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VASSILIOS ARAVANTINOS – NIKOLAOS PAPAZARKADAS

hagemon›a: A New Treaty from Classical Thebes

In Fall 2006 an inscribed stone came to light at a rescue excavation in the southeast
sector of Thebes, just outside the southern line of the fortification wall of Kadmeia.
The stone was discovered in a building plot owned by K. Matalas, a plot defined on the
SW by Eteokleous Street, on the S-SE by an anonymous alleyway, and on the E by a
pedestrian lane. The plot was briefly investigated by the 9th Ephorate of Prehistoric
and Classical Antiquities and primarily by the 1st Ephorate of Byzantine Antiquities.
The architectural remnants, consisting mainly of poorly preserved walls and floors,
date to the Late Byzantine and Post-Byzantine period. The inscription under exami-
nation was found built into Byzantine Walls 6 and 15, which enclosed a small space.1
Analysis of the text readily proves that the new inscription is of great historical signifi-
cance. We provide below the editio princeps followed by a historical commentary.

Description: Fragment of a stele or slab made of whitish ‹Thespian marble› (i.e., high-
quality local limestone) broken at the top (Fig. 1). At the bottom of the front side,
traces of chiseling are visible. A panel roughly 0.05 m high at the bottom of the surface
is separated from the rest of the slab by a horizontal line. Traces of anathyrosis can be
seen on the lateral sides. The inscription is now stored in the Archaeological Museum
of Thebes, inv. no. 45507 (inv. no. 1128 in the newly composed checklist of inscrip-
tions). Dimensions: Height (preserved): 0.246 m; width: 0.38 m; thickness: 0.11 m;
letter height: 0.012 m (omikron, theta: 0.008 m).

We would like to thank D. Koutsodimos (9th E.P.C.A.) for spotting the inscribed stone and
transferring it to the Archaeological Museum of Thebes, Yannis Kalliontzis (Paris and Neu-
châtel) for his help in reading, interpreting, and photographing the new text, and Randall
Souza (Berkeley) for proofreading several versions of this article in the most meticulous way.
We are especially grateful to Denis Knoepfler (Collège de France), Emily Mackil (Berke-
ley), and Angelos P. Matthaiou (Greek Epigraphic Society) for their valuable and detailed
comments that saved us from many errors and considerably improved this paper. We are simi-
larly indebted to A. V. Walser and the editorial board of Chiron for their feedback. N. Papaz-
arkadas would like to acknowledge the generous financial support from the Sara B. Aleshire
Center for the Study of Greek Epigraphy that has enormously facilitated his research in Thebes
all these years.

1 See Aravantinos 2005–2006 [2012].
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––––––––––––––––––––––––
[––––––––– ?mÍ ãj§emen katal]-
÷esùai [tÌ]n pfilemon h. istiaiw-
a« xorÏ« Ueba›on· hagemon›a-
n dÍ 7emen t §o polwmo Ueba›on kaÏ

4 kat@ g»n kaÏ k@t ùˇlattan
vacat

Translation
[––––––––––––––––]
[It will not be allowed for?]
the Histiaeans to abandon (?) the war
without the Thebans. The leadership
of the war will belong to the Thebans both
by land and by sea.

Epigraphical Notes
It may not be readily visible, but the stonecutter appears to have opted for a stoiche-
don pattern, albeit with rather limited success. Thus the first eighteen letters of lines
2–4 are roughly arranged stoichedon. In line 1, only the lower end of the vertical stem
of the first surviving letter is preserved. Of the dotted nu, only the right vertical is dis-
cernible. The dotted letters of the ethnic are preserved in their lower halves.

Notes
1: For the general meaning cf. pfilemon dÍ kaÏ eår‹nhn mÎ ãjeÖnai Korkyra›oi«
poi‹sasùai ¡ney [ùhna›vn kaÏ toÜ pl‹ùoy« tân symmˇxvn (IG II2 97 = Staats-
verträge 263). Our restoration is only offered exempli gratia but it is almost certainly
along the right lines. For the use of the middle katal÷esùai, see Hdt. 9.11.1: [ùhnaÖoi
dÍ Ñ« $dikefimenoi ÉpÌ Émwvn x‹te˝ te symmˇxvn katal÷sontai tˆ Pwrs> oœtv«
ƒkv« ©n d÷nvntai;2 Andoc. de pace 17: #Enùym‹ùhte oÛn tân pfilevn t@« meg›sta«,
t›ni trfip8 tÌn pfilemon katal÷ontai; Anaxim. Rh. Al. 23: ãgkatalipeÖn dÍ toŒ«
symmˇxoy« Épolambˇnoysi deÖn Ó di@ tÌ m»llon symfwrein toÜto Ó di@ tÌ kata-
l÷sasùai tÌn pfilemon;3 also IG II2 127, ll. 42–43: [k]aÏ o\ prokatal÷somai tÌn
pfilemon ¡n|[ey Ketripfirio« k]aÏ tân $delfân tÌn prÌ« F›lippon etc. For the use of
the present infinitive, cf. IG I3 83, ll. 11–12: [k]atal÷en dÍ mÍ ã|[xs§enai tÌn pfilemon
prÌ« ta÷ten tÍn pfilin medemi»i t §on pfileon, ã@n mÍ hapˇsai«] dok[ §e]i.4

2 «katal÷sontai tˆ Pwrs> … with pfilemon or t@« öxùra« understood», as per Flower –
Marincola 2002, 120.

3 Other examples can be found in LSJ9 s.v.
4 Safely restored on the basis of Thuc. 5.47.4.
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1/2: h. istiaiw|a«. We have here the canonical ethnic for the Euboean city-state,
which was already being called Oreos in the 5th cent. B.C. Thucydides knew it pri-
marily as Hestiaia (̂ Estia›a), but for most of the 4th century B.C. Îstia›a was the of-
ficial term.5

2: xor›«. As an adverb, xor›«/xvr›« appears already in 5th cent. B.C. Attic decrees.
Here, however, it is used as a preposition. The banal ¡ney is more common; cf. IG II2

116, ll. 31–34: [t]Ì[n] dÍ pfilemon tÌn prÌ« [lwjandron mÎ [ãjeÖn]a[i] k|[atal]÷sa-
sùai [m‹te] UettaloÖ« [¡]ney [ùhna›[vn m‹te] [|[ùhn]a›oi« ¡[ney t §o] ¡rxonto«
kaÏ toÜ koinoÜ [toÜ Uett|alân], and IG II2 127, ll. 42–43, cited above. It seems that
here we have one of the earliest (on the date, see below) epigraphical uses of the word
in the sense of ‹without›.6

2/3: The concession of military leadership to a specific party is well known already
in the Classical period, as in the mid-fifth century B.C. treaty between Sparta and
the Aitolian [E]rxadieis: [?hepo|m]wno« hfipyi ka La[kedaimfini|o]i hag›ontai kaÏ
ka[t@ g»n] | kaÏ kaùˇlaùan.7 A phrasing very similar to the one found here occurs
in the treaty between Athens and Sparta of 369 B.C., as attested in Xenophon
(Hell. 7.1.1): perÏ dÍ tá« Łgemon›a« nÜn Ł skwci«. tÕ mÍn oÛn boylÕ probebo÷leytai
Émetwran mÍn eÚnai tÎn kat@ ùˇlattan, Lakedaimon›vn dÍ tÎn kat@ gán.8 A specific
obligation to recognize Theban leadership is known also from the treaty signed
between Thebes and the Achaians in 367 B.C.: #EpameinØnda« pist@ labøn par@ tân
[xaiân Ò mÎn symmˇxoy« ösesùai kaÏ $koloyù‹sein ƒpoi ©n UhbaÖoi Łgântai, oœtv«
$pálùen oúkade (Xen. Hell. 7.1.42).9

2/3: This is the earliest epigraphical attestation of the term hegemonia, here in the
dialectal form hagemon›a. Linguistically, one should note the use of the aspirate and
the retention of the original long alpha (a-) instead of eta.10 The second is a feature
of the Boeotian dialect (see below), as we know both directly and indirectly from
Boeotian personal names.11 In any case, the term hagemon›a is of the utmost impor-

5 See Knoeplfer 2001, 120 with n. 86; Reber, Hansen, and Ducrey, in: Hansen –
Nielsen 2004, no. 372; cf. Threatte 1980, 282, for a useful discussion of the similarly formed
ethnic in Attic inscriptions.

6 For prepositional uses of the word with the genitive in literature, see LSJ9 s.v. xvr›« II.
7 SEG 26, 461, ll. 4–7; improved text and date in Pikoulas 2000–2003 [2004], reported in

SEG 51, 449. In general, for such «Heeresfolgeklauseln» see Pistorius 1985, 119–134.
8 In Staatsverträge no. 274, Bengtson provides the version of the event as recounted by

Diod. Sic. 15.67.1: … kaÏ t@« mÍn Çmolog›a« ãpoi‹santo perÏ tá« Łgemon›a«, —ste tá« mÍn
ùalˇtth« ¡rxein [ùhna›oy«, tá« dÍ gá« toŒ« Lakedaimon›oy«.

9 Staatsverträge no. 283; see also below pp. 249.
10 Blümel 1982, 91–92, maintains that in Boeotian inscriptions the aspirate in the beginning

of words was regularly noted until the first half of the 4th cent. B.C.
11 E.g. IThesp 84, line 23: 4gemfine«; IThesp 235, line 4: [rtˇmidi ]gemfinh. See also the hapax

[gemon›na, attested in a Theban funerary stele recently published by Kalliontzis 2004–2009
[2010], 378 no. 11.

hagemon›a: A New Treaty from Classical Thebes
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tance because it confirms that the association of Thebes with hegemony, so well
known from the works of Xenophon and especially Ephorus (via Strabo and Diodorus
Siculus),12 was very much current in contemporary politics (see below). We must be
clear though that hagemon›a here denotes military leadership, a meaning that is very
common in the oeuvre of Xenophon.13

3: The infinitive 7emen is of course a known dialectal form, corresponding to Attic
eÚnai.14 Here it cannot be decided if it stands for Òmen or eÚmen, since both forms, pro-
duced by lengthening, are attested in the Boeotian dialect, though eÚmen is statistically
more likely.

4: k@t ùˇlattan. The apocope in the preposition katˇ is at home in Thebes.15 The
double tau in ùˇlattan may be familiar from Attic Greek, but otherwise it appears
in few Greek dialects: Boeotian is one of them.16 The form k@t ùˇlattan as such is
known from the Boeotian proxeny decree in honour of the Carthaginian Nobas,
IG VII 2407 (Rhodes – Osborne, GHI no. 43). The proxeny probably dates to the
360s, i.e., it supports a date in the first half of the 4th century B.C. for our inscription,
advocated below.17

The dialect, as we have seen (apocope in k@t ùˇlattan, long alpha in g»n and in hage-
mon›an, and athematic infinitive 7emen, i.e., Òmen or eÚmen), is Boeotian. The lettering –
basically a developed form of the traditional Boeotian script, for which see more
below – suggests a date in the closing years of the 5th or, most probably, in the first
quarter or so of the 4th cent. B.C. Lambda is of the old style, resembling a Latin L. Simi-
larly, delta has the form of a triangular D. Rho is tailed, whereas chi is of the old-
fashioned  type. Sigma has four outward slanting bars. Theta is in the form of an
omikron with a central dot; both of these letters are smaller than the others. Moreover,
the curved loops of beta are an indication of a mature script, as is the vertical stem of
ypsilon in line 1. Finally, epsilon and alpha with horizontal crossbar both indicate a

12 Ephorus and Theban hegemony: Wickersham 1994, 124–133.
13 See Buckler 1982, reprinted with ameliorations in Buckler – Beck 2008, at 130 with

n. 23 and 24. It is likely that by a process of semantic expansion the term Łgemon›a/hagemon›a
came to denote not only specifically military leadership but also political supremacy. See de Ste.
Croix’s classic interpretation (de Ste. Croix 1972, 108–110) of how a series of treaties be-
tween Sparta and individual allies, obliged «to follow the Spartans whithersoever they may lead»,
gave rise to the so-called Peloponnesian League.

14 Blümel 1982, 208–209.
15 Buck 1955, 75; Thumb – Scherer 1959, 46.
16 Buck 1955, 65; Thumb – Scherer 1959, 32. Interestingly, -tt- appears to be a common

feature in the region comprising Attica, Boeotia, and Euboea: see Vottero 2006, 140 with the
note by Knoepfler, in BE 2007, 304 (we are indebted to Denis Knoepfler for bringing this to
our attention).

17 For an improved chronological analysis of this decree (dated vaguely in the 360s–350s in
Rhodes – Osborne, GHI no. 43), see now Knoepfler 2005, 81–85 (cf. SEG 55, 564 bis).
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date in the 4th cent. B.C.18 All in all, the lettering stands very close to the lettering of an
epigram preserved in the first four lines of the inscription on a recently published
statue base signed by the famous sculptor Lysippos (Fig. 2).19 The base in question, in-
tended for the statue of a military leader, is, according to the editors, of unknown ori-
gin, but it has been plausibly suggested that the actual provenance of the base is
Thebes, and that the man celebrated was none other than the great Pelopidas. For
these reasons the inscribed base has been provisionally dated to ca. 372–364 B.C., al-
though Knoepfler is resolute that it belongs to the 360s.20 The similarity of the let-
tering of the two texts is so striking that if the inscriptions were not cut by the same
mason, they must have been carved by roughly contemporary cutters. However, the
epigram, dedication, and signature of the statue base differ from the new treaty in one
important aspect: they are written in the Ionic script, with the letter H standing for eta
and with V representing long o.21

As we have already mentioned, with the exception of individual letters, e.g. gamma,
the script of the new inscription is essentially Boeotian. Note in particular the use of
omikron to denote long o in the words xor›« and Ueba›on, as well as in the genitive
ending of t §o polwmo.22 Note also the use of epsilon to denote long e in Ueba›on again
and in the infinitive 7emen, and finally the aspirate in lines 1 and 2. For years it was be-
lieved that the introduction of the Attic (i.e. Ionic) alphabet in Boeotia in toto dated to
the mid-390s B.C., around 395–394 B.C.23 Knoepfler made the sensible suggestion
that the liberation of Thebes with Athenian assistance in 379 B.C. provided a better
historical context for the adoption of the Ionic script by the Thebans.24 More recently
Vottero has advocated more caution, claiming, after a rigorous conspectus of the
relevant evidence, that one cannot be more precise than providing a date in the first

18 Similar letter forms appear in the list of names IG VII 2427, which is now dated by Vot-
tero 1996, 161–163, to 379–371 B.C. Yet IG VII 2427 has relatively large omikrons and lambdas
with slightly right-slanting verticals, two old-fashioned lettering characteristics that are lacking
in the new inscription.

19 Ducrey – Calame 2006 [2008] = SEG 56, 551. At 74, Ducrey – Calame note that
ll. 1–4 have been carved more assiduously than ll. 5–6, though it is not clear whether two stone-
cutters worked on the base or only one. The two scholars place the lettering of their inscription
in the mid-4th century on the authority of Fossey 1991, 86–87, pl. 21–23, and yet the lettering of
IG VII 3206 discussed by Fossey looks decidedly later than that of the inscribed base.

20 See the detailed note by Knoepfler in BE 2009, 259, both on the date and the tentative
identification of the honorand with Pelopidas.

21 Other letters that are different are delta and rho. Attic epigraphy, with its much richer out-
put, has already given us a striking example of a stone-cutter producing work in two different
scripts. As first recognized by Lewis 1985, the cutter of the famous decree of Kallias, IG I3 52
(Attic script), should probably be identified as the cutter of another famous document, the sac-
rificial calendar from Thorikos, SEG 33, 147 (Ionic script).

22 As Angelos P. Matthaiou has pointed out to us, this probably represents a Boeotian
genitive ending tâ polwmv: cf. IG VII 2418.

23 Taillardat – Roesch 1966.
24 Knoepfler 1992, 423–424 no. 24; cf. Knoepfler in BE 2009, 244.

hagemon›a: A New Treaty from Classical Thebes
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half of the 4th cent. B.C.25 He argued however that 371 B.C. was the turning point,
when most Boeotian cities, and certainly Thebes amongst them, adopted the Ionic
alphabet. Thus, Vottero’s analysis appears to suggest that 371 B.C. is the inescapable
terminus ante quem. Some of these complicated issues have now been revisited by
Iversen who has argued that experimentation is detectable in the idiomatic mixture
of epichoric and Ionic letter forms in Boeotian texts of this period, and that instead
of looking for a specific point when the Ionic alphabet was introduced to Boeotia via
a legislative act, we should be thinking of a gradual process.26 In a forthcoming article,
Schachter is also receptive to the idea of gradual development, which, however, he
does not find incompatible with the theory of legislated change.27 In view of the above,
we are of the opinion that historical contextualization should take precedence over
any arguments based exclusively on letter forms, important as these may be. At any
rate, we will revisit some of these arguments in the next section.

Historical Context

The truly intriguing aspect of the fragmentary document under consideration is of
course the historical context. Histiaia (Oreos) was under firm Athenian control
throughout the entire Peloponnesian War.28 Thus a date before 404 B.C. may be epi-
graphically possible but it is historically implausible. Early in the 4th cent. B.C., in the
beginning of the Corinthian War, the Euboeans joined the anti-Spartan alliance that
included Athens, Boeotia, Argos, Corinth, and some other Greek powers.29 Yet there
are some serious difficulties in placing the new treaty in that period. One minor dif-
ficulty, for instance, is that we never hear of Histiaia (or Oreos) as such in the Corin-

25 Vottero 1996.
26 See Iversen 2010, esp. 262–263, who puts forward a date ca. 400–375 B.C. for IThesp 38

and 39, the two inventories that constitute the subject of his discussion. Although these two
documents show a rather limited number of local letter forms (e.g., tailed rho and, occasionally,
epichoric delta), overall they give the impression that, epigraphically, they belong to the same
timeframe as that of the new Theban treaty.

27 See note 50 below.
28 See Thuc. 8.95.7: labfinte« dÍ oÅ Peloponn‹sioi d÷o kaÏ eúkosi naÜ« tân [ùhna›vn

kaÏ ¡ndra« toŒ« mÍn $pokte›nante«, toŒ« dÍ zvgr‹sante« tropaÖon östhsan. kaÏ œsteron
o\ pollˆ E\boiˇn [te] ´pasan $post‹sante« plÎn #VreoÜ (ta÷thn dÍ a\toÏ [ùhnaÖoi
eÚxon) kaÏ t£lla t@ perÏ a\tÎn kaù›stanto (we are indebted to A. P. Matthaiou for this
reference), and its echo in Arist. [Ath. Pol.] 23.1: Łtthùwnte« dÍ tÕ perÏ #Erwtrian naymax›<
kaÏ tá« E\bo›a« $postˇsh« ƒlh« plÎn #VreoÜ …, with Reber, Hansen, and Ducrey, in
Hansen – Nielsen 2004, no. 372, who argue that Histiaia was lost to the Athenians only in
404 B.C.

29 Good accounts of the Corinthian War in Buckler 2003, 75–128, and Hornblower
2011, 217–233. For the participation of the Euboeans see Xen. Hell. 4.2.17: û ge mÎn tân
polem›vn łùro›sùh … kaÏ mÎn ãj E\bo›a« 4pˇsh« o\k ãlˇttoy« trisxil›vn, and Diod. Sic.
14.82.3: e\ùŒ g@r a\toÖ« û te E¾boia ´pasa proswùeto kaÏ Leykˇdioi.
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thian War. The real obstacle however is posed by the overall tenor of the famous The-
ban speech as reported by Xenophon in his Hellenica.30 Eager to secure Athens’
support, the Thebans repeatedly evoked Athens’ 5th-cent. B.C. hegemonical role, and
even agreed to follow willingly Athens’ leadership for the success of their joint alliance
against Sparta.31 Such an obedient Thebes can hardly be reconciled with the assertive
Thebes of the new document. Similar concerns are raised by a probe into the extant
epigraphical record: IG II2 14 records the defensive alliance of Athens not with
Thebes, but with the Boeotians, i.e. with the Boeotian koinon. And despite its frag-
mentary state of preservation, the treaty seems to contain a proviso that both parties
should confer with each other before making any amendment to their agreement.32

Clearly, this situation is incompatible with the Theban initiative central to the new
inscription. Once more, even though the lettering may well fit the 390s-380s, the his-
torical context is not exactly ideal.

There are two other occasions on which Thebes and Histiaia crossed paths in the
early 4th cent. B.C. The 370s was a turbulent decade. Amongst others, Athens at-
tempted to resurrect her hegemony by establishing the so-called Second Athenian
League. Histiaia, our sources inform us, was the only Euboean city that refused to join
the alliance and preferred instead to stay loyal to Sparta. Chabrias’ raid of 377 caused
some disturbance but it was the Thebans who managed to bring Histiaia over to their
side with the help of a random opportunity.33 The Thebans, who were suffering from
grain shortage, sent expeditions to Thessaly in order to get as much grain as possible.
One of these groups, consisting of approximately 300 men, fell in the hands of the
Spartan Alketas, who controlled Histiaia. The Spartan commander imprisoned the
Thebans, but he was rather negligent in guarding them: the Theban captives not only
managed to escape, but they also seized the citadel of Histiaia, thus securing a supply

30 Xen. Hell. 3.5.7–15.
31 See, e.g., Xen. Hell. 3.5.14: pâ« oÛn o\k eåkfi«, ã@n ÉmeÖ« aÛ prostáte tân oœtv fanerâ«

$dikoymwnvn, nÜn Ém»« polŒ ódh meg›stoy« tân pØpote genwsùai; ƒte mÍn g@r órxete, tân
kat@ ùˇlattan mfinvn d‹poy ŁgeÖsùe· nÜn dÍ pˇntvn kaÏ Łmân kaÏ Peloponnhs›vn kaÏ
ìn prfisùen órxete kaÏ a\toÜ basilwv« toÜ meg›sthn d÷namin öxonto« Łgemfine« ©n gwnoisùe.
Even though several elements of the speech have been suspected as artificial and disingenuous
(see, e.g., Gray 1989, 107–112, who is however indifferent to the question of authenticity), the
core of the Thebans’ speech cannot be doubted: see Tuplin 1993, 61 (somewhat critical of
Gray) and Cartledge 2002, 237–239.

32 IG II2 14 = Rhodes – Osborne, GHI no. 6. The heavily restored clause reads ã@n dw
t[i d|okái Ó prosùeÖnai Ó $feleÖ]n [ùhn[a›o|i« kaÏ BoivtoÖ« koinái boyleyomwno|i« –––]. See
also the good account of the role of the Boeotians (note ‹Boeotians› rather than ‹Thebans›) in the
Corinthian War by Cook 1990.

33 The story is presented at length by Diod. Sic. 15.30. Eventually Histiaia joined the League as
we know from the famous prospectus: Rhodes-Osborne, GHI no. 22, line 114: [̂ Es]tiaiá«. See
Stylianou 1998, 270–281, for his analysis of the formation of the Second Athenian League,
including the stance of the Euboean cities.

hagemon›a: A New Treaty from Classical Thebes
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of grain for their city.34 It would not be an exaggeration to argue that the fates of
Thebes and Histiaia never overlapped more fully than in this incident. The temptation
to associate the new inscription with the events of 377/76 B.C. is hard to resist. To
begin with, the association nicely explains the force of the Xenophontic Ł pfili«
$f›statai: far from having been subjugated, Histiaia was thought to have revolted.
The epichoric alphabet appears to offer further corroboration for the association, if
we are to follow Vottero’s chronological theory outlined above. Thus the emphati-
cally mentioned war (note in particular the definite article in [tÌ]n pfilemon and t §o
polwmo) will be the so-called Boeotian War of 378–371 B.C.35 Last but not least, the
fact that the treaty names the Thebans, rather than the Boeotian koinon, could also be
taken to support this early date, even though, as most scholars maintain, Thebes ap-
pears to have tried to resuscitate the koinon almost immediately after its liberation
from Spartan control.36

For methodological reasons we would like to play devil’s advocate here. In 377/76,
one could object, Thebes was rather weak to claim hegemony. Admittedly, the term
hagemon›a in the inscription ought not to denote anything more substantial than su-
premacy of Thebes in her relations with Histiaia. After all, the adventitious capture of
the Histiaian citadel by the 300 or so Thebans would have left few if any doubts about
which was the superior party between the two. Still, one feels that the surviving hage-
monia-provision of the treaty would better fit the aspirations of a power much
stronger than Thebes was before Leuctra, let alone before Tegyra.37 Moreover, one
must ask how compatible the proviso that the Histiaians follow the leadership of the
Thebans is with the Peace of Antalcidas. However, one should also take into account

34 Xen. Hell. 5.4.56: Mˇla dÍ piezfimenoi oÅ UhbaÖoi spˇnei s›toy di@ tÌ dyoÖn ãtoÖn mÎ
eålhfwnai karpÌn ãk tá« gá«, pwmpoysin ãpÏ dyoÖn tri‹roin ¡ndra« eå« Pagas@« ãpÏ sÖton dwka
tˇlanta dfinte«. [lkwta« dÍ Ç Lakedaimfinio« fylˇttvn #Vrefin, ãn ˚ ãkeÖnoi tÌn sÖton syn-
evnoÜnto, ãplhrØsato treÖ« tri‹rei«, ãpimelhùeÏ« ƒpv« mÎ ãjaggelùe›h. ãpeÏ dÍ $p‹geto
Ç sÖto«, lambˇnei Ç [lkwta« tfin te sÖton kaÏ t@« tri‹rei«, kaÏ toŒ« ¡ndra« ãzØgrhsen o\k
ãlˇttoy« Ó triakos›oy«. to÷toy« dÍ eÚrjen ãn tÕ $kropfilei, oíper a\tÌ« ãsk‹noy. $ko-
loyùoÜnto« dw tino« tân #Vreitân paidfi«, Ñ« öfasan, mˇla kaloÜ te k$gaùoÜ, kataba›nvn ãk
tá« $kropfilev« perÏ toÜton Òn. katagnfinte« dÍ oÅ aåxmˇlvtoi tÎn $mwleian, katalambˇnoysi
tÎn $krfipolin, kaÏ Ł pfili« $f›statai· —st’ e\pfirv« ódh oÅ UhbaÖoi sÖton parekom›zonto; cf.
Sprawski 1999, 64–65, Buckler 2003, 243–245, and Rhodes 2010, 214.

35 For the name of the war, see Diod. Sic. 15.25.1: ãpÏ dÍ to÷tvn Ç klhùeÏ« BoivtikÌ« pfilemo«
ãnwsth Lakedaimon›oi« prÌ« BoivtoŒ« di@ toia÷ta« aåt›a«, and 15.28.5: Çmo›v« dÍ kaÏ tá« eå«
tÌn pfilemon paraskeyá« ãpoioÜnto pollÎn front›da, prosdokânte« mwgan kaÏ polyxrfinion
aÉtoÖ« ösesùai tÌn BoivtikÌn pfilemon, with Stylianou 1998, 489. The name, which probably
goes back to Ephorus, occurs in several important modern accounts (see, e.g., chapter 7 of
Buckler 2003, which is entitled ‹The Boiotian War›), but according to Munn 1993, 152 with
n. 35, the war was called ‹Theban› by the Spartans (though Munn himself uses the term ‹Boio-
tian War› in the title of his monograph). In any case, it was probably recognized as a single war
from very early on.

36 See, for instance, Buckler 1979 [updated and reprinted in Buckler – Beck 2008].
37 For the battle of Tegyra (probably 375 B.C.), see Buckler 1995.



247

that in 375 B.C. Histiaia joined the Second Athenian League, which could hardly tally
with the terms of the alliance in our document, though, of course, the realities of
power could easily overcome any such technicalities. Besides, some scholars even
think that the Euboean cities, Histiaia included, actually joined the Second Athenian
League at the Thebans’ enthusiastic instigation.38 In brief, despite these reservations a
date of 377/76 B.C. for the new inscription seems perfectly feasible. We would like
however to put forward as another historical context the second engagement between
Thebes and Histiaia.

Soon after the battle of Leuktra Thebes inaugurated a policy of close links with Cen-
tral Greece, primarily by means of alliances.39 At this point all the Euboean cities left
the Second Athenian League, and Histiaia, as far as we know, was no exception. Xeno-
phon relates these developments in two passages:

Xen. Hell. 6.5.23: łkolo÷ùoyn d’ a\toÖ« kaÏ FvkeÖ« Ép‹kooi gegenhmwnoi kaÏ E\-
boeÖ« $pÌ pasân tân pfilevn kaÏ LokroÏ $mffiteroi kaÏ [karn»ne« kaÏ ^Hrakleâ-
tai kaÏ MhlieÖ« etc.40

Xen. Ages. 2.24: $pfi ge mÎn to÷toy ãpÏ tÎn Lakeda›mona strateysamwnvn [rkˇ-
dvn te pˇntvn kaÏ [rge›vn kaÏ #Hle›vn kaÏ Boivtân, kaÏ sŒn a\toÖ« Fvkwvn kaÏ
Lokrân $mfotwrvn kaÏ Uettalân kaÏ Aåniˇnvn kaÏ [karnˇnvn kaÏ E\bowvn.

These references are rather generic. Interestingly, one piece of evidence adduced
to support the connection between Thebes and Euboea in the period under question
is a list of loans made by wealthy Thebans to the city of Karystos.41 A little-remarked
aspect of that inscription is the presence of a non-Theban creditor, namely a Histiaian
man called Philokrates.42 As it happens, the interest reimbursed to Philokrates
surpasses any other sum preserved on the stone.43 This simultaneous occurrence of
Thebans and a Histiaian has never been satisfactorily explained. Strangely enough,
Migeotte saw little political significance in this set of loans, even speculating that

38 Picard 1979, 235. Note that, as Denis Knoepfler aptly indicated to us per epistulam,
the treaty between Thebes and Histiaia was presumably annuled the moment Histiaia joined the
Second Athenian League.

39 Diod. Sic. 15.57.1; 62.4. See Buckler 2000, 432 [reprinted in Buckler – Beck 2008,
166]; Buckler 2003, 297–298; Buckler, in: Buckler – Beck 2008, 134 with n. 44 (But,
depending on the date of the new document, his contention, first made in Buckler 1982, that
all these alliances were defensive could be challenged); Rhodes 2010, 252.

40 See Wallace 1956, 10–11; Picard 1979, 235.
41 IG XII.9 7; superior editions by Wallace 1962 and Migeotte 1976 (SEG 26, 1041;

reprinted with an addendum in Migeotte 2010, 15–29). But as the response of Wallace
1976 shows, the interpretation of this intriguing document is far from certain.

42 Wallace 1962, ll. 9–11: [nt›maxo« Filok[rˇtei ÎstiaieÖ R X R Timo?]|krˇth« R Fi-
lokrˇtei ÎstiaieÖ .:. VV [R -creditor- Uhba›vi] ãpfigdoon RVVVVR Timosùwnh« Fil[okrˇtei
ÎstiaieÖ .:. X .:.]. The historical significance of this transaction was not lost however to Glotz –

Cohen 1941, 151 (but see some justified concern expressed by Migeotte 1984, 252 n. 416).
43 1500 drachmas and 255 drachmas, but the two sums have been conjectured on the basis of

complicated calculations.
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the inscription may date as late as 350 B.C.44 But we would be surprised if the host of
Theban lenders had nothing to do with Thebes’ political power. We do think that vari-
ous arguments, including historical plausibility and prosopography, speak for a date
between 371–362,45 and in this context the appearance of a Histiaian cannot be coinci-
dental. At any rate, the Karystian document allows us to detect some sort of financial
connection between Thebes and Histiaia (or at least a framework that facilitated links
between the two cities) in the second quarter of the fourth century B.C.46

Placing the new document in the context of post-Leuctra diplomatic developments
has certain advantages. First there are the two references to the war (l. 1: tÌn pfilemon,
and l. 3: t §o polwmo). In 366/65 B.C., with the orchestration of the Thebans, the Persian
king Artaxerxes negotiated a peace amongst the Greeks. According to Diodorus
the peace put an end to the period known as the Laconian-Boeotian War, which
might well be the war mentioned in the new document.47 Then there is the obviously
attractive correlation between the term hagemon›a and the decade 371–362 B.C.,
the period of the famous Theban hegemony. Could we possibly be more precise in
dating the treaty within this period? If we were to associate the treaty with the entrance
of the Euboean cities into Thebes’ network of allies, a date ca. 370 B.C. would be very
tempting.48

There is however much to say against this low, post-Leuktra, chronology. First of all,
there is the problem of the script. We have already seen that in his carefully structured
argument, Vottero, a cautious interpreter, made a sound case in support of the theory
that the old Boeotian script was abandoned for good after Leuktra. We wish however
to note that in a recently published Boeotian proxeny decree, provisionally dated by the
ed. pr. to the 360s, the nomina sacra of the heading are carved in a script that does not
employ eta or omega.49 The main body of that decree is actually carved in the Ionic
alphabet, which reveals that even after Leuktra and the alleged abandonment of the
older epichoric script, there was still some ambiguity amongst Boeotian stone-cutters.50

44 Migeotte 1984, 248–252 no. 73.
45 Picard 1979, 235.
46 As Emily Mackil has pointed out to us, the fact that the interest is said to have been paid

back to Thebes and Histiaia (SEG 26, 1041, ll. 5–6: [Ç] | tfiko« $pedfiùh ã« U‹ba« kaÏ Îs[tia›an])
in what otherwise appears to be a record of transactions involving private lenders is extraordi-
nary.

47 Diod. Sic. 15.76.3 (= Staatsverträge no. 282); with Stylianou 1998, 489.
48 Cf. Knoepfler 1995, 331–332.
49 SEG 55, 564 bis, l. 1: Polyde÷ke«· Kˇstor· [ùˇna{«} [lwa. Ed. pr. Mackil 2008, calls

these forms dialectal, but the peculiarity is probably morphological rather than phonological.
The chronological setting of the decree in the 360s was first advocated by Knoepfler 2005,
79–81.

50 Working on some roughly contemporary material, Schachter, forthcoming, aptly ob-
serves: «The change from epichoric to Attic-Ionic script in Boiotia – whatever its motivation –
would not have happened overnight. It was a process which began, presumably, at an official
level» etc.
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However, by and large the available evidence appears to support a date before 371 B.C.
for the abolition of the Boeotian script in official documents.51

Then there is a much more serious objection: the new inscription refers to the
Thebans, not the Boeotians. Quite revealingly, in 377 the Thebans joined the Second
Athenian League as Thebans, rather than as Boetoians.52 On the contrary, after Leuk-
tra Thebes acted mostly in the name of the Boeotian federation (koinfin). A series of
epigraphically attested proxenies was granted by the koinfin rather than the city of
Thebes alone.53 In this light, how likely is it that our diplomatic document was issued
in the name of Thebes? Unlikely, if we are to rely on the epigraphical sources; less so, if
we consider the literary tradition.54 Both Aeschines and Plutarch speak of the Theban,
rather than Boeotian, alliance with Ptolemaios of Macedon in 368.55 Plutarch again
refers to Thebans, in the context of the 367 B.C. truce between them and Alexander
of Pherai, though admittedly Diodorus mentions a Boeotian raid into Thessaly.56 Yet
both Plutarch and Diodorus agree that the important peace of 367 with the Persian
King was signed by Pelopidas and the Thebans, not the Boeotians. Arguably of greater
importance is the testimony of Xenophon, who twice speaks of interstate agreements
signed by the Thebans. In one case, Thebes signed a peace treaty with the Corinthians
and the Phleiousians.57 In the second case, which we have already cited, Epaminondas
obliged the Achaians to pledge «to be allies of the Thebans and to follow wherever the
Thebans lead».58 Needless to say, the clause $koloyù‹sein ƒpoi ©n UhbaÖoi Łgântai is
conceptually very close to the clause hagemon›a|n dÍ 7emen t §o polwmo Ueba›on of the
new document. It is undoubtedly likely that the orators and the historians were em-
ploying the language of realism, i.e., they understood that the Boeotian koinon was a
façade for Theban foreign policy. Nevertheless, the aforementioned Xenophontic pas-
sage may well reflect the diction of an original document.

51 D. Knoepfler, who favors a date around 377–376 B.C. for the new treaty, has communi-
cated to us (per epistulam) his conviction that the Boeotian script was abandoned by a legislative
act, either separately in individual poleis or at the federal level, in the 370s. In an unpublished
paper, he has argued that the evidence from the Theban staters bearing the name of Charon
(first spelt with  later with X) supports an alphabetic reform in the early 370s, at least for
Thebes: see provisionally Knoepfler 2006–7, 634–635.

52 Rhodes – Osborne, GHI no. 22, l. 79; cf. Diod. Sic. 15.28.5: symmaxo÷ntvn toÖ«
Uhba›oi« tân [ùhna›vn (we owe this reference to Emily Mackil).

53 To this small but well-known dossier (IG VII 2407 [= Rhodes – Osborne, GHI no. 43],
2408, SEG 34, 355; cf. Fossey 1994, 35–36), two new examples have recently been added: the
proxeny for the Laconian Timeas, Mackil 2008 = SEG 55, 564 bis), and the proxeny for two
Olynthian or Corinthian individuals (ed. pr. Vlachogianni 2004–2009 [2010])

54 See the good pages by Knoepfler 1978, 391–392.
55 Aeschin. 2.29; Plut. Vit. Pel. 27.3 (= Staatsverträge, no. 277).
56 Plut. Vit. Pel. 27.3; Diod. Sic. 15.75.2 (= Staatsverträge, no. 281).
57 Xen. Hell. 7.4.10 (= Staatsverträge, no. 285).
58 Xen. Hell. 7.1.42 (= Staatsverträge, no. 283): … Ò mÎn symmˇxoy« ösesùai kaÏ $ko-

loyù‹sein ƒpoi ©n UhbaÖoi Łgântai.
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In sum, it is rather difficult to decide firmly on the exact historical context of the
new treaty. As we have already explained, from an epigraphical point of view the text
could belong to the early 4th – if not the late 5th – cent. B.C., but there are several his-
torical obstacles to such an early date. Although based on the lettering and the advan-
tages of connecting the new treaty with a known incident of Theban-Histiaian inter-
action we strongly prefer a date ca. 377/76 B.C., in the name of caution we cannot
entirely dismiss a date after Leuktra. If, however, we are right in our preference, then
Boeotian epigraphy would acquire a good point of reference against which other
documents could be evaluated epigraphically from now on.

Where was the treaty originally set up?

One last issue we would like to address is the original location of the treaty. As men-
tioned above, the inscription was found out of context but in the area near the sanc-
tuary of Herakles and his sons.59 Traces of anathyrosis suggest that the inscribed stele
might have been surrounded by similar stelae creating some kind of a panel or wall.60

Unfortunately, no publication clause is preserved. At first, this may seem odd since
one would have expected the publication clause to have followed the important term
recorded at the very end of this document. Addressing very similar concerns with re-
gard to an Athenian treaty, Rhodes and Osborne aptly observed that «it is equally
possible that the proposer on his own simply put down the various items as he
thought of them and did not afterwards rewrite his material in a more logical order».61

The same, we submit, is probably true in the case of our document.
We do not know where the Thebans normally published their public documents,62

but a military alliance is a special text and the stele on which it was inscribed might
have needed a special venue. Important interstate agreements of the Classical period
were regularly set up in the most conspicuous shrines of the signatory poleis or even in
the major ‹international› sanctuaries.63 Located just outside one of the main city-gates

59 The sources on Herakles at Thebes have been conveniently collected by Schachter 1986,
14–30. For the approximate location of the Herakleion, see Aravantinos 2010, 130, 152, 381;
Aravantinos 2005–2006 [2012]; Bonanno-Aravantinos forthcoming.

60 This type of architectural arrangement is very rare, though there is a good parallel
from Boeotian Lebadeia, where the stelae with the building specifications for the temple of Zeus
were set up in such a way as to create a single wall (IG VII 3073, esp. ll. 49–50: pasân tân sthlân
kaÏ tân ùrigkân tân ãpÏ ta÷ta« tiùemwnvn; 79, 84): see Turner 1994, who adumbrates some
further examples of such ‹epigraphical walls›.

61 See Rhodes – Osborne, GHI no. 20 (esp. p. 87), an Athenian alliance with Chios from
384/83 B.C.

62 See, however, the very interesting suggestion recently put forward by Knoepfler, in BE
(2010) 296, that after 371 the Boeotian koinon, headed by Thebes, displayed its decrees in the
shrine of Herakles Leuktriades.

63 Thus copies of the famous Peace of Nikias were set up in the shrines of Olympia and Del-
phi, on the Athenian Acropolis and in the Spartan Amyklaion (Thuc. 5.18.10, with Horn-
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of the acropolis of Thebes, the shrine of Herakles Promachos (note the epithet) could
have been precisely such a venue. It was in Herakles’ shrine where a series of divine
omens predicted the triumph of Theban arms before the battle of Leuktra in 371 B.C.64

If the decades either side of 370 B.C. are the correct chronological context of the new
inscription, then the Herakleion would have become the single most important shrine
for the religious protection and celebration of Theban hegemony, real or imaginary.
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Fig. 2: Archaeological Museum of Thebes, inv. no. 21393 (photo by Y. Kalliontzis)

Fig. 1: Archaeological Museum of Thebes, inv. no. 45507 (photo by Y. Kalliontzis)


