tw MOAEL Tadta &8 elvat Swaiwg kat
npoBLuwC kat adOAwG. [3] Av 6£ 1 douleia émaviotntal, £mkoupelv ABnvaioug Aakedalpoviolg
mavtl 68vel Katd TO Suvatov. [4] dpolvral 8¢ Talta oliep kal Tag AAAag omovéag Wuvuov
£KATEPWV. avaveoloBal 8¢ kat' éviautov Aakedatpovioug pev iovtag £¢ ABrivag mpog ta
Awoviaola, ABnvaiouc &€ iovtag €¢ Aakedaipova pog ta Yakivoia. [5] otnAnv 6& Ekatépoug
otfjoal, TNV HéV év Aakedaipovi map’ AmoAwVL év ApukAaiw, Thv € év ABnRvalg év moAsL map’
ABNva. [6] v 6¢ L dokij Aakedatpoviolg kat ABnvalolg mpooBeival kal AdpeAelv mepl TG
Euppaxiac, 6 T av 8ok, elopkov AudoTEpoLC elva.

[24.1] tov 8¢ Bpkov Duvuov AakeSatpoviwv pév oide- MAewotodvas, Ayig, MAeoTOAAC,
Aapayntog, Xiovig, Metayévng, AkavBog, AdaiBog, loxayopag, Oloxapidag, Zev€idag, Avtumnog,
AAKwvadag, TEAALG, Epnediag, Mnvag, Addlog: ABnvailwv 6€ Adunwvy, loBuidvikog, Adxng,

148 Kagan 1981, 25-27. The Athenians’ first act after concluding the alliance was to release the prisoners taken at
Sphacteria (Thuc. 5.24.2).
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Nwkiag, EUBUSNUOC, NMpokAig, MuBodwpog, Ayvwy, Muptihog, OpacukAiic, Osayévng,
Aplotokpartng, lwAkiog, Tipokpatng, Aéwv, Adpaxog, AnpocBévng.

These are the terms on which the Spartans and the Athenians shall be allies for fifty years. If any
people enter Spartan territory with hostile intent and do harm to the Spartans, the Athenians
shall assist the Spartans with all possible force to the best of their ability: and if such people
ravage the territory and then depart, their city shall be declared an enemy of the Spartans and
the Athenians and shall suffer retribution at the hands of both, and neither city shall cease
hostilities before the other. This cooperation shall be fair, prompt, and honest. And if any
people enter Athenian territory with hostile intent and do harm to the Athenians, the Spartans
shall assist the Athenians with all possible force to the best of their ability: and if such people
ravage the territory and then depart, their city shall be declared an enemy of the Spartans and
the Athenians and shall suffer retribution at the hands of both, and neither city shall cease
hostilities before the other. This cooperation shall be fair, prompt, and honest. If the slave
population revolts, the Athenians shall aid the Spartans with all their strength to the best of
their ability. Oaths to this effect shall be taken by the same persons on each side who swore to
the other treaty also. The oath shall be renewed annually: for this purpose the Spartans shall go
to Athens for the Dionysia and the Athenians shall go to Sparta for the Hyacinthia. Each party
shall set up a pillar of record, that in Sparta in the temple of Apollo at Amyclae and that in
Athens on the Acropolis in the temple of Athena. If the Spartans and the Athenians decide on
any addition to or deletion from this treaty of alliance, it shall be consistent with their oaths to
make any such amendment as is agreed by both parties.

The oaths were sworn by the following. Of the Spartans: Pleistoanax, Agis, Pleistolas,
Damagetus, Chionis, Metagenes, Acanthus, Daithus, Ischagoras, Philocharidas, Zeuxidas,
Antippus, Alcinadas, Tellis, Empedias, Menas, Laphilus. Of the Athenians: Lampon, Isthmionicus,
Laches, Nicias, Euthydemus, Procles, Pythodorus, Hagnon, Myrtilus, Thrasycles, Theogenes,
Aristocrates, lolcius, Timocrates, Leon, Lamachus, Demosthenes.

(trans. Martin Hammond)

LT 2: Diod. 12.75.4

OAOYWG & UMwnTeLONoaV al MOAEL cudpovely katd g EANGSog S1d 1O mpooyeypddBat Talg
Kowvalc ouvenkalg: é€tval ABnvaiolg kat Aakedatpoviolg, Omep av Sokfj TavTalg TOlg MOAESL,
npooypadeLv Talg ouvonkalg kal ddalpeiv Amd TV cuvBNnKOV. xwpls 6 TouTwV ABnvaiol pev
o1 Pnodiopartog £dwkav deka dvdpdaotv é€ouciav Exelv BouleleoBal mepl TV TH MOAEL
oupudePOVTWY: TO maparnAnolov &€ kal Tiv Aakedalpoviwy TEMOINKOTWY GavepAv CUVERN
yevéaBal v dVo moAewv TV MAsoveiav.

There was good reason to suspect that Athens and Lacedaemon had common designs against
the rest of Greece, since a clause had been added to the compact which the two had made,
namely, that the Athenians and Lacedaemonians had the right, according as these states may
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deem it best, to add to or subtract from the agreements. Moreover, the Athenians by decree
had lodged in ten men the power to take counsel regarding what would be of advantage to the
city; and since much the same thing had also been done by the Lacedaemonians, the selfish
ambitions of the two states were open for all to see.

(trans. C.H. Oldfather)

Thucydides is the most important source for the present treaty, but Diodorus does add some
information not found in Thucydides: that at least some of Sparta’s allies suspected that the
amendment clause would be used against the other Greek states (exactly how is not explained);
and that both Athens and Sparta assigned ten men each to ‘take counsel regarding what would
be of advantage to the city.” This seems to imply, and Andrewes and Lewis 1957 accept, that
the aforementioned ten-man boards negotiated both the Peace of Nicias and the alliance.**®

Like the Peace of Nicias, the alliance has a time limit of 50 years, and was to be renewed
annually via the exchange of oaths (Thuc. 5.23.1, 4). Kirchhoff believes that the alliance was
considered not as a separate treaty but as an addendum to the Peace of Nicias and so was
retroactively deemed to have begun at the same moment as the Peace (and would also expire
at the same time), and that both treaties were to be renewed simultaneously.** Gomme
proposes two lacunae at 5.23.4 and restores <dpxetv 6€ tv Euppoayiav 08omep Kal TAG
npotépag onovddc> and dvaveoloBal & <tov Te dpKov TOVSE Kal TOv pdtepov>. 1>t
Thucydides himself does not state exactly how much time elapsed between the Peace of Nicias
and the alliance, but it cannot have been long (cf. 5.24.2 00 MoAA® Uotepov), and scholars have

reckoned an interval of mere days or, at most, weeks.*>?

The alliance, which does not contain any provisions for offensive campaigns, is essentially
defensive in nature.'® The mirroring clauses v tweg wowv £¢ TAV yijv TOAEULOL TAV
Nakedatpoviwy ... kal v Tveg € TV ABnvaiwv yiv (wot moAéutot (5.23.1-2) require the
alliance to be activated if the territory of one of the parties is attacked, but there is no
indication that assistance is obligatory in the event of an offensive campaign. In regard to the
oath formula, L. Kozak contrasts tadta 8 ivat Sikaiwe Kat mpoBUpwe Kat ASOAWS, sworn
equally by the Athenians and Spartans, with the Peace of Nicias’ formula éupev® talg
EuvBnkalg kal talc omovdaic tatlode Sikaiwg katl adoAwg (Thuc. 5.18.9). The addition of
npoBupwc (which Kozak translates ‘with good will,” but which can equally mean ‘readily,

149 Andrewes and Lewis 1957.

150 Kirchhoff 1895, 83-84.

151 HCT 3, 694.

152 Busolt 1904, 1202 n. 2; HCT 3, 695; Kozak in Sommerstein and Bayliss 2013, 262-63.
153 Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 2, 498.
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zealously, devoted’*™*) represents, she believes, an elevated concern that either side might
resort to backhanded methods of circumventing its treaty obligations.'>> This may have been
especially relevant in light of Clearidas’ evasiveness vis-a-vis Amphipolis and the Athenians’
initial refusal to return the Spartan prisoners.

It is generally agreed that rj SouAeia (Thuc. 5.23.3), against whom the Athenians agree to assist
Sparta in the event of an uprising, is a reference to the helots.*® This is the one clause of the
truce that is not symmetrical. There is, in fact, no evidence that an uprising of the chattel slaves
of Attica was ever a serious possibility in the Classical period, whereas there had in fact been a
helot revolt in living memory.*’ Lewis suggests that Spartan apprehension of the helots lay
behind the decision to send some 700 helots to serve with Brasidas in Chalcidice and, more
nefariously, the supposed extermination of 2000 helots considered especially dangerous (Thuc.
4.80).1%8 de Ste. Croix speculates that anti-helot clauses were a regular feature of interstate
treaties involving Sparta, though | am sceptical for lack of evidence.'*® As for the undated helot
massacre reported by Thucydides, its historicity is doubted by Hornblower, who questions the
feasibility of committing such a large-scale atrocity with premodern weapons, and without
leaving any trace.'®® Rhodes adds that, while Thucydides apparently believed the story, we do
not know how, or how accurately, he was informed of it.16! But Spartan anxiety about the
helots is unmistakable, and Thucydides depicts it as a contributing factor to the Spartan
decision to make peace in 421, especially as Athenian-occupied Pylos was being used since 425
as a base for helot raids into the Peloponnese (Thuc. 5.14.3).162

Thuc. 5.39.3 implies a clause not mentioned in the treaty proper, namely that neither Athens
nor Sparta could make war or peace on a third party except by mutual consent (eipnuévov aveu
AANAwv pnte onévdeoBai Tw pnte moAepeiv). Hornblower suggests that this is a ‘very loose
interpretation’ of 5.23.1-2, obliging the two sides to assist each other if attacked.®3 But it is
perhaps better to posit that this was an entirely new clause inserted into the alliance at some
point between its initial ratification and the events of 5.39, as 5.23.6 specifically allows for the
later addition and/or removal of clauses provided both sides agree (cf. Diod. 12.75.4).164

154 LSJ%s.v. mpbBupoc.

155 Kozak in Sommerstein and Bayliss 2013, 262.

156 Kagan 1981, 26; Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 2, 498.

157 Kirchhoff 1895, 82; HCT 3, 693; Cartledge 1991, 380; McKeown 2011, 154-55.
158 | ewis 1977, 27-28.

159 Ste. Croix 1972, 97.

180 Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 2, 267.

161 Rhodes, Peloponnesian War notes, 554.

162 | ewis 1977, 27-28. Thuc. 4.41.3 writes that the Spartans tried to conceal their fear of the helots from the
Athenians.

163 Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 92.

164 Cf. HCT 4, 44; Baltrusch 1994, 74 n. 412.
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Whereas the Peace of Nicias does not specify when and where the oaths are to be renewed
(except to say that they must be renewed annually), the text of the alliance is more specific: the
Spartans are to renew their oaths at Athens during the Dionysia, and the Athenians during the
festival of the Hyacinthia, probably at Amyclae where the festival took place.'®> The instructions
regarding publication are also more specific than for the Peace of Nicias. Whereas the Peace
requires that the Athenian stele be erected on the Acropolis and the Spartan stele at Amyclae
without further specification, the stelae of the alliance are to be placed more specifically ‘by the
temple of Athena’ (map’ ABnva = the Parthenon?) on the Acropolis and ‘by the temple of
Apollo’ (map” AmoA\wvi) at Amyclae, respectively. D. Steiner argues that the display of the
stelae next to temples with obvious religious significance, what she calls ‘divine proximity,” will

have enhanced the religious aura associated with them.6®

165 On the Hyacinthia see generally Petterson 1992, 1-41, esp. 11.
166 Steiner 1994, 66.
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Chapter 4

From the uneasy peace to the Athenian surrender (420-404 BCE)

Introduction

The period covered in the present chapter saw the breakdown of the Peace of Nicias and, at
Athens, the adoption of a new policy favouring alliance with Argos and hostility towards Sparta.
When this did not achieve the desired outcome, Sparta regained its position as master of the
Peloponnese. Despite earlier breaches of the Peace of Nicias, open warfare between Athens
and Sparta only resumed in 413, following the ill-fated expedition to Sicily, and Athens was
soon threatened with the collapse of its apxr. Remarkably, the Athenians were able to stay in
the fight until 404 before finally capitulating and accepting a heavily unfavourable treaty with
Sparta, ending the Peloponnesian War.

D3.1
Alliance between Sparta and Boeotia
420 BCE

Boeotia was one of the states that had refused to accept the Peace of Nicias from the start
(Thuc. 5.17.2; cf. Ar. Pax. 464-466). The Boeotians continued to hold onto the fort at Panactum
(cf. Thuc. 5.3) and an unspecified number of Athenian prisoners in violation of the Peace, and in
retaliation Athens withheld Pylos from the Spartans (5.39.2). Peace was maintained between
Athens and Boeotia thanks only to what Thucydides calls a ten-day truces (5.26.2 ékexelpiav
Sexnuepov nyov; cf. 5.32.5; 6.7.4, 10.3); while first mentioned in the context of the events of
winter 421/20, Athens may have begun making such truces with the Boeotians immediately
following the Peace of Nicias.!

At the time of the present treaty, the Boeotians were in a strong diplomatic position vis-a-vis
Sparta. As R. Seager writes, even pro-peace Spartans ‘were so eager to recover Pylos that they

L Cf. HCT 4, 11; Arnush 1992, 329, 344; Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 47-48. At 344 Arnush writes: ‘Thucydides’
final reference to ten-day armistices supports the notion that such agreements were continually renewed. Nicias,
addressing the Athenians in 416/415, warns them that if they depart for Sicily, considerable military threats will
remain at home. In other words, among the states who would not accept the Peace of Nicias, some, presumably
including Boeotian and the Thracians Chalcidice and perhaps Megara, were still preserving ten-day truces from 421
to 415 that they might abrogate.” The passage in question is Thuc. 6.10.3, which does not specifically mention
Boeotia. On Athens’ §gxrjuepol omovdai with the Thracian Chalcidians see Thuc. 6.7.4.
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were ready to run the risk of offending Athens, while those who wanted to renew the war
needed Boeotia’s friendship.’?

LT 1: Thuc. 5.39.2

HETA 8¢ Tadta (£yiyvovto yap aiel Adyol Toig Te ABnvaiot kai Aakedatpoviolc mept Qv gixov
AAANAwv) éAmtidovteg ol Aakedatpoviol, i Navaktov ABnvaiol mapd Bowwt®yv dmolaBoley,
kopioaoBat v adtol NUAov, AABOV &¢ ToUC Bolwtol peoBeudpevol kal é5éovto odiot
Mdvaktov te kai toU¢ ABnvaiwv dsopwtag mapadodvat, iva avt’ avtdv MOAov Kopiowvtat. [3]
ol 6¢€ Bolwwtol o0k Epacav anodwaoely, Av un odbiol Euppayiov idiav molowvrtol Womnep
ABnvaiolc. Aakedatpoviol 8¢ eiboteg pév OTL adiknoouolv ABnvaioug, eipnuévov aveu GAARAWY
unte onévéeoBal Tw unte moAepely, Boulopevol 6& o Mavaktov mapaAaBelv wg thv MoAov avt’
aUTtol koploUuevol, Kal apa v EuyxEal omeuSOVTIwWY TAG ortoveAag MPOoBULOUUEVWY TA £C
Bolwtoug, émotwoavto TtV uppayiav, tol xelpidvog teheut®vtoc HdN Kal mpog €ap- Kal TO
Mavaktov eUOUC kaOnpeito.

There continued constant negotiations between Athens and Sparta over the places still held by
the other party, and the Spartans hoped that if the Athenians got Panactum back from the
Boeotians they themselves could recover Pylos. They now sent a diplomatic mission to Boeotia
with the request that Panactum and the Athenian prisoners should be handed over to Sparta, so
that they could recover Pylos in an exchange. The Boeotians refused to countenance this
transfer unless the Spartans made an independent alliance with them as they had with the
Athenians. The Spartans were conscious that they would be putting themselves in the wrong
with the Athenians, as there was a specific agreement that neither side should enter into any
alliance or any war without the consent of the other, but in view of their desire to take over
Panactum as a means of exchange for the recovery of Pylos, together with the advocacy of the
Boeotian cause by those intent on the dissolution of the peace treaty, they did make the
alliance. This was towards the end of the winter and the approach of spring. The demolition of
Panactum began immediately.

(trans. Martin Hammond)

LT 2: Plut. Alc. 14.4

£rnel 6£ Aakedatpoviol mpog te Tol¢ Bolwtoug émoLoavto cuppayiav kat Navaktov ouy £0Tog,
wortep £8¢gL, Toig ABnvaiolg mapédwkav, GAAA KatoAUoavTeg, OpyL{oHEVOUC AaBwV ToUg
ABnvaiouc £tL paAhov EEeTpayuVe.

2 Seager 1976, 258-59.
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And again, when the Lacedaemonians made an alliance with the Boeotians, and delivered up
Panactum to the Athenians not intact, as they were bound to do by the treaty, but dismantled,
he [sc. Alcibiades] took advantage of the Athenians’ wrath at this to embitter them yet more.

(trans. Bernadotte Perrin, adapted)

At 5.39.3 Thucycides describes the treaty as a Euppayia ibla. Andrewes interprets this to mean
that, although Boeotia was by all indications a regular member of the Peloponnesian League
and wished to remain so (cf. 5.31.6, 38.3), the alliance existed outside of the League’s
structure.? This meant that the League as a whole would be unaffected if either Sparta or
Boeotia were attacked by an outside power such as Athens. | speculate that the mutual defence
clause, if there was one (and as a ouppayia it is likely that there was), bound only Sparta and
Boeotia to come to the other’s assistance and did not require a response from the other states
of the Peloponnesian League.

There may have been a specific clause providing for the transfer of Panactum to the Spartans.
Needless to say, the Spartans expected the fort to be delivered intact: later, when the Spartan
envoys Andromedes, Phaedimus, and Antimenidas arrived at Panactum only to find it razed,
they were clearly shocked (Thuc. 5.42.1 Ndavaktov UTIO TWV Bolwt®v alT®V Kabnpnuévov
nUpov: the verb nUpov indicates surprise).* The Spartans cannot have wanted Panactum
demolished because this thwarted their own objectives: when the Athenians learned about
this, any chance that they would restore Pylos to Sparta immediately vanished.>

Hornblower questions why the Boeotians demolished Panactum. His conclusion is that, while
shocking, this was a ‘purely symbolic’ act, and there was no shortage of Athenian stonemasons
to quickly rebuild the fort (cf. Thuc. 5.82.6; 6.44.1; Dem. 54.3). Rather, ‘the Boiotians were
making a point; this border area was sensitive, and a militarized Athenian Panakton was too
much of a threat and a symbolic aggressive presence for the Boiotians to bear without
protest.’® But it was nothing more than a protest.

D3.2

3 HCT 4, 44; cf. 3, 31: the ancient sources do not explicitly distinguish separate categories of ally within ot
Nakedatpoviol kal ot E0ppayol (‘Peloponnesian League’ being a creation of modern scholarship); but what we
might call ‘regular’ League members were those who attended and voted at congresses of the allies, and the
Boeotians evidently did so (Thuc. 5.17.2; Xen. Hell. 2.2.19).

4 Seager 1976, 259; Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 93.

5 Sparta would not recover Pylos until 409 (Diod. 13.64.5-7; Xen. Hell. 1.2.18).

% Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 93.
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Quadruple Alliance
420 BCE

The events of 421/20 which led to the alliance of Athens, Argos, Mantinea, and Elis — the
Quadruple Alliance — are well-documented by Thucydides at 5.27-46. Shortly after the Peace of
Nicias was ratified, Corinth, Elis, and Mantinea concluded a separate alliance with Argos, which
was neutral throughout the Archidamian War.” But efforts to add Boeotia to the new alliance
failed, and Corinth increasingly gravitated towards Sparta. A Spartan embassy went to Athens in
420 in an attempt to salvage the Peace of Nicias and the alliance, but its members were
deceived by Alcibiades, who favoured an anti-Spartan and pro-Argive policy, and made to look
dishonest before the Assembly. Alcibiades exploited the ensuing outrage to push for Athens to
join the existing alliance of Argos, Mantinea, and Elis.

Exceptionally, the text of the Alliance survives in both literary (Thuc. 5.47 = LT 1) and epigraphic
form (/G 1383 = RO 165 = ET 1). The inscription, consisting of two fragments of Pentelic marble
that are now joined, was discovered in 1876 near the Theatre of Dionysus, first published by S.
Koumanoudis in the same year and subsequently by A. Kirchhoff in 1877.8 Although only a
relatively small portion of the original stele survives, its stoichedon 77 layout and the
consistency of the preserved text with Thucydides’ reproduction allowed Kirchhoff to restore it
with a very high degree of confidence, and his restorations have been largely accepted by later
editors.’ There are some discrepancies between the inscription and the literary text, but these
have been shown to be minimal thanks to the 15 century Latin translation of Thucydides by
Lorenzo Valla, who evidently had access to manuscripts that are no longer extant today.1° His
anticipation of later editors’ supplements in Thucydides’ own text, themselves based on the
evidence from surviving sections of the stone, indicates that Valla’s manuscripts were nearer to
what Thucydides actually wrote than the manuscripts that survive today. This can be deduced
from the surviving or partially surviving sections of the stone, for example Il. 24-25 t&L
o|[tpatidt], not in the extant manuscripts at Thuc. 5.47.7 but evidently seen by Valla and
translated super exercitum; and [hamaoa]ig taic (. 25), also absent from the manuscripts but
incorporated into the Latin translation as universis. This is illustrated in the table below:

7 Unlike Corinth and Elis, Mantinea (which was also a Peloponnesian League member: Thuc. 5.29.2; Xen. Hell.

5.2.3) did not reject the Peace of Nicias.

8 Koumanoudis 1876, 333-34; Kirchhoff 1877; cf. Herbst 1890.

9 Although Koumanoudis was the first to publish the inscription, Kirchhoff was the first to propose restorations. On
the history of the inscription since 1876 see Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 109; Levine 2024, 53 with n. 1.

10 That Valla had access to manuscripts superior to those extant today was first suggested by Poppo 1825, 72, and
is accepted by, Alberti 1972, cxxxi; Ferlauto 1979, 20, 47; Lewis 1980, 277; Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 116; but
doubted by Jones 1898, iv. Levine 2024, 62-65 evaluates the discrepancies between Thucydides and the inscription
and collates the two editions in an appendix at 75-82.
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Comparison of Texts of the Quadruple Alliance'!

1G1383 Valla Thuc. 5.47.7
(Il. 24-25): he 6€ MOAL he ipsaque imperium super exercitum | 1 6& MOALC | petaneppapévn <ti
petanepdpoapé]ve téL o] [tpatidat teneat oTPATLA> TNV NyEUOViav EXETW

Tév heyepoviav éxéto]

(Il. 25-26): [¢av &€ oL 86 oEL siquidem tamen universis AV &£ ToL <Amdcaig> Taig MOAEGL
handaoa]ig talg | [moAeowv koweEL civitatibus videatur communiter in Kowfj otpateleaBat
otpatelecBal] expeditionem eundem

Whether Thucydides directly consulted the stele displayed at Athens is unclear. N.H. Levine
reminds us that Thucydides was in exile in 420 and cannot have performed an autopsy on the
Athenian stele until after 404.12 This raises the possibility that the discrepancies between
Thucydides’ text and the Athenian stele are not the result of inferior manuscripts, but of his
having consulted a different stele altogether: we know from the Alliance’s publication formula
(Thuc. 5.47.11, not preserved in the inscription) that at least four copies were made. L. Canfora
alternatively suggests that Thucydides may have inspected an archival copy, or a private copy
derived from it and given to him by an informant.!3 R. Lane Fox raises the interesting possibility,
which cannot be discounted, that Thucydides used a stonecutter’s working copy of the text.
Or he might have seen the bronze stele displayed at Olympia (5.47.11), which was still visible in
Pausanias’ time (Paus. 5.12.8 = LT 2).2> While we might expect this copy to be written in Elean
and not the Attic in which Thucydides renders it, Hornblower suggests that Attic was better-
suited to a panhellenic audience than the difficult Elean.®

ET1:/G 1383 = OR 165*
Findspot: near Theatre of Dionysus, Athens
Lettering: developed Attic, usually but not always with h

Layout: I. 1 in larger letters; . 2sqq. stoichedon 77

11 Table based on passages collected by Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 116, using Valla 1550 for the Latin text.

12 Levine 2024, 59.

13 Canfora 2006, 27; cf. Levine 2024, 59.

14 Lane Fox 2010, 23.

15 Clark 1999, esp. 124-26; Lane Fox 2010, 22-23; cf. HCT 4, 55.

1% Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 110-11; cf. HCT 4, 55; Clark 1999, 123. Contra Kirchhoff 1895, 99f.; Levine 2024,
60. There are surviving inscriptions from Olympia written in non-Doric dialects, on which see Buck 1913, 158-59.
Although no 5% century inscriptions specifically in Attic are known from Olympia, a large number have been found
outside of Attica generally: see Crespo 2006, 97-99.
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[Apyeitov. Mavtiveéov. EAlel[i] ow

[orovéag émolécavto hekatov ABevaiol £te kal Apyeiot kal Mavtivég kol EA€Tlo]L mpog GAAENOG
h-

[urtép odpbv alTEV Kal TéV Youppaxov hév dpyoot hekdtepol adoAog kal aBAaBEc kai] katd yev
Kal ka-

[ta BdAattav. homha &€ pE éxocival émidépev i mepovEL péte Apyeiog kal EAsilo]¢ kat
MavTwveéag

5 [kaitog xouppayog €ml ABevaioc kai Tog xouppayog hév apyxool ABevaiol, péte ABeg]vaiog
Kol oG X-
[ouppaxog hév apyoot ABevaiol £mi Apyeiog kal’EAeiog kal MavTivéag Kal TOG XouJvuaxog,

TEXVEL

[HESE pexavEL pESEMLAL VY KATA TASE XOUMAXOS Evat ABevaiog kal Apyeioc kot Ma]vtivéag kat
EA-

[elog hekatov £te- £€av moAEpLoL (oot émi Tév YEV TEv ABevaiov, BoeBEv Apyeiog kal] Mavtivéag
Kal

[EAeloc ABévale, kaBotL av émayyEAAoot ABevaiol, Tpomol dtol av SUvovtal ioxup]otatol kata
10

10 [Suvatov- €av 8¢ SeldoavTe olxovtal, MoAepiav elvat TaUTeV TEV TTOAWY Apyeiolg] kat

Mavtivelo-

[v kol EAelolg kal ABevaiolg, kal kakd¢ maoxev hund hamaodv tév moAeov toUTtov: K]ataAvev &
UE €-

[xo&val tov moAepov mpog TAUTEV TEV TIOALWV LeSepLAL TOV TTOAEOV, €av HE hamaoalg ] Sok[E]L.
BoeBEv &€

[kal ABevaiog €¢"Apyog katl £¢ Mavtivelav kal €¢ EAwv, £av moA€pol (oot émi Tév yE]v Tév Apyeilov

n

[tév Mavtivéov € tév EAelov, kaBotL av énayy£EAloot hat moAeg haltal, tpomol homoi]ot av
duvovrta-

15 [Lioxupotdrol Katd T© Suvatdv- £av 8¢ SeldoaVTEC oixovtal, ToAepiav elvat TaUTEV] TEV
TLOAWY AB-

[evalolg kat Apyeiolg kat Mavtwvelotv kal EAelolg, kal kakd¢ maoxev hund hamaobv to]utov tév
T[_
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[0Agov- kaTaAUev &€ P £xOEval TOV MOAEUOV TIPOG TAUTEV TEV TTOALV LeSeULAL TOV TTOAEO]V, €AV
UE har-

[doaig SokEL homha &€ g édv Exovtoag Suéval émil moAépol SLd TE¢ YEG TEC Te adetépag a]UTOY
Kal T-

[6v xouppdyxov hov dpxoot Ekaotol, pede katd Bdlattay, £av HE doedLoapévov TGV TOAeoV]
hanaodv t-

20 [&v 6iobov éval, ABevaiov kal Apyeiov kal Mavtwvéov kal EAeiov vvTolig 6€ BoeBbaov he]
TOA[Lg ] he -

[Eumooa apeXETo YEXPL LEV TPLAKOVTA EUEPBY GlToV, EMelbav EABOGL £¢ TEV TIOALY TEV
nay]yélao-

[av BoeBEyv, kal amiGotv katd Td alTd. £av 6& MALova BOAsTal xpovov TEL otpatLdl xp&obal h]e
TLOALG

[he petanepdoauéve, 516010 oltov T6L pév homAitel kal doASL Kal Toxootel TPl OPOA]OG AlyLv-

[alog TEg Epépag hekdoteg, TOL &€ hinmel Spayuév Alywvaiav: he 8& moALg he petanepdoapé]ve
Tl O-

25 [tpatidL tév heyepoviav éxéto, hotav év T€L alTéc ho mOAepog €L £av 6€ oL 60)oEL
hanaoa]ic taig

[moAeowv kowvEL otpateleoBal, TO {oov TEg heyepoviag petéval hamdaoalg tailc moAeow. op]ooatl
5-

[ Tac omovdag ABevaiog pev humép te odpbv alToV Kal TéV xouppdyov, Apyetol 8¢ kal MavTLvEg
Kal’E]-

[Aelov kal hot xoUppaxot ToUToV Katd OAeg SvOvTov. ]

16 mao®@v Thuc. 17 pundepia t@v moAewv not in Thuc. except recc. 18 Sokfj tailc moAsowy Thuc. 21
€nnv €ABn Thuc., but intraverint Valla.  24-25 t€L | [tpatidt absent from Thuc., but super exercitum
Valla. 25 tév heyepoviav éxéto cf. Thuc.; xpéoBo heyepovetooa Kirchhoff. hamdoa]ig absent from
Thuc., but universis civitatibus Valla.

LT 1: Thuc. 5.47.1

onovdag énolnoavto £katov ABnvaiol £Tn kal Apyeiol kal Mavtviic kat HAgloL mpog GAARAou,
OTIEP 0BGV AVTGV Kot TV EUPUAXWY WV BpXousLy EKATepoL [or £kaotol], a8oAouG kal aBAaBELS
Kal kata yiv Kal kotd 6dhacoay. [2] OmAa 6£ un é€€otw EmMLpEpeLy ML mNpovi LATe Apyeioug
kal HAgloug Kol MavTwéag kat Toug Euppdoug mt ABnvaioug Kal ToUg EUHHAXOUC WV
&pxouaty ABnvatot, urite ABnvaioug kal Toug EUPpAXoUS WV dpxouoty ABnvaiol £mt Apyeioug
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kai'HAgioug kai Mavtvéag Kal toug Euppdyouc, Texvn HN6E punxovii undsutd. [3] katd tade
Euppdxouc eivat ABnvaiouc kat Apyeiouc kail HAeloug kat Mavtvéag katov £tn: fiv ToAEpLOL
twaolv &g TRV yiv v ABnvaiwv, BonBelv Apyeioug kat’HAelou¢ kat Mavtwvéag ABrivale, kab’ O tL
av énayyéAwolv ABnvaiol, Tponw omoiw av SUvVwvTal IoxupoTATw KAaTd TO Suvatov: fiv &€
Snwoavteg olxwvtal, MoAepiav glvat TadTnv THYV TOAW Apyeiolc kat Mavtvedot kat HAgloLg Kat
ABnvaiolc kal KaK®G TTACKELV UTIO Amao®V TWV TOAEWV TOUTWV: KATAAUELV 8€ pr) €€€tval Tov
TLOAEOV TTPOC TAUTNV TAV TIOALY HNSepLd TV MOAewy, Av un andooalg Sokf. [4] BonBelv 6 kal
ABnvaioug £¢’Apyoc kai £€¢ Mavtivelav kai £¢ HAw, Av moAépiol iwaowv émt Thv yiv Thv HAglwv A
TV Mavtwvéwv f Thv Apyeiwy, kab’ d T v émayyéMwoty ai moAels alTal, TPOTW Omoiw v
SUvVWVTaL LoXUPOTATW KOTA TO SUVOTOV' [V 88 SNWOAVTES oixwvTat, TOAEpiaV £lvat TaUTV THY
TOALY ABnvaiolg kal Apyeiotg kat Mavtivedol kat 'HAgloL¢ Kal KOK®G ACYELV UTIO Anac®v
TOUTWV TV TOAeWV- KOTAAUELY 8€ pr) £E€lval TOV MOAEOV TPOC TAUTNV TAV TIOALY UNSEULA TRV
TOAEWV, AV N anaoalg doki. [5] 6mAa 6€ un édv éxovtag Suéval Enl mMoAEUW S TAG YiG THG
obeTEPAC AVTGV KAl TV EUPUAXWV WV BPXOUCLY EKOOTOL, UNdE KaTd BAAacoav, AV 1N
bndoapévwy TV OAewv dmac®dv Thv Siodov eivat, ABnvaiwv Kot Apyeiwv kal Mavtvéwv Kol
‘HAelwv. [6] Toic 6€ BonBoloLv R TTOALG ) TTEUMOUCA TTOPEXETW UEXPL LEV TPLAKOVTA AUEPRIV
oltov émnv EABwolv ¢ TV OALV TNV €nayyeilaocav BonBely, kal dmolol katd TalTtd: Av 6€
mAéova BoUAwvtal xpoévov Tij otpatid xpfioBal, ) OALG 1) petanepPapévn S160tw ottov, TG PV
omAitn kat PIA® kat to€dtn tpeic 6Bolouc Alywvaiouc Thc AUEPAC EKGOTNG, TQ & irmel Spaxunv
Alywaiav. [7] ) 6& MOALC f peTamepPapévn THV OTPATIAV THV fyEHovViav EXETw, OTav &V Tij
a0TAC O TOAEROC ). fiv 8€ oL §6EN <AmMAcALS> TAlC TOAESL KOWf] oTpatevecdat, T (oov THC
fyepoviag petelval andaoalg Taig moAeoty. [8] opocal 8¢ tag onovdag ABnvaioug Pev UTEP TE
op®V alT®V Kal TV Euppaxwy, Apyeiol 8¢ kat Mavtwvig kal HAgToL kal ot 0 payoL ToUTwV
KOTA TLOAELG OUVUVTWVY. OPVOVTWVY &€ TOV ETILXWPLOV OPKOV EKACTOL TOV LEYLOTOV KATA Lepiv
telelwv. O 8¢ 6pKkoC £0TW 06e: EPUEV® TH Euppaxia katd td Euykeipeva Sikaiwg kal ABAaBRG
kal ad0Awg, kal o0 mapafroopat TExvn o0SE pnxavi) o0SeLd. [9] OpvOvVTwy 6€ ABAVNGOL UEV )
BouAn kal ai événuot apyai, £€opkolvtwv &€ ol mputavelg: €v'Apyel 6& i Bouln kal ol
oydonkovta kal ot dptival, £é€opkolvtwy &€ ol dydonkovta- év 6€ Mavtiveiq ol dnuLoupyol Kal
f BouAn kal al aAhat dpyai, £€opkolvtwy 8¢ ol Bewpol kail ol moAépapyol: év 6&€"HALSL ol
dnuloupyol kal ol £€akoatol, £€opkolviwy &€ ol dnuloupyol Kal ol Beopodulakec. [10]
dvaveodoBat £ Toug dpkoug ABnvaioug pév idvtag ¢ HAv kai é¢ Mavtivelav kai £¢"Apyog
TPLaKovTa NUEpaLG po OAupmiwy, Apyeioug 6€ kal HAsloug kal Mavtivéag idvtag ABrvale
Séka NUEpaLg tpo Mavadnvaiwv Ty peydAwv. [11] tag & Euvbnkag Tag mepl TV omoveiv Kal
TV OpKWV Kal Th¢ Euppoayiag avaypagal €v otiin ABivn ABnvaioug pév év moAeL, Apyeioug &€
€v ayopd év tol AnoA\wvog T® lep®, Mavtivéag &€ év To0 ALOg T@ Lep® v Tij dyopd:
KataBévtwy &€ kal OAvumiaot otAANV xaAkiv kowii ‘Ohupmiolg Tolg vuvl. [12] éav 6€ T Sokij
&evoV glval TATC TOAEOL TAUTALS TPOCHETVAL TTPOC TOLC EUYKELMEVOLS, O TL B 0EN Talc MOAEGLV
andoatc Kowij Bouleuopévalg, ToUTo KUPLOV lvaL.
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“A treaty was made for a hundred years between the Athenians and the Argives, the
Mantineans, and the Eleans, binding on both themselves and all subject allies on either side, to
be observed without fraud or violation both by land and by sea. Neither side shall be permitted
to bring force of arms with harmful intent against the other by any means or contrivance,
neither the Argives, Eleans, or Mantineans and their allies against the Athenians and the subject
allies of the Athenians nor the Athenians and the subject allies of the Athenians against the
Argives, Eleans, or Mantineans and their allies. The Athenians and the Argives, the Mantineans,
and the Eleans shall be allies for a hundred years on the following terms. If enemies invade the
territory of the Athenians, the Argives and Mantineans and Eleans shall bring such aid to Athens
as may be requested by the Athenians, with all possible force to the best of their ability: and if
the enemies ravage the territory and then depart, their city shall be declared an enemy of the
Argives and Mantineans and Eleans as well as the Athenians and shall suffer retribution at the
hands of all these cities, and no one of these cities shall be permitted to cease hostilities against
that city without the agreement of all. If enemies invade the territory of the Argives, the
Mantineans, or the Eleans, the Athenians shall likewise bring such aid to Argos, Mantinea, or Elis
as may be requested by these cities, with all possible force to the best of their ability: and if the
enemies ravage the invaded territory and then depart, their city shall be declared an enemy of
the Athenians as well as the Argives, the Mantineans, and the Eleans and shall suffer retribution
at the hands of all these cities, and no one of these cities shall be permitted to cease hostilities
against that city without the agreement of all. The signatory cities of Athens, Argos, Mantinea,
and Elis shall not allow the passage of any armed force for purposes of war through their own
land or water, or that of their respective subject allies, unless such passage is granted by formal
vote of all the signatory cities. A city sending troops to the aid of another shall provision those
troops for up to thirty days from their arrival in the city which requested aid, and likewise
provide for their return. If the summoning city wishes to make use of the troops for a longer
period, it shall pay a rations allowance of three Aeginetan obols a day for each hoplite, light-
armed trooper, and archer, and one Aeginetan drachma a day for each cavalryman. The
summoning city shall have command of the troops when the war is within its own territory. If all
the cities agree on a joint external campaign, the command shall be equally shared between all
the cities.

The Athenians shall swear to the treaty on behalf of themselves and their allies: the Argives and
the Mantineans and the Eleans and their allies shall swear city by city. The oaths shall be sworn
over full-grown victims, and in each case shall be the oath which is most binding in local
observance. The form of the oath shall be as follows: ‘I shall abide by the alliance on the terms
agreed with all justice, fidelity, and honesty, and | shall not violate it by any means or
contrivance.’ The oaths shall be taken at Athens by the council and the city magistrates, and
shall be administered by the prytaneis; at Argos by the council and the Eighty and the Artynae,
administered by the Eighty; at Mantinea by the Demiurgi and the council and the other
magistrates, administered by the Theori and the Polemarchs; at Elis by the Demiurgi and the

* Trans. of Thuc.’s text only.
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ministers of state and the Six Hundred, administered by the Demiurgi and the Thesmophylaces.
The oaths shall be renewed as follows: the Athenians shall go for that purpose to Elis and
Mantinea and Argos thirty days before the Olympic festival; the Argives and Eleans and
Mantineans shall go to Athens ten days before the Great Panathenaea. The articles of
agreement concerning the treaty and the oaths and the alliance shall be recorded on stone
pillars, to be inscribed and set up by the Athenians on the Acropolis, by the Argives in the
sanctuary of Apollo in the agora, and by the Mantineans in the sanctuary of Zeus in the agora:
and all parties shall jointly deposit a bronze plaque at Olympia at the coming Olympic festival. If
the signatory cities consider it desirable to make any addition to these terms, any such addition
as may be jointly agreed by all the cities in consultation shall be binding.

(trans. Martin Hammond)

LT 2: Paus. 5.12.8

otiilat 6& GAAAL Te £0TRKAOL Kal N Tpog ABnvaioug kal Apyeioug te kKal Mavtwvéag Exouca OpKov
napd HAelwv £¢ ouppoyiov ET@V EKOTOV.

Tablets too are set up [at Olympia], including one on which is written the oath sworn by the Eleans
to the Athenians, the Argives and the Mantineans, that they would be their allies for a hundred
years.

(trans. W.H.S. Jones and H.A. Ormerod)

The Quadruple Alliance is a full offensive and defensive alliance. This, Rhodes argues, is clear
from the reference to the possibility of a joint external campaign (Thuc. 5.47.7 fv 6€ oL §6¢n
<andoalg> taic noAeot kowij otpateveoBat).l’ The alliance is formally time-limited, but at 100
years is, in the words of Polly Low, ‘perhaps to be taken as more or less synonymous with
“eternity”’.'® This may be a nod to longstanding Elean practice: a surviving Archaic alliance
between Elis and the Ewaoioi, found on a bronze stele in Olympia, was also made for 100 years
(IvO 9 =SdA%no. 1101. 2).

It is not immediately clear whether the Quadruple Alliance is bilateral or multilateral. Do Argos,
Mantinea, and Elis, remain separate entities for the purposes of the treaty or are they legally
treated as a single unit? The MSS of Thucydides have €katepol (‘each of two’) at 5.47.1, and the
inscription, though restored at the relevant point, must have contained that word also, since
£€kaotol (‘each of several’) is not possible under the 77-letter stoichedon layout. Nevertheless,

17 Rhodes, Peloponnesian War notes, 573. Contra Welwei 2011, 307, who calls it a Defensivbiindnis without further
elaboration. Kagan 1981, 74 expresses uncertainty on the matter.
18 L ow 2017, 111.
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Kirchhoff emended €kdatepot in the manuscripts of Thucydides to €kaotol on the assumption
that Argos, Mantinea, and Elis do in fact remain legally separate.’® This seems unnecessary:
other aspects of the treaty, such as city-by-city swearing and the requirement that all four
states agree to any subsequent changes, clearly indicate that there are four, not two, partners,
in the treaty. The heading at ET 1 1. 1, [Apyeiov. MavTtweéov. EA]g[i]ov, not in Thucydides,
reinforces their distinct identities.

The expression kal TOV EURUAXWV WV &pxouctv kdtepot [or ékaotol] (‘the allies over whom
each of them rule’; we are still at Thuc. 5.47.1) implies that the four contracting parties have
subordinate allies who are bound by its provisions but do not actively participate in the treaty’s
creation.?® This comes as no surprise with respect to the Athenians, who customarily swore
treaties, such as the Peace of Nicias, not only on their own behalf but on behalf of their subject
allies also (cf. 5.47.8 6pdoaL 6& tag omovéag ABnvaioug pev UTEP e 0PV AUTOV Kal TV
Euppaxwv). The dependencies of Argos, Elis, and Mantinea are less well-attested. T.H. Nielsen
suggests that Mantinea had subject allies in the region of Maenalia in Arcadia, possibly
including the settlements Pallantium, Eutaea, Asea, Dipaea, and Helisson (cf. Thuc. 5.29.1, 33,
67.2,81.1; RO 14 = SEG 37.340).?! Meanwhile, K.W. Welwei identifies Kleonai and Orneai in the
Argolid as dependents of Argos.?? The Eleans, by 420, controlled a number of perioecic
territories including Akoreia, Lasion, Letrinoi, Marganeis, Amphidolia, and the entire region of
Triphylia.?

5.47.5 requires a unanimous vote of the Alliance’s members to allow the passage of an external
armed force through any part of their territory, or through the territory of their (subject) allies,
whether by land or sea. This is exceptional because the freedom of troops from third parties to
cross neutral territory was usually taken for granted, and we must wait until Hellenistic times
for a similar prohibitory clause to reappear (Polyb. 21.32.3).%% Regarding 5.47.6, Andrewes
writes, ‘The thirty days begin from the arrival of the troops at the city which has summoned
them. The city of origin must provision them for the journey as well as for the thirty days; and it
must provide for the return journey too.’?> 5.47.7 specifies that, in the event of a defensive
campaign which takes place on the territory of one of the parties or (one presumes) in the
territory of any of their subject allies, the summoning party is to be given overall command.
Arrangements of this sort are attested elsewhere, primarily in the 4" century (Xen. Hell. 7.5.3;

1% Kirchhoff 1895, 87 n. 1. The emendation is endorsed by Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 113, contra Baltrusch
1994, 76.

20 Welwei 1996; Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 113.

21 Nielsen 2002, 369-72.

22 Welwei 1996, 90 with n. 13, noting that Kleonai and Orneai are attested fighting alongside Argos in the battle of
Mantinea (Thuc. 5.67.2, 72.4, 74.3).

23 Roy in IACP, p. 489; cf. Roy 1997 and 1999.

2 Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 115.

25 HCT 4, 56.
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IG 22112 = RO 41 |l. 34-35). But if the four allies decide to jointly undertake an offensive
campaign, they are to share the command equally among themselves.

The clause found at Thuc. 5.47.8 requires the Argives, Mantineans, Eleans to swear ‘city by city’
(kata moAeLg); under Gomme’s interpretation, this simply means that Argos, Mantinea, and Elis
swear independently of one another, not that their respective dependents swear for
themselves. Their position vis-a-vis their subject allies therefore does not differ from that of
Athens.2® Representatives from each of the four states are instructed to swear the émywplog
0pkog, that is, ‘Each city is to swear by the god(s) whom it locally regards as providing the most
weighty sanction’ according to Andrewes.?” However, the actual oath-formula is the same for
each side: éupev® T Euppoyia katd Ta Euykeipeva Sikalwg kal ABAaBOG kal AdOAwG, Kol ov
napoBrioopal tExvn ouSE pnxovi o0SepL.

At 5.47.9, the oath-takers and oath-administrators for each side are listed. The Athenian oath-
takers include the Boule and, unusually, the événuot dpxati or ‘home magistrates’ in
Hornblower’s translation. The latter are numbered at 700 by [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 24.3, a 4t century
work, but if the figure was identical in 420 then there must be 1200 Athenian oath-takers in
total.?® This is certainly a large number but not unprecedently so: note the enormous
contingents on both sides of the Chalcis treaty, as discussed by Lambert, potentially amounting
to 6500 oath-takers on each side, which highlights the gravity of that agreement.??

The present passage is our main evidence for the Eighty of Argos, which was currently
democratic (Thuc. 5.29.1, 31.6). This was apparently a second council distinct from the Argive
Boule; and this passage is our only evidence for the dptivat.3° Mantinea was also democratic in
420 (5.29.1), and its Boule consisted of perhaps 300 members (cf. RO 14 |. 24, 4t century); the
Sapoupydc was the eponymous magistrate (ibid., 1. 20).31 The Mantinean Bswpoti and
polemarchs are attested nowhere else, but cf. the Bswpol of nearby Tegea known from
Xenophon (Hell. 6.5.7). ). Roy suggests that Elis had been democratic perhaps since the
synoecism of the Elean communities in 471 (Diod. 11.54.1; Strab. 8.3.2).32 The dnuwoupyol, as at

26 HCT 4, 57.

27 HCT 4, 57; cf. Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 116.

2 Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 117. For discussion of the #vénuol dpxai see Hansen 1980 and Chambers 1990,
254-55.

29 Lambert 2017, 23-24: ‘On the Athenian side the oath is to be sworn by the Council of 500 and the jurors [of
whom there were 6000 according to [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 24.3]. ... In Chalkis the oath is to be sworn by all adult males,
again a large body (perhaps ca. 6500).’

30 see further Piérart 2000, 305-06; IACP no. 347, p. 604. On the Eighty cf. SEG 33.286 (late-4™" century): they seem
to have been divided into four groups of 20. Argos also had a board of five generals (Thuc. 5.59.5), but because
they are not specifically mentioned here Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 117-18 suggests that they were possibly
ex officio members of either the Boule or the Eighty.

31 JACP no. 281, p. 519.

32 JACP no. 251, p. 497.
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Mantinea, were the eponymous officials, epigraphically attested at /vO 17, 39 and SEG 15.241.33
And ol ta TéAn €xoVTeG, a vague expression, is perhaps a reference to Elean financial officials
called the paotpot (cf. IvO 2) or to the teAeota (IvO 9).34

The renewal clause (5.47.10) requires the oaths to be renewed by the Athenians 30 days before
the Olympic games, and by the Argives, Mantineans, and Eleans at Athens ten days before the
Great Panathenaea. The text indicates, and Gomme affirms, that ‘Athenian delegates must go
to the three cities in turn,” certainly no easy task under ancient conditions.3> Because the Great
Panathenaea was held in the third year of each Olympiad (and the Olympic games were of
course held only once every four years, like the Great Panathenaea), Hornblower calculates
that the oaths were to be renewed every two years, with the aim that the renewal ceremonies
would take place simultaneously at Olympia and Athens on Hecatombaeon 11.3°

The final clause of the Alliance (5.47.12) allows for amendments through the addition
(mpoaBeival) but not, as the text stands, through the deletion of clauses — contrast the Spartan-
Athenian alliance at 5.24.6 (mpooBsival kal ddeAeiv). But naturally this is only possible if all
sides agree.

D3.3
Spartan treaty proposal to Argos
418/17 BCE

Sparta’s convincing battlefield victory at Mantinea in summer 418 shattered the threat posed
by the Quadruple Alliance and ended any chance for the time being that Spartan supremacy in
the Peloponnese could be effectively challenged.3” Sparta’s first act after the battle was to
advance on the Arcadian city of Tegea, from where the Spartans could threaten Argos (Thuc.
5.76.1). The ascendant pro-Spartan faction in Argos exploited the situation to advocate a peace
treaty and alliance with Sparta, after which they planned to overthrow the democracy
(5.76.2).38 The Spartan assembly drew up a proposal (SupBatrfiptog Adyog) and had Lichas, an

33 On the magistrates of Elis see Sherk 1990, 233-34; Minon 2007, 493f., 511.

34 Minon 2007, 496; Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 118.

35 HCT 4, 61.

3¢ Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 118-19 with Busolt 1904, 1227 n. 2. Contra HCT 4, 61, arguing for renewal every
four years.

37 According to Thuc. 5.74.3, Argos and its allies Orneai and Kleonai lost 700 men in the battle.

38 Cf. Seager 1976, 268: ‘Political dissension in Argos hastened the collapse of the [Quadruple] alliance. The pro-
Spartan element wanted peace and alliance with Sparta as a preliminary to the overthrow of the democracy, and
despite the efforts of Alcibiades their arguments for peace prevailed with the apparently unsuspecting Argive
assembly.’
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Argive proxenus, deliver it to the Argive authorities (5.76.3).3° This is the document reproduced
by Thucydides at 5.77 (= LT 1), retaining the original Laconian dialect.*°

LT 1: Thuc. 5.77.1

kattade Sokel Td ékkAnola TV Aakedatpoviwy EuuBaréoBal mottwe Apyelwg. Amodidovtag
Tw¢ aidag toilg Opyopeviolg Kal Twe avépag tolc MalvaAiolg, kal Twe avépag twe év Mavtiveiq
Tol¢ Aakedatpoviolg anodidovrag. [2] kal €€’ Embavpw kPavtag kal T Telyog dvalpolivtag. ai
8¢ ka pr) elkwvtt Tol ABnvaiol € Embalpw, TOAEUIWS ELLEV TOTG Apyeiolg Kal Toig
Aakedatpoviolg kal Tolg Tv Aakedatpoviwv Euppaxolg Kal Tolg Tv Apyeiwv Euppayolc. [3] kat
ol Twa tol Aakedatpoviol moida €xovtl, amodopev Taig moAieool macalg. [4] mepl 6& T oL
ouparog, ai pev Afjv, toilg Eudaupiolg dpkov Souey, at 6¢, altwg dpdaoal. [5] Tag 8& moALag Tag
v Melomovvdow, Kal HkpAg Kal HeyAAaS, AUTOVOUWE ELLEV TTACOG KATTA TTATpLa. [6] i 8¢ ko
TV €KTO¢ Nedomovvaow TiG £l tav Mehomovvacov yav (n €ml kak®, AAeé€pevol auobt
BouAeucapévwe, 6ma ka Sikalotata dokfj Toig MNehomovvaaiolc. [7] 6cool & €KTOG
MNelomovvaow TV Aakedatpoviwy EVppoxol vy, €v T alT® éooiovtal £v TWMEP Kal Tol
Nakedatpoviol, kal Tol Tv Apyeiwv EVppaxoL &v <@ a0T® éooiovtal £v TWMEP Kal tol Apyeiol>,
Tav aluT®V Exovted. [8] fmubeifavtag 6& tolg Euppdyols EupParéoBbal, ail ka avutolc Sokf. ai 6€ Tu
S0k Tolg Euppayolg, olkad” ATAAANy.

It is determined by the assembly of the Spartans to make agreement with the Argives on the
following terms. They shall return to the Orchomenians the children taken hostage, and the
men to the Maenalians. They shall also return to the Spartans the men now held in Mantinea.
They shall depart from Epidaurus and demolish the walls they built. If the Athenians will not
withdraw from Epidaurus, they shall be enemies of the Argives and the Spartans and of the
allies of the Spartans and the allies of the Argives. If the Spartans hold any children as hostages,
they shall return them to each city from which they come. Concerning the sacrifice due to the
god, the Argives at their discretion shall either require an oath of the Epidaurians or else take an
oath themselves. The cities in the Peloponnese, both small and large, shall all be independent
according to established custom. If anyone from outside the Peloponnese enters Peloponnesian
territory with harmful intent, the two parties shall in consultation with each other organize the
defence in whatever way they decide most equitable to the Peloponnesians. The allies of the
Spartans outside the Peloponnese shall have the same standing as the Spartans, and the allies of
the Argives outside the Peloponnese shall have the same standing as the Argives, and they shall
retain their present territory. The Spartans shall publish these terms to their allies and conclude

3 Introduced here by Thuc. as tpd&evog v Apyeiwv Aixag 6 Apkeoihou; but this is neither his first appearance in
Thuc. (cf. 5.22.2, 50.4) nor his last (8.39.2). On his numerous international connections see Hornblower, Comm. on
Thuc. 3, 132.

40 Djalect: Colvin 1999, 65 with Buck 1955, 161; Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 196.
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the agreement if they too are content: if the allies have any comments, they should relay these
comments to Sparta.

We learn from Thuc. 5.77.1 that the proposal is based on a resolution of the Spartan assembly
(kottdde Sokel Td ékkAnoiq v Aakedatpoviwy KTA.). Andrewes remarks that this is the only
document, Spartan or otherwise, in which the word ékkAnotia is used to refer to this body (but
cf. Thuc. 6.88.10 for ékkAnoia used narratively). This, according to Andrewes, ‘creates a strong
presumption that it was called, as here, ekklesia’ by the Spartans themselves.*!

5.77.2 refers to the ongoing Argive-Athenian war against Epidaurus. The conflict began in
419/18 over a dispute regarding sacrifices owed by the Epidaurians to Apollo Pythaeus, whose
temple — placed by Hornblower at Asine in the Argolid — was under Argive administration (Thuc.
5.52.1; cf. 5.77.4; Paus. 2.36.5).#> The Argives raided Epidaurian territory (5.54.3-55.4), but the
installation of a Spartan garrison prevented them from taking the city itself. Following the
battle of Mantinea, the Athenians intervened and constructed a blockading wall around
Epidaurus (5.56).* The Spartan proposal exerts pressure on the Athenians by threatening joint
Spartan-Argive action if they do not withdraw from Epidaurus.*

At 5.77.5, Sparta insists on the autonomy (aUtovopuia) of all Peloponnesian cities. There are
clear parallels between 5.77.5 and the rescript of the Spartan-brokered King’s Peace of 387/86:
TaC 6 aAAog EAANVISaC TMOAELG Kal HLKPAG Kol peyalag adtovopoucg (Xen. Hell. 5.1.31 =D 4.8 LT
1); but in the later case the autonomy principle was extended beyond the Peloponnese to the
rest of Greece with limited exceptions.*> The present clause seems to have been directed first
and foremost against Argos; apart from Kleonai and Orneai, Argive dependencies included
possibly Nauplia®® and, as perioecic settlements, Lyrkeia and perhaps Tiryns.*” Was Argos
expected to give them up? | believe that this is implicit in the text.

5.77.6 proposes that Sparta and Argos cooperate militarily in the event that an extra-
Peloponnesian power invades the Peloponnese. The inferred target is of course Athens, which
at this time was not a merely putative aggressor but actually had ‘boots on the ground,’ so to
speak, in the territory of Epidaurus at that very moment.*® Though this clause strictly binds
Sparta and Argos only (cf. 5.79.3), the attitude of the other Peloponnesian powers it to be taken

41 HCT 4, 134; cf. Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 197.

42 Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 140. The Argives were encouraged by Athens for strategic reasons (Thuc. 5.53).
43 Cf. IACP no. 348, p. 607.

4 Rhodes, Peloponnesian War notes, 578.

4 Cf. Tuplin 1993, 98 n. 33.

4 Hansen 1997, 36-37; Hansen 2000, 196 n. 49.

47 Piérart 1997, 334-36; cf. IACP no. 347, pp. 602-03.

48 HCT 4, 138; Rhodes, Peloponnesian War notes, 578.
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into consideration (6ma ka Sikatotata Sokif Tolg MeAomovvaaoiolg) in the event that a joint
campaign is undertaken.

5.77.8 acknowledges that the allies of Sparta may want to make comments or suggestions
regarding the proposal before the treaty is finalized.*® Andrewes, noting the lack of evidence for
a Peloponnesian League conference presently in session, suggests that Sparta either intended
to summon one or (his preferred solution) merely distributed copies of the proposal among the
allies. He writes, ‘A conference would then be necessary only if radical amendments or total
rejection were widely supported,” and there is no evidence that this was the case.’® Nor were
Sparta’s allies formally party to the agreement: the prescript of the definitive treaty (Thuc.
5.79.1 =D 3.4 LT 1) reads kattade £€6ofe tolc Aakedapoviolg kal Apyeiolc omovdag Kal
Suppayiav elpev mevtrkovta £tn: here the allies are conspicuously absent.

D3.4
Peace of Lichas
418/17 BCE

The name given to the present treaty is my own coinage, reflecting Lichas’ role in the diplomacy
of 418/17. The Argives accepted the Spartan proposal and the Spartan army pointedly

retreated from Tegea (Thuc. 5.78). The text of the Peace of Lichas, like D 3.3 LT 1, is recorded by
Thucydides verbatim and in Laconian dialect. Though its date can already be easily guessed
from its position in Thucydides’ narrative and its close association with D 3.3, there is also the
evidence of Diodorus (12.80.2 = LT 2), who places it in the archon-year of Antiphon (418/17).

LT 1: Thuc. 5.79.1

kattade £50Ee Tolg AakeSatpoviols kal Apyeiolc omovdac kal Suppoxiav eipev mevtrikovta £tn,
£ tolc ool kal opololg Sikag S166vtag kattd maTpLa: Tal 6& GAAaL TOALEC Tal £v MeAomovvaow
KoLvaveovTwy Tav omovSeav kal Tag Euppoyiog avtovopol Kal aUTOTOALEG, TAV AUTWV EXOVTEC,
katta matpla Sikag 5186vteg Ta¢ loag kal opolag. [2] 6oool &€ £Ew MeAomovvaow Aakedatpoviolg
Euppayol évty, év Toig alTolc éocolvtal Tolomep kal Tol Aakedaloviol: Kal Tol TV Apyelwyv
Euppayol év TR alt® £ocolvtal Tmep Kal Tol Apyeiol, Tav alt®v €xovted. [3] ai 6€ motl
otpateiag 6€n kowdg, BouleleoBal Aakedalpoviwg kal Apyelwg Oma ko SIKOLOTATA KpivavTag
TOTC SuppaxoLc. [4] ai 8¢ T tév moAiwv i audiloya, f Tav Evtog i Ty éktdg MNehomovvdow, aite

4 But see Rhodes, Peloponnesian War notes, 578: ‘It is not clear whether the allies had time to respond between
the agreement of 5.77 and the alliance of 5.79.’
50 HCT 4, 140.
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niepl Opwv aite Tepl GAAOU TWVOG, SLakpLBRpey. al &€ TIg TGV EuppAXwV TIOALG TIOAL £pilol, £¢ TTOALV
€A\Belv, av twva loav apdoliv taic moAicoot Sokeiol. Tw¢ 6€ £tag kattd matpla Sikaleobal.

It has been determined by the Spartans and the Argives that there should be a treaty and alliance
between them for fifty years on the following terms: both parties shall deal on fair and equal
terms according to established custom. The other cities in the Peloponnese shall be participants in
this treaty and alliance as independent cities each in its own right and retaining its own territory,
dealing on fair and equal terms according to established custom. The allies of the Spartans outside
the Peloponnese shall have the same standing as the Spartans, and the allies of the Argives shall
have the same standing as the Argives, and they shall retain their present territory. If there is need
for any combined military expedition the Spartans and the Argives shall decide the most equitable
contribution for the allies and consult together on the conduct of the war. If any of the cities
within or outside of the Peloponnese has a dispute, whether about boundaries or any other
matter, it shall be resolved in this way: a quarrel between any two allied cities shall be referred to
a third city deemed fair and acceptable by both cities. Private citizens shall pursue their legal rights
according to established custom.

LT 2: Diod. 12.80.2

£mi 6€ TouTwv Apyelol kal Aakedatpoviol dlampeoPeuocdpevol mpog GAAARAouC iprvny
£€moLoavto Kal cuppayxiav cuvédevto.

During this year [418/17] the Argives and Lacedaemonians, after negotiations with each other,
concluded a peace and formed an alliance.

(trans. C.H. Oldfather)

It is evident both from Thucydides and Diodorus that this treaty consists of both a peace-
agreement and a military alliance, omovdai (or in Diodorus’ case iprjvn) kat Euppayia, its time
limit set at 50 years (cf. the authorial narrative of Thuc. 5.80.1: ai pév orovéat kat ) §uppaxia
autn éyeyévnto). While Athens is not explicitly mentioned, in contrast to D 3.3, there can be no
doubt that a key Spartan objective was to force the Athenians from the Peloponnese, and in
particular Epidaurus. At Thuc. 5.80.1, Sparta and Argos resolve not to receive any Athenian herald
until the Athenians agree to quit the peninsula, and at 80.3 an Argive embassy demands
specifically that they disestablish the garrison in Epidaurus, which the Athenians (grudgingly, one
imagines) agreed to do.>?

The prescript kattdde £60ée tolg Aakedatpoviolg kal Apyeiolg ormovoag kat {uppaxiav ktA. shows
that this is a bilateral treaty of Sparta and Argos; however, the other cities in the Peloponnese are

51 Cf. Seager 1976, 268-69.
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said to ‘have a share in’ (kowvaveovtwv) the treaty. This seems to be a way of saying that they are
affected by some of its provisions without being formal parties to it; indeed, in the same section
we are informed that they are to be a0tovopoL kat autonoALeg, Tav alt®v €xoviec. The word
aUTOMOALEG is a hapax (but cf. Xen. Hell. 5.2.14 autonoAtltal) and literally means ‘city by itself’; it
is treated by Hornblower as synonymous with abtdévouoc.>> M. Ostwald argues that this clause
expresses Sparta and Argos’ expectation that Mantinea give up its Arcadian dependencies (cf.
Thuc. 5.33.2) and that Elis abandon its claim to Lepreum, under Spartan occupation since 421
(5.31.4).3

5.79.3 raises the possibility of a joint expedition (otpateiag ... kowadg) by Argos and Sparta. Seager
assumes that ‘the Peloponnesian League would still presumably meet to ratify any declaration of
war made by them,” although Argos under the present treaty does not appear to have become a
League member; therefore, | propose that it is a cuppayia idia like the Spartan-Boeotian alliance
of 420 (Thuc. 5.39.3), although not explicitly referred to as such.>* This clause also implies that, if
Argos and Sparta do undertake a joint expedition, they are to do so as equals. This is a remarkable
concession by Sparta to Argos, which was obviously in a weakened position after the battle of
Mantinea. R. Seager suggests that this ‘is explicable only if she [sc. Sparta] knew of the impending
oligarchic revolution at Argos and was relying on Argos remaining in the hands of a puppet
government dependent on Sparta for survival and so unwilling or unable to oppose Sparta’s
wishes in any major matter of policy.”> Actually at Thuc. 5.81.2 we learn that Spartan troops
actively assisted in overthrowing the Argive democracy, replacing it with a pro-Spartan oligarchy
(on wonders what Lichas’ role was in all this).

5.79.4 describes arbitration procedures to be followed in the event of a dispute between two
cities. Hornblower suggests that Sparta and Argos here envision compulsory arbitration, though
the treaty text fails to explain how this is to be enforced.>® Andrewes posits that it may envision
arbitration not only between states, but also between private individuals from different cities in
which one would have to use the other city’s law-courts.>’

Thucydides in the authorial narrative of 5.80.1 writes that the Argos and Sparta ‘settled the
guestion of gains made from each other in the war and any other issues’ (kat omoca AAAAWV

52 Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 202.

53 Ostwald 1982, 5; cf. Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 201-02; Rhodes, Peloponnesian War notes, 578.

54 Seager 1976, 268; cf. HCT 4, 141.

55 Seager 1976, 268; cf. HCT 4, 142.

56 Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 203; cf. Andrewes at HCT 4, 144: ‘There had been recent examples of war
between allies of Sparta, within the Peloponnese Tegea and Mantineia (Thuc. 4.134), outside it Phokis and Lokris
(5.32.2). On Greek interstate arbitration see generally Bétant 1862; Sonne 1888; Bérard 1894; Raeder 1912; Tod
1913; and for a concise overview see Edward Harris and Anna Magnetto, OCD*s.v. ‘arbitration, Greek,” esp.
subsection ‘Interstate Arbitration in the Ancient Greek World.’

57 HCT 4, 144.
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MoAéUw i €1 T BAo glxov, SleAloavto). It is unclear what if any territory was returned by either
side, but Rhodes raises the reasonably likely possibility that there was an exchange of prisoners.>®

D3.5
Athenian alliance with Egesta
418/17 BCE

The scholarship on Athens’ alliance with Egesta is prodigious, and | will provide only a brief
overview of it here. Because of the poor condition®® of the stone, only the last two letters of the
archon-name at ET 1 1. 3, ON, are clearly legible, and no fewer than eleven Athenian archons
between 478 and 404 have such names.®? Because of the three-barred sigma, scholars prior to
the mid-20™" century generally assigned the present treaty an early date, the most popular
candidate being 454/53 (archonship of Ariston) because Diodorus (11.86.2) refers to a war
involving Egesta that year.?! A.E. Raubitschek prefers 458/57 (archonship of Habron) because
this was a period when Athens was actively expanding its &pyxn.®* Today, however, the much
later date 418/17 (archonship of Antiphon) is now widely accepted. This was first proposed by
Mattingly in 1970, disputing the then-current orthodoxy that the three-barred sigma was
extinct by this time.®3 Mattingly’s theory regarding the name of the archon at |. 3 was
subsequently corroborated by M. Chambers, R.F. Gallucci, and P. Spanos, who used advanced
modern technology to reveal the once-illegible letters before ON.%* As a result of their efforts,
the identification of Antiphon is now mostly secure.

If the date of the inscription is now confidently known, its nature in some respects remains
uncertain, specifically on the question of whether it is an original alliance or a later renewal. N.
Papazarkadas maintains that it is a renewal and posits that both the present treaty and the
related Athenian treaty with Halicyae (D 3.8) were first made in 427/26 in the context of
Athens’ first Sicilian expedition.®®> Consider Thucydides’ account (6.6.2) of Egesta’s appeal to
Athens in 416/15, when Egesta was at loggerheads with neighbouring Silenus: wote trv
YEVOUEVNV ETL AdXNTOG Kal Tol potépou MoAEépou Asovtivwy ol ’Eyeotalol Euppaxiov
AvapLpviokovteg tolg ABnvaiouc é6¢ovto odiot vailc népavrag énapdvat. Hornblower’s

58 Rhodes, Peloponnesian War notes, 579.

%9 Fragment ¢, corresponding to OR 166 §i, is extremely fragmentary and not included here, but see Matthaiou
2011, 67-70 for proposed restorations.

80 Comm. OR 166, p. 394.

61 E.g., Kéhler 1867, 17; comm. ML 37, p. 81.

62 Raubitschek 1944, 10-14.

63 Mattingly 1970; cf. Tracy 2016, 219.

64 Chambers, Gallucci, and Spanos 1990. See also apparatus criticus.

55 papazarkadas 2009, 75-76.
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translation of this passage reads, ‘The Egestaians reminded the Athenians of the alliance which
the latter had made with the Leontinoi under Laches in the former war, and asked them to send
ships to help them.’®® The ‘former war’ (tol npotépou moAépou) is the Athenian campaign in
Sicily of the mid-420s, initially led by Laches (Thuc. 3.86). Some scholars argue that the
Euppayia in question must be the Athenian alliance with Leontini and not an Athenian-Egestan
alliance of ca. 427.%7 But as we have seen, the Leontini alliance was likely first contracted in the
440s and certainly reaffirmed in 433/32 during the archonship of Apseudes, years before the
expedition of Laches.

It remains disturbing in any case that Thucydides fails to mention the alliance with Egesta under
418/17, and (in the words of Chambers et al.), ‘inconceivable that the Egestans would arrive in
Athens, seeking military assistance when facing virtual extinction, and not point to an alliance
only recently concluded in support of their request.”®® But Rhodes argues that the omission is
more readily explainable if the surviving inscription is in fact a renewal of an alliance originally
contracted ca. 427 (in which case 100 npotépou moA£pou Asovtivwv would mean ‘the previous
war over Leontini’).®° This is supported by Lorenzo Valla’s Latin translation of Thuc. 6.6.2: Itaque
Egestani repetita memoria societatis sibi cum Lachete initae, et superioris belli Leontinorum,
obsecrabat Athenienses ut se missa classe tutarentur.”®

If we choose to date the alliance itself to ca. 427, but the surviving inscription to the occasion of
its renewal in 418/17 — and | have just presented good evidence for doing so — then we need
not be troubled by the arguments of M. Chambers who, assuming an initial treaty of 418/17,
proposes that it was either fresh in the memory of the Athenians of 416/15 and that they did
not need to be reminded of it (not in itself an unreasonable argument) or that the exiled
Thucydides was simply ignorant of it.”* But why was the alliance reaffirmed in 418/17? J.D.
Smart suggests that the Egestans may have wanted assurances that the Athenians would
support them in a war against Silenus, which may have already been on the horizon.”? Also,
Antiphon’s archonship fell in a Great Panathenaic year which, Papazarkadas notes, was an ideal
occasion for the renewal of the oaths between Athens and Egesta.”?

% Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 303-04.

87 HCT 4, 221; Chambers et al. 1990, 48-55; Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 304-05.

58 Chambers, Gallucci, and Spanos 1990, 53.

%9 Rhodes, Peloponnesian War notes, 585.

70 valla in Chambers 2008 ad loc.

7t Chambers 2003, 188-94. But if Thucydides was ignorant of the treaty, how did he know so much about the
Egestan embassy to Athens?

72 Smart 1972, 136; cf. comm. OR 166, p. 397.

73 papazarkadas 2009, 83 n. 56; cf. Thuc. 5.47.10, stipulating renewal of the oaths of the Quadruple Alliance (D 3.2)
at Athens ten days before the Great Panathenaea (dvaveoloBat & tol¢ 6pkoug ... Apyeioug 8¢ kai’HAsioug kat
Mavtivéag iovtag ABnvale §ka nuépatg mpo Mavadnvaiwy TV peyaAwv).
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ET1:/G 1311 =0OR 166*
Findspot: Acropolis, Athens
Lettering: developed Attic, but with tailed rho and three-barred sigma

Layout: |. 1 in larger letters; Il. 2sqq. stoichedon 48

[....%%.... héplko[.]. A[B]evaliov ka]iEyeotai[ov].

[ESoxoev TEL BoAEL kal T]6L [6épot. ...0...1¢] émputdveue: [....]

[- - - éypoppdreve: - - -]OL.2.IL.2.. Av]Tipdv €™ pxe. Ap[..JAL]

[- - elne- - - -]10[...]N[..]P[........ 8]6v[a]t avTo[ic..]

5 [ JOZAL.. 8. 1A[.JE[..>.]

o2 2L 2 Jal TOG U5

[orren. 1 s JEP[....]10[....IN[.]a [h]iepa [h]oooumn[e]p [.]
.................. t]ov ho[pk]ov o[uvuv]a[t. hom]og &’ av duod[ooo]-

[v hamavteg, hot otpart]eyol émueAebév(tov ...]Jayy[e]ATol...]

10 [o..... 18 s ] t]6v hopkotdv hom[og ..°..] Ey[eotato .]

[....22..... TO 6¢ doé]dlopa t68e kal tov [hopk]o[v] dvalypld[doa]-
[L éoTéNel AiBivel & m]OAEL TOV ypappatéa TEC BoAEg: [hol 6 mt]-
[oAetal anoptoBooavt]ov: ho[i] 6& kohakpétat S6[v]to[v T6 dpylLp]-
[Lov. kaA€oatl &€ kal ém]i xoévia Tév mpeoPeiav Tov Ey[eotaiov]

15 [&c mputaveiov ¢ TOV] vOULIOpEVOV xpovov. ¥ Ebdep[og eime: T4

[uEv dAa kaBdrmep TEL B]oAEL TO &€ Aoundv Eneldav ni[péoPegEy]-

[eotaiov ddkvdvtoal ho k]Epuxc tpocay[£€T0 ....... 1]
. B ] tolg mtl..ee.. 2, ]
lacuna
[npéoPec] Eyeotai[oV ... 32 s ]
20 [......Jwivo Am[ 34 ]

vacat
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1 youppaxiag hoplkol[g] or hoplko[t] Osborne; cuppayxio Al6[evaiov ka]i Eyeotai[ov] IG 12; [xouppaxio
kai hoplko[c ] A[B]evaliov ka]l Eyeotai[ov] /G 13; [dhia kai xouvpayia ABevaiov kai] Eyeotai[ov]
Woodhead 1948; [xouppayia kat hopko[c] A[B]leva[iov ka]t Eyeotai[ov] Bradeen and McGregor. 2
Avtioxic or EpexBeig or Kekporig Osborne and Rhodes. 3 €]n[eotate Bradeen and McGregor.

Av]tipSv Matthaiou 2011; Apiot]ov /G 12; hd]Bpov Raubitschek; Avt]ibdv Mattingly; Avltibdv Matthaiou
and Korres. 4 elnev- nept Eyeotalio[v to]v [hd]p[kov e0BUC Bradeen and McGregor; eimev- mept Hév
Eyeotalio[v to]v [hdlp[kov IG 13. 5 yoUppaxol écopueba &5]6[A]og aliet Eyeotaiolg: Chambers, Gallucci,
and Spanos.  5-7 [hotltwveg | éxoopkdot ddikdpevol €¢"Eyeotav hehéoBal to[v] S§[Epov &€ | ka Gvdpag
auTika pala. mtlep[i 6€ tlo R. von Scala.  8-11 hom]og &’ &v 6uo6[coc| v hamavteg hot otpat]eyol
€muelebév(tov. kat]ayyeAto[v 6¢ | mpéoBuv néudoal petd] tév hopkotdv homo[c av hum’] Ey[eotaiov |
ta6e 6vUBEL Chambers, Gallucci, and Spanos.  10-11 hém[og av t0¢] Ey[eotaiog | £xoopkdooot Bradeen
and McGregor; homn[og e000¢] Ey[eotaiog | £xoopkbdooot] (?) Matthaiou 2011.

... oath[s? of the Athenians] and Egestans.

[The council and] the [people decided. —] was the prytany. [— was secretary. — was
chairman?]. [An]tiphon was archon (418/17). Ar— [proposed]: ... give to them ... victims as many
... swear the oath. [So that all shall swear let the] generals take care ... the men administering
the oath so [that they shall administer the oath to the Egestans?] ... This decree and the oath
the secretary of the council shall inscribe [on a stone stele on the] Acropolis: [let the poletai
make the contract]; and let the kolakretai pay [the money. Also to invite] the Egestans’ ebassy
to hospitality [in the Prytaneum at the] customary time.

[Euphemus’® proposed: in other respects in accordance with the] council, but in future when
[envoys come from Egesta?] let the herald bring them forward ...

lacuna
[Envoys] of the Egestans ... son of —icinus, Ap— ...

(trans. Stephen Lambert and P.J. Rhodes, adapted)

The Egesta treaty is clearly an alliance, even if xouppaxia is not visible on what survives of the
stele (but see the apparatus criticus). The prytany at the time was held by ...5...i¢, therefore it
must be Antiochis, Erechtheis, or Cecropis. ET 1 II. 4-7 are extremely fragmentary and any
proposed restorations must be treated with great caution. Interesting, Chambers, Gallucci, and
Spanos restore |. 5 to make this a perpetual alliance, xoUppaxot écopeba ad]o[A]og afiel

74 The name Euphemus, partially restored as the proposer at |. 15, is too common to be confidently identified (cf.
LGPN 2 s.v. Ebdnpuog). Interestingly, however, a Euphemus features in the ‘Camarina debate’ at Thuc. 6.75.4:
Smart 1972, 135 n. 55 speculatively identifies him with the proposer of the present treaty.
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Eyeotaiolc.”> Compare how the Athenian alliances with Rhegium and Leontini, while also
perpetual, were nonetheless reaffirmed at a later time.

The inscription becomes more intelligible from I. 8 onward. At Il. 8-10, the Athenian(?) generals
are tasked with ensuring that the oath is sworn by the Egestans, although it is unclear whether
the Egestan oath-takers consist of the envoys in Athens only, or whether the generals are to
travel to Egesta and administer the oath to a broader section of the citizen population.’® The
[rt|oAetadi] of Il. 12-13 were Athenian officials responsible for the sale or lease of state property,
including metics who lapsed into slavery for failure to pay the petoikiov (a tax on metics).”” If
the restoration is correct, their task is to negotiate a contract with the stonecutter(s)
responsible for the inscription. The kwAakp£tal (. 13) were state treasurers, here responsible
for disbursing the necessary funds for inscribing the treaty.’®

It is unknown whether the alliance was a purely defensive or a full offensive/defensive one. At
Thuc. 6.6.2, Thucydides writes that the Selinuntines and their Syracusan allies ‘drove them [sc.
the Egestans] to war by land and sea’ (karteipyov alToU¢ TG MOAEUW KOl KATA ViV Kol Kot
Bdahacoav), which seems to imply that Egesta was attacked first. But the circumstances under
which the alliance was first contracted in ca. 427 remain obscure.

D3.6
30-year truce between Sparta and Mantinea
418/17 BCE

The defeat of the Quadruple Alliance at Mantinea and the subsequent Spartan-Argive
rapprochement left the Mantineans little choice but to come to terms with the ascendant
Spartans. Thucydides’ account (5.81 = LT 1) places the present treaty in winter 418/17, and with
its time limit of 30 years, reported not by Thucydides but by Xenophon (Hell. 5.2.2 = LT 2), it will
have expired in 388/87. In fact, Sparta did not attack Mantinea until 386, forcing it to submit to a
dioecism.”® The delay presumably stems from the fact that the Corinthian War was still ongoing in
388/87, and Sparta could not spare the resources to campaign against Mantinea immediately.

7> Chambers, Gallucci, and Spanos 1990, 46. For their restoration and translation of the overall inscription see 45-
46.

76 Chambers, Gallucci, and Spanos 1990, 47 argue for restoring kat]dyyeAto[v at |. 9, so that ‘An envoy will be
named and sent off to Egesta along with the Athenians who are to swear the treaty there.’

77 [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 47.2-4 with D.M. MacDowell, OCD*s.v. ‘polétai.’

78 On the kwAakpétal see generally ATL 3, 359-66 and Rhodes 1972, 102.

79 HCT 4, 148, but cf. Andrewes’ note with Diod. 15.5.3, placing the attack in 385, which would give the present
treaty a terminus post quem of 415. It is admittedly not entirely certain that Thucydides and Xenophon are in fact
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LT 1: Thuc. 5.81.1

HETA &€ TNV TV Apyeilwv AMooTaowY €K THg Euppaxiag kal ol Mavtviig, T pév mpitov
QAVTEXOVTEG, EMELT o0 Suvapevol aveu TWv Apyeiwv, EuvéPnoav Kal adtol toig Aakedalpoviolg katl
TV Apxnv ddeloav TV MOAswv.

After the Argive defection from the original alliance the Mantineans held out at first, but then,
powerless without the Argives, they too agreed a truce with Sparta and abandoned any claim to
control cities.

LT 2: Xen. Hell. 5.2.2

€A\éyovto 6¢ kal ai omovdai é¢eAnAuBEval Ttoic Mavtivelol ToUTw T@ ETEL Al HETA TNV €V
MavTiveiq HaxnVv TPLAKOVTAETELG YEVOLEVOL.

It was also common talk that the thirty years’ truce, concluded after the battle of Mantinea, had
expired this year, so far as the Mantineans were concerned.

(trans. Carleton L. Brownson)

LT 3: Diod. 12.80.2

SLomep ol Mavtiveig dnoBaiovteg ThHv anod Twv Apyeiwv BonBelav Avaykacbnoav Umotayfvalt
Tol¢ AakeSalpovioL.

Consequently the Mantineians, now that they had lost the help of the Argives, were compelled to
subject themselves to the Lacedaemonians.

(trans. C.H. Oldfather)

The Argive abandonment of the Quadruple Alliance (Thuc. 5.81.1 v t@v Apyeiwv dnootactv €k
g Euppaxiog) was sealed, of course, when Argos assented to the Peace of Lichas. It is unclear
whether or not Elis also formally made peace with Sparta around this time, and while J. Roy
believes that they did, he adds that since they did not participate in the battle of Mantinea, they
‘could not be dictated to as a defeated enemy, as was Mantinea.’®°

describing the same treaty, but | am less inclined than Andrewes (HCT 4, 148) and Hornblower (Comm. on Thuc. 3,
207) to entertain doubts on this matter.
80 Roy 2022, 122; cf. Roy 2009, 71-74.
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Andrewes believes that the present treaty between Sparta and Mantinea was entirely separate
from the Peace of Lichas, despite the specification in that agreement that Peloponnesian states
other than Sparta and Argos may ‘have a share’ in it (Thuc. 5.79.1 = D 3.4 LT 1 tai 6& GAAOL TTOALEG
Tal év Nelomovvaow Kowaveovtwy Tav omovav kal tag Euppayiag). He also supposes that
Mantinea rejoined the Peloponnesian League; it is true that Mantinea, unlike Argos, was a
member of the League before the Quadruple Alliance (Thuc. 5.29.2; Xen. Hell. 5.2.3), but the
thirty-year time limit attested by Xenophon is difficult to square with readmission into the League
(Andrewes himself expresses uneasiness on this point).8! What is certain is that Mantinea was
forced to relinquish control of ‘the cities’ (Thuc. 5.81.1 tAv dpxnv ddeloav TWV TOAEWV).
Thucydides does not provide details, but cf. 5.29.1, where we are informed that the Mantineans
had ‘“forcibly subjected a part of Arcadia’ (uépoc TL Tfi¢ Apkadiag katéotparmto Umrkoov) during
the Archidamian War. J. Roy identifies the area of Mantinean conquest as Parrhasia, roughly
corresponding to southwestern Arcadia, though the Mantineans had already been driven out of it
by the Spartans in summer 421 (5.33).82 However, Arcadian allies (ol E0ppoyot Apkddwv), not
individually identified, are recorded by Thucydides as having fought alongside the Mantineans in
the battle of Mantinea (5.67.2), implying that at least a residual Mantinean dpyn continued to
exist.®3 The present treaty confirms the abandonment of Mantinean claims to sovereignty over
these allies, and perhaps over Parrhasia also, if this had not already been confirmed de jure.

D3.7
Athenian alliance with Argos
416 BCE

In early 417, the Argive democracy was overthrown by the Spartans in concert with the
oligarchic party at Argos and replaced with a pro-Spartan oligarchy (Thuc. 5.81.2). However,
that summer the Argive 6fjpog took advantage of the Spartans’ momentary distraction (they
were celebrating the Gymnopaedia) and overthrew the oligarchs (5.82.2). A Spartan force was
despatched against Argos but advanced no further than Tegea (82.3-4); the Argives were
nonetheless alarmed began to construct long walls between the city and the sea with the
assistance of Athenian craftsmen (82.5-6).8% In winter 417/16 the Spartans finally advanced on

81 HCT 4, 148.

82 Roy 2022, 106-07, 124; cf. Nielsen 1996, 135; Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 65. On Parrhasia see generally Roy
2013 and 2022, 108-11.

83 Roy 2022, 111 identifies them as ‘the northern Mainalians and doubtless also the Eutresians.” For the locations
of northern Maenalia (‘between Mantinea and Parrhasia’) and Eutresia (‘in the northern and northeastern areas of
the Megalopolis basin’) see ibid., 107-08.

84 The Athenian assistance was probably unofficial (cf. HCT 4, 152), and note that other, unspecified Peloponnesian
cities were involved in building the walls (Thuc. 5.82.6).
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Argos under the command of Agis to stop construction of the walls (5.83.1). The walls were
razed but the city itself was not attacked and the expedition was subsequently abandoned
(83.2).%°

The present treaty can be dated to spring 416 based on the archon-date (ET 1 I. 3 EO¢epog
€”pxe) and the prytany (l. 2 Alav[tic]). This leaves a gap, not easily explained, of several months
between the counterrevolution at Argos and the treaty.®® In summer 416 Alcibiades went to
Argos with 20 ships and detained 300 suspected Spartan sympathizers who were then
dispersed throughout the Athenian &pxn (Thuc. 5.84.1; cf. 6.61.3). That expedition, the goal of
which, according to H. Heftner, was to ensure that Argos did not slide back into oligarchic rule,
must have been a consequence of the treaty.?’

ET 1: /G 1386 = Agora 16.19*
Findspot: fragments a-d: Acropolis, Athens; fragment g: Agora, Athens
Lettering: developed Attic

Layout: Il. 1-2 in larger letters; |. 3sqq. stoichedon 76

[. .Jobopocg MoAuxapog A[uditponEBev(?) éypoapupatevey]:

[ESoxoev TEL] BOAEL kAl TOL S€poL- Alav[Tic EmpuTaveus, . .080p0¢ £YpOUUATEVE],

[....70..... éneo]tdte, EOPepoC £7PXE XIY [cvvrrnrrrrerrennnens 39 e ABeval]-

[lowc kol Apyeiowc me]vtékovta Ete: mepl [pév TV hiePBV ... 32 s ]

5 [ 18 s AB]evaiog kai Apy[eiog ........ 7 e Junepli ... 18 e ]

e B, v éav éoBa[AooLv &g Ty yEV Tév Apylelov émi mo[Aépol € AakeSalpov]-

85 Plut. Alc. 15.4-5 makes Alcibiades instrumental in persuading the Argives to build the walls, which is plausible in
light of his earlier involvement in Argive affairs (cf. Thuc. 5.76.3). But this tradition is not in Thucydides, and
Plutarch’s testimony is doubted by Hornblower (Comm. on Thuc. 3, 213). However, Gomme (HCT 4, 151) entertains
that it might be true. Alcibiades is also attested as general for 417/16 by Diod. 12.81.2.

8 Cf. Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 211. Aiantis was tribe IX in the official order of Attic tribes. For Euphemus as
eponymous archon for 417/16 see Diod. 12.81.1.

87 Heftner 2011, 71.
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[0 PO A e I¢: xpépaot 8¢ hémog av [Apysiol xpovt]-
[aL hikavolc €xoel]gv €[k T]6 dOpo (€ EhatTov £ ......1%.....] TdhavTa é¢ TOV MOAE[pov Kot
£VIOUTO]-

[v hékaotov- éav 6€] épévev Bolov[tal mogaBal AakeSaluoviol] Apyeiolg kal ABg[vai]o[ig kal
To1C 4]-

[udotépov cuppaxloig, Apyeio[l] Alakedatpoviog € Tév foAEv ka]l TOV SEpov TOv [ABe]vai[ov
ABgvale]

[EdLEvTov: €av 6€] EéaBallooly [£¢ Ty YEV TEV ABevaliov € Aake]datpoviol € AAAoG Tig &[Tl
moAépol Bl-

15 [oeBodvtov Apyeio]t ABevaio[ig altika kabdmep Gv ABevaiol] émayyéAloaotv p[€]xpt Si[pévo

Kal otp]-

[atiotaug pe 6AeCo]v Sloxh[iov- ToTg 8¢ xpEpaot Toig Umdp]xootl xp&oBau £mi [t]og énl..... 1 ....]
[ 5, 10]0T0 [coveenee. 2 e ] 8éovrtal tpdc tov[tolig [...... 2.0 ]
Lo, 9, s Jow avtolic té[v]lde T[Ev(?) ..... " .....]
Lo A e, g]xogv[al £ tolv [éAep[ov .....10....]

20 | 85 e 1]V poc Nake[Sawp]ov[iog ... n....]
T AT e ] ABevaioc kal.......... 0, ]
T 36 s Jiq uedt éxkex[epiav ....... 5]
Lo A2 s hopklov tov aepifov ......... B, ]
T AT e v éc MavaB[évala ........ 16 ]

25 [, B e Bo]eB&v A[Bevaiog ........Y"........]
Lo B e AB¢g]vaiov B[ogBEv ......... B, |
T 36 s | axc 1<l PR L ]

lacuna

3-4 you[ppoaxiav kai youvBékog a86Aoc kot ABAaBSC £ vat ABeva |lolc IG 13; XoU[ppayog(?) eine-
Xxouppaxiav € val d5ohov kai &BAapg ABeva|iog Wilhelm. 11 tettapdkovta] tdhavta /G 13; mévte kal
6£ka] tahavta Woodhead.  14-15 € GAAo[L, PoeB&v Apy| elog mavti 0Béve]L Hiller.  14-16 [B|oeBbdvtov
Apyeto]L ABevaio[ic altika kaBdmep av ABevaiol] £mayyéAlooty U[€]xpL SLHévVo Kal otp | atiotalg pé
OAelo]v SloxA[iov- Tolg &€ xpépaot Tolg unap]xool xp€obal Meritt.
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—odoros son of Polychares [of Amphitrope(?) was the secretary]. [The] council and the people
[decided]. Aiantis [was the prytany; —odoros was the secretary; —] was the chairman;
Euphemus was the archon: [that there be an alliance and treaty without deceit or hurt between
the?] Athenians and Argives for fifty years. Regarding [the sanctuaries] ... for the Athenians and
Argives ... regarding ... [if the Lacedaemonians or anyone else] invade [the territory of] the
Argives with hostile intent, [that the] Athenians [assist the Argives, as many as] they request;
and this one ... against those taking up arms ... up to six hundred ... so that [the Argives have
sufficient means, that you extract] from the tribute [no fewer than —] talents for war [annually.
But if the Lacedaemonians] want to [conclude] peace with the Argives and Athenians and their
[respective] allies, the Argives [are to refer] the Lacedaemonians [to Athens to the council] and
people of the Athenians. [But if] the Lacedaemonians or anyone else invades [the territory of
the Athenians with hostile intent, the Argives are to assist] the Athenians without delay, [as
many as the Athenians] request, up to two months’ duration [and with no fewer than] two
thousand [soldiers]; that they use the available [funds] for the ... this ... require in addition to
this ... this to them (?) ... war shall be allowed ... against the Lacedaemonians ... Athenians ...
neither truce ... the ancestral oath ... to the Panathenaea ... the Athenians (?) shall help ...
helping (?) the Athenians ...

(own trans., based on the German trans. of Klaus Hallof)

The present treaty amounts to a renewal of the alliance contracted by Argos and Athens in 420,
though now without the participation of Mantinea and Elis, and xou[ppoaxiav] has been
restored at ET 1 |. 3 by Meritt, though the correct restoration may actually be XoU[upoaxog],
identified by Wilhelm as the proposer of the treaty (see apparatus criticus).

It seems clear to me that the treaty constitutes as ouppayia, even if we cannot be certain that
the word appeared in the inscription (but see I. 13 [ouppay]otg). We know, for example, that
Argos assisted the Athenian in the Sicilian expedition (Thuc. 6.29.3, 43; 7.57.9); that is plausibly
a consequence of this treaty.

If correctly restored, I. 4 tepl [pEv TOV higpdv ................ 32 e ] opens a clause about
sanctuaries, although we cannot say more than this. Lines 6-7, again dependent upon
restoration, envision a specifically but not exclusively Spartan incursion into Argive territory ([€
Nakedatpov | ot € GAog tig]), which is unusual among alliance treaties, which normally do not
specify a particular enemy to be defended against. The heavily restored Il. 10-12, according to
Meritt, relate to the financing of a speculative joint Argive-Athenian campaign, with the money
to be derived from the tribute of the Delian League.® The minimum amount (l. 11) was either
at 40 (suppl. Meritt) or 15 (suppl. Woodhead) talents. The editors of ATL consider 40 talents a

88 Meritt 1945, 126.
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somewhat unreasonably high figure, whereas 15 better corresponds with what ‘was obviously
to be considered as a routine expense (ék T6 ¢6po) and not as anything significant enough to
be borrowed from the treasurers of Athena.’®® At Il. 12-14, the Spartans, if they wish to make
peace with Argos, must also consult Athens; this is a de facto prohibition on a separate peace.
Lines 14-16 detail the terms on which Argos must assist Athens if Athens is attacked, whether
by Sparta or another state. The mutual defence provisions are symmetrical in theory, but in
practice Argos was in more immediate danger of attack by an outside power (namely Sparta)
than Athens.

Note also that the time limit is now 50 years (l. 4) in contrast to the more ambitious 100 years
of the Quadruple Alliance. It is unclear why this reduction was agreed to, but perhaps both
sides were discouraged by how quickly the Quadruple Alliance, despite its lofty ambitions, had
fallen apart.

D3.8
Athenian alliance with Halicyae
416/15 BCE

Halicyae was a Sicilian city mentioned by Thucydides at 7.32.1: in this passage, set in summer
413, i.e., during the Sicilian expedition, the Halicyaeans are described as é0ppayot of Athens,
providing at least a terminus ante quem for the present treaty, which is inscribed on the same
stone as the treaty with Egesta (D 3.5) of 418/17.°° However, | argue that both the Halicyae
treaty and the inscription that records it belong instead to 416/15. There are, first of all,
epigraphic indications that this is the correct date. The first two lines contain the enactment
formula, and while it is so fragmentary that no archon-date can be securely identified, T. Wick
seesin ET 1 1. 23 Ap[...°"... the name of Arimnestus, archon of 416/15.%! The Egesta and Halicyae
treaties, though inscribed on the same stele, are in different hands and so clearly were not cut
at the same moment.®> And because the Halicyae inscription occupies the lower portion of the
stele, it stands to reason that it was that last to be inscribed. | suggest that the Halicyaeans,
perhaps threatened like Egesta by Silenus and Syracuse, accompanied the Egestans to Athens in
winter 416/15 when the latter, as we know from Thucydides (6.6), appealed for Athenian
intervention in Sicily.

8 ATL 3,357 n. 45.

% But evidently employing two different cutters, since both the lettering and line-length differ markedly from the
Egesta treaty.

91 Wick 1975, 190 n. 32; cf. Smart 1972, 133; Wick 1981, 121 n. 19.

92 Cf. Tracy 2016, 219.
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ET 1: /G 1312 = OR 166 (cont.)*
Findspot: Acropolis, Athens
Lettering: developed Attic

Layout: possibly stoichedon 54

Line numbering continued from D 3.5 ET 1

22 [£60xoe]v T8l BoAEL [Kal TOL SEpOL. ....5%.... émpuTdveve: ....5%....]

[.. éypap]udreve: Apl...5"... éneotdre- ... ... lne- ABevaiolc] Ap[ipveotog (416/15) &~ pxe
[kat hoAtkuaiotg EA[UpoLS (?) dhiav Kal xouppaxiov glvat Katd Td Xou]-

25 [ykeipev]a ta mpog AB[evaiocg ha Eyeotaiolg €otiv: talta &€ Toy ypau]-

[uatéa tég BloAEg avay[padoal £ TOAEL €V TEL AUTEL OTEAEL €V hEL dvay]-

[éyparmtal ka]l mepUE[yeotaiov Ta éposdlopéva TOL S€poL.  vacat?]

vacat?

22-24 Ap[— €meotdre: — £ pye- — ine- 1OV 8p | kov haAtlkuaiolc Mattingly. 23 Ap[...¢7... éneotdrte: IG
13, 23-24 [elne- 86| vat hah]kuaiotg EA[UpOLS TOV BpKov ...] Mattingly.

The council and the people decided. [— was the prytany. —] was secretary. Arimnestus
(416/15) [was archon. — proposed]: ... the Elymian (?) Halicyaeans ... with the Athenians ... [the
secretary] of the council shall inscribe ... about the E[gestans] ...

vacat?

(trans. Stephen Lambert and P.J. Rhodes, adapted)

No specific treaty clauses are preserved, but if ET 1 II. 24-25 [p\iav Kai xouppaxiav eivat katd
TA Xou | ykeipev]a ta mpog AB[evaiog ha Eyeotaiolg €otiv] are correctly restored, its terms will
have been identical to those of the Egesta treaty.

D 3.9
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Athenian treaty with Mytilene
ca. 412 BCE

The (in)famous rebellion of Lesbos in 428 was suppressed in 427. Although Mytilene, the
leading Lesbian city, was spared the worst reprisals contemplated by the Athenians, 1000
Mytilenian oligarchs were executed all the same, the city’s walls torn down, and its fleet
confiscated (D 2.3 LT 1 = Thuc. 3.50.1).%2 The land was later divided into 3000 kAfjpot, 300 of
which were reserved for the gods, with the Athenian cleruchs chosen by lot and paid two minas
each annually (3.50.2). C. Fornara assumes that these are identical with the cleruchs mentioned
in the present treaty (ET 1 1I. 17, 25), and | see no grounds for disagreement.%

Scholars in the 20™ century overwhelmingly dated the present treaty to the 420s. M.N. Tod,
without argument, assigns it to 427/26.°> Gomme, Meritt, and Bradeen-McGregor each favour
425, whereas Brunt advocates for a marginally later date of 425/24.%¢ The basis of both Gomme
and Brunt’s arguments is that, had the Athenian cleruchy still existed in the 410s, Thucydides
ought to have mentioned the cleruchs in his catalogue of the Athenian allies participating in the
Sicilian expedition (7.57-58) or during military operations in and around Mytilene in 412
(8.23.1), which he does not. However, more recently C.W. Fornara and V. Saldutti have
challenged the previous orthodoxy on a number of grounds.

The gift of autonomy taken together with the giving back of the land unquestionably reflects a
change of mood among the Athenians which is inexplicable so soon as a year or two after the

quelling of the rebellion, and certainly seems to require some act by the Mytilenians to which

the conferral of autonomy was a response. No such condition is met in the mid-twenties. In a

word the orthodox date is psychologically implausible.”’

As late as 421, Athens did not hesitate to massacre and enslave the people of rebellious Scione.
Mytilene itself in 427 only escaped a similar fate by the narrowest of margins. V. Saldutti rightly
emphasizes that this is ‘difficilmente conciliabile con la scelta, nello stesso arco di tempo, di un
trattamento particolarmente clemente con chi quel sentimento aveva fatto nascere,” and that,
consequently, the present treaty must be dated later. Specifically, Saldutti proposes a terminus
post quem of 421 (Peace of Nicias) and a terminus ante quem of 412, when Mytilene revolted
again (Thuc. 8.22.2).%8

93 The figure of 1000 is defended by Gomme (HCT 2, 325-26) and Hornblower (Comm. on Thuc. 1, 440). Doubt on
this point stems from the reading of ms. A, Tptdkovta, over xtAiwv of ms. A, but Gomme is reluctant to accept the
former. See further Fornara 2010, 129 n. 1.

%4 Fornara 2010, 130.

% Comm. Tod 63, p. 135.

% HCT 2, 329-31; Gomme 1953; Meritt 1954, 364ff.; Brunt 1966, 82-84; Bradeen and McGregor 1973, 121f.

%7 Fornara 2010, 132.

%8 Saldutti 2016, 255-57.
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Thucydides (5.84.1) attests the presence of two Lesbian ships at the siege of Melos in 416, but
this does not necessarily imply Mytilenean autonomy. We are not told whether these were
specifically Mytilenean ships, and T.J. Quinn suggests that they were actually Methymnian (it
will be recalled that Methymna was the only Lesbian city that did not revolt in 428).%°
Hornblower argues further that these were probably not warships at all, but troop-carrying
vessels (cf. Thuc. 6.43), incapable of challenging the Athenians at sea.'®° We are therefore not
required to accept that Mytilene was autonomous by 416. All things considered, it is best to
date the present treaty to 412 or soon afterwards. It was in the period after the Sicilian
expedition that Athens, severely weakened and facing allied rebellions throughout the Aegean,
began to offer generous concessions to its allies, such as by granting autonomy to Samos in 412
(Thuc. 8.21) and to Selymbria later (see D 3.14). Mytilene was easily recovered in 412 (Thuc.
8.23.2, 100.3) and remained faithful to Athens until its capture by Lysander in 405 (Xen. Hell.
2.2.5). The lenient terms of the present treaty plausibly explain this.10!

ET1:1G 1366
Findspot: Acropolis, Athens (south slope)
Lettering: developed Attic

Layout: Il. 1-2 in larger letters; I. 3sqq. stoichedon 38

[.5...éypoapudt]eve

6 I3 o] L

[ESoxoev TEL POAEL Kal TOL S€poL AKapa]vTig mp-
[utdveus, ...0.... éypoppdreve, Tpiku]Boc éme-

5 [otdrey, ...5.... eine- €melde KAASC melBop]xel
[Muti\evaiov ho 86&pog kal dihog éotl kaBamep £]-

[v 6L mpbdoBev xpovol ABevaiov TEL BoAEL ka]l T6-

% Quinn 1981, 37.

100 Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 228.

101 Fornara 2010, 140, points out that the inscription mentions Athenian generals and soldiers (ET 1 1. 19
[ot]pateybv [kal] Tév otpatiotdv). This fits the context of 412, when the Athenian generals Leon and Diomedon
are attested campaigning in Mytilenean waters against the Chian fleet (Thuc. 8.23.2). He argues that Athens, in the
years immediately following the Lesbian revolt of 428, was too busy on other fronts to maintain a military
presence on Lesbos.



[L 6£€poL, kEpuka dmoméudoal eUOUC Eneld]av 50xo-

[eL talta hog anayyeAe]i t[olg MutiAev]aiolg hot-

10 [LkoAG¢ Srakeltal ho 8]€pog ho ABevaiov kal drmo-
[61600Lv avTolg Tév yE]V Kal alto[vo]uog Sok[el] €™v-

[at a0ToC oikGvTag mavrta] t[a] odp[Etepa] alTO[V MAEV]
[€ mapado]vrag [opov ta kalt’ E[melpov xopia hamep m)-
[apabbv]al ABev[ailo]t keAeUoao([Lv Kal Ao XoUUPBoA]-

15 [6v 6i]kag d160v[ta]g mpdg ABev[aiog kal dexouévol-
[¢ ka]ta Tag xou[uPo]Aag hat €”cav [mpd T6- kat Aoyile]-
[08]at toig kAg[pd]xolc hooa £mo[A£Be Tiol €k TOV K]-
[Aé]pov mplv d[ro]SoB&varl alTolg [(eTécavtag T6V]
[oT]pateydv [kal] TV otpatiotdv [Kal Tév aAhov AB]-

20 [ev]aiov to¢ €xovtag Kal avaypad[oal tadta Toy y]-
[pa]upatéa tEg BoAEc éotéNel AB[ivel kal katab]-

gval &l OAeL TéAeOL TOTC o[deTEpoLg auTdv: Tal]-

Ta pév avaypadoal kat kK[aAéoal TeR npecPelav Tl-

6v MutiAevaiov €mi x[oévia £¢ TO puTaveiov £¢)

25 alplov: Tolc &€ kA[epodyolg odoval HETA TEV TEC]
V&G avtamodo[owv ta oikomeda T6v Amoyeyeve£]-

[vo]v. " €60o[xoev TEL BoAEL kal T6L Sépot- ....2....]

165

4 [Mvaoutnog éypappdateue] Mattingly.  6-7 [Mutilevaiov ho 6€pog kat ¢pidog Kal moTtdg 0T | L KATA TAG

XouvBékag] ATL.  11-12 auto[vo]pog Sok[el] €7v|[at altog 6& puldttovtag ] T[a] od[étepa] avTd[V]

Saldutti. 25-27 toig 6¢ kA[epbdyolc odoval peta Tév TEG] | yEg dvtamodo[otv £podia Omog Gv €k TEC YEG

amio|olv Fornara; toig 6& kA[epoxolg mpdattev TAG avti T8¢] | YEg avtamodoloeg Tag kel Apxag Kal TOU

dpopap|xo]v ATL.

[—] was the secretary. Gods. [The council and people decided]. Akamantis was the prytany; [—

was the secretary; Smicy]thus was the chairman; [— proposed. Since the Mytilenian people
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obey well and are friendly just as in the past towards the council] and people [of the Athenians,
let a herald be sent as soon as this] is decided [to proclaim to the] Mytilenians that the Athenian
people [are well-disposed] and returns the land [to them] and decides that they should be
autonomous [and inhabit all] their own land, [except that they hand over the lands of theirs on
the mainland which] the Athenians command them [to hand over; and that on the basis of the
agreements], they give and receive dikai with respect to the Athenians in accordance with the
agreements that have already been made; and that an account be made by the cleruchs of
everything that was sold [to others from the] kleroi before the restoration, [after they have
located] the current owners from among the generals [and] the soldiers [and the other]
Athenians; and that the secretary of the council record [this] on a stone stele [and] erect it on
the Acropolis at [their own] cost. Let this be recorded and invite Mytilenian [embassy] to
hospitality [in the Prytaneum] tomorrow, and let the cleruchs, [after the] restoration of the
land, [be given plots of land in exchange for what they have ceded]. [The council and people]
decided. ...

(own trans., based on the German trans. of Klaus Hallof)

This is one of several 5'"-century Athenian inscriptions to include the Beoi-heading (ET 1 1. 2).
There is no reference to the eponymous archon, included only sporadically in the final decades
of the century, and the name of the proposer is not preserved. The secretary may have been
Mnasippos, restored by Mattingly at I. 4, although | treat this hypothesis with caution.1%? At |.
11, the Mytileneans are declared autévopol. Although the nature of their aldtovouia is not
entirely clear, Quinn believes that they gained the right to choose their own constitution
(moAteia). 193 However, the surviving inscription contains no reference to constitutional
matters. On the other hand, I. 12 [oik6vtag mavta] t[a] odp[étepa] avT6[v] together with I. 26
v€g dvtamnodo[owv] secures the restoration of land formerly assigned to the Athenian
cleruchs.'%4 Since even the Athenians recognized that forcing a cleruchy on an allied state
deprived it of its autonomy, the abolition of the cleruchy must be considered fundamental to
the restoration of Mytilene’s autonomous status. Beyond this, the treaty restores the judicial
arrangements (oupBoAat) that were previously in place (I. 16), presumably before the revolt of
428 according to Fornara.% The Mytileneans themselves were required to cover the cost of the

102 Eyen if the name were secure, he almost certainly cannot be the [.Jvdounnog recorded as secretary at /G 1310 1.
3 (Athenian regulations for Phaselis), dated by the editors of /G 13 to between 469 and 450 BCE. LGPN 2 s.v.
Mvdoutnog does not record any Athenian named Mnassipos active in the late-5'" century.

103 Quinn 1971, 409 with n. 26. There is no solid evidence for the subsequent nature of Mytilene’s government, but
Quinn (ibid.) thinks it likelier than not that it became an oligarchy.

104 Fornara 2010, 130-31.

105 Fornara 2010, 130; cf. Meiggs 1972, 230-31.
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Athenian inscription, to be displayed on the Acropolis (l. 22, partially restored). There must
have been provision made for a Mytilenean copy, as it was standard procedure for Athenian
treaties with individual allies to have copies erected both at Athens and in the relevant allied
city; however, this clause is not preserved. At Il. 23-25, the Mytilenean ambassadors are invited
to hospitality (€evia) in the Athenian Prytanaeum.

While this is clearly a conciliatory document, it is not totally one-sided in favour of the
Mytileneans. As M.N. Tod observes, the rights of the former cleruchs to compensation is
assured at Il. 17 and 25-27, while I. 14 ABev[aio]L keAeVoo[wv] reaffirms that Mytilene remains in

some sense subordinate to Athens.10®

D 3.10
Athenian treaty with the Clazomenians at Daphnus
ca. 412 BCE

Clazomenae was an island city in lonia and a member of the Delian League, from which it
defected in summer 412, upon which the Clazomenians moved to a site on the mainland called
Polichna (Thuc. 8.14.3).19 Athens captured Polichna in the same summer and the majority of
the population subsequently returned to the island, but a minority retreated to Daphnus
(8.23.6), not precisely located but presumably on the mainland not far from Clazomenae.% In
winter 412/11 the Spartans under Astyochus tried unsuccessfully to conquer Clazomenae and
remove the remaining population to Daphnus (Thuc. 8.31.2-3; cf. Xen. Hell. 1.1.11).

While the Athenian capture of Polichna and the resettlement of Clazomenae properin 412
provides the most plausible context for the present treaty, there are other possibilities. There
was an attack on Clazomenae by an unidentified group of exiles in late 407 or early 406%,
against which Alcibiades, the proposer of the inscribed Athenian decree (ET 1 1. 3, below), is
known to have intervened (Diod. 13.71.1). But then he should not appear as the decree’s
proposer because he is not attested in Athens again after his departure for rebellious Andros
earlier in 407 (Xen. Hell. 1.4.21).

| suggest the following chronology: when Daphnus was settled in 412, an initial agreement was
made on the spot with the Athenian generals in the area, possibly but not necessarily including

106 Comm. Tod 63, p. 136.

107 JACP p. 1061 (Polichna); no. 847, pp. 1076-77 (Clazomenae).

108 Smarczyk 1986, 13; Hornblower, Comm. On Thuc. 3, 814; cf. Plin. HN 5.117 with Cook 1953/54, 157.
109 For the date see Gehrke 1985, 78.
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Alcibiades. When Alcibiades returned to Athens in 407, he got the Assembly to formally
approve the treaty, perhaps on the same day as the Selymbria decree.

ET 1:/G 13119 = OR 186*
Findspot: Acropolis, Athens (north slope)
Lettering: lonic

Layout: stoichedon 34

£50&ev Tl BoAR[L kal T®O]L SAp[wL. ...5...1c €]-
nputaveve: Kpatn[c] éypapp[ateve: Emiyév]-

ne éneotdre. AAKIBLASNG Ut[e- TAC EuvOriKa]-

¢ GG EuvéBevTo ol otpateyol [Toig oikioao]-

5  LAadvévTa, eival auTolc Katd [Ta Euykeipe]-
va, £neldn Gvdpeg €yévovto ady[abol. kat ava]-
ypdyat toy ypaupa[tea thc BoAfig ev othAnt]
ABivnt €y [moAeL Tag te EuvBnkog kal To Yn]-
[blopa tode ..o ]

1 Avtioxig or EpexBeic or Kekportic.

The council and the people decided. [Erechtheis or Kekropis or Antiochis] was the prytany.
Crates was secretary. [Epigen]es was chairman. Alcibiades proposed: that the agreement which
the generals made [with those living at] Daphnus shall apply to them in accordance with [what
has been laid down], since they have been good men; and the secretary [of the council shall
inscribe on a] stone [stele] on the [Acropolis the agreement and this decree] ...

(trans. P.J. Rhodes, adapted)
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Towards the end of the fifth century, it had become increasingly common to include the
archon-name in the prescripts of Athenian decrees, so its omission both here and in the
Selymbria treaty is unusual. In contrast to the Selymbria treaty, the text of the initial agreement
made in 412 is not recorded, meaning that we are not in a position to identify individual
clauses. In the inscription, the initial agreement is referred to as ‘the agreement which the
[Athenian] generals made with those living at Daphnus’ (ET 1 1l. 3-5 [tag EuvOnka] | ¢ ag
€uvéBevto ol otparteyol [toig oikioao] | L Aadvovta — note the partial restoration). Alcibiades’
role in the initial agreement can only be speculated because he is not attested by name in the
events of Thuc. 8.23.6, although he was certainly in lonia at the time.

Gehrke suggests that the treaty’s objective was to resolve otdolg between the majority at
Clazomenae, which was probably pro-Athenian and democratic, or at least was quickly
reconciled with Athens, and the faction that fled to Daphnus, which was likely oligarchic and
pro-Spartan.!!? | speculate that the present treaty allowed the Daphnus faction to live there in
peace, perhaps because this was seen by the Athenian generals as the surest way of avoiding
further conflict. But this was clearly unsuccessful if the exiles who attacked Clazomenae in
407/06 are identical with the men at Daphnus of |l. 4-5.

D3.11
First Peloponnesian-Persian treaty
412 BCE

In winter 413/12, the Persian satraps Tissaphernes and Pharnabazus urged the Peloponnesian
fleet to engage against Athens on the Aegean east coast with the promise of Persian subsidies.
To this end they dispatched delegations to Sparta led by ethnic Greeks, probably intending to
soften the Spartans’ inhibitions against ‘medizing’ or collaboration with Persia (Thuc. 8.5.4-
6.1).11 It was decided to send 40 Peloponnesian warships to lonia (8.6.4), while a further 100
were already under construction (8.3.2), joining the revolting Chians and their reported fleet of
60 triremes.'? D.M. Lewis ascribes this decision to the influence of Alcibiades, who had
famously defected to Sparta in 415, through his relationship with the ephor Endius (8.6.3; cf.

110 Gehrke 1985, 78. Why the men at Daphnus are considered ‘good men’ (l. 6 émeldr) dvdpeg éyévovto dy[abol]) is
unclear.

111 Cf. Lewis 1977, 88-89; Hyland 2018, 51.

112 On this figure see HCT 5, 27-32; Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 798-99; Hyland 2018, 51-52.
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5.44.3).113 This was ratified at a meeting in Corinth, likely a Peloponnesian League congress
(8.8.2 EuveBdvrec €c KdpvBov ol Euppoyol €Boulevovto). 4

Despite the Peloponnesians’ agreement to assist Tissaphernes, there was initially no treaty to
govern their relationship. The figure credited with negotiating the present treaty is an obscure
Spartan named Chalcideus (Thuc. 8.17.4), but he may have been little more than a puppet of
Alcibiades, with whom Chalcideus is attested campaigning at 8.17.1-3. Tissaphernes’ immediate
objective was to suppress the revolt in Caria of Amorges, the former satrap of Lydia, which
broke out in 413 (8.5.5). Amorges’ revolt, on the face of it, was of no concern to the
Peloponnesians, so Tissaphernes must have made his support contingent on their agreement to
help put it down. The treaty, which Thucydides classifies as a Euppayia both in his authorial
narrative (8.17.4) and in the text of the treaty (8.18.1 = LT 1), immediately followed the
defection of Miletus from the Delian League (8.17.1-4; cf. 8.25,2, 61.2, 79.4).1%

LT 1: Thuc. 8.18.1

£mni totode Euppayiav émolnoavto mpog Bactdéa kal TioocadEpvnv Aakedalpoviol Kal ot
EOppaxOL. OMAoNV XWPaV Kot TOAELS BASAeUC EXEL KOl ol matépec ol BaoMéw  e1xov, BacAéwg
£0Tw- Kal €K ToUTWV TV OAewV omoca ABnvaiolg édoita xpripata fj GANO TL, KWAUOVTWYV KoLV
BaoAelg Kal Aakedaluoviot kai ot EUppaxoL Orwg uAte xpnpata Aappavwotv ABnvaiol unte
Ao pnéév. [2] kai tov moOAspov TOV TPo¢ ABnvaioug kowij moAepolvTwy BactAelc Kal
Aakedaluoviol kal ol EuppayoL: kal katdAuoly To0 MoA€épou pog ABnvaioug un é¢€otw
noteloBay, Av un Apdotépols doki, BactAel kal Aakedatpoviolg kal Totg Euppaxolc. [3] Av 6€
TweC Adlot@vrat anod Bac\éwg, MoAELOL OVTwWV Kal Aakedatlpoviols kal Tolg Euppayolg: Kal v
TWeC adLot@vral amo AakeSatpoviwy Kal TV EupdXwV, TIOAEULOL OVTwY Bao\el katd TalTA.

The Spartans and their allies made an alliance with the King and Tissaphernes on these terms: all
the territory and all the cities which are in the King’s possession, or were in the possession of
the King’s forefathers, shall belong to the King: and whatever revenues or other goods once
accrued to the Athenians from these cities, the King and the Spartans and their allies shall jointly
ensure that the Athenians receive neither monies nor any other goods. The King and the
Spartans and their allies shall jointly pursue the war against the Athenians: and termination of
the war shall only be allowed if agreed by both parties, by the King and by the Spartans and
their allies. If any revolt from the King, they shall also be the enemies of the Spartans and their

113 Lewis 1977, 89 with n. 33. On Alcibiades’ relationship with Endius see Kebric 1976.

114 Cf. Lewis 1977, 89 n. 34: ‘This interesting meeting ... bears every appearance of being a meeting of the
Peloponnesian League.’

115 Miletus was an important source of troops for Athens, with more than 2000 hoplites reported in 424 (Thuc.
4.54.1); for Milesian participation in Athenian campaigns cf. Thuc. 4.42; 7.57.4.
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allies: and if any revolt from the Spartans and their allies, they shall be the King’s enemies
likewise.

Thucydides’ chronology places the treaty in summer 412.116 |ts brief heading (8.18.1 = LT 1)
establishes that this is a treaty between, on one side, the Great King Darius Il and (=
represented by?) Tissaphernes and, on the other, the Spartans and their allies (Aakedatpoviot
Kat ot Euppayxol), by which we are presumably to understand the Peloponnesian League;
however, according to E. Lévy Sparta’s new allies in lonia, especially Miletus and Chios with its
powerful fleet, may be implied among ot 0ppayot.t’

Staying at 8.18.1, the clause oméonv xwpav Kat MOAEL BaoAeUC £XEL Kal Ol TATEPEC Ol
Bao\éwc eixov, Pac\éwc €0Tw is of particular interest: later, at 8.43.3, the Spartan envoy
Lichas will complain bitterly that this concedes, if only theoretically*!8, vast swathes of Greek
territory to the Achaemenids, even including parts of the mainland such as Thessaly, Locris, and
Boeotia, which was briefly controlled by Darius’ ancestor Xerxes in 480/79.1*° Hornblower
wonders whether this clause required the annulment of preexisting Peloponnesian agreements
with states located within the area of claimed Persian control — he cites the recent Spartan
alliance with Erythrae (8.6.4) as an example — but concludes that this was probably overlooked,
itself an indictment of Chalcideus’ hasty and sloppy diplomacy.'?° Kagan suggests that the
‘monstrous concessions’ of this clause were so embarrassing to the Peloponnesians that the
treaty was actually kept secret from the general public.*?! Sparta began the Peloponnesian War
with the promise of liberating Greece from Athens (Thuc. 2.8.4), and Rhodes is certainly correct
that the concessions of this clause, even if purely theoretical, are difficult to reconcile with
that.122

According to L. Kallet, the expressions xprjpata fj Ao Tt and xpApota ... uAte GAAo undév
establish a clear distinction between financial revenues (xprjpata) and other goods and
supplies.1?3 But rather than promising benefits in a positive sense to either the Peloponnesians
or the Persians, the emphasis of this clause is on inconveniencing the Athenians by denying

116 According to Busolt 1904, 1422 n. 3, the treaty was made in late summer.

117 Lévy 1983b, 226.

118 Cf. Lévy 1983b, 230: ‘En fait il est impensable que les Perses songent a rétablir leur domination sur I’ensemble de
ces régions et méme leur iconographie ne les range pas parmi les régions qui sont censées dépendre du Roi.” See
also Lewis 1977, 99 n. 69.

119 | vy 1983b, 230; Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 802.

120 Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 802; cf. Lewis 1977, 90; Debord 1999, 205 n. 21.

121 Kagan 1987, 48 with n. 82; cf. Hatzfeld 1940, 222 n. 4; Connor 1984, 219. Contra Hyland 2018, 55; cf. Heitsch
2007, 38-39.

122 Rhodes, Peloponnesian War notes, 617; cf. Lévy 1983b, 230: ‘Méme sans effets pratiques, cette reconnaissance
des prétentions du Roi ne peut que scandaliser les Grecs.’

123 Kallet 2001, 251.
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them access to xprjpata i GAAo T If successfully implemented, this might prove instrumental

in crippling Athens’ financial power.1?* But given Tissaphernes’ reported motive in calling in the
Peloponnesians in the first place, namely, to redirect the tribute of Delian League members into
Persian coffers (Thuc. 8.5.4-5), clearly Darius and Tissaphernes intended that Persia, rather than

the Peloponnesians, would be the chief beneficiaries.?®

5.18.3 contains the antirebel clause. While nominally reciprocal, its one-sidedness in practice
has not escaped the attention of commentators.'?® Tissaphernes was of course confronted at
that very moment with the revolt of Amorges, whereas there is no evidence for defection
among Sparta’s allies or, indeed, among the subject allies of other members of the
Peloponnesian League. E. Lévy, followed by Hyland, argue that the antirebel clause bound
Sparta, at least in theory, to intervene on Persia’s behalf not only against Amorges, but even
against the Asiatic Greeks in the event that they resisted the Persian control asserted at
8.18.1.1%7

It has been claimed that both this treaty and the subsequent one (D 3.12) were never anything
more than drafts and were never ratified. The simplicity of the prescript, which lacks the date of
ratification and lists of oath-takers, is often cited as evidence for this.2?8 This is surely incorrect:
even the third treaty (D 3.13), while containing a more elaborate prescript, lacks an oath
formula and publication clause, as Lévy notes, yet no study of which | am aware questions the
validity of that agreement.'?° And the antirebel clause of the first treaty was certainly fulfilled,
which can be inferred from the attested presence of Peloponnesian troops at lasus when
Amorges was captured (8.28). Why would Sparta and its allies abide by the terms of a treaty if it
never had any legal force?*3¢

No reference is made to Tissaphernes’ earlier promise (Thuc. 8.5.5) to pay for the maintenance
of the Peloponnesian fleet.’3! However, it has been argued that this was unnecessary because
Peloponnesian ships had not yet reached lonia in significant numbers.'3? The question of
Persian subsidies would be addressed in the second and third treaties.

124 Lewis 1977, 91.

125 Kallet 2001, 250-51.

126 | ewis 1977, 91; HCT 5, 41-42, emphasizing that the clause does not appear in the later treaties made after the
capture of Amorges (Thuc. 8.28); Lévy 1983b, 232; Kagan 1987, 48; Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 802; Hyland
2018, 56.

127 Lévy 1983b, 232 with n. 100; Hyland 2018, 56.

128 \Westlake 1979, 36; HCT 5, 40; Cartledge 1987, 188 (first treaty only); Cawkwell 2005, 149; Heitsch 2007, 57 n.
54. Contra Keen 1998, 99.

129 | évy 1983b, 225.

130 cf, Rhodes, Peloponnesian War notes, 616-17.

131 Cf, Kallet 2001, 251.

132 Kirchhoff 1895, 132-33; HCT 5, 40; Heitsch 2007, 39; Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 801; Hyland 2018, 55.
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D3.12
Second Peloponnesian-Persian treaty
412 BCE

Despite the arrival of the Peloponnesian fleet after the conclusion of the first Peloponnesian-
Persian treaty (D 3.11), the Athenians could not be dislodged from their new base at Samos.
According to Hyland, it must have become clear towards the end of 412 that the war in the
Aegean would last longer than first anticipated.!3® Meanwhile, soon after the capture of
Amorges (Thuc. 8.36), Tissaphernes halved the daily wage of the sailors in the Peloponnesian
fleet to three obols from the previous Attic drachma, but then backtracked in response to the
objections of the Syracusan general Hermocrates, now active in lonia (Thuc. 8.29.1-2).%3% Since
wages are not mentioned in the first treaty, the original one-drachma wage must have been
fixed by a further unrecorded settlement at some point between the first and second treaties.

The influx of booty taken from lasus during the capture of Amorges temporarily stabilized the
Peloponnesians’ financial situation, but this would not last forever. Kallet suggests that the lack
of specific financial arrangements in the first treaty was a particular point of concern.3 Indeed,
Thucydides states that the earlier treaty was now recognized as ‘defective’ (8.36.2 évbeeic) by
the Peloponnesians. Accordingly, a Spartan named Therimenes was assigned to negotiate a

new agreement with Tissaphernes.!36

LT 1: Thuc. 8.37.1

EuvOiikat AakeSatpoviwy kat TV EuppaxwV Tpog Baothéa Aapeiov Kal Toug atdag toug
Bao\éwg Kal Tlooadpépvny, oovSag eivat kat Gprhiav Katd Tade. [2] Omoon xwpa Kol TOAELS
Baoc\éwc eiot Aapeiou f ToD MATPOS AoAV A TRV TTPOYOVWY, ML TAUTAC R Lévat €Mt TTOAEUW
UN&E Kak® pndevi prte Aakedatpovioug pite tolg EUpPGaxoug Tolg AakedSatpoviwy, unde
$Opouc mpdooeoBal €k TV TOAEWV TOUTWV PNTE AaKESALLOVIOUG UATE TOUC EUMUAXOUE TOUG

133 Hyland 2018, 60.

134 The text of Thuc. 8.29.2 is corrupt and scholars have struggled to quantify the new rate offered by Tissaphernes:
see Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 836-38.

135 Kallet 2001, 256.

136 Chalcideus was no longer in the picture: his death in battle against Athens is recorded at Thuc. 8.24.1. No less
an authority than Wilamowitz 1908, 598 disputes the historicity of Therimenes’ role in the second treaty,
proposing that it was actually concluded by the Spartan navarch Astyochus, who shifted responsibility for its
shortcomings onto the deceased Therimenes (for his presumed death by shipwreck see 8.38.1). But Thucydides at
any rate believed that it was the work of Therimenes (cf. 5.36.2), and Lévy 1983b, 223 n. 22 doubts that he could
have been so easily deceived, given his access to the treaty texts. Furthermore, Westlake 1968, 296 n. 2 believes
that Astyochus arrived in lonia only after the treaty was concluded.
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AakeSapoviwy- pndé Aapeiov Bachéa undé wv Pacthels Epxet €Mt AakeSatpovioug Hnds Toug
Euppayouc ieval Eml mMoAEUwW UN&E kak® pndevi. [3] Av 6€ L Sewvtatl Aakedatpoviol i ol
Euppayol Bao\éwg A Bac\eug Aakedatpoviwy A Tv Euppdywy, OtL av nelBwolv GAARAouc,
tolto moloot KaAGG ExeLv. [4] TOV & OAepov TOV PO ABnvaiouc Kai ToUG EUPGYOUG KO
AudoTEPOUC TTOAEUETV: AV 6€ KaTAAuaoLy Ttolvtal, Kowi audotépoug moleiobal. omoon & Gv
OTPOTLA £V Tf XWPQ T Baoéwc A petameppopévou Bacthéwd, TV Samdvnv Bac\éa
TapeXeW. [5] Av 6£ Tig TV MOAewv omooal EuveDevto BaotAel €mi thv BactAéwc in xwpav, Tolg
AGAAOUG KWAUELV Kal AUUVELY BaoIAET Katd TO Suvatov: Kal AV TI¢ TV év Tff Bacl\éwg xwpa A
6on¢ BaoAelg Gpyxet émi thv Aakedaloviwy in A TV Euppdxwv, BaotAel ¢ KWAVETW Ko
QUUVETW KATA TO SuvaTtov.

An agreement between the Spartans and their allies and King Darius and the King’s sons and
Tissaphernes. There shall be a treaty and friendship between the parties on these terms:
whatever territory and cities belong to King Darius, or belonged to his father or forefathers,
neither the Spartans nor the allies of the Spartans shall go against these for the purpose of war
or any other detriment, and neither the Spartans nor the allies of the Spartans shall exact
tribute from these cities: nor shall King Darius or the subjects of the King go against the Spartans
or their allies for the purpose of war or any other detriment. If the Spartans or their allies make
any request of the King, or the King of the Spartans or their allies, whatever action they take by
mutual agreement shall be valid. Both parties shall jointly pursue the war against the Athenians
and their allies: and if they terminate the war, both parties shall do so jointly. Whatever troops
are in the King's territory, at the summons of the King, shall be maintained at the King’s
expense. If any of the cities which are party to this agreement with the King go against the
King’s territory, the others shall intervene and assist the King to the full extent of their power:
and if any in the King’s territory, or in any territory over which the King has dominion, go against
the territory of the Spartans or their allies, the King shall intervene and give assistance to the full
extent of his power.

According to Andrewes, Thuc. 8.37.1 (= LT 1) constitutes a formal heading, albeit not as
elaborate as the heading of the third treaty (8.58.1).13” G. Cawkwell, on the other hand, takes
the present treaty to be an unratified draft like the first.38 But Lichas’ fury over the broad
concessions of the first and second treaties (8.43.3) is more readily comprehensible if they
actually went into effect. Notably, the heading refers not only to Darius and Tissaphernes, but
also to Darius’ sons —these were Cyrus and Arsaces, the latter being the future Artaxerxes II.
Their inclusion is perhaps intended to ensure that the treaty remained active even after Darius’
death, but then it is strange that the third treaty reverts to naming Darius alone (8.58.1).13°

37 HCT 5, 79.
138 cawkwell 2005, 149f.
139 HCT'5, 79; Lévy 1983b, 227 with n. 60; Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 855.
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8.37.2 omoon xwpea ... Kak® pundevt implicitly reiterates Darius’ claim to the territory held by his
predecessors, which was explicit in the first treaty, but here it is couched in negative terms:
Darius does not actively claim extensive Greek territories, but rather prohibits the
Peloponnesians from going against them. Thus, the most embarrassing Spartan concession in
the earlier treaty is smoothed over, but the adjustment is chiefly a cosmetic one, still requiring
the Spartans and their allies to recognize Darius’ rights over the Greeks of Asia Minor.#° This is
followed by a clause (und& popouc npacoecBatl ktA.) which prohibits the Peloponnesians from
collecting tribute from both actual and claimed Persian territory. This is not only a forthright
statement of Persian power, but also limits the Peloponnesians’ ability to fund the war effort
independently and ensures their financial dependency on Tissaphernes. It has also been
suggested that this clause was intended to ensure that Persia, not Sparta, replaced Athens as
the master of lonia.’*! E. Heitsch goes so far as to suggest that the treaty was intended by
Tissaphernes to outright discourage Peloponnesian forces from operating in the Aegean.'#?
Hyland disputes this, arguing that Peloponnesian troops and ships was necessary to confront
and defeat Athens — an outcome that was obviously in Persia’s interest as well as Sparta’s.143
Both are partially correct: Darius and his western satraps naturally stood to gain from the
decline or even disappearance of Athenian power, but they will have been keen to ensure that
the resulting power vacuum was filled by Persia, not Sparta or its allies. Furthermore, the
promised arrival of the royal fleet (cf. 8.58.7) would hypothetically reduce the overall need for
Peloponnesian ships.144

8.37.3 offers a vague and superficially reciprocal promise of material assistance. According to
Hyland, this implicitly includes wages; he argues that the clause was added at the insistence of
the Peloponnesians, who feared a total cessation of wages by Tissaphernes — not an
unreasonable concern in light of the earlier wage reduction (8.29.1-2).14> M. Goldstein
hypothesizes that an unrecorded dispute over tribute arose at some point between the first
and second treaties, and that the present clause is a response to Peloponnesian complaints on
this matter. Therefore, the Peloponnesians are guaranteed Persian subsidies while Darius and
Tissaphernes ensure that the tribute formerly collected by Athens would now fall to them. 146

140 Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 855.

141 Busolt 1904, 1444-45; Hatzfeld 1940, 230-31; Goldstein 1974, 163; Lewis 1977, 93; Lévy 1983b, 233; Kagan
1987, 81; Hawthorn 2014, 209; Hyland 2018, 63. Rutishauser 2012, 143-44, pointing to the experience of Spartan
imperialism under Lysander, argues that any attempt to replicate Athens’ tribute system would have been
impaired in any case by Sparta’s economic backwardness, notably its lack of a viable currency standard.

142 Heijtsch 2007, 61.

143 Hyland 2018, 63.

144 Kallet 2001, 266-67.

145 Hyland 2018, 62.

146 Goldstein 1974, 163. Cf. Kallet 2001, 258: ‘To have exacted tribute would, admittedly, be at odds with their [sc.
the Peloponnesians’] role as liberators, but the very fact of its mention raises the possibility and, fitting as it does
into Thucydides’ larger narrative, it confirms that the Spartans will be completely reliant on Persian subsidies.’
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This is stated more explicitly at 8.37.4 ortoon & av ... Bachéa apéxetlv. However, the amount
of aid to be given to the Peloponnesians is not quantified, and they are only eligible if they have
been expressly summoned by the king.4’

8.37.5 contains a reciprocal antirebel clause. But with Amorges now removed from the scene,
its target is uncertain. E. Heitsch suggests that the allusion is not to any active rebellion, but to
the possibility of the Greek cities of Asia Minor, now claimed by Persia, revolting in the
future.’®® However, the word §uvéBevto may imply a party with which the King ‘made an
agreement,” which complicates matters if this is indeed how the passage is to be translated. As
Hornblower argues, it is ‘difficult to imagine a Persian King at this relatively advanced date
stooping to diplomacy with individual Greek coastal cities.” *° The most recent attested
example of such diplomacy was Cyrus the Great’s renewal, in the sixth century, of the 6pkiov
made earlier between Miletus and Croesus of Lydia (Hdt. 1.141.4). Andrewes posits that the
‘agreement’ in question may actually be the present treaty itself, although he admits that its
clear bilaterality, distinguishing between the Spartans and their allies on the one side and the
Achaemenid monarchy on the other, is difficult to reconcile with this interpretation.>°

D 3.13
Third Peloponnesian-Persian treaty
411 BCE

Soon after arriving in lonia, Lichas sharply criticized the first two treaties as unduly favourable
to Persia and invited Tissaphernes to conclude ‘another, better treaty’ (Thuc. 8.43.4 £tépac o0v
€kéleue BeAtioug omévdeoBal), an offer the satrap declined. Subsequently the Peloponnesians
attempted to fund their campaign without Persian subsidies (8.44.1), but their hopes proved
badly misplaced. A venture to Rhodes yielded 32 talents of revenue (8.44.4), but Lewis
calculates that this was enough to fund the 94 ships of the Peloponnesian fleet for only 20 days
or so.>* Meanwhile Alcibiades had fallen out of favour at Sparta and Astyochus received orders

147 Cf. HCT 5, 80, 101; Kallet 2001, 266 n. 119; Munson 2012, 263; Hyland 2018, 63. Kallet 2001, 258 concludes that
this treaty, while slightly improving over the first one, still leaves many questions surrounding the financing of the
Peloponnesian forces unanswered.

148 Heitsch 2007, 62-63.

149 Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 857. Hornblower’s trans. of Thuc. 8.37.5 (= D 3.12 LT 1), ‘if any of the cities who
have made agreements with the King attack the King’s territory’ (emphasis mine), clearly understands the verb
ouvtiBnut here to mean ‘make an agreement.’ But this is not the only possibility: LSJ®s.v. cuvtiBnut B | do indeed
include ‘agree on, conclude’ (e.g., a treaty) among its meanings in the middle voice, but also ‘observe, give heed
to,” which need not imply a treaty but, in the context of the present passage, could simply mean ‘any of the cities
which given heed to the King.’

150 HCT 5, 81.

151 | ewis 1977, 103.
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to have him executed, but Alcibiades quickly absconded and went over to Tissaphernes,
becoming his trusted advisor (8.45.1). In this capacity he encouraged the satrap to follow a
policy that would weaken both Athens and Sparta. For example, under Alcibiades’ influence,
Tissaphernes halved the wages of the Peloponnesian sailors from one Attic drachma to three
obols daily (equivalent to the contemporary Athenian naval wage), which was paid at irregular
intervals (8.45.2-46.2).%°2 Nevertheless, Thucydides writes (8.57.1-2) that Tissaphernes was
ultimately compelled to negotiate a new treaty with the Peloponnesians because their financial
difficulties threatened to lead both to Athenian victory and raiding by the desperate
Peloponnesian crews along the lonian coast.®3 Accordingly, he initiated discussions with the
Peloponnesians at Caunus in Caria, drafting a new treaty before retiring to the Maeander plain,
where he was joined by a Peloponnesian delegation to formally ratify the treaty in spring
411,154

LT 1: Thuc. 8.58.1

Tpitw Kal Sekdtw £tel Aapelou Bachevovtog, Eébopeliovtog 6& ANeEmmnida év Aakedaipovt,
€uvOiikal éyévovto év Malavdpou nediw Aakedatpoviwy Kal TV Euppdywy npog TiooadEpvnv
Kallepapévn kai toug Qapvakou maidag nepl TV BactAéwd mpayudtwy Kat Aakedatpoviwy katl
TGOV Suppdxwv. [2] xwpav THv Bachéwe, don T Actag éoti, Baoéwg ivat: Kol Tept THg Xwpag
¢ €autod BouAsuétw Baothelg Brweg BouAetal. [3] Aakedatpovioug 8¢ Kal ToUC EUUUGEXOUG UN
iéval énl ywpav TNV Bac\éwg Mt Kak® undevi, unbe Bao\éa &nt trv Aakedalpoviwv xwpav
HUNGE TV Euppdxwv €l Kak® pndevi. [4] fv 6£ Tig AakeSatpoviwy A TV Euppaxwv €nt kak® in
£t TV BaoAéwg xwpav, Aakedatpuovioug Kai ToU¢ EUPUAXoUG KWAVELY: Kal AV TIG £K TAG
Bac\éwc in &mi kok® émt Aakedatpovioug A touc Euppdyou, Baohels KWAVETW. [5] tpodnv &€
Talg vauol talg viv mapoucalg TioocadpEpvny MapEXELY KATA T EUYKeleva LEXPL GV al vijeg al
Baoéwc ENBwolv- [6] Aakebatpovioug & kai Tolg Eupupdyous, €y al BactAéwg Vg
ddikwvrtat, Tag EaUTOV valic, AV BoUAwvTal, TpEPeLY £’ £auTolc elvat. AV 8 mapd
Twooadépvouc Aappavely €6éAwat TR tpodnyv, Tiocadépvny mapexety, Aakedatpovioug &€ kal
ToUG EUppdxoug TedeuT@vtog Tol oAEpou T Xprpoata Tioocadépvel amodoilival omdoa Gv
AaBwolv. [7] énnv 6£ ai Bao\éwg vileg adikwvtal, al te Aakedalpoviwy VAES Kal al Tiv
Euppaywy Kal al BacAéwg Kowvij TOV OAeoV ToAeoUVTWY KaB’ 6TL &v TiooadEpvel Sokij Kal

152 Andrewes (HCT 5, 97) argues on the basis of Plut. Alc. 35.3 and Xen. Hell. 1.5.4 that sailors in the Athenian fleet
were paid one Attic drachma daily until 413 and three obols thereafter, which Hornblower (Comm. on Thuc. 3,
888) attributes to Athenian financial difficulties following the Sicilian expedition. See also Pritchett 1974, 24.

153 Tissaphernes’ supposed foresight is discussed by Westlake 1985, 46; Aidonis 1996, 95-96; Hyland 2007, 10.
Might this be a clue to Thucydides’ use of Alcibiades as an informant?

154 For Caunus as the site of negotiations, and the Maeander plain as the site of the treaty’s ratification, cf. Thuc.
8.57.1, 58.1 with Westlake 1979, 23; Lévy 1983b, 225; Cawkwell 2005, 148; Nyvlt 2014a, 49-53; Hyland 2018, 192
n. 128.
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Aoakedatpoviolg kal Totg Euppayolc. v 6& kataAvelv BoUAwvtal mpog ABnvaioug, év Opoiw
KataAuecOal.

In the thirteenth year of the reign of King Darius, and in the ephorate of Alexippidas at Sparta,
an agreement was made in the plain of the Maeander between, on the one hand, the Spartans
and their allies, and, on the other, Tissaphernes and Hieramenes and the sons of Pharnaces,
concerning the respective interests of the King and of the Spartans and their allies. All the King's
territory which lies in Asia shall remain the King’s: and the King shall determine as he pleases in
respect of his own territory. The Spartans and their allies shall not go against the King’s territory
for any detriment, neither shall the King go against the territory of the Spartans or their allies
for any detriment. If any of the Spartans and their allies go against the King's territory for
detriment, the Spartans and their allies shall intervene to prevent it: and if any of those in the
King’s dominion go against the Spartans or their allies for detriment, the King shall intervene to
prevent it. Maintenance for the ships now present shall be provided by Tissaphernes according
to the agreement, until such time as the King’s ships arrive. When the King’s ships have come,
the Spartans and their allies may, if they choose, take responsibility on themselves for the
maintenance of their own ships: if they wish to continue to receive maintenance from
Tissaphernes, Tissaphernes shall provide it, but at the end of the war the Spartans and their
allies shall pay back to Tissaphernes whatever money they have received. When the King’s ships
have come, the ships of the Spartans and their allies and the King’s ships shall jointly pursue the
war in whatever way is decided by Tissaphernes and the Spartans and their allies. And if they
wish to agree a settlement with the Athenians to end the war, the terms of that settlement shall
be the same for both parties.

Like the first and second treaties, the Greek side consists of the Spartans and their allies
collectively. Hieramenes is an obscure figure, but a Hieramenes is attested alongside
Tissaphernes on the Lycian-language ‘Xanthos stele’ (TL 44c |. 12); he may have been Darius’
brother-in-law or son-in-law, if he is the same man who appears at Xen. Hell. 2.1.8-9.1°> P,
Debord has alternatively suggested that he was a sub-governor under Tissaphernes.*® The
phrasing ‘sons of Pharnaces’ (toug ®apvakou naidag) is sometimes assumed to be a
roundabout reference to Pharnabazus,*’ but others propose that Pharnabazus himself
deputized his half-brother Bagaeus to represent him at the ratification ceremony.*>?
Pharnabazus’ participation, whether direct or indirect, may have sprung from Darius’ desire to
assert Persian control over the coastal cities of Hellespontine Phyrgia (Pharnabazus’ satrapy) as

155 Son-in-law: Klinkott 2005, 372. Brother-in-law: Lewis 1977, 104; Hyland 2018, 72. See further Meyer 1901, 572.
For Alexippidas as ephorin 412/11 cf. Xen. Hell. 2.3.10.

156 Debord 1999, 214.

157 Lewis 1977, 104; Klinkott 2005, 372.

158 Kirchhoff 1895, 140; Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1908, 597.
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well as lonia.*® Calculated according to the Babylonian lunar calendar, Darius’ thirteenth year
began on 29 March 411, supposedly giving the present treaty a secure terminus post quem.*°
However, in contrast to earlier commentators, E. Bickerman suggests that the treaty is dated
not according to the Babylonian lunar calendar, but according to the regnal year of the Persian
court at Susa; and Darius’ thirteenth regnal year began in late January or early February 411.16%
Dating the treaty earlier rather than later fits better with the chronology of Thucydides, who

places it within winter 412/11 (cf. 8.60.1, 3).

The territorial clause (Thuc. 8.58.2) drops all references to the land of Darius’ ancestors and
limits Persian territorial claims explicitly to Asia, i.e., mainland Asia Minor. It seems that either
Lichas’ protests were effective or, more likely, that Darius and Tissaphernes were never serious
about enforcing Persian territorial claims beyond Asia Minor. In the view of Hyland and M.
Amit, this implicitly confirms the independence of Chios and Rhodes, whose support in the war
against Athens was crucial and whom the Persians could not afford to alienate.'®? However, the
theoretical possibility of future Persian expansion is not explicitly repudiated.®3 Unlike the first
two treaties, which mention both the xwpa and noAsLc of the King, the present treaty refers to
xwpa only (8.52.2-3); this may or not be important, as the distinction between xwpa and moAeig
is securely attested in Asia Minor only from the time of Alexander the Great.®* There is a
possibility that the omission of moAeLg in the present treaty reflects the Peloponnesians’
reluctance to acknowledge Darius’ claims on the Greek cities of Asia Minor, but the overall
phrasing of the treaty, together with a later passage of Thucydides (8.84.5: Miletus described
by Lichas as belonging to the King), indicates that the Spartans were required to and in fact did
accept royal authority over Greeks and non-Greeks alike in Asia Minor.1®° This is supported
further by 8.58.2 kal mepl Thi¢ xwpag Thic €autod Boulevétw BaotAelg Omwe BoUAsTal within
the present treaty, interpreted by some as a veiled admission of Darius’ right to collect tribute

within his realm.16®

8.58.5-6 contains the most detailed finance-related clauses among any of the three treaties. It
is unclear what the ‘agreement’ (katda ta uykeipeva) alluded to is, though according to Kallet
this implies that a fixed rate of pay had been set by Darius and was to be distributed by
Tissaphernes. However, that rate is not quantified in any surviving source.®” 8.58.5 taic viv

159 petit 1981, 56-57; Hyland 2018, 73.

160 HCT 5, 138, whose source is Parker and Dubberstein 1956, 33; cf. Lévy 1983b, 225.

161 Bjckerman 1981, 19-23.

162 Amit 1975, 62; Hyland 2018, 73.

163 HCT5, 140; Lévy 1983b, 230; Heitsch 2007, 93; Hyland 2018, 73.

164 The evidence for this distinction is RO 86 B = Tod 185, an edict by Alexander to the lonian city of Priene from
334. Ste. Croix 1972, 313-14 argues for the distinction’s relevance in 411.

165 | ewis 1977, 105; HCT 5, 141; Lévy 1983b, 231-32; Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 929; Hyland 2018, 73.

166 | dvy 1983b, 234; Debord 1999, 213; Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 928; Hyland 2018, 73-74.

167 Kallet 2001, 266.
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napovoalc restricts Persian subsidies to Peloponnesian ships that are already in lonia and
excludes ships that have not yet arrived.®® Furthermore, any Persian financial assistance given
after the arrival of the royal fleet would be a loan and not a grant.'®® The two fleets, after
linking up, were to act in concert, and a separate peace with Athens is prohibited. The last point
is of interest because the eventual Spartan settlement with Athens in 404 contains no hint of
Persian involvement. The Persian naval contribution to Sparta’s victory was in fact minimal:
royal ships sailed at the battle of Cyzicus in 410 (Xen. Hell. 1.1.11-18: a Peloponnesian defeat, as
it happened), but there was no Persian participation in the battles of Notium and Arginusae in
406 or at Aegospotami in 405.17°

D3.14
Athenian treaty with Selymbria
ca. 408 BCE

Selymbria on the Propontis was a member of the Delian League but was in revolt by 410 at the
latest (Xen. Hell. 1.1.21).17! 3tdol¢ soon erupted between pro- and anti-Athenian factions in the
city and it was recaptured in 408 by Alcibiades, who compelled the Selymbrians to pay an
indemnity and receive an Athenian garrison (Plut. Alc. 30.2-5; Xen. Hell. 1.3.10; Diod. 13.66.4);
the present treaty also implies that the Selymbrians gave hostages.'’?

It is to this context that §l, the treaty proper, almost certainly belongs. §ll is the Athenian
decree of ratification, proposed by Alcibiades after his return to Athens in 407 (on which cf.
Xen. Hell. 1.4.12; Diod. 13.68; Plut. Alc. 32), furnishing a likely date for §ll, while his final exile
from Athens after the battle of Notium in 406 is surely a definite terminus ante quem. This is
one of at least two, and potentially several, decrees proposed by Alcibiades after his return.”3

168 Cf, HCT 5, 141-42.

169 Rhodes, Peloponnesian War notes, 623. The royal fleet, ironically, did not come (Thuc. 8.87). Lewis 1977, 133
suggests that it may have been redirected to deal with a revolt in Egypt.

170 Cf, Lewis 1977, 133: ‘I admit that the trouble in Egypt seems to have been over by early summer 410 and that
no evidence at present exists to show why the fleet was not available in 408/7 and not used for the rest of the war,
but some may yet appear.’

171 For the evidence of the tribute lists, on which Selymbria appears from 454/53 to 418/17, see IACP no. 679, p.
922.

172 Cf. Gehrke 1985, 145-46.

173 Other examples are /G 13119 = OR 186 |. 3 (treaty with the Clazomenians at Daphnus, below) and the extremely
fragmentary /G 13120 (cf. Il. 4-5 AAkL[B | 1&8n¢ elne]). Meritt 1936, 249 proposes restoring Alcibiades as the
proposer of IG 13117, an Athenian honorary decree for Archelaus of Macedon (407/06), at |. 4: the name is entirely
lost but must have contained ten letters. Osborne and Rhodes (comm. OR 188, p. 535) dispute this on the basis
that Alcibiades had no attested dealings with Macedon.
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ET1:/G 13118 = OR 185*
Findspot: Acropolis, Athens (south slope)
Lettering: Attic, but frequently lapsing into lonic

Layout: inconsistent stoichedon 36
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[c alplov.] vacat

13-14 tot| ¢ pevyoot- p& 8¢ kUpla €] € Cataldi. 16-18 [kaBobov &' €™ val toic] delvyootL TeAuuBplavév |
[éyopévolg to¢ alT]og moAepiog 6¢ kal dhiog | [toic v 8L moAel Wilhelm apud IG 12; dkiog | [tdg avtdg
vouioat.] Cataldi. 28 AmoMovo]g (?). 35 t|[Ec BoA&c kal tov ZeAupPplavév] Wilhelm; [[kal to
dboédlopa t0de]] Meritt.  44-46 underlined letters = fr. ¢, now lost.

... Athen— ... export ... Athen— ... catalogue ... the Athenians shall give back the hostages whom
they have, and in future shall not take any. The Selymbrians shall be [autonomous] and [shall
establish] their constitution in whatever way they know. ... is owed by the community of the
Selymbrians [or by any individual among] the Selymbrians to ... if anybody’s property has been
confiscated, or if anybody is in debt [to the community], or if anybody has been deprived of
rights ... exiles of the Selymbrians ... enemies and friends ... With regard to any property of the
Athenians or the allies which has been lost in the war, or anything that may be owed or was
deposited, and which [the officials] exacted from the one who had it, there shall be no exaction
except for land and house. Whatever other causes of dispute there were heretofore, of
individuals against individuals or an individual against the community or the community against
an individual, or if there are any others, they shall settle them between one another; for what
they cannot agree over, the lawsuits shall follow the conventions. The agreement shall be
inscribed on a stele and placed in the sanctuary of —. There swore of the Athenians the
generals and the trierarchs and the hoplites and any other Athenian who was present; and all
the Selymbrians.

Alcibiades proposed: the agreement made by the Selymbrians with the Athenians shall be acted
on; and the generals shall inscribe the agreement and set it down on the Acropolis together
with the secretary of the council [[words deleted]], on a stone stele at their own expense, and
this decree; and to praise Apollodorus son of Empedus and release him from his position as
hostage; and the names of the Selymbrian hostages and their guarantors shall be deleted
tomorrow by the secretary of the council wherever they have been written up, in the presence
of the prytany; and to inscribe —machus the Selymbrian on the same stele as a proxenos of the
Athenians; and Apollodorus also shall have the position of proxenos as his father did; and to
invite the envoys and Apollodorus to the Prytaneum for hospitality tomorrow.

(trans. Stephen Lambert and P.J. Rhodes, adapted)
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Little sense can be made of the inscription until ET 1 |. 8. It is possible that the extremely
fragmentary Il. 1-7 originally mentioned the indemnity and Athenian garrison, which are known
from literary sources. Lines 8-10 concern the Selymbrian hostages, ensuring their return from
Athenian captivity. Lines 10-12, as restored, secure Selymbria’s autonomy, allowing the
Selymbrians to choose their own form of government (rmoAwteia), while Il. 12-14 may affirm the
cancellation of Selymbrian debts to Athens. Lines 14-18 restore the civil rights of Selymbrians
who have been disenfranchised or exiled.'’ Lines 18-22 confirm that Athenians and citizens of
allied cities will not pursue claims on lost property in Selymbria, except for ‘land and house’ (Il.
21-22: y&g kal ot| [kiag), i.e., non-moveable property; Il. 22-26 specify that xouppoAawa (l. 22:
‘causes of dispute’!’®) should be settled privately if possible; otherwise, lawsuits may be
initiated.1’® Lines 26-28 provide for the publication of the Selymbrian copy of the treaty, which
is to be set up in a local sanctuary, the identity of which is not preserved, but speculatively
restored as a sanctuary of Apollo by Kirchhoff (see apparatus criticus). The final part of §l, Il. 28-
31, informs us that the treaty was sworn on the spot by an unspecified number of Athenian
generals, trierachs, hoplites, and other Athenians there present, and by ‘all’ Selymbrians, by
which we are surely to understand citizen males of military age as in the Chalcis treaty.

§ll imposes the costs of inscribing the Athenian copy of the treaty on the Athenian generals (lI.
33-36). This is highly unusual, although the generals may have been involved in the publication
of IG 13127 = OR 191, an Athenian honorary decree for the Samians from 405/04, at Il. 38-39
(restored). The names of the Selymbrian hostages, which have evidently been recorded
elsewhere, are to be physically erased: Osborne and Rhodes suggest that the verb
[é]xoaleldoal (I. 38) implies that the list of hostages was written in charcoal on a whitewashed
board.?”” A Selymbrian whose name ends in —machus is awarded Athenian proxeny, as is
Apollodorus, whose father was also a proxenus (ll. 44-45). Apollodorus and a group of
Selymbrian envoys, who are presumably in Athens to swear to the treaty, are invited to
hospitality (€svia) in the Prytanaeum on the day following its ratification (Il. 45-47).

This is a conciliatory document, sensitive to the need to maintain Selymbria’s loyalty.1’® The
assurance of Selymbria’s autonomy, if correctly restored (I. 11), is in keeping with Athens’
(necessarily) light-handed approach towards the allies in the last decade of the Peloponnesian
War and as such is comparable with D 3.9 and D 3.10. But as J. Ma and L. Lazar remind us, we

174 cf. comm. ML 87, p. 2609.

175 This is the trans. of xoupBoAawa preferred by OR and ML against de Ste. Croix 1961, 102 ‘contracts.’

176 The expression used at |. 26 is [6ikac] ... &md xoupBoAov, defined as ‘lawsuits regulated by a convention
between states’ (comm. OR 185, pp. 521-22).

177.Comm. OR 185, p. 523. LS)®s.v. é€aleidw glosses ‘plaster or wash over.’ For the annulment of records by their
physical destruction, cf. [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 47.5-48.1. For the hostages mentioned in this treaty, see Panagopoulos
1978, 37-39.

178 Cf. Smarczyk 1986, 5-10.
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must be careful not to mistake this for a total renunciation of Athenian claims over its allies

within the apyn.t”®

D 3.15
Athenian treaty with Carthage
406/05 BCE

The present treaty is not Athens’ first attested engagement with far-off Carthage. An Athenian
ship went there in 415/14 seeking assistance in Sicily, which was not forthcoming (Thuc.
6.88.6); a similar appeal by Egesta was also rebuffed (Diod. 12.82.7). But the Carthaginians did
intervene in Sicily in 410/09 in support of Egesta against Silenus (Diod. 13.44, 54-59).180

The Athenian inscription (ET 1) recording the present treaty, which consists of two fragments
separated by a lacuna, is poorly preserved. Mattingly’s radical restoration of Il. 1-4 (see
apparatus criticus) yields the name of the archon Callias, whom he identifies with Callias
Angelides (406/05), but it is not clear from the surviving text that the inscription even contained
an archon-date; and to accomplish this Mattingly is forced to extend the probable stoichedon
36 layout by three stoichoi.'®! A.S. Henry retorts that |. 4 as restored by Mattingly sits
awkwardly with the following text.18?

However, while the archon’s name was perhaps omitted from the inscription, historical context
nonetheless supports a date of 406/05. The names of the Carthaginian generals Himilco (Il. 14-
15), and Hannibal (. 19) are partially preserved. We know from Diodorus that Hannibal and
Himilco campaigned in Sicily from early 406 (i.e., in the archonship of Callias Angelides: 13.80.1-
2) until Hannibal’s death later in the same archon-year (86.3). If the present treaty is connected
with that campaign, which is likely in light of I. 9 ZikeA[lav], then 406/05 is both a terminus post
and ante quem. Note also that the Boule secretary (I. 2) and possibly the chairman (Il. 2-3) are
identified by both given name and demotic: the earliest securely-dated inscription in which this
occurs is IG 13126, a proxeny decree from 405/04.183

ET 1:/G 1°123 = OR 189*

179 Ma 2009, 128; Lazar 2024, 52.

180 Notably, the Athenian decision of 415 to campaign in Sicily was based on Egesta’s conflict with Silenus (Thuc.
5.5).

181 Mattingly 1974.

182 Henry 1979, 30.

183 Meritt 1940, 249; Henry 1977, 11-12; comm. OR 189, p. 538; cf. comm. ML 92, p. 281.



Findspot: Acropolis, Athens (bastion of the Temple of Athena Nike)
Lettering: developed Attic

Layout: probably stoichedon 36
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1-4 [860)oev TEL Bo]AEL k[al TOL Sépot ....5%.... €mpu |Tdveus, ...58...]c AdLd[vaiog

EypOUUATEVE. .. | ...... 2. ....]¢ émeo[tdte, KaAAiag [406/05] £7pys, ..... el me- éneldt ad&]kav Ka[pxedovio
KEpuKOG? ----] Mattingly.  3-6 képu|xoL pév 6¢ adhé]kav Ka[pxedoviol mpocodov £€™v|aL mpog tov SE]ov
Ota[umnep mpbtov ékkAeoia k| upla yévetal Meritt. 6 Kapxedoviog Meritt; to¢ hékovtag Luria.  8-9
Képukog 6€ ABevaio|v altika padAa Meritt. 11 aitécovta]g autog dNlav kal cuppayiav Meritt.

After lacuna [— elne- T | €v EAAa KaBdmep TEL BoAEL mépdoal 8¢ képuka|c d¢ &v héhovtal ol mPUTAVEC
LETA TEC BOAEG 1| pOG oTpateyog Meritt.  19-20 [Kapxedoviov olde éuvuov tov 0pkov- Avv]ifag |

[Féokovog, TuiAkov'Avvovog, ......12......Jut Meritt.

The council and the people decided. — was in prytany. — of Aphidna was secretary. — of —
was chairman. — proposed: ... [the secretary of the council] shall inscribe [the Carthaginians as
benefactors?] of the Athenians [on the Acropolis on a] stone stele; ... to Sicily ... [to the generals
Hannibal] son of Gescon [and Himilco son of Annon] ... them ...

lacuna

... [the generals Hannibal son of Gescon and?] Himilco [son of Annon and to praise?] ... who
[have come to Athens, because they are?] good [men with regard to the Athenian people]; and
[to invite them?] to [hospitality in the Prytaneum tomorrow?)]. End of line uninscribed

... Hannibal ...

Meritt, followed by Meiggs and Lewis, reasonably interpret the present treaty as an alliance,
emphasizing that Athens desperately needed allies by 406.18 It is also in keeping with Athens’
earlier attempts to secure an alliance with Carthage. The individual clauses of the alliance are
not preserved; probably they were inscribed in the lacuna between Il. 12 and 13 or below I. 20.
More can be said about procedure. Envoys come from Carthage to swear to the treaty at
Athens (ll. 15-16), but Meritt is surely wrong to restore Hannibal and Himilco as oath-takers at
Il. 19-20; they cannot have been expected to interrupt the campaign in Sicily to travel to Athens
for this purpose. But it does appear that Athenian envoys did travel to Sicily to swear before
Hannibal and Himilco personally (II. 10-11).18>

Thucydides (7.87) reports that the survivors of the Sicilian expedition of 415-13, which he
counts at 7000 in total, were held in quarries under inhumane conditions for 70 days, during

184 Meritt 1940, 252; comm. ML 92, p. 281. The absence of technical terminology such as youppaxia or pthia is not
decisive in such a fragmentary inscription.
185 Cf. comm. ML 92, p. 281.



188

which many died. After this period, the survivors — excluding Athenians, Sicels, and Italiots —
were sold into slavery. Thucydides does not say what happened to the remaining Athenians,
but D.H. Kelly suggests that many were ransomed instead of being killed outright or sold into
slavery.® Indeed, an Athenian honorary decree of 405/04 (/G 13 125) praises a certain
Epicerdes of Cyrene for helping Athenian prisoners captured in Sicily (cf. Dem. 20.41-42).
Plutarch (Per. 29) claims that while most of the Athenian captives died in the quarries, some
were kidnapped and sold into slavery but subsequently manumitted in many cases. Anyway, all
this evidence suggests that there likely were some Athenians still in Sicily as late as 406/05, and
this may have been relevant to the present treaty.

Carthage’s own motives for entering into alliance with Athens are harder to guess. Athens in
406/05 was clearly not in a position to campaign in Sicily in support of Carthage, but perhaps
the Carthaginians believed that such a prospect was at least possible in the medium- to- long
term. For this reason, | think it is a real possibility that the alliance had a long time-limit or was
even perpetual, but the surviving inscription contains no details regarding duration.

D 3.16
Surrender of Athens
404 BCE

The decisive victory of Lysander and the Peloponnesian fleet at Aegospotami in 405 resulted in
the virtual obliteration of the Athenian fleet and, with it, Athens’ last hope of winning the
Peloponnesian War (Xen. Hell. 2.1.7-32; Diod. 13.105-06; Plut. Lys. 9.6-13.2). Lysander went on
to Piraeus and blockaded Athens, intent on starving the city out and forcing its surrender (Xen.
Hell. 2.2.1-23; Diod. 13.107; Plut. Lys. 13-14). Meanwhile the Corinthians, Thebans, and other
Spartan allies insisted that Athens be destroyed and its population enslaved (Xen. Hell. 2.2.19;
Plut. Lys. 15.2; Paus. 10.9.9). However, this was unacceptable to Sparta since, as Kagan explains,
it would have effectively made Attica an extension of Boeotia and offered Thebes a dangerously
large power vacuum to fill.13” Under the pretext of Athens’ services to Greece during the
Persian Wars, the Spartans decided to spare Athens from obliteration (Xen. Hell. 2.2.20 = LT 1).
Nonetheless, the cost of defeat was high and, as the testimonia show, the settlement imposed
on the Athenians was at least temporarily crippling.

186 Kelly 1970.
187 Kagan 1987, 410.
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LT 1: Xen. Hell. 2.2.20

Nokedauoviol 6€ oUk Edacav oAV EAAnvida avdpamodielv péya dyabov eipyacpévny v Tolg
HEeyioToLS KSUVOLC YeVOopEvoLS TH EAAGSL AN’ €mololvTo sipfvny €4’ M TA Te MAKPA TELXN KAl TOV
Mewpatd kaBeAovrag kat tag vadc mAnv dwdeka mapadovrag kat Toug duyadag kabévtag Tov
aUTOV €XBpOV Kal pidov vouilovtag Aakedatpoviolg EmecBat Kal Katd yijv Kal kata 6aAattov
omot Gv nydvrat.

The Lacedaemonians, however, said that they would not enslave a Greek city which had done
great service amid the greatest perils that had befallen Greece, and they offered to make peace
on these conditions: that the Athenians should destroy the long walls and the walls of Piraeus,
surrender all their ships except twelve, allow their exiles to return, count the same people friends
and enemies as the Lacedaemonians did, and follow the Lacedaemonians both by land and by sea
wherever they should lead the way.

(trans. Carleton L. Brownson)

LT 2: [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 34.3
TG €lprivNC yevopévng auTtol £’ M Te OATEUCGOVTOL TV TTATPLOV TIOALTELQV.

The peace having been concluded on terms of their carrying on the government according to the
ancestral constitution ...

(trans. H. Rackham)

LT 3: Diod. 13.107.4

£ruteivovtog 6€ to0 Sewvol kaB’ NUEpay, 1) LEV TIOALG Eyeple vekpQv, ol §€ Aourol
SlamnpeoPevaduevol mpog Aakedalovioug ouveBevto Ty eipivny, WOTe TA LakpA OKEAN Kal Td
teixn 1ol Nelpatéwg mepleAelv, Kal pakpdg valdc un mAelov €xelv 6€ka, TV 6€ MOAewv MooV
£kywpfical kal Aakedatpoviolg NyepooL xprioBadt.

Since the suffering increased day by day, the city was filled with dead, and the survivors sent
ambassadors and concluded peace with the Lacedaemonians on the terms that they should tear
down the two long walls and those of the Piraeus, keep no more than ten ships of war, withdraw
from all the cities, and recognize the hegemony of the Lacedaemonians.

(trans. C.H. Oldfather)

LT 4: Diod. 14.3.2
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Katd 6£& ToUTOoUG TOUC XPpOVoug ABnvalol eV KATOTIEMOVNUEVOL EMOLOOVTO GUVORKOC TTPOC
Nokedatpovioug kaB' ag €6l Ta Teiyn TFig MOAew KaBeAETv Kal T atplw moAwteiq xpfiobal. katl
TA pEV Telyn eplelhov, Tiepl 6€ ThHg moALteiag mpog aAANAou¢g Siedépovro.

At this time the Athenians, completely reduced by exhaustion, made a treaty with the
Lacedaemonians whereby they were bound to demolish the walls of their city and to employ the
polity of their fathers. They demolished the walls, but were unable to agree among themselves
regarding the form of government.

(trans. C.H. Oldfather)

LT 5: Plut. Lys. 14.4

Kaitol Aakedatpoviwv éotiv dkoloat Aeyovtwv wg Auoavdpoc pev Eypale Tolg £dopolg Tade:
aAwkavtt Tal ABavat, Aucavdpw & dvteypaav ot Epopol: APKET TO Ve EOAWKELV. AN

gVMPEMEiag XAptv 0UTOC & Adyoc MEMAaTAL. TO &' GANBVOV SOy THV EPOpwY oUTwWG Eixe: TASE
TA TEAN TV AakeSalpoviwy Eyvw- KaBBalovteg Tov Melpald Kal Td pakpd okEAn, kol ékBavteg €k
AoV TWV MOAEwWV TAV aUTWV Yav £xovieg, Taltd ka Spivteg Tav eipdvav £xolte, ai xprndotte, kal
TOUC puyadag Avevtec. mepl Tav vadv T mANBOe0g, Okolov Tl ka tnvel Sokén, tadta moléete. [5]
TauTnV 8¢ mpooedE€avto TV oKUTAANV ol ABnvaiol Onpapévoug tod Ayvwvog cupBouAeloavTog.

It is true one hears it said by Lacedaemonians that Lysander wrote to the ephors thus: ‘Athens is
taken’; and that the ephors wrote back to Lysander: ““Taken” was enough’; but this story was
invented for its neatness’ sake. The actual decree of the ephors ran thus: ‘This is what the
Lacedaemonian authorities have decided: tear down the Piraeus and the long walls; quit all the
cities and keep to your own land; if you do these things, and restore your exiles, you shall have
peace, if you want it.” This edict was accepted by the Athenians, on the advice of Theramenes the
son of Hagnon.

(trans. Bernadotte Perrin)

P. Krentz dates Athens’ acceptance of the peace terms to March 404.18 Plutarch’s testimony
(esp. 14.4 = LT 5) is, in my view, the most important single testimonium for the Athenian
surrender, as he claims to reproduce the actual decree of the Spartan ephors (10 6" dAnBwov
Soyua tv Epopwv), which is preserved in the original Doric (cf. Thuc. 5.77, 79). Plutarch reports
three key clauses:

1. Dismantling of the Long Walls and the walls of Piraeus (kafBaldovteg tov Nelpatd kat ta
HOKPO OKEAN).

188 Krentz 1982, 43.
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2. Relinquishment of Athenian control over the cities of the dpxn (kai ékBavrtec ék maciv
TOV MOAEWV TAV OUTWV YAV €XOVTEC).
3. Restoration of exiles (kal ToUg puyadag Avévteg).

The ephoral decree, of course, is not the peace treaty, whose contents are known only from
scattered literary references. Xenophon and Diodorus, while not claiming to reproduce an original
document, include a number of additional clauses that are not in Plutarch’s decree. In Xen. Hell.
2.2.20, the Athenians are forced into alliance with Sparta as a subordinate junior partner:
according to S. Bolmarcich, their promise to have the same friends and enemies as the Spartans
and follow where they might lead ‘implies total control over an ally’s foreign policy and military
resources.’*® Indeed, Diodorus claims that Athens explicitly acknowledged Spartan hegemony
(13.107.4 = LT 3 Aakedawpoviolg nyepoot xpficBat). They were also required to surrender the
majority of the fleet and were restricted to ten (Diod. 13.107.4) or twelve (Xen. Hell. 2.2.20)
warships. Kagan suggests that this was not part of the settlement proper, but that the ephors
allowed Lysander, as the Spartan commander on the spot, to decide for himself how many
ships the Athenians could keep; this is implied in the text of the ephoral decree itself (Plut. Lys.
14.4 nepi tav va®v td mARBe0cg, OKoTov Ti Ka tnvel SokEn, Talta notéete). % An additional
clause, specifically stripping the Athenians of their cleruchies at Lemnos, Imbros, and Scyros, is
reported by pseudo-Andocides in the spurious De Pace (Andoc. 3.12).2°! Kagan rightly doubts this
on the basis that no source other than Andocides (whose speech he nevertheless accepts as
authentic) mentions it.1? Additionally, it is already clear from the decree of the ephors that
Athens must abandon all territories outside Attica, presumably including cleruchies; a separate
clause regarding Lemnos, Imbros, and Scyros would have been redundant.*®3

Diodorus (14.3.2 = LT 4) and [Aristotle] (Ath. Pol. 34.3 = LT 2) add that the Athenians were
instructed to revert to their ‘ancestral constitution’ (matplog moAtteia). In Plutarch (Lys. 15.1) the
matter is not addressed until Lysander’s entry into Athens. W.J. McCoy notes that the very
meaning of the slogan ndtplog moAtteia was notoriously subjective, and Athenians of widely
varying political stripes could freely interpret it to suit their political sympathies. Radical
democrats might associate it with the matplot vopol (‘ancestral laws’) invoked by Thrasybulus and
the Athenian fleet on Samos in 411 in defence of the full democracy, that is, the democracy as it

189 Bolmarcich 2008, 65.

190 Kagan 1987, 410. The discrepancy in the sources regarding the number of ships may have originated in a textual
corruption in the manuscripts of Diodorus.

191 Against the authencticity of Andocides’ De Pace see my commentary on D 4.8.

192 Kagan 1987, 410 n. 133.

193 |n 387/86, Lemnos, Imbros, and Scyros were specifically excluded from the autonomy clause of the King’s
Peace, which allowed Athens to retain them (Xen. Hell. 5.1.31).
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existed since the mid-5™ century reforms attributed to Ephialtes (Thuc. 8.76.6).1°* For moderates
it might evoke the more limited democracy of Cleisthenes or the still older constitution of Solon,
while oligarchs probably envisioned the ndtplog moAwteia as eschewing democracy altogether.1%
The ‘correct’ interpretation would soon be imposed by Lysander who, McCoy argues, wanted to
see Athens ruled by a narrow oligarchy of his own choosing, as he did elsewhere though his
establishment of decarchies.®® He was willing to tolerate a limited democracy under the guise of
the matplog moAtteia, which may have been suggested to him by Theramenes, but purely as a
temporary solution: the impending return of exiles to Athens, many if not most of them oligarchs
by inclination, would soon provide Lysander with a firm power base with which to reform Athens
along highly oligarchic lines.*®”

It is probable that tribute, or a financial obligation of some kind, was imposed on Athens under
the present treaty. When, after the fall of the Thirty in 403, the ascendant democrats led by
Thrasybulus and the surviving oligarchs who had fled to Eleusis were reconciled, the treaty made
between them, which is recorded in the Aristotelean Athénaion Politeia, required the men at
Eleusis to ‘contribute from their revenues like the other Athenians to the fund for the common
defence,” ([Arist.] Ath. Pol. 39.2 = D 4.1 LT 3 cuvteAelv € Ao TV MPOCLOVIWV €1 TO CUUUOAXIKOV
kaBarmep toug GAoug ABnvaioug, trans. H. Rackham). M. Chambers and P.J. Rhodes, in their
commentaries on the Ath. Pol., agree that cuvteAglv ... €iG TO cUMUAXLKOV expresses a financial
obligation, and kaBdrnep tolg GAouc ABnvaiougimplies that the Athenians have already been
paying this.’® | argue that this alludes to a clause of the present treaty. Notably, [Aristotle] does
not use the word ¢6pog: perhaps the Spartans also avoided doing so in order to escape
allegations of imperialism.%°

194 On this passage cf. Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 981: ‘This is the only hint, in Th.’s account of the events of
411, of the important contemporary notion of the “ancestral constitution,” the matploc moAtteia.’ For a revisionist
view of Ephialtes’ role in the democratic reforms with which he is associated, see Zaccarini 2018.

195 For example, at [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 29.3 (discussing the oligarchic revolution of 411), an Athenian named Clitophon
speaks positively of the constitution of Solon, albeit by emphasizing its similarities to the later constitution of
Cleisthenes.

1% The Thirty, who came to power ca. September 404 through Lysander’s intervention, might be thought of as a
kind of expanded decarchy. This interpretation is of course open to debate; as Krentz 1982, 144 opines, ‘If the
Athenian oligarchs were trying to imitate the Spartan system, they saw themselves as something other than a
decarchy.” At 40 n. 29 he argues, referring to Diod. 14.13.1, that Lysander ‘may not have established decarchies
exclusively’ in the Aegean. For the establishment of the Thirty see [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 34.3; Plut. Lys. 15; Lys. 12.71-76;
Diod. 14.3.5-7. On the date see Krentz 1982, 48.

197 McCoy 1975, 139-41; cf. Kagan 1987, 411; Bolmarcich 2008, 77; Joyce 2022, 217 with n. 21.

198 Chambers 1990, 316; Rhodes 2017, 327; cf. LSJ®s.v. ouppaxikoc. Elsewhere, e.g., Thuc. 5.6.2, this word means
simply ‘treaty of alliance.’

199 Compare how the Athenians explicitly eschew imposing $6pog in the decree of 378/77 inviting other states to
join the Second Athenian Confederacy (/G 2243 = RO 22 1. 23). Allied financial contributions were described as
ocuvtagelg, not dopocg (FGrH 115 Theopompus F 98).
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D 3.17
Surrender of Samos to Lysander
404 BCE

Samos, an autonomous ally of Athens since 412 (cf. Thuc. 8.21), resisted Lysander’s attempts to
conquer the island even after the surrender of Athens itself, but it too ultimately succumbed.
Xenophon places the capitulation of Samos in the early part of the ‘anarchic’ year of 404/03
(Hell. 2.3.1), so this must have occurred before the end of 404 and more likely before the onset
of winter.2®

LT 1: Xen. Hell. 2.3.6

ol 8¢ ZapLoL toAlopkoUpevol UTO AuadvSpou Tavtn, €nel 00 BoulopEvwy aUTRV TO TPRTOV
Opoloyelv tpooBAaiAeLy AON EueAAev 6 AUCavEpog, wHoAOYNoaV €V LLATIOV EXWV EKOOTOG
améval Tv EAeuBEpwy, Ta §' GAAa mapadoiival: kal oUTtwg €€fjABov. [7] Abcavdpog b€ Tolg
apyaiolg moAitalg rapadoug TV OALY Kal T& EvOvTa MAvTa Kol €K APYOVTAG KATOOTOG
dpoupelv Adiike TO TWV CUPHUAXWY VOUTIKOV KATA TOAEL.

Meanwhile the Samians were being besieged by Lysander on every side, and when, seeing that at
first they refused to come to terms, he was on the point of making an attack upon them, they
came to an agreement with him that every free person should depart from the city with but one
cloak and that all else should be surrendered; and on these terms they withdrew. And Lysander
gave over the city and everything therein to the former citizens, and appointed ten rulers to guard
it; then he dismissed the naval contingents of the allies to their several cities.

(trans. Carleton L. Brownson)

Xenophon describes the return of the ‘former citizens’ (dpxatot moAitat) of Samos at Lysander’s
invitation: these are likely the 400 upper-class Samians that were expropriated and banished
from Samos after a popular uprising in 412 (Thuc. 8.21).2°1 He also claims that the entire free
population of Samos was expelled, and this is not inconceivable: an Athenian inscription of
403/02 thanks Ephesus and Notium for admitting Samian refugees (Tod 97 Il. 8-9 énawoiol 6
ABnvatlol’Edeoioug kat Not[dg | 6t mpoBuuwg €6€€avto] Zapiwv toug £€w dvtag). No fewer
than 14 Samians resident in Attica have been identified from the late-5t to mid-4th centuries BCE,

200 pythodorus should have been eponymous archon for 404/03, but Xenophon writes that he was retroactively
denied this appellation because he was elected under an oligarchy (Hell. 2.3.1 NuBodwpou & &v ABrvalg &pxovtog,
Ov ABnvaiol, OTL &v OAlyapxia NpEdn, oUk dvopdalouoty, AN’ dvapxiav Tov éviauTtov kaholaoty).

201 Thucydides refers to this faction as ot Uvartol (‘the powerful men’). As Hornblower (Comm. on Thuc. 3, 808)
stresses, they were not necessarily oligarchs.
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and there may have been many more who took up Athenian citizenship and Attic demotics and
are not usually identifiable as Samians in inscriptions.?9? Also, numerous Greek cities are known
to have suffered expulsions in the 5™ century such as Eretria in 490 (Hdt. 6.101), Hestiaea in
446/45 (Thuc. 1.114), and Plataea (2.6; cf. 3.67) and Aegina (2.27) during the Peloponnesian
War. Nevertheless, G. Shipley emphasizes the practical difficulties of expelling an island’s entire
population or even its citizen population, and reckons that Lysander’s efforts were limited to
rounding up those living in the densely-settled southeastern corner of Samos, including the main
settlement. Also, the establishment of a decarchy by Lysander (Xen. Hell. 2.3.7 = LT 1 6éka
apxovtag) speaks against expulsion: according to Shipley, ‘It is inconsistent with the introduction
of a new, reliable population. Lysander imposed a narrow oligarchy because the population
needed keeping under tight control. ... There was no mass expulsion, merely a lopping-off of the
highest ears of corn.”?% | propose that Lysander’s priority was to expel the leaders of, or those
who were otherwise prominent in, the Samian democratic revolution of 412 and the resistance to
Lysander himself in 404. He could, | believe, afford to overlook those whose involvement was
marginal or nonexistent.

202 shipley 1987, 132, 303. As a reward for their loyalty to Athens, the Samians were offered Athenian citizenship
en masse by a decree of 405/04 (/G 13127 = OR 191).

203 Shipley 1987, 132-33 with n. 23. Diod. 14.3.5 adds that Lysander appointed a Spartiate named Thorax as
harmost of Samos. Shipley 1987, 131 states that this implies the establishment of a garrison. For Lysander’s
general policies in the Aegean see Gomez-Castro 2018.
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Chapter 5

The post-Peloponnesian War period and the Corinthian War (403-387/86 BCE)

Introduction

This chapter charts Athens’ gradual recovery after the nadir of 404 and Sparta’s attempt to
reinforce and maintain the highly favourable geopolitical role which it had obtained as a result
of its victory over Athens. Dissatisfaction with Sparta’s postwar conduct led, in 395, to the so-
called Corinthian War, in which a Persian-backed coalition led by Athens, Thebes, Corinth, and
Argos came to blows with the Spartans. The war culminated in the King’s Peace, also known as
the Peace of Antalcidas, which was the first of several fourth-century ko eiprjvn treaties.

D4.1
Treaty between Athenian democrats and oligarchs
403 BCE

The decision of the Thirty in late 404 or early 403 to restrict the Athenian citizen body to 3000
men (the ‘Three Thousand’) was the spur to the resistance that ultimately brought the regime
down; it was, according to C.J. Joyce, ‘the point at which the community began to fall apart.’!
The exiled democrats led by Thrasybulus occupied the border fort of Phyle (Xen. Hell. 2.4.2;
Plut. Mor. 345d; Nep. 2.1) before proceeding to Piraeus, where they defeated the Thirty in a
battle in which Critias was killed (Hell. 2.4.11-19; Diod. 14.32.6-33.1; [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 38.1; Nep.
7.2.5-7). But the oligarchy was not immediately abolished; rather, the Thirty were replaced by
board of ten (a literal decarchy) and its surviving members retired to Eleusis (Xen. Hell. 2.4.23-
24; cf. [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 35.1; Nep. 3.1).% A Spartan force led by Pausanias confronted
Thrasybulus’ men and, although militarily victorious, Pausanias secretly opened negotiations
with the democrats despite Lysander’s opposition (Xen. Hell. 2.4.35-38). This resulted in the
present treaty, its ratification overseen by a Spartan commission composed of ten (Xen. Hell.
2.4.38 = LT 2) or fifteen ([Arist.] Ath. Pol. 38.4 = LT 3) men. It ought to be counted as an
interstate treaty because, while made between two groups of Athenians, it established Eleusis
as sovereign political community separate from Athens, albeit one with some peculiar features,
as we shall see.

! Joyce 2022, 62.
2 The sources disagree on the precise manner of the Ten’s selection: see Joyce 2022, 64 n. 115.
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There is some controversy regarding the date. The Aristotelean Athénaion Politeia states (39.1)
that the democracy was restored in the archonship of Euclides (403/02) but then later claims
(41.1) that Thrasybulus established the ‘current constitution’ (tfjv viv oboav roAtteiav) in the
archonship of Pythodorus (404/03). Plutarch is more specific (Mor. 349f), placing the return of
the democratic exiles on 12 Boedromion — and he must be referring to the year 403 — or
approximately September, therefore in Euclides’ archonship.? This is often assumed to
correspond to the date on which the ratifying oaths were sworn.* The most plausible solution,
maintained by a number of scholars, is that Pythodorus retained the archonship for several
additional months, possibly due to the chaotic situation at Athens, and that Euclides was
retroactively recognized as archon for the whole of 403/02.> This allows for the date of 12
Boedromion for the ratification of the treaty to stand.

The Athénaion Politeia is by far our most important source for the present treaty, although it is
unclear whether it presents a verbatim reproduction of an official document or is only a
paraphrase, albeit an unusually detailed one. Xenophon (Hell. 2.4.38) also briefly discusses the
treaty, but does not add any information not found in Ath. Pol. Andocides (1.90) quotes the
oaths associated with the treaty, for which he is our only source, although this is only a partial
quotation according to T.C. Loening, who notes that it begins with kai.® Joyce identifies a total
of twenty individual clauses based on all surviving testimonia, of which eighteen are known
principally from Ath. Pol.”

LT 1: Andoc. 1.90

dépe 61 tolvuy, ol Opkol LUV TG £XOUGLY; O UEV KOLVOG Tff TTOAEL ATIACTH, OV OUWUOKOTE TIAVTES
HETA TAC SLoAAaydg, Kal o0 HVNOLKOKNOW TGV TOATOV 008eVi ANV TV TPLAKOVTA <KOL TV
Séko>* kal TRV Evdeka- 0U8E TouTwV 8¢ av £0EAN eUBUVOC SLEAVAL THS APXTS NG APEEV. BTIoU
Tolvuv a0TOoIC TOIG TPLAKOVTA WHVUTE WI) UVNOLKAKAOELY, TOIC LeYioTwV Kak®v aitiolg, i S16olev
€0BUVAC, i TTOU GXOA] TGV ye GAAWVY TIOALTGV TWVL AELOTTE PVNOWKAKEL. f} 8¢ BoUAR ab f del
BouAelouoa ti 6uvuot;

*<kal v 6€ka> add. de Valois, cf. [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 39.6.

312 Boedromion 404 is impossible because at that time Athens was still in the early days of the rule of the Thirty:
Loening 1987, 22.

4 Chambers 1990, 317; Joyce 2022, 72. But Plut. Mor. 349f reports merely that ‘the men from Phyle returned’ (ot
ano OuAfig katfiABov) on this date.

5 Kaibel 1893, 200-02; Raubitschek 1941, 286; Hereward 1952, 112-13; Loening 1987, 22.

6 Loening 1987, 55 n. 97.

7 Joyce 2022, 76-77. Her clauses 19 (‘items confiscated under the Thirty and not sold off may be recovered’) and 20
(‘items sold off to a third party may not be recovered’) are known only from Lysias’ fragmentary speech Against
Hippotherses (P.Oxy. Xl 1606 Il. 34-48).
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And now, what of your oaths? First, the oath in which the whole city joined, the oath which you
swore one and all after the reconciliation: ‘and | will harbour no grievance against any citizen, save
only the Thirty, the Ten, and the Eleven: and even of them against none who shall consent to
render account of his office.” After swearing to forgive even the Thirty, whom you had to thank for
sufferings untold, provided that they rendered account of themselves, you can have been in very
little hurry to harbour grievances against the ordinary citizen. Again, what is the oath sworn by the
Council when it takes office?

(trans. K.J. Maidment)

LT 2: Xen. Hell. 2.4.38

akouoavteg 6€ mavtwv adTiv ol £Edopol Kal ol EKKANtol, e€emepav nevtekaideka Gvdpag eig TG
ABrvag, Kai émétagav oUv NMavoavig StaldEat dmn Suvawvto kdAoTa. ol & StAAagav éd’ Qe
gipnvnv pév €xelv wg mpog AAANAouUC, améval &€ £l Ta EAUTHMV EKOOTOV TTARV TV TPLAKOVTA Kal
TV Evdeka Kal TV &v Melpalel dpfavtwv Séka. €l 8€ Tiveg poPoivto tav € Gotewc, £60fev
aUTOIG EAEUGTVAL KATOLKETV.

When the ephors and the members of the Lacedaemonian assembly had heard all the
ambassadors, they dispatched fifteen men to Athens and commissioned them, in conjunction with
Pausanias, to effect a reconciliation in the best way they could. And they effected a reconciliation
on these terms, that the two parties should be at peace with one another and that every man
should depart to his home except the members of the Thirty, and of the Eleven, and of the Ten
who had ruled in Piraeus. They also decided that if any of the men in the city were afraid, they
should settle at Eleusis.

(trans. Carleton L. Brownson)

LT 3: [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 39.1

Eyévovto & al Stahvoelg £’ EUKAEiSou apyovTog Kot TG ouvonkoc tdode. ToUg BoulopEvoug
ABnvaiwyv TV &v aotel pevavtwy £Eokelv £xelv EAeuoiva £mutipoug 6vtag kal Kupioug kal
AUTOKPATOPAC EAUTMV KAl T AUTGV KAPTTOUHEVOUC. [2] TO &' iepov Elvat KOOV AUdOTEPWVY,
€rpeleloBatl 6 Kripukag kat EOpoAnidag katd Td matpla. pun é€gtvat 6& urte toi¢ EAsucivoBey
£l¢ 10 doTu pnte 101 £k To0 dotewd EAeuaivad’ eloléval MANV LUCTNPLoLG EKATEPOUG. CUVTEAELY
8¢ Ao TRV MPOCLOVIWY (¢ TO CUMMAXIKOV KaBATep Toug GAAoug ABnvaioug. [3] £dv 6€ Tveg TV
amovtwy oikiav Aappavwotv’EAeuoivi, CUUMEIBELY TOV KEKTNUEVOV: €AV &€ Un cupBaivwaoty
SGAAANOLS TUNTAC EAECOAL TPETG EKATEPOV, KAl VTV AV 0UTOL TAEWOL TUAV AapBavew. EAeuctviwy
8¢ ouvolkelv oU¢ Av oUtot BoUAwvrat. [4] Thv 8" droypadny eivat Toic BouAopévole EEOLKETY, TOTG
HEV EruSnpotiow ad’ A Av OPOCoWOLY TOUC BpKoug Séka Hep®V, THV & £€oiknoLv eikoot, Tolc &'
anodnuololy EMeldav EmdnUnowaoty Katd TalTd. [5] un €€glval 6& Gpxelv undepiav dpynv Tdv év
O Gotel Tov EAeuaivi katowkoOvta miplv dnoypantatl maALy v T@ &OoTEL KATOKETV. TAG 6€ Sikag



198

100 HAVOU Elva KOTA TA TATPLO, €1 TIC TVOL AUTOXELPLQ AMEKTEWVEV ) ETPpWOEV. [6] TRV 6€
ntapeAnAuBdTwy undevi mpog undéva pvnotkakely é€gtval v mpodg TolUg TPLaKovTa Kol ToUg
Séka kal Toug £vbeka kal Toug tol Melpatéwg dpavtag, UndE mpog toutoug, £dv SLI6MaLY
£0B0vVac. e0BUVaC 6¢ Solval Toug pev ev Melpatel dpavrac v Toic v Nelpalel, Tolg & v TR
QoTEL &V TOTC TA TLHAMOTA TapeEXOUEVOLG. €10° oUTw g £€0LKeTV TOUC HR €0€Aovtag. ta 6£ xprpata &
£6aveloavrto €i¢ TOV MOAepOV EKaTEpOUC amodolval Xwpig.

The reconciliation took place in the archonship of Eucleides on the following terms: that those of
the Athenians who have remained in the city that desire to emigrate do have Eleusis, retaining
their full rights, and having sovereignty and self-government, and enjoying their own revenues.
And that the temple be the common property of both sections, and be under the superintendence
of the Heralds and the Eumolpidae according to the ancestral practice. But that it be not lawful for
those at Eleusis to go into the city, nor for those in the city to go to Eleusis, except in either case at
a celebration of the Mysteries. And that they contribute from their revenues like the other
Athenians to the fund for the common defence. And that any of those who go away that take a
house at Eleusis be helped to obtain the consent of the owner; and if they cannot come to terms
with one another, each party to choose three valuers, and to accept whatever price these valuers
assess. And that of the people of Eleusis those whom the settlers may be willing to allow do dwell
in the place with them. And that the registration of those that wish to migrate be, for those who
are in the country, within ten days of the date of their swearing the oaths of peace, and their
migration within twenty days, and for those abroad similarly from the date when they return. And
that it be not permitted for anyone residing at Eleusis to hold any of the offices in the city until he
removes himself from the roll in order to reside again in the city. And that trials for homicide be in
accordance with the ancestral ordinances, if a man has killed or wounded another with his own
hand. And that there be a universal amnesty for past events, covering everybody except the
Thirty, the Ten, the Eleven, and those that have been governors of Peiraeus, and that these also
be covered by the amnesty if they render account. And that those who had been governors in
Peiraeus render account before the courts held in Peiraeus, but those in the city before a court of
persons that can produce ratable property; or that those who will not render account on these
terms do migrate. And that each party separately repay their loans contracted for the war.

(trans. H. Rackham)

It is generally agreed that the survivors among the Thirty and their supporters at Eleusis
retained Athenian citizenship, albeit subject to certain restrictions. They were not allowed to
physically enter the city of Athens and were barred from public office and service in the
lawcourts there so long as they remained attached to the community of Eleusis.® Nevertheless,
they were declared to be éntipoug, kupioug kat altokpdtopag eaut®y, and Td aLTOV
kaproupévoug (Ath. Pol. 39.1). According to Rhodes, émitipoug means that they retained

8 Stahl 1891, 484; Cloché 1915, 258-59; Rhodes 1981, 467; Joyce 2022, 80.
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‘possession of their rights as Athenian citizens,” while kuploug kal a0Tokpdtopoc €UtV means
‘with full power and authority over themselves, so that the authorities in Athens cannot legislate
for the internal affairs of the community at Eleusis or impose taxes on it’; and lastly, t& avt®v
Koprioupévouc indicates that they were ‘entitled to draw the revenues from their own property.”®
Joyce and T.C. Loening agree that this included the right to hold land and other non-moveable
property within Attica, even if it was located outside of Eleusis (cf. Xen. Hell. 2.4.20-22).1°

For the purposes of the Eleusinian Mysteries, the political separation of Athens and Eleusis was
to be ignored.!? Specifically, the normal prohibition against Athenians visiting Eleusis and vice-
versa was lifted during the celebration of the Mysteries, parts of which took place in Athens and
others in Eleusis.’? Even one of Thrasybulus’ supporters, Cleocritus, was a herald of the
Mysteries (Xen. Hell. 2.4.20); presumably he had to travel back and forth between Athens and
Eleusis in fulfilling his religious duties.!3

The stipulation that Eleusis ‘contribute to the [Spartan] war-fund just like the other Athenians’
([Arist.] Ath. Pol 39.2 cuVTEAET ... €i¢ TO cuppoLkOV KaBarep toug dAMouc ABnvaioug) suggests
that the Athenian and Eleusinian contributions were to be assessed separately.'* Under 39.3 £¢av
6€ Twveg TV amovtwy oikiav Aappavwoly ktA., inhabitants of Eleusis who were living there
before the arrival of the oligarchs and who had not already been expropriated by them could, if
they refused to sell their homes voluntarily, be compelled to do so at a price decided upon by
the board of evaluators (tiuntati), which was not appealable.® Upon migrating to Eleusis, the
oligarchs massacred over 100 Eleusinians and expropriated their homes (Xen. Hell. 2.4.8-10;
Diod. 14.32.5-6; Lys. 12.52; 13.44-46). This clause thus clearly benefited the oligarchs at the
expense of the pre-existing Eleusinian population.!®

Commentators have frequently interpreted Ath. Pol. 39.5 tag 8¢ §ikag ... €1 Ti¢ Tiva altoxelpia
AmEKTELVEV R ETpwoev to indicate that only persons who had committed homicide ‘by their own
hand’ (aUtoxelpia) were eligible for prosecution, whereas those who were indirectly responsible
for the death of another, such as by making an unlawful denunciation leading to execution, were
immune.’ This is rejected by Joyce, who notes that there is no evidence in the body of Athenian

9 Rhodes 1981, 464; cf. Loening 1987, 30-31.

10 Loening 1987, 35; Joyce 2022, 77. Contra Cloché 1915, 251-53; Carawan 2013, 72. For comparison, an Athenian
decree of the mid-4t" century allows émigrés to lulis to retain their property at Athens (/G 22111 = RO 39 II. 65-66).
11 Cloché 1915, 253-55; Rhodes 1981, 465.

12 Chambers 1990, 316; Rhodes 2017, 327.

13 Kiihn 1967, 39-40; Lehmann 1972, 223 n. 57; Rhodes 1981, 465; Joyce 2022, 78.

14 Joyce 2022, 79. Contra Rhodes 1981, 466.

15 Loening 1987, 36; cf. Chambers 1990, 317; Rubinstein 2018, 138.

16 Cloché 1915, 256-58; Rhodes 1981, 466.

7 Cloché 1915, 259-61; Bonner 1924, 175-76; Rhodes 1981, 468; Loening 1987, 39-40; Todd 2007, 639 with n. 55;
Carawan 2013, 271-72; cf. Gray 2013, 385-401. The point about denouncers is made largely moot by the near-
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homicide law that there was ever a distinction between direct and indirect homicide.'® The
guestion is complicated by the textual corruption of the relevant passage, which reads, in the
papyri, Tac 8¢ Sikag Tol ddvou lval KaTd T TATPLA, AUTOXLPAEKTIoLOTPpWoao. T. Thalheim
amends this to €l ti¢ Tiva avtoxepiq ékteiocatto tpwoag (‘if anyone should kill somebody after
having wounded him by his own hand’), whereas the editio princeps of F.G. Kenyon has £l tic Tva
avtoxepia anéktewey fj Etpwoev (‘if anyone kills or wounds anyone by his own hand’).*® Joyce
proposes that the intention of this clause was to render private suits stemming from alleged
crimes committed during the period of the oligarchy (that is, before 12 Boedromion 403)
inadmissible, even for crimes as serious as homicide, whether committed directly or indirectly.?®
Joyce and E. Harris argue that the exclusion of former members of the various oligarchic
committees from the amnesty (39.6) implies that their crimes were considered a public matter
and thus still liable to prosecution. Homicides committed in the future were certainly not covered
by the amnesty and were to be prosecuted according to the traditional legal procedure (kata ta
natpla).?! Finally, R.J. Bonner emphasizes that even an amnesty could not erase the pollution
(uioopa) associated with homicide.??

The amnesty proper is declared at Ath. Pol. 39.6 with the words pndevi mpog undéva
uvnotkakelv (cf. Andoc. 1.90 = LT 1 kai o0 pvnotkaknow t@v moAttwv o06evL, recording the oath).
Rhodes notes that pn pvnowakelv is the standard formula operative formula of amnesties
attested elsewhere (e.g., Thuc. 4.74.2; IG 1376 Il. 15-16; Xen. Hell. 2.4.43).23 However, as | have
hinted above, the amnesty of 403 was not universal: the Thirty, the Ten, the Eleven, and the
‘governors of the Piraeus’ (tou¢ tplakovta Kai toug S€ka Katl Touc Evdeka kot Toug Tol
Nepaléwg apavtag) were not automatically amnestied but had to first submit to ebBuval. The
Eleven was a board appointed by the Thirty (Ath. Pol. 35.1) whose duties included
administering the death penalty, most infamously against Theramenes (Xen. Hell. 2.3.55-56);
the governors of the Piraeus were ten men whose jurisdiction was limited to the port; and ‘the
Ten’ were those who, as noted, replaced the Thirty after Critias’ death and who governed in
Athens itself.2* Some scholars, supposing that the Ten were milder than the Thirty, reject the
testimony of the Ath. Pol. that they were included from the amnesty.?> There is no reference to
the Ten in the manuscripts of Andocides at 1.90, which must be supplied with reference to Ath.

universal amnesty represented by the pn pvnotkakelv clause ([Arist.] Ath. Pol. 39.6; Andoc. 1.90), from which only
certain individuals and not certain crimes (or manner of committing said crimes) are excluded.

18 Joyce 2022, 81; cf. Harris 2015b.

1% Thalheim’s reading is endorsed by Gray 2013, 399-400.

20 Joyce 2022, 82.

21 Harris 2015a, 46; Joyce 2022, 81.

22 Bonner 1924. On piaopa see generally Parker 1983.

23 Rhodes 1981, 468.

24 Rhodes 1981, 469; Loening 1987, 41-42.

25 Delmeyda 1930, 45; Maidment 1941, 408.
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Pol. 39.6 (see apparatus criticus), nor are they mentioned at Xen. Hell. 2.4.38.2° But at least one
former member of the Ten, Rhinon, is known to have submitted to ebBuval (Ath. Pol. 38.4),
implying that he was not covered by the amnesty.?” Regarding the Ten’s supposed mildness,
political persecutions did in fact continue under their rule, and at least one wealthy Athenian
named Demaretus is known to have been executed on their orders (Ath. Pol. 38.2).22 Choosing
to submit to ebBuvaL was a potentially risky endeavour, since those who failed to clear their
names were presumably punished.?’ It is entirely possible that the clause was intended to
discourage the non-amnestied oligarchs from returning to Athens.3°

D4.2
Spartan treaty with Elis
ca. 400 BCE

By the late-5%" century, Elis, which had long controlled the sanctuary of Olympia and the
administration of the Olympic Games, had become a regional power of some importance. Key
to this was its expansion into Triphylia, the area between the rivers Alpheios and Neda centred
around the perioecic town of Lepreum.3!

Elis was one of the Peloponnesian League members that refused to accept the Peace of Nicias
(Thuc. 5.17.2); its defiance indicates a willingness and ability to chart an independent foreign
policy. Later in 421, a financial dispute between Elis and Lepreon resulted in a Spartan attempt
to impose arbitration (Thuc. 5.31.3). The Eleans submitted at first but then withdrew because
they did not expect a fair hearing. Sparta subsequently declared Lepreum autonomous and
garrisoned it to protect it from the Eleans. In response, Elis allied with Argos (Thuc. 5.33.3-5),
later expanding into the Quadruple Alliance.32 Also in 420, Elis at least temporarily banned the

26 But cf. the note ad loc. in the apparatus criticus of the OCT edition of the Hellenica: ‘post tpldkovta fort. excidit
Kal TV 6éka.’

27 MacDowell 1962, 130-31; Joyce 2022, 84. For Rhinon as a member of the Ten cf. Lys. 12.55 and Isoc. 18.6.

28 Cf. Joyce 2022, 64. One former member of the Thirty who appears to have submitted to evB0vaL was
Eratosthenes, accused of orchestrating the execution of Polemarchus, brother of the orator Lysias (Lys. 12.53-58).
The proceedings depicted therein are identified as elBuvatl by MacDowell 1963, 98-99 and Joyce 2022, 147.
Eratosthenes’ fate is unknown.

2% Loening 1987, 47; cf. Rhodes 1981, 469-70: ‘A member who joined the community at Eleusis would, however, be
protected by the fact that he was not obliged to leave Eleusis and face an Athenian court.’

30 For internal political reconciliation in the Greek world see generally Déssel 2003. For an Athenian perspective
see Edwards 2017.

31 Capreedy 2007/08, 487ff., 491. On Triphylia see generally IACP, pp. 540-41 with Tuplin 1993, 184.

32 0n the events of 421 see Roy 2022, 113.
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Spartans from participating in the Olympic games and from visiting the sanctuary of Olympia
(Thuc. 5.50.2, 4; Xen. Hell. 3.2.21-22; Paus. 3.8.3).33

Elis must have retaken Lepreum by the end of the Peloponnesian War, although its recapture is
not explicitly attested.3* Tensions with Sparta erupted again after 404 when Sparta delivered an
ultimatum demanding that Elis make the perioecic communities which it controlled, including
Lepreum, autonomous.3> The Eleans refused to do this unless the Spartans made their own
perioeci autonomous and Sparta subsequently invaded Elis (Xen. Hell. 3.2.23; Paus. 3.8.3). The
war probably ended around summer 400, since Diodorus (14.34.1 = LT 2) places the present
treaty towards the end of the Athenian archon-year 401/00. The Spartan king Agis, who died ca.
399, was still alive when the war began, but this is useful only for dating the beginning of the

war, not its end.3®

LT 1: Xen. Hell. 3.2.30

Kall TO pév Aoumov B€pog Kal Tov £mdvta xelu@va Omo Tol Aucinmou kat Ty mepl autov
£PEpeTo Kal Ayeto N TV HAelwv xwpa. To0 & énmiovrog B€poug néppoag Opaocudaiog eig
Noakedaipova cuvexwpnoe Oeag* te O TelXog mepLeAelv kat KUAAAvNc** katl tag TpipuAidag
ToAeLg ddpelval Opifav kal Emtaliov kal Aetpivoug kat AudLldodoug kal Mapyaveag, mpog 6€
Tavtals kal Akpwpeioug kat Aaot®va tov UTT Apkadwv AvTIAeyOUeVOV. "HTtElOV PEVTOL THV
petaéd moAwv Hpaiag kai Makiotou Alouv ol HAgToL €xelv- mplooOat yap édacav thHv xwpav
amaocayv mopd TV TOTE £XOVIWV TV TOALV TPLAKOVTA TAAGVTWY, Kol TO dpyUplov SedwkEval.
[31] ol 6¢ Aakedapdviot ywovTee undév Sikatdtepov elvat Bia mpapévoud i Bia dderopévout
mapd TWV ATTOVWY Aappavely, ddLéval kat tTalTnv Avaykacav: To0 pHéviol tposotaval To0 ALog
To0 OAupmtiou iepol, Kaimep oUK dpxaiou HAslolg 6vtog, oUk AnmnAacav aUToUG, VOUL{OVTEG
TOUC AVTUTOLOUHEVOUC XWPLTOC £1VaL Kot 0UY ikavoUg tpogatdval. ToUTwy 8¢ ouyxwpnBéviwy
eipnvn te ylyvetal kal cuppayio HAelwv tpog Aakedalpovioug. kal o0tw Pev 61 O
Nokedatpoviwv kal HAelwv oAepog EAnée.

*@¢ag Dindorf; opéag codd.  **KuA\rnvng O. Miiller; kuAAAvnv codd.

During the rest of the summer and the ensuing winter the country of the Eleans was plundered
by Lysippus and the men with him. But in the course of the following summer Thrasydaeus sent
to Lacedaemon and agreed to tear down the walls of Phea and Cyllene, to leave the Triphylian
towns of Phrixa and Epitalium independent, likewise the Letrinians, Amphidolians, and
Marganians, and besides these the Acrorians and the town of Lasion, which was claimed by the

3 It is unclear whether the ban was quickly lifted or remained in effect until the end of the Elean War. Against the
‘current orthodoxy,” Hornblower 2000 argues that the ban was short-lived. For a summary of earlier scholarship
see Hornblower 2000, 213-14.

34 Cf. IACP no. 306, p. 544.

35 On relations between Elis and the perioeci see Roy 1997, 291-98.

36 For a discussion of dates see Funke 1980, 32 n. 16; Tuplin 1993, 201-05.
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Arcadians. The Eleans, however, claimed the right to hold Epeum, the town between Heraea
and Macistus; for they said that they had bought the whole territory for thirty talents from the
people to whom the town at that time belonged, and had paid the money. But the
Lacedaemonians, deciding that it was no more just to get property from the weaker by a forced
purchase than by a forcible seizure, compelled them to leave this town also independent; they
did not, however, dispossess them of the presidency of the shrine of Olympian Zeus, even
though it did not belong to the Eleans in ancient times, for they thought that the rival claimants
were country people and not competent to hold the presidency. When these things had been
agreed upon, a peace and an alliance were concluded between the Eleans and the
Lacedaemonians. And so the war between the Lacedaemonians and the Eleans ended.

(trans. Carleton L. Brownson)

LT 2: Diod. 14.34.1

"HAgToL 6€ poPnBEvteg thv TV Aakedatpoviwy Uepoxnv, KatéAvoay TOV PO¢ aUToUG IOAEUOVY,
£’ w Tag TppeLg Solval AakeSaloviolg Kal TAG MeEPLOKoUoOE TIOAELS AUTOVOUOUG AdeTval.

The Eleans, because they stood in fear of the superior strength of the Lacedaemonians, brought
the war with them to an end, agreeing that they would surrender their triremes to the
Lacedaemonians and let the neighbouring cities go free.

(trans. C.H. Oldfather)

LT 3: Paus. 3.8.5

Tpitw 6¢ EteL ToU MoAépou Aakedatpudviot pév kai Ayig mapeokeudlovio we ¢ thv HAslav kai Tote
¢oPalolvTeC: ol & HAeloL kat Opacudaloc (KEKAKWHIEVOL yap £C TO £0XATOV ROOV) GUYXWPOUGL
UNTE TV MepLloikwv TL Gpxelv Kal tol Gotewg katepetal TO Telxog, Aakedalpovioug e év
‘OAupnia kal Buev T® Be® kal TOv aydva €tvai odlov dywvileobal.

In the third year of the war the Lacedaemonians under Agis again prepared to invade the territory
of Elis. So Thrasydaeus and the Eleans, reduced to dire extremities, agreed to forgo their
supremacy over their neighbors, to dismantle the fortifications of their city, and to allow the
Lacedaemonians to sacrifice to the god and to compete in the games at Olympia.

(trans. W.H.S. Jones and H.A. Ormerod)

In the view of J. Capreedy, both the outbreak of the Elean War itself and the terms of the peace
treaty that ended it reflect the Spartans’ growing apprehension of so-called ‘regional
hegemonies’ in the Peloponnese, represented in the case of Elis by its control of perioecic
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territory.3’” Not that this was entirely new: Sparta’s first order of business after the Mantinea
campaign of 418 was to neutralize Argos and Mantinea with the Peace of Lichas and the 30-
year Spartan-Mantinean treaty respectively. But unlike the Mantinea campaign, the Elean War
was provoked by Sparta: C.D. Hamilton suggests that it ‘appears as the deliberate policy of a
group in Sparta that had been seeking to chastise Elis for past offences,’ a group which
Hamilton believed was led by Agis.3®

An examination of the accounts of Xenophon, Diodorus, and Pausanias (LT 1-3) reveals four
clauses that certainly or probably appeared in the treaty:

1. The perioecic communities of Phrixa, Epitalion, Letrinoi, Amphidolia, Marganeis, Acroreia,
Lasion, and Epeon were to be autonomous.

2. Elis was to surrender part or all of its war-fleet to Sparta.

3. The walls of Phea and Cyllene, and possibly of the town of Elis itself, were to be
demolished (see Addendum: Cyllene and Phea, below).

4. Elis was to retain administration of the sanctuary of Olympia and the Olympic games.

J. Roy in IACP divides the region of Elis prior to ca. 400 into two categories: 1) the Elean state
proper, located entirely north of the river Alpheios, which included Phea and Cyllene; and 2)
perioecic territory controlled indirectly by Elis.3° Of the conceded settlements/territories
mentioned at Xen. Hell. 3.2.30, Letrinoi, Amphidolia, Marganeis, and Lasion were located in the
region of Elis proper as defined by IACP but were not directly incorporated into the Elean state,
while Phrixa, Epitalion, and Epeon were in Triphylia.*® Acroreia was not a single settlement, but
a subregion within Elis consisting of four moAeLc: Alion, Eupagion, Opous, and Thraistos.*!
Strangely, Lepreum is not mentioned in any of the testimonia for the present treaty, but Roy
assumes that it must have been relinquished by Elis.*> The territorial losses suffered by Elis may
have resulted in its area of control being reduced to koiAn or ‘Hollow’ Elis, which contained the
town of Elis proper and its environs and which was not perioecic.*® The perioecic settlements of
Triphylia subsequently formed a new federal state, also called Triphylia (epigraphically attested

37 Capreedy 2007/08, 486.

38 Hamilton 1979, 109-10.

39 JACP, pp. 489, 495: apart from the town of Elis proper, the Elean state likely included several settlements in
Pisatis (Harpina, Heracleia, Salmone) as well as Alasyaion, Cyllene, and Pylos; cf. Roy 1997, 302-04. For Pisatis see
Giangiulio 2009.

40 See the IACP entries on the following: Amphidolia (no. 247 p. 494); Lasion (no. 256 p. 499); Letrinoi (no. 258 pp.
499-500); Marganeis (no. 259 p. 500); Epeon (no. 304 pp. 542-43); Epitalion (no. 305 p. 543); Phrixa (no. 309 p.
545).

41 Sjewert 1987/88. See further the IACP entries for Alion (no. 246 pp. 493-94); Eupagion (no. 252 pp. 498-99);
Opous (no. 261 p. 500); Thraistos (no. 264 p. 502).

42 Roy 1997, 292. Xen. Hell. 3.2.25 records a revolt of the Lepreans, who went over to Agis, in the course of the
Elean War.

43 Roy 1997, 300ff.
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at SEG 35.389; 40.392).%4 The provision about the Elean triremes is ignored by Xenophon and
Pausanias but briefly touched upon by Diodorus, who gives the impression, but does not
explicitly state, that the Eleans were forced to relinquish the entire war-fleet.*> Capreedy,
drawing on the work of W.T. Loomis, speculates that the Elean ships were seized by Sparta as
an indemnity for the costs incurred while fighting the Peloponnesian War.4®

Diodorus and Pausanias (LT 2-3) both imply that the initiative for peace came from the Eleans.%’
Xenophon (LT 1) describes the treaty as iprivn t€ ... kal cuppayia, peace and alliance, but the
nature of the cuppayia that he refers to is unclear: was the Elean state simply re-absorbed into
the Peloponnesian League, or did the present treaty create a separate Spartan-Elean alliance
similar to that created between Argos and Sparta under the Peace of Lichas? Elis is attested as
an ally of Sparta in 394 (Xen. Hell. 4.2.16), 382 (Diod. 15.31.2), and 374 (Xen. Hell. 6.2.3), but
these accounts do not describe the nature of their alliance. The question must remain open.

Addendum: Cyllene and Phea

The text of Xen. Hell. 3.2.30 = LT 1 presents certain difficulties. The manuscripts contain the
pronoun od£ag where L. Dindorf supplies ®éac. The word odéag is difficult to accept, as it is
not found elsewhere in the Hellenica, and such a reading would imply that the city wall of Elis
was demolished as a result of the present treaty, apparently contradicting Xenophon’s earlier
statement (Hell. 3.2.27) that Elis already lacked a wall, although P. Krentz thinks it at least
possible that the Eleans could have erected hastily constructed fortifications between the
events of 3.2.27 and 3.2.30.%8 Dindorf’s amendment is the most sensible solution: it is the wall
of Phea, not the wall of the town of Elis, that is to be torn down. The text implies the same fate
for Cyllene if we accept O. Miiller’s emendation of the manuscripts’ accusative kUAAjvnv to the
genitive KUAAAvng.#°

It is unknown whether Phea and Cyllene were perioecic. If not, they were probably not formally
conceded by the Eleans; but even if they remained under Elean control, if they were now
unwalled they were much easier for the Spartans to access.*® C. Falkner goes so far as to
suggest that the Spartans launched the Elean War chiefly for this reason, emphasizing that
Spartan control of the Elean coast had several advantages: the Corinthians, first of all, could

4 See further Siewert 1987, 275-77; Ruggeri 2009, 49-50, 58-59.

45 Hamilton 1979, 110 argues that Diodorus’ account ultimately derives from the Hell. Oxy. via Ephorus.

46 Capreedy 2007/08, 501 n. 85; cf. Loomis 1992, arguing generally that the Peloponnesian League was more
dependent on contributions of troops and ships than on cash contributions.

47 Cf. Roy 2009, 82.

8 Krentz 1995, 175; cf. Roy 2009, 82 with n. 38.

49 Roy 2009, 84.

50 Roy 1997, 303; Capreedy 2007/08, 501 n. 86, 502 n. 89.
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now be denied access to Sicily and Southern Italy while Sparta could reach the west more
easily. Though the ancient sources do not confirm this, Falkner reckons that the Spartans
looked to this region as a source of mercenaries and timber, both vital resources for an
emerging maritime power.>!

D4.3
Athenian alliance with Boeotia
395 BCE

The present treaty is attested both epigraphically and in the literary sources. The inscription (ET
1) consists of two fragments, of which fr. a (ll. 0-1) is extremely fragmentary but has been
known to scholars for much longer than fr. b, which contains the vast majority of the surviving
inscription (fr. b was discovered in 1936, built into the wall of a modern house near the ruins of
the Eleusinion).>?

Sparta partnered up with the Persians in 412, as we have seen. But Agesilaus I, who succeeded
Agis as the Eurypontid king of Sparta in ca. 400, launched a ‘Panhellenic’ campaign against
Persia in 396 with the support of Lysander; its ostensible aim was to guarantee the autonomy
of the Greek cities in Asia Minor, but according to Xenophon (Hell. 3.4.2-5), Lysander’s true
objective was to reestablish the Aegean decarchies which had been abolished by the ephors.>3
In response, Artaxerxes despatched a Rhodian envoy named Timocrates with a reported 50
talents’” worth of gold to bribe Boeotia, Athens, Corinth, and Argos into launching a war against
Sparta on the Greek mainland.>* The Boeotians were the first to accept the offer, and
encouraged their Locrian allies to seize some disputed territory controlled by Phocis, a Spartan
ally.>> Phocis retaliated by invading Locris, and the Boeotians in turn invaded Phocis. The
Spartans then invaded Boeotia in early 395 (Xen. Hell. 3.5.1-7; Hell. Oxy. 19ff. Chambers). This
prompted Thebes, the dominant city of the Boeotian federation, to send envoys to Athens to
seek an alliance. The Athenians accepted, which Xenophon ascribes to the influence of
Thrasybulus (Xen. Hell. 3.5.7-16).

51 Falkner 1996, 23.

52 Woodhead, comm. Agora 16 no. 34, p. 46. The editio princeps of fr. b is Schweigert 1939, 1-3.

53 0n Lysander’s decarchies see generally Cartledge 1987, 90-91, noting that only two decarchies are specifically
attested in the ancient sources: Samos (Xen. Hell. 2.3.7) and Thasos (Nep. Lys. 3.1), although the Ten at Athens are
likened to a decarchy by Parke 1930, 52. The date of the decarchies’ abolition is unclear, but the most likely
candidates are 403/02 or 397: see Andrewes 1971, 206-16, endorsing the earlier date.

54 Lendon 1989, 311 with n. 56; Buck 1998, 95. On the date of Timocrates’ mission see Seager 1967, 95 n. 2; Cook
1981, 122-27, 556-70.

55 It is unclear whether these were the eastern, Opuntian Locrians (Xen. Hell. 3.5.3) or the western, Ozolian
Locrians (Hell. Oxy. 21.1 Chambers; Paus. 3.9.9).
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The testimony of Lysias (see below) implies that the alliance was concluded before the battle of
Haliartus, in which Lysander was killed, although Athens’ role in the battle was peripheral (cf.
Xen. Hell. 3.5.1-7; Diod. 14.81.1-3; Plut. Lys. 29.1; Paus. 3.5.4-5).° Although no archon-date
survives in the inscription, it is best to assign a date of early 395, in the archonship of Phormion
(Diod. 14.54.1).

ET 1: /G 2214 = RO 6*
Findspot: fragment a: Acropolis, Athens; fragment b: near Eleusinion, Athens
Lettering: Attic-lonic (€ sometimes used for et and o for ou)

Layout: stoichedon 30

[oup]paxia Boww[thv kal A]envai[wv &g 10]-
[v &el] xpévov. vacat

[€av T]ig Int én[i moA€pwt £m ABnvaiog A]

5 [kata] yiv i kat[a 6dAatt]av, BonBEv Bol[w]-
[tog mavtl 00€[vel kaB]oTL Gv EmayyEAN-
[wowv] ABnvaifot katd t0] duvatov: kal é[d]-
[v Tic {]nt &t [BowwTtdg €]mt moAépwl i [ka)-
[ta yiv A] kata [Balattav], BonB&v ABnva[i]-
10 [oc¢ mavti 0B8&vel kaBOTL] Gv émayyeAA[w]-
[oL Bowwtol kortd to duva]tov. €av 6€ T[L 6]-
[okfijL i mpoaBeival f} ddeAel]v ABnv[aio]-

[L¢ kal BowwTolg kowvijL Boulevopévo]-

56 Salmon 1984, 348-49; Liddel 2020, 134.
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1 [Bg]ol Koehler, IG 2'16; doubted by Woodhead.

Alliance of the Boeotians and Athenians [for all] time. [If] anybody goes [against the Athenians
for war either] by land or by sea, the Boeotians shall help with all their strength as the
Athenians call on them, [as far as] possible; and if [anybody] goes against [the Boeotians] for
war either [by land or] by [sea] the Athenians shall help [with all their strength as the Boeotians]
call on them, [as far as] possible. If it is [decided to add or subtract anything] by the Athenians
[and Boeotians deliberating jointly?]

(trans. Stephen Lambert and P.J. Rhodes, adapted)

LT 1: Xen. Hell. 3.5.16

TV & ABnvaiwv maumoAAol pév cuvnyopevov, mavieg 6’ éPndioavro Bonbelv aldtolc.
OpacUBoulog 6& amokpvapevog To Pridilopa kal todto évedeikvuto, OTL dtelyioTou Tol
Mepal®dg 6vtog 6w mapakivduveluooley xapita altolg anodolval peilova rj EaBov.

But as for the Athenians, very many spoke in support of him [sc. Thrasybulus] and they voted
unanimously to aid the Thebans. And Thrasybulus, after giving the ambassadors the decree for
an answer, pointed out also that, although Piraeus was without walls, they would nevertheless
brave the danger of repaying to the Thebans a greater favour than they had received.

(trans. Carleton L. Brownson)

LT 2: Lys. 16.13

nipdTov pév yap, 6Te TRV ouppayiav €notjoacde pog {toucg} Bowwtoucg kai eig ANiapTtov E8eL
BonBetv, UTO OPBoBoUAOU KATEIAEYUEVOC LITITEVELV.

First of all, when you made your alliance with the Boeotians, and we had to go to the relief of
Haliartus, | had been enrolled by Orthobulus for service in the cavalry.

(trans. W.R.M. Lamb)

LT 3: FGrH 328 Philochorus F 148 (=  Aristophanes Eccl. 193)

niepl &€ to0 ouppayikod ONoxopog loTopel OTL PO SU0 €TV €yEveTo ouppaxia ABnvaiwv kal
Bowwt@v.
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Regarding the alliance, Philochorus narrates that an alliance between the Athenians and
Boeotians came into being two years earlier.”’

(own trans.)

U. Koehler argues that ET 1. 1 [..]JoL corresponds to the final two letters of a 6=oi-heading,
which he accordingly restores as [B€]oi.”® However, the letters are not spread across the full
width of the stele as we would expect, and A.G. Woodhead thinks it likelier that [..]Jot belongs to
the last line of a separate text written on the same stone.>® More recently, Matthaiou has
suggested that Il. 0-1 are the remains of the treaty’s prescript.®° Since this is largely if not
completely lost, we do not know who proposed the alliance, but P. Liddel proposes
Thrasybulus.?* However, although Thrasybulus was undeniably vocal in his endorsement of the
Boeotian alliance (cf. Xen. Hell. 3.5.16 = LT 1), it does not necessarily follow that he was the
actual proposer of the decree.®?

Unsurprisingly, the Athenian-Boeotian alliance is defined as a cuppayia both in the inscription
(I. 2) and in literary testimonia (Lys. 16.13 = LT 2). It is a perpetual alliance as indicated by ET 1
ll. 2-3 [€¢ TO |V del] xpovov, and Il. 4-11 outline the mutual obligations of both sides. Lines 11-14,
if correctly restored, allow for amendments to be made to the treaty if both sides agree. The
alliance is with the Boeotians (l. 2, restored at Il. 8, 11, 13), still a federal state in 395, and not
with the Thebans alone. This is of key significance: since Lysander was already in Boeotia,
though not in Thebes itself, when the alliance was made (Xen. Hell. 3.5.6), the Athenians
became belligerents automatically.®3

D4.4

Athenian alliance with Locris

57 Ar. Eccl. 193 refers vaguely to ‘the alliance’ (1o cuppoxtkov ad To08’, 8t éokonoUpeda). As Jones 2016 ad FGrH
328 F 148 remarks, the uncertainty of the play’s date makes it difficult to determine which alliance is being
referred to; it may be the Boeotian-Athenian alliance of 395 as Philochorus implies, but another candidate is the
broader ‘Alliance of Corinth’ (see below) between Athens, Argos, Corinth, and Boeotia, also dating to 395 (Diod.
14.81.1-3, 7 and Xen. Hell. 3.5.7-16 with Sommerstein 1998, 154-55).

58 Kohler 1871, 1.

% Woodhead, comm. Agora 16 no. 34, p. 47.

0 Matthaiou 2012, 14.

61 Liddel 2020, 134-35. Contra Develin 1989, 208.

62 pgce Van Wijk 2021, 3, it is not evident from Xen. Hell. 3.5.16-17 that, as Van Wijk writes, ‘Thrasybulus then
proposed a decree in response [sc. to the Theban embassy].’

63 Krentz 1995, 200; IACP no. 221, p. 454; Hornblower 2011, 230; cf. comm. Tod 101, p. 14.
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ca. 395 BCE

In contrast with the Boeotian alliance, Athens’ alliance with Locris is known exclusively from an
inscription (ET 1). It is unclear whether the Locrians concerned are the Ozolian (western) or
Opuntian (eastern) Locrians. Both fought against Sparta in the Corinthian War (Xen. Hell. 4.3.15
Nokpol apgotepot), but commentators note suggestively that only Opuntian Locris shared a
border with Athens’ ally Boeotia.®* It is best to remain neutral on this point.

Historical context and the similarity of both script and formulae suggest that the Boeotian and
Locrian alliances are, as M.N. Tod writes, ‘almost, if not absolutely, contemporaneous.’® Also
suggestive is the fact that the stele of the Locrian alliance was discovered on the north slope of
the Acropolis, close to the Eleusinion where fr. b of the Boeotian alliance (D 4.3 ET 1) was
found. This raises the intriguing possibility that both stelae were erected side by side. However,
there is no hint of Locrian participation in Xenophon’s detailed account of the Theban embassy
to Athens (Hell. 3.5.7-16). Neither inscription contains a surviving prescript that would allow us
to date them, but in the Boeotian case our ignorance is at least alleviated by the literary
evidence. The same cannot be said for the Locrians.

ET 1:/G 2215
Findspot: Acropolis, Athens (north slope)
Lettering: lonic

Layout: stoichedon, uncertain line length

[mmmm - loool[...2....]
[----------- kaBarmnep] toig [KopivBiol]-
[c........... ouppaxio ABnlvaiwyv kai A[okpGv £¢]

[tov del xpovov- €av Tig Int én’ AB]nvaiog émi moA£u[wt A K]-
5 [ota yiv A kata BaAattav, BonB]gv Aokpog avtl 6Bgv[eL k]-
[aB0oTL Gv énayyéMwot ABnvaliol katd to Suvatov. [kal &]-

[av Tic TNt £ml AokpOG €l MOAE] WL i KaTd yijv i katd [BGA]-

64 Comm. Tod 102, p. 16; comm. RO 6, p. 41. The literary sources are contradictory: Xen. Hell. 3.5.3 depicts the
Boeotians supporting the Opuntians, but Hell. Oxy. 21.2 Chambers and Paus. 3.9.9 state that it was the Ozolians.
55 Comm. Tod 102, pp. 15-16.
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[attav, BonB&v ABnvaiog mavti] cBével kaBoTL Gv €[mayyl-
[EMwol Aokpol katd 1O Suvatdv]: otL &’ av aAllo SokiL A[Bn]-
10 [vaiolg kai Aokpoic cupBoulevoug]vo[t]g, todto kuplo[v €]-

[tvad].

[Just as for] the [Corinthians] ... . [Alliance] of the Athenians and Locrians [for all time. If anyone
goes against] the Athenians for war [either by land or by sea], the Locrians shall assist them with
all their strength, [in whatever way is requested by] the Athenians, to the best of their ability.
[And if anyone goes against the Locrians for] war either by land or by [sea, the Athenians shall
assist them with all] their strength, in whatever way is requested [by the Locrians, to the best of
their ability]. And whatever else is resolved by the Athenians [and the Locrians] deliberating
together, this [shall be] valid.

(own trans.)

Although [ouppoaxia] at ET 1 1. 3 is restored, we are clearly dealing with a military alliance, with
formulae typical of alliances especially at Il. 4-6 and 8-9, only partially restored. Probably the
alliance was perpetual: [tov del xpovov] at |. 4, although restored, aligns with D 4.3 ET 1 Il. 2-3
[éc 0|V del] xpovov of the Boeotian alliance. Lines 9-11 of the present treaty seem to allow for
later amendments to the alliance, dependent as usual on mutual agreement
(oupBouAevopé]volilg).

D4.5
Establishment of the Alliance of Corinth
395 BCE

The ‘Alliance of Corinth’ presently under consideration must not be confused with the League
of Corinth established by Philip Il in 338/37. It refers to the anti-Spartan coalition created during
the Corinthian War, which had a common council (cuvé&plov) at Corinth which was responsible
for military planning and for recruiting new allies (Diod. 14.82 = LT 1).%¢ The establishment of
the ouvédplov is the first event which Diodorus reports for the archon-year 395/94 (archonship
of Diophantus), on account of which C.D. Hamilton dates its creation to August or September
395.%7 This, by the way, may be relevant to the date of the Athenian-Locrian alliance (D 4.4):

66 Cf. Accame 1951, 53; comm. SdA 2%no. 225, p. 172.
57 Hamilton 1979, 211 with Diod. 14.81.3, 86.6; cf. Accame 1951, 53.
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since Diodorus does not mention the Locrians at 14.82, this may imply that the Athenian-
Locrian alliance did not yet exist. But it is equally possible that Diodorus simply forgot to
mention the Locrians, or that they did not sit on the cuvé&plov.

LT 1: Diod. 14.82.1

ToUTwV 8¢ TRV ApXnVv mapedndotwy Bowwtol kat ABnvaiol, mpog 6& toutolg KopilvBiol kat
Apyelol, cuppoaxiav mpog AAARAoug €noloavto. [2] ... kal Tp{dToV HEV CUVESPLOV KOLVOV €V T
KopivBw cuotnoduevol toU¢ BOUAEUGOUEVOUG EMEUTIOV KOl KOLVRC SLWKOUV TA KATA TOV
niOAepov, petd 6£ talta mpeoPelg €ic TAG MOAELS AtooTEAOVTEG TTOANOUG CUUAXOUG Gt
Nakedalpoviwv anéotnoav- [3] ebOU yap altoic f te EUPRola Gmooa npoc£deto kai Asukadiot,
TPO¢ &€ TouToLg AKapVAVES Te Kal ApBpakidtol kol XoAKISelG ol pog Th Opaxkn. ... [7] ... eTd
6¢€ 1alB’ 6 TV Bowwtdv ddnyolpevoc lopnviog toug pév Apyeiouc €v tfj TOAEL KaTEATE
dulakiic Eveka, a0Tog &€ eloag anootiival And Aakedalpoviwv Aividvag kot ABoudvag
fBpoloe mapd Te TOUTWV Kol TWV CUUUAXWY OTPOTLWTAC:

After these men had assumed their magistracies the Boeotians and Athenians, together with
the Corinthians and the Argives, concluded an alliance with each other. ... First of all, they set up
a common Council in Corinth to which they sent representatives to form plans, and worked out
in common the arrangements for the war. Then they dispatched ambassadors to the cities and
caused many allies of the Lacedaemonians to withdraw from them; for at once all of Euboea
and the Leucadians joined them, as well as the Acarnanians, Ambraciots, and the Chalcidians of
Thrace. ... After this Ismenias, the leader of the Boeotians, left the Argives in the city to serve as
its garrison and himself persuaded the Aenianians and the Athamanians to revolt from the
Lacedaemonians and gathered soldiers from among them and their allies.

(trans. C.H. Oldfather)

J.B. Salmon reads Diod. 14.82.1 = LT 1 cuppoaxiav mpog¢ aAAnAouc énotrjoavto to imply that
Athens, Boeotia, Corinth, and Argos each first concluded bilateral alliances with each of the
others and only afterwards established the common ouvéSplov.%8 It is certainly true that Athens
and Boeotia, at least, had a pre-existing bilateral alliance, and even in the absence of
documentary evidence for the other purported alliances Salmon’s hypothesis is at least
possible. But Diodorus uses the singular cuppayiav where he could have used the plural
ouppoaxiag, which suggests to me that he is referring to a single treaty, i.e., the Alliance of
Corinth.

68 Salmon 1984, 349; cf. Accame 1951, 55.
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Other aspects of the Alliance of Corinth are more obscure. No formal charter is attested either
epigraphically or by the literary sources, although the Alliance’s organized structure seems to
presuppose one. We also do not know whether the Alliance was intended as a purely
temporary measure or was envisioned as a more permanent body. It must, in any case, have
been abolished by the Spartan-dominated King’s Peace (D 4.8) in 387/86.

Salmon characterizes the Alliance as primarily defensive rather than offensive in nature, with
the aim of defending its members against Spartan aggression.® It was anti-imperialistic insofar
as all members shared the common goal of opposing Spartan hegemony over Greece, though
Hamilton stresses there is no evidence that its individual members renounced their own
hegemonic ambitions.”® The Alliance of Corinth recalls in certain respects the early years of the
Delian League with its common congresses (E0vobol) at Delos (Thuc. 1.96.2). Furthermore,
when in 378/77 the Athenians partially revived the Delian League in the form of the Second
Athenian Confederacy, they also established a cuvébplov of the allies, now based in Athens
(Diod. 15.28.4; cf. IG 2243 = RO 22). The Alliance of Corinth was conceivably a source of
inspiration.

The Alliance was expandable beyond the original membership of Boeotia, Athens, Corinth, and
Argos. Apart from the communities recorded by Diodorus, they were likely joined by the
Malians — who were at any rate contributing troops by the time of the battle of Nemea in 394
(Xen. Hell. 4.2.17) — while Xenophon (Hell. 2.4.1), Lysias (12.17), and Plato (Tht. 142c) also
allude to the membership of Megara.” But within the Peloponnese, most of the less important
states remained loyal to Sparta or at least maintained neutrality (Diod. 14.82.4; cf. Xen. Hell.
4.4.13).7?

D 4.6
Athenian alliance with Eretria
394/93 BCE

The present treaty, an alliance between Athens and the Euboean city of Eretria, is known from
an inscription (ET 1) consisting of two non-contiguous marble fragments separated by a lacuna,
first identified as part of the same inscription by A. Wilhelm.”® The assignment of the
inscription’s date based on the archon-year depends on the restoration of ET 1 fragment a. Il. 5-

69 Salmon 1984, 350.

70 Hamilton 1978, 212-13.

7t Accame 1951, 61-62; Salmon 1984, 349 with n. 30; cf. Zahrnt 1971, 81.
72 Cf. Funke 1980, 71 n. 2.

73 Comm. Tod 103, p. 16.
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6, restored by the editors of /G 22as EUBOAISN[G NPXEV .....22..... | €éneot]dre- vabio[c eine]. If
this restoration is correct, the treaty must date to the archonship of Eubulides (394/93).
However, P. Krentz identifies Eubulides not as the archon, but as the émiotatng. Krentz notes
that a. I. 3 [€]60&ev AL BoAfiLis not followed by the expected kat t@L drpwt and argues that this
is indicative of a decree passed during a period of oligarchic rule, and consequently assigns the
treaty to 403/02. Whereas the editors of IG 22 supply [¢ ApXeV .....12.....] in the 18-letter gap
following EOBOALSN, Krentz suggests that this space contained Eubolides’ patronymic and
demotic, so that a. Il. 5-6, taken together, would read EOBoAISN[¢] (patronymic, demotic) |
gneot]dre, Nvadio[c eimne ...].7% This is admittedly epigraphically possible, but his argument that
the absence of dfjpog in the prescript implies oligarchy is undermined by an honorary decree
for Dionysius of Syracuse, definitively dated to 394/93 and which, for whatever reason, also
reads £5o€ev tijL BouAfiL, excluding t@L Sfipwt (Tod 108 1. 5).7°

A date of 403/02 can therefore largely be ruled out, but uncertainty remains over whether we
should assign the treaty to 394/93 (archonship of Eubulides) or to 395/94 (archonship of
Diophantus). Xenophon (Hell. 4.2.17) reports that at least 3000 men ‘from all Euboea’ (&€
EuBolac anaonc) fought in the battle of Nemea in summer 394, although the Eretrians are not
specifically mentioned. If the Eretrians were among them, then we must consider the battle,
which Diodorus places near the end of the archonship of Diophantus (14.83.2; cf. 82.1), to be a
terminus ante quem for the present treaty.’® Tod considers July 394 the best fit, both
epigraphically and historically, for the alliance, followed closely by the battle of Nemea.”’ |
second his view.

ET 1:/G 2216
Findspot: Acropolis, Athens
Lettering: lonic

Layout: fragment a Il. 1-2 in larger letters; fragment a |. 3sqq. mostly stoichedon 32

74 Krentz 1979, 399.

75 As pointed out by Knoepfler 1980, 462 n. 2. Krentz himself (1979, 399 n. 3) acknowledges the Dionysius
inscription. See also Accame 1941, 235.

76 Knoepfler 1980, 462 n. 2 places the battle of Nemea in early July 394, within the archonship of Diophantus, and
the subsequent battle of Coronea in mid-August, by which point we are in the archonship of Eubulides. That some
Athenian campaigning in the Corinthiad continued into the archon-year 394/93 is clear from /G 226217 = Tod 105,
the epitaph of the Athenian cavalryman Dexileos, which reads in full: Ae€iAewg Auoaviou Qopikiog | éyéveto &mi
Teloavbpou Gpxovtog, | amébave €’ EUBoUAiSou | £y KoplvBwl Thv mévte tmméwv. This need not imply, as Krentz
1979, 398-99 tentatively suggests, that Diodorus has incorrectly dated the battle of Nemea.

77 Comm. Tod 103, p. 18.
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fragment a
Epetpléwyv [ouppayia)
kal ABnva[iwv].
[E]60&ev THL BoAfL: [AkapavTic EmMpuTtaveu]-
[ev], XeAwviwv Oeoy[....."%..... Eypappl-
5 [dte]uev, EUBOAISN[C APXEVY .....12..... ]
[émeot]dre- Mvabdio[c elne: cuppdxog évatE]-
[peTplag kat AlBnv[aiog--------------- ]

lacuna

fragment b
[------ kata] o [6]uvato(v: ot & Gv do]-
[kfiL &pewvov Evar tlotv moAéow Kouvii[L Bol-
[Aevopévaty, Todtlo kuptov gfijvat [6]poca[
[6& ABnvaiwv pév] Touc otpatnyo[Ug kai Th-
5 [v BoAnv kai tolg Urméac, Epetpléwv 6£ tlolg]
[otpatnyouc kat] thv BoAnv kai to[uc irnt]m[£]-
[ac kal Tag alhag] apxag: umapyev §[€ ...]o[.]
[....25..... v duvOvar &£ T[]V [v]oup[o]-
[v 6pkov ékatépo]ug Tov mapd odioly aut[o]-
10 [ic. EAéoBal 6& mpléoPeg avtika pwaA[a] Th[v B]-
[ouAnv &éka avdplac, mévte pév €k TRG Bo[uAl-
[Ag, mévte 6£ &€ L6 wthv, oltveg amo[AnYo]-

[vtat toug dpkoug ma]pa Epet[p]léw(v - - - - - ]

a 3 Akapavtic Wilhelm. a 3-6 [€]60¢ev Tiit BoAfjL [Akapoavtic or Mavdilovig Emputdveu | ev], XeAwviwv
Oeoyl[.....~2......] [éypaup | &te]uev, EUBOAISN(C] [........ 7. | éneot]dre, Mvabio[c eine - - - -] Krentz a4

OEOT Koehler; OEON Lolling. b 7-8 umapyev §[£ tac] o[m|ovdag £€tn €katd]v or UTapxev §[& tVv]
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ofup|paxiav asidlo]v Knoepfler; umapxev §¢ [tag] o[n|ovdag] Matthaiou; Umtdpyev 6[€ trv] o[u | upaxiav
£¢ aidlo]v Krentz.

[Alliance] of the Eretrians and Athenians. The council decided; [Akamantis was the prytany];
Chelonion son of Theog— was the secretary; Eubolides (394/93) [was archon; —] was chairman;
Gnathius [proposed. The Eretrians and] Athenians [shall be allies] ...

lacuna

[... according to] their power. [And whatever is determined to be better] by the two cities
[deliberating in common], this shall be valid. [Of the Athenians], the generals [and the council
and the horsemen] shall swear; and of the Eretrians, [the generals and] the council and the
horsemen [and the other] magistrates. And it shall begin ... . Each side shall swear [the oath that
is] customary among themselves. The [council] shall immediately [select] as envoys [ten] men,
five from the council and [five] private citizens who shall receive [the oaths] from the Eretrians

(own trans.)

The formulaic language of the present treaty is highly suggestive of an alliance evenif a ll. 1-2
[ouppdxog EvarE | petpic kat AlOnviaioc] is almost entirely restored. Since there is no
evidence that Athens and Eretria were in conflict immediately prior to 394, the attempt of
Knoepfler and Matthaiou to restore [tac] o[rt|ovdag] to b Il. 7-8 should be rejected; Krentz’s
restoration [tnv] o[u | upaxiav] is more plausible (see apparatus criticus).

The duration of the alliance is not preserved, but Tod argues that ei¢ tov del xpovov, in keeping
with the alliances with Boeotia (certainly) and Locris (possibly), appeared in the lacuna.”® Krentz
agrees regarding the absence of a time limit, but restores the relevant formula to b Il. 7-8:
Ondpyxev 8[€ tv] ofup | paxiav €¢ aiblo]v.” However, this exceeds the 32-letter stoichedon by
one letter, as does Umapyev §[£ tag] o[rm|ovdag £tn £kato]v (suggested as a possibility by
Knoepfler). But Knoepfler also canvasses the possibility of reading reading deidwo]v in place of
£c aido]v, and because this respects the stoichedon it is to be preferred.®

The Athenian oath-takers consist of the generals, the members of the Boule, and the
cavalrymen (b Il. 3-5, [triv BoArv] restored). Their Eretrian counterparts, as well as ‘the other
magistrates’ ([ta¢ GA\ag] apxdc), comprise the Eretrian oath-takers (b Il. 5-7, [otpatnyouc]

78 Comm. Tod 103, p. 17.
72 Krentz 1979, 400.
80 Knoepfler 1980, 464 with n. 10, 466-67, 469.
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restored).8! The Athenian oath-administrators consist of a total of ten men, five of whom are
members of the Boule and five idwrtai, that is, private citizens (b Il. 10-13).

D4.7
Athenian alliance with Evagoras of Salamis
ca. 390 BCE

Evagoras | had been ruler of the Cypriot city of Salamis since ca. 411, albeit initially as a
subordinate of the Persian king. He nevertheless cultivated strong connections with Athens and
was even made an Athenian citizen, as recorded by an Athenian decree of ca. 410 (/G 13113; cf.
Isoc. 9.54; [Dem.] 12.10).22 Following the battle of Aegospotami, Evagoras offered asylum to the
Athenian general Conon (Xen. Hell. 2.1.29; Diod. 13.106.6). Evagoras supplied the Persian fleet
which, under the command of Conon and Pharnabazus, broke Sparta’s naval power at Cnidus in
394 (Isoc. 9.56; cf. Lys. 19.28; Xen. Hell. 4.3.10). The grateful Athenians erected statues of both
Conon and Evagoras in the Agora (Isoc. 9.56-57; Paus. 1.3.2), and a surviving honorary decree
for Evagoras (/G 2220 = RO 11) also belongs to this period.?3

G. Cawkwell and P.J. Stylianou argue that the present treaty likely dates to the summer of
390.%4 By this time, Evagoras’ attempts to expand his domains led the Cypriot cities of Soli,
Amathus, and Citium to complain to Artaxerxes Il, bringing Evagoras and the Artaxerxes into
open conflict (Diod. 14.98.2). Evagoras was supported by the Carian satrap Hecatomnus (Diod.
15.2.3; cf. Isoc. 4.162) and, as the testimonia below reveal, by Athens. C. Tuplin makes the best
case for assigning the present treaty, which is known only from literary sources, to ca. 390: ‘We
can therefore be quite certain that that war had started by 390/89, and reasonably certain that
its inception was fairly recent, since it is likely that Evagoras’ request for Athenian assistance
was motivated precisely by Artaxerxes’ decision to respond to appeals from Amathus, Soli and
Citium by going to war with him.’8>

LT 1: Xen. Hell. 4.8.24

81 Strab. 10.1.10 claims to have seen a stele in the sanctuary of Artemis Amarysia in Eretria on which a population
of 600 Eretrian inmtfig was recorded. He does not attempt to date the stele.

82 For the date of the inscription see Lambert 2020, 65 with n. 207.

8 See further Funke 1983.

84 Cawkwell 1976, 274; Stylianou 1988, 469.

85 Tuplin 1983, 178. Evagoras was eventually assassinated in 374/73 (Diod. 15.47.8; cf. Arist. Pol. 1311b; FGrH 115
Theopompus F 103.12).
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0 8¢ TeAeutiag £mAel gig tv PASov, RN Exwv valc EMTa Kal eikool: MAEwV 8& TePLTUYXAVEL
Ouokparel T EPLaAtou AEovTL pHeTta SEKa TpLpwV ABRvNOev gig KUmpov émnt ouppaxia ti
Evayopou, kal Aappavel mdoag, umevavtiwtata 81 tadta audotepol EaUTOIC MPATTOVIEG: Ol TE
yap ABnvaiol ¢pAw xpwpevol BacAel cuppayiav Enepmnov Eayopa TG MOAEUOTVTL TPOG
Baoc\éa, O te TeAeutiog AakeSatpoviwy oAepoUvVTwy BactAel tol¢ TAéovtog ml T® £Kkeivou
TOAEUW SLEDBeLpev.

Then Teleutias continued his voyage to Rhodes, having now twenty-seven ships; and while
sailing thither he fell in with Philocrates, the son of Ephialtes, sailing with ten triremes from
Athens to Cyprus for the purpose of aiding Evagoras, and captured all ten. Both parties were
acting in this affair in a manner absolutely opposed to their own interests; for the Athenians,
although they had the King for a friend, were sending aid to Evagoras who was making war upon
the King, and Teleutias, although the Lacedaemonians were at war with the King, was
destroying people who were sailing to make war upon him.

(trans. Carleton L. Brownson)

LT 2: Lys. 19.21

petd 8¢ talta émeldn) ol mpeoPelg nkov €k KUmpou &mi trv BonBelay, ... UUETG & <Géka>* TPLAPELS
aUTolc £50te Kal TAAa éPndicacBe, dpyupiou & gic TOV AOCTOAOV ATIOPOULV.

* 8éka add. Westermann, cf. Xen. Hell. 4.8.24.

Next, when the envoys had arrived from Cyprus to procure our assistance ... you had granted
them ten warships, and had voted all the material, but they were in need of money for the
dispatch of the fleet.

(trans. W.R.M. Lamb)

Scholars dispute whether or not Athens’ support for Evagoras was the result of a formal treaty.
Tuplin, for example, argues that Xenophon’s characterization of the agreement as a cuppayia
(LT 1) does not necessarily indicate a formal alliance.®® On the other hand, P. Liddel believes that
even the relatively small amount of support given to Evagoras presupposes a formal treaty
ratified by an Athenian yidiopa, and this is further implied by Lysias’ use of the verb
é¢PndioacOe (LT 2).%7

Cawkwell raises the possibility that the ten ships attested by Xenophon and restored to the text
of Lysias are identical with the ten (or twelve) ships that the Athenians were allowed to retain

8 Tuplin 1983, 172 n. 11.
87 Liddel 2020, 172-73.
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under the terms of their surrender to Sparta in 404.28 This is rightly contested by Liddel, noting
that the Athenians had already cast off the Spartan yoke in 395 and are not likely to have
waited long before constructing new triremes.?°

A second Athenian intervention in support of Evagoras’ occurred in 387 when an Athenian force
commanded by Chabrias sailed to — and this time reached — Cyprus (Xen. Hell. 5.1.10). The
present treaty probably remained valid after Philocrates’ abortive expedition, and Chabrias’
voyage was carried out in accordance with its terms.

D4.8
King’s Peace (Peace of Antalcidas)
387/86 BCE

In the context of the Corinthian War, the possibility of a peace treaty is first known to have
been discussed at Sardis in spring 392, as reported by Xenophon (Hell. 4.8.12-16).°° Upon
discovering that the Athenians were using Persian money to rebuild their walls and fleet, the
Spartan envoy Antalcidas went to Tiribazus, satrap of Lydia, offering that Sparta would
recognize Persian rule over the Greek cities of Asia Minor and that the Greek cities elsewhere
should be autonomous.’! However, Antalcidas was thwarted when representatives from
Athens, Thebes, Corinth, and Argos protested (Hell. 4.8.13). A blanket autonomy clause would
have forced the Athenians to concede the cleruchies of Lemnos, Imbros, and Skyros; the
Thebans to dissolve Boeotian federation; and the Argives to end their union with Corinth
(4.8.15).%2

A subsequent round of negotiations supposedly took place at Sparta. This is known not from
Xenophon but from the speech De Pace, attributed to Andocides. This was purported to have
taken place in 391, since the author states that the Corinthian War, which began in 395, had
already been going on for four years ([Andoc.] 3.20).°3 The authenticity of De Pace is accepted
by several scholars, but strongly and convincingly rejected by E. Harris, who dismisses it as a
rhetorical exercise dating to the Hellenistic or Roman periods.®* First of all, as Harris argues,

88 Cawkwell 1976, 275 n. 20.

8 Liddel 2020, 176.

% For the date see Ryder 1965, 27 with Appendix XII.

91 Cf. Hampl 1938, 85ff.; HeuR 1938, 161; Ryder 1965, 28; Quass 1991; Urban 1991.

92 p|. Menex. 245b-c perhaps too optimistically ascribes the Athenians’ objections to their reluctance to abandon
the Asiatic Greeks to Persia.

93 Cf. Harris 2021, 38.

9 Authenticity accepted by Hamilton 1979, 234-37, Devoto 1986, Edwards 1995, 107-08, and Moroo 2023. Contra
Harris 2000 and 2021.
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references to historical events (mapadelyparta) in preserved speeches before the Athenian
Assembly — which is what De Pace purports to be — are typically brief and succinct, but the
speaker in De Pace engages in extended excurses which are more typical of lawcourt
speeches.®® Secondly, and more importantly, De Pace is riddled with historical inaccuracies. If
speakers in the Assembly wished to maintain their credibility, they could not afford to
misrepresent recent events, and were held to a much higher standard of factual accuracy than
in lawcourt speeches.’® For example, the speaker implies that Athens had neither ships nor
walls in 391 ([Andoc.] 3.36). But Athenian warships are attested at the battle of Cnidus in 394
(Xen. Hell. 4.3.10-12; cf. Diod. 14.83.4-7), and as for the walls, both literary (FGrH 328
Philochorus F 40a-b; cf. Xen. Hell. 4.8.9-10; Diod. 14.85.3; Dem. 20.68, 72-74) and epigraphic
sources (SEG 19.145; IG 22 1660) confirm that their reconstruction was already underway in ca.
395/94.%7 P.J. Rhodes acknowledges this evidence, but interprets Andocides to mean that
Athens was offered Sparta’s permission to keep its newly-reconstructed walls and ships.%®
According to Harris, however, the clear but inaccurate implication of [Andoc.] 3.36-37 is that
Athens still lacked walls and ships in 391, indicating that ‘this passage must have been written
long after 391 by someone who knew very little about the historical circumstances of the
period.”?® Additionally, the speechwriter’s chronology of Athenian foreign affairs in the late-5t
century is confused: he places Athens’ decision to support the rebel satrap Amorges before the
Sicilian expedition (3.29, 31); but we know from Thucydides that the Sicilian expedition began
in 415, while the Athenians did not declare their support for Amorges until late summer 412
(Thuc. 6.6-8; 8.28.2-4).1%° Lastly, the speech implies ([Andoc.] 3.26-27, 32, 41) that the union of
Corinth and Argos had not yet occurred by 391, but this contradicts both Xenophon (Hell. 4.4.6;
cf. 4.5.1, 4.8.15) and Diodorus (14.92.1), who place it in 393 or 392.101

We can therefore safely discount the historicity of the Spartan peace conference of 391 and
return to the more securely attested events leading up to the King’s Peace. As early as 392, the
Athenians resumed collection of the eikootn, a five percent tax on allied trade first levied in 413
as a temporary substitute for ¢b6pog (Diod. 14.94.2; IG 2?28 = RO 18 |. 7-8; cf. Thuc. 7.28.4).102
Thrasybulus’ campaign in the Aegean was marked by a number of incidents recalling 5™ century
Athenian imperialism, such as the imposition of democracy on Byzantium (Xen. Hell. 4.8.27) and

> Harris 2021, 27-28.

% Harris 2021, 19.

97 Harris 2021, 30; cf. Theocharaki 2020, 27-28.

%8 Rhodes 2016, 185.

% Harris 2021, 31.

100 Harris 2021, 32; cf. Westlake 1989, 108.

101 Harris 2021, 45 n. 54; see further Griffith 1950 and Kagan 1962.

102 Cf, Ryder 1965, 34. Diod. 14.94.2, set in summer 392, writes that ‘[Thrasybulus] sailed to lonia and collected
funds from the allies’ (o0toc 8¢ mAevoag €ic Twviav Kal xpApato AaBmv mapd TV cuppdywv). This is specifically
identified as the ‘eikootr] from the time of Thrasybulus’ (trv énti | ©@pacuBoUlo eikoothv) at IG 2228 |I. 7-8,
securely dated to 387/86 (cf. the archon-date at |. 1). On this inscription see further comm. RO 18, pp. 78-79.
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the plundering of cities such as Aspendus that resisted Athenian influence (4.8.30; Thrasybulus
was killed in a skirmish there). As we have seen, Athens also lent its support to Evagoras of
Salamis in his revolt against Artaxerxes (Diod. 14.98; Xen. Hell. 4.8.24; 5.1.10).

‘The Spartans had apparently continued their diplomatic pressure on the Persians,” writes T.T.B.
Ryder, and in 387/86, the diplomatically active Antalcidas persuaded Artaxerxes to dictate a
peace to the Greeks with the added threat that, if they did not accept it, he would switch his
allegiance to the Spartans (Xen. Hell. 5.1.25).19% With the support of Tiribazus, a Spartan fleet
under Antalcidas’ command quickly secured control of the Hellespont, which blocked Athens’
crucial grain route via the Black Sea (5.1.28). This immediately sparked fears that Athens would
be starved out and besieged as after Aegospotami; the Argives meanwhile faced an imminent
Spartan invasion of the Argolid (5.1.29). Aware of the new appetite for peace among Sparta’s
enemies, Tiribazus summoned their envoys to Sardis to hear the peace terms proposed by
Artaxerxes (5.1.30).1%* These terms, which were accepted, and the events that immediately
followed are detailed in the testimonia below.

LT 1: Xen. Hell. 5.1.31

AptaépEnc BacAeUC VOUIZEL Sikatov TG HEV £V Tf Aol TIOAELS EaUTOU ElvaL KOL TGV VACWV
KAalopevag kat Kompov, tag 6 GANag EAANVISag mOAELG Kal kpAg Kal HeydAog alTOVOLOUG
ddeivat TV Afpvou Kol InBpou Kal SKUPou- TauTag 6€ (MoTep TO dpxaiov ivat ABnvaiwv.
omnotepol 6€ TavTnNV TAV €ipivnv PN d€xovral, ToUTOLS £YWw TIOAEUNOW UETA TV Tadta
BouAopévwv Kal meldfj Kal katd Bahattav kal vauol Kal xprnuaoLyv.

King Artaxerxes thinks it just that the cities in Asia should belong to him, as well as Clazomenae
and Cyprus among the islands, and that the other Greek cities, both small and great, should be
left independent, except Lemnos, Imbros, and Scyros; and these should belong, as of old, to the
Athenians. But whichever of the two parties does not accept this peace, upon them | will make
war, in company with those who desire this arrangement, both by land and by sea, with ships
and with money.

(trans. Carleton L. Brownson)

LT 2: Xen. Hell. 5.1.35

103 Ryder 1965, 34-35.

104 Badian 1991, 36 speculates that Antalcidas was heavily involved in composing the treaty, which was formally a
royal Diktat. The Peace did in fact heavily favour Sparta’s interests, some of which (e.g., the independence of the
Boeotian cities from Thebes and the political separation of Argos and Corinth) were of little concern even to the
Achaemenid empire’s western satraps, still less to Artaxerxes himself.
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£mnel 6€ TalT émpdxOn kal WUWHOKeoav ol MOAELG EUpeVelY €V Tf elprvn v katéneude Bac\eug,
€K TOUTOU SLEAUON pév Ta Tellka, SLEAUON 6€ Kal T VAUTIKA otpatelpoTa. AOKESALLOVIOLG PEV
on kal ABnvaiolg kal Tolg cUUAXOLG 0UTW HETA TOV DoTEPOV TIOAEUOV Tii¢ KaBaLPEoEWS TRV
ABrvnol telx®v altn mpwtn eiprivn €yéveto. [36] év 6& T@ MOAEUW UEAAOV AVTLPPOTIWG TOTG
£vavtiolg pattovteg ol Aakedatpdviol ToAU EmikubEéotepol £yEVovTo £k TAC €t AvtoAkibou
€ilpnvng KaAoUEVNG. TTPOCTATAL YAP YEVOUEVOL TFi¢ UTO Bao\éwg katameudBeiong eiprvng kat
TNV aUTovouiay Talg TOAECL TPATTOVTEG, TPOooéAaov HEV cUppayov KoplvBov, altovopoug 6&
&mo Tev OnPaiwv Tac Bowwtidag MOAeLS €moinoay, ouTep AL EMeOUpOLY, EMaucay 8& Kal
Apyeloug KoplvBov adetepllopévoug, dpoupav privavies € altoug, i ur €€lolev €k KopivBou.

When these things had been accomplished and the states had sworn that they would abide by the
treaty which the King had proposed, thereupon the armies were disbanded and the naval
armaments were likewise disbanded. Thus it was that this peace was established between the
Lacedaemonians and Athenians and their allies, the first since the outbreak of the war which
followed the destruction of the walls of Athens. Now while in the war the Lacedaemonians were
no more than holding their own with their antagonists, yet as a result of the so-called Peace of
Antalcidas they gained a far more distinguished position. For by having become champions of the
treaty proposed by the King and by establishing the independence of the cities they gained an
additional ally in Corinth, made the Boeotian cities independent of the Thebans, a thing which
they had long desired, and also put a stop to the doings of the Argives in appropriating Corinth as
their own, by threatening to call out the ban against them if they did not depart from Corinth.

(trans. Carleton L. Brownson)

LT 3: Polyb. 1.6.1

£T0C P&V OUV EVELOTAKEL PETA PEV TNV &V AlyOC TTIOTOUOLE VAU ALY EVVEQKALSEKOTOV, TIPO &€ THC
£v AeUKTpOLG HaXNG EKKaLdEKaTov, [2] év w Aakedaiuoviol pév TRy &’ AvtaAkidou Aeyouévny
eilprvnv mpoc Bachéa TV Mepo@v EKUpwaoav.

It was in the nineteenth year after the sea-fight at Aegospotami, and the sixteenth before the
battle at Leuctra; the year in which the Lacedaemonians made what it is called the Peace of
Antalcidas with the King of Persia.

(trans. Evelyn S. Shuckburgh)

LT 4: Diod. 14.110.3

SLlohexBévToc &’ aUTol mept WV AV AMECTAAHEVOC EVEEXOHEVWC, O BAo\eUC Ednoey £l TOloSE
notjoacBal TV eiprivnv: Tag pev kata thv Acilav EAANvidag moAeig Umod Bac\éa tetdyBat, toug &
8AAoUC EANVOG Gravtog aUTovopoug £lvat: Toig 8¢ dmelfoliol Kal [ TIPOCSEXOUEVOLS TAG
ouvenkag SLa TV eDSOKOUVTWV TTOAEUNTELY.
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Antalcidas discussed as well as he could the circumstances of his mission and the King agreed to
make peace on the following terms: ‘The Greek cities of Asia are subject to the King, but all the
other Greeks shall be independent; and upon those who refuse compliance and do not accept
these terms | shall make war through the aid of those who consent to them.’

(trans. C.H. Oldfather)

LT 5: Plut. Ages. 23.1

€mnel 8¢ Kovwv kal QapvaBaloc i Bac\éwg vauTtik® Balattokpatoivteg EmopObouv ta mapdAla
T Aakwvikig, ételxioBn &€ kal 1o dotu v ABnvaiwv OapvaBalou xpripata dovtog, £60&e Tolg
Nokedatpoviolg iprivnv nmolelioBal mpog Bachéa: kal méumouatv AvtaAkibav npog Tipipalov,
aioxota kal mapavopwtata ToUg TH Aciav katokodvtag EAAnvac, Unép Qv EMoAéunoev
Aynoihaog, Bao\el mapadidovrec.

When Conon and Pharnabazus with the Great King's fleet were masters of the sea and were
ravaging the coasts of Laconia, and after the walls of Athens had been rebuilt with the money
which Pharnabazus furnished, the Lacedaemonians decided to make peace with the king of Persia.
To that end, they sent Antalcidas to Tiribazus, and in the most shameful and lawless fashion
handed over to the King the Greeks resident in Asia, in whose behalf Agesilaus had waged war.

(trans. Bernadotte Perrin)

LT 6: Plut. Artax. 21.5

0 &€ AvtaAkibag Zmaptidtng nv, Aéovtog uiog, kal orouddcag Bac\el Siempatato tag év Aol
noAetg EAANviSag andoag kal viijooug, 6cal mpookupolaotv Aclq, apeivat Aakedatpovioug alt®
KektiioBal popwv UTTOTEAETG.

Now Antalcidas was a Spartan, son of Leon, and acting in the interests of the king he induced the
Lacedaemonians to surrender to the king all the Greek cities of Asia, and all the islands adjacent to
Asia, to possess them on payment of tribute.

(trans. Bernadotte Perrin)

Only one of the above testimonia can be reasonably considered an ‘official’ source, and this is
the rescript of the Peace as preserved by Xenophon (Hell. 5.1.31 = LT 1). This passage, E. Badian
suggests, is ‘no doubt based on the original Aramaic, and quite possibly the official translation
of it (since Xenophon must have known the document).”% K. Schmidt goes so far as to argue

105 Badian 1991, 41.
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that the rescript was the peace treaty, the brevity of which would have been useful to Sparta
because this allowed for a wider permissible range of interpretations.'%® In the Greek treaty-
making tradition, even a short peace treaty must provide details regarding such matters as the
exchange of oaths and (if applicable) the publication of the text. But, given how little we know
of Persian diplomatic practice, we must not automatically assume that a longer, fuller version of
the King’s Peace did indeed exist.

Cyprus, Clazomenae, and the Greek cities of mainland Asia Minor were explicitly excluded from
the general autonomy guarantee. Cyprus had belonged continuously to the Achaemenid realm
throughout the 5" and early-4th centuries and was part of the Fifth Satrapy, with local rule
exercised by a collection of vassal kings such as Evagoras (Hdt. 3.91.1; Diod. 16.42.4).%%7 The
cities of the lonian dodecapolis including Clazomenae were not, on the other hand, controlled
by Persia immediately prior to the Corinthian War. Clazomenae is mentioned separately in the
prescript because, as an island moALg, it was not considered to belong to ‘Asia.”*%® Hornblower
suggests that Athenian interference in Clazomanae near the end of the Corinthian War,
epigraphically attested by an Athenian decree of 387/86 (/G 2?27 = RO 18), sufficiently alarmed
Artaxerxes that he thought it prudent to insist on Persian control.1%° Clazomenae was also
strategically important, as S. Rudzicka emphasizes, and was a site for mustering naval forces
(Diod. 15.2.2).119 In addition to Clazomenae, all of the mainland cities of the lonian dodecapolis
(cf. Hdt. 1.142) fell to Persia. These were Miletus, Myus, Priene, Ephesus, Colophon, Lebedus,
Teos, Phocaea, and Erythrae. As a result, only the island-based Samos and Chios retained their

111

autonomy.! It is a matter of debate whether Artaxerxes took the mainland territories

(mepaiat) even of Samos and Chios. 2

Agesilaus’ insistence that the Thebans allow the Boeotian cities to swear the Peace individually
(Xen. Hell. 5.1.33) spelled the end of the Boeotian federation, although it would be re-
established in 378 (Hell. 5.4.63; 6.1.1; Isoc. 14.9; Diod. 15.28.1).113 R. Seager suggests that, with
Thebes temporarily deprived of its dominance over Boeotia, Plataea (destroyed in 426: Thuc.
3.68.3) was returned to the Plataeans immediately (cf. Paus. 9.1.4) and not in 382 when the

106 Schmidt 1999, 85.

107 Cf. Maier at IACP pp. 1223-25.

108 For the geography of Clazomenae see Paus. 7.3.9; Strab. 14.1.36.

109 Hornblower 2011, 232.

110 Ruzicka 1983.

111 Cf, Rubinstein at JACP p. 1058.

112 Hornblower 1982, 128, demonstrates that non-lonian Tenedos (in the Troad) and Rhodes lacked mepaiat in the
mid-4t™ century and ascribes this to the King’s Peace; cf. Seager 1994a, 118. For the possibility that at least some
island moAelg retained their mepaial after 387/86, see Debord 1999, 264-72. Only Cos is certainly known not to
have possessed a nepaia at the time of the King’s Peace: Robert 1951, 11 n. 1; Sherwin-White 1978, 31-32.

113 ¢f. Buckler 1980, 15-45; Hansen at IACP, p. 432.
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Spartans seized the Theban Cadmea (Isoc. 14, hypoth.).}* V. Martin suggests that the
autonomy clause was accompanied by the statement that the Greeks should ‘possess their own
territory’ (€xovteg Vv €aut®v). However, Martin’s argument is largely based on the testimony
of the Roman historian Justin (6.6.1 civitatibus libertatem suaque omnia restituit), who is far

too late and weak a source to justify arguments of this nature.*®

Nevertheless, as Ryder observes, the expression €xovteg tnv €autv does appear in much more
reliable sources in connection with earlier agreements, notably the Oath of Plataea (Thuc.
2.71.2) and the Peace of Lichas (5.79.1 = D 3.4 LT 1). Isocrates (8.16) also uses this phrase in
connection with a later treaty, which Ryder identifies as the Common Peace of 375 (on which
see also Diod. 15.38; Xen. Hell. 6.2.1).11® In the same passage, Isocrates claims that this later
treaty required foreign garrisons to be dismantled. Whether there was an identical or similar
clause in the King’s Peace is uncertain but at least possible. Xenophon reports that Agesilaus
forced the Argives to withdraw their garrison from Corinth under threat of war and connects this
with the King’s Peace (Hell. 5.1.34-35). Admittedly there may have been a specific clause applying
to the Argive garrison only, but it is also possible to interpret Agesilaus’ demand to be a logical
consequence of the autonomy clause, against which the presence of foreign garrisons was
considered a violation.'’

In earlier scholarship it was fashionable to insert a clause limiting the size of the Athenian fleet,
but this is now considered unlikely.*'® A clause of the Theban-dictated Common Peace treaty of
367 requiring ‘that the Athenians ground their ships’ (Xen. Hell. 7.1.36 kal ABnvaioug AveéAKeLy
ta¢ valc) provoked such outrage that the Athenian ambassador Timagoras was sentenced to
death by the Assembly for having agreed to it (7.1.38). But there is not a whiff of evidence that
the Athenian fleet was reduced under the King’s Peace, and much circumstantial evidence against
it, since Athens needed a fleet to protect its coasts and shipping lanes from pirates and hostile
states and to ensure effective lines of communication with Imbros, Scyros, and Lemnos, which
were now guaranteed Athenian cleruchies. And as M. Clark stresses, Athens could hardly have
made a credible alliance with Chios in 384/83 (/G 2234 = RO 20) without the naval power to back
it up.1'® When the Athenians were forced to give up most of their ships in 404, they were facing

114 Seager 1994b, 156.

115 Martin 1944, 26.

116 Ryder 1965, 122.

117 cf. Jehne 1994, 39-40; Seager 1994a, 118; Buckler 2003, 171. Contra Ryder 1965, 122.

118 That the King’s Peace imposed limitations on the Athenian fleet was argued by Judeich 1927, 189; Cawkwell
1973, 51-54; Cawkwell 1981, 74-76; Kallet-Marx 1985, 146 n. 84; Schmitz 1988, 244. This was challenged by Sinclair
1978, 31-34 and Clark 1990, 56-65.

119 Clark 1990, 60.
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imminent starvation and the physical destruction of their city, but they would never have agreed
to such punitive terms in 387/86.12°

Xenophon records the return of Corinthian exiles to their native city in 387/86 (Hell. 5.1.34-35)
but does not explicitly associate this with the King’s Peace. However, in Xenophon'’s Agesilaus,
the eponymous king is depicted as opposing the Peace until both Corinth and Thebes agreed to
allow the return of pro-Spartan exiles (Xen. Ages. 2.21). It was on the basis of such evidence that
Cawkwell in 1973 entertained the possibility of an exiles clause.'?! By 1981, however, he had
come to reject his earlier view because none of the later attested Common Peace treaties contain
such a clause.'?? Even if Xenophon at Hell. 5.1.34-35 does not explicitly associate the return of the
Corinthian exiles in 387/86 with the King’s Peace, the date alone hardly allows for a different
context, and this is bolstered by the information which Xenophon gives us in the Agesilaus.

Badian argues that the Corinthian War was, from Persia’s perspective, a bilateral conflict
between Sparta and its allies on one side and the anti-Spartan powers, including Persia, on the
other, rather than a multilateral war in which each state was counted as an individual
belligerent. Therefore, he argues, the King’s Peace was also bilateral in nature.'?? In the rescript
at Xen. Hell. 5.1.31 (LT 1), Artaxerxes threatens war on ‘whichever of the two’ sides that does
not accept the Peace (omotepol 6& tavtnv Vv €iprvnv pr d€xovtal). As the lexicographers
note, onotepog indicates duality, and Xenophon’s commentator G.E. Underhill likewise

interprets the ondtepol of the prescript to indicate two, and no more than two, parties.?*

But some aspects of the Peace, such as the autonomy guarantee, necessarily affected a very
large number of cities. And many cities swore individually, notably the moAeig of Boeotia (Hell.
5.1.32), not because they were major powers in their own right but because this confirmed the
breakup of the Boeotian confederation as Agesilaus demanded. Corinth must also have sworn
for itself so as to terminate the union with Argos (cf. 5.1.34), as probably did the individual
member-states of the Peloponnesian League (cf. Thuc. 4.119.2; 5.18.9), which would have
allowed Sparta to keep up the pretense that it respected its allies’ autonomy.'?> The Spartan
siege of Mantinea in 385 resulted in the forcible breakup of Mantinea into its constituent
villages (dioikismos: Xen. Hell. 5.2.7; Isoc. 8.100; FGrH 70 Ephorus F 79; Polyb. 4.27.6; cf. Diod.
15.2.2; Isoc. 4.126).2%8 It is tempting to connect this with the autonomy clause of the King’s
Peace, against which the Spartans may have opportunistically claimed that the existence of a

120 cf, cawkwell 1981, 76.

121 cawkwell 1973, 59 n. 1.

122 cawkwell 1981, 83; cf. Jehne 1994, 39.

123 Badian 1991, 37; cf. Lewis 1977, 147 with n. 79.

124 SJ%s.v. 6motepoc; Underhill 1900, 175; cf. Badian 1991, 37 n. 25.

125 cf. Badian 1991, 40.

126 The original synoecism of Mantinea is not datable: Hodkinson and Hodkinson 1981, 257-61. The dioikismos was
reversed in 370, after Sparta’s defeat at Leuctra (Xen. Hell. 6.5.3-5).
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unified Mantinean state was a violation, but Xenophon’s record of Spartan grievances against
Mantinea (Hell. 5.2.1-2) makes no mention of the King’s Peace.'?’ Other states, such as Phocis
and Locris, have not been heard from since 394 (Xen. Hell. 4.3.21ff.) and may have dropped out
of the war before 387/86, in which case they probably did not swear.'?2 The ‘duality’ of the
Peace suggested by Badian and Underhill more probably reflects the Persian perspective, by
which Greece was treated as one large bloc, rather than the messy reality of the politically
fragmented Greek world.

Xenophon (Hell. 5.1.36 = LT 2) claims that the Spartans became npootdrtat, roughly ‘guarantors’
or ‘defenders,’ of the King’s Peace. This is accepted by Cawkwell, noting that it was to the
Spartans, not the Persians, that the Acanthians appealed in 382 against the encroachments of the
Chalcidian federation.'?® Conversely, Isocrates claims that the role of guarantor — he uses the
phrase ¢UAag Tiig eiprivng — fell to the Persians (4.175; cf. 4.121). And Isocrates, unlike Xenophon,
invites his audience to view the inscribed text of the Peace for themselves (4.120), where one
could presumably confirm this. Lewis, who disagrees with Cawkwell’s conclusions, argues that the
‘periphrastic way in which the King in 367 indicated his switch to the Thebans’ (Plut. Pel. 30.7)
also speaks against Spartan ‘presidency.’'3° Nevertheless, if the task of enforcing the Peace did
not fall to Sparta de jure, it certainly did so de facto. As Seager stresses, ‘It was simply that the
favour of Persia and her own military strength made Sparta able to interpret the terms of the
peace to her own advantage and to enforce her will on the other Greek states.”*3! In practice,
Artaxerxes seems to have had little interest in enforcing the Peace beyond what was necessary to
maintain his grip on mainland Asia Minor, Clazomenae, and Cyprus. Sparta faced little difficulty in
interpreting the Peace, and especially its autonomy clause, to its own advantage, preserving the
Peloponnesian League and its own hegemonical position within it while abolishing both the
Boeotian federation — albeit only temporarily — as well as the union of Corinth and Argos.!3?

127 Funke 2004 argues that the dioikismos of Mantinea was in fact a violation of at least the spirit of the King’s
Peace, and that Sparta’s actions can be understood as a response to a treaty of cupnoAuteia (probably early-4th
century but not precisely dated) between Mantinea and Helisson (SEG 37.340).

128 Badian 1991, 39 with n. 29; Jehne 1994, 26 n. 91.

129 cawkwell 1973, 53.

130 | ewis 1977, 147 n. 80.

131 Seager 1994a, 118-19.

132 cf, Salmon 1984, 368-69; Badian 1991, 40.
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Chapter 6

Undated treaties

Introduction

This chapter examines one treaty — the Spartan treaty with the Erxadieis — for which | have
been unable to determine a reasonably precise date. Nevertheless, as shall be seen, there is
enough evidence to place this treaty within the period with which this dissertation is
concerned, and its inclusion is further justified by the fact that it is the only known inscribed
Spartan treaty of the Classical period.

D5.1
Spartan treaty with the Erxadieis

The present treaty, recovered on the acropolis of Sparta, represents one of very few surviving
Spartan inscriptions of the Classical period. It contains the only attested mention of a
mysterious people called the Erxadieis who, based on internal evidence (ET 1 1. 1, below) seem
to have been a subgroup of Aetolians. Even their name is not entirely certain, since the first
epsilonin . 17 [E]p€adiéov is restored.

The lettering, described in the OR edition simply as ‘careless Spartan lettering of the fifth
century,” is not much help with the date.! We must instead try to date it on historical grounds.
Osborne and Rhodes suggest that the exiles (I. 14 pelyov[tag]) are the Messenians settled at
Naupactus by the Athenians, who arrived in ca. 455 (Thuc. 1.103.1-3 with 108.5; cf. Diod.
11.84.6-7) and were expelled by the Spartans around 400 (Diod. 14.34.2-5; Paus. 4.26.2, cf.
10.38.10).2 S. Bolmarcich notes astutely that the Aetolians do not appear in Thucydides’ list of
non-Peloponnesian Spartan allies in 431 (2.9.2) and posits this as a terminus post quem for the
present treaty.3 However, both Gomme and Hornblower stress that Thucydides’ list may be
incomplete or inaccurate.* L.H. Jeffrey makes the case for 426 when, as we learn from
Thucydides (3.100), the Aetolians despatched embassies to both Corinth and Sparta seeking
help against Naupactus and the Athenian force under Demosthenes, to which the Spartans at
least responded positively.> Cartledge proffers either 426, for the same reason as Jeffrey, or

1 Comm. OR 128, p. 156; cf. Jeffrey 1961, 187 (unaware of the present treaty).
2Comm. OR 128, p. 161.

3 Bolmarcich 2008, 72 n. 36.

4 HCT 2, 10-13; Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 1, 248-49.

5 Jeffrey 1988, 181.
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425/24, when he thinks the Spartans will have sought new allies after their defeat at Pylos.® M.
Sordi connects the treaty with the aftermath of the Elean War of ca. 402-400, a conflict in
which at least some Aetolians fought on the side of Elis (Diod. 14.17.9-10).7 Lastly, D.H. Kelly
proposes that the treaty belongs to 388, when Agesilaus marched at the head of a Spartan
army through Aetolia; Xenophon stresses (Hell. 4.6.14) that the Aetolians, not further specified,
allowed him to pass through.® Ultimately, Rhodes is right to emphasize the difficulty of
establishing a reasonably precise date.’ The various arguments are good but mutually
contradictory and one should not feel bound by any one of them. But let us now move onto the
text of the inscription itself.

ET 1: OR 128
Findspot: Acropolis, Sparta
Lettering: careless 5™-century Spartan

Layout: non-stoichedon

[ouvBEk]at AitoAoic. k[attade]
[?dAia]v kal hipavav I[- - mot’]
[Aito]AO¢ kal cuvpay[iav ?aidlov]

[- - -Javpovog pavl- - heno]-

5 [ulévog homut ka AafkeSatpuovi]-
[o]t hayilovtal kat ka[td yav]

Kol kaBahaOayv, TO[v alToV]

didov kal tovv alt[ov éxBpov]
£xovteg hov nep [kal Aake]-

10 Sawoviol. pede k[atalvhw]

molEBal dveu Aafkedatpoviov]

6 Cartledge 1976, 92; cf. Cartledge 1978.

7 Sordi 1991.

8 Kelly 1978 (non vidi), endorsed by Yates 2005, 66 n. 4.
% Rhodes 2011, 12.
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pedevi, avhiév[tag Tov MOAELOVKWEDTLOV]
£l ToUToV moB’ Ov [mep Aakedal]-
povioc. pevyov(tag & pe ekéBo]-

15 hav KekowaveKk[OTOG KWEOTIOVASIKE]-
patov. ag 6€ tig ka [éml tav Tév]
[Elptadiéov xopav [otpatelel]

€7l oA€poL, Eni[kopév Aakedatlpol-

viog avti o6€ve[L ?kd T0 Suvatov:]

20 ol &€ Tig Ka &mi ta[v Tév Aakedatuo]-
viov xopav otpa[telel éni moA£]-

pol, émkop&v E[p€adiég mavrti]

[cO¢vel kA TO SUvaTOV? - - - - - ]

2 [orovéalg G.T. Griffith ap. Kelly. 4 ?riA\]av povog Mav[tivéc? Gschnitzer. 10 k[atdAuhw] cf. Thuc.
3.18.2,37.6;IG138311. 11, 17; IG 13105 1. 35. 12 pedeviav hiév[tag npécPeg] Peek; pedevi, dvhiév[tag
nohep&v?] Gschnitzer; uedevi, avhiéuelv 8¢ payouévog] Luppe. 17 Ep€adiéov Peek; [.]p€adiéov Pikoulas
and Matthaiou. 19 katto §uvatov Peek.

Alliance with the Aetolians. On the following terms [friendship?] and peace [shall be?] made
with the Aetolians, and alliance [for all time? ...]; following where the Spartans lead both by
[land] and by sea, having the [same] friends and the same [enemies] as the Spartans. Neither
shall they make [a settlement] with anyone without the Spartans, but giving up [the war?]
against the same enemy (?) as the Spartans. They shall not receive exiles who have taken part in
[wrongdoing?]. If anyone [marches against the] territory of the Erxadieis for war, the Spartans
shall support with all their strength [as far as possible?]; and if anyone marches against the
territory [of the] Spartans for war, the [Eraxadieis shall support with all their strength as far as
possible?]

(trans. R. Osborne and P.J. Rhodes, adapted)
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The most common view is that the ‘Aetolians’ mentioned in the inscription (ET11l. 1, 3) are to
be identified with the Aetolians of northwestern Greece.° But there exists a fragment of
Androtion (FGrH 324 F 63) which refers to a perioecic city in Laconia called Aetolia.!!
Gschnitzer’s restoration at |. 4 [mA]av povog Mav[twvég?] would make the treaty somehow
relevant to Mantinea, but given what we know of Spartan interactions with Aetolia in the 5t
and 4t centuries, A. Giovannini is misguided in insisting on a Peloponnesian, rather than
Aetolian, context.!?

The alliance formula of Il. 4-10 is particularly interesting. The promise of the Erxadieis to follow
the Spartans by both land and sea wherever they may lead, having the same friends and
enemies, is virtually identical to the oath sworn by the Athenians in 404, as reported by
Xenophon (Hell. 2.2.20), and is attested in various 4™-century contexts involving Sparta (Xen.
Hell. 4.6.2; 5.3.26; 6.3.7).3 Not only does this bind the Erxadieis to accompany the Spartans on
military expeditions, according to Giovannini, but also prohibits them from concluding a
separate peace treaty; in turn, the Spartans vow to protect the Erxadieis if they are attacked.*
Cartledge posits that the purpose of the exiles clause of Il. 14-16 was to ensure that the
Erxadieis did not harbour any exiled Messenians in their community — note that this
presupposes a terminus ante quem of ca. 400.%° Although the inscription does not include
instructions for the inscription and display of the stele, the fact that it was recovered on the
Spartan acropolis (the only Classical-era inscribed stele to have been found there) strongly
suggests that it was also displayed there.

10 peek 1974, 5; Shipley 1997, 265 with n. 181; Rhodes 2011, 11.

11 Cf. Gschnitzer 1978, 24; Effenterre and Ruzé 1994, no. 55.

12 Giovannini 2007, 252.

13 Cf. de Ste. Croix 1972, 108; Yates 2005, 65-66; Bolmarcich 2008, esp. 69.
14 Giovannini 2007, 252.

15 Cartledge 1978, 190. Contra Bolmarcich 2008, 72 n. 37.
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Chapter 7

Classification of treaties

Introduction

The diplomatic landscape of the ancient Greeks was characterized by a sophisticated lexicon for
international agreements, described by Bederman as ‘unrivaled by ancient Near Eastern
practice, and probably superior even to Roman understanding.”! Within this complex system,
The terminology used by the Greeks to describe treaties was rarely static; rather, it functioned
as a nuanced set of descriptors that indicated the duration, intent, and power dynamics of a
given agreement. By examining the distinct categories of ancient instruments, one can discern
how the Greeks utilized precise language to navigate the transitions between war, peace, and
empire. This chapter will analyze the classification of these treaties in both literary and
epigraphic testimonia to reveal the underlying legal and political structures of the Greek world.

Clauses of a treaty: ouvdnkn/at

The noun ouvBnkn, for which the gloss of A Greek-English Lexicon reads ‘article of a compact or
treaty,’ is derived from the verb cuvtiBepat, of which the middle/passive form cuvtiBnut can
mean ‘agree on, conclude,” which lends itself well to contexts of treaty-making; but the plural
form ouvBikau (‘articles of agreement, and hence, covenant, treaty, between individuals or
states’) is more common in the treaty testimonia.? The evidence of the testimonia bolsters P.
Karavites’ argument that cuvBrkn/cuvOikatl ‘covered a wide spectrum of agreements, and it
could easily be applied to a wide variety of purposes replacing terms like opoAoyia, eiprjvn,
ouppayia, orovéai, cuuBaotg, etc.”® In oath formulae, cuvBikat refers to the agreement as a
whole even when used in apposition with another technical term such as omovéali as at Thuc.
5.18.9 =D 2.12 LT 1, where kal taic ommovdaic may serve simply to refine the imprecise taig
€uvOnkalc. In publication clauses, cuvBijkal seems at times to encompass the terms of the
treaty but not the oaths, since the dpkol are expressed separately from the cuvBiikat in at least
two publication clauses (/G 1376 =D 2.11 ET 1 Il. 21-23; Thuc. 5.47.11 =D 3.2 LT 1).

1 Bederman 2001, 154-55.

2 1SJ°s.vv. ouvBnkn; cuvtiBnu; cf. KuBmaul 1969, 16; Giovannini 2007, 230. The testimony of Ammon. Diff. 446
Nickau is practically worthless. At Athens, contracts between private individuals were often called ouvBfikat, but
their precise differences compared to cuyypadai in the context of Athenian private law are difficult to identify:
see further KuBRmaul 1969, 14-37.

3 Karavites 1982, 32.
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Armistices and peace treaties: orovéai and giprivn

Yrovdai is the plural form of the noun omovén (‘libation’), which itself derives from the verb
omnévdw, ‘to pour a libation’ or ‘make a drink-offering,” a ritual well-known to the Greeks since
Homeric times (Hom. /I. 9.177, Od. 3.45). The middle/passive-voice form of the verb,
omnévdopal, means ‘pour libations with one another,” and its more usual meaning ‘make a
treaty, make peace’ stems from the fact that the pouring of libations, usually of wine, was a
central aspect of Greek treaty-making (Hdt. 3.144; Ar. Ach. 199, Av. 1534; Thuc. 4.99).% In
Homer, libations or omovéat in the literal sense are offered by private individuals acting on their
own behalf, rather than on behalf of a state, and are used to guarantee divine protection ahead
of a potentially perilous undertaking.> Examples from the /liad include Achilles’ libation of wine
for the safe return of Patroclus (Hom. /. 16.225ff.) and later, Priam’s offering, at his wife
Hecabe’s urging, for his own safe return from his meeting with Achilles (/I. 24.283ff.).5

5t century and later sources use onovSai to describe agreements occurring within a wide
range of contexts, such as capitulations, short-term ceasefires allowing for the recovery of
one’s dead after a battle, a preliminary truce prior to negotiations for a longer-term peace
treaty, and the peace treaty itself.” Thucydides qualifies as ormov8ai numerous agreements of
very short duration which were concluded, for example, to give the Spartan general Menedaeus
enough time to recover the dead and evacuate the camp (3.109.1), or to allow the Athenians to
withdraw safely from Torone (4.114.2: this omovdai-agreement, approved by Brasidas, lasted
for two days).2 Nor is the term limited to historical writers: dramatists such as Euripides and
Aristophanes sometimes used omovdai to mean ‘truce’ or occasionally ‘reconciliation’ (cf. Eur.
Phoen. 97; Ar. Eq. 1389).° Even long-term treaties such as the Peace of Nicias were as much
omnovdali in legal terms as these ephemeral ceasefires because they, too, were time-limited,
even if the expressed duration was as great as 50 years: the difference was of extent and not of
kind.1°

Multiple treaties are referred to explicitly as omovdat in epigraphic sources and literary sources
based directly on the original texts. The word is securely attested in the Truce of Laches (Thuc.
4.118.10, 14 = D 2.9 LT 1); the Peace of Nicias (Thuc. 5.18.1, 3,5, 9, 19.1 = D 2.12 LT 1); the

41S)%s.v. onévdw, with further examples; cf. Adcock and Mosley 1975, 122, 229; Baltrusch 1994, 103.

5 Baltrusch 1994, 99.

6 Cf. Karavites 1984, 61: ‘If (| emphasize the if) Homer is occasionally reflecting some of the pre-Dorian customs,
then the use of spondai to seal agreements appeared very early in Greek history, sometime in the misty
Mycenaean period.’

7 Karavites 1982, 30; Karavites 1984, 69-70; Baltrusch 1994, 193.

8 Karavites 1984, 67-68; Herrmann 1990, 23-25; Arnush 1992, 333-34; Baltrusch 1994, 125.

% Karavites 1984, 61-63.

10 Baltrusch 1994, 103.
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Quadruple Alliance (Thuc. 5.47.1, 8, 11 = D 3.2 LT 1; cf. ET 1); the Peace of Lichas (twice at
5.79.1 =D 3.4 LT 1); and the second Peloponnesian-Persian treaty (Thuc. 8.37.1 =D 3.12 LT 1).
Furthermore, it appears restored in the Halieis treaty (Lambert 2018a, 7-8 =D 2.8 ET1 1. 5) and
the Spartan-Erxadieis treaty (OR 128 = D 5.1 ET 1 I. 2 suppl. Griffith). Still more numerous are
treaties described as omovéatl within authorial passages in literary sources: these include the
Truce of Cimon (Thuc. 1.112.1; Diod. 11.86.1 = D 1.7 LT 1, 3); the Peace of Callias (FGrH 104
Aristodemus F 13.2 = D 1.9 LT 7); the Athenian-Boeotian peace treaty (Thuc. 1.113.3=D 1.10 LT
1); the Thirty Years’ Peace (Thuc. 1.35.1, 40.2, 67.4, 115.1; Diod. 12.7 = D 1.11 LT 1-4, 8); the
Pylos ceasefire (Thuc. 4.16 = D 2.6 LT 1); the Truce of Laches (Diod. 12.72.5 = D 2.9 LT 2); the
Peace of Nicias (Diod. 12.74.5 = D 2.12 LT 2); and the 30-year truce between Sparta and
Mantinea (Xen. Hell. 5.2.2 =D 3.6 LT 2).

Adcock and Mosley argue that ortovéat ‘could be used properly of all agreements, of whatever
nature and duration, and took its meaning from the context in which it was used.’! This is not
strictly true: as F. Hampl demonstrates, Thucydides at least, even in his authorial narrative, is
careful not to confuse omovéat and cuppoayia and often places the two terms in apposition
(e.g., 5.46.5 AAkIBL&Sou moljoovto omovdac Kat uppaxiav mpodg avtoug tvee; 5.76.2
gBoUAOVTO 8¢ PHTOV OTIOVSAC TIOLRGAVTES TIPOC TOUC AakeSatpovioug avBig Uotepov kal
€uppayiav).?? This distinction is no mere Thucydidean invention but is respected in the texts of
the treaties as well, e.g., at Thuc. 5.48.1 =D 3.2 LT 1 (cf. ET 1) ai p&v onovdai katl ) Euppoyia
oUTw¢ €yévovto; and 5.79.1 = D 3.4 LT 1 kattade £€60fe tolc Aakedatlpoviolg Kal Apyeiolg
omov8ac kat fuppaxiav Apev mevrikovta étn; cf. 8.37.1 = D 3.12 LT 1 omovdAc eivat katl piov
kata tade. A ormovbai-agreement thus terminated hostilities but did not itself create an
alliance. The vast majority of treaties with which the word omovéal is associated were created
to end or at least interrupt an ongoing conflict. The Quadruple Alliance is ostensibly an
exception to the general rule, but an examination of its historical background reveals that, in
fact, Elis had refused to follow Sparta in accepting the Peace of Nicias in 421 (Thuc. 5.17.2) and
so, it seems, was technically still at war with Athens. We may compare how, in 480, the Greek
states considered it necessary to put aside existing conflicts, such as that between Athens and
Aegina, through the exchange of niotelg (‘pledges of faith’*3) before uniting in alliance to
counter Xerxes’ invasion (Hdt. 7.145.1).14 Similarly, in the second Peloponnesian-Persian treaty,
the two sides pledged ‘truce and friendship’ (Thuc. 8.37.1 = D 3.12 LT 1 omov8ac elvat Kot
diav kotda tade).1> M. Amit posits that this is either a hendiadys in which ¢\ia qualifies

11 Adcock and Mosley 1975, 200.

12 Hampl 1936, 156-57.

B3 1S)%s.v. mioTLC.

14 Cf. Baltrusch 1994, 92, 123; Scheibelreiter 2013, 20.

15 The word used here is dpihia rather than uppayia (contrast the first of the three treaties: Thuc. 8.18.1 = D 3.11
LT 1 £mti tolode Euppayiav émoloavto npog Bacéa kal TiooadEpvny KTA.), though the clause specifying joint
conduct of the war (8.37.4 = D 3.12 LT 1) confirms that this is still an alliance treaty: see Lewis 1977, 93. In the third
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ornovdali, or that it is ‘the conjunction of two different parts in a treaty,’ that is, a conflict-
ending agreement (omovéai) coupled with a more positive affirmation of friendship (puhia).®
What conflict was there to end? Amit notes that while direct Spartan involvement in the
struggle against Persia ended after the expeditions of Pausanias to Byzantium and of
Leotychidas to Thessaly in 477 and 476 respectively, the war was not terminated on a de jure
basis — there had been no Spartan equivalent to the Peace of Callias. Thus, Sparta and Persia
were still technically at war with each other up until 412.17 D.M. Lewis suggests that this was
overlooked when the first treaty was being negotiated, but suddenly recalled in time for the
second: ‘It is possible that someone has woken up to the fact that Sparta and Persia have been
at war with each other for seventy years.’*®

Let us turn our attention now to gipnvn (lit. ‘peace’). For the Greeks, eiprjvn was no mere
political abstraction, but was frequently personified as a goddess. She notably appears as a
non-speaking character in the eponymous comedy of Aristophanes, where she is offered
sacrifice (ll. 1017-19); and she is described as Ei|prjvav, koupotpodov Beav (‘Peace, the child-
nursing goddess’) in Euripides’ Bacchae (Il. 419-20). An active cult and altar of Eiprjvn are
attested at Athens from 375 BCE (Isoc. 15.109-10; FGrH 328 Philochorus F 151; Nep. Tim. 2.2)
and continuing until at least the 330s (/G 221496 Il. 95, 127-28).1° The word iprjvn appears
within treaty texts already in the 5™ century, for example in the Truce of Laches (Thuc. 4.118.14
=D 2.9LT 1), the surrender of Athens to Sparta (Plut. Lys. 14 = D 3.16 LT 5), the King’s Peace
(Xen. Hell. 5.1.31 =D 4.8 LT 1), and the Spartan treaty with the Erxadieis (OR 128 =D 5.1 ET11.
2).2% However, the scholarly consensus holds that siprfivn only came to replace onovéai in the
sense of ‘peace treaty’ at the time of the King’s Peace.?! This is because while the word eiprjvn
does sometimes appear in 5™ century sources, both literary and epigraphic, it almost always
refers to a state of peace rather than a specific peace treaty.?? IG 1358 |. 30 €av te €péve[v
BoAovtal mog€oBat], a fragmentary Athenian decree regarding Eleusis (not, however, an

treaty, by contrast, the only technical term to appear is uvOfikat (Thuc. 8.58.1 = D 3.13 LT 1 §uvBijkal éyévovto év
Matavépou mediw).

16 Amit 1974, 59.

17 Amit 1974, 58.

18 Lewis 1977, 93.

19 Parker 1996, 229-30.

20 \Wandering briefly beyond the chronological scope of the present study, eiprjvn also appears as a terminus
technicus in IG 2234 = RO 20 (Athenian alliance with Chios from 384/83) at |. 9 (mostly restored) and more securely
at ll. 18 and 22, referring in each case not to the treaty at hand but to the King’s Peace: cf. comm. RO 20, pp. 86-87.
21 proponents of this view include Graetzel 1886; Keil 1916; Vernant 1968, 9ff.; Baltrusch 1994, 92-93. For further
bibliography see Giovannini 2007, 141-42.

22 Cf. Keil 1916, 5; Ryder 1965, xv; Giovannini 2007, 226; Couvenhes 2016, 15 n. 10. There are some exceptions, but
these occur within authorial comments (e.g., Thuc. 3.54.3 describing the Thirty Years’ Peace as 1 eiprjvn) or in
comedy (Aristophanes refers to numerous fictional eiprjvn-treaties in his works: Acharn. 1051-67; Pax 1079). See
further Sommerstein and Bayliss 2013, 245 n. 7.
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interstate treaty), dated by Mattingly to 425 or slightly later, is a good example.?3 Here the
conditional particle £av indicates that £péve[v] is not a specific treaty, but a hypothetical future
period of peace —and let us remember, if Mattingly’s date is correct then Athens will have been
embroiled in the Archidamian War, although the inscription is admittedly fragmentary and we
know very little of its context for certain. Likewise, /G 13127, an Athenian honorary decree for
the Samians dating to 405/04, similarly uses eiprjvn within conditional clauses, e.g., |. 14
kaBamep a0tol Aéyootv, Emeldav £prvn yevntay, and |. 21 nepl 6€ Th¢ £prvng, €Ay yiyvntal.
Among interstate treaties, the Athenian treaty with Halieis (D 2.8 ET 1), with Il. 18-19 restored
[Emeldav &€ €péve yévetal ? T]ev odetépav a0To | [v dulat]t[ev haAldg by S. Lambert and
€pévec 6¢ yevopéveg t]év odetépav altd | [v puldt]t[ev haidg by the editors of IG 13,
promises the dismantling of the Athenian garrison in Halieis at the end of the Archidamian War.
Finally, the Athenian alliance with Argos, as restored, employs a conditional clause to envision a
possible future peace treaty between the Spartans on one side and the Athenians/Argives on
the others: Agora 16.19 =D 3.7 ET 1. 12 [¢av 6¢&] €pévev Bolov[tal mogoBat Aakedatpoviol]
Apyeiolg kat ABe[vai]o[ig]. The distinction between €iprivn as ‘state of peace’ and n eiprivn as
‘treaty of peace’ becomes still more apparent when we consider the rescript of the King’s
Peace, onotepol 6£ taltnV TV €ilprvnv ur d€xovral, ToUToLg £yw MOAEUow KTA. (Xen. Hell.
5.1.31 =D 4.8 LT 1), where the demonstrative pronoun accompanies giprivn. The correct
translation can only be ‘whoever does not accept this peace treaty ..." because ‘whoever does
not accept this state of peace’ is clearly nonsensical in the present context.

V. Alonso argues that one of the key distinctions between onovéai- and eiprjvn-treaties is that,
whereas the former are temporally limited, the latter are not, or at least not explicitly.?* The
King’s Peace, as Alonso observes, does not have a time limit — certainly there is no mention of
one in the ample surviving testimonia, nor in any of the testimonia for subsequent 4 century
Kown elprvn treaties.?® Similarly, the surrender of Athens, like all surrender treaties, was
temporally unlimited by its very nature, although owing to a change in circumstances it was
effectively a dead letter within a decade. And the treaty between Sparta and the Erxadieis,
which was certainly one of eiprivn (OR 128 =D 5.1 ET 1|. 2) was, if I. 3 [?aiéiov] has been
correctly restored, an explicitly perpetual covenant.

Treaties of alliance: ocuuuayia, émpayio, plia

The word ocuppayia, which refers to a military alliance, appears widely in both literary and
epigraphic sources. It is used for alliance treaties as early as the Archaic period, as an inscribed

23 Mattingly 1966, 73; cf. Santi Amantini 1985, 54.
2 Alonso 2007, 221.
25 Ryder 1965, 1-2, 5.
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treaty of ca. 500 BCE between Elis and the Ewaoioi (IvO 9 = SdA? no. 110 |. 1) demonstrates.?®
Among inscriptions and verbatim literary copies of treaties, the word cuppayia is securely
attested in the Athenian treaty concerning the Delphic Amphictyony (OR 116 =D 1.5 ET 1 |. 5);
the Athenian alliances with Rhegium (OR 149A =D 1.14 ET 1 I. 1) and Leontini (OR 149B = ET 2
ll. 2-3, 16-17); the Athenian alliance with Perdiccas Il (/G 1389 = D2.10 ET 1 |. 51); the Bottiaei
treaty (/G 1376 = D 2.11 ET 1 II. 13-14); the Spartan-Athenian alliance of 421 (Thuc. 5.23.6 = D
2.13 LT 1); the Quadruple Alliance (Thuc. 5.47.8, 11 = D 3.2 LT 1); the Peace of Lichas (Thuc.
5.79.1 = D 3.4 LT 1); the first Peloponnesian-Persian treaty (Thuc. 8.18.1 = D 3.11 LT 1); the
Athenian alliance with Boeotia (RO 6 = D 4.3 ET 1 1. 2); and the Spartan treaty with the Erxadieis
(OR 128 =D 5.1 ET 11. 3). 5% century ouppayio-treaties were usually bilateral, although
multilateral alliances were possible, of which the Quadruple Alliance is a prime example.?’ ML
17, contracted for 100 years, demonstrates that temporally-limited alliances existed well before
the chronological range of the present study, and certain Classical-era cuppayio-treaties —
compare again the Quadruple Alliance — at least formally retained a time limit, while others,
such as the Athenian alliances with Rhegium and Leontini, were explicitly perpetual.
Unsurprisingly, given their military implications (note the poyn- root), most cuppayia-treaties
were initiated or renewed in a context of active or at least anticipated conflict.?®

In contrast to a cuppayia, an émpayia is a purely defensive alliance and as such is sometimes
contrasted with cuppayia, most famously by Thucydides (1.44.1 = D 1.16 LT 1), who narrates
Athens’ decision to conclude a strictly defensive alliance with the Corcyraeans in 433 in order to
avoid violating, or at least appear to be violating, the Thirty Years’ Peace. In stark contrast to
ouppayia, the word émpayia is completely absent from epigraphic sources. Even in the literary
sources, émipoyia appears very rarely, and Thucydides himself often uses the terms §Uppoyog
and Euppayia in contexts where we would expect €nipoayxog and émpayia, such as at 1.53.4,
where he describes the Corcyraeans as Athens’ Euppayot.?’ Thucydides does, however, use
grmpoyia and the cognate verb émpayxelv at 5.48.2 and 5.27.2 respectively, in both cases
describing the initially defensive alliance of 421 between Argos, Elis, and Mantinea that
eventually evolved into the Quadruple Alliance.3° An érupayia obliged one state to assist

26 Bederman 2001, 161; Couvenhes 2016, 14; Lazar 2024, 45.

27 Couvenhes 2016, 17; cf. Baltrusch 1994, 6.

28 On the offensive nature of cuppayia-treaties cf. Hampl 1936, 158; Martin 1940, 126ff.; Ténékidés 1954, 529;
Steinbrecher 1985, 55ff; Bederman 2001, 163.

29 Ste. Croix 1972, 328; Adcock and Mosley 1975, 122. Andrewes (HCT 4, 23) suggests that defensive alliances had
become the norm by the end of the 5 century, rendering the specialized word émpayia redundant. But he
provides no evidence for this claim, and if his argument were correct then we should expect émuayia to have been
used more frequently to describe earlier alliance-treaties, but it is not.

30 Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 121-22; cf. Adcock and Mosley 1975, 191. Thucydides is the earliest source in
which émpoyia and cognates are found, and it is likely that Thucydides coined the word himself: cf. Ste. Croix
1972, 328; Harris 2021, 60. The word is rare even in 4" century sources, but cf. [Dem.] 12.16; Arist. Pol. 1280b 27.
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another only if attacked.3! In the context of the Corcyra alliance, this meant that Athens, while
bound to aid Corcyra if its territory was directly threatened, was not bound to accompany the
Corcyraeans on an attack on the territory of Corinth or any other state, which would have been
required under a true cuppoayia. While this theoretically reduced the risk of a general war
between the Delian and Peloponnesian leagues, Thucydides claims (1.44.2 = D 1.16 LT 1) that
many Athenians had come to believe that such a war was inevitable in any case.>?

Lastly, the concept of ¢puhia in the context of interstate relations is explained by Bolmarcich as
‘a relationship that went beyond mere alliance, perhaps an attempt to establish an affective
relationship as well as a formal diplomatic one.”?3 The epigraphic evidence suggests that
declarations of ¢phia were commonly included in treaties made after a period of hostile
relations and often accompanied by a formal military alliance. Take for example the Athenian
treaty with the Bottiaei at /G 1376 = D 2.11 ET 1 II. 24-25: t6v [tOAeov] t6[v Bottiaiov t]8v
xouvtiBepévov | tev dhialv kal teév xouppayiav]. Context is key here: the Bottiaean cities had
been in revolt for ten years, and some, such as Spartolus, still remained aloof from Athens.
Similarly, the ongoing conflict between Perdiccas Il and Arrhabaeus of Lyncestus was resolved
by an Athenian-brokered ¢pW\io/ouppayio (/G 1389 = D 2.10 ET 1 II. 57-58: motéto 8¢ kai
Appaflaiog mpog Nepdikkav dhiav ...] |molév kat Appafaiol pA[iav kal xouppoxiav]).

Ekexepla

The noun €kexelpia is a compound of €xw and xeilp, and so means literally ‘staying of the
hand.’3% It is therefore a truce, and this is in fact how P. Karavites translates it, noting its
implication of short duration and lack of finality.3> There is good literary support for this: at
5.26.2, Thucydides describes the renewable ten-day treaty contracted between the Athenian
and Boeotians after the Peace of Nicias as an éxkexelpiav dexnuepov, though he later refers to it
as a dexnuepot omovdal at 6.7.4 and 6.10.3 (and cf. 5.32.5 Sexnuépouc €ntomovdag); M.F.
Arnush emphasizes the fact that there was no apparent distinction between them.3® Perhaps
most famously, the Olympic truce which lasted for 60 days is described in numerous sources as
an £kexelpia (Thuc. 5.49.3; Xen. Hell. 5.2.2).3” The word therefore seems to be restricted to

31 Adcock and Mosley 1975, 191; Bederman 2001, 162.

32 cf. Giovannini 2007, 33.

33 Bolmarcich 2010, 121; cf. Adcock and Mosley 1975, 206; Bauslaugh 1991, 56-57; Bederman 2001, 159-60;
Couvenhes 2016, 39.

34 Cf. LSSs.v.

35 Karavites 1982, 26-29.

36 Arnush 1992, 332-33; cf. Adcock and Mosley 1975, 122; Karavites 1982, 69f.

37 Karavites 1982, 28-29; cf. Karavites 1984, 67; Baltrusch 1994, 147. Thuc. 5.1 also uses ékexelpia to refer to the
truce in effect during the Pythian games of 422. For ékexelpia as applied for the protection of pilgrims see
Theotikou 2014.
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conflict-interrupting agreements of limited duration, even when they were theoretically
renewable in perpetuity. The sole treaty within my database to be described as an ékexeipia,
the Truce of Laches, was effective for only one year, and is called an ékexetpia twice at Thuc.
4.118.11 =D 2.9 LT 1 roteloBal tnv ékexelpiav kab’ a Euyxwpolol Aakedatpodviot kat ol
EOppaOL AUTOV Kal wpoAoynoav év Te SApw.38

OuoAoyia

‘Opoloyia, which derives from the verb dpoloyéw (‘agree with, grant, concede’3®) can mean
‘agreement’ or ‘compact,’ but in a wartime context, LSJ)’s gloss ‘terms of peace, truce, or
surrender’ is more appropriate.*° It appears already in Herodotus, where at 8.52.2 he uses the
word to describe a proposal of the Pisistratids in 480 that the Athenians come to terms with
Xerxes and the Persian invaders (that proposal, of course, was rejected). Accordingly, E.
Baltrusch contends that a opoAoyia is a type of agreement in which the full acceptance of an
adversary’s demands is agreed to, whereas J. Ma describes it as ‘the initial act of surrender by a
community to the ruling power.’*! Within my database, 6uoloyia appears exclusively in
authorial literary sources in connection with three treaties: the Athenian treaty with Samos
(Thuc. 1.117.3 = D 1.15 LT 1); the Athenian treaty with Cythera (Thuc. 4.54.2 =D 2.7 LT 1); and
the Truce of Laches (Diod. 12.72.5 = D 2.9 LT 2). Except for the Truce of Laches, these were
highly unequal treaties, and Diodorus’ testimonium of the Truce, ABnvaiol 6& mpog
Nakebatpovioug omovdag Eviaucioug EmMoLocavTo KATa TaUTag TAG OoAoyiag, WoT EXELV
EKATEPOUC WV TOTE KUPLOL KABELoTAKETAY, incorrectly takes dpoloyia to mean ‘clauses of a
treaty’ (and not, as elsewhere, as a term for the treaty as a whole), for which the more
appropriate term, as we have seen, is cuvBfkad.

Unclassified treaties

A number of treaties are unclassified: no epigraphic source uses any of the technical terms
discussed above to describe the Athenian regulations for Erythrae, Chalcis, Eretria(?), the
Colophonians, Mytilene, and Phaselis. What these treaties have in common is that they are
regulatory treaties, defining their relationship with the hegemon Athens. While some of them
are brief and/or fragmentary, which may explain the absence of technical terminology, the
Chalcis inscription is both lengthy and exceptionally well-preserved. Thucydides, though he

38 Cf. Giovannini 2007, 227,

39 Cf. LSJ%s.v. OpoAOYEW.

40 SJ%s.v. opoloyia; cf. Karavites 1982, 29 with n. 17.

41 Baltrusch 1994, 198; Ma 2009, 127; cf. Karavites 1982, 29.
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does specifically mention either Chalcis or Eretria, writes that Athens suppressed the Euboean
revolt of 446/45 and imposed opoAoyiat on all the cities except Histiaea, whose inhabitants
were expelled (1.114.3 kai tAv pev GAAnV opoloyia kateotroavto, Eotialdg 6¢ é€otkioavteg
avtol TV yijv £oxov).*?2 But such terminology evidently did not carry over into the inscriptions.
Some Athenian treaties with other Delian League members do, however, contain technical
terminology. The treaty with the Bottiaei is classified as both a cuppayio (/G 1376 =D 2.11ET 1
. 13-14 [k]at tév xo[uppaxia] | v motog katl [ad]oAo[¢ puldxoo Botti]aiolg) and as a ¢pihia (l. 25
tev dAiq[v]). Similarly, the treaties with Selymbria (OR 185 =D 3.14 ET 1 Il. 26-27 tag 6¢
xouvOek | [ag]) and the Clazomenians at Daphnus (OR 186 = D 3.10 ET 1 II. 3-4 [tag §uvOnkal | ¢
a¢ EuvéBevto ol otpateyol) both refer to ouvBfikat.*® But these are conciliatory treaties made in
contexts in which Athenian control was tenuous, and accordingly it was important not to
alienate the allies by emphasizing subjection to Athens.*

Unfortunately, we cannot say with certainty when the phenomenon of ‘unclassified treaties’
began, but we can hazard an educated guess. [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 23.4-25.2 implies that the
transition from rjyepovia to apyr began early.*> Thucydides and others more precisely inform
us of the early Athenian campaigns by which Scyros, Naxos, and Thasos were forced to join, or
rejoin, the Delian League, though no inscriptions connected with these events survive.*®
Certainly by the beginning of the period for which epigraphic material becomes available,
Athenian-allied treaties clearly show that what P. Low describes as ‘a shift from the language of
alliance to the language of empire’ was already more or less complete.*’ This is reinforced by
the fact that some treaties, such as those with Chalcis and the Colophonians, require the
erection of stelae at the allies’ expense. According to Low, this constitutes a punitive assertion
of Athenian power over its allies, despite the fact that the costs of inscription were probably
minimal (approximately 20-30 drachmas).*®

Conclusion

421G 1341 = AIUK 4.2 no. 3 is an Athenian decree about Histiaea probably connected with this episode.

43 Giovannini 2007, 252 strangely classifies the regulations for Chalcis (D 1.12) as an ‘alliance offensive illimitée.’
But its purpose is not to establish a military alliance, which was already presupposed by Chalcidian membership in
the Delian League, but rather to regulate Chalcis’ internal affairs in order to prevent a revolt from recurring.

4 Regarding D 2.11, it is apparent from the absence of certain Bottiaean cities from the treaty that the rebellion
had not yet been fully resolved.

45 Cf. Rhodes 1981, 297-98, suggesting, ‘Probably the source from which A.P. is excerpting went into some detail
on the change from alliance to empire.’

46 For the seizure of Scyros by Cimon, dated ca. 476/75 on the basis of Plut. Thes. 36.1 by Reger at IACP no. 521, p.
774, see Diod. 11.60.2; FGrH Ephorus F 191; Plut. Cim. 8.3-7).

47 Low 2005, 95; cf. Mattingly 1996, 367.

48 Low 2005, 100-01 with n. 36. It is probably not coincidental that the conciliatory Selymbria treaty imposes the
cost of inscription on the Athenian generals instead of the Selymbrians (OR 185 =D 3.14 ET 1 II. 33-36).
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The evolution of Greek treaty terminology in the 5™ and early-4t" centuries BCE reflects the
shifting realities of Greek interstate relations, particularly the rise of Athenian hegemony. While
some terms like ortovdai remained rooted in ancient ritual libations to denote the cessation of
hostilities, eiprivn evolved from describing a mere state of peace to representing a formal,
unlimited peace treaty. The distinction between the offensive cuppayia and the purely
defensive érmupoyia, if Thucydides has accurately conveyed the nature of the debate regarding
Corcyra in the Assembly, further highlights a legal precision intended to manage the risks of
escalating conflict. However, the emergence of ‘unclassified’ treaties, where technical terms
are conspicuously absent in favor of unilateral regulations, marks a significant departure from
standard diplomacy. As the language of alliance gradually gave way to the language of empire,
these regulatory instruments became tools for asserting power, often forcing allies to bear the
symbolic and financial cost of their own subjection.
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Chapter 8

Treaty-making process and duration of treaties

Introduction

While the lexicon of Greek interstate treaties provided the terminological framework for treaty-
based relations between states, the transition from negotiation to a binding agreement
required a series of rigorous procedural steps designed to ensure permanence and divine
sanction. This chapter examines the phases of treaty-making beginning with the selection and
roles of the negotiators (mpéoPelg). | also explore the vital distinction between the political
approval of treaties and their formal ‘ratification’ through the exchange of solemn oaths. | then
investigate possible reasons for the presence or absence of time-limits in treaties before
considering treaties containing amendment clauses and/or arbitration clauses. Two addenda
examine, respectively, the difference between bilateral and multilateral treaties, and the
philologically fraught question of the renewal of the Truce of Laches.

Envoys and embassies

There was no coherent theory of diplomacy in the Classical Greek world, although the lost
Presbeutikos, a late-4t™" century treatise on embassies by Demetrius of Phalerum, might have
told us much.! The so-called Old Oligarch reports delays of up to one year for foreign embassies
seeking to address the Boule and Assembly at Athens ([Xen.] Ath. Pol. 3.1-2), though M.F.
Arnush thinks this unlikely in the case of embassies presenting testimony that was particularly
important to the host city. He cites a passage from the Athenian treaty with Chalcis (OR 131=D
1.12 ET 1 II. 12ff.), in which the Athenians guarantee that any Chalcidian embassy coming from
Athens will be heard by the Boule and Assembly within ten days of its arrival.? There was
probably less danger of the extreme delays attested by the Old Oligarch when foreign envoys
were in Athens on a semi-permanent basis, although it is important to emphasize that
permanent embassies, which are taken for granted in the modern world, did not exist in
ancient Greece. Eckstein emphasizes the ad hoc nature of Greek diplomacy in the Classical era,
in which diplomatic exchanges were carried out with the goal of resolving specific issues. This
often meant that ‘when situations developed that did require the dispatch of envoys to another
state, they came at a point where friction had already mounted to a dangerous level.”®> As D.J.
Mosley observes, this was further exacerbated by the fact that envoys were often given vague

1 Bolmarcich 2012, 78.
2 Arnush 1992, 341 n. 29.
3 Eckstein 2017, 495-96; cf. Grant 1965, 262; Aron 1973, 15; Kauppi 1991, 119; Lebow 1991, 144-45.
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instructions (or, if we choose a more positive perspective, an ‘open mandate’), and their
powers severely curtailed.* We learn from Aeschines that envoys were under no circumstances
permitted to commit their home cities to a particular course of action without reference to the
political authorities back home (Aeschin. 2.104, 120). The ancient evidence compiled by D.J.
Bederman reveals that envoys, under normal circumstances, were competent only to present
the position of their home city, to negotiate within a limited scope of options, and to present
the results to the political authorities to which they were accountable, nothing more.> The
competences of so-called npéofelg avtokpdatopeg, which | will discuss in greater detail below,
were somewhat broader.

The ancient Greek language has at least three separate words for diplomatic functionaries:
ayyelog, mpéaPeug, and kijput. It is from mpeoPeuc that the word for ‘embassy,” npeoBela, is
derived.® The chief distinction between krjpukeg and dyyelot on the one hand and np£oBeLg on
the other lies in the scope of their functions: while kpukeg and dyyeAoL merely conveyed
information, mp€oBelc took a more active role, for example by negotiating with the
representatives of foreign powers regarding matters such as the contents of interstate
treaties.” Kjpukec seem to have been considered separate from the npeoBeiat which they at
least sometimes accompanied, and the npeoPBeiat were also assisted by attendants
(&kdAouBol), who were probably limited to menial tasks (cf. Thuc. 4.118.6 = D 2.9 LT 1 krjpukt
8¢ kal mpeoPeia kai dkohovBolc, ordoolg av Sokf KTA.).8 The size of embassies — that is, of
nipeoBelal minus their support staff — could vary greatly. The Spartans preferred to employ
embassies consisting of three men, possibly connected with the three Spartan tribes (Thuc.
5.42.1; Xen. Hell. 5.4.22), while Athenian embassies could consist of two, three, five, or ten
men.® Notably, the Peace of Nicias was negotiated by an Athenian ten-man commission (Diod.
12.75.4 =D 2.13 LT 2) and, probably, by a parallel Spartan board.'® When in 403 Thrasybulus
defeated the Thirty at Piraeus, the Spartan assembly and ephors despatched a board of 15 men

4 Mosley 1973, 25-26.

5 Bederman 2001, 102; cf. Mosley 1973, 21-29; Harris 2023, 510 with n. 1; Lazar 2024, 42-43.

6 Adcock and Mosley 1975, 122.

7 Adcock and Mosley 1975, 152.

8 Karavites 1987, 88-89; Bederman 2001, 101.

% Adcock and Mosley 1975, 155 with 273 n. 309. The three Spartan tribes were Hylleis, Pamphyloi, and Dymanes
(Tyrtaeus F 19 West; cf. Hdt. 4.148; Plut. Lyc. 6).

10 Thucydides is silent about this board; on the Diodorus passage see Andrewes and Lewis 1957, esp. 177, with
Kirchhoff 1895, 63-64. Andrewes and Lewis argue that members of this board constituted 10 of the 17 Athenian
oath-takers attested for both the Peace of Nicias (Thuc. 5.19.2 =D 2.121LT 1; 5.24.1 =D 2.13 LT 1). Kirchhoff
identifies the Spartan oath-takers (ibid.) as the two kings, the five ephors, and the parallel Spartan board of ten
envoys.
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to assist Pausanias, one of the two incumbent kings, to help compose the treaty (D 4.1)
between the Athenian democrats and oligarchs (Xen. Hell. 2.4.40-41).11

Greek interstate relations operated under the principle that envoys should be inviolable, but
this was not always respected. We learn from Thucydides (2.67) that, in summer 430, the
Athenians intercepted and subsequently executed a group of Peloponnesian envoys who were
attempting to establish contact with the Persians. In 397 the Spartans captured and similarly
put to death a group of Athenian envoys en route to the court of Artaxerxes Il (Hell. Oxy. 10.1).
But Polly Low stresses that such incidents were exceptional, and envoys are depicted elsewhere
in Thucydides carrying out their duties in safety (1.73-78; 4.17-20; 6.8, 19).%2 Unsurprisingly, we
know more about the mp£oBeig of Athens than of any other city. MpéoBelg were not selected by
lot like most magistrates, but were selected individually based on the proposal of the Boule or
Assembly (Dem. 19.121-22). It was a practical necessity that ambassadors have considerable
wealth because, although they were provided with a travel allowance, the amount was small.3
MNpéoPelc as such appear to have been appointed only for individual missions, but it is
important to note that proxeny, which had a diplomatic element, was normally held for life.*
Like other officials, mpéoBelc were subject to elBuval upon the completion of their assignment
and liable to punishment if they were found to have engaged in illegal activity (Aeschin. 3.17).%°
For example, around 400 BCE, a certain Timagoras, who had gone on a mission to the court of
Artaxerxes Il, was found guilty of corruption and executed upon his return to Athens (Plut.
Pelop. 30.6; Artax. 22.6).

The testimonia for the treaties in my database reveal much about Spartan and Athenian
ambassadorial procedures in the 5t and early-4t™" centuries BCE. When news of the situation at
Pylos reached Sparta in 425, the Spartan ‘authorities’ (Thuc. 4.15.1 ta téAn) personally travelled
to the Spartan camp before agreeing with the Athenian generals on the spot to send np£oBelg
to Athens in order to negotiate an agreement — ultimately unrealized — that would have
allowed them to recover the Spartan troops who were stranded on the beach (4.15.2 ornovdag
nownoapévoug ta tept NUAov dnooteihat £¢ tag ABrvog mpeoPelg mept EupPaoswc).1® At other
times, envoys did not actively participate in the composition of treaties but merely presented
the text of a pre-prepared treaty draft to the host city’s political authorities for them to accept

11 Ten men according to [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 38.4. On the ratification of the treaty see Cloché 1915, 294; Loening 1987,
28-30; Joyce 2008, 508; Joyce 2015, 40-41; Joyce 2022. 70.

12 Low 2017, 111-12; cf. Mosley 1973, 78-79.

13 Lazar 2024, 58. The existence of an allowance is implied at Theophr. Char. 30.7.

14 Cf. OCD*s.v. ‘proxeny (proxenos)’: proxeni could be expected to serve visiting representatives of the city whose
nipoevia he held (Thuc. 5.45; Xen. Hell. 4.5.6; 5.4.22) or act as delegates of their home cities to the city that had
awarded him the mpoevia (Xen. Hell. 6.1.4, 6.3.4, 6.4.24).

15 Mosley 1973, 39-42; Harris 2023, 510 with n. 2.

16 Cf. Rhodes, Peloponnesian War notes, 543, speculating that the Spartan ‘authorities’ sent to Pylos consisted of
the five ephors plus the entire Gerousia including the two kings. This is in my opinion unlikely.
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or reject. Lane Fox correctly perceives that the Spartans and their allies Corinth, Sicyon,
Megara, and Epidaurus (cf. Thuc. 4.119.2 = D 2.9 LT 1) composed the main text of the Truce of
Laches alone and subsequently presented it to the Athenian Boule and Assembly.” Similarly, in
the early winter of 418, the Spartans who were encamped threateningly at Tegea acted through
their Argive proxenus Lichas to present the Argives with their written proposal for peace and
alliance which, like the Truce of Laches, is recorded verbatim by Thucydides (5.77 =D 3.3 LT 1,
cf. 5.76). But at other times, envoys from opposite sides collaborated actively. The text of the
Peace of Nicias was hammered out over the course of several Spartan-Athenian conferences
held throughout winter 422/21, as recorded by Thucydides (5.17.2).% The events of 420 are
similarly illuminative of the role of envoys in diplomacy and treaty-making. Envoys from Argos,
Elis, and Mantinea, explicitly referred to as npéoBelg by Thucydides (5.44.2), travelled to Athens
seeking an alliance. At the same time, three Spartans, chosen specifically for their pro-Athenian
reputation, arrived at Athens with a proposal to exchange Panactum for Pylos and to defend
the recent Spartan-Boeotian alliance (5.44.3).

Typically, when foreign envoys came to Athens, they were received by the Boule or at least by
the members of the incumbent prytany, who would decide whether or not to allow the
ambassadors to appear before the Assembly.?® In accordance with Athenian procedure, in 420
the Spartan envoys first presented themselves to the Boule and announced that they had come
as npéoPelg avtokpatopeg with the power to unilaterally settle outstanding disputes (Thuc.
5.45.1). Alcibiades, who wanted to thwart an Athenian détente with Sparta and conclude an
alliance with Argos instead, intervened in a private capacity and arranged an informal meeting
with the Spartan envoys, one of whom, Endius, already enjoyed a bond of {gvia with Alcibiades
(8.6.3). Alcibiades tricked them into misrepresenting their negotiating powers when they
subsequently appeared before the Assembly, which discredited them and ended any chance of
a reconciliation (5.45.2-4).2° Thucydides furnishes further evidence for Spartan treaty-
negotiation in the context of the three Peloponnesian-Persian treaties of 412/11. The task of
negotiating the first two treaties seems to have been delegated to individual Spartiates, first
Chalcideus (Thuc. 8.17.4) and subsequently Therimenes (8.36.2). Kirchhoff attributes the third
and final treaty, in contrast, to the efforts of the eleven Spartan counsellors (E0puBoulol) led by
Astyochus, among whom was Lichas (8.39.2); although Thucydides does not say so explicitly,
they were likely involved in negotiating with Tissaphernes and his associate Hieramenes (cf.

17 Lane Fox 2018, 18, stressing that, despite the absence of the Boule in the Athenian enactment formula (Thuc.
4.118.11 =D 2.9 LT 1 £€60&ev t® 6nuw), the Boule must have formulated the Peloponnesian proposal as a
probouleuma which was subsequently voted upon, and accepted, by the Assembly.

18 Cf. Adcock and Mosley 1975, 51-52.

1% Adcock and Mosley 1975, 215; Lazar 2024, 62.

20 On this episode and the role of Alcibiades see Lazar 2024, 59.
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8.58.1).21 Probably the deficiencies of the first two treaties convinced the Spartan authorities
that a board of negotiators would achieve better results than the lone individuals behind the
earlier agreements, and we may compare this with their (probable) decision to employ a ten-
man board to negotiate the Peace of Nicias, which was of course an especially important treaty.

Another common role of ambassadors was to swear the oaths of ratification. This is clear, for
example, from the text of the Truce of Laches in which it is stated (Thuc. 4.118.14=D 2.9LT 1;
cf. 4.119.2) that the Peloponnesian ambassadors present in Athens should swear. Aeschines
(2.98) suggests that this was standard procedure: once a treaty was ratified by the relevant
political bodies in the participating states, the ambassadors of each side travelled to the other
side’s city to receive the oaths. The Athenian treaty with Chalcis (D 1.12), for example, envisions
oath-taking ceremonies in both Athens and Chalcis. By contrast, S. Lambert observes that the
Athenian treaty with Halieis (D 2.8), while providing for an exchange of oaths at Athens, makes
no provision for a similar procedure at Halieis.?? Returning to the Truce of Laches, Robin Lane
Fox similarly detects only one oath-taking ceremony, again at Athens where the Spartan,
Corinthian, Sicyonian, Megaran, and Epidaurian envoys had travelled.?3

Both Sparta, as we have seen, and Athens sometimes made use of a special category of envoys
known as npéoPelg altokpatopes (‘ambassadors plenipotentiary’). Much of our evidence for
them comes from Xenophon’s narrative of the negotiations which culminated in Athens’
surrender in 404 (Hell. 2.2.11-22). With Athens facing the prospect of starvation after
Aegospotami, regular Athenian mpéoBelg were sent to Agis, encamped at that time just outside
Athens, to propose the surrender of Athens on condition that its walls be retained. Their
proposal was referred to Sparta and the Athenian envoys travelled to Sellasia on the Laconian
border. However, when they were received by the ephors, their proposal was rejected and they
were prevented from proceeding to Sparta. The Assembly then chose Theramenes to negotiate
directly with Lysander, but Lysander responded that only the ephors had the power to hear
him. Theramenes and his fellow npéofelg went on to Sellasia, where they declared themselves
autokpdtopeg with the power to actively negotiate a peace (Xen. Hell. 2.2.19 épwtwuevol 6
&mi Tivi A\Oyw HKoLev €OV OTL AUTOKPATOPEC TePL elprivnc). This time the ephors allowed them
to address the Spartan assembly, which expressed its readiness to make peace so long as the
Athenians dismantled the Long Walls and the walls of the Piraeus, surrendered most of their
warships, allowed exiles to return, and accepted an alliance with Sparta. Theramenes returned
to Athens, where the proposal was debated in the Assembly and ultimately accepted. As E.
Harris observes, whereas the first, rejected npecBeia was competent only to present the

21 Kirchhoff 1895, 139. On the possible location see Erbse 1989, 41f. and Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 927. For
Spartan E0puBoulol cf. Thuc. 2.85.1; 3.69.1; 5.63.4. For an eleven-man Athenian commission in 411 led by
Peisander in 412/11 (not described as £E0uBoulol) cf. 8.54.2. See also Andrewes’ note at HCT 5, 85.

22 | ambert 2018a, 11.

2 Lane Fox 2010, 19.
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Athenian position, the mpéoBelc avtokpatopeg were actually empowered to negotiate.
However, it is evident from the final debate in the Athenian Assembly that even the
avtokpdatopeg could not unilaterally accept the Spartan proposal, but still required the formal
approval of the &fjpog.?*

Political approval of treaties: Athens

Having so far considered how treaties were negotiated by Athens and Sparta, | will now
examine how they were approved by the relevant political bodies in both cities. In Classical
Athens, the approval of interstate treaties and, indeed, of all legislation lay with the Boule and
Assembly, in that order, as illustrated by the standard enactment formula of Athenian decrees,
£6oyoev €L BoAEL kal TOL 6€pol (‘the Boule and the people decided’), a key expression of the
legality of the decrees.?> According to the principle of 008&v dnpoBoUAeutov (‘nothing without
a mpoPouAeupa’), the Assembly could not debate an item not based on a mpoBoUAgupa ([Arist.]
Ath. Pol. 45.4), which refers to a proposed piece of legislation (or ‘bill,” in modern parliamentary
terms) approved by the Boule and placed on the agenda of the Assembly.?® When presented
with a mpoBouUAsupa, the Assembly could accept it without alteration, resulting in a
‘probouleumatic’ decree, or it could amend it either by reworking the existing text (a ‘non-
probouleumatic’ decree), or by supplementing it with a ‘rider.” From the mid-4t century
onwards, it becomes possible to determine whether an inscribed decree is probouleumatic or
non-probouleumatic: the formula €60€ev tfj BouAij kal T® dnpw indicates that it is
probouleumatic, whereas the formula £€8oev T® 6w, with no mention of the Boule, points
toward non-probouleumatic legislation.?’ In the case of probouleumatic decrees, the proposer
was, by definition, always an incumbent member of the Boule.?8 However, in the 5™ and early-
4t centuries, this distinction was not strictly observed, so it is usually not possible to determine
whether a decree is probouleumatic or non-probouleumatic on the basis of the enactment
formula.?® In extenuating circumstances, agreements were sometimes negotiated in the
absence of formal political approval. In 424 Nicias and his colleagues on the spot arranged for
Cythera’s surrender (Thuc. 4.54.2-4 = D 2.7 LT 1), but this was followed by a formal Athenian

24 Harris 2023, 521; cf. HeuB 1934, 26; Mosley 1973, 35; Missiou-Ladi 1987, 341; Pownall 1995; Magnetto 2013,
233. The Athenian Boule is not explicitly mentioned in Xenophon’s account, but it must have approved putting the
Spartans’ proposal on the assembly’s agenda via a mpoBoUAeupa.

25 Rhodes 1972, 64; Henry 1977, 2.

26 Rhodes 1972, 52; Lambert 2020, 8.

27 Rhodes 1972, 52-81; Lambert 2018b, 227-71; Lambert 2020, 8. Also significant for the 4™ century, but not for the
5% is the formal distinction between yndiopata (‘decrees,” including all interstate treaties) and vopot (‘laws’),
which was formalized in 403/02 BCE. See further Hansen 1983a, 183 and generally Hansen 1983b. For the
vopoc/Prdlopa distinction outside Athens see Rhodes and Lewis 1997, 498-99.

28 | ambert 2017, 7; Lambert 2020, 10 n. 52.

22 Rhodes 1972, 64, 66; Lambert 2018b, 257 n. 69 ; Lambert 2020, 8.
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decree to set its level of tribute and forcibly resettle certain Cytherans elsewhere (4.57.4 ot
ABnvaiol £BouAeloavto katabBéoBat £¢ Tag viiooug KTA.). The treaties with the Selymbrians and
the Clazomenians at Daphnus were likewise negotiated by the Athenian generals on their own
authority without reference to the 6fjpnog. Nevertheless, the treaty with Selymbria was
inscribed and placed in a local sanctuary (OR 185 = D 3.14 ET 1 Il. 26-28), which suggests that
both the Athenians and the Selymbrians regarded it as valid. It was only upon Alcibiades’ return
to Athens in 407 that the Selymbria and Clazomenae treaties were formally approved by the
Boule and Assembly and inscribed at Athens.3°

Individual proposers in the Assembly were key to the passage of non-probouleumatic decrees.
However, before 354/53, they were recorded in inscriptions by their names only; only after this
date are names supplemented with patronymic and demotic, making identification easier.3!
Nonetheless, even in the 5™ century proposers can be identified with prominent individuals.3?
Both the Halieis treaty (Lambert 2018a = D 2.8 ET 1 II. 4-5) and Truce of Laches (Thuc. 4.118.11
=D 2.9LT 1) were proposed by the well-known general Laches, as their prescripts reveal. This
raises the question of whether Laches was personally involved in the events leading up to these
treaties. Although he is not attested as general after 426/25 and before 418/17, it is still
possible that Laches participated in the Halieis campaign of ca. 424/23 in a lesser capacity such
as hipparch or taxiarch.33 | have argued that the Halieis treaty, by further pinching the Spartans
within the Peloponnese, hastened the temporary cessation of hostilities in 423 which was also
approved on Laches’ motion, and Laches reappears as an oath-taker in the Peace of Nicias
(Thuc. 5.19.2 =D 2.12 LT 1), which he had helped negotiate (5.43.2), and the subsequent
alliance (5.24.1 = D 2.13 LT 1), further associating him with a pro-peace agenda.34 Similarly
Alcibiades, who was instrumental in putting down the revolt of Selymbria through force of arms
(Plut. Alc. 30.2-5; Xen. Hell. 1.3.10; Diod. 13.66.4), proposed the Selymbria treaty upon his
return to Athens (D 3.14 ET1=0R 1851. 31).3°

Political approval of treaties: Sparta

30 cf. Andrewes 1953, 8; Lazar 2024, 32 with n. 12.

31 Lambert 2018b, 174. For example, the renewed Athenian alliances with Rhegium and Leontini (D 1.14) were
proposed by a man named Callias, not further identified, and LGPN 2 s.v. KaA\iag identified 262 men named Callias
in Attica alone. Lewis 1961, 118 n. 8 suggests that the same Callias proposed /G 1352 = OR 144, the so-called Callias
Decrees of ca. 434/33.

32 Lazar 2024, 59 writes, ‘The late fourth-century evidence, both epigraphic and oratorical ... provides more explicit
testimony for individuals proposing decrees to further their own interests, or those of their friends.’

33 For Laches’ tenures as otpatnyog see Fornara 1971b, 58, 63, with references.

34 Cf. HCT 3, 605.

35 This should not obscure the fact, confirmed through the statistical analysis of Athenian decree prescripts by
Barbato 2023, that decree proposal in 5" century Athens was diffused remarkably widely among ordinary citizens
and was not dominated by a narrow elite.
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Spartan deliberation was the result of a complex interaction between the Council of Elders
(Gerousia), the ephors and the Assembly. The Gerousia and the ephors constituted the most
important boards of officials in Sparta. They shared the probouleutic power and checked the
legality of the enactments of the Spartan Assembly, which ratified the proposals of the yépovteg
and the ephors.%®

Alberto Esu’s summary of Spartan deliberative procedure succinctly reveals how it differed
from that in place in Athens. Unlike the Athenian Boule, the Gerousia and ephors enjoyed the
power of vopodulakia (lit. ‘protection of the laws’), which allowed them to review and
potentially veto legislation that had already been approved by the popular assembly.3” As we
have seen, the reception of foreign envoys at Sparta and the decision to allow or deny them
access to the Spartan assembly was the prerogative of the ephors, so that in this respect they
were analogous to the members of the Athenian Boule.38 The ephors, or the eponymous ephor
at any rate, were also involved in the swearing of interstate treaties, as the occurrence of
Pleistolas’ name in the swearer-lists of both the Peace of Nicias (Thuc. 5.19.2 =D 2.12LT 1) and
the alliance (5.24.1 = D 2.13 LT 1) reveals. Constitutionally, the kings’ power to shape Sparta’s
foreign policy was limited (cf. Xen. Lac. 15.7; Arist. Pol. 1285a). However, personal factors such
as charisma, wealth, and involvement in military campaigns could lend them considerable
informal authority.3® Thucydides (5.16) emphasizes Pleistoanax’s role in promoting peace in
421, while Xenophon highlights Pausanias’ initiative in bringing about the reconciliation of the
Athenian democrats and oligarchs in 403 (Xen. Hell. 2.4.38 = D 4.1 LT 2) and, later, Agesilaus’
efforts to enforce Theban acceptance of the King’s Peace (Xen. Hell. 5.1.33). As for the Spartan
assembly, its role was to ratify the proposals of the probouleutic authorities, namely the
vépovtec and the ephors.?° Curiously, the enactment formula of the Spartan proposal sent to
Argos in 418 mentions the assembly alone (Thuc. 5.77.1 = D 3.3 LT 1 kattade S0kel Td €KKAnoiq
TV Aakedatpoviwy), but this may be misleading: Esu is certain that ‘some unmentioned

36 Esu 2017, 355. While the two kings were ex officio members of the Gerousia, their votes counted no more and
no less than those of every other member: Hdt. 6.57; Thuc. 1.20.3; Pl. Leg. 692a2. See also Nafissi 2007, 331;
Schulz 2011, 237; Lupi 2014, 38-41; Schwartzberg 2014, 25-27; Esu 2017, 358. With the kings included, the
Gerousia consisted of 30 men appointed for life, all of whom except the kings were necessarily over 60 years of
age (Aeschin. 1.180; Arist. Pol. 1270b39, 1272a36; Plut. Lyc. 6, 26.1; Ages. 4.2; Paus. 3.5.2).

37 Andrewes 1966, 2; Schulz 2011, 196-201; Esu 2017, 355.

38 cf. Andrewes 1966, 13.

39 Andrewes 1966, 16-17; Cartledge 2001, 55-67; Nafissi 2007, 332-32; Millender 2009, 31-40; Esu 2017, 357.

40 Ste. Croix 1972, 127 with n. 100; Kelly 1981, 55; Esu 2017, 355; cf. Ruzé 1997, 150-56 with Plut. Lyc. 6. In a note
to the author, Prof. Dr. Trampedach makes the following insightful observation: ,Waren sich die fiinf Ephoren und
Gerousia einig, konnte die spartanische Volksversammlung, zumal angescichts des bizarren Abstimmungsmodus
[cf. Thuc. 1.87], nur akklamieren. EinfluB und Entscheidungsgewalt erhielt die spartanische Volksversammlung nur
dann, wenn die Elite uneinig war.’
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probouleutic body —in all probability the ephors — must have introduced the motion to the
Assembly.’#!

As is apparent from Xenophon (Hell. 2.2.19-20), while the ephors alone decided to allow
Theramenes and his fellow np£oBelg altokpdtopeg to proceed to Sparta, it was in the
assembly, attended in this case also by representatives of other Peloponnesian League cities,
that the actual negotiations for Athens’ surrender took place.*? It is therefore surprising that
Plutarch refers to the resulting decree as a decree of the ephors (Lys. 14.4=D3.16 LT510 &’
AaAnBwvov Soyua Tv €dpopwv) without mentioning the assembly. But the actual text of the
decree, which Plutarch immediately proceeds to quote, begins tade ta TéAn TV Aakedalpoviwy
€yvw, ‘the authorities of the Lacedaemonians have decided this.” Andrewes finds it difficult to
believe that the ephors alone were involved in determining the conditions of Athens’ surrender
and argues that ta téAn Tv Aakedatpoviwv should be understood to include the assembly as
well as the probouleutic bodies.*® This is supported by literary evidence elsewhere: Xenophon
indicates that both the ephors and the Spartan assembly were involved in the decision to send
ambassadors to Elis in 400 (Hell. 3.2.23 £60fe tolc édopolg kal tf) €kkAnoia), and he uses the
same phrase in describing the Spartan decision to go to war with the Achaeans against the
Acarnanians in 389 (4.6.3 £50€e T0i¢ T’ €dOpoLc kal Tf ékkAnoiq dvaykalov ivat otpatevecBat
HETA TV Axaiv £mi Toug Akapvavag).*4

Sparta, as nyepwv of the Peloponnesian League, often had to take its allies into consideration
when concluding treaties, and the Spartans are seen deliberating with their allies for such
purposes during the Peloponnesian War (e.g., Thuc. 5.17, 22; Diod. 12.75).% Although a League
conference is not explicitly attested in 423, the Spartans must have collaborated with the
authorities of at least Corinth, Sicyon, Megara, and Epidaurus to compose the terms the Truce
of Lichas. The rescripts of the first (Thuc. 8.18.1 = D 3.11 LT 1 fuppoayiav émotjoovto mpog
BaoAéa kal Tiooadépvnv Aakedatpoviol kat ot E0ppayxot), second (8.37.1=D3.12LT1
guvOrikal Aakedatpoviwy kat TV Euppdxwy mpog Bacléa Aapelov Kal Toug maldag Toug
BaoW\éwg kal TioocadeEpvnv), and third (8.58.1 = D 3.13 LT 1 uvBijkal €éyévovto év Matdavdpou
niediw AakeSatpoviwv kat TV Euppaxwv npoc Tiooadépvnv KTA.) Peloponnesian-Persian

41 Esu 2017, 367; cf. Colvin 1999, 66. The enactment formula of the treaty proper (Thuc. 5.79.1) does not refer to
any particular body.

42 Cf. Kelly 2019, 285-93. Polyaen. 1.45.5 reports that Lysander was also present and delivered a speech advocating
that Athens not be destroyed so as not to benefit the Thebans.

43 HCT 4, 135. For the formula Andrewes compares IDélos 87 Il. 2-7 hidAe td T| éAe T6v Ao | kebatpov | iov €¢ AGA |ov
Katag 0| uvBékag. The inscription is a Spartan decree from Delos which records the island’s liberation from Athens
in 403.

44 Both passages are taken from Xenophon’s authorial narrative, but note their resemblance to the formal
enactment formula.

45 Cf. Mosley 1971, 321.
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treaties of 412/11 suggest the involvement of not only of Sparta but of its allies as well.*¢ A
conference certainly took place in Corinth on the eve of the Peloponnesian campaign in lonia
(Thuc. 8.8.2 §uveABovteg é¢ KopvBov ot Euppayol éBoulelovto), which was a necessity
because the allies possessed far more warships than Sparta itself (cf. 8.3.2).%7

Amendment clauses

Just because a treaty was ratified did not always mean that it was unmodifiable. As Adcock and
Mosley write, ‘If treaties did become obsolete, or if certain terms were rendered inappropriate
by the passage of events, it was an accepted idea that the treaties need not be terminated but
could be subject to amendment.’* Four treaties within my database — the Peace of Nicias, the
Spartan-Athenian alliance, the Quadruple Alliance, and the Boeotian-Athenian alliance of 395
(see Appendix 2) — contain an amendment clause. These allowed for elements of the treaties to
be changed at a later time as long as all parties consented. Notably, they are all found in long-
term treaties: the Peace of Nicias and the subsequent alliance were concluded for 50 years, the
Quadruple Alliance for 100, and the Athenian-Boeotian alliance was expressly unlimited. Long-
term treaties were especially vulnerable to changing circumstances and an amendment clause
allowed for a degree of adaptability that would not have been otherwise available. Turning to
the contents of the amendment clauses themselves, specific verbs such as petaBsivatl
(‘change’), mpooBeival (‘add’), and adeAelv (‘subtract’) are common. The amendment clause of
the Peace of Nicias is the least radical of the four: as Gomme writes, Athens and Sparta could
only ‘change the wording if it is found that something has not been mentioned that should have
been’ (this is the meaning of Thuc. 5.18.11 = D 2.12 LT 1 €i ¢ t auvnpovoiowv), but not to add
or subtract clauses at their pleasure.*® Thus, if the complaint of Sparta’s allies at 5.29.2 (év taic
oMoVSaiG TOTC ATTKATS £yEypamTo eopKov elvat pooBeival kat ddeAeiv Tt dv apdoiv Tolv
noA€olv 6okij) is, as Gomme and Hornblower both believe, a reference to the Peace of Nicias
and not the subsequent alliance, then they have misrepresented what the Peace demonstrably
says.”® On the other hand, if in fact their complaint refers to the alliance, in which the formula

46 Lévy 1983b, 226 with n. 43 maintains, however, that they remained bilateral treaties, with the Spartans and their
allies constituting a single bloc. He points to Thuc. 8.18.2 apdotépolg and 8.37.3 dudotépouc.

47 Lewis 1977, 89 n. 34 identifies this explicitly as a Peloponnesian League conference. Note again the attendance
of Thebans, Corinthians, and ‘many other Greeks’ (Xen. Hell. 2.2.19 KopivBiot kat ©@npaiot ... toAAol 6€ kat GAAoL
t@v EMAvwv) at the meeting of the Spartan assembly at which Theramenes spoke in 404.

48 Adcock and Mosley 1975, 225.

4 HCT 3, 677-78. Gomme adds, ‘It seems clear that this clause was repeated in each copy of the treaty, ipsissimis
verbis, and not mutatis mutandis; for it was a grievance of the allies that Athens and Sparta had assumed this
privilege.’

50 HCT 3, 694-95; Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 67. On account of the phraseology used by the allies at Thuc.
5.29.2, | believe that their reference is to the alliance, not the Peace of Nicias, although the fact that they refer to
onovéai rather than uupayia complicates matters.
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npooBeival kai ddelelv actually appears, they nevertheless had no right to object, strictly
speaking, since the alliance was bilateral and did not involve them.

Arbitration clauses

In the 5% century, the arbitration of private disputes was already an established procedure in
the Greek world. In Classical Athens, two individuals in dispute could choose to submit to
binding arbitration in order to reach a solution.>! Interstate arbitration was rather less
developed before Hellenistic times. L. Piccirilli’s compendium of known Classical arbitrations
(which includes many examples better characterized as mediation than arbitration) counts only
seven cases from the 6™ century, 23 from the 5%, and 28 from the 4™ century until 338.%2 While
the resulting corpus is not negligible, it pales in comparison with the very large number of
arbitrations from the Hellenistic period.>® Fewer still, but no less significant, are the arbitration
clauses inserted in interstate treaties. Arbitration clauses are attested for the Thirty Years’
Peace (Piccirilli 21 = Thuc. 1.78.4, 85.2, 140.2, 144.2, 145; 7.18.2 = D 1.11 passim), the Truce of
Laches (Piccirilli 25 = Thuc. 4.118.8, 122.4 = D 2.9 LT 1), the Peace of Nicias (Piccirilli 27 = Thuc.
5.18.4 =D 2.12 LT 1), and the Peace of Lichas (Piccirilli 31 = Thuc. 5.79.1 =D 3.4 LT 1). The
mediation of Cimon (therefore not, strictly, an arbitration) was also key to the so-called Truce
of Cimon of 451 BCE (Piccirilli 20 = D 1.7 passim), and Athens’ attempt to impose arbitration in
the war of 440 between Delian League members Samos and Miletus (Piccirilli 22) led to the
revolt of the former. Moving briefly beyond the geographical scope of this dissertation, there is
a mid-5%" century inscription from Argos which records a treaty between Argos’ Cretan
daughter-cities Cnossus and Tylissus, apparently achieved through Argive mediation or
arbitration (Piccirilli 18-19). Another inscription, in this case dated ca. 390, attests a border
dispute between Miletus and Myus that was settled by the arbitration of a panel of judges from
Erythrae, Chios, Clazomenae, Lebedos, and Ephesus (Piccirilli 36).

G. Shoemaker notes that, while arbitration clauses did sometimes specify who was to conduct
the arbitration in the event that the clause was activated, this was not common until Hellenistic
times, and in the 5% and early-4t™" centuries the arbitrator was usually selected on an ad hoc
basis.>* The most common reason for going to arbitrations was to settle territorial disputes, but
other disagreements, for example of a financial nature, could also be settled in this way.>> The
dispute over the political status of Potidaea in 432/31 BCE could have led to the activation of
the arbitration clause of the Thirty Years’ Peace: this option was notably endorsed by the

51 E. Harris and A. Magnetto, OCD*s.v. ‘arbitration, Greek,” with references.
52 Piccirilli 1973.

53 For Hellenistic interstate arbitration see esp. Ager 1996.

54 Shoemaker 2023, 26.

55 Low 2007, 105.
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Spartan king Archidamus, who argued that it would be unlawful to attack Athens without first
submitting to arbitration (Thuc. 1.85.2). But the Spartan assembly was ultimately persuaded by
the ephor Sthenelaidas, who rejected arbitration in favour of a military solution (1.86.4).
Piccirilli suggests that the ephor’s appeal rested on the very real fear that an unfavourable
arbitral judgement would have harmed the Spartans’ prestige and the fact that neither side was
likely to agree on a suitable arbitrator.>® But decades later, the Spartans would come to regret
their rejection of arbitration, even ascribing their poor showing in the Archidamian War to the
gods’ displeasure (Thuc. 7.18.2 = D 1.11 LT 7). Conversely, it was the Athenians who rejected
the Spartans’ offer of arbitration, provided for in the Truce of Laches, when Scione defected
(Thuc. 4.122.4-5).>7 As Piccirilli observes, an arbitral decision favouring Scione would have
prevented Athens from punishing an ally’s defection, leading to serious loss of face and possibly
encouraging further defections.>®

A key reason that arbitration in the Classical Greek world was much more difficult to realize
than in modern international law is the fact that no international court existed to which certain
types of dispute were automatically referred.>® K.A. Raaflaub emphasizes that interstate
arbitration was feasible only if both sides were genuinely committed to a nonviolent solution
and willing to abide by the arbitrator’s decision even if disadvantageous.®® As we have seen, if
no suitable arbitrator could be found, or if one side could get its way by military means instead,
then arbitration clauses, even if written into interstate treaties, were effectively dead on
arrival.?! ‘Hard feelings, state interest, or plain stubbornness were all used to justify states
disregarding arbitration,” writes Shoemaker. ‘There was, simply put, no feeling of international
obligation on the part of the Ancient Greeks to engage in arbitration when their interests or
pride might be impinged.’®? The examples discussed above reinforce his observations.

Duration of treaties

The stipulated duration of Greek interstate treaties varied enormously. On one extreme are the
ten-day truces made between Athens and Boeotia in 421 and regularly renewed (Thuc. 5.26.2;
32.6-7), and on the other are treaties without any time limit at all.®® Perpetual alliance treaties
existed already in the Archaic period, as seen in the treaty between Sybaris and the Serdaioi

56 piccirilli 1973, 107; cf. Shoemaker 2023, 30.

57 See Thuc. 4.122.3 for background: the Athenians claimed that Scione revolted two days after the Truce of Laches
was ratified, but Brasidas insisted that the revolt occurred before news of the Truce reached him.

58 Piccirilli 1973, 122-23. For the subsequent Athenian decree to execute the men of Scione see Thuc. 4.122.6.

59 Bolmarcich 2007a, 27; Rhodes 2008, 11; Eckstein 2017, 495.

60 Raaflaub 2016, 124.

61 Martin 1940, 573; Low 2007, 106.

62 Shoemaker 2023, 32.

63 Cf. Arnush 1992, 335-36.
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(ML 10 = SdA? no. 120). Karavites suggests that unlimited alliance treaties ‘sprang from the
nature of personal relations that characterized the aristocratic world where personal and family
friendships were contracted forever.”®* Probably the treaty between Tegea and Sparta (SdA? no.
112 with Plut. Mor. 292b; cf. Hdt. 9.26.2), which D. Yates dates to ca. 560 and identifies as the
first in a series of bilateral treaties involving Sparta which ultimately gave rise to the
Peloponnesian League, was similarly made ‘forever,” although this is not explicitly attested.® In
contrast to alliance treaties, there is nothing to suggest that peace treaties or were temporally
unlimited even in early times. When, during the Persian Wars, the Argives sought to stave off a
confrontation with Sparta over Cynuria, they proposed not a perpetual peace agreement but a
treaty for only 30 years, which was rejected by the Spartans in any case and would not be
realized until ca. 451 (Hdt. 7.148.4-149.2; cf. D 1.8).%® No Greek peace treaty was temporally
unlimited until the King’s Peace (D 4.8), and even then, perpetuity is implied merely by the
absence of a stated time limit rather than by any positive expression thereof.®’ In alliance
treaties, perpetuity can be expressed by formulae such as deibiov, €ig OV dmavta xpovov, €ig
TOV Gel xpovov, and ig tov Aoutdv xpdvov.58

Our admittedly scant evidence suggests that the maximum time limit for peace treaties before
421 was 30 years (e.g., D 1.8, D 1.11). The Peace of Nicias’ time limit of 50 years, an extension
of 20 years over the previous maximum, it notable: E. Baltrusch even argues that the Peace of
Nicias was treated in practice as if it were an unlimited treaty (,Da ist zunachst die Dauer von 50
Jahren, die zwar der Form nach eine Begrenzung, in der Praxis aber die Ewigkeit ausdriicken
sollte’).%° But | am not fully convinced of this: Argos was evidently eager to resume hostilities
with Sparta upon the expiration of their 30-year treaty with Sparta (Thuc. 5.14.4=D 1.8 LT 1),
so the Argives evidently did not consider that treaty to be ‘virtually’ unlimited. In the case of
the Peace of Nicias, Athens and especially Sparta were nearing exhaustion in 421, or at least the
possibility was becoming more and more likely, and neither side could foresee how much time
they would need to fully recover: with a 50-year treaty they were both playing it safe.

The lack of expressly perpetual peace treaties was not a consequence of the lack of developed
interstate institutions; rather, as Baltrusch astutely notes, the Greeks of the Classical period
were capable only of understanding positive relations such as ¢kia and cuppoayia as
potentially perpetual.’® Peace treaties were fundamentally negative, i.e., they interrupted a
pre-existing state of war but did not in themselves establish a new type of relationship between
the contracting states. Whether the expiration of a time-limited peace treaty without renewal

64 Karavites 1982, 91. Although he does not say as much, | suspect that Karavites wrote this with Homer in mind.
85 Yates 2005, 65. Contra Cawkwell 1993, 369, who dates it to ca. 490-460, accepted by Braun 1994, 42-45.

66 Cf. Alonso 2007, 220.

67 Cf. Ryder 1965, 2, 5.

68 Cf. Fisch 1979, 344.

69 Baltrusch 1994, 124.

70 Baltrusch 1994, 192. Contra Keil 1916, 7f.
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automatically led to the resumption of hostilities is uncertain: it is Baltrusch’s opinion that it
did, but V. Alonso disputes this.”* Probably the pre-existing state of war formally resumed but
this did not automatically result in military action. Only two time-limited Classical-era treaties of
which | am aware — the thirty-year truce between Argos and Sparta (D 1.8) and the treaty of
418 between Sparta and Mantinea (D 3.6) — successfully held for their entire intended
duration.”?

As noted, alliance treaties were often expressly perpetual, such as the establishment of the
Delian League (as symbolized by the dropping of iron weights into the sea), Athens’ alliances
with Leontini (D 1.14 ET 2 = OR 1498 Il. 22-23) and, in the early-4t" century, with Boeotia (D 4.3
ET 1=RO 6 Il. 2-3) were concluded “for all time.” But alliance treaties could also be time-limited,
and there are three such treaties in my database: D 2.13 and D 3.7 (50 years) and D 3.2 (100
years). Venturing briefly beyond the treaties included in my database, a combined peace treaty
and alliance for 100 years was made between the Acarnanians, Amphilochians, and Ambraciots
in 426/25 (Thuc. 3.114.3 kai £¢ TOV £nelta xpovov omovoAacg Kal Euppayiov EmoLoavTo EKATOV
£€tn Akapvaveg kal Apdiloxol mpog Apnpakiwtog £nt tolode); and a 50-year alliance of 392
between Amyntas Il of Macedon and the Chalcidians (Tod 111 = SdA?231). It is noteworthy
that no time limit is stated in any of Athens’ treaties with its fellow Delian League. This is not
difficult to explain: clearly they were intended to be perpetual, but this did not have to be
spelled out explicitly because the Delian League itself was conceived as a perpetual alliance.

Treaties, of course, could be —and very frequently were — terminated well before reaching their
natural expiry. ‘Even written and sworn treaties on formal public display we might want to think
of merely as gestures in a certain direction — even if well-intentioned, subject to change if the
circumstances were pressing enough,” writes Eckstein, and few events exemplify this more
starkly than Alcibiades’ notorious re-inscription of the Aakwvikr otAn in 419 BCE.”3 At the
dawn of the 4t century, Agesilaus continued to abide by an agreement with Tissaphernes
despite the latter having broken it (Xen. Ages. 1.10-12), but Polly Low sees this as the exception
that proves the rule: Xenophon’s account ‘implies that such behaviour was both praiseworthy
and unusual.”’# It is in fact surprising that a treaty as troubled as the Peace of Nicias, which was
formally renounced by the Spartans in winter 414/13 BCE (Thuc. 7.18), did not completely fall
apart even earlier. The metaphorical ‘tearing up’ of the Peace was occasioned by an Athenian

71 Baltrusch 1994, 92ff., 123-24, 187, 192; Alonso 2007, 223 n. 37.

72 Cf. generally Adcock and Mosley 1975, 222: ‘The arrangement of contracts in perpetuity seems to have had little
marked effect on their practical duration. Members revolted from their perpetual alliance with Athens in the
fourth century [i.e., the Second Athenian Confederacy] just as they had done in the fifth, and other alliances
displayed the same degree of instability. Political subversion or a change in regime in one of the contracting states
was a major factor in the breach or abrogation of treaties.’

73 Eckstein 2017, 494.

74 Low 2007, 127 n. 164. Note pseudo-Demosthenes’ implication ([Dem.] 17.12) that treaties lost their validity once
violated.
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raid on the coast of Laconia in 414 (6.105), but this was hardly the first incident since 421 that
could have produced such a reaction. Militarily, the raids were not even very significant,
certainly less so than the Mantinea campaign of 418. As P.J. Rhodes observes:

In the years that followed [the Peace of Nicias] various things went wrong, and yet it suited both
sides to pretend that the peace treaty and the alliance were still in force: clauses about the
return of captured territory were not acted on; Sparta broke its alliance with Athens by making
a separate alliance with Boeotia; when Sparta tried to salvage its alliance with Athens, the
Athenian Alcibiades saw to it that the attempt failed, and Athens in turn broke the alliance by
making a separate alliance with Argos and other states; but still the alliance between Sparta and
Athens was not renounced by either side. Campaigning followed in the Peloponnese, which
could have led to a direct clash between Athenian and Spartan forces on a number of occasions,
and actually did so in the battle of Mantinea, in 418.7

The true reason that Sparta decided to formally resume hostilities only in 414/13 is that Athens
was severely weakened from the Sicilian expedition, while the Spartans were now determined
to invade Attica and establish a fort at Decelea but required a suitable pretext to do so (cf.
Thuc. 7.18.3-19.2), and to satisfy themselves that they were no longer bound by the Peace of
Nicias.”® This kind of opportunism echoes the Spartans’ reasons for repudiating the Thirty Years’
Peace in 431: according to Thucydides (1.88), they were not so much persuaded by their allies’
accusations of Athenian violations of the Peace as by their fear of the growing power of Athens
(EPndicavto 8¢ ol AakeSatpdviot Tag omovdac AeAUoBatL kal TOAEUNTEQ ElvaL oV TOGOUTOV TGV
EUUHAXWV TteLoBEvTeg TOTg AdyoLg 6oov poPoupevol Toug ABnvaioug un Emt petlov
duvnB&owv).”” Or as Rhodes more bluntly puts it: ‘[T]o some extent a treaty meant what its
participants wanted it to mean; it was broken if they chose to think so and it was not broken if
they chose to think not.””® Thus, the formal renunciation of treaties and the renewal of conflict
were often the result of deliberate political choices and not purely a consequence of military
actions, and highlight the importance ascribed by the Greek states to maintaining the
appearance of legality.”®

Conclusion

Negotiation was a crucial part of the treaty-making process, and the institution of mpéoelg
a0TtoKpAatopeg was created to overcome some of the limitations of traditional mp£oBelg, though
with mixed results. The cooperation of the probouleutic authorities was crucial to the success

7> Rhodes 2008, 9-10.

76 Cf. HCT 4, 377-78.

77 Cf. Eckstein 2017, 506.

78 Rhodes 2008, 11; cf. Alonso 2007, 219.

79 Stadter 1984, 368-69; Alonso 2007, 216; Rhodes 2008, 8-9, 12.
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of proposed treaties in both Athens and Sparta, but they played a greater role relative to the
popular assembly at Sparta. Amendment and arbitration clauses, where they appear, were
intended to improve a treaty’s chances of long-term success, but were hampered by their
impracticality and considerations of prestige. Time-limits were the norm for ocrovéai-
agreements, but alliance-treaties were sometimes explicitly perpetual.

Addendum 1: bilateral and multilateral treaties

Greek diplomatic practice allowed for both bilateral treaties, which consisted of only two
partners, and multilateral treaties, which allowed for the participation of multiple states. While
Baltrusch contends that bilaterality was a fundamental element of all omovéai-agreements, the
ancient literary evidence demonstrates that this was not always the case.® In the Truce of
Laches, representatives from Sparta, Corinth, Sicyon, Megara, Epidaurus, and Athens each
swear separately (D 2.9 LT 1 = Thuc. 4.119.2). In the text of the Peace of Nicias as recorded by
Thucydides, while the historian records only the names of the oath-takers from Sparta and
Athens proper (D 2.12 LT 1 = Thuc. 5.19.2), the treaty’s heading makes clear that Sparta’s allies
did in fact swear on their own behalf, city by city (5.18.1 ormovdac énotjoavto ABnvaiot katl
Aakedapoviol kat ot 0 paxoL kata Tade, kal Wuooav Katd noAeLg), though not Athens’
allies.®! And later in the treaty, we learn that the Athenian swearers are to swear to Sparta and
each of Sparta’s allies in turn (5.18.9 6pkou¢ &€ moljcacBat ABnvaioug mpog Aakedatlpovioug
Kal Toug Euppayxoug katd oAeLg). Although we do not have the text of the treaty itself, it is
probable that the Thirty Years’ Peace which, Thucydides notes, was concluded by the Athenians
with the Spartans and their allies (D 1.11 LT 1 = Thuc. 1.115.1 omov8ag £€moLrjoavto mpoc
Aakedatpovioug kal tol¢ Euppdyoug tplakovtoUtelg), followed the same procedure.

Alliance treaties, much like peace agreements, could be either bilateral or multilateral. The
alliance which followed the Peace of Nicias highlights the contrast between bi- and- multilateral
treaties: unlike the Peace of Nicias, its heading mentions the Spartans and the Athenians
(restored) alone (D 2.13 LT 1 = Thuc. 5.23.1 katd tade Euppoayol £oovrat AakeSatpoviol <kal
ABnvailol> nevinkovta £€1n), without reference to their allies, nor are the allies mentioned in
the following clauses. Conversely, the Quadruple Alliance (D 3.2) is undoubtedly a multilateral
treaty, despite the appearance of €ékatepol (‘each of two’) in both versions (LT 1 = Thuc. 5.47.1;
ET 1=0R1651. 3). Argos, Mantinea, and Elis do not act as a single unit opposite Athens: they
swear independently of one another and erect separate treaty stelae, except for the stele at
Olympia which is a joint project (Thuc. 5.47.11 kataBévtwv &€ kat OAvumiaot otHANV XaAKR{V

80 Baltrusch 1994, 186; cf. 161, 167.
81 Cf. HCT 3, 667: ‘Note that, as usual, Athens speaks for all her allies, who appear to have had no voice in the
negotiations. ... Sparta, on the other hand, only speaks first among her allies.’
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Kowfj ‘OAupumiolg tolc vuvi). The Delian League is an ambiguous case, especially as we do not
have any epigraphic evidence for its foundation in 478/77 BCE (D 1.1). Scheibelreiter presents
three possibilities: 1) that the League comprised a network of bilateral treaties of each League
member with every other League member individually; 2) that Athens had bilateral treaties
with each of its allies individually, but without the allies being similarly connected to one
another; 3) that Athens had a single bilateral treaty with ‘the allies’ as a single unit.?? As
Scheibelreiter notes, the anti-Persian ‘Hellenic League’ of 481, from which the Delian League
ultimately emerged, as well as the Peloponnesian League itself, comprised a series of bilateral
alliances between the nyepwv Sparta and its allies individually, although this does not
necessarily mean that this was the model was followed by Athens in 478/77.8% Nor does the act
of dropping iron pudpol into the sea, attested both by [Aristotle] (LT 2 = Ath. Pol. 23.5) and
Plutarch (LT 4 = Arist. 25), decisively prove either bi- or- multilaterality.®* It is true that a
number of later Athenian decrees, such as the Measures Decree (/G 131453 = OR 155), the
Cleonymus Decree (/G 1368 = OR 152), and the Thudippus Decrees (/G 1371 = OR 153), were
applied to all Delian League members collectively, but these were unilaterally-imposed decrees
rather than proper interstate treaties sworn by representatives of two or more states.
Epigraphically-preserved Athenian treaties with League members from ca. 450 BCE onwards (D
16,D1.12,D01.13,D1.15,D2.1,D 2.5,D 3.9, D 3.10, D 3.14), on the other hand, were all
bilateral, redefining an individual ally’s relationship with Athens. This alone strongly implies that
their initial entry into the Delian League was made on a bilateral basis.

While multilateral treaties imposed the same terms on multiple parties simultaneously, a state
on other occasions might conclude two very similar treaties with two or more partners at or
near the same time, but under such circumstances the treaties remained bilateral. For example,
the Athenian alliances with Rhegium and Leontini (D 1.14), while containing similar terms and
probably both dating to the same year — their later reaffirmation certainly belongs to the same
date — remained legally separate treaties. Likewise, the alliances with Boeotia (D 4.3) and the
Locrians (D 4.4) both belong to the early phase of the Corinthian War, but as they were
inscribed on separate stelae, by two distinct cutters, and possibly at different times, it is
immediately obvious that they constitute two separate bilateral treaties. Still, the Corinthian
War spurred on a very notable experiment in multilaterialism, the Alliance of Corinth directed
against Sparta (D 4.5). S. Accame and J.B. Salmon have argued that the Alliance, with its
common seat or cuvédplov at Corinth, presupposes a network of bilateral alliance treaties
among its members.® If true, this bears a striking resemblance to the Delian League which,

82 Scheibelreiter 2013, 257.

8 Scheibelreiter 2013, 259; on the structure of the Hellenic League see 31-40.
84 Cf. Scheibelreiter 2013, 258.

85 Accame 1951, 55; Salmon 1984, 349; cf. Wiist 1954, 153.
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though consisting of bilateral alliances between Athens and each of its allies in turn, initially had
a common seat at Delos where its members met periodically (D 1.1 LT 1 = Thuc. 1.96.2).

The King’s Peace and the subsequent kowvr) eiprjvn treaties of the 4t century are often
mentioned in discussions of laterality.8¢ Polly Low, for example, has written: ‘The Common
Peaces of the fourth century, for example, are essentially multilateral agreements, and —in
their imposition of certain obligations on those who take part in them —result in the creation of
a type of multilateral interstate structure.’®” The King’s Peace was, at least theoretically,
radically multilateral in that its terms, specifically the autonomy clause, could be applied to all
Greek moAeLg (with a few exceptions): Aptaéépénc BaotAeu vopilet Sikatov ... Tag 8& GANag
EAANViSaG mOAeLS Kal UKpaG Kal LeydAag avtovopoug adetval (Xen. Hell. 5.1.31=D4.8LT 1). A
more limited expression of the same principle could be seen already in 418 BCE in the proposed
Spartan peace treaty with Argos: Ta¢ 6€ moALag Tag €v MNelomovvaow, Kal KKPAG Kal Peyalag,
a0 TOVOUWE AUEV Ttdoac kattd mdtpLa (Thuc. 5.77.5 = D 3.3 LT 1), soon codified in the Peace of
Lichas (Thuc. 5.79.1 = D 3.4 LT 1). While treaties sworn by more than two states was not a novel
element of Greek interstate relations in 387/86 BCE, what was unprecedented about the King’s
Peace was the fact that it could be enforced even on states that had not sworn to it. The fate of
Mantinea illustrates this well: because of its 30-year truce with Sparta concluded in 418/17 (D
3.6), Mantinea had not participated in the Corinthian War and, consequently, was almost
certainly not a ‘signatory’ to the King’s Peace.® But in 385 Sparta besieged Mantinea and
forced it into a dioecism (Xen. Hell. 5.2.5ff.; FGrH 70 Ephorus F 79; Diod. 15.12.1-2; Paus. 8.8.9).
Although no source states explicitly that the Spartans justified their actions by reference to the
autonomy clause of the King’s Peace, it is highly probable that they did so, especially
considering that they had recently appealed to it, backed with the threat of armed force, to
ensure the dissolution of the Boeotian confederacy (Xen. Hell. 5.1.32-33).%° The applicability of
the King’s Peace to all Greek states (or more precisely, to whomever Persia and especially
Sparta wanted it to be applied to) is not an element that was foreshadowed in earlier attested
treaties. Far from being an organic development, | argue that it was artificially inserted at
Sparta’s insistence during the negotiations conducted by Antalcidas to furnish a pretext for
future intervention where the Spartans saw fit.

86 See P. Low, OCD*s.v. ‘Common Peace’ with bibliography.

87 Low 2007, 66.

88 Even states which were active in the early stages of the Corinthian War, such as Phocis and Locris, may have
dropped out of the conflict after 394 (cf. Xen. Hell. 4.3.21ff.) and probably did not swear to the King’s Peace: see
Badian 1991, 39 with n. 29; Jehne 1994, 26 n. 91.

8 Funke 2004 suggests that Sparta’s real motive for the dioecism of Mantinea was that it felt threatened by an
epigraphically-attested synoecism treaty between Mantinea and Helisson (SEG 37.340; the treaty is not precisely
datable but probably belongs to the early-4t" century).
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Addendum 2: renewal of the Truce of Laches

While there is no clause within the text of the Truce of Laches itself which establishes a
mechanism for the treaty’s renewal, Thuc. 5.1 (authorial narrative, beginning of summer 422)
writes: To0 & émiylyvopuévou B€pouc al pev éviavatol omovdal SteAéAuvto pexpt Nubiwv.
Hammond, on the basis of an emendation by Canfora, translates this, ‘In the following summer
the year’s truce was extended until the Pythian games.’

If the Truce was not renewed, it will have expired on 14 Elaphebolion/12 Gerastius (=
March/April) 422, precisely one year after its ratification. The Pythian games were held in
approximately August (a literal trans. of the manuscripts would read, nonsensically, ‘the year’s
truce came to an end until the Pythian games’: Rhodes ad loc.). Rhodes suggests on the basis of
Thuc. 5.1 that the Truce was extended for roughly five months, with the Athenian Assembly
agreeing to this extension.?® But it makes little sense to suppose that the Assembly extended a
one-year truce by only five months and not a full year, and a better solution is to suppose that
the Truce had indeed expired, but was informally extended out of respect for the Pythian truce,
which Thucydides at 5.1 classifies as an ékexelpia.

% Rhodes, Peloponnesian War notes, 563.
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Chapter 9

Publication and archiving of treaties

The inscribing of interstate treaties on non-perishable materials such as stone and bronze
appears to have begun in the 6! century BCE. The earliest surviving examples include an
agreement between the Greek city of Sybaris in Italy and an obscure people called the Serdaioi
(ML10=1/vO 9, ca. 550-525 BCE), and an alliance (cuvpayia) between the Eleans and Heraeans
(ML 17 = IvO 10, ca. 500 BCE), both of which have been found in Olympia.! While the validity of
interstate agreements rested on the exchange of oral oaths rather than the written word, the
decision to inscribe these treaties and to produce archival copies on perishable materials such
as papyrus was itself politically meaningful. This chapter examines the vastly different
epigraphic cultures of Athens and Sparta, which is notable for the sheer volume of material
produced by Athens compared to the relative scarcity of documents from Sparta. By analyzing
findspots, publication formulae, and the evolution of state archives like the Athenian Metroon,
we can understand how the inscription, display, and archiving of treaties could project power,
legitimize foreign policy, and provide a permanent, if occasionally physically altered, record of
their diplomatic history

Inscribed Athenian treaties: locations and motivations

The fact that a particular treaty was inscribed and its original display location can be
determined in three ways. The first and most obvious is the evidence of modern findspots,
which both proves that a treaty was inscribed and is strongly suggestive of its original location
even in the absence of a surviving publication formula. Secondly, a considerable number of
treaties contain publication formulae, specifying the location(s) in which they were to be
displayed (see Appendix 4). The publication formulae can also reveal the existence of additional
copies which do not physically survive, usually those located outside of Athens: publication
formulae confirm that copies of D 1.6 (acropolis of Erythrae), D 1.2 (temple of Olympian Zeus,
Chalcis), D 2.1 (Colophon), D 2.8 (temple of Apollo, Halieis), D 2.11 (sanctuaries of the Bottiaean
cities), D 3.2 (temple of Apollo, Argos; temple of Zeus, Mantinea; sanctuary of Olympia), and D
3.14 (Selymbria) were inscribed and erected in locations other than at Athens, though only the
Athenian copies survive. Additionally, two treaties whose text is known only from Thucydides
(D 2.12 + D 2.13) also contain publication clauses revealing that multiple copies were inscribed.
Another important literary source is Pausanias, who as late as the 2" century CE could still see

1 For the dates see Lazar 2024, 44-45. As Lazar notes, ML 10 must predate 510 because Sybaris was destroyed in
that year (Diod. 12.9.5-6; Hdt. 6.21; Strab. 6.1.13).
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inscribed copies the Thirty Years’ Peace at Olympia (5.32.4 = D 1.11 LT 9) and Quadruple
Alliance (5.12.8 = D 3.2 LT 2) at Olympia, although he does not follow the Thucydidean practice
of copying their contents.?

The Athenians in the 5™ and early-4t" centuries almost invariably set up their inscriptions on the
Acropolis. This is concordant with the well-documented trend of the Greek states, especially
during the Classical period, to display public inscriptions including interstate treaties in religious
sanctuaries.? P. Liddel has complied a database of 1679 Athenian decrees dating from the 5t
century BCE until the 3™ century CE, of which 553 contain publication formulae.* For the period
469-395/94 BCE there are 82 state decrees with preserved publication formulae, of which 89%
record the Acropolis as the display site. For the period 394/93-378/77, the proportion is even
higher at 96.6%, although this is based on a smaller sample of 29 inscriptions. The accords with
the Athenian treaties in my database, whose findspots and/or publication formulae reveal were
overwhelmingly intended for publication on the Acropolis. The publication of state decrees in
the Agora did not become even somewhat common until 351/51-322/21, accounting for 8.3%
of publication formulae in this period based on 84 inscriptions. Not until 229-86 BCE did the
Agora finally overtake the Acropolis as the most frequently-attested location in publication
formulae (54.9% in the Agora vs. 28.2% on the Acropolis with the remainder displayed
elsewhere, based on 142 inscriptions).” Liddel attributes the growing prominence of the Agora
to the introduction of new types of honorary decrees in the 4t century, such as those
dedicated to mputavelg and BouAsutai (which began to be published consistently on an annual
basis only after the exile of Demetrius of Phalerum in 307), as well as to the inevitable
overcrowding of the Acropolis.® But within the period 478/77-387/86 BCE, and with particular
intensity after ca. 450, the Acropolis remained very much the focal point of Athenian epigraphic
culture.” The Athenians will have found this quite reasonable: the Acropolis was not only a
highly conspicuous religious sanctuary, but the heart of the Athenian rtéAwc.8 In such places, a
stele, in the words of E. Culasso Gastaldi, ‘is able to enjoy the undisputed sanctity of an area
subject to divine laws in such a manner that the text as a sacred object may be protected and
no one may be permitted to contravene it.”® Although the Acropolis, unlike the Agora, was not a

2 For Thucydides’ use of inscriptions, see Meyer 1955, 12; Canfora 1990, 205; Sickinger 1999, 253 n. 74; Smarczyk
2006, 502 n. 19; Lane Fox 2010, 12; Allgaier 2022, 135-43.

3 Lalonde 1971, 52-67; Detienne 1988, 42; Holkeskamp 1992, 100; Thomas 1996, 28-29; Moroo 2016; Mack 2018,
378.

4 Liddel 2003, 79. Liddel’s database consists of all types of state decrees (e.g., treaties, proxeny decrees, honorary
decrees, etc.) but only includes epigraphic material; treaties known only from literary sources are not included.

5 Liddel 2003, 85 Table 1.

5 Liddel 2003, 81, 84.

7 For the emergence of a serious Athenian ‘epigraphic habit’ around this time, and the possible reasons behind it,
see Trampedach 2022.

8 Cf. Liddel 2003, 80; Lambert 2020, 14.

% Culasso Gastaldi 2014b, 8-9.
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place that could normally be visited on a daily basis, it was accessible both to Athenians and
foreigners when participating in religious processions, as tribute-bearers (cf. IG 13711. 57), or
when offering dedications. On such occasions, visitors could hardly fail to notice the Acropolis’
considerable and constantly growing collection of inscribed stelae.’® Liddel argues that the
sheer conspicuousness of the Acropolis endowed a certain religious aura to the inscriptions that
were erected there, far removed from the hustle and bustle of the lower city.! In this vein, D.T.
Steiner suggests that the display of inscriptions within sacred precincts, such as the Acropolis,
sanctified them as ‘sacred property’ whose physical destruction amounted to temple robbery
or sacrilege (iepooulia).?? This may explain why in 419 Alcibiades, although he had already
persuaded the Athenians to conclude the Quadruple Alliance — which amounted to a de facto
but not de jure renunciation of the Peace of Nicias and the Spartan-Athenian alliance — did not
have the ‘Laconian stele’ destroyed or even removed from public display, but instead added an
inscribed postscript that the Spartans had not kept their oaths (Thuc. 5.56.3 Tf} pev Aakwvik{
othAn UTéypadav 8Tl oUK EVEPELVOV ol AaKeSaLpovLoL Toig dpkolg).t3

As | noted at the beginning of this section, numerous Athenian treaties were displayed not only
in Athens but in one or more additional locations. For the 5t century, Leah Lazar identifies
about 40 decrees regarding specific Athenian allies and five decrees concerning the whole dpxn
for which two or more inscribed copies are known to have existed.!* To take an (admittedly
extreme) example, copies of the Athenian coins, weights, and measures decree of ca. 425-15
were to be set up in the agora of every city in the dpyr (/G 131453 = OR 155 I. 8), and fragments
have in fact been found scattered throughout the Aegean.® As Lazar explains, ‘[T]he Athenians
chose to inscribe decrees concerning external relations more than others; this was the subject
matter most prevalent in fifth-century Athenian public epigraphic culture, in part due to the
Athenians’ use of monumental epigraphy as an expression of imperial power.”'® In other words,
the Athenian decision to impose visual reminders of their hegemony inside the territory of their

10 Hurwit 1999, 48-57; Liddel 2003, 80-81; Faraguna 2017, 30; Lambert 2018b, 27-29.

11 Liddel 2003, 81.

12 Steiner 1994, 66.

131t is unclear whether this was the stele containing the Peace of Nicias or that containing the alliance. Kirchhoff
1895, 65, followed by Culasso Gastaldi 2014b, 9-10 (without explanation) think that it was the Peace, but both
treaties were accompanied by oaths, and Athens’ de facto renunciation of its new relationship with Sparta implies
rejection of both the Peace (Athens and Sparta would come to blows at Mantinea in 418) and the alliance, so in my
opinion it is equally possible to have been either treaty. A comic reference to the incident appears at Ar. Lys. 513-
14. Cf. also Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 148: Alcibiades’ action ‘did not quite amount to an annulment of the
treaty’ (though Hornblower does not specify which treaty he is referring to, and Bolmarcich 2007b, 481
emphasizes that Thucydides’ ambiguity makes certainty impossible). See also Smarczyk 2006, 506; Allgaier 2022,
141.

14 Lazar 2024, 32 with n. 14.

15 Findspots include Smyrna, Olbia, Syme, Cos, Siphnos (mod. Kastro), Aphytis, and Hamaxitos (mod. Giilpinar). See
further comm. OR 155, pp. 328, 332-37.

16 | azar 2024, 32; cf. Liddel 2010.
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subject allies was an exercise in ‘soft power projection,’ a theory developed by the International
Relations scholar Joseph Nye.!” Nye writes that ‘the soft power of a country rests primarily on
three resources: its culture (in places where it is attractive to others); its political values (when
it lives up to them at home and abroad); and its foreign policies (when they are seen as
legitimate and having moral authority).”'8 | argue that 5"-century Athens’ tendency towards
‘epigraphic imperialism’ was undertaken in pursuit of the third objective specifically: to
legitimize and bestow moral authority on Athenian policy towards an ally or group of allies.

Erasure, destruction, and re-inscription of inscribed treaties

Although (and this needs to be emphasized) it was the exchange of oaths and not the act of
inscription that endowed interstate treaties with validity, S. Lambert observes that treaty stelae
were sometimes deliberately dismantled or destroyed to symbolize their rescindment. In 340,
for example, after breaking with Philip Il, the Athenians voted to destroy the epigraphic record
of the so-called Peace of Philocrates (FGrH 328 Philochorus F 55).2° At Athens, epigraphic
iconoclasm spiked during periods of oligarchy such as the regime of the Thirty and, lying
beyond the chronological scope of the present study, under Antipater in the late-4t" century
BCE.?° We know of the Thirty’s iconoclasm because fresh copies of destroyed inscriptions made
after the restoration of the democracy sometimes refer to it explicitly (/G226 =0OR 177B Il. 11-
14; 1G 13229 II. 1-4; IG 2?52 |l. 3-5). Other reinscribed decrees (/G 13127 = OR 191 Il. 5-40; /G 22
8 = OR 157) do not mention the Thirty explicitly, but their involvement is suspected by
scholars.?! When lulis on Keos revolted against Athens in 363/62, in the context of the Second
Athenian Confederacy, its inhabitants destroyed the stelae containing a pre-existing treaty with
Athens. After Athens put down the rebellion, a new agreement was made (/G 22111 = RO 39)
which both describes the lulians’ destruction of the original treaty (ll. 31-33) and orders its re-
inscription (Il. 17-23).22 E. Culasso Gastaldi makes the following astute observation:

It follows straightforwardly that acts of destruction and of erasure, and likewise their
counterpart act of restoration, possess a strong political will whose intention is either to
obliterate through demolition, or to restore through the decision to renew an anagraphe, not

17 Esp. Nye 20109.

18 Nye 2019, 8.

1% Lambert 2018b, 59-60; cf. Sommerstein and Bayliss 2013, 159.

20 On the possible motives of the Thirty see Whitehead 1977, 5 n. 6; Krentz 1982, 66-67; Culasso Gastaldi 2014a, 3-
4;2014b, 2.

21E.g., IG 13127 = OR 191, originally enacted in 405/04 and which grants Athenian citizenship en masse to the
Samians. It was written on the same stele as /G 221 = RO 2, a decree of 403/02, i.e., after the restoration of the
democracy at Athens. It would be unsurprising if the Thirty destroyed the original stele, since the Samians had
been rewarded for their resistance to Sparta. See further Krentz 1982, 66-67; comm. OR 191, p. 553.

22 Cf. Cargill 1981, 61, 138-40; Dreher 1995, 120-24; Culasso Gastaldi 2014a, 9.
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the physical object, but rather the decree and the very institution which was the guarantor of
the epigraphic writing.%

Although it was both intended in theory and possible in practice that time-limited treaties
remain in force until their natural expiry (e.g., D 1.8 and D 3.6), it was more common, in the
period with which the present study is concerned, for such treaties to be prematurely broken,
either through the forcible intervention of a third party, or by the renunciation of the treaty by
one or more of the contracting states. Sometimes, the ratification of a new treaty automatically
voided a previous treaty if their terms were mutually contradictory. Upon Athens’ surrender to
Sparta in 404, the Delian League was at least de facto disestablished — this despite the intended
perpetuity of the League as symbolized by the casting of iron weights into the sea returned to
the surface ([Arist.] Ath. Pol. 23.5 = D 1.1 LT 2; Plut. Arist. 25 = LT 4). Similarly, the King’s Peace
dissolved the Boeotian confederacy, which logically rendered the Boeotian-Athenian alliance of
395 null and void, even though it was made ‘for all time’ (RO 6 =D 4.3 ET 1 Il. 2-3).%

Lambert observes that even when stelae were intentionally destroyed, the archival copies —on
which see The Athenian ‘state archive’ and interstate treaties, below — must have survived to
be used as the basis for the new inscriptions.?> Other, more peaceful methods of physically
altering inscriptions also existed. The surviving marble stelae of the Rhegium and Leontini
alliances show clear physical evidence of partial erasure affecting the original prescripts and the
cutting of new prescripts within the erasures, while the remaining part of the stones, which
contain the treaties proper, were left unaltered.?® Although these alliances were always
intended to be perpetual, the revision of the prescripts reflected the alliances’ reaffirmation
and emphasized Athens’ enduring commitment to its allies.?” A similar phenomenon is evident
at /G 13101 = OR 187, which consists of two Athenian honorary decrees for Neapolis in Thrace,
the first from 410/09 and the second from 407/06. Neapolis was a colony of Thasos, which
defected to the Spartans in 411 (Hell. Oxy. 10.4-5 Chambers; cf. Thuc. 8.64.2-5; Xen. Hell.
1.1.32), but the Neapolitans did not follow suit and continued to support Athens, contributing
to the recapture of Thasos by Thrasybulus in 407 (ll. 49-51; cf. Xen. Hell. 1.4.9; Diod. 13.72.1). At
Il. 58-59, which belong to the second decree, the secretary of the Boule agrees to correct the

23 Culasso Gastaldi 2014a, 3.

2 Hansen in IACP p. 432 writes simply, ‘The [Boeotian] federation was dissolved in 386 in consequence of the
King’s Peace,’ citing Xen. Hell. 5.1.33, where the Thebans agree to leave the Boeotian cities autonomous at
Agesilaus’ insistence (mopficav ol OnBatol Aéyovteg 0Tl ddLaot Tag moAel avtovopouc). Cf. Adcock and Mosley
1975, 226. Similarly, Philip II's imposition of the League of Corinth on the Greeks following the battle of Chaeronea
formally dissolved whatever remained by that time of the Second Athenian Confederacy (Paus. 1.25.3).

2> Lambert 2018b, 48-49 n. 6.

26 Cf, Culasso Gastaldi 20144, 3 n. 8.

27 [éc &{]Slov is partially preserved at OR 149A I. 12 (Rhegium) and, given the stoichedon 33 layout of Il. 9 onwards,
is secure. | am less certain about [&{]&to|[L at OR 1498 Il. 22-23 (Leontini), but find it nevertheless probable
considering the stoichedon 17 layout of Il. 16 onwards and by comparison with the language of the Rhegium treaty.
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first decree to remove the emphasis on Neapolis’ Thasian origins, and Il. 7-8, part of the earlier
decree, show evidence of erasure and recutting in a different hand, demonstrating that this was
indeed carried out.?®

Other forms of stele-modification could be more hostile in nature while still falling short of
outright physical destruction, such as Alcibiades’ postscript to the ‘Laconian stele’ discussed
earlier in this chapter. While this was undoubtedly a provocation, there is no indication that the
Spartans ascribed any legal force to such tampering.?° The outright destruction of treaty-stelae
was very much the exception and not the rule in the Classical Greek world. Pausanias could still
see copies of the Thirty Years’ Peace and the Quadruple Alliance at Olympia in the 2™ century
CE (Paus. 5.12.8, 23.3), although they had both long since fallen into abeyance.3? And the fact
that most Athenian treaty-stelae have been recovered on or near the Acropolis, where they
were originally displayed, and often considerably intact is hardly suggestive of widespread,
systematic stele-destruction. Finally, some inscribed treaties included clauses explicitly
prohibiting their physical destruction, such as the Archaic treaty between Elis and the Ewaoioi
(IvO 9 = SdA%110). According to Plutarch (Per. 30.1), the Megarian Decree, while not strictly an
interstate treaty, was protected by an Athenian law under which the muvakiov on which it was
written could not be removed from public view.3!

The Athenian ‘state archive’ and interstate treaties

For most of the 5™ century, there is no unambiguous evidence for an official state archive in
Athens in which public documents, including interstate treaties, could be stored. This changed
only with the establishment of the Metroon, the exact date of which is uncertain but which
probably occurred in the last decade of the 5™ century, possibly connected with the revisions of
the Athenian law code that took place in two phases between 410 and 400/399 and interrupted
by the oligarchic interlude of 404-03 (cf. /G 13104 = OR 183A; /G 13105 = OR 183B).32 Certainly
by the mid-4t" century, archival copies of all Athenian laws (vopot) and decrees (pndipata),
written on papyrus, were automatically deposited in the Metroon, including documents
relevant to interstate relations such as peace treaties and alliance agreements (cf. Diog. Laert.
2.40; Dem. 25.99; Harp. m33; Lycurg. Leoc. 66; Ath. Deip. 5.53; Suda s.v. Mntpayuptng), which
in the 4% century were classified as Yndiopata under the post-Euclidian Yridiopa/vépog

28 Bertrand 2001, 17-19; Culasso Gastaldi 2014a, 15-16; comm. OR 187.

2% Holladay 1977, 56 n. 16; HCT 4, 78; Bolmarcich 2007b, 482; Sommerstein and Bayliss 2013, 264.

30 Cf. Bolmarcich 2007b, 477-78.

31 Cf. Steiner 1994, 71; Bolmarcich 2007b, 479-80, 485-86.

32 For the date of the Metroon’s establishment see Kahrstedt 1938; Thomas 1989, 38-45, 68-83; Sickinger 1999,
105-06 with 231 n. 61; Valavanis 2002, 221-24; Coqueugniot 2013, 11-21; Lambert 2018b, 48-49 n. 6; Boffo and
Faraguna 2021, 207 with n. 60; cf. comm. OR 183, especially p. 508.
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distinction (cf. Andoc. 1.89; Dem. 24.42).33 But archival storage of state documents such as
treaties almost certainly did occur earlier: J.P. Sickinger stresses that the nine-book collection of
Athenian decrees compiled by the Hellenistic scholar Craterus, including treaties that certainly
predate the establishment of the Metroon (Plut. Cim. 13.6; Harp. n21, 013; Suda s.v.
NUudaov), would scarcely have been possible had no system for preserving and archiving
official texts existed in the 5" century.3*

There is in fact evidence to suggest that, in the 5™ century, the ‘old’ Bouleuterion in the Agora,
which later became the site of the Metroon, was used for archival storage purposes.® In De
Reditu, a speech of Andocides dated ca. 410-405, Andocides refers to an Athenian decree
proposed by a certain Menippus which gave Andocides immunity from prosecution in
connection with the religious scandals of 415, but which was subsequently revoked. Andocides
now seeks to rectify the situation, and the key passage (Andoc. 2.23) reads:

10 Yndlopa 6 Mevinmnou einovrog éPndiocaoBe, eival pol adetav, mAAly AndSoTe. AvayvwoeToL
6& LUV a0TO: ETL yap Kal vOv éyyéypamral év T BouAsutnpiw.

You decreed on the motion of Menippus that | should be granted immunity; restore me my
rights under that decree. The herald shall read it to you, as it is lying even now among the
records in the Bouleuterion.

(trans. K.J. Maidment, adapted)

Sickinger explains that the verb éyypadev is rare when used in connection with publicly-
displayed inscribed documents but well-attested when used of handwritten texts kept by
Athenian public officials (cf. [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 42.1, 49.2). This indicates that Andocides is not
referring to an inscribed decree on stone, but to an archival document that, Sickinger suggests,
was probably composed for reference by the secretary of the Boule (ypoppatetc).3® As a result
of the oligarchic coup of 411 and the subsequent restoration of the radical democracy,
Menippus’ decree was no longer legally valid, yet a copy still evidently existed in the
Bouleuterion.3” There also survive a number of inscribed 5 century proxeny decrees which
refer to the existence of secondary copies in the Bouleuterion, implying its function as a state
archive.3® These are /G 1356 (ca. 440-25), IG 13155 (ca. 435-25), and /G 13165 (before 420),
with the relevant clauses found at Il. 4-8, 4-9, and 6-11, respectively.?® In each case, it is

3 Sjckinger 1999, 119; Lambert 2018b, 48. On the 4" century PAidiopa/vopog distinction (not present before
403/02) see Hansen 1978; Hansen 1983b.

34 Sickinger 1999, 92.

35 Thomas 1989, 73-78; Sickinger 1999, 105; Boffo and Faraguna 2021, 207. Contra Kahrstedt 1938, 31.

36 Sickinger 1999, 82; cf. Canevaro and Harris 2012, 103; Boffo and Faraguna 2021, 218 n. 102.

37 Sickinger 1999, 77; cf. Boffo and Faraguna 2021, 218.

38 Thompson 1937, 215-17; Shear 1995, 185-86; Pritchett 1996, 26-27.

39 Dates: Sickinger 1999, 222 n. 97.
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decreed that the archival copy is to be inscribed on a cavic or wooden tablet.*° Similarly, IG 13
78a, a decree dating to the 420s regarding the first-fruits of Eleusis, contains (Il. 26-30)
instructions for a tablet (rmwvakiov) to be deposited in the Bouleuterion. The so-called
Cleonymus Decree of 426/25 (/G 13 68), which deals with Delian League tribute, also appears to
provide for a copy in the Bouleuterion (ll. 54-57), as does /G 1371 at Il. 23-25, although in this
case the Bouleuterion copy is to be inscribed on stone (l. 24 év Suoiv ot]éAa[t]v ABivawy).**

Sickinger posits that the secretary of the Boule wrote down mpoBoulAeUpata on papyrus or
wooden tablets and brought them to meetings of the Assembly. If a decree was passed by the
Assembly and it was decided to inscribe it, a further wooden or papyrus copy would be created
for use by the stonecutter.*? Probably, 51 century ypappoteic were also responsible for
maintaining the written records in the Bouleuterion; certainly by the later-4t" century, they
were maintaining the state documents (6nuoola ypappata) in the Metroon ([Arist.] Ath. Pol.
54.3; cf. Dem. 18.142).%3 R. Thomas suggests that other Athenian officials retained documents
relevant to their own work, albeit not in a systematic or centralized way that amounted to a
‘state archive.’** This is supported by [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 53.1, where we learn that the
avaypadeic tasked with republishing Draco’s homicide law in 409/08 were instructed to obtain
a copy of the law from the Archon Basileus, whose responsibilities included the supervision of
homicide cases. If, as Sickinger proposes, copies of all tpoBoulevpata dating back to the
formation of the Cleisthenic Boule in 508/07 were deposited in the Bouleuterion (which, after
all, was the Boule’s meeting-house), the documentary collection there will have been very large
indeed.*

There is evidence that the archival copies of Athenian interstate treaties differed from their
inscribed counterparts. It is important to note, first of all, that not all treaties were necessarily
inscribed, and the decision to inscribe, or not to inscribe, was made by the Assembly on a case-
by-case basis.*® It was not essential to a decree’s validity that it be inscribed, as ratification was
achieved not by the act of inscription, but by the exchange of oaths.*” Archival copies of
interstate treaties seem to have contained more complete information than their inscribed

401G 1356 1.6 [év oav]id[L]; IG 13155 1. 8 é¢ caviba; IG 13165 I. 8 £[v cavidi]ol. Note, however, that the word
BouAeutéplov is largely or entirely restored in each case.

41 Cf. Thomas 1989, 75; Sickinger 1999, 81. Further examples are presented by Faraguna 2017, 30; Boffo and
Faraguna 2021, 219-21.

42 Sickinger 1994, 294-95.

43 Cf. Giovannini 2007, 236 with n. 22.

4 Thomas 1989, 74.

4 Sickinger 1999, 84; cf. Thomas 1989, 75.

6 Adcock and Mosley 1975, 222; Woodhead 1981, 37; Walbank 1988, 57 n. 4; Thomas 1989, 76; Sommerstein and
Bayliss 2013, 158. Contra Osborne 2012, esp. 44, 47-48.

47 Giovannini 2007, 237, 259.
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counterparts.*® The Athenian resolution to accept the Truce of Laches, beginning at Thuc.
4.118.11 =D 2.9LT 1, includes a standard prescript recording the tribe currently in prytany
followed by the names of the ypappateug, the émotatng, and the decree’s proposer Laches.
But then, unusually, the text records the date of enactment (14 Elaphebolion, equated with the
Spartan 12 Gerastius at 4.119.1), which also occurs in the Peace of Nicias as reproduced by
Thucydides (5.19.1 = D 2.12 LT 1).*° This is most unusual, since the enactment date did not
begin to be included in inscribed Athenian decree prescripts until the 4t century.>° Sickinger
assesses the phenomenon as follows:

The references to precise dates do show that the secretaries who recorded decrees sometimes
included the days on which decrees were enacted when fixing those dates was important. They
may have simply omitted such details from the texts delivered to masons for inscribing.
Prescripts of inscribed decrees, therefore, need not preserve completely all the elements
recorded by Boule secretaries, and any assessments of the organization of the Boule’s archives
cannot rely on features of prescripts alone.>?

For the Truce of Laches, Peace of Nicias, and the Spartan-Athenian alliance of 421 (D 2.13),
Thucydides also furnishes complete lists of the oath-takers. While lists of oath-takers do appear
occasionally in epigraphically-preserved treaties, such as in the Athenian alliance with Perdiccas
I (D 2.12 ET 1; but the recorded oath-takers come exclusively from the Macedonian side), this
is very much an exception.>? Furthermore, the Truce of Laches lacks a publication clause,
suggesting that it was never inscribed at all.>3

Sparta: a documentary backwater?

In sharp contrast to Athens, the number of attested state documents from Sparta, especially
from the Classical period, is very low indeed. In fact, only three Classical Spartan inscriptions are
still extant today, or which only one, the treaty with the Erxadieis (D 5.1), constitutes an
interstate treaty; the other two are lists of allied contributions to the Spartan war fund during
the Peloponnesian War (/G 5.1.1 and 5.1.219).>* Another inscription, /G 5.1 1564 of ca. 400 BCE,

48 Wilhelm 1909, 249-50, 271-80; Klaffenbach 1960, 26; Henry 1977, 104-05; Sickinger 1999, 89; Davies 2003, 328.
49 Cf. Lane Fox 2010, 18.

50 Boffo and Faraguna 2021, 218.

51 Sickinger 1999, 89.

52 Cf. Giovannini 2007, 238-39.

53 Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 2, 359, suggests — albeit with reservations — that the Truce of Laches was possibly
inscribed and displayed on the Acropolis, but the absence of a publication clause and the brief intended duration
of the treaty make this unlikely (cf. Kirchhoff 1895, 21-27). For theories about how Thucydides may have obtained
a copy of the Truce of Laches see Kirchhoff 1895, 22; HCT 3, 606; Canfora 1999, 152-55; Lane Fox 2010, 19-21;
Faraguna 2017, 42-43; Boffo and Faraguna 2021, 234.

54 Boring 1979, 34; Loomis 1992; Cartledge 2001, 52f.; Millender 2001, 139.
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is of Spartan origin but was found on and relates to Delos, and it is unclear whether another
copy ever existed in Sparta.>> Other types of documents, such as athletic victor-lists (/G 5.1
213), were kept in the temple of Athena Chalkioikos.>®

The literary evidence indicates that Spartan epigraphic culture was somewhat more robust than
the paltry physical remains alone suggest. The publication formulae of the Peace of Nicias
(Thuc.5.18.10 = D 2.12 LT 1) and the Spartan-Athenian alliance (Thuc. 5.23.5=D 2.13LT 1)
required copies of both treaties to be set up in the sanctuary of Amyclae, a short distance south
of Sparta proper. Pausanias reports having seen a stele containing the names of the Spartans
who died at Thermopylae as well as an inscribed monument at the site of the tomb of the
Spartan regent Pausanias (Paus. 3.14.1; cf. Hdt. 7.224; Thuc. 1.134.4). Plutarch, whose
immediate source is a lost work of Aristotle, quotes from a treaty of ca. 550 BCE between
Sparta and Tegea (Mor. 277c, 292b). Bolmarcich notes that for the treaty to have survived even
into Aristotle’s time is impressive, as it was of purely historical interest by that point: ‘Sparta
was no longer lord of the Peloponnese and Messenia was her own mistress, thus invalidating
one of the terms of the treaty, namely that the Tegeans should expel the Messenians from their
land.”>” Thucydides himself quotes verbatim at least one document composed exclusively by
Spartans, namely the proposal of peace and alliance offered to Argos in 418 (5.77 =D 3.3 LT 1).
Fascinatingly, Thucydides retains the original Laconian-Doric dialect of both this document and
the formal bilateral Spartan-Argive treaty that followed it (5.79 = D 3.4 LT 1).°® But the
proposal, by its very nature, was almost certainly never inscribed, and it is by no means clear
that the Peace of Lichas itself was committed to stone — note that no publication clause
appears in Thucydides’ transcription. If his source was not epigraphic, Thucydides still could
have obtained the documents from a putative Spartan archive, from an Argive source
(Kirchhoff), from the Spartan proxenus Lichas (Lane Fox), or even from Alcibiades, who was in
Argos on other business at the time (cf. Thuc. 5.76.3).>° Thucydides also provides apparently
verbatim transcriptions of the three Peloponnesian-Persian treaties of 412/11, but again, none
of the treaties contains a publication formula, and it is principally for this reason that | am
skeptical of E. Lévy’s suggestions that the third treaty was inscribed and erected in Sparta.®®
Because the prescripts of the first and second treaties are less developed than that of the third,

55 Boring 1979, 34.

6 Boring 1979, 32; Jeffery 1990, 197, 201; Millender 2001, 129-30 with n. 36.

57 Bolmarcich 2007b, 478.

58 For the dialect see Kirchhoff 1895, 105-14; Colvin 1999, 61-67; Lane Fox 2010, 14 n. 21.

%9 Kirchhoff 1895, 127; Lane Fox 2010, 14. Lichas has already appeared in Thucydides’ narrative, first (5.22.2)
unsuccessfully attempting to negotiate a renewal of the Argive thirty years’ peace (apparently connected to his
role as the Argive proxenus), and then (5.50.4; cf. Xen. Hell. 3.2.21) at Olympia in 420, where he was flogged for
entering his chariot in the games despite the ban on Spartan participation. He was prominent in the negotiations
with Argos in 418 (Thuc. 5.76.3) and likely had access to state documents connected with his task. For Alcibiades as
an informant of Thucydides see generally Nyvit 2014b.

60 | évy 1983b, 222.
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Cawkwell contends that only the third one was ratified, while the first two were nothing more
than drafts.®! However, | am not convinced of this: the prescript of the Spartan Treaty with the
Erxadieis, for example, is minimalistic (D 5.1 ET 1 = OR 128 Il. 1-2 [ouvB&k]aL AitoAoic. k[attade
| ?dhia]v katl hipdavav), but we know from the fact that it was inscribed and erected, probably
on the Spartan Acropolis, that it must have been ratified. Lane Fox argues that Lichas was
Thucydides’ source for these treaties as well: although he was involved in negotiating the third
treaty only (Thuc. 8.39.1), his opposition (8.43.3, 52) to the terms of the first two implies that
he was familiar with their contents, possibly after having acquired written copies.®? On the
other hand, some scholars have proposed that Thucydides’ most plausible source is Alcibiades:
Kirchhoff, who was the first to advance this theory, stressed that the treaties, at least as
Thucydides preserves them, are written in Alcibiades’ native Attic, and that Alcibiades is known
to have collaborated closely with Chalcideus, the nominal negotiator of the first treaty (Thuc.
8.17).%% But those who doubt Alcibiades’ involvement with Thucydides point out that the
Persians might have employed Greek-speaking secretaries writing in lonic, which Thucydides
could have ‘translated’ into Attic more easily than the Laconian of D 3.3 and D 3.4.%* Lane Fox
observes that, unlike the Peace of Lichas, the Peloponnesian-Persian treaties involved only one
Doric party, reducing the impetus to write them in a Doric dialect.®®

While there is no direct evidence for a Spartan archive until the time of Trajan (/G 5.1 20; cf. 5.1
18, 19), some have argued on the basis of the literary evidence that some kind of archive did
exist in the Classical period.®® Plutarch (Lyc. 6; cf. Mor. 1116f.) provides a direct quotation from
the ‘Great Rhetra,’ the Spartan constitution reputedly established by Lycurgus in the Archaic
period.®” Millender argues that Plutarch’s immediate source was a lost treatise on the Spartan
constitution by Aristotle, but of course, Aristotle himself is separated from Lycurgus by several
centuries, and the very fact of the Rhetra’s transmission ‘clearly demonstrates that the Rhetra
was a written document that had been preserved over a long period and was available for

61 Cawkwell 2005, 149. Lane Fox 2010, 15 suggests that the first two treaties actually were presented to the
Spartan assembly for ratification but were rejected by it.

62 L ane Fox 2010, 15-16; cf. Pouilloux and Salviat 1983, 403.

63 Kirchhoff 1895, 143-47; cf. Brunt 1952, 74ff.; Lateiner 1976, 275; Canfora 1999, 152-55.

64 Lewis 1977, 95 n. 57; HCT 5, 144-45.

65 Lane Fox 2010, 17.

%6 Boring 1979, 19-36. Contra Thomas 1992, 94, 131, 136, 144; cf. Millender 2001, 127 with n. 23 on /G 5.1 20: ‘This
inscription, part of a complicated enactment regulating the Leonidea, specifies that lists of the winners’ names are
to be placed in a building called the grammatophylakion. This building may have been the source of Plutarch’s
information on Sparta in his reference to his own research among such Spartan records (avaypadai) at Ages.
19.10. Its collection of documents may also correspond to the malatotdrat dvaypadai containing the Rhetra
mentioned by Plutarch (Mor. 1116f) and the public records, which Tacitus suggests went back at least to the last
quarter of the fourth century (Ann. 4.43).”

57 The precise date of the Rhetra is uncertain, but a range of ca. 675-650 BCE has been suggested: see Forrest
1963, 157-79; Cartledge 1980, 99-106; Van Wees 1999, 26-27 n. 1, 35-36 n. 70.
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consultation at least by the early fourth century, if not earlier.”®® We are again dependent on
Plutarch for another tantalizing piece of circumstantial evidence: citing Ephorus as his source,
the biographer recounts that Agesilaus went to Lysander’s house shortly after the latter’s death
in 395 to retrieve a copy of an unspecified interstate treaty (Lys. 30.3; Mor. 229f).%° In the
Agesilaus (19.10), Plutarch writes: fuelc 6& eUpopev €v Talg AaKwvikoic avaypadaig
ovopalopévny yuvaika pev Aynothaou Kheopav, Buyatépag 6€ EOTwAlav Kal Npoauyav. While
admittedly Aakwvikaic avaypadaic may refer to the Trajanic-era archive attested in /G 5.1 20,
this passage nevertheless raises questions about how such information was transmitted over
the preceding centuries. T.A. Boring’s theory that ‘for at least some purposes, the houses of
kings and generals served as the city archives through the early fourth century and probably
longer’ deserves serious consideration.’® One wonders whether Thucydides also consulted the
Spartan archives, in whatever form they existed. This is perhaps unlikely: Thucydides himself
bemoaned the secrecy of the Spartan state (5.68.2 t0 pev yap Aakedaipoviwyv mAfiBog dia tiig
ToALtelag O KpUTTTOV RyVoETto), which prevented him from acquiring accurate information on
the size of the Spartan army at the battle of Mantinea in 418. But while Thucydides may not
have gained direct access to the Spartan ‘archives,’ there is good reason to believe that he was
at least able to obtain copies of Spartan diplomatic texts from informants whose political roles
gave them access to these documents.”!

Boring concludes that the Spartans may have only inscribed documents that were considered
especially important, or which they were obligated to inscribe under the terms of a publication
clause (as in the Peace of Nicias).”? Other factors may lay behind the scarcity of surviving
epigraphic remains at Sparta. Millender notes that Sparta in more recent times was the site of a
lime-burning quarry, and bronze, which is liable to be melted down, was a popular epigraphic
medium in the Peloponnese. And the Spartan agora, where at least some inscriptions could
have been deposited, has never been precisely located and therefore remains unexcavated.’?
[Dr. Trampedach informs me that the Spartan agora is thought to lie below a modern football
pitch, whose proprietors have forbidden excavations from being carried out there. But he is of
the opinion that the Spartans are unlikely in any case to have displayed inscriptions in the agora
in large numbers during the Archaic and Classical periods].

58 Millender 2001, 128-29.

89 Cf. Boring 1979, 35: ‘Significantly, Agesilaus did not consult a copy of the treaty inscribed on stone; doubtless
there was none, perhaps because such a monument was not required by the terms of the agreement.’

70 Boring 1979, 32; cf. Shipley 1997, 244,

7L Cf. Lane Fox 2010, 25.

72 Boring 1979, 33.

73 Millender 2001, 139, 141 with n. 93.
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Conclusion

The epigraphic habits of Athens and Sparta reveal a fundamental tension between the
permanence of stone and the volatility of Greek geopolitics. For Athens, the Acropolis served as
a focal point of epigraphic display, emphasizing the (at least notional) sacrosanctity of the
inscribed treaties. Even when stelae were dismantled during periods of political upheaval or
replaced to reflect new diplomatic realities, archival copies kept in the Bouleuterion or Metroon
often ensured the continuity of the written record. Conversely, while Sparta appears to be a
‘documentary backwater’ due to its low volume of surviving inscriptions, literary evidence
suggests a more robust culture of record-keeping than the archaeological record alone implies,
though still falling far short of the volume of production seen at Athens. Ultimately, while oaths
and oaths alone made a treaty valid, the written record made it a lasting monument of state

policy.

Addendum: was the treaty between the Athenian democrats and oligarchs inscribed?

The most important testimonium for D 4.1 is undoubtedly [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 39 = LT 3. C.J. Joyce
believes that the text of Ath. Pol. is based on the author’s autopsy of an Athenian inscription
made upon the treaty’s ratification on 12 Boedromion, 403.7* However, it is unclear whether
there actually was an inscription (none of the testimonia explicitly attest one) and, if there was,
to what extent the account in Ath. Pol. replicates it. The Aristotelean account does not record
the formula of the oaths of reconciliation, which we know only from Andoc. 1.90 = LT 1 kai o0
HUVNOLKOKAOW TWV TIOALT@V 008evil ANV TOV TPLAKoVTO <Kl TV §Eka>* Kal TWV EvEeKa KTA.
Instead, [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 39.6 un&evi mpog undéva pvnotkakelv €E€vat ARV POG TOUG TpLAKOVTA
Kol ToUG €ka kal Toug Evbeka Kal Toug tol MNelpatéwg GpEavtag KTA. appears to be merely a
paraphrase of this. While J.L. Shear is right to suggest that an archival copy of the treaty was
probably available for consultation by the author of the Ath. Pol., written only a few decades
after the fact, it does not necessarily follow that it was inscribed (though this of course remains
a possibility), nor that the author copied it verbatim.”>

74 Joyce 2022, 72; cf. Shear 2011, 209; Scheibelreiter 2013, 101. For the date see my main entry on the treaty.
7> Shear 2011, 197. For the date of Ath. Pol.’s composition see Keaney 1970.
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Chapter 10

Religious and ritual aspects of treaties

Introduction

The use of oaths and sacrificial rituals in treaties is not unique to Greece but is attested in
civilizations as diverse as Rome, ancient China, and the Hittite Empire.! In Greece, oaths were
the essential means by which treaties were ratified, transforming a simple agreement into a
binding covenant through prescribed religious formulae. This chapter explores the religious and
ritualistic framework of Greek diplomacy, examining how the invocation of the Beol dpkiot
(gods of oaths) at least notionally enforced fidelity to treaties through the threat of divine
punishment. By analyzing the evolution of attested treaty-oaths and related ratification-rituals
in the 5™ and early-4™" centuries BCE, we can better understand how religion both enforced
obligations between states and could be used as a pious tool of domination.

Significance and contents of treaty-oaths

Polly Low emphasizes that, when it came to concluding treaties, oaths were by no means
optional, but constituted ‘the sign that the treaty has been accepted by both sides —it is, in
other words, the closest equivalent to the ratification of modern treaties.”? D.J. Bederman adds,
perhaps even more explicitly, ‘Ancient treaties were, as a matter of definition, an exchange of
oaths. A mere promise made without the appropriate religious formula was not held to be
binding on the parties.”® Only the exchange of oaths and the accompanying religious rituals
could render a treaty valid, and consequently the Greeks did this with great reverence towards
the gods.* Indeed, Thucydides recounts how, upon the Theban attempt to seize Plataea in the
first summer of the Peloponnesian War, the Plataeans claimed that their truce with the
Thebans was void because no oath had been sworn (2.5.6 kat émopdoat o) paow).”

The exchange of oaths between private individuals is attested from very early in Greek history,
notably in Homer, for which L. Lazar sees parallels among various cultures of the ancient Near

1 Bederman 2001, 71-73 (Rome); Beal 2007, 86 (Hittites); Yates 2007 (China); Hunt 2010, 230.

2 Low 2007, 119.

3 Bederman 2001, 61; cf. Mosley 1961, 59; Wheeler 1984, 253. For oaths as the ancient Greek equivalent of
signatures in modern treaties cf. HeuR 1934, 16-20, 29-31; Mosley 1961, 59f.; Chaniotis 1996, 66f.; Scharff 2016,
111 n. 245.

4 Balcer 1978, 81; Low 2007, 119; MacDowell 2009, 321; Sommerstein and Bayliss 2013, 147.

5 Cf. Lonis 1980, 268.



275

East.® In the Greek world, the use of oaths by whole communities seems to have begun in the
Archaic period. Herodotus reports (1.69-70) a treaty between Sparta and Croesus of Lydia
(thereby placing it in the mid-6t"century) that was ratified by an oath; chronologically this is our
earliest example, although Herodotus does not record the oath’s contents.” Given the fact that
Croesus was non-Greek, some scholars have speculated that the Greek practice of ratifying
treaties by oath originated in the Near East.8 Others, such as J.A.O. Larsen, suggest instead that
they developed from the ékexelpial or sacred truces associated with the panhellenic festivals.®
R. Janko stresses that treaty-oaths invoke ‘powers greater than oneself to uphold the truth of a
declaration, by putting a curse upon oneself if it is false.”'° By swearing and receiving oaths, one
called upon the gods as both witnesses and enforcers who saw to it that violators were
punished. This was no mere religious fiction but was sincerely believed at least some of the
time. For example, Thucydides tells us that the Spartans came to regret their decision not to
submit to arbitration with Athens as the Thirty Years’ Peace demanded, and believed that their
reversals in the Archidamian War were a just consequence of their impiety (Thuc. 7.18.2=D
1.11LT 7; cf. 1.78.4 = LT 5); and the Greek belief that treaty-breaking is subject to divine
punishment is even more apparent in Xenophon (Hell. 3.4.11; 5.4.1, 17; 6.4.3).1! It was perhaps
to remind oath-takers regularly of their pledges before the gods, lest they incur divine wrath,
that certain treaties were to be renewed at regular intervals.'?

Treaty-oaths in the Classical Greek world followed prescribed formulae which the treaty’s
swearers were obligated to follow. Fortunately for us, the oath-formulae are often recorded in
the text of the treaties themselves (see Appendix 5). Although the wording of the oath-
formulae is never exactly identical in any two treaties, there are a number of recurrent
features. In treaties between equal partners, the oaths of both sides were oftentimes virtually if
not completely identical.!® On the other hand, unequal treaties, particularly between Athens
and its subject allies, tended to impose a significantly more burdensome oath on the latter. This
is clearly visible in the Athenian treaty with Chalcis, where both the Athenian (OR 131 =D 1.12
ET 11l. 3-14) and Chalcidian oaths (ll. 21-32) are preserved. The Chalcidians swore not to defect
again (oUk amno[o]té| copat amnod 16 [6]épo 6 ABevaiov) and to pay tribute to Athens (k| al tov

6 Lazar 2024, 45.

7 Cf. Sommerstein and Bayliss 2013, 148, 150; Lazar 2024, 45.
8 Bederman 2001, 61-62; Sommerstein and Bayliss 2013, 150.
% Larsen 1944, 147.

10 Jjanko 1992, 194; cf. Rhodes 2008, 11.

11 Hunt 2012, 140; cf. Lonis 1980, 267.

12 Cf. Steiner 1994, 67.

13 Adcock and Mosley 1975, 217.
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do6pov humoteAé ABevaioloty, hov | av reiBo ABevaiog). Obviously, the oath of the Athenians
does not contain this kind of language.

The Chalcidian oath oUk dmno[o]té | copat anod 16 [8]épo 16 ABevaiov is an example of an anti-
revolt clause, which is a common feature of Athenian treaties with its allies. As A.J. Bayliss
argues, anti-revolt clauses were designed to ensure the loyalty of Athenian subjectsin a
proactive manner. Even in treaties where the Athenians are known to have made certain
concessions to their allies, such concessions were always dependent on the latter’s continued
loyalty.'> Anti-revolt clauses, introduced by the expression oUk drootricouat (‘1 will not revolt’),
are securely attested not only in the treaty with Chalcis, but also in the Athenian treaties with
Erythrae (OR 121 =D 1.6 ET 1 1. 23), Eretria(?) (/G 1339 =D 1.13 ET 1 |. 7), and the Colophonians
(IG1337 =D 2.1 ET 1. 46). No anti-revolt clause appears in the Halieis treaty (D 2.8), but Halieis
was not a preexisting Delian League member that had revolted, but a previously independent
city under temporary Athenian military occupation. The absence of an anti-revolt clause in the
Bottiaei treaty (D 2.11) is more difficult to explain, as the Bottiaean cities were defecting League
members. Perhaps the Athenians were sensitive not to alienate them so soon after winning
them back.®

The anti-revolt clause sworn by the Chalcidians is especially strong. Not only did the Chalcidians
renounce defecting on their own initiative (Il. 21-22 oUk amno[o]té | copat amno t6 [6]épo 6
ABevaiov), they also swore not to follow others in revolt (l. 24 006£ t61 ddlotapévol meiocopat),
and indeed promised to denounce would-be defectors (ll. 24-25 k| al €av ApLoTEL TIC KaTEPD
ABevaiolol).r In contrast to the Erythraeans of the 450s, the Chalcidians of the 440s swore to
the Athenians alone, with no mention of the allies: Meiggs and Lewis suggest that this was to
reinforce their explicit reduction to subject (Umtrjkooc) status.® By the time of the Archidamian
War, the Athenians were evidently prepared to go further still: the treaty with the
Colophonians required the people of Colophon to swear to ‘love’ the Athenian people and not
to overthrow the democratic regime there (ll. 48-49 k]al ¢pAéco tO[v 6&uov TOV ABevaiov kal
oUK aTtopo |A]éoo kal depo[kpatiav oU kataAloo]). ‘The Athenians were clearly attempting to

14 Cf. Meyer 2013, 471-72 with n. 88. As noted by Sommerstein and Bayliss 2013, 234-36 and Scharff 2016, 111, the
Athenians did not even permit allied participation in treaties like the Truce of Laches, the Peace of Nicias, and the
Quadruple Alliance. This changed by the time of the Second Athenian Confederacy, when the Athenians allowed
their allies to swear individually to the kown giprivn treaty of 371; it was ironically now the Spartans who
arrogated to themselves the right to swear on behalf of their allies (Xen. Hell. 6.3.19).

15 Sommerstein and Bayliss 2013, 209.

16 That treaty does, however, explicitly prohibit the Bottiaei from assisting Athens’ enemies (/G 1376 =D 2.11ET 1
Il. 19-20 kati o[Uk 6deNEao TO]¢ €xOpoC TOG ABev | aiov oUte Xp[épalgav h[amAdg olte Sulvauel o0SepLdL).

17 cf. Balcer 1978, 48; Scharff 2016, 109.

18 Comm. ML 52, p. 141.
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use oaths to ensure their allies toed the line,” writes Bayliss, while according to K. Raaflaub,
oaths of this nature represented ‘an unmistakable indication of their [sc. the allies’] servitude.®®

Closely related to anti-revolt clauses were what E.L. Wheeler calls ‘anti-deceit clauses.’?°
However, | prefer the label ‘anti-deceit language,’ as they are typically embedded within the
oath-formulae and do not constitute separate clauses of their own. Wheeler contends that
their purpose was to preclude ‘sophistic’ interpretations of treaties, which he defines as ‘an
overly literal interpretation of the wording of the oath or agreement, or playing on some
ambiguity of meaning to produce an interpretation contrary to that intended and obvious.”?!
For example, in 428 the Plataeans were coaxed into voluntary surrender with the promise that
nobody would be punished mapa &iknv (‘contrary to justice’). But at the subsequent trial, the
Spartans qualified 6ikn as service to Sparta, and the Plataeans were consequently executed
without exception (Thuc. 3.52-2-53.2, 68.1).22 In 421, the Corinthians justified their refusal to
accept the Peace of Nicias, despite ostensibly being bound by the majority decision of the
Peloponnesian League, by claiming that even a majority vote could be rejected ‘if the gods or
heroes stand in the way’ (Thuc. 5.30.1 gipnuévov kUpLov glvat 8Tt Av T MA{FOOC TMV EUPHAKWY
pndiontay, v ui T Be®dv A npwwv kwAupa n).2® In fact, anti-deceit language is found in
interstate treaties as early as the late-6™ century BCE, as seen in the inscribed treaty between
Sybaris and the Serdaioi (ML 10 = SdA% 120 Il. 1-5 &pudxBev oi Tuppapt|tat K’ ol cUvpayol K’ ol
| Zepbalol £mt photat|L otdl k' dd0Aol de | iblov). P. Scheibelreiter inserts an anti-deceit
clause (oUppaxog Ecopat iotog Kat adolog ABnvaiolg) into his speculative reconstruction of
the oath sworn upon the establishment of the Delian League in 478/77, and the earlier Sybaris-
Serdaioi treaty shows that this is not impossible.?*

The words and expressions A80Awg, APAAPBEWC, oUSE TEXVN 0VUSE pnxavii, o0’ EmelL oUSE Epyw,
and variants thereof, are common indicators of anti-deceit language.?® Like anti-revolt clauses,
anti-deceit language is especially common in unequal treaties.?® The Chalcidians, for example,
swore to the Athenians that they would act o0te té[x]v| &L 00te pexavéL ouSeuLdL 0V EmeL
oU6¢€ | Epyol (OR 131 =D 1.12 ET 1 II. 22-24), and this exact formula was followed by the
Eretrians(?) (/G 1339 =D 1.13 ET 1 ll. 8-9). The Samian oath has been restored to read [kai o0 |k
amootécopal anod 16 §€po 16 AlOevaiov olte A[6|yoL 00T €pyol ?oudevi] (OR 139cda = D 1.15
ET 111. 1-2), and that of the Colophonians oUk dmoot[écopal t6 §€po t6 ABevaiov olte | A]Joyot

1% Raaflaub 2007, 111; Sommerstein and Bayliss 2013, 209.

20 \Wheeler 1984.

21 Wheeler 1984, 254; cf. Gazzano 2005, 14.

22 Cf. Wheeler 1984, 272.

23 For this so-called ‘escape clause,” not otherwise attested, see Bolmarcich 20073, 30.
24 Scheibelreiter 2013, 251.

25 Cf. Wheeler 1984, 254.

26 Gazzano 2005, 30-31; Bolmarcich 2007a, 31-32; Scharff 2016, 109-10; Lazar 2024, 47.
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o0t €py[ol] (/G 1337 =D 2.1 ET 1 1l. 46-47). For the most part, the Athenians did not themselves
adopt the anti-deceit language imposed on their wayward allies, but the Bottiaei treaty is a
notable exception: the Athenians promised to ‘preserve the alliance with the Bottiaei faithfully
and without deceit’ (/G 1376 =D 2.11 ET 1 Il. 13-14 [k]ai tév xo[uppayia] | v motég kal
[a6]oMo[¢ pulaxoo Botti]aiolg), which echoes the pledge of the Bottiaei to ‘be friends and
allies of the Athenians faithfully and without deceit’ (ll. 17-18 ¢pilotL €écope[Ba ABevaiolc kai
xoup]uoxot otd[c] ka[i] | @d0Aog). There exist, however, notable examples of anti-deceit
language within between equal partners. An addendum to the mutual defence clause of the
Spartan-Athenian alliance of 421 contains the phrase tata § givat Sikaiwg kot TpoBUpwWE Kal
ad06Aw¢ (Thuc. 5.23.1 =D 2.13 LT 1), and the access-to-Delphi clause of the Truce of Laches
insists that persons wishing to go to Delphi should be able to do so @80Awc¢ kat ade®g, ‘without
fraud or fear’ (Thuc. 4.118.1 =D 2.9 ET 1).

The phrase un pvnokakelv (Upvnokw + kakov) can be found in the oaths of some treaties. The
gloss of the verb pvnowkakéw which appears in A Greek-English Lexicon reads ‘remember past
injuries, bear malice’; with un&&v or un, it can mean ‘pass an act of amnesty.”?” M. Moggi
advances the interesting theory that the Peloponnesian War led to an increase both in the
frequency and ferocity of episodes of otdolg (that on Corcyra being only the most famous
example), and it is perhaps not coincidental that the expression uf pvnotkakrioelv, within the
context of an oath, is first attested during that conflict: Thucydides discusses an incident of
otaolc that occurred in Megara in 424 between democrats against oligarchs as the Athenians
were trying unsuccessfully to capture the city (for the whole event see Thuc. 4.66-74).% Once
the conflict was resolved, oaths of amnesty were imposed: Opkwoavteg mioteot Leyalalg
un&év pvnotkakfoewv, Boulevoswy 8¢ TR MOAEL T& dplota (4.74.2).2°

MR nvnotkakelv occurs in the oaths of both sides in the Athenian treaty with the Bottiaei (D
2.11 ET 1). This suggests that certain ‘past events’ had left a bad taste in both sides’ mouths
that made it prudent to swear off the pursuit of grievances, and indeed the revolt of the
Bottiaean cities against Athens had been of long standing, beginning already in 432 (Thuc. 1.57.5-
58.1).39 In their attempt to crush the rebellion, the Athenians in 429 had destroyed the corn
supply of Spartolus, a Bottiaean city, while the Odrysian king Sitalces, allied with Athens, pillaged
Bottiaean territory (Thuc. 2.79, 100-01). There was thus ample opportunity for bad blood to boil

27 1SJ%s.v. pvnowkakéw; cf. Gernet 1917, 233-35; Loening 1987, 21; Loraux 1997, 150-51; Milani 1997, 7-8; Moggi
2009, 167.

28 Moggi 2009, 179.

29 See further Gehrke 1985, 106-10; Moggi 2009, 169. Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 2, 244 notes that such
language occurs on only one other occasion in Thucydides, namely at 8.73.6 (as o0 pvnoikakoUvteg) in the context
of otdolg on Samos in 411 (on which cf. Moggi 2009, 172). For examples in other authors see Loening 1987, 21 n.
6.

30 Cf. Meritt 1925, 30: ‘The Bottiaeans had been hostile to the Athenians ever since the revolt of 432, and this
treaty must be considered as the first made after the conclusion of hostilities.’
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between Athenians and Bottiaei by the late-420s, and correspondingly ample motive for the
Athenians to demand a decisive end to the feud. Uniquely, here pr pvnowakelv is not a tool to
resolve or prevent purely internal otdolg, but a means of ensuring tranquility on an interstate
level.

Two sources report the pun pvnoikakeiv formula in connection with the treaty of 403 between
the Athenian democrats and oligarchs. Andocides quotes, apparently verbatim, the oath of the
agreement (Andoc. 1.90 = D 4.1 LT 1 kai o0 pvnoKoKAow TWV TOALTOV 008evL ANV TV
TpLaKovTa <Kal TWv S€ka> Kal TWv Evdeka- o0SE ToUTWV O¢ av €BEAn eLBLVag S8oval Thg
apxfic nc npéev), and implies in his authorial voice that it was sworn by the entire citizen body
of Athens (0 pév kowog Ti) moAeL anaon). [Aristotle], though he does not directly record the
oath like Andocides, ascribes the following clause to the treaty at Ath. Pol. 39.6 = LT 3: tQv 6¢
napeAnAuBoTwV pndevi mpog pndéva pvnotkakelv £€etval kTA. Again, the insertion of an
‘amnesty clause’ into the treaty must have had as its motive the avoidance of otdoig: while
Thrasybulus and his democrats were victorious in 403, the oligarchic faction was not completely
extirpated and it was prudent to ensure the speediest possible restoration of civic concord
(opovola) while discouraging the return of the most high-profile former oligarchs, who were
excluded from the amnesty.3!

Invocation of gods

As | have already noted, the Greeks viewed the gods as the direct enforcers of treaties. More
precisely, as P. Hunt observes, it was believed that the gods punished UBpL¢ (‘insolence’), both
at the individual and the state level, and the violation of a treaty could constitute an act of
UBpLc.3? The gods, therefore, were ever-present in Greek oaths, including treaty-oaths. In their
capacity as oath-enforcers, the gods were called the Beoi 6pkiol, the ‘gods of oaths.”33 One can
even speak of a god of oaths, namely Zeus under the epithet of Horkios (Zeu¢"Opkiog), whom
R.C. Jebb characterizes as ‘the supreme guardian of good-faith’ and S.G. Cole as ‘the tacit
partner to every agreement’ (cf. Soph. Phil. 1324 Zfjva & 0pkiov KaA®; Eur. Hipp. 1025 6pkLov
ool Zfiva).3* According to one interpretation, the invocation of the gods in oaths was intended
to awaken the religious sensibilities of the oath-takers, reminding them of the consequences
should they violate them.3> But while it is clear that the gods were central to oaths, surprisingly
few treaties explicitly invoke specific deities. There are three certain examples among the

31 Cf. Moggi 2009, 172.

32 Hunt 2010, 230; cf. Wheeler 1984, 253.

33 plescia 1970, 5-8; Bolmarcich 2007a, 28.

34 Jebb 1907, 270; Cole 2004, 71; cf. Lonis 1980, 272; Burkert 1985, 251; Sommerstein and Bayliss 2013, 160;
Scharff 2016, 46 with n. 2.

35 Sommerstein and Bayliss 2013, 160, 167.
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treaties in my database: the Athenian treaty concerning the Delphic Amphictyony invokes
Apollo, Leto (restored), and Artemis (OR 116 = D 1.5 ET 1 Il. 10-11)%%; the Athenian treaty with
Erythrae requires the Boule of Erythrae to swear by Zeus, Apollo, and Demeter (OR 121 =D
1.16 ET 1 1. 16); and the same gods are invoked (Demeter restored) by the Colophonians in their
treaty with Athens (/G 1337 =D 2.1 ET 1 II. 52-53).

While exceptional, these cases are nevertheless significant. The goddess Demeter was
particularly relevant to Athens as the deity most closely associated with Eleusis, and she is
frequently invoked in oaths attested in comedy.3” As for Apollo, he was the patron god of Delos,
seat of the treasury of the Delian League until 454/53 (Thuc. 1.96).38 S. Scharff adds that Delian
Apollo was also deeply significant for the Greeks of the Aegean (including the Erythraeans and
Colophonians), that many Delian League members were based in the Aegean, and that the triad
Zeus-Apollo-Demeter corresponds to and evokes the triad Zeus-Ge-Helios, which appears in
oaths from the Homeric epics.3° But perhaps the most surprising fact is the absence of Athena,
which has attracted scholarly attention. Scharff argues that Athena was intentionally excluded
to allow the Athenians to cloak their domination of the Delian League under a more panhellenic
veil.*? Conversely, J. Plescia argues that, by forcing the allies to swear by a fixed triad, the
Athenians attempted ‘to enforce religious allegiance, and thereby give religious sanction to her
hegemony.”*! Plescia’s thesis is strengthened by the fact that Athenian treaties with states
outside the Delian League tend to offer greater flexibility: in the Peace of Nicias, the Athenians
and Spartans were permitted to swear ‘the local oath [that is] the greatest’ (Thuc.5.18.9=D
2.12 LT 1 6pvuvtwy 6€ TOV EMXwpPLov OpKoV EKATEPOL TOV pEYLoTov); and an identical formula
appears in the text of the Quadruple Alliance (Thuc. 5.47.8 = D 3.2 LT 1 6pvUvtwy 6€ 1OV
ETLXWPLOV OPKOV EKAOTOL TOV PEYLoTOV). Bayliss understands the expression tov émiywplov
OpKOV EKATEPOL TOV UEYLoTOV to mean that the oath-takers were free ‘to swear their most
trustworthy oaths invoking what were to them the most terrifying deities.’*?

Rituals accompanying treaty oaths

36 By the later fourth century, Apollo had been supplanted by Poseidon, and Athena was occasionally added:
Mikalson 1991, 84.

37 Burkert 1985, 251; Sommerstein and Bayliss 2013, 164 with n. 49. See esp. Ar. Equ. 941, evoking Zeus, Apollo,
and Demeter just like the treaties under consideration. Among fourth-century treaties, the Zeus-Apollo-Demeter
triad appears at IG 2297 = SdA 22263 |Il. 24, 35-36, an alliance of 375/74 between Athens and Corcyra.

38 Smarczyk 2007, 209.

39 Scharff 2016, 105.

40 Scharff 2016, 117.

41 plescia 1970, 6; cf. Sommerstein and Bayliss 2013, 166.

42 Sommerstein and Bayliss 2013, 164-65; cf. Adcock and Mosley 1975, 219; Bederman 2001, 175.
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The exchange of oaths formed only one part — albeit a crucial and indispensable part — of the
ratification procedure for interstate treaties. The oaths were accompanied by the performance
of ritual acts, although explicit evidence is hard to come by: as A.J. Bayliss laments, ‘It is
unfortunate that we are very limited in the way of primary evidence for the procedures
involved in formalizing peaces apart from the eponymous libations,’ i.e., ortovéai.*® The usual
poetic words for pouring a liquid are the verb Asifw and noun Aotfr). In prose, however,
Xew/xon and onévdelv/omovdr are more common. Specifically, omovéat typically consisted of
wine, although honey, oil, and water could also be used, and were poured from a handheld jug
or bowl in a targeted flow.* The mythological origins of this practice are recorded by Diodorus
(3.71.5-6), who recalls how the god Dionysus freed a number of captives ‘under libations’
(umoomnovdol) following a confrontation of the Olympian gods and the Titans. The libations in
question were of wine, appropriately enough given the role of Dionysus in the story.* It is likely
that red wine, specifically, was used for libations in the context of omovbai-agreements, since
their purpose was to suspend hostilities that cause bloodshed.*® However, other types of ritual,
such as animal sacrifice, sometimes occurred within the context of interstate relations.*’
Already in Homer (ll. 3.269-301), the Greeks and Trojans undertake an elaborate sacrificial
ritual to accompany the oaths that confirm the truce that allows Menelaus and Paris to duel
one-on-one. While not part of an interstate treaty, the oaths of office of the Athenian archons
and of litigants in court cases were sworn at the AiBog at the foot of the Stoa Basileios in the
Agora, followed by the sacrifice of an animal that was then cut into pieces ([Arist.] Ath. Pol.
55.5). While animal sacrifice was usually followed by the consumption of the animal, animals
which were sacrificed during oath rituals were instead discarded because, according to I.C.
Torrance, this symbolically ‘represented the oath-curse of death or extinction of the family line
for the would-be perjurer.’#®

There is another type of ritual that is worth briefly discussing. Upon the formation of the Delian
League under the aegis of Aristides, the oaths of the Athenians and their new allies were
accompanied by the dropping of iron weights (L08pol) into the sea ([Arist.] Ath. Pol. 23.5; Plut.
Arist. 25.1 = D 1.1 LT 2, 4). The weights, of course, were expected to remain forever at the
bottom of the sea, thus symbolizing the permanence of the covenant (cf. Hdt. 1.165 for a

43 Sommerstein and Bayliss 2013, 243. But see Bayliss’ assessment of Aeschin. 2.85 at p. 242: ‘The link between
peace treaties and libations is perhaps nowhere clearer than in Aeschines’ characterization of Demosthenes’
reaction to an attempt by the representative of the Thracian king Cersobleptes to join in the Peace of Philocrates
of 346/5 BC. ... Clearly for Demosthenes, “pouring the libations” and joining the peace treaty are one and the
same.’

44 Burkert 1977, 121-22 with n. 35.

4 Connor 1988, 15; Sommerstein and Bayliss 2013, 241.

46 Sommerstein and Bayliss 2013, 242.

47 Sommerstein and Bayliss 2013, 151; cf. Plescia 1970, 9-10. On animal sacrifice see generally Burkert 1977, 101-
05.

48 Sommerstein and Torrance 2014, 138-39; cf. Cole 1996, 243 n. 16.
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similar action performed by the Phocaeans).*® Bayliss recognizes this clearly in his study of
oaths connected to alliances:

[T]he oath was vital. First, defecting allies were violating an alliance that would have been
permanent once the iron lumps that accompanied their oaths had been dropped into the sea.
When Naxos, Thasos, and later Mytilene rebelled because they wanted to leave the alliance,
they were technically in violation of these permanent oaths. The harsh punishment meted out
by the Athenians can thus be seen as another case of human beings doing the gods’ dirty work
in policing oaths.>®

The Greeks, of course, did not make treaties exclusively with other Greeks; even in the Classical
period, they could and did conclude treaties with non-Greek peoples, above all the Persians. In
such cases, the ancient literary and epigraphic evidence shows that the Greeks continued to
practice religiously-based oaths and rituals despite the great differences between Hellenic
polytheism and Persian Zoroastrianism.>! In the Anabasis (2.2.9), Xenophon describes an
alliance between the Greek mercenaries and Ariaeus, a Persian, which was ratified with the
sacrifice of a bull, a wolf, a boar, and a ram over a shield, followed by the Greeks dipping a
sword and the Persians a spear in the blood.>? An epigraphically-preserved fourth-century
treaty between the satrap Mausolus and the Greek city of Phaselis in Lycia (SdA 22260) invokes
the names of Zeus, Helios, and Ge (l. 2). At the same time, the left-hand side of |. 3, which is not
preserved, is restored by Wilhelm to read Beol BaotAetioy, ‘the royal gods,” which Scharff
identifies as the Persian gods Ahura Mazda and possibly also Anahita and Mithra.>? A literary
parallel occurs in Herodotus (5.106), during an episode of the early-5™ century lonian revolt in
which Histiaeus, Greek tyrant of Miletus, swears ‘by the royal gods’ (Bgo0¢ £éméuvupL TOUC
BacolAniouc) to cooperate with the Persian king Darius. However, alternatives to Wilhelm'’s
restoration have been suggested: Bengtson replaces Beot BactAelol with BactAéwg TOXaV
(although this formula is not securely attested anywhere).>*

Of the three Peloponnesian-Persian treaties of 412/11, only the second is described as a
omnovdai-agreement within the treaty text itself (Thuc. 8.37.1 = D 3.12 LT 1), but while the word

4 Jacobson 1975, 256-57; Chambers 1990, 252; Scheibelreiter 2013, 253; Sommerstein and Bayliss 2013, 155;
Rhodes 2017, 260; cf. Hdt. 1.165.3; Diod. 9.10.3; Hor. Ep. 16.25.

50 Sommerstein and Bayliss 2013, 207-08; cf. Meiggs 1972, 46.

51 Burkert 1992, 68; Gruen 2011, 9-21, 54; Scharff 2016, 281. Cf. especially I.C.Torrance in Sommerstein and Bayliss
2013, 312: ‘Common ancestry between Greeks and Persians is underlined by Aeschylus and by Herodotus. Xerxes
is descended “from the race begotten of gold” (i.e. from Zeus and Danaé, Pers. 80), the Greek hero Perseus is the
founding father of the Persians (Hdt. 7.61, 150), and Greece and Persia are sisters in Atossa’s dream (Pers. 185-6).”
52 Xenophon’s paraphrase of the oath, &A\AjAouc cOppaxol te EosoBay, indicates that the agreement in question is
a ouppoyia. It would be helpful to know which rituals accompanied at least the third Peloponnesian-Persian
treaty, but Thucydides does not tell us: cf. Lévy 1983b, 225.

53 Wilhelm 1898, 162; Scharff 2016, 269. For Mithra as a deity invoked in Persian oaths cf. Xen. Cyr. 7.5.53, Oec.
4.24.2f.

54 Cf. Hornblower 1982, 153 n. 127.
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does not appear in the text of the third treaty, it is described as a ormovdai-agreement in
Thucydides’ authorial narrative (8.57.2 kat orovdag tpitag tdcde onévdetal, implying that the
two earlier treaties were also considered omovbai-agreements). E. Lévy surmises on this basis
that libations were poured, and if this was in fact the case then it would demonstrate Persian
adaptability to Greek ritual.>> While it is highly unlikely that the Great King personally
participated in any of the three agreements, later evidence — specifically, an Athenian alliance
of 384/83 with Chios — indicates that he did personally swear to treaties when required to do
s0: /G 2234 = RO 20 II. 6-7 [ta¢ oloag ouvBfikag] | [@]g pooev BaoA[elg] and Il. 10-12 tog
opk[o]¢ ka[l tag oloag ocuvBiikag, | alg Wpooev Bao\[eUg kal ABnvaiol kat] | Aakedatpoviot
k[at ot @AoL"EAAnvec].>® While E. Badian rejects the suggestion that Artaxerxes personally
swore to the King’s Peace, the possibility cannot and should not be discounted.>’

Conclusion

The religious components of Greek treaties functioned as a sophisticated mechanism for
maintaining some semblance of order in the international arena. Whether through the anti-
revolt and anti-deceit language imposed by Athens to secure its hegemony or the inclusion of
amnesty clauses designed to quell internal stasis, the oath could be a versatile tool of political
stabilization or, more often, of political control. Even when engaging with non-Greek powers
like the Persian Empire, the Greeks maintained these ritualistic traditions, demonstrating a
remarkable ability to integrate foreign gods into their diplomatic formulae to ensure the validity
of their agreements. The persistent belief that treaty-breaking invited divine wrath —a
sentiment echoed by Thucydides and Xenophon alike — ensured that religion continued to form
the bedrock of international relations. Though the specific deities invoked might change and
the rituals might vary from animal sacrifice to the pouring of wine, the underlying principle
remained constant: a treaty was only as strong as the sacred oath that bound its swearers to
the gods.

55 Lévy 1983b, 228-29.

56 Ryder 1965, 36 with n. 2; Seager 1994a, 117.

57 Badian 1991, 37, 47 n. 44. Contrast the Athenian treaty with Perdiccas Il, in which Perdiccas himself appears as
the first Macedonian oath-taker (/G 1389 |. 60). But the Macedonians, unlike the Persians, could not be described
as ‘non-Greek’ without qualification. See further Badian 1991, 38 with n. 28; Sommerstein and Bayliss 2013, 178.
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Chapter 11

Treaties and autonomy

Introduction

The principle that ‘all cities and islands,” or as we might say all peoples or nations, are entitled
to autonomy is a fine principle, but how great a degree of freedom is meant by ‘autonomy,” and
how are we to decide what are the entities entitled to it? What territory belongs to an entity by
right? Think of what used to be Yugoslavia; think of what used to be the Soviet Union. Think of
the European Union, and its constituent states, and the component parts of those states which
are federally organised (e.g. Germany and its Lander). Think of what is still, to some extent, the
United Kingdom.!

The above quotation by P.J. Rhodes illustrates just how fluid and inchoate the concept of
autonomy can be in our own modern world. In this we are not so far removed from the Greeks,
to whom we owe the very word ‘autonomy,” and for whom al0tovopia, as they called it, was an
important albeit often imprecise notion in the realm of interstate relations. In the present
chapter | attempt to define aUtovouia, insofar as our sources allow, before exploring the
origins of the word. | then individually examine the interstate treaties in which the concept of
avtovopia is prominent and propose solutions as to how it was understood by the contracting
parties in each case.

Definition of aUtovouia

To begin to understand the Greek word aUtovopia, we must break it down into its constituent
elements, a0tog and vopog, ‘self’ and ‘law,’ therefore literally ‘self-legislating.” Accordingly,
Liddel and Scott gloss it as ‘freedom to use its own laws, independence.’? But we must be weary
of oversimplification: the word’s fluidity, imprecision, and ambiguity has been pointed out on
numerous occasions, as will become apparent throughout this chapter.? In Athenian-authored
treaties, the word altovopia on its own, when it appears, reveals little.* But insofar as it is
possible to summarize the concept in one sentence, M.H. Hansen does so admirably: it is ‘[The
right] to give oneself one’s own laws including the right to decide about taxes, to control one’s
own territory, to have the sole jurisdiction within the territory, to admit or expel whom you

1 Rhodes 2008, 27.

21S)%s.v. avtovopia.

3 Ste. Croix 1972, 36-44; Schuller 1974, 111; Sealey 1976, 397; Ostwald 1982, 42; Bosworth 1992, 123; Giovannini
2007, 203; Low 2007, 191.

4 Raaflaub 1985, 206.
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want, and freedom of action in foreign affairs.”> He elaborates that an autonomous
(a0TOVOpOC) state must have its own constitution (moAtteia) free from interference by an
external power as well as the right to make its own laws (vopot) and an independent taxation
policy. Defined negatively, aUtovouia entails the absence of a tupavvog; of control by Persia; of
payment of ¢6pog under compulsion. An autonomous state cannot be a perioecic community
or a cleruchy; and it cannot be under the supervision of a Spartan harmost and garrison. If any
of the above conditions are present, Hansen argues, a state is no longer a0tévopog, but
Untikoog (‘subject’).

Martin Ostwald prefers a more positive framing of autovouia. He argues that it requires, at the
very least, that a state ‘can make its own decisions, free from violent interference by a stronger
state, about what is and what is not in the interest of its survival, and that it can dispose of the
military means necessary to implement measures necessary to ensure its survival.”” Polly Low
also diverges from Hansen’s expansive conception of avtovouia: far from being negated by any
kind of subjection to a superior power, it is by definition limited, ‘not something which can be
asserted as an absolute but is always, and necessarily, a relative condition asserted by a weaker
power in the face of a stronger (or conceded by that stronger power to weaker states).”® As we
shall see, the evidence of the treaties accords more with Low’s conception of autonomy than
either Hansen’s or Ostwald’s. Low’s observation is also bolstered by the fact that there is a
separate Greek word for ‘freedom’ in an unrestricted or absolute sense, éAcuBepia. Whereas
the antonym of a0tovopoc, as we have seen, is Untjkoog, that of éAeuBepia is the
correspondingly stronger SouAeia, ‘enslavement.” And unlike abtovopia its cognates,
é\euBepia and its cognates do not appear in official diplomatic texts of the 5™ century BCE.?

According to Elias Bickerman, on whom Low’s definition is largely based, autovouia must be
consciously created by an official act of a superordinate or hegemonic power and bestowed on
a state or states that are subordinate in some way.° This is most clearly evident in 5t century
Athens’ relations with the members of the Delian League. With increasing frequency towards
the end of the century, Athens showed a willingness to formally grant a0tovouia to League
members that were formerly subject (Untikoot). Mytilene and Selymbria, for example, were
declared aUtovopol through treaties with the nyepwv, Athens (D 3.9 + D 3.14). In addition,

5 Hansen 1995, 26-27; cf. Amit 1973, 39.

6 Hansen 2015, 870-71, with references; cf. Hansen 1995, 28, 34-35; Ma 2009, 128.
7 Ostwald 1982, 29.

8 Low 2007, 189-90; cf. Bickerman 1958, 336-37; Whitehead 1993, 321.

% Cataldi 1983, 323.

10 Bjckerman 1958, 336-37; cf. Ostwald 1982, 1.
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Samos was given its autonomy in 412 (Thuc. 8.21; cf. IG 13127 = OR 191 |. 16) and an obscure
group called the Eteokarpathians, curiously, at a much earlier date (/G 131454 = OR 136 1. 12).1!

Thucydides, in a speech attributed to Cleon in the Mytilenean debate (3.39.2), implies that the
loss of ships and defensive fortifications are tantamount to the loss of autonomy precisely
because the means of self-defence are no longer present.!? It is true that this was not an
absolute: Chios, for example, was still officially avtovopog as late as 412 (3.10.5; 6.85.2; 7.57.4),
when it revolted (8.17.1, 38.3-4), even though the Chians had already torn down their walls in
425 (4.51). But this was a voluntary act, a show of loyalty to the Athenians, and Chios retained
its fleet in any case (4.13.2; 5.84.1; 6.43.7; 7.20.2).13 It is revealing that, when the Athenian
oligarchs in 411 mulled a settlement with the Spartans to end the war, under no circumstances
were they prepared to surrender the fleet or demolish the walls of Athens, because only by
retaining them would they remain autonomous (8.91.3: ta¢ te valc kal Td Teixn €XOVIEC
autovoueloBat).

Origins of aUtovoulia

Unsurprisingly, given his intense focus both on interstate relations and internal political
debates, the vast majority of attestations of avtovopia and cognates in 5™ century literary
texts occur in Thucydides — 48 out of a total of 58, according to the calculation of J. Roy.** Its
earliest appearance, in this case as the adjective autovouog, is at I. 821 of Sophocles’ Antigone,
first performed in or around 443, but here the word is used in a personal, metaphorical, non-
political sense.!® In the Hippocratic treatise De Aera, Aquis, Locis, the Greek people as a whole
are depicted as being atvtovopot, which distinguishes them non-Greeks supposedly accustomed
to despotic rule (Hippoc. Aer. 16.65, 23.86).17 AUtovopia in a more clearly political sense occurs
in Herodotus (8.140a.2) when Xerxes, acting through Mardonius, offers peace to the Athenians
after the battle of Salamis, promising them autonomous status (£€6vtec avtovopol) if they
agree. But although Herodotus frames this passage as a direct quotation of Mardonius, it clearly
reflects how aUtovopuia-language was being used at the time of the Histories’ composition

11 The Eteokarpathians were a community inhabiting Karpathos, an Aegean island southwest of Rhodes. The
relevant inscription is an Athenian honorary decree for Karpathos and found on that island, and dated by the
editors of /G 13to ca. 445-30 BCE. See further Ma 2009, 129 and comm. OR 136. For the autonomy provision of /G
13127 = OR 191 see Lazar 2024, 33 with n. 20.

12 Ostwald 1982, 29. For an early fourth-century expression of the same view cf. Andoc. 3.14.

13 Cf. Thuc. 6.85.2 (Methymna described as aUtdvopog because of its fleet) with Ostwald 1982, 27-28.

14 Roy 2022, 120; cf. Lévy 1983b, 255 with n. 51.

15 The play is usually, but not certainly, assigned to this date: see OCD*s.v. ‘autonomy.’

16 Ostwald 1982, 10-11; Raaflaub 1985, 192.

17 Low 2007, 191-92. The precise date of the treatise is uncertain, but ca. 430 has been suggested, and if true this
would still postdate Sophocles’ Antigone (for a minority view on Antigone’s date see Lewis 1988). See further Lévy
1983a, 250 n. 9, with references.
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much later in the 5" century and should not be taken as evidence for its currency as early as
480.%8 It is surely not coincidental that the vocabulary of autonomy came into being in the 440s
and 430s. K. Raaflaub associates its development with the efforts of Athens’ allies in the Delian
League to assert a limited independence, especially in internal matters, against Athenian
encroachments.’® Although Athens had shown itself willing to coerce the allies from as early as
the 470s, the coming of peace with Persia in ca. 449, followed by Athens’ harsh reaction to
revolts in Euboea in 446/45 and Samos in 439, vividly demonstrated that Athens was willing to
go to great lengths to maintain its grip on the dpxn even in the absence of the Persian threat.

It would appear that a0tovopia was on the political agenda by 431, on the eve of the
Peloponnesian War, when the Spartan embassy at Athens promised that war could be avoided
if the Athenians ‘left the Greeks autonomous’ (Thuc. 1.139.3 AakeSawuoviot fovAovtal ThHV
elprivnv eivay, £l &’ &v €l ToU¢EANvag altovopoug ddeite). For the Spartans, this specifically
meant revoking the Megarian Decree, ending the siege of Potidaea, and respecting the
avtovouia of Aegina (cf. 1.139.1). Pericles, speaking on behalf of the Athenians, replied that
they would do so only if the Spartans would leave their own Peloponnesian League allies
autonomous (1.144.2 kal otav KAKevoL Talc Eaut®v anod®ol moAeot un odiot [Tolig
Aakedatpoviolg] émtndeiwg avtovoueiobat, GAN altoig ékaotolg we Boulovtat), which was,
and was intended to be, a non-starter meant only to highlight Spartan hypocrisy. As Bolmarcich
stresses, the Athenian democracy and economy were intimately connected with the dpxn and
the tribute that accrued from it. As for the Spartans, dissolving the Peloponnesian League or
even relinquishing their hegemony over it would have rendered them far more vulnerable to
the Argives, potentially with help from Athens, and to a helot rebellion.?°

AUrtovoula in individual treaties

Within my database, eleven treaties contain or have been restored to contain an autonomy
clause, or at least have some bearing on the issue, when considering both literary and
epigraphic testimonia. The relevant passages are compiled in Appendix 6: Autonomy clauses.

D 1.1: Establishment of the Delian League

Pericles’ objections to Spartan autonomy-demands in 431, noted above, was an implicit
acknowledgement that Athens’ Delian League allies were by and large not autonomous in 431.

18 For the date of publication of Herodotus’ Histories, see Fornara 1971a, arguing for ca. 414 against the orthodox
date of ca. 426.

19 Raaflaub 1985, 204-05; cf. Seager and Tuplin 1980; Ostwald 1982, 1.

20 Bolmarcich 2012, 83.
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The question is whether this state of affairs had existed since the League’s formation in 478/77
or developed only gradually.

At 1.97.1 (=D 1.1LT 1), Thucydides writes that the original members of the Delian League were
all initially autonomous (flyoUpevol 6& aUTovOpwWV TO MP@TOoV TWV ELppaxwy), and that
decisions regarding League policy were made at allied synods (&mno6 kowv®v Euvodwv
BouAeuoviwv). Gomme suggests that the synods quickly became little more than a rubber-
stamping body dominated by Athens and were abandoned entirely by 454 at the latest, when
the League treasury was moved from Delos to Athens.?! Conversely, Hornblower suggests that
they might have continued to meet until the 430s.%? But as P. Low stresses, the virtual
nonexistence of evidence for the activities of League synods indicates that the era of collective
decision-making was very brief indeed.?3

What was Athens’ role in the early history of the Delian League? While Athens was always its
formal nyepwv, M. Ostwald contends that its prerogatives were likely initially limited to the
assessment of allied contributions (both of popog and ships) and the selection of the board of
League treasurers (EAAnvotapuiat), who were always Athenians (cf. Thuc. 1.96.2=D 1.1 LT 1;
Antiph. 5.69-71).2* Additionally, as numerous scholars have pointed out, until the imposition of
tribute was taken up by Athens, this practice was associated in the Greek imagination with
Persian domination and was therefore viewed as indicative of the political subjection of those
who were forced to pay it.?> Aaouog was the term used for the Persian tribute (the earliest
evidence is Hdt. 3.89; cf. Isoc. 10.27), and it has been suggested that Athens consciously
referred to their own tribute as popog in order to avoid the Persian associations of aopdc.2®
On the other hand, several early League members contributed ships rather than tribute and, in
the beginning, those that did pay tribute did so not because Athens forced them to, but
because they either preferred to do so or did not have fleets of their own ([Arist.] Ath. Pol. 23.5
=D1.1LT2).%

2L HCT 1, 280.

22 Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 1, 146.

2 Low 2017, 100.

24 Ostwald 1982, 30. The point about the EAAnvotapiat being exclusively Athenians is argued cogently by
Woodhead 1959.

25> Murray 1966, 150; Kallet-Marx 1993, 45-47; Whitehead 1998, 178-81. Low 2017, 104 points to the Athenian
practice of displaying the allied tribute publicly at the Dionysia after 454/53 (Plut. Per. 12; [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 24.3)
and its unpopularity among the allies (Isoc. 8.82) and reasonably attributes this to Athens’ explicit renunciation of
doOpog in the Second Athenian Confederacy (/G 2243 = RO 22 1. 23).

26 Cf. Murray 1966, 159: ‘Just as in the second Athenian League the term cUvtafic was used in order to avoid the
connotations of the hated, ¢o6poc, so in the first dopoc itself was intended to differentiate the new contributions
from the old tribute to Persia.’

27 Ship-contributing members included Chios (Thuc. 8.24.4), Mytilene (3.2-3), and Samos (1.115).
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While autonomy clauses became common in treaties later in the 5t century, it seems unlikely
that an explicit guarantee of a0tovouia was offered already in 478/77. Rather, it is more
probable that the allies assumed that Athens would not interfere in their internal affairs.?® As
Ostwald and Raaflaub emphasize, there is no evidence that Athens harboured imperialist
ambitions as early as 478/77.%° These only became apparent with the forcible incorporation of
Carystus into the League and the suppression of the revolt of Naxos (D 1.2 + D 1.3). When the
League was formed, the greatest threat to the independence and security of the Greek
communities of lonia, the Aegean islands, and the Hellespont at this time was not Athens but
Persia (cf. Thuc. 1.96.1). Nor was Athens’ expectation that the allies contribute to the alliance
particularly unreasonable, as naval warfare was a costly endeavour.*°

However, by the late-5t" century, Athens had deprived most of its allies of their a0tovopia. This
is apparent from a speech, reported by Thucydides (6.85.2), of the Athenian envoy Euphemus in
415/14. Here Euphemus distinguishes between three classes of Athenian allies: first were those
— Chios and Methymna are specifically mentioned — that continued to contribute ships rather
than cash, and for that reason were classified as autovopot; another, much larger group, were
compelled to pay ¢popoc and were therefore, it is implied, Untrjkooy;! finally, a third group of
allies was entirely éAeUBepog because they were not liable to tribute of any kind: Euphemus
must have had the lonian Sea islands Zacynthus and Cephallenia in mind (cf. Thuc. 7.57.7).3?
Euphemus’ speech implies that the key element of autovopuia from Athens is freedom from the
payment of dopog under compulsion, though we shall see that this is not its only element, and
in the Peace of Nicias, forced tribute payment in limited cases is indeed ostensibly compatible
with aUtovopia.?® But Euphemus’ implication that ¢popoc negated altovopia, while largely
correct by 415/14, does not correspond to the reality of 478/77.

D 1.9: Peace of Callias

Reliable details about the Peace of Callias are notoriously difficult to come by, and yet another
area of obscurity is whether the Peace contained an autonomy clause. Literary sources from the
4t century onward imply an affirmative answer to this question. Isocrates (4.120= D 1.9 LT 1)
claims that the Peace territorially restricted the Achaemenid realm (tote pév yap nueig
davnoopueba trv apxnv thv BacAéwg opilovteg), and although he does not explicitly use the

28 For discussion of a0tovopia in the context of the Delian League’s early history see HCT 1, 292; ATL 3, 156-57,
228 with n. 14; Ostwald 1982, 39.

29 Ostwald 1982, 25; Raaflaub 2009, 93.

30 Wallinga 1982; Schmitz 1988, 16-57; Gabrielsen 1994; Morrison et al. 2000; Raaflaub 2009, 94.

31 The word Umtfikool is not used in this passage, but cf. Thuc. 7.57.4.

32 | évy 1983a, 264-65; Figueira 1990, 67-68.

33 Ostwald 1982, 28; Hansen 1995, 32; Fornara 2010, 133 n. 23.
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word aUtovoplia or its cognates here, it is possible to interpret this as implying an autonomy
clause. Lycurgus (1.73 = LT 5), also active in the 4t century, while incorrectly assigning the date
of the Peace to the 460s, announces, ‘They [sc. Athens and Persia] made a treaty ... that the
Greeks should be autonomous’ (cuvBrKag £MOLGAVTO ... TOUC & “EAANVAC AUTOVOHOUC ELvValL).
Diodorus, surely following the 4t century Ephorus, likewise asserts that the Great King agreed
not to sail warships west of the River Halys and that the Greek cities of Asia Minor were to be
autonomous (12.4.5 = LT 8 a0TovopouG €ivat TAS Katd Thv Actav EAANVISac TOAELS amdoac).

While Ostwald is cautious about using the testimony of Lycurgus and Diodorus to reconstruct
the language of the original treaty, E. Badian is confident that the Peace of Callias really did
contain an autonomy clause, comparing an incident from 395, as reported by Xenophon, in
which Artaxerxes promised the Spartan king Agesilaus aUtovopia for the Greek cities of Asia
Minor on condition that they pay the 6aopog and that Spartan forces withdraw from Persian
territory (Xen. Hell. 3.4.25 1a¢ 6’ év tfj Aolq moAeLg alTtovopoug oloag Tov dpxaiov Sacpov
aUTt® anodEpewv). Badian suggests that a similar offer was extended to, and accepted by, the
Athenians and incorporated into the Peace of Callias.3* Conversely, R. Meiggs, while accepting
the existence of an autonomy clause in the Peace of Callias, suggests it was intended only to
limit the amount of the 6aouog that could be imposed on the Greek cities of Asia Minor and to
guarantee their independence in internal affairs.3> This is only superficially contradicted by
Herodotus (6.42), who reports that, after the suppression of the lonian Revolt of the 490s, the
Lydian satrap Artaphernes carried out tribute assessments on the pacified cities of lonia which,
Herodotus adds, remained fixed at the same rate up to his own day. The Lydian satraps, it
appears, maintained their theoretical claim to 6aouog from the lonians at least as late as
413/12 (Thuc. 8.5.5), but for all practical purposes they could not collect it, or could collect only
a limited amount, on account of the Athenians.3®¢ We may plausibly attribute this arrangement
to the Peace of Callias.

D 1.15: Athenian treaty with Samos

Samos was a member of the Delian League, perhaps from the very beginning, and a contributor
of ships (cf. Hdt. 9.106.4). [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 24.2 describes Samos before its revolt in 441/40 in
terms suggestive of aUtovopia, although he does not actually use this word or its cognates:

34 Ostwald 1982, 25-26; Badian 1993, 51 with 198 n. 64.
35 Meiggs 1972, 148; cf. Cary 1945, 90; cf. Gomme 1944, 333f.; Murray 1966, 155.
36 Lewis 1977, 87; HCT 5, 16-17; Debord 1999, 121-23; Rubinstein in IACP, p. 1057.
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AaBOVTEC THV ApxNV TOTC CUMUAXOLE SECTIOTIKWTEPWC EXp@VTO, ANV Xiwv Kal AeoBlwv kal
Topiwv- ToUTouC 8¢ BUAAKAC ELXOV TAC APXAC, ERMVIEC TAC Te ToALTelaC tap’ AUTOTS Kal BpXELV
WV £TUXOV BPXOVTEC

[The Athenians], having won the dpyn, treated the allies rather despotically, except for Chios,
Lesbos, and Samos, which they kept as outposts of the dpyxr and allowed to have their own
governments and rule the subjects that they had at the time.

(trans. H. Rackham, adapted)

Here the emphasis is on the constitutional independence of Samos, Lesbos, and Chios, and it
was in fact an Athenian attempt to impose a democratic government (Thuc. 1.115.2-3) that
prompted Samos’ revolt in the first place. But Thucydides, who reports both the course and the
aftermath of the revolt, says only that the Samians agreed to raze their walls, give hostages,
surrender their fleet, and pay an indemnity (1.117.3 = D 1.15 LT 1); he is silent about
constitutional arrangements. The associated inscription, OR 139 = ET 1, is so fragmentary that
nothing of the sort can be securely extracted from here either. Osborne and Rhodes
speculatively restore fr. b |. 3 of the inscription [--- Zapiog 6¢ o]ik€v [avTtovopog], which would,
it appears, guarantee the Samians their autonomy, but this is so insecure that they also proffer
the alternative restoration [tév mOAw tév heautdv ? ---], thereby removing all reference to
avtovopia.?’

Whether or not a democratic polity was forced on the Samians, the punitive measures
described at Thuc. 1.117.3 clearly resulted in their reduction to subject (Untjkooc) status: while
the Samians, unlike the Byzantines (who revolted at the same time and assisted the Samians:
Thuc. 1.115.5), are not described as Unrjkool in this passage, they are later explicitly listed
among the allies who are ‘subject and liable to tribute’ (7.57.4: Umnkowv kal ¢opou UTOTEAWV),
although they do not appear in the surviving tribute lists.3® The later Thucydidean passage
suggests that, from the Athenian perspective, autonomy ended as soon as an ally was subjected
to tribute under compulsion; constitutional arrangements were of secondary importance.® As
Ostwald writes, ‘Before the Peloponnesian War it mattered little to Athens whether an ally was
oligarchically or democratically governed as long as that ally remained loyal to the fyepwv; only
when loyalty was doubted was a regime friendly to Athens imposed, usually by force.’*° Since
we are told by Thucydides that the autonomy of Samos was restored in 412 (8.21 ABnvaiwv te
odiowv avtovopiav peta tadta we BeBaiolg dN Pndloapévwy), it stands to reason that the

37 Both restorations are based on the edition of Matthaiou 2014.

38 JACP no. 864, p. 1095.

39 But see Ostwald 1982, 29 and Figueira 1990, 68, rightly noting that, for practical purposes, a city wishing to
protect its autonomy also required a defensive wall and, in the case of island or coastal cities like Samos, a fleet. It
is hardly coincidental that Athens, while stripping Samos of its formal autonomy, simultaneously removed the
means by which the Samians would have been able to defend it.

40 Ostwald 1993, 63; cf. Will 19609.
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Athenians did not consider it autonomous prior to that, and we can infer that Samos’ period of
non- avtovopia lasted from 439 to 412.4

D 2.12: Peace of Nicias

The Peace of Nicias contains not one but two distinct autonomy clauses. The first concerns the
avtovopuia of Delphi (Thuc. 5.18.2 = D 2.12 LT 1), while the second clarifies the status of six
cities in Chalcidice (5.18.5 = ibid). The Delphi clause contains the unusual adjectives aUtoteAeig
and avtobikouc. LSJ®, citing Thuc. 5.18.2, defines the first as ‘taxing oneself, self-taxed.”*? This is
accepted by Hornblower, who contrasts it with UmoteAng and cuvteAng, which are used of
states that are liable to financial obligations as a subject (Unrikoog) and as a member of a
federal state (e.g., Boeotia), respectively.*® As for a0to8woc, Liddel and Scott again provide a
useful starting point with their definition, ‘with independent jurisdiction, with one’s own courts,’
again with reference to 5.18.2.%* Hornblower’s translation of the overall clause makes good
sense of what Thucydides’ (= the treaty’s) Greek seeks to express: ‘The sanctuary and the
temple at Delphi, and the Delphian people, shall be autonomous and shall have control of their
own revenues and shall have their own courts of justice, both for themselves and for their
territory, according to their ancestral customs.’*> The clause thus applies to Delphi in two
senses: the oA of Delphi and the iepdv that was physically located within its territory.*®

Specifically, the aUutotéAela of the Delphians, as Hansen interprets it, exempts them from non-
consensual tribute to an external power which, like the ¢popog paid under compulsion by most
Delian League members by this time, was considered to be a violation of aUtovouia.*’
Gomme’s argument, which is admittedly somewhat difficult to follow, seems to be that the
adjective atovopog is dependent, in the passage which we are considering, on aUtoteAng and
alTodKoC: being avtoteAfic and adtddikog is what makes the Delphians adtévopol.*® The most
concise explanation of this passage is given by M. Ostwald:

Since aUtotelels includes the injunction that Delphi must pay tribute to neither a superior
power nor to a confederacy but be left to determine the disposal of her finances without

41 Cf. Shipley 1987, 117; Ostwald 1993, 52; /G 13127 = OR 191 Il. 15-16 (405/04) toic 8¢ vopoLg xpfioBat tolg
odetépolg alTV | altovopog dvtac. See also /G 1396, an Athenian decree regarding Samos; according to Ostwald
1993, 64 it is connected with the events of Thuc. 8.21, and it is dated by the editors of /G 13to 412/11.

42 1SJ%s.v. avtotelrc; cf. Rhodes 1981, 106 on the word as used at [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 3.5, where its implications are
more judicial than financial.

43 Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 2, 472; cf. HCT 3, 667.

44 1SJ° s.v. a0TOS KOG,

4> Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 2, 472.

46 For the moALg of Delphi cf. Hdt. 8.36.2; Ps.-Skylax 37; CID 1 9A Il. 2-3; IG 22109a |. 27; Oulhen at IACP, p. 412.

47 Hansen 1995, 32.

48 HCT 3, 667.
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outside interference, and since autobikoug guarantees freedom from external interference in
the administration of justice at Delphi, autovopoug — although it is of course strengthened by
the addition of these two adjectives — evidently guarantees the freedom of the people of Delphi
to make their political decisions without external interference.*

Delphi’s privileges, then, consist of 1) freedom from tribute and independent control of
financial policy; 2) the independence of the Delphian law-courts; and 3) independence in
political decision-making, probably encompassing both domestic and foreign policy. J. Oulhen
proposes that the clause under consideration was intended to protect Delphi from the Phocian
kowvov, a federal state.>® Unlike the clause relating to Delphi found in the Truce of Laches (Thuc.
4.118.1-2 = D 2.9 LT 1), whose goal was merely to protect pilgrims from possible harassment or
violence, the present clause seeks to clarify the status of both the moAig and the iepov of Delphi
and to guarantee the altovopia of both entities.>?

The clause recorded at Thuc. 5.18.5 awards an unusual status to the Chalcidian cities of Argilus,
Stagirus, Acanthus, Scolus, Olynthus, and Spartolus. They are to be autonomous, yet still liable
to the Athenian $popog, albeit at a rate consistent with the inaugural assessment made by
Aristides in 478/77 (tac 6& mOAelc depolioac TOV GOpov TOV €M’ ApLOTELSOU AUTOVOHOUC ELVAL).
But the text implies that, should they fail to pay this, the Athenians would be justified in
compelling them to do so, through force if necessary (0mAa &€ pn) é€€otw émudépelv ABnvaioug
UN&E ToUG EuA)OUG €L KOK®, AmodLdoviwy Tov popov). While Hansen argues that tribute
could indeed be compatible with autonomy, he stresses that this was true only when it was
paid on a voluntary basis.>? This is evidently not the case here. To solve the inherent
contradiction in this clause, we must consider the historical context of Tov ¢popov tov €’
Aploteidou. [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 23.5 reports that Aristides was responsible for the first allied
tribute assessment upon the foundation of the Delian League in 478/77 which, according to
Thucydides (1.96.2, not mentioning Aristides) amounted to a total of 460 talents. However, Lisa
Kallet-Marx stresses that we must distinguish between the tribute assessment (ibid. 6 Tp&TOG
dopoc taxbeic), which Thucydides quantifies, and what the allies actually paid, which he does
not.> This calls into question whether the ‘Aristidean’ tribute was really as modest as modern
scholars sometimes assume.>* In an interesting recent article, Nino Luraghi posits that ¢popov
Tov €t Aploteibou does not, in fact, denote a specific amount, but was an opportunistic

49 Ostwald 1982, 7.

50 JACP no. 177, p. 413; cf. Gallo 2011. On the history and political organization of Phocis in the Archaic and
Classical periods see IACP, pp. 399-402.

51 parke and Wormell 1956, 196-97; HCT 3, 667; Ostwald 1982, 7; Sdnchez 2001, 116; IACP no. 177, p. 413.

52 Hansen 1995, 31-32.

53 Kallet-Marx 1993, 181 n. 76.

54 Cf. HCT 3, 669: ‘Aristeides’ assessment of the cities mentioned below may have been exceptionally low’;
Hornblower (Comm. on Thuc. 2, 477): ‘It is usually thought that “Aristidean levels” are supposed to be generous or
moderate.” However, Hornblower does acknowledge the doubts of Kallet-Marx 1993, 180-81.
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political slogan used in 421 to evoke nostalgia towards the Delian League’s early years when
Athenian power over the allies was supposedly more moderate and benevolent. As Luraghi
emphasizes, there is in fact no evidence apart from the present passage (and then only
implicitly) suggesting that any of the six cities concerned were founding members of the Delian
League, and Acanthus in particular is actually known to have contributed ships rather than
tribute until 451/50 (/G 13263.3 |. 34).>> This must prompt serious reflection, but | would
propose a slight amendment to Luraghi’s arguments: even if the six Chalcidian cities were not
founding members of the Delian League, there is still in my view the possibility that their
assessments were reduced in 421 to an extent that was deemed compatible with ‘Aristidean’
levels; but we are unable to say for sure.

Whatever the concessions made to the six Chalcidian cities, the clause recorded at Thuc. 5.18.5
still represents a violation of their a0tovouia, whatever the Athenians, with Spartan
acquiescence, might say. First of all, we have no evidence that they were consulted either by
Athens or Sparta during the extended peace negotiations that took place over winter 422/21.
And in other contexts, compulsory financial obligations backed by the threat of force were
readily seen as violations of aUtovopia: in summer 421, when the Eleans attacked perioecic
Lepreum for failing to pay the one talent owed (annually?) to Olympian Zeus, Spartan
arbitrators determined that Elis had violated Lepreum’s aUtovopia (Thuc. 5.31.2-4).%° It could
be argued that Sparta was opportunistically seeking to weaken Elis by detaching it from
Lepreum, but Thucydides, speaking through Euphemus, does not hesitate to accept that his
native city Athens had deprived its allies of their a0tovopia by subjecting them to a mandatory
dopocg (7.57.3-4).57 | therefore cannot see how the fate of the Chalcidian cities differed
meaningfully from that of the Delian League members who were de jure Untrikoot.. While
Gomme speculates that they did not have to provide contingents to Athenian military
campaigns, | stress that his theory lacks evidence (though it is not impossible).>® But even if this
could be proven to be the case, it does not negate the threat of Athenian retaliation, should the

55 Luraghi 2022, 113-15, noting the strong Persian presence in the northern Aegean in the early-470s (Hdt. 7.105-
107; 8.126-129); on Acanthus’s contributions see Zahrnt 1971, 42 with JACP no. 559, p. 823; for the tribute of
Argilus see Meiggs 1972, 159 n. 3; ATL 1, 232, reading 1.5 talents.

56 Cf. Ostwald 1982, 28. Whether the one-talent contribution was expected on an annual basis is unclear from the
ancient sources, but Patay-Horvath 2016, 246 argues that it was, while stressing that this did not constitute a
particularly heavy economic burden. On Lepreum’s perioecic status see Roy 1997, 283-85 with Hdt. 4.148.4; Xen.
Hell. 3.2.23, 25; Paus. 3.8.3.

57 pace Hansen 1995, 31-32, who apparently distinguishes between allies who joined the Delian League voluntarily
and those who were forced into it. This is in my view a moot point: however voluntary the accession of the
League’s first members was, they presumably had little idea that they would eventually be forced to contribute
tribute under the threat of violence and could not secede. By 421, there was no longer any meaningful difference
between most founding members (and others who had voluntarily joined at an early date) and those, such as
Naxos and Aegina, who were enrolled into the League by force.

%8 HCT 3, 670.
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Chalcidian cities cease paying. It is possible that they were allowed to conduct their internal
affairs as they wished, under constitutions of their choice (and this may very well have been the
case even before 421), but their ability to exercise an independent foreign policy was
circumscribed by the prohibition on entering into an alliance with Sparta, whereas the
possibility of re-entering into alliance with Athens remained, if the Athenians could ‘persuade’
them to do it (Thuc. 5.18.5 Euppdxouc 8 elvatl UnSetépwy, Prite Aakedatpoviwy uAite
ABnvaiwv: Av 8¢ ABnvaiol melBwot Tac mOAeLg, BouAopévag tautag £E€0Tw EUPUUAXOUC
noteloBat autolg ABnvaiolc).>® And as various scholars have observed, it is psychologically
implausible on the face of it that the Athenians would reward the Chalcidian cities, all of which
had recently revolted against Athens, with genuine aUtovouia while denying the same to the
many League members that had remained loyal throughout the Archidamian War.®° The best
explanation is that given by Luraghi: the Spartans, who thought that Amphipolis was lost to
them under the Peace, were desperate to save face. That the autonomy clause on which they
insisted was in reality a paper tiger was of no concern to them, and its implementation was left
to the Athenians; the Spartans had effectively washed their hands of the matter.%?

D 3.3: Spartan treaty proposal to Argos
D 3.4: Peace of Lichas
D 3.6: 30-year truce between Sparta and Mantinea

That Sparta could insist on the aUtovouia of the Peloponnesian moAeLg in the treaties presently
under consideration cannot be understood without reference to its decisive victory at Mantinea
in 418. As E. Millender writes, ‘The Spartans’ overwhelming victory put to rest the Argives’
claims to supremacy in the Peloponnesus and quashed the Athenians’ attempts to contest both
the Spartans’ hegemony in the region and preeminence on the field.”®? In the Spartan treaty
proposal submitted to the Argives and quoted by Thucydides at 5.77 (= D 3.3 LT 1), the Spartans
expressed their desire that tag §& moAlag tag év MeAomovvdow, Kal PKPAG Kal LEYAAQC,
AUTOVOUWCE ELLEV TIdoaC Kattd tdTpLla. Under Ostwald’s interpretation of this passage, the
Spartans were claiming that, in the Peloponnese at least, respect for the alutovopia of
individual moAelg was an ancestral practice that must be adhered to; infringing upon it would
constitute a violation of ta matpLa. In the context of Thuc. 5.77, Ta natpla ‘serves to provide, if
not a firm sanction, yet at least a reminder to the states involved that certain traditions, which

59 Luraghi 2022, 111 n. 24 pointedly asks, ‘Were the Athenians not opening the way for factions within those poleis
to request their intervention?’

60 \West 1925; ATL 3, 347-53; Luraghi 2022, 118.

61 Luraghi 2022, 115 n. 36; cf. Robertson 1980, 87 n. 29.

62 Millender 2017, 94.
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should not be broken, represented a norm in interstate relations.’®® T. Figueira takes a rather
dimmer view: ta natpLa, far from ensuring the autonomy of a weaker state against a stronger
one, could in fact be cited to justify the nyepovia of the latter over the former if this accorded
with longstanding practice, i.e., was katta tdtpla. He notes that Thebes, admittedly outside of
the Peloponnese geographically, but still a member of the Peloponnesian League, pointedly
appealed to ta natpta to justify Plataea’s forcible inclusion in the Boeotian confederacy during
the city’s siege in the early years of the Peloponnesian War (Thuc. 2.2.4; 3.66.1).%*

An autonomy clause was also written into the Peace of Lichas proper (Thuc. 5.79.1=D 3.4 LT
1): tai 6€ GANaL OALeG Tal v MeAOMOVVAOW KOLVAVEOVTWY TAV orovdav Kot Tag Euppoyiog
a0tovopol Kol alTOMOALEG, TAV AUTWV £XOVTEC KaTTd rtatpla, Sikacg d16ovteg Tac loog Katl
opotac. As translated by Hornblower, this passage reads: ‘The other cities in the Peloponnese
may participate in the peace and the alliance, and shall be autonomous and independent,
controlling their own territory as they traditionally have done, submitting to fair and impartial
judicial proceedings.’®> The adjective a0tomoALg is a hapax and seems to exert an intensifying
force on avtovopol. The definition found in A Greek-English Lexicon, ‘free, independent state,’
makes good sense of the word’s literal meaning, ‘city by itself.”®® This is largely a repetition of
the autonomy demand found in the earlier treaty proposal, now codified and enforceable as
part of a formal interstate treaty. While the Peace of Lichas did not directly involve Elis as a
contracting party, numerous scholars have postulated that the treaty, and particularly its
autonomy clause, was intended to challenge Elean control of Lepreum and other perioecic
settlements (cf. Thuc. 5.31.4; 5.34.1).%7

While there is no explicit reference to autovopia in the surviving testimonia of the Spartan
truce with Mantinea (D 3.6), Thuc. 5.81.1 = LT 1 t\v apxnv ddeloav tv moAewv — the subject is
the Mantineans — implies an autonomy clause. This was the final nail in the coffin of the
Mantinean apyn, which at its greatest extent in the Archidamian War encompassed Parrhasia
and parts of Maenalia.®® While Parrhasia had already been captured by Sparta in 421 (5.33.1), J.
Roy stresses that the present treaty reframes the detachment of Parrhasia from Mantinea five
years prior as a free decision of the Parrhasians, which it was not.®° It is surely relevant that

63 Ostwald 1982, 4, 6.

64 Figueira 1990, 66. It is clear from Hell. Oxy. 19.3 that Plataea, before its secession in 431 at the latest (Thuc.
2.2.4; 3.65.2; Buck 1979, 153-54), was a member of the Boeotian federation, as it provided two of the Boeotarchs
(cf. Kirsten 1950, 2302-03).

% Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 201.

66 SJ%s.v. a0TOMOALG.

67 Ostwald 1982, 5 with 53 n. 24; cf. Bickerman 1958, 333-34; Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 201-02. Contra Roy
2022, 122 with Ar. Av. 149. Roy 2009, 71-74 suggests a separate, unattested Spartan-Elean treaty following the
battle of Mantinea.

68 Njelsen 1996, 135 with Thuc. 5.29.1, 33.1, 67.2.

59 Roy 2022, 124.
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Parrhasia was of great strategic significance for Sparta, and the presence of hostile Mantinean
forces there was intolerable.”®

The reality is that, after their battlefield victory at Mantinea, the Spartans were free to impose
their will with minimal restraint, forcing disadvantageous terms on the defeated Argives and,
not long after, on the Mantineans. Autovouia, supposedly guaranteed on the basis of ta
natpla, was ultimately little more than a mask for Spartan self-interest. One of Sparta’s first
actions following the Peace of Lichas was to impose oligarchies on Sicyon and Achaea, while
Argos itself briefly succumbed to a Spartan-inspired oligarchic coup (Thuc. 5.81.2-82.2).7*
Cartledge’s general assessment of Spartan behaviour is entirely on-point: ‘Sparta’s conception
of her own best interests, or rather the conception entertained by the group that at any time
happened to be dominant within the Spartan political hierarchy, always guided her actions
rather than any altruistic or even impersonal considerations of justice or morality.’”?

D 3.9: Athenian treaty with Mytilene

By the time of the Corinthian War at the latest, Athenian cleruchies were recognized as
incompatible with autonomy: in 392, Athens rejected a universal guarantee of aUtovouia
proposed by Sparta because this would have spelt the end of their cleruchies on Imbros, Scyros,
and Lemnos (Xen. Hell. 4.8.15); their permission to retain them under the King’s Peace was only
possible as an explicit exception to that treaty’s autonomy clause (Xen. Hell. 5.1.31 =D 4.8 LT
1).”3 The Athenian treaty with Mytilene (D 3.9), which | have argued dates to ca. 412, indicates
that this view prevailed in late-5t™ century as well. Before revolting in 428 alongside Antissa,
Eresos, and Pyrrha (Thuc. 3.2-18, 25, 27-50; Diod. 12.55), Mytilene was an autonomous Delian
League member, contributing ships rather than tribute and participating independently in
Delian League campaigns (Thuc. 3.10.5, 11.1, 3, 39.2; [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 24.2). The terms imposed
on Mytilene after the suppression of the revolt emphatically put an end to its privileged status:
its walls were demolished, its fleet surrendered, its mepaia ceded to Athens, and its territory on
the island of Lesbos proper divided into 3000 kAfjpot (Thuc. 3.50 = D 2.3 LT 1).7%

The present treaty abolished the cleruchy at any rate (/G 1366 =D 3.9 ET 1 Il. 8-12). Within this
clause, specifically at Il. 11-12, the Mytileneans were declared autonomous: kat auto[vo]uog
6ok[el] €7v|[aL]. Thus, an association between the abolition of the cleruchy and the regaining of

70 Roy 2022, 109.

7L Cf. Ostwald 1982, 8.

72 Cartledge 2002, 228.

73 Cf. Hansen 1995, 35.

74 Mattingly 1996, 136 speculates that the Athenian cleruchs, if they ever even stepped foot on Lesbian soil, were
withdrawn from the island in or very shortly after 427, possibly due to the return of the plague. However, the
present treaty’s probable late date of ca. 412 makes this in my view unlikely.
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Mytilenean autovouia is implied, from which we can deduce that subjection to a cleruchy was
a mark of Urtfikoog status and was recognized as such by the Athenians.”> This was not the only
respect in which the Mytilene’s lot was improved: the city had walls again by 406 (Xen. Hell.
1.6.17), and this must have been permitted by the Athenians, though whether this came about
via a lost clause of ET 1, or through another, unattested treaty, is unclear.’® The very
fragmentary and undated /G 1367, if it actually has anything to do with Mytilene at all (this is
entirely dependent on restorations), may hint at the restoration of a Mytilenean military
apparatus: Il. 7-11 p& h[urobéxe | oBat pede av]tog Aeile[cBat ped’ | émotpatevec]Bal pet[a
T6v 1o\ | epiov €’ ABevaiog | ped[e otpartt|av ddeAEv T8V molepiov pedé ..].”7 But this is a very
thin thread on which to hang such an argument.

T.J. Quinn proposes further that Mytilene may have been allowed to choose its own
constitution: this would be in keeping with the spirit of the inscription, and compare the
Selymbria treaty (D 3.14), which | discuss below; but there is no definitive support from the
epigraphic or literary records.’® Likewise, the question of tribute is not addressed in the
surviving inscription. However, if it postdates 413, however slightly, the point would have been
moot because in that year Athens replaced the ¢opoc with the gikootn, a five-percent levy on
all goods transported by sea (Thuc. 7.28.4), and the ¢6pog is unlikely to have been
reintroduced before 404.7°

D 3.14: Athenian treaty with Selymbria

The events in Selymbria during the Decelean War have already been discussed in the main
entry for the present treaty but are worth briefly repeating: the city joined nearby Perinthus
and defected from the Delian League in 410 or earlier, only to be captured by Alcibiades in 408,
assisted by the city’s pro-Athenian faction, and forced to pay an indemnity and receive an

75 Cf. Hansen 1995, 32f.; Fornara 2010, 132-33. /G 1366 = D 3.9 ET 1 Il. 12-13 [rA&v] | & mapadd]vrag [oddv té kalt
£[nelpov xopla], if correctly restored, allows Athens to retain the Mytilenean nepaia. Scholars differ in interpreting
the present treaty: Kallet 2001, 196 sees it as indicative of a shift by Athens towards a purely economic form of
imperialism, but this is questioned by Figueira 2005; cf. Low 2017, 106.

76 Archaeological evidence: Khatzi 1973, 509-10; Kontes 1978; Koldewey 1990; Williams and Williams 1991, 181;
Mason 2001.

77 ‘[The Mytileneans] shall not admit pirates, nor themselves commit piracy, nor shall they campaign with the
enemies of the Athenians, nor shall they assist an enemy army, nor ... (own trans.). The association of /G 1367 with
Mytilene is supported by Meritt 1947; Meritt 1954. The argument for Mytilenean military capabilities is made by
Figueira 1991, 170 n. 25, 252.

78 Quinn 1971, 409 with n. 26. There is no solid evidence for the subsequent nature of Mytilene’s government, but
Quinn finds it probable that it became an oligarchy.

7 Hornblower, Comm. on Thuc. 3, 595-96 (against Meritt 1936, arguing for the reintroduction of ¢pdpog in 410/09,
after the battle of Cyzicus); Kallet 2001, 223; Figueira 2005, 84-94; Gallo 2013. An important piece of evidence for
the retention of the gikootr) is Ar. Ran. 363 with its mention of an eikootoAdyo¢ (collector of the gikooth) in
Aegina in 405.
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Athenian garrison (Plut. Alc. 30; Xen. Hell. 1.3.10; Diod. 13.66.4).2° The crucial passage for our
purposes occurs at OR 185 =D 3.14 ET 1 Il. 10-12 [katootécacBat 6€ TeAup]BpLavoc TeU

ToAL| [telav aUTovopocg tpomot h]otol av émiotovt| [atl]. The key word abtovéuog is entirely
restored, but | am aware of no alternative proposed restorations.®! This occurs within a clause
guaranteeing the Selymbrians’ right to choose their own constitution — enough of moAt| [telav]
survives to be virtually certain on this point — which indicates that the Selymbrians’ autovopuia
was defined principally through their constitutional independence. This is supplemented by
further provisions guaranteeing to the Selymbrians the right to elect their own representatives
and conduct negotiations with the Athenians (Il. 31-32; cf. 45-47). Although this understanding
of avtovouia seems to conflict with the aforementioned Euphemus’ emphasis on the presence
or absence of tribute paid under compulsion (Thuc. 6.85.2), we must remember, firstly, that the
present treaty likely dates to a time when ¢popog was no longer being collected, and secondly
that the present treaty was not, until its approval by the Boule and Assembly after Alcibiades’
return to Athens, an officially-recognized transaction of the Athenian state, but rather an
improvised agreement made on the spot through the efforts of Alcibiades and other Athenians
who happened to be in the area.

B. Smarczyk suggests that the Selymbrians used their new aUtovouia to adopt or re-adopt an
oligarchic constitution.? But there is no evidence for the form of Selymbria’s government
either before or after the treaty, nor for Perinthus, which would have allowed for helpful
comparisons. Probably the garrison was removed, though we cannot be certain: there is
certainly early-4t™ century evidence that Spartan garrisons and harmosts, a hallmark of Sparta’s
post-404 imperialism, were deemed consonant with the loss of autovopia, as Hansen
emphasizes.?? Other concessions to the Selymbrians are more clearly attested. The Athenians
agreed to release hostages (ll. 8-10) and cancel Athenian and allied claims to lost property with
the exception of real property (ll. 18-22) which, as argued by L. Loukopoulou and A. taitar,
implies land ownership by Athenian and allied citizens in Selymbria.®*

D 4.2: Spartan treaty with Elis

According to Xenophon (Hell. 3.2.23, cf. 3.2.30 = D 4.2 LT 1), the Spartan war against Elis began
when the Eleans rejected the Spartan request that they grant aUtovopia to the perioecic cities
under their control (Sikatov Sokoin elvat ddpléval alTouC TAC MEPLOKISAC TIOAELS AUTOVOHOUC).
This passage implies that being a perioecic community was not compatible with abutovouia, at

80 Cf. Gehrke 1985, 145-46; IACP no. 679, p. 922.
81 Austin 1938, 51-53; comm. OR 185, p. 518.

82 Smarczyk 1986, 7.

83 Hansen 1995, 35, with references.

84 JACP no. 679, p. 922.
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least in the Spartans’ view, which was reflected in the subsequent peace treaty as reported by
Diodorus (14.34.1 = LT 1): HAclol € dpoPnBévteg TV TV AaKESALUOVIWY UTIEPOXAV ... TAG
neplolkovoag MOAELG alTovopoug adeivat. The perioeci of Elis were concentrated in Triphylia, a
region which was bordered by the river Alpheios to the north and by the river Neda to the
south and which was entirely perioecic. There existed other perioecic communities, such as
Acrorea, Laison, Letrinoi, Marganeis, and Amphidolia, which were outside Triphylia.?> Lepreum,
whose dispute with Elis in 421 is recorded by Thucydides (5.31.4, 34.1), was a special case: it
was previously independent and had participated as such in the Persian Wars (ML 27 I. 11; Hdt.
9.28.4 records 200 Leprean hoplites at the Battle of Plataea). Although not explicitly mentioned
in the testimonia for the present treaty, Lepreum was almost certainly granted autovoyia,
since the Triphylians — presumably including the Lepreans — are attested fighting alongside
Sparta in 394 (Xen. Hell. 4.2.16).2% C. Ruggeri assumes that Elis itself was reabsorbed into the
Peloponnesian League, and the same passage of Xenophon does in fact show that the Eleans
were allied with Sparta again by 394.%”

The treaty’s autonomy clause served two main purposes: firstly, it weakened Elis by ending
Elean control of perioecic communities; secondly, it left the former Elean perioeci open to
Spartan political influence, which enabled the Spartan-Triphylian alliance in place by 394. This
was in keeping with Sparta’s habit of appealing to avtovouia to justify the dismantling of rival
power blocs within the Peloponnese (cf. D 3.3 + D 3.4 + D 3.6, above).® There is something
deeply ironic in the fact that Sparta stripped Elis of its perioeci in the name of aUtovouia, but
was at no time prepared to question its own control of perioecic communities in Laconia and
Messenia.??

D 4.8: King’s Peace (Peace of Antalcidas)

85 JACP p. 489. For the boundaries of Triphylia see Niese 1910, 13; Tuplin 1993, 184; Nielsen 1997, 133-44,
expressing uncertainty about its exact borders. On Acoreia and Lasion see Krentz 1995, 175.

86 Roy 1997, 291; Capreedy 2007/08, 502. On the united Triphylian state that existed ca. 400-369, and which
included Lepreum (as attested by /G 5.2 1 1. 20), see Nielsen 1997, 153-54.

87 Ruggeri 2009, 51; cf. Siewert 1987/88, 8-10.

88 Cf. Figueira 1990, 65.

8 For a partial catalogue of Spartan perioecic communities see Ducat 2018, 597. One of the best-known was
Cythera which, before it was captured by Nicias in 424, was governed by an annual Spartan official called the
KuBnpodikng and guarded by a Spartan garrison (Thuc. 4.53.2). The precise arrangements for Cythera, whose
location was strategically sensitive, were possibly unusual, and it does not appear that comparable officials such as
harmosts were regularly assigned to perioecic settlements (Cartledge 1979, 179; MacDowell 1986, 28-30; Ducat
2018, 607). However, Sparta did maintain some kind of military presence in the perioecic communities of Mothone
and Thyrea during the Peloponnesian War (Thuc. 2.25.2; 4.56.2) and in Aulon, Oios, Leuctron, and Asine in the 4t
century (Xen. Hell. 3.3.8; 6.5.24; 7.1.25; cf. Ducat 2018, 606). The perioeci had no decision-making authority except
perhaps on a purely local level: Richer 1998, 324-34; Ducat 2018, 602.



301

The rescript of the King’s Peace, though ostensibly a creation of the royal Achaemenid court,
was composed under the influence of the Spartan Antalcidas (cf. Xen. Hell. 5.1.28), and
nowhere is this more apparent than in the demand that the Greek cities should be autonomous
(Xen. Hell. 5.1.31 = D 4.8 LT 1 ta¢ 6& GAAaG EAANVISOG TTOAELG KAl LKPAG KAl LEYAAAG
avtovopouc adeival ktA.), which corresponds closely to the Spartan proposal submitted to the
Argives in 418 (Thuc. 5.77.5 = D 3.3 LT 1 ta¢ 8¢ moAlag tac év MNelomovvaow, Kal PIKPAS Kal
HEYAAAC, aUTOVOUWC AHEV TTACOC KaTtd Ttdtpta).2 Unfortunately, the rescript itself gives us
little hint of what abtovopia was to mean in practice; its focus was instead on the territorial
extent of aUtovoplia, with certain areas — Asia Minor, Clazomenae, Cyprus, and the Athenian
cleruchies of Lemnos, Imbros, and Scyros — specifically excluded.

We get a better idea of the specific consequences of the autonomy clause in Xenophon’s
subsequent authorial narrative. The Thebans insisted on swearing the oaths of the Peace on
behalf of all the Boeotians, but this was rejected by Agesilaus on the basis of the autonomy
clause (Hell. 5.1.32). When Agesilaus threatened military action against the Thebans (5.1.33),
they relented and allowed the Boeotian cities to swear separately, which briefly terminated the
experiment in Boeotian federalism, although it would be revived after 378 (Xen. Hell. 5.4.63;
6.1.1; Isoc. 14.9; Diod. 15.28.1; Plut. Pel. 13.1; Ages. 24.6).°* But while Agesilaus painted the
Boeotian federation as a non-autonomous organization, the status of its non-Theban members
was clearly not identical to that of, for example, the Unfjkoot of the 5% century Delian League.
Thucydides writes (1.113.4) that the Boeotians, previously under Athenian domination, became
autonomous in 447 after casting off the Athenian yoke at the battle of Coronea, though Hansen
cautions that this does not necessarily mean that they were still autonomous on the eve of the
King’s Peace.®? Both Thucydides (5.38.2) and the Oxyrhynchus Historian (Hell. Oxy. 19
Chambers) attest the existence of four federal Boeotian councils, indicating a level of collective
decision-making comparable to that of the Peloponnesian League but which was absent from
the mature Delian League.®? Also, Boeotarchs were elected from each of the eleven districts of
Boeotia, of which Thebes only controlled four (Hell. Oxy. 19.3 Chambers). Their responsibilities
included overseeing the mobilization of the military contingents that made up the federal
Boeotian army and the conduct of operations on a collegial basis (Paus. 9.13.6 indicates that

%0 Cf. Tuplin 1993, 98 n. 33; Schmidt 1999, 90.

91 Cf. Hamilton 1991, 118.

92 Hansen 1996, 133-34. Contra Keen 1996; cf. Buck 1979, 153, who suggests that the Boeotian moAel¢ had the
freedom to choose their own local governments. In a note to the author, Prof. Dr. Trampedach raises an intriguing
possibility: ,Moglicherweise beherrschten die Thebaner zu diesem Zeitpunkt faktisch mehr als 4 der 11 boiotischen
Bezirke. AuRerdem diirfte der Versammlungsort auf der thebanischen Kadmeia zu einem thebanischen
Ubergewicht im Boiotischen Bund beigetragen haben."

9 Hansen 1995, 35 n. 57. See more broadly Salmon 1978.
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decisions required a majority vote), although the chief command may have been permanently
in Theban hands.®*

Hansen correctly observes that a strict adherence to the autonomy clause of the King’s Peace
would have required Sparta to release its grip on the perioeci of Laconia and Messenia.®” It is
thus very suspicious indeed that the Peace had no detectable effect on their status despite the
fact that perioecic communities clearly lacked a0tovouia in external affairs. On the other hand,
it did not even theoretically endanger Spartan leadership of the Peloponnesian League owing to
its relatively decentralized and egalitarian nature compared, for example, to the Delian
League.’® As Badian observes, Spartan garrisons were never imposed on its allies except in
emergencies; there was no levying of a monetary tribute; the allies were usually free to arrange
their internal affairs as they pleased (although the Spartans did sometimes impose oligarchies:
cf. Thuc. 5.81.2); and offensive campaigns required the consent of a majority of the League’s
members, with Sparta’s vote having a weight equal to that of each of its allies (cf. Thuc. 1.67-
87;5.17.2, 5.30).%7

Agesilaus also cited the autonomy clause when demanding that the Corinthians dismiss the
Argive garrison on the Acrocorinth, likewise threatening war if they did not comply (Xen. Hell.
5.1.34; cf. 5.1.36 = D 4.8 LT 2). Whatever the precise date and nature of the collaboration
between Argos and Corinth during the Corinthian War, it is clear, at the very least, that the
maintenance of foreign garrisons was deemed incompatible with the autonomy clause.®®
Finally, so long as Sparta and/or Persia were willing and able to enforce it, the autonomy clause
prevented the resurgence of Athenian imperialism as it had existed for much of the 5t century,
which was surely one of its primary intentions. Thus, when the Athenians established the
Second Athenian Confederacy in 378/77, they were careful to emphasize the a0tovopuia of its
members in accordance with the requirements of the King’s Peace (/G 2243 = RO 22).

Conclusion

The concept of aUtovopia in the 5™ and early-4t" centuries BCE remained a fluid and often
subjective instrument of Greek interstate relations. While scholars like Hansen and Ostwald
have attempted to establish rigid criteria for the term — focusing on the right to internal self-
legislation, independent taxation, and freedom from external military interference — the

% This may be implied at Thuc. 4.91, where the Theban Boeotarch Pagondas is described as ‘holding supreme
command’ (fyepoviag olong autod). See, for possible interpretations, ATL 3, 560.

%> Hansen 1995, 27-28.

% Cf. Larsen 1933; Larsen 1934 ; Salmon 1984, 364; Jehne 1994, 33-34; Lendon 1994; Cartledge 2002.

97 Badian 1991, 44-45; cf. HCT 1, 384-85; Bickerman 1958, 327-32, 334-37, 343; Ostwald 1982, 1; Hansen 1995, 35;
Cartledge 2002, 224.

%8 Cf. Griffith 1950; Hamilton 1972; Tuplin 1982; Whitby 1984; Fornis 2006.
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evidence from contemporary treaties suggests a more relative and pragmatic application. From
the foundation of the Delian League until the time of the King’s Peace and beyond, aUtovopuia
was often invoked not as an abstract moral principle, but as a strategic tool used by powers like
Athens and Sparta to mask their own imperialistic ambitions. Ultimately, the term's very
ambiguity allowed it to function as a vital, if imprecise, diplomatic currency in a world where
true independence was often secondary to the realities of hegemonic control.
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Chapter 12
Conclusion

On 10 March 1996, the mayors of Athens and Sparta signed a symbolic peace treaty to formally
end the Peloponnesian War.! Although this was a purely symbolic gesture with no legal effect
whatsoever, it was a perhaps subconscious acknowledgement by the two mayors that their 5t
century ancestors had no instrument by which to legally, definitively, and perpetually terminate
the Peloponnesian War. Even the kouwr eiprjvn treaties of the 4t century, while representing a
step in this direction, were regularly broken and cannot be compared to the treaties of the
modern world which regulate war and peace. Rather, any serious analysis of the interstate
treaties of Classical Greece must examine them on their own terms, in their proper context, and
with due consideration for the political institutions and diplomatic practice of the time, while at
the same time looking for the patterns and commonalities that bind the separate treaties
together.

Recapitulation and summary of findings

| began this dissertation seeking to answer one overarching question: to what extent did
historical developments in the period under consideration influence the development of Greek
interstate treaties? As we have seen, | have tackled this question via a two-pronged approach,
first by undertaking a chronologically-organized, case-by-case analysis of individual treaties,
taking particular note of their contents (both explicit and implicit) and their historical context,
and secondly by examining the treaties thematically.

It can be confidently stated that Greek interstate treaties were both influenced by and
influenced historical developments. The establishment of the Delian League (D 1.1) was a
response to the perceived harms of the Spartan regent Pausanias’ military leadership of the
‘Hellenic League’ formed in 480. In retrospect, the Delian League’s creation was an epoch-
making event that marked the beginning of the Athenian-Spartan dualism of the 5t century
BCE. The Athenian reduction of Carystus, Naxos, and Thasos, followed by the regulatory
agreement imposed on Erythrae (D 1.2-1.4, D 1.6), illustrates that Athens was prepared to
coerce both existing and prospective League members early on.? Tensions between Athens and
Sparta first boiled over into open conflict in 460 (the so-called First Peloponnesian War), but
this was interrupted by the Truce of Cimon (D 1.7), which allowed Athens to pivot briefly
towards a ‘Cimonian’ policy of peace with Sparta and hostility towards Persia. But the Peace of

1‘Athens, Sparta sign peace pact.” United Press International. 12 March 1996.
https://www.upi.com/Archives/1996/03/12/Athens-Sparta-sign-peace-pact/9963826606800/.
2 For a similar view, see Kallet 2013 and cf. Rhodes 1982, 297-98.
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Callias (D 1.9), which should be dated to the early-440s rather than the 460s, definitively
terminated Athenian-Persian hostilities until the Decelean War, while the war with Sparta and
the Peloponnesian League resumed by 447. This culminated in Athens’ defeat in Boeotia (cf. D
1.10) and the Thirty Years’ Peace (D 1.11), which though it ended Athenian dominance of
Central Greece, allowed Athens to consolidate control of its Aegean-centred dpxn, exemplified
by the subsequent regulatory agreements with Chalcis and Eretria(?) (D 1.12-1.13).3 The
grmupoyia with Corcyra (D 1.16), and the reaffirmation of the existing alliances with Rhegium
and Leontini (D 1.14), should be viewed as part of Athens’ preparations for the impending
Peloponnesian War.*

Unsurprisingly, the intense military activity of the Archidamian War was accompanied by
correspondingly intense diplomatic activity. The Pylos ceasefire agreement (D 2.6) and the
Athenian treaties with Hermione (D 2.4), Cythera (D 2.7), and Halieis (D 2.8) were part and
parcel of Athens’ efforts to force Sparta to the negotiating table and offset Spartan gains in
northeastern Greece. The Athenian alliance with Perdiccas Il (D 2.10) and the treaty with the
Bottiaei (D 2.11) must be interpreted in light of the stunning success of Brasidas in the
Thraceward region. The Truce of Laches (D 2.9), followed by the Peace of Nicias (D 2.12) and
the Spartan-Athenian alliance (D 2.13), were the result of both Sparta and Athens’ inability to
gain a decisive advantage after nearly a decade of fighting and sought, unsuccessfully, to
achieve a durable peace. The rapid breakdown of the Peace of Nicias was occasioned, on the
Spartan side, by a reluctant alliance with Boeotia (D 3.1) and, on the Athenian, by the rather
less reluctant Quadruple Alliance with Argos, Elis, and Mantinea (D 3.2). The Quadruple Alliance
in particular is illustrative of a shift in Athenian strategy, attributed by Thucydides to the
influence of Alcibiades, who sought to counter the policy of Nicias and challenge Spartan power
directly within the Peloponnese. The treaties that followed the battle of Mantinea, most
notably the Peace of Lichas (D 3.4; cf. D 3.3 and D 3.6), re-established Spartan mastery of the
Peloponnese, which was only partially offset by the new Athenian-Argive alliance concluded in
416 (D 3.7). The destruction of the Athenian expeditionary force in Sicily and the subsequent
widespread defection of Athens’ allies prompted a flurry of diplomatic activity which resulted in
formal military and economic cooperation between Persia and the Peloponnesian League (D
3.11-3.13).°> Athens’ efforts to prevent the rapid dissolution of its &pxnj culminated in a series of
unusually lenient agreements with Mytilene (D 3.9), Selymbria (D 3.14), and the Clazomenians

3 See esp. Kagan 1969, 120-30 and Lewis 1992b.

4 Cf. Thuc. 1.36.2, 44.3 with comm. OR 149, p. 287 and Lambert 2020, 53.

5 The first allies to revolt after the Sicilian expedition were the Euboeans and Lesbians, followed by Chios and
Erythrae (Thuc. 8.5.1-4). As Rhodes 2006, 142-43 writes, ‘Athens will now have looked much less able to compel
loyalty than in the past.’
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at Daphnus (D 3.10). But such concessions could not prevent Athens’ surrender to Sparta in 404
(D 3.16), soon followed by that of Samos (D 3.17).

The postwar treaty between the Athenian democrats and the oligarchic Eleusis faction (D 4.1)
highlights the contested and fragile process of internal political restoration and the existence of
powerful anti-democratic currents within Athens itself. The Spartan treaty imposed on Elis
following the latter’s defeat in ca. 400 (D 4.2) brings Sparta’s hegemonic ambitions in the
aftermath of the Peloponnesian War into clear relief. That the Spartans’ newfound hegemony
was, by 395, ready to be challenged by their enemies found its expression in the Athenian
alliances with Boeotia (D 4.3), Locris (D 4.4), and Eretria (D 4.6), and the establishment of an
anti-Spartan allied council at Corinth (D 4.5). However, the Athenian alliance with Evagoras (D
4.7) alienated Persia, hitherto supportive of Athens, and contributed to Artaxerxes II’s eventual
decision to switch his allegiance to the Spartan side, the result of which was the epoch-making
King’s Peace/Peace of Antalcidas (D 4.8).

Of the themes to which the latter half of the dissertation is devoted (classification, treaty-
making process, duration, inscription/archiving, religious/ritual aspects, and aUtovouia),
changes can be detected in each of them during the period 478/77-387/86 BCE. First,
classification: conflict-resolution treaties, as a rule, are described as onovdai prior to the King’s
Peace and as eiprjvn thereafter (though later literary sources are often less precise: see
Appendix 1b). But iprjvn only came to replace omovdai in the sense of ‘peace treaty’ at the
time of the King’s Peace. While the word eiprivn does sometimes appear in 5" century sources,
both literary and epigraphic, it almost always refers to a state of peace rather than a specific
treaty.® Regarding alliances, Thucydides’ narrative suggests an emerging terminological
distinction between a full offensive/defensive alliance (cuppayia) and an exclusively defensive
one (émpaxia) on the eve of the Peloponnesian War, at least among the Athenians; but this
distinction has not left traces in the epigraphic record, which continued to use cuppayia as the
catch-all term for alliance treaties of any kind.

Turning to the treaty-making process, both Athens and Sparta made use of npéofelg
avtokpatopeg for high-stakes diplomacy during this period. The earliest attested Spartan
aUtokpartopeg, and the earliest overall, appear in 420 (Thuc. 5.45), while Athens was employing
avtokpatopeg by 405/04 (Xen. Hell. 2.2.17-19). It therefore appears that the institution was
created under the unique geopolitical conditions of the Peloponnesian War.” Other
experimental approaches to treaty-negotiation were undertaken around the same time,

6 Cf. Keil 1916, 5; Ryder 1965, xv; Giovannini 2007, 226; Couvenhes 2016, 15 n. 10. There are some exceptions, but
these occur within authorial comments (e.g., Thuc. 3.54.3 describing the Thirty Years’ Peace as rj eiprjvn) or in
comedy (Aristophanes refers to numerous fictional elprjvn-treaties in his works: Acharn. 1051-67; Pax 1079). See
further Sommerstein and Bayliss 2013, 245 n. 7.

7 Cf. Mosley 1973, 30-38; Harris 2023, 510-15.
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notably the ten-man boards commissioned to negotiate the Peace of Nicias (Diod. 12.75.4 with
Andrewes and Lewis 1957). At Athens, proposed treaties required the assent first of the Boule,
then of the Assembly. The evidence suggests that treaties were often ‘moved’ in the Assembly
by individuals who were personally involved in the events leading to their creation, usually in a
military role. At Sparta, probouleutic power was shared between the ephors and Gerousia, who
had more control over the treaty-making process than the Athenian Boule.® The use of
arbitration clauses, which became relatively frequent in this period, was probably influenced by
the growing human and material cost of war in the 5t century BCE, reflecting greater hesitation
in undertaking hostilities. But their implementation was impaired, in the case of Athens and
Sparta, by the absence of a suitable arbitrator, the risk of losing face from an unfavourable
arbitral decision, and by the enduring belief that a state’s objectives could be more easily
achieved though conflict than by arbitration. Furthermore, treaties could be terminated by the
declaration by one of the parties that a state of pavepog noAepog existed (cf. Thuc. 6.105.1-3),
although what constituted ¢avepoc moAepog was largely open to subjective interpretation,
further highlighting the absence of a codified international law in Classical Greece.®

With respect to the duration of treaties, an overarching trend is apparent throughout this
period: conflict-resolution treaties before the King’s Peace were always time-limited, although
their precise duration could vary wildly. There was some tendency towards longer-time limits in
the 5% century before the limitation was done away with altogether beginning with the King’s
Peace. Treaties explicitly intended as preliminary agreements, such as the Truce of Cimon and
the Truce of Laches, logically had shorter time-limits than the ‘definitive’ treaties that followed
them, such as the Thirty Years’ Peace and the Peace of Nicias. On the other hand, alliance-
treaties could be and often were unlimited even in the 5 century, though time-limited
alliances are also well-attested.

When analyzing the inscription, display, and archiving of treaties, we are confronted with very
different epigraphic and archival cultures in Athens and Sparta. The beginning of the Athenian
‘epigraphic habit’ on the Acropolis, where interstate treaties among other documents were
prominently displayed, has been convincingly associated with the centralization of the dpxn in
Athenian hands in the late-450s.1° The use of the Acropolis as the chief repository for inscribed
treaties emphasizes the sacrosanct nature of the covenants which the treaty-stelae contained,
in contrast to the more easily accessible but essentially secular Agora.'! Both literary and
epigraphic evidence strongly suggests that the Old Bouleuterion in the Agora was used as the

8 Esu 2017, 355.

% Alonso 2007, 219.
10 Trampedach 2022.
11 Liddel 2003.
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Athenian state archive prior to the establishment of the Metroon.? The archival versions of
interstate treaties almost certainly contained additional information not found in the
inscriptions, where they existed.!® The deliberate destruction of inscribed stelae at Athens,
which expressed the intention of renouncing both their contents and the regime which created
them, was rare and mostly confined to periods of oligarchy.* Turning to Sparta, the literary
evidence indicates that the Spartans inscribed public documents more frequently than the
meagre physical remains suggest, but still on a much smaller scale than at Athens. Furthermore,
in contrast to post-Metroon Athens, no centralized Spartan archive existed in the Classical
period.?®

We can detect gradual changes in the religious elements of treaties, particularly with respect to
oath-formulae. There is a notable increase in the ‘imperialism’ of Athenian-imposed oath-
formulae as the 5% century progressed, though a softening of the language used is detectable
following the Sicilian expedition. The expression pr pvnowoaknoslv was sometimes added to
treaty oaths to forestall the risk of otdolg and suggests that the underlying conflicts between
the contracting parties had not yet been entirely resolved.® In treaties between equal partners,
oath-takers had greater flexibility in choosing which gods to swear by, whereas in unequal
treaties, the oath-gods were often unilaterally imposed by the dominant partner, although it
bears emphasizing that most preserved treaties do not appear to have invoked specific deities.
As the name implies, the swearing of ortovéai-agreements was accompanied by the pouring of
libations. Uniquely, the formation of the Delian League required the dropping of iron weights
into the sea to symbolize the League’s intended perpetuity.

Although autovouia had no fixed, universally accepted definition, the Athenians qualified it
primarily as freedom from the obligation to pay tribute (popog) under compulsion (cf. Thuc.
6.85.2). The word is not attested before the 440s which, taken together with the geopolitical
context of the early-470s, strongly suggests against the theory that Athens explicitly guaranteed
autovopia to its new allies in 478/77.Y7 On the other hand, the Peace of Callias very possibly
did restrict the ability of the Persian king to collect tribute from the Greek cities of Asia, which
later writers interpreted as an autonomy clause.'® AUtovopia appears prominently and
explicitly in the Peace of Nicias, but the remaining obligation of the supposedly newly-
autonomous Chalcidian cities to pay tribute to Athens suggests that the Chalcidians’ aUtovopia

12 Thomas 1989, 73-78; Sickinger 1999, 105; Boffo and Faraguna 2021, 207.

13 Sickinger 1999, 89; Lane Fox 2010.

14 Whitehead 1977, 5 n. 6; Krentz 1982, 66-67; Culasso Gastaldi 2014a, 3-4; 2014b, 2.
15 Boring 1979; Millender 2001.

16 Joyce 2022, 183-95.

17 Ostwald 1982, 25; Raaflaub 2009, 93.

18 Accepted by Ostwald 1982, 25-26 and Badian 1993, 51.
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was more notional than real.'® For Athens, the question of aUtovopia was intimately tied with
the administration of the dpxr, and most Athenian-allied treaties (or treaties with implications
for its allies) were concerned, at least in part, with expanding or restricting an ally’s attovopia.
At the same time, the Spartans were content to adopt a self-serving and contradictory
understanding of abutovouia, forcing their enemies to relinquish territory (cf. D 4.2) while at no
point questioning their leadership of the Peloponnesian League. The proclamation that the
majority of the Greek moAelg were to be altovopol under the King’s Peace was notionally a
great leap forward, but its interpretation was riddled with contradictions and inconsistencies.?°
For Sparta, a0tovopuia was understood mainly as the absence of perioecic status and other
forms of direct political control of one state by another, but there can be little doubt that
Sparta’s interpretation became increasingly self-serving from the Battle of Mantinea onwards.

Limitations

The geographical and chronological parameters of my dissertation have necessarily imposed
certain limitations on the scope of the material considered. Notably, this means that the
interstate treaties of the decades following the King’s Peace, a period rich in diplomatic
developments (particularly the development and refinement of the kown giprivn system) and
geopolitical realignments, have been excluded. The diplomatic culture of the fourth century
BCE is not only fascinating but unusually well-documented: Bengtson records a total of 105
treaties for the period between the King’s Peace and the inauguration of the Macedonian
hegemony with the creation of the League of Corinth in 338/37 BCE (SdA% nos. 243-347). This
naturally represents an extremely rich mother lode of unmined gold for future analysis.

Another worthwhile avenue of pursuit would be the minority of interstate treaties from my
period which in which neither Athens nor Sparta participated. One such example is the Argive
treaty of ca. 450 BCE regulating relations between its Cretan daughter-cities Cnossus and
Tylissus, establishing Argos as the arbitrator of disputes between them (OR 126 = Piccirilli 18-
19). Another roughly contemporaneous, inscribed treaty between the minor moAeg of
Oeanthea and Chaleion (Tod 34) is a rare surviving Classical-era example of a symbola-
agreement, regulating legal relations between individuals of different states and prohibiting the
summary seizure of each other’s property (cUAn).2! Certainly, such treaties are not without
interest, since they shed light on regional dynamics and contribute to our understanding of the
broader diplomatic landscape of the Greek world. My decision to exclude them is thus a matter

19 See esp. Luraghi 2022.
20 Hansen 1995, 27-28.
21 For symbola see generally Cataldi 1983.
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of methodological focus rather than of perceived historiographical insignificance, and they
deserve dedicated treatment in future research.

Final remarks

The evolution of Greek interstate treaties cannot be understood without reference to the
historical developments that underlay them. The emergence of Athenian imperialism in 478/77
BCE can be argued to have inaugurated the ‘classical’ phase of Greek treaty-making, in which
interstate treaties played in one way or another into the great-power rivalry between Athens
and Sparta. It ended nearly a century later with the King’s Peace which, while significantly
guided by Sparta, politically atomized the Greek world through its autonomy clause and —
though this could hardly have been Sparta’s intention — enabled a new multipolar order to
emerge in which ultimate supremacy over the Greek world was contested between Sparta,
Thebes, Athens, and eventually (and most successfully) Macedon.

The period 478/77-387/86 BCE was a period of great experimentation and refinement of
interstate treaties. It was during this time that omovSai-agreements reached their most mature,
developed form before giving way to the kowr giprivn system. Different time-limits were tested
with various degrees of success, while the inscription of treaties — a rarity at the beginning of
this period — became commonplace at Athens and was sometimes undertaken even at Sparta.
Autovopia, a concept that did not exist as such in the early-5% century, became increasingly
broadly applied and finally, with the King’s Peace, was explicitly granted to most Greek moAeLg.
These and other developments can only be understood in light of the historical ‘matrix’ in
which the treaties were created, and we must see the treaties themselves as products of the
great two-sided struggle for power and control, which is one of the great historical narratives of
ancient Greece.
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Editions in bold are those which | have reproduced in the chronological chapters and in the

appendices.
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Appendices
Appendix 1a
Classification of treaties: epigraphic testimonia

Treaty Testimonium Passage

D1.5 ET1Il.4-5 xo[uvO]|éoBal pév tév
xJouppayxiav

D1.14 ET11.1-2 np€oPeg €k Peylo h]ol tév
xouppoyxiav | [émogoavto kail Tov
hopk]ov:

ET2I1.1-4 np€oPeg &y Aeov([t]|ivov hol téy
Xouppoxi|av émoécavto kat tov
h|opkov:

Il. 16-18 TEQ pév Youppayia|v elvol
ABevalolg kal | Agovtivolg

D2.8 ET1L5 XouvOEka[g te mpog haAdg kat
onovéalg £€”val

Il. 24-25 [¢]upevbpey Tals xo | [uvBékalg
hatg xouveBéueba ABevai]olc:

Il. 28-29 €upe | [vEv €]v talg xouvB[€]k[alg
hag youvéBevt]o mpog haAldg

Il. 30-32 [tag &€ xouvBE]kag avaypadoa | [t
£€otéle]L ABive[L TOV ypappaTtéa
t€]¢ Bo[A]Eg kal kata | [BEval €n
TOAEL]

D 2.10 ET1l.41 [t]ag 6€ xouvBéka[c éulmedooo
npog Me[pbikkav]

.51 2 uxouppayialv.. ...

.58 molév kat Appafaiot pA[iav kal
xouppoxiav]

D2.11 ET1I1l.12-14 [&puvé toic] Botti[aiolg tolc] |
XouvtiBepé[vol]g [Tév xouppaxiav,
k]ai tév xo[uppayial |v motdg kat
[a8]6Mo[g duldyoo]

Il. 21-23 Tag 6¢ xou | vBEkag ta[obe kat] Tov
[hépkov kata]B&val ABevaiog pe|v
€U OAg[L Avaypa]do[avtag
£€0TéAel] MBivel

l.25 tév pAiafv kal tév xouppaxiav]

D 3.10 ET1Il.3-5 tag Euvonkal | ¢ ag Euvebevto ol
otparteyol [tolg oikicaao] |t
Aadvovta

D3.14 ET11l. 26-28 Ta¢ 6& xouvBEk | [ag
avaypadloavrag é[c] otéAev BEval
£¢ 1o hiepo|[vto ... ...]¢

D4.3 ET11.2 [oup]paxia Bow[tdv kal
AlGnvaifwv

D5.1 ET11.3 ocuvpoy[iav ?a&idlov]
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Classification of treaties: literary testimonia
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Treaty

Testimonium

Passage

D1.7

LT1

omnovdal yiyvovtatl Mehomovvnaiolg
Kal ABnvaiolg MeVTETELS

LT 2

0 &€ mapayevOUEVOC THL TTOAEL TOV
TOAELOV KaTéEAUOE

LT 2

ABnvaiolg kai Mehomovvnaoiolg
TEVTAETELG €yévovTo omovdal

LT5

gipnvnv énoinoe taic moAsowv

D1.8

LT1

EuvéBatve 8¢ kail pog Tolg
Apyeioug alTolg Tag
TPLAKOVTOUTELG OTIoVSAC £ €€06W
glvat

D1.9

LT4

KaAAlav tov Irmovikou tautny Thv
UMo nmavtwv Bpuloupévny ipnvny
npeoBeloavta

LT5

ouvenkag £mMoLoavto, Hakp® HEV
TAolw pr) ALV évtog Kuavéwy kal
QaonAdog, Tolg & "EAANvag
AUTOVOLOUC ElvaL, iy Hovov ToUC
v EOpwrinv A& kai tolg ThV
Aclav katolkoUvrog

LT7

€yévovto &¢ at omovdal émi tolobe
... Kol omovdalt ouv éyévovto
totadtat

LT8

£€yévovto ouvoikal repl Th¢
gilpnvnc toig ABnvaiolg kai Toig
CUUUAYOLS TIPOG ToUG Népaag

LT9

ol pév yap Mépoat dittdg cuvOnkag
€10V TIPOC TOUC EAANVOG

LT10

D1.10

LT1

TV TtepLpontov eiprvnyv ékelvnv
omovdag motnocApevol €d’ W Toug
avépag koptolvrat

D1.11

LT1

EVBolag o moAA® Uotepov
omovSag £moLnoavto mpog
Aakedatpovioug kai tolg
EUUUAXOUC TPLAKOVTOUTELG

LT2

AOoete 6€ 006€ Tag Aakedatpoviwy
omovdag dexouevol NUEC
pundetépwy dvTag EUUUAXOUG

LT3

el yap elpnral év taic omovdaig,
£€clval map’ OMOTEPOUC TIG
BoUAeTal TV Aypadwv MOAE WV
£€\B<lv, oU TOl¢ éml BAGPN ETéEpwV
tolow ) EuvBnkn £otiv

LT4

paAlota 6£ Aipévwy Te elpyecBdat
TV v T ABnvaiwv apxi Kot Thg
ATTIKA G dyopdc mapd TAg omoveag
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LT5

ta 6¢ Sadopa Sikn AvecBal katd
v EuvOnknv

LT7

gipnuévov év talig mpotepov
guvOnkalg 6mAa un énudepelv

LTS8

omnovdag & émoinoav
Tplakovtaetelg, KaAAiou kal
Xdpntog cuVBEUEVWV Kal TAV
eipnvnv Bepalwoaviwv

LT9

£0TL 6€ mpO To0 ALOG TOUTOU OTAAN
XaAkf, Aakedalpoviwy kal
ABnvaiwv cuvenkag éxovoa
elpAvng &g tpLakovta ET@MV ApLOUOV
... aUTaL pév Aéyouaot Toladta ai
ouvOiikat

D1.15

LT1

ol Zaputot, aduvartol 8¢ Bvteg
avtioxelv é€emoAlopknOnoav
£VATW PNVL KAl mpocexwpnoav
opoloyiq

D1.16

LT1

€v 8¢ T LoTtepaiq peTéyvwoav
Kepkupaiolc Euppaxiav pev un
notjoacBal Wate Toug alToug
£€x0pol¢ kal pihoug vouiley ...
Empayiav &' £molyoavto Th
AAANAwV BonBely, €av Tig émi
Képkupav in  ABrAvag A tolg
ToUTWV EUUPAYOUG

D2.2

LT 2

Kal muvBavopevol Toug ABnvaioug
£¢ TNV Kapdplvayv katd thv &t
Adxntog yevopévnv Euppayxiav
npecPeleobal ... mpooxwpioL &
aUTOTG Katd TV mpotépav dLAlav
TeELoBEVTEG

D 2.6

LT1

Setapévwy &€ Tiv otpatny®v Tov
Aoyov éyiyvovto onovdal tolaide

D 2.7

LT1

Kal To £metta T ¢ OoAoyiag
£npaxobn altolg

D29

LT1

ai ¢ omovdal éviautov Ecovtal. ...
moLleloBat TNV €kexelpiav kab’ a
Euyxwpolol Aakedatpdviol kat ot
Eupp ool AUTOV Kal wHoAoynoav
£V T® SNUW. ... N HEV 61 ékexelpia
aUtn éyéveto, kal Euvijoav v aUTi
miepl TV PEWOVWY OTIOVEQOV S1a
Tavtog €¢ Adyoug

LT2

ABnvaliol 6& mpog Aakedalpovioug
onovdag éviaucioug €moLoavto
KaTd TaUTOC TAG OpLoAoyiag

D 2.12

LT1

£€tn 6£ elval Tag omovdag
TevTAKovTa
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LT 2

£60&av ol ABnvaiol Toig
Nakedaipoviolg cuvBEabal
OTOVO G TEVTNKOVTIAETELG

LT3

YEVOUEVWV &€ cuvBNKQV OTIWG TA
xwpla Kat TG moAeLS, &c gixov
AAAAAwY, Kal tolg aiypaAwtoug
anodLd®ot, MpoTEpwY
AmoSL86VTWY TV KANPW AaXOVTWV

D3.1

LT1

ol 6¢ Bowwtol o0k €pacav
anodwaoely, Av un odiot Euppayiav
i6lav moowvtal womnep ABnvaiolg
... gmotnoavto thHv Euppoayiov

LT 2

£mel 6€ AakedalpuovioL mpog Te
ToUG BolwToug émotocavto
CUHMa)LOoV

D3.2

LT1(=ET1)

omnovdag émolnoavro. ... Tag 8¢
guvOnkag Tag mepl TWV omovo OV
Kol TV OpKwV Kal Th¢ Euppaxiog
avaypayat

LT3

£xouoa Opkov mopd HAelwV €¢
cuppayiov ETiv Ekatov

D3.4

LT1

omov8a¢ Kal Euppaxiav elpev
TeEVTAKoOVTA £TN

LT2

Apyetol kat Aakedatpoviot
SlampecBevodpevol mpog
AaAAAAouc elprivnyv émotjoavto Kal
cuppayiov cuvéBevto

D 3.6

LT1

EuvéBnoav kait avtol Tolg
Nakedatpoviolg kat Thv apxnv
adeloav TOV MOAEWV

LT 2

£€\éyovto 8¢ kal ai omovéai
£€€eAnAuBéval Toic Mavtwvelol

D3.11

LT1

Euppaxiav Emoloavto pog
BaoW\éa

D 3.12

LT1

EuvOfikal Aakedatuoviwy Kat TV
EuUUaywv tpog Baothéa Aapeiov
Kal toU¢ maidog Toug Baoéwg Kal
Tiooadépvny, oovSac vat Kal
dhlav kotd Tade

D3.13

LT1

EuvOiikal éyévovto €v MalavSpou
niebiw Aakedatpoviwy kal TV
Euppaxwv pog TiooadEpvnv Kal

lepapévn katl toug Papvakou

natdag mepl TV BacAéwg
TPAYUATWYV Kal Aakedatpoviwy katl
TV uppaxwv
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D3.16

LT1

£nololvto elpnvnv é¢’ w Ta T
HoKpa Telxn Kal tov MNelpatd
KaBeAovtag

LT2

TG elpAvnG yevouévng alTolc €’
W Te MoAlteVoovTal TV ATpLoV
TioAteiav

LT3

ol &€ Aoumol StampeoPevcdpevol
Tpo¢ Aakedalpovioug cuvéBevto
TV elpAvnv

LT4

ABnvoiol HEV KATATETIOVNEVOL
£motoavto cuvbnkag mpog
Nakedatpovioug

LTS

tadtd ka Spivteg Tav elpdvav
gxotte

D4.1

LT2

ol 8¢ SinAagav ¢’ Qe eiprvny
MEV EXELV WC TTPOC AAANAOUG

LT3

€yévovto & ai SLoAUoELG ... KaTd
TOC ouvenkag taode

D4.2

LT1

gipnvn te ylyvetal kai cuppoyia
‘HAelwv npdg AakeSatpovioug

D4.3

LT 2

np®TOoV HEV Yap, OTE TNV
cuppayiov émoljoacBe mpog
{tol¢} Bowwtolg

D45

LT1

cuppayiov mpog aAnAoug
£moljoavto

D4.8

LT1

oOmotepoL 6& TauTNV TAV ElPAVNV UN
S6€xovtal

LT 2

ol OAeLg Eppevelv TH eipnvn Av
KoténepPe BactAelg ... Eyévovto
€K ¢ ém’ AvtaAkiSou eiprvng
KAAOUUEVNG

LT4

0 Bao\elg Ebnoev €mi Tolobe
nowjoacBat TAV elpivny ... Toig &€
amnelBolol kal pf poodexopévolg
Tag ocuvOnkag S Tiv
£0S0KOUVTWV TOAEUNTELV
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Appendix 2

Amendment clauses

Treaty Testimonium Passage

D 2.12 LT1 el 8¢ TL dpvnuovolowv
onotepololv kai 6tou TépL, AdyoLg
Skaiolg xpwpévole elopkov elval
audotepolg tautn petabeival omn
av Sokij audotépolg, ABnvaiolg
kal Aakedatpoviolg

D2.13 LT1 v 6¢ t 6okij Aakedalpoviolg kal
ABnvaiolg mpooBeival kal ddelelv
nepl Th¢ Euppaxiag, ot Gv Soki,
e00pKOV AUPOTEPOLC ElvaL

D3.2 LT1(=ET1) £Qv 6¢ TL 50K GpELvov glval TOIC
TOAEOL TaUTOLG TTPOCBETVAL TTPOC
TO1¢ EUuYKELUEVOLG, OTL Gv 66EN Talg
TLOAEGCLV ATMACOALS KOV
Bouleuopévalg, ToUTto KUpLOV Elvat
D4.3 ET11l.11-14 £av 8¢ T[L 6| okfjL | mpooBeival A
adelel]v ABnv[aio| g kal BowwTtolg
KowijL Boulevopévo|ig (?) -------

=




Appendix 3

Arbitration clauses
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Treaty

Testimonium

Passage

D1.11

LTS

Aéyopev LUV, Ewg £TL aUBaipetog
audotépolg ) e0BouUALa, omoveag
uf AVgwv pné& mapaBaivetv tolg
Opkoug, Ta &€ Stadopa dikn
AVecBat kata v Euvenkny

LT6

gipnuévov yap 6ikag pev tiv
Stadop®dv aAARAoLg Stdoval kai
6€xeaBal, £xelv 6& Ekatépoug G
£xouev

LT7

gipnuévov év talig mpotepov
guvOnkalg 6mAa un énudépely, Av
6ikag €0€Awal S16oval, avtol oly
Umkouov £¢ Sikag
TIPOKAAOUUEVWYV TV ABnvaiwv

D29

LT1

Sikag te SL60val LUAG Te ATV Kal
AUAG OUTV KOTA T TATPLa, TA
audidoya Sikn StaAvovrag Gveu
TOA£LOU

D 2.12

LT1

fiv 8¢ TL 8Lddbopov f TpoC
AaAAnAoug, Sikaiw xprnobwv kat
Opkolg, kaB’ &tL av EuvBdvTal

D3.4

LT1

Tav a0T@OV EXOVTEC, KOTTA ATPLA
Sikag 5160vteg TaG loag kal opolag




Appendix 4

Publication clauses
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Treaty

Testimonium

Passage

D1.6

ET 211. 42-45

[avaypadoal &£ tadta Kal oV
hé|plkov €[v] AL[B]ivel otéAel [kal
TOV hopkov Tov TG BoAEG €

TOA] | L, E[puB]pa[o]L &€ év TEL
akp[omoAeL TOv dpopapyov
avaypadoa] | L tav[td. v]

D1.12

ET11l.57-63

10 6¢ poédlopa tode Kal ToV |
hépkov avaypadoal, ABéveol pév
Tov ypa | upufa]téa tEg BoAEg
£€0TéAeL ABivel kal k| ataBgval £¢
TIOALV TéAeat TOTG XaAKLEE |ov, év 6€
XaAkiSL év T6L hiepdL t6 ALOG TO |
‘OAuprtio he BoAE XaAkibéov
avaypadoaoc|a katabéto

D21

ET 111. 38-43

[to] 6¢ Yiédiop[a tode Kal TOV
Opkov avaypadato 6

vpap | pa]teug 6 tég B[oAEg EoTéNEL
MBivel £ moOAeL Téec|L T]olg
KoAodo[viov: Kohodpdvi 8¢ tailta
Kol Tov 0pk | ov] dvaypaav(teg
£0TéAeL ABivel ol £¢ Kohoddva] |
oilklotai kota[B€vtov £v TomoL dtot
tattel Kohood] | oviov 6 vopog:

D238

ET 11l. 30-34

Ta¢ 6¢ xouvOE]kag avaypadaoa| [t
£€0TEAE]L MBLvE[L TOV ypappatéa
t€]¢ Bo[A]Eg kal kata | [BEval €n
TOAEL: ol 6£ koAakpEtat 6ovt]ov
[t0] apyUplov: | [haAlEg 6& Bévtov
TEV OoTEAEV €G TO hiJepo[v T]6
AmntoA\ov | [og: mpéaPec hoibe
OuvuoVv TéV Youppay]iav:

D2.11

ET11l.21-30

Tag 6¢ xou | vBEkag ta[obe kat] Tov
[hopkov kata]Ogval ABsvaiog p&|v
£l TOAg[L dvaypa]do[avtag
£€otéAel] MBivel kal Ta ov| [6]uata
6V [moAeov] t6[v Bottlalov t]év
XouvtiBepévov | Tév PpLhialv kal tév
xouppaxiav, kall émypadoat v
T[€]| L oTEéAEL TG A[pyovTOG TO Ovoua
¢d’ 6] éyévovro ai xo[u]v[B] | Ekat-
Bottia[lol & év otéhalg ABijvalg
avaypad[oavt] | ¢ katabvt[ov év
Toi¢ hiepoic k]atd moAeg,
Enilypado] | avteg év tal[c otélalg
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OV apxov]tov ta dvopa[ta Tév
B]| ottiaiov éd’ [Ov £yévovto hat
XoUuVOE]k[a]t

D 2.12 LT1 otnAag &€ otfjcatl OAvumiact katl
MuBol kailoBpol kat ABrivnoLv év
TOAeL kai év Aakedaipov év
Apukhaiw

D2.13 LT1 otnAnv 8¢ £katépoug otijoal, ThvV
pEv év Aakedaipovi map’ AOAAwvL
€v Apuklaiw, thv 6£ év ABrvalg év
TOAeL o’ ABNVa

D 3.2 LT1 Tag 6& Euvonkag Tag nepl TV
onové @MV Kal TV OpKWV Kal TG
Euppayiag avaypadat £v otriin
MBivn ABnvaiouc pév év mMOAEL,
Apyeioug 6£ év dyopd év tol
AnoAwvocg @ tep®, Mavtvéag &€
€v To0 ALOC T® lep® &V Tij ayopd:
kotaBévtwy &€ kal OAupmiacot
otAANV xaAkiv Ko ‘OAuvumiolg
TOl¢ Vuvi

D3.5 ET1Il.11-12 [t0 6 doé]dlopa tode kal TOV
[hopk]o[v] avalypla[doa|L €otélel
ABivel £ m]OAEL TOV ypapupaTEQ
TEG BOAEG:

D3.8 ET11l. 25-27 [tabta 6£ toy ypou | patéa TEG
BloA&g avay[padoal U OAEL €V
TEL QUTEL OTEAEL €V hEL

avay | éypamrtal kali ept
E[yeotaiov ta édpoedlopéva oL
Séuol]

D 3.9 ET 11l. 20-22 avaypdd[oat tadta tOy
v|palupatéa T8¢ BoAEg éoTENEL
MB[ivel kal kataBb] | Eval €u OAEL
TtéAeoL o016 o[deTépolg alToV-]

D 3.10 ET1Il.6-9 [kai ava]|ypdal toy ypappaltéa
T BoAfig év otAANL] | ABivnt év
[moAeL tag te EuvOnkag kal T

U | dlopa tode]

D3.14 ET 11l. 26-28, 33-36 Ta¢ 8¢ xouvBEk| [ag
avaypadloavrag [c] otéAev BEval
£€¢ 1O hiepo|[vto ...7...]¢. ... kal
KotaBgval v [moA]el

avaypadoavrag toot| [p]ate<y>0g

[t]ag ouvBEé[Kklag peta o
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ypoupateog t| [Eg] BoAEg

[ 8 11 év otéheL ABL| [v]eL
TéAeoL TOIG aUTOV Kal TO posdlopa
08¢

D 3.15

ET11.6-8

[a]vaypa[doal 6& Kapyedoviog
€U | epyétac ABevaliov Toy
[ypappatéa tEg PoAEg €| OAEL

£€otéN]et ABiv[el]
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Oath-formulae
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Treaty Testimonium

Passage

D15 ET111.9-13

[upevEv te dludoavtag év [T& L
xouvpayiot vé T]ov ArtoANo [Ka |l Tév
NETO Kal TeV]'ApTelLY €[X0 | OAELAV Te
kot ha]utoig émaplop | €vog éav
napaPai]vouev

D1.6 ET11l. 16-17, 21-29

opvuval [6£? Alia ka[t] AmtoAAo kal
Aépeltpal €mapopévo[g €xad | Aetav
£d[lopkbvtL Te K]ai at[o]iv. ...
ouv[u]vall 6]¢ [ta]6e [tEv] BoAEv:
BoAsguoo hog av [6U]voual dplot[a
.| .JAEKA[..]TA’EpuBpaiov téL mAEBEL
katl ABevaiov kal tév
[xoul|vualxlov: [k]at o0k
[amoo]técopal ABevaiov 16
nt[A]€Bog 006E [TEV] | xouvudyxov
6V ABevaiov oUT altog éyo oUT'
éMou rie[iJoopfod] | adroltajugvoll
o0T aUTOg £y6 o0T aMhov [.]EI[.....©
..... oué¢€] | tov pluyaldov
[kat]adéxoopal ous[€] héva
OYTOMOIKAINAL.5..]|INEIZ[.]O[JAL*
216V é¢] Médog peyyo[vrolv dveu
t€[c] BoAEg T[Ec ABe|valov kal 6
6¢u0- [0]06€ T6V pevovtov €xoeld
[&]vey T&¢ Bo[AEq] | TEG ABevaiov
kal t[6] 6élo

ET 2 1l. 40-42

oUk amno[oté]oopall] A[Bevaiov t6
TA£00¢ oUSE TGV Youvpaxo] | v tév
ABev[aio]v 00T al[toc éyo olT
AaAhot eicopat, téL &€ yvo | et T&[L]
AB[e]vaiov meic[opat:

D 1.12 ET 11l. 3-14, 21-32

Kot tade TOV hopkov duodoal
ABevaiov T|&v BoALv Kal TOg
S1KAOTAG: 00K €x0eAG Xa | AKLSEag €x
XoAkibog o006E Tév IOV

Ava | otatov mogco oUSE 1610Tev
o06éva At | 660 oUSE PuyEL
{1600 oUSE xouAEdaoo | paL o0bE
armoktevd o06E xpépata

adatpé | copat dkpito o06evVOG dveu
6 6€po 16 AB|evaiov, oud
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£mipoedLd Katd AnpPookAETo | olte
Katd t6 Kowd oUTe KaTA L6LOTO

o006 | € £€vag, kal mpeoPeiav ENBSoav
npoodyoo | mpog BoAév katl §&uov
6€ka Epepdv hotav | mputavelo
KaTd TO Suvatov. ... Katd Tade
XaAkLS£aG Opooal: oUK

amno[o]té | copat and 6 [6]épo 6
ABevaiov oUte té[x]v| €L olte
pexaviL ouSepLlit 006 EmeL 0UE |
£pyolL o06¢ 6L adloTtapévol
nieloopal, K| at £av AdLoTEL TIg
kotepd ABevaiolol, K| atl tov ¢popov
humoteAd ABevaiolowy, hov | av
neiBo ABevaiog, kal XU UUaX0G
£oopa | L holog Gv SUvopal dpLotog
Kol S1kaot| atog kal téL déuot
ABevaiov BoeBéa|o kal auuvs, £av
TIG A8IKEL TOV 6oV TOV | ABevaiov,
Kal meloopal téL 6£poL TéL

AB | evaiov

D1.13 ET1Il. 6-12 Kata tdde | adt]og dudoat olk
anog[tioopot amnod 6 dnu|o t]é
ABnvaiwv olte t€[xvnL olte
pnxowvijt oud | e]utdt o0’ £meL 006€
[EpywL o0&E TOL ddloTap | Ev]wt
neloopal, Kol €Afv APLOTAL TIG
katep® | AB]n[valiotg, kat tov
do[pov umoteA® tolg ABnv|aiolg
O]v [av] melBw [ABnvaioc]

D1.14 ET1Il. 10-16 [tov &€ hopko]v 6pocdavtov
ABeva|[tol hiva €™t hanavta niljotd
kai Gdoha kat h|[amAd map’
ABevaiov £¢ di]6lov Peyivolg, ka | [ta
Ta8€ OUVUVTEG: YoUH]axoL £00ueBa
mo | [tol kal Sikatot kat io]xupol kal
apAaBEc | [é¢ didlov Peyivolg, Kal]
odeléoopev €[av T|o €ovtal]

ET 21l. 20-27 [6poao]al 8¢ ABeval|[og Tade-
oU]vualxlot éoéu | [eBa Asovt]iv[olg

at]61o | [L adolog k]at [aBAa]BSc. |
[Aeovtivo]lg 6[u6g 6]uda | [at:
cuvpayol €o6u]eba | [ABevaiolg

Atdol] ado|[hog kal aBArapsc]
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D 1.15 ET 1 fr. cda ll. 0-8 [...5.... katd Tdde Tapiog dpdoal:
6paoo kai é|pd kal Bouleloo ho T
av Suvop]at ayabov, [kal ov |k
anootécopat anod t6 6épo 6
A]Bevaiov olte A[6]yoL 00T

£pyoL ?006¢evi 0U6E TEV] XOUUAXOV
oV A|[Bevaiov, BoebBéoo 6£ kai
AuUVE T]6L 6oL TELAB | [evaiov.
tad’ duooal ABevaioc: p[aco kai
£p06 kai | [BoAeloo ayabov 6L
TAEBEL T6L] Zapiov ho tLav |
[6Uvopal ad6hog oldvtoy TV
Ya]uiov kata ha x| [ouvéBevto tolg
otpateyolg toic] ABevaiov

D21 ET11l. 43-56 [Kohodoviog &' dpdoat- dpdoo kat
£€]| p6 kai BoAevoo [6 T Gv Suvoual
KOAOV Kal dyaBov me] | pl tov 6oV
t[ov ABevaiov kal mepl TEV
anowki|alv kal ouk amoot[écopatl T6
6épo 16 ABevaiov oUte | A]Joyot o0T
£py[oL oUT aUTOC €y0 00T GAAOL
neloopat | k]ai dAéco to[v 6oV
OV ABevaiov kat o0k auTtopo |A]Jéco
kal depo[kpatiav ol katallco
KoAodGvL 00T a]|0Ttodg éyo o0t
G[A\ot eicopat oUT ¢ AAAev
adLotd] | pevog oA o[UT atobL
otaoldlov, kata 6& tov 6pk] | ov
AaAeBE [t]alt[a éunedooo adoAog
Kal aBAaBs6g ve tov | Alia kal tov
AmO[ANO Kal TV AEpETPa, Kal €L pHéV
talt|a] mapaB<a>ivolu[t €€6Aeg
glev kal a0TOC €yo Kal To y| £€]vog T
€U0V [€¢ TOV Gmavta xpoévov,
gbopkOvTL 6€ €le] | poL mo[AJAd kail
[ayaBa - - - -]

D28 ET1Il. 21-30 [katd tade 6poocav hahég:
XoUppoxo]L EcousBa ABevai|[olg
.................. Kol mapé]xoopev
ABevaiol|[¢ ppopdv te kabBloTtaval
kat €0 oéo?]opev ABevaioc ko | [té
TO Suvartov & mavtl katpdL Kat
€]upevopev talc xo | [uvBékalg haic
xouveB£pueba ABevailolg: dpvuvtov

6¢ | [kal] a[0]T[v mpéoPeg ? kal
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£€xoolelav énjapacBov el pe

| [€]volev [év tolg hopkolg hog
opopokalowv haAléc: 6ufoo|av &)
auTtoic A[Bevaiov he BoAg kal hot
o]tpateyol €upe | [vEv €]v Talg
xouvO[€lk[atg hag xouvéBevt]o mpog
haAidg | [hot £m]i ta xouyke[ipeva]

D2.11

ET11l.11-21

[ho 6& hopk] | og £oto ABev(ai]ol[g
hode- dpuvé toig] Botti[aiolg tolc] |
xouvtlOepé[vol]g [tév xouppaxiay,
K]al tév xo[uppayia] | v motdg kal
[a8]6Mo[c duldyoo Botri]aiolg
npo[Buuodpe|v]og kata Ta
x[oulvke[ipeva: kai o0 pve]olkakéco
T6[v rmap] | olxopuévov €[velka-
[Bottiaiot 6& duv]udvtov katd
[tade]- | dpilol éooue[Ba ABevaiolg
Kal xoup]uaxot motd[c] kalt] |
adohog kai T[og av]to[¢ Ppilog kat
£x0]po¢ voulduelv] hoo|mep av
ABeva(iol], kal o[Uk ddeAéoo TO]C
£x0p0O¢ T0¢ ABev | ailov olte
xp[épalav h[amAG¢g olte Su]vapet
o06euLdL, o|VEE pveoik[akéoo] TGV
[mapolxouév]ov éveka:

D2.12

LT1

Opkoug &£ mowjoacBat ABnvaioug
TpOG Aakedatpovioug Kat Tolg
EUUUAXOUC KOTA TIOAELG. OUVUVTWV
6& TOV émLywpLov OpKoV EKATEPOL
TOV LEYLOTOV EMTA KOl SEKA EKAOTNG
TOAEwWG. 0 & BpKog Eotw Obe-
£Upev@ talc Euvonkalg kal talg
omnovéaic talode dikaiwg kat
A60AWG. Eotw 6 Aakedatpoviolg
Kol Tolg EUppAxoLS Katd TalTa
OpKog pog ABnvaiouc. [10] tov &€
Opkov avaveoloBal kat Eviautov
audotépoug

D3.2

LT1

0 &€ 0pkoC €oTw O6e: EPUEVD TH)
Euppaxia katd ta Euykeipeva
Sikaiwg kai apAaBi¢ kal adoAwg,
Kal oV TapaBricopal TExvn oudE
punxovi ouSeuLd
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Treaty

Testimonium

Passage

D1.1

LT1

flyoUpevol 8¢ alTovouwy TO
MP®TOV TOV EuPAaYWVY Kal Ao
KoL@V EuVOSwv BouAeuovTwy
to006¢€ EMfjABov MOAEUW TE Kal
Slaxelpioet mpayudtwy Petafl
1006 tol moAépou kat tol
Mn&wkol

D1.9

LT5

ouvenkag £mMoLoavto, Hakp® HEV
mAolw pr) Aelv évtog Kuaveéwv kal
QaonAdog, Tolg & "EANvag
AUTOVOLOUC ElvaL, iy HOvoV ToUC
v EOpwrinv A& kai tolg ThY
Aclav katolkoUvtog

LT8

£KpLVE CUUPEPELV elpvnV
cuvBEaBal mpog Toug“EANNvaG.
£ypaye Tolvuv tolig repl Kmpov
NYELOGL Kal coTpdmalg, b’ oig av
SUvwvtal cuA\UoaoBat tpo¢ Toug

“EAANvag

LT9

ol p&v yap Mépoat dittag cuvonkag
€10V TTPOC TOUCEAANVAC, TAG HéV
npog ABnvaioug kal toug
CUHAYOUC aUTRV, év aic Aoav ol
Kotd v Actav EAANViSeg OAELC
autévopuoL

D 1.15

ET1fr.bl.3

--- Yauiog 6¢ o]ikév [a0TOVOUOG O
TEV TOAWV TEV heautdy ? ---

D 2.12

LT1

TO & lepOV Kal TOV VEWV TOV €V
Aehdoic tod Ao wvoG Kal
AeAdpouc aliTovOpoUC Elvat Kal
aUToTEAETS Kal auTodikoug Kal
aUTOV Kal Th¢ YiG TAC €auT®V KAt
TA TATPL. ... TAC O£ MOAELG
depovoag tov poépov Tov ETT
APLOTELSOU AUTOVOHOUC ELVOL.
omha &€ un £€€otw midepely
ABnvaioug Unde Toug Euppdyxoug
€Tl KaK®, amodidoviwy tov dpopov,
£meldn al omovéal éyévovro. giot
S6&"Apylhog, 2taylpoc, Akavoog,

Yk®Aog,"OAuvBog, ImaptwAog.
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EUPPAXOUC & VoL PNSETEPWY,
unte Aoakedatpoviwy unte
ABnvaiwv- v 6& ABnvaiol neibwot
TAG OAeLg, Boulopévag TauTag
£€€eotw Euppayoug molelobat
auToug ABnvaiolg

D3.3

LT1

To¢ € MOALOC TAC €V
MeAomovvaow, Kal Lkpag Kal
HEYAAOG, AUTOVOUWCE ELLEV TTACOG
KOTTA TTaTpLa

D3.4

LT1

tai 6¢& aAhal moALeg tal v
MeAomoVVAowW KOLVAVEOVTWY TAV
omnovéav kal tag Euppaxiog
autdvopol Kal alTOMOALEG, TAV
aUTOV EXOVTEC KATTA TATPLA, SikoG
S1606vteg Tac¢ loag kal opolag

D 3.6

LT1

UETA 8€ TRV TV Apyeiwv
anéotaoty £k Th¢ Euppaxiag kat ot
MavTviig, TO pév mpidtov
QAVTEXOVTEC, EMELT o0 SuvApevol
Gveu TV Apyelwv, EuvéBnoav Kal
auTol tolg Aakedalpoviolg kat ThHv
apxnv adeioav TV MOAewv

D3.9

ET 11l 8-12

Képuka amonéudoal e0OUG
£neldlav 60xo| [eL talta hog
amnayyeAe]t t[oic Mutihev]aiolg
hot| [t kaAG¢ Stakettal ho §]&poc
ho ABevaiov kat amno|[6§i6oclv
aUTol¢ Tév YE]V Kal avto[vo]pog
Sok[el] €7v|[aL altog oikdvtag
navra] t[a] odpl[étepa] adTO[V]

D3.14

ET11l. 10-12

[kataotécaoBal 6& eAup]BpLavog
TEU TOAL| [Telav abTovOpOg TPpOTOoL
h]étou v éniotovt|[at ....... 7, 1

D4.2

LT2

‘HAeloL 6¢ dpoBnBEvtec TV TRV

Nakedatpoviwy UTtepoyny,
KaTéAuoav ToV mpog alTtolg
ndAepov, d’ O TAC TPLAPELS
Solvatl Aakedatpoviolg Kat Tag
TLEPLOLKOV OO TIOAELG OUTOVOLOUC
adeivat

D4.8

LT1

Aptatépéng BaotAel vopilel
Sikatlov tag Pev év T Aol moAelg
gowuTtol €lvat KOl TV VAowY
KAaopevag kai KOmpov, tag 6&
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GAAoC EAANVISOC TTOAELC KOl ULKPAG
Kal peydlag adtovopoug ddeivatl
ARV Afuvou katlluBpou kat
YKUpou- TavTtog §€ WoTep TO
dpyaitov eivat ABnvaiwy
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