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IG I° 227 AND THE S0O-CALLED PEACE OF EPILYKOS

The inscription IG i3 227 records a decree awarding honors to a certain Herakleides. The decree grants
Herakleides the titles of mpo&evog and edepyétng (lines 9—10) for his services to Athens (lines 10-14).
The name of Herakleides’ native city is not preserved (line 8). A rider to the main decree proposed by
Thucydides proposes an award of £yxtnoig yfic in addition to the normal privileges granted to a
proxenos (lines 19-22). Herakleides deserves these honors because the ambassadors coming from the
king announce that he has cooperated with them in negotiations for a treaty (lines 15-18: [. . . ol npéo-
Beclllot nlapa PaciAéng xlovieg dyyélhoot ‘H]|[pak]Aeidny cvunpdatltev €avtolg npoddl|[umc] £
e t0lonovdag [tog Tpog Paciréa . . .]).

The prescript of the decree is fragmentary and does not allow us to date the decree, but the lettering
of the inscription is Ionic, which indicates it was inscribed after 403 BCE. Koehler argued, however,
that the Herakleides honored in the decree must be Herakleides of Klazomenai, who was later elected
general (Plato Jon 541d), proposed increasing pay for attending meetings of the Assembly to two obols
and was nicknamed “the King” (Ath. Pol. 41.3).! Koehler further proposed that Herakleides received
these honors for helping to conclude the treaty with the Great King of Persia mentioned by Andocides
(On the Peace 3.29) and that this treaty was concluded with King Darius in 424. Koehler’s identification
of the treaty mentioned by Andocides and the peace treaty mentioned in line 16 has won the assent of
many scholars. Russell Meiggs went so far as to declare: “Few things are more certain in fifth-century
history than that the decree honours Heraclides of Clazomenae for helping an Athenian embassy on
which Andocides’ uncle Epilycus, a member of the Boule, served to negotiate a treaty with King Darius
in 424-23.2

Meiggs’ confidence should not intimidate us. It is possible to identify the Herakleides honored in
the decree with Herakleides of Klazomenai and restore tov KAalouéviov in line 6. But the identifi-
cation still depends on a restoration? If the honorand is to be identified with the Herakleides of
Klazomenai who was later elected general, we must further assume that the honorand received
citizenship sometime after this decree in order to be later elected general. Second, it is possible to
assume that the original decree dated to 424/3 and that the inscription is a copy made after 403 because
the original was destroyed under the Thirty. This would explain the Ionic lettering, but this is no more
than a possibility; it is not a certainty. Third, even if we allow the possibility that the inscription is a
copy of a fifth century decree, nothing in the decree compels us to accept a date of 424/3. These is a
possible date; it is not certain. Fourth, it is also possible to accept the evidence of Andocides On the
Peace and believe that Epilykos went on an embassy to King Darius in 424 and negotiated a treaty. Yet
it is also possible to accept the doubts of Harpocration and Dionysius of Halicarnassus about the
authenticity of the speech* and to reject the evidence found in it as unreliable.> Finally, Herakleides

ly. Koehler, Hermes 27, 1892, 68—78. All dates in this article are BCE.

2 R. Meiggs, The Athenian Empire, Oxford 1972, 135. For detailed discussion of the inscription with references to
earlier scholarship see R. Meiggs and D. Lewis, A Selection of Greek Historical Inscriptions, Oxford 1969, 201-3 and above
all Michael B. Walbank, Athenian Proxenies of the Fifth Century B.C., Toronto and Sarasota 1978, 258—68. Cf. E. Badian,
From Plataea to Potidaea: Studies in the History and Historiography of the Pentekontaetia, Baltimore and London 1993,
196: “The document should now be regarded as firmly attached to the renewal (with the help of Heracleides) of the peace of
Callias, by an embassy that included Epilycus.”

3 The assumption might appear to receive some support from Walbank’s proposal IG i3 227 to join with IG ii2 65 (ZPE
51, 1983, 183—4). But note that Wilhelm maintained the latter inscription was non-stoichedon and restored [’Epyoluevio.
Foucart, BCH 12, 1888, 163-9 identified the honorand as Herakleides of Byzantium, who was awarded the title of proxenos
(Dem. 20.60).

4 See Harpocration s.v. ‘EAMvotopiat. "AvBokidnge év 1@ Mept tiic EipAvng (3.38) &l yviioiog, 811 dpxh Tic Av ol
‘EAAvotopion . . .; 5. v. vedpio kol vedootkol. unrote vedpila Aéyeton 6 1émog dmog eig Ov dvédkovton ai Tpiipelg kol
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receives a grant of £yxtnoig yfig along with the title and rights of proxenos. It was not unusual for these
two rights to be awarded together in the fourth century, but there is no parallel for such an award in the
94 proxeny decrees from the fifth century.® Pace Meiggs, nothing could be less certain than his
assertions about the historical circumstances surrounding the decree for Herakleides.”

Amid all these conjectures, one matter is reasonably certain: the ambassadors mentioned in lines
15-16 ([. . . ol npécPeg | ot nlapa Paciréng fik[ovteg . . .]) cannot be the alleged Athenian embassy on
which Epilykos went to negotiate a treaty with the Great King of Persia. This article will show that this
phrase must refer to an embassy sent by the Great King. In Attic inscriptions of the fifth and fourth
centuries B.C., embassies that are described as “coming” to Athens (fjkovteg or ikwv) are always
foreign embassies arriving in Athens, not Athenian embassies returning to Athens. Furthermore,
embassies or envoys that are described as “coming from™ a foreign power (ol npécoPeg ol mapd TIvog
Tfikovteg) are always embassies sent by a foreign power, not Athenian embassies sent to a foreign power.
When an Attic decree mentions an Athenian embassy sent abroad returning home, it uses some form of
the verb néuno (e.g., Tov¢g TpécPerg tovg mepedeviog Vo Tod dNuUov).8

It is best to being with several decrees where foreign ambassadors who “have come” (fjkovteg vel.
sim.) to Athens are clearly differentiated from Athenian ambassadors, who have been “sent” out
(mep@Bévteg vel. sim.) by the Assembly and have returned to Athens.

1) IG ii2 31 (386/5), lines 17-24 (= Tod GHI no. 117)

[. . eAéoBon 8¢ &lvdlpalg tpeg € "AB[n]valiwv]
anavtlov olthvelcl aroyyéloot [rlplog ‘EPI-
po[Cellpv [ta elyneilo]luéva tin d[qlulwt, dnl-
oy[yéloot 8¢] x[oi] mept TdVv vedv [t]d[v mepl-
LIAL . ... ko] mept 1@V IAAov ®[v] alitdo]-

w ol mpéoPlelg ol lapla BaciAéwlc] ‘Elfpul]-
eMulidolc flrovtec T duwt Td[1] "A[Onval-
lov.

Two sets of ambassadors are clearly distinguished in the passage. First, there are the three Athenians
whom the Assembly will elect to report its decisions about ships and other matters to King Hebryzelmis
(lines 17-19), and, second, there are the ambassadors who have come from King Hebryzelmis announce

néhw £€ obtod KoBéhkovton g droonuaivovst Avkodpyde Te &v *Amoloyioud ev memoAltevton kol "AvSokidng &v 1@
Tepi tfig elpivng el yvioiog 6 Adyog; s. v. TInyad. "Av8oxidng év 1@ Iepi thig eipivng, &l yviioiog. For Dionysius’ opinion
see Andoc. De Pace, hypoth.: & 8& Atovioiog véBov elvor Aéyet tdov Adyov.

5 For doubts about the information in the speech about Amorges see H. D. Westlake, Studies in Thucydides and Greek
History, Bristol 1989, 103112 (= Phoenix 31, 1977, 319-29). I plan to demonstrate in a forthcoming article that the speech
is a forgery, probably composed in the Hellenistic period.

6 Walbank, Athenian Proxenies nos. 48, 85, and 93, proposes restoring the grant in /G i2 81, 106 and 107, but Mattingly
rightly drew attention to the fact that the formula for the grant in IG i3 227 differs from the formula found in IG i3 102, lines
ghtly g
30-32, the only example of the grant securely dated before 400.

7 There have been a few courageous skeptics: see A. W. Gomme, A Historical Commentary on Thucydides, Volume I:
Introduction and Commentary on Book I, Oxford 1945, 333-4; P. J. Rhodes, A Commentary on the Aristotelian Athenaion
Politeia, Oxford 1981, on Ath. Pol. 41.3 [“I fear I am not quite persuaded that there was a Peace of Epilykos.”], D. L.
Stockton, Hist. 8, 1959, 74-79, and H. B. Mattingly, Philol. 119, 1975, 48-51; K. Meister, Die Ungeschichtlichkeit des
Kalliasfriedens und deren historische Folgen,Wiesbaden 1982, 79-94.

8 Cf. D. M. Lewis and R. S. Stroud, Athens Honors King Euagoras of Salamis, Hesperia 48, 1979, 180-93: “the only
context in which this aorist passive participle (sc. nen@Bévtec) appears is as a modifier of presbeis sent out from Athens”. In
note 11 they observe: “Ambassadors from other cities seem never to be described by the Athenians in this period as ‘sent’,

nepebévteg, by their city of origin, but as ‘coming’, ‘fixovteg’.” Lewis and Stroud do not, however, collect the evidence nor
notice the implications of their observation for IG i3 227.
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his requests to the Athenian people (lines 22-23: o1 wlaplo Bacidéwlc] ‘E[Bp1lléAulidolg filxovtec).?
The latter are contrasted with the former and are obviously foreign ambassadors.

2) IG ii2 102 (370s), lines 5-10, 13-16 (= Tod GHI no. 129)

¢[rlovéson 8 "Apdvr]-
[av] kol 10¢ TpéoPelic] Tovg EABOVT[ag mal-
[p’] 0010 [Trolepoitolv xlot "Aviivopa kali . . .]-
cova. énavésat [8¢ xlal tovg npéoPelic]
tou¢ mepeBévt[og vr]d Tod dMuo eig Mlax]-
edoviow mepl T[fic ov](w)uoyiog.

kloAéoan x]ot ént Eévia tov[c]
[rpéloPerg [tovg map’ ’Aulvvto kol tovg ntlel-
[ueBlévtalc vro 10 duo] énl deinvov eig
[t0 mputavelov eig ovpliov.

Once again we find two sets of ambassadors clearly differentiated. On the one hand, there are the three
Macedonian ambassadors who have come from Amyntas, Ptolemaios, Antenor, and a third, whose full
name has not been preserved (lines 6-7: 10¢ npéoPelic] tovg éABovt/ag mafp’] adtd). The language
used to describe these foreign ambassadors is very similar to that found in the previous decree except
for the substitution of éA00vtog for fjixovtec.l0 On the other hand, there are the Athenian ambassadors
sent by the Assembly to Macedon (lines 8—10: tovg npéoBelic | tovg meupbévrlog vrjo tov drjuo eig
Mlax]ledoviav). The ambassadors who have come from Amyntas (lines 13—14: tovg |[mpéloPerg [tovg
nop’ "Auldvto) are foreigners and are thus invited to xenia (line 13: k[oAéoon klai €nt Eévia). The
ambassadors sent by the Assembly (lines 14-5: tovg nlelupBlévtalc Vro 6 dMuol) are Athenians and
are by contrast invited to deipnon (linel5: éni detnvov).!!

3) IG ii2 107 (367), lines 8-16, 20-22, 24-26, 31-34

[Ab]plavtog elinev. [nlept dv ot TpéoPeic oi &y AéoPov fikovileg] Aé-
[yolvowv, [éymelicBot thit BovAfit Tpocayoyely adTovg £1¢ TOV Off-

[uov Tovc] mpoédpoug ol av Adymoty tpoedpevetv eig thv npm[tn]-

[v élkxAnoiov, yvounv 8¢ EuBPdiecan thg fovAfic eig [tov] d[fuol-

[v 6]t Soxfit Tt BovAft, &r[e1]dn Mutidnvatot &vdpeg [dyabot el-

[io1] wlelpli] TOv dfuov tov "ABnvoimv, ko[l vOlv k[ai év td[1 ntpdcbev x]-
[povt] é[r]a(t)vécon Tov dfinov top Mutidnvaiov dpeltlic élvex]o [tfl-
[¢ &c TV Sfjpov] Tov ABnvaimv, kol elvon Tpdoodlov aldtoic [¢4v To]-

[v é¢ déwvton] mpog t[v] PovAny 1} TOv dfjuov Tpwltoic] uetla tlo elpd.

[av]aypdyou 8¢ kali] t[0] yneilopa] e-
[ig v a]Otnv otAny 6 dmelkplivorto 6 dfinog Tolg tpécPect

9 Note Tod’s interpretation: “Three citizens are to be chosen to report its contents to the king, to tell him of the ships (..)
and about the other requests brought by his envoys.”

10 Note the same participle is used in IG i3 40, lines 12 and 17 to describe an embassy of Chalcidians coming to Athens
and at line 37 to describe an embassy of Athenians coming to Chalcis.

I For the Athenian practice of inviting foreign ambassadors to xenia, see Dem. 19.234-5. For a collection of
testimonia for these invitations see S. G. Miller, The Prytaneion, Berkeley 1978, Appendix A with the additions of M. J.
Osborne, Entertainment in the Prytaneion in Athens, ZPE 41, 1981, 154, note 4. For an explanation of the exceptions to the
rule see Osborne, op. cit. 154—7 and especially P. J. Rhodes, ZENIA and AEITINON in the Prytaneum, ZPE 57, 1984, 193-99,
who adds evidence from outside Attica to support “the Athenian principle that Eévia is for non-citizens”. Rhodes’ arguments
provide an effective answer to the doubts of A. S. Henry, Honours and Privileges in Athenian Decrees, Hildesheim and
Zurich 1983, 262-71 (“no hard and fast rule was rigidly applied”).
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[toic Multiknvlatlov tolg peta [‘Telpottla . . .

gnouves ot 8¢ tovg mpéoPerg Tovg
[reuplOévtag eig MutiAnvny kol kohécat énl detmvov eig
[t0 mpultavelov elg atiprov.

gnonvécon 8¢ Tovg mpéoPerg
[tovlg neppbévtog eig AéocBov Tliudvobov kol AvTtoAvk-
[ov k]oi "Alplictoneifny kol kodécon €ni delnvov ei-
[¢ T]0 mputavelov eig ovpiov.

The ambassadors in line 8 who have come from Lesbos (o1 £y AésBov Nixovtlec]) must be foreign
ambassadors because they require permission from the Council to gain admission to the Assembly.!2
They also receive the right to address the Council and Assembly in the future, a right which Athenian
ambassadors would not need (lines 15-6). In fact, in lines 21-2 they are actually identified as
“ambassadors of the Mytilenians”. They are contrasted with the Athenian ambassadors who were sent to
Lesbos (tovg mpéofeig tovg [nepplOévtog eic MuTiAfvny), praised in lines 24-26 and in the rider of
lines 31-34, and invited to deipnon, not xenia.

There is a close parallel to this decree in IG ii? 103 (368). Here ambassadors coming from
Dionysius (lines 6-7: ol npécPeig o1 wlapal Atovul[clio fikovtlelg) must be foreign ambassadors since
they require a vote of approval from the council before they can address the Assembly (lines 13—17).

4)1G ii2 141 (376-60), lines 1-9, 25-28 (= Tod GHI no. 139)

"ABnvoilov klol énepel[n0n] Srog mg
KGAAoTo Topevbncoviot ol tpéc-
Beig o PBaciAgan, ovg 6 dfjnog Erepy-
ev. kol amokpivacBort Tdt fjxovTt mt-
apo. 10 Zidovimv BactAéng 0Tt kol
£C TO AOLIOV Y pOvoV OV avnp aryod-
0¢ mepl Tov dfjpov Tov "ABnvoimv 0d-
K £6T1 0 T1 dTuyNoEL Tapo AN vaion-
v OV Ov dénta.

KoAEGQ-
1 8¢ kol £nl EEvia TOV TikovTo T
70 Z1dwviav BactAéng & TO TpuTo-
velov €¢ abplov.

The decree praises Strato, the King of the Sidonians, for looking after the ambassadors whom the
Assembly has sent to the Great King (lines 1-4). It is important to note the phrase used here to denote
Athenian ambassadors sent to the Great King (o1 npéo|Beig a¢ faciiéan, ovg O dfjuog Enepylev) and
how it differs markedly from the phrase found in IG i3 227 ([ot mpécBec]|lol nlapa PaciAéwg fix[ov-
teg). The Athenian ambassadors are contrasted with the envoy who has come from King Strato, who is
instructed to convey a message to him (lines 1-4). This envoy is clearly a foreigner since he is invited to
xenia, not to deipnon (lines 25-28).

Having studied these four inscriptions in detail, we can deal with several other inscriptions more
briefly. There is a similar contrast between foreign ambassadors who have come to Athens in two other
inscriptions. In IG ii2116 (361/0) [= Tod GHI no. 147] the ambassadors who have come to Athens (line
37: 10l¢ Nxlovltac) are Thessalians; they are foreigners since they are invited to xenia (lines 38-9).

12 Note the similar phrase in IG ii2 106 (368/7) lines 6-9. The ambassadors in line 7 (o1 ¢y Aaxedoipovog Hxovrec)
ought therefore to be Spartan ambassadors, not Athenian ambassadors returning from Sparta.
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These ambassadors are to take the oaths for the alliance from the Athenians in the Council (lines 29-31)
and are contrasted with the men whom the Athenians will elect to go to Thessaly and take the oaths
from the Thessalians (lines 20-26). In IG ii2 34 (384/3), lines 12-3, the ambassadors who have come to
Athens (10¢ TpécPeg [10¢ Tikovltag) are there to take the oaths for a treaty from Athenian magistrates
(lines 26-28) and are contrasted with the men whom the Assembly will elect and instruct to sail to
Chios to takes the oaths for this treaty from that community (lines 29-31).13

In the following inscriptions ambassadors who have come to Athens (fjxovtog vel sim.) must be
foreign since they are invited to xenia, not deipnon.

1) IG ii2 111 (363/2), lines 51-56 (= Tod GHI no. 142)

2) 1G ii2 127 (356/5), lines 12—16, 28-34 (= Tod GHI no. 157)!4

3) IG ii2 212 (347/6), lines 8—11, 49-53 (= Tod GHI no. 167)15

4) IG ii2 226 (circa 342), lines 26-31 (= Tod GHI no. 173)

5) IG ii2 264 (ante 336/5?), lines 15816

6) 1G ii2 232 (340/39), lines 15—18 (restored)

A handful of inscriptions refer just to Athenian ambassadors sent by the Assembly to a foreign polis
or ruler. In each inscription these ambassadors are described as “having been sent” (neu@0évtog) after
their return to Athens with the exception of the first example, where we still find the same verb but in
the aorist active (néuyon).!7 In IG i3 61 (423) lines 16-18 (= Tod GHI no. 61 and Meiggs and Lewis
no. 65), the ambassadors sent to Perdiccas to convey a message from the Athenian Assembly to
Perdiccas, the King of Macedon (n[péoPelc 8]€ tpég néupoar hunep meviéxovta €te yeyov[otog| holg
[Tepdixkalv]), the king of Macedon, are obviously Athenian ambassadors. 18 1n three other inscriptions
Athenian ambassadors who have returned to Athens and are paid by the Treasurer for their travel
expenses (£90d10) are described not as coming to Athens (fjkovtac), but as having been sent out
(rep@Bévtog).

1) IG ii2 124 (357/6), lines 10-13

2) IG ii2 149 (ante 355), lines 11-12, 14-17

3) IG ii2 207 (360s?), lines 23-2619

These examples show that the language of Athenian decrees is careful and consistent when
describing Athenian and foreign ambassadors: the latter are described as those “who come from” (fikwv,

13 An invitation to xenia for these ambassadors has been restored in lines 32—34 and would fit the stoichedon arrange-
ment better than an invitation to deipnon. IG ii? 35 appears to be a copy of the same decree but is more fragmentary.

14 Note also that in lines 33—4 the phrase [. . . kaAéoor 8¢ émi Eévia tovg TpéoPeg Tovg il kovtag mapd T|[dv EAAwv
Bacidémv . . .] is plausibly restored. The phrase [. . . fixov mopl|d Tod SMuov [tlod Zikvevioy is likewise restored in IG ii2
448, lines 7-9 and applied to Euphron, who is obviously a foreigner since the decree identifies him as a Sicyonian.

15 Note also that the ambassadors who have come to Athens are commended for looking after those who come from
Athens to the Bosporan kingdom (lines 49-50), which indicates they are Bosporan subjects.

16 The Tatrocles who sent the ambassador to Athens in this decree must be a foreign leader since his ambassador is
invited to xenia. Koehler’s atttempt to identify him this latrocles with the Athenian captured after the fall of Olynthus
(Aeschin. 2.15.16) is therefore not convincing. Besides, Aeschines says that the news of his latrocles’ capture was brought to
the attention of the Assembly not by an ambassador but by his relatives.

17 professor Habicht observes that in the Hellenistic period we find the verb dmootéAhety instead of néumety in Hesp.
Suppl. 17, 1978, p. 96, no. 12, lines 7 and 12-3 (= no. 13, lines 1 and 8). Cf. IG ii2 1236, lines 1-2, where L. Robert
Hellenica 11-12, 109, note 3, restores [drnocteAlopévolg tlapd 10D dfpov mpog tovg Pacihelig npes|Bevtals . . .1

18 Lines 50—51 appear to refer to three sets of ambassadors: [h]ot wapd IepSikko should be Macedonian ambassadors
sent by Perdicccas in response to the Athenian invitation in lines 24-25 while [of t]|e uet[o [TAeiotio oiyduevol kol ol peta
Aeoybpo ought to be the Athenian ambassadors sent to Perdiccas mentioned in lines 16—18. Note that the verb used to
express their return to Athens is dnovtiowot, not fikwot (lines 49-50). But the identification of the Athenian ambassadors
in lines 16—8 with those in lines 24—25 depends on the date of the decree in lines 3-33. Meiggs and Lewis GHI no. 65 date it
to around 429 but Mattingly CQ 11, 1961, 154-65, more plausibly suggests 427/6.

19 Note also the demotics after the names of the ambassadors who have been “sent out” indicate they are Athenians.
For problems involved with dating the decree see M. J. Osborne, Athens and Orontes, ABSA 68, 1971, 297-321.
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nxovtag, etc.) a foreign king or community, while Athenian ambassadors are referred to as those “sent”
(neu@Bévtac). This means that the embassy coming from the king in lines 15-18 of IG i3 227 (whoever
he may be) must be a foreign embassy sent by this king and cannot be an embassy sent by the Athenian
Assembly. And since this cannot be an Athenian embassy, the lines cannot therefore refer to the alleged
embassy of Epilykos mentioned in the De Pace attributed to Andocides.

Our conclusion has two significant implications for Athenian history in the late fifth century. First,
the evidence of IG i3 227 cannot be used to confirm the information found in the De Pace about the so-
called Peace of Epilykos. Second, the evidence of IG i 227 cannot by the same token be used to
confirm the authenticity of the De Pace attributed to Andocides. With one of the main arguments for the
De Pace’s authenticity now removed, it is time to re-examine the other arguments made in favor of
attributing the speech to Andocides.20

City University of New York Edward M. Harris
Institute for Advanced Study
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