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Preface

This book is the third volume of a projected history of the
Peloponnesian War, which I will complete with a fourth volume
carrying the story down to the surrender of Athens in 404 B.C.
The present book deals with the period from the Peace of Nicias
in 421 to the destruction of the Athenian expedition against Sic-
ily in 413. Although the period is generally divided into two
parts, as it is in this book, I believe that it demonstrates-a basic
unity; its tale is of the failure of an unsatisfactory peace. The
Sicilian expedition, though not the inevitable result of the in-
adequacies of the peace, arose from those shortcomings. I believe
that the period is further unified by its central character, Nicias,
whose policy dominated its first part, whose leadership domi-
nated the second, and whose personality, talents, and flaws were
so important for the shape and outcome of both. My purpose in
this volume, as in the earlier ones, is to illuminate the course of
events by examining the ancient accounts critically in order to
reveal, especially, the close relationship between domestic politics
and foreign policy.

For the reasons given in my preface to The Archidamian War, 1
have continued to follow Thucydides’ annalistic organization. I
again treat later, non-Thucydidean sources such as Plutarch and
Diodorus with respect if not, I hope, with gullibility. This prac-
tice has drawn some criticism, but my work persuades me more
than ever that the ancients knew more about the fifth century
than Thucydides chose, or was able, to tell us, and that careful
use of other sources can increase our understanding.

I also continue to treat the speeches in Thucydides as honest
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8 PREFACE

attempts to produce some semblance of the arguments made in
speeches that were actually given, whatever they may be in addi-
tion. I have lately tried to justify this practice in an article called
“The Speeches in Thucydides and the Mytilene Debate” (Yale
Classical Studies 24 [1975], 71-94). Further arguments in defense
of both practices are found at appropriate places in this volume.

Again I must acknowledge my obvious debt to the fundamen-
tal work of Georg Busolt. In this volume more than in the earlier
ones I have benefited much from the perceptive and pioneering
work of George Grote. There are many scholars of our own time
to whom I owe important debts; among them I must give special
mention to Antony Andrewes and K. J. Dover, whose work
on the fourth volume of A. W. Gomme’s commentary on
Thucydides is an indispensable aid to historians, and to Russell
Meiggs and David Lewis for their edition of the Greek inscrip-
tions.

I am grateful to Heinrich von Staden, Paul Rahe, Barry
Strauss, and Alvin Bernstein for their criticism of parts or all of
the manuscript. I am also indebted to the A. Whitney Griswold
Fund of Yale University for defraying the cost of typing.

DonaLp KaGgaN
New Haven, Connecticut
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Part One

T'he Unraveling
of the Peace

In March of 421, after ten years of devastating, disruptive, and
burdensome war, the Athenians and the Spartans made peace on
behalf of themselves and those of their allies for whom they
could speak. Weariness, the desire for peace, the desire of the
Athenians to restore their financial resources, the Spartans’ wish
to recover their men taken prisoner at Sphacteria in 425 and to
restore order and security to the Peloponnesus, the removal by
death in battle of the leading advocate of war in each city—all
helped to produce a treaty that most Greeks hoped would bring a
true end to the great war. In fact, the peace lasted no more than
eight years, for in the spring of 413, Agis, son of Archidamus,
led a Peloponnesian army into Attica, ravaged the land as his
father had done eighteen years earlier, and took the further step
of establishing a permanent fort at Decelea.!

Ever since antiquity the peace has borne the name of Nicias,?
the man who more than any other brought it into being, de-

17.19.1-2. All references are to Thucydides unless otherwise indicated. The
precise duration of the formal peace is much debated, for Thucydides’ remark
in 5.25.3 that Athens and Sparta held off from invading each other’s territory
xat énl €€ ¥t usv.xal Oéxa uivag dnéoyovro ui éni v éxarépwy yinv
orgarevoat,, cannot be squared with his account of the Athenian attack on
Laconia in the summer of 414. Since Thucydides himself emphasizes that
fighting continued throughout the entire period, the point is not of great impor-
tance. Modern scholars treat the entire period from the peace of 421 to the
destruction of the Sicilian expedition as a unit. For a good discussion of the
chronological problems see HCT 1V, 6-9.

2Andoc. 3.8; Plut. Nic. 9.7, Ak. 14.2.
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18 THE UNRAVELING OF THE PEACE

fended it, and worked to maintain it. Although the years 421-
413 easily fall into two phases, before and after the Athenians
launched their invasion of Sicily, the entire period is given unity
by the central role played in it by Nicias. Relations between
Greek states and between Athenian factions were volatile in
these years, but Athens remained the vital and active power in
the Greek system of states, and Nicias was the central figure in
Athens. Stodgier, less spoken of, and less impressive than his
brilliant contemporary Alcibiades, he nonetheless was more re-
sponsible than anyone else for the course of events. The death of
Cleon had left Nicias without a political opponent who could
match his own experience and stature. The Athenian defeats at
Megara and Delium and the loss of Amphipolis and other north-
ern cities made Nicias’ repeated arguments for restraint and a
negotiated peace with Sparta seem wise in retrospect. His chain
of successful campaigns unblemished by defeat and his reputa-
tion for extraordinary piety further strengthened his appeal to
the Athenian voters. At no time since the death of Pericles had
an Athenian politician had a comparable opportunity to achieve a
position of leadership and to place his own stamp on the policy of
Athens. As it is natural to connect the outcome of the Archida-
mian War with the plans and conduct of Pericles, so it is appro-
priate and illuminating to see how the outcome of the Peace of
Nicias, in both its phases, was, to a great extent, the product of
the plans and conduct of the man most responsible for creating it
and seeking to make it effective.



1. A Troubled Peace

No amount of relief and rejoicing by the Spartan and Athe-
nian signers of the Peace of Nicias could conceal its deficiencies.
The very ratification of the peace revealed its tenuous and un-
satisfactory character, for the Boeotians, Eleans, and Megarians
rejected the treaty and refused to swear the oaths.’ Nor did
Sparta’s recently acquired allies in Amphipolis and the rest of the
Thraceward region accept the peace, which required them once
again to submit to the unwelcome rule of Athens.? The Spartans
and Athenians drew lots to see who should take the first step in
carrying out the treaty, and the Spartans lost. An ancient story
says that Nicias used his great personal wealth to assure the
outcome, but if the story is true he wasted his money.® The
Spartans, to be sure, returned such Athenian prisoners as they
held and sent an embassy to Clearidas, their governor in Am-
phipolis, ordering him to surrender Amphipolis and force the
other cities of the neighborhood to accept the peace treaty (see
Map 1). Sparta’s allies in Thrace refused the demand and, even
worse, Clearidas did the same. In defense of his refusal,
Clearidas pointed to the Amphipolitans’ unwillingness to yield
and his own inability to force them, but, in fact, he himself was
unsympathetic to the order and unwilling to carry it out.* He
hurried back to Sparta to defend himself against possible charges

;5.17.2.

3'I:hu;:);dides (5.21.1) mentions no chicanery. Plutarch (Nic. 10.1) tells the
tale, attributing it to Theophrastus.

45.21.1-2. Thucydides says Clearidas refused the order “to please the Chal-
cidians.”

19



20 THE UNRAVELING OF THE PEACE

of disobedience and to see if the terms of the treaty could be
changed. Although he learned that the peace was already bind-
ing, Clearidas returned to Amphipolis with slightly but signifi-
cantly modified orders: he was to “restore Amphipolis, if possi-
ble, but if not, to withdraw whatever Peloponnesians were in
it.”s

These orders were a clear breach of both the spirit and the
letter of the peace. The treaty required the Spartans to restore
the city to Athens, not to abandon it to the enemies of Athens.
The restoration of Amphipolis was Athens’ foremost material
aim in making peace, and the Spartans not only failed to deliver
it but tacitly condoned their governor’s conspiracy to keep it out
of Athenian hands. Sparta’s first action was not likely to inspire
trust among the Athenians.®

The continued resistance of Sparta’s nearer allies further
threatened the chances for continued peace. Clearidas’ visit to
Sparta must have come at least two weeks after the signing of the
Peace of Nicias, but the allied delegates were still there.” The
Spartans must have spent the intervening time trying to per-
suade them to accept the treaty, but with no success. Each ally
had good reasons for rejecting the peace. Megara had suffered
repeated ravages of her farmland and an attack on the city that
almost put it into Athenian hands. Worse yet, its main port on
the Saronic Gulf, Nisaea, had fallen under Athenian control and
the peace did not restore it. This loss threatened both the econ-
omy and security of Megara (see Map 2). Elis rejected the peace
because of a private quarrel with Sparta.®

The Boeotians’ refusal to accept the peace is harder to explain.
Thucydides’ narrative reveals that they refused to restore to the
Athenians either the border fortress of Panactum, which they

55.21.3.

6Edua:l;'d Meyer (Forsch. 11, 353) argued that Clearidas was not able to turn
Amphipolis over to Athens, but the account of Thucydides makes it clear that
he could, but did not want to, alleging his inability as a pretext: 096¢ o
Kleagidas magédwxne iy wédw, yagilduevog toigc Xalxidevor, Aéywv wg
o? dvvarog ein Pia éxclvav magadidsvar. See Busolt, GG I1I:2, 1200, n. 1,
and HCT 111, 6go. '

7s.22.1; Busolt, GG IlI:2, 1200, n. 2.

85.31; Kagan, Archidamian War, 335.
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A TROUBLED PEACE 23

had seized in 422, or the Athenian prisoners taken in the Ar-
chidamian War. But these were not reasons for the Boeotian
unwillingness to accept the peace, merely evidences of it.
Though Thucydides explains the motives of the other recalci-
trant allies of Sparta he does not do so for the Boeotians, so we
can only speculate. The Boeotians, led by the Thebans, seem to
have acted out of fear. Theban power, prestige, and ambition
had grown greatly during the war. In 431, or soon thereafter, the
citizens of Erythrae, Scaphae, Scolus, Aulis, Schoenus, Potniae,
and many other small unwalled towns had migrated to Thebes
and settled down, doubling the size of the city?® (see Map 2). In
427 the Spartans gained control of Plataea and turned it over to
their Theban allies. Within a short time the Thebans destroyed
the city and occupied its territory.'® Probably then, or soon
after, the number of Thebes’ votes in the Boeotian federal coun-
cil was increased from two to four; “two for their own city and
two on behalf of Plataea, Scolus, Erythrae, Scaphae,” and a
number of other small towns.!?

The power and influence of the Thebans had been further
increased by the leading part they played in the victory over the
Athenians at Delium.*? They took advantage of this new power
in the summer of 423 when they destroyed the walls of Thespiae
on the grounds that the Thespians sympathized with Athens.
“They [the Thebans] had always wanted to do this, but it was
now easier to accomplish since the flower of the Thespians had
been destroyed in the battle against the Athenians [at De-
lium].”*? Since these gains had occurred while Athens was dis-
tracted by a major war against the Peloponnesians, the Peace of
Nicias was a threat to the new Theban position. The end of

SHellenica Oxyrbynchia X11, 3 = XVII, 3 in the Teubner edition of Bartoletti.
See also I. A. F. Bruce, An Historical Commentary on the Hellenica Oxyrbynchia
((,ambrldge 1967), 114.

103.68.

! Hellenica Oxyrhynchia X1, 3 = XVI, 3. See also Bruce, Historical Commen-
tary, 104-106, and J. A. O. Larsen, Greek Federal States (Oxford, 1968), pp.
37-38.

124.91.1; Kagan, Archidamian War, 283-286.

134.133.1. Larsen (Greek Federal States, 34 and 37) suggests that it may also
have been at this time that the Thebans weakened their traditional enemy
Orchomenus by removing Chaeronea from its control.



24 THE UNRAVELING OF THE PEACE

Sparta’s treaty with Argos, and the discontent and disaffection of
Corinth, Elis, and Mantinea guaranteed that the Spartans would
be fully occupied in the Peloponnesus. They could not, even if
they would, prevent the Athenians, newly freed from other con-
cerns, from interfering in Boeotia. The democratic and separatist
forces in the Boeotian cities would surely seek help from the
Athenians, who might be glad to assist them in hopes of restor-
ing the control over Boeotia which they had exercised between
the battles of Oenophyta and Coronea. So frightened were the
Thebans that, even while rejecting the Peace of Nicias, they
negotiated an unusual, if not unique, truce with the Athenians
whereby the original cessation of hostilities was for ten days;
after that, termination by either side would require ten days’
notice.'* Such fears, along with great ambitions, made the The-
bans hope for the renewal of a war that would lead to the defeat
of Athens and the destruction of its power.'*

Of all Sparta’s allies Corinth was least satisfied with the peace.
None of the grievances that had led the Corinthians to push the
Spartans toward war in 431 had been removed. Potidaea was
firmly in Athenian hands, its citizens, descendants of Corinthian
colonists, driven from their homes and scattered. The island of
Corcyra remained allied to Athens, and Megara was intimidated
by the Athenian garrison at Nisaea. Corinth, moreover, had
suffered territorial losses in tire northwest. Sollium and Anac-
torium remained in hostile hands, and Corinthian influence
throughout the entire region had been destroyed (see Map 3).
Only the destruction of Athenian power would enable Corinth
to achieve the restoration of her former position, so the Corin-
thians rejected the peace and sought to disrupt the diplomatic
situation that emerged from it.

The continued refusal of their allies to accept the peace left the
Spartans in a dangerous situation. They could not bring their
allies into the treaty; they could not compel the Boeotians to

145.26.2. Thucydides calls the truce an éxeyepiav deyrjucoov. 1 follow the
very sensible interpretation of Andrewes in HCT IV, 11.

'5We may get some idea of Theban war aims from the demand they made at
the end of the Peloponnesian War that the city of Athens be destroyed (Xen.
Hell. 2.2.19).
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26 THE UNRAVELING OF THE PEACE

restore Panactum; they would not restore Amphipolis. This dip-
lomatic impasse threatened to produce an Athenian reaction
against the policy of Nicias and a repudiation of his peace. Even
if the Athenians were unwilling to go so far, they would cer-
tainly refuse to restore Pylos and Cythera or, most important, to
return the prisoners taken at Sphacteria. The alienation of
Athens was especially dangerous for it would encourage the
menacing ambitions of Argos, which had already indicated its
unwillingness to renew its treaty with Sparta.'® The prospect of
an Argive-Athenian alliance, probably joined by such disaffected
states as Elis and Mantinea, was a nightmare for the Spartans
and it forced them to seek some way out of the situation that
favored it.!7

As a solution, the Spartans abandoned their attempt to per-
suade their recalcitrant allies and instead offered a defensive al-
liance to the Athenians. The alliance, like the peace, was in-
tended to last fifty years. Each side promised to defend the other
against attack and to regard the attackers as a common enemy. In
addition, the Athenians pledged to assist the Spartans in case of a
helot rebellion. A final clause permitted changes in the terms of
the alliance by mutual consent.'® As a token of good faith in their
new allies the Athenians surrendered the Spartan prisoners
whom they had held since 425.1°

The language of Thucydides implies that the request for the
alliance came from the Spartans and that it was a response to the
immediate problem, rather than the fulfillment of a bargain
made during the negotiations for the Peace of Nicias.2® There is
little reason to doubt either implication, for the peace negotiators
could not have known that things would turn out so badly, and,
as we have seen, the Spartans were in desperate need of the
Athenian alliance.?? The question is: why did the Athenians

165 22.2.

17See Kagan, Archidamian War, 334-335.

18

5.23.

195.24.2.

205.22.2: 06 0’ aUTOV 0¥x éofxovov , Exeivous utv [the allies)dnémeuyar ,
avrol 0¢ [the Spartans]moog Tovs ’Afpvaiovs Evuuayiav émotoivro.

21F, E. Adcock (CAH V., 253) and W. S. Ferguson (CAH V., 256) argue
that the alliance had been prearranged during the negotiations for the peace.



A TROUBLED PEACE 27

agree to the alliance and hand over the prisoners who had been
their security against invasion, even though the Spartans had
failed to carry out their earlier agreements? Most Athenians, of
course, still wanted peace, and without the alliance the Peace of
Nicias was threatened with collapse. It has been suggested that
the alliance at least guaranteed Athens against attack by the
states that rejected the peace.?? But if the Athenians retained the
Spartan prisoners and the Spartans lived in fear of an Argive
attack, there was no chance of Peloponnesian support for an
attack by the Megarians, Boeotians, or Corinthians, and without
that support they presented little danger. In fact, the ten days’
truces that the Boeotians sought from the Athenians and the
Corinthians’ attempts to share them?? are evidence that these
dissident states feared attack by the Athenians more than vice
versa. It has also been suggested that the Athenians may have
hoped that the alliance would broaden the rift between the
Spartans and their allies.?* Although there is no doubt that the
dissident allies cited the alliance as grounds for their discontent,
this appears to have been only a pretext. Their dissent in fact
predated the alliance and stemmed from more basic complaints.
The rift would have widened in any case. It is even likely that
the absence of an alliance would have encouraged Argos, Elis,
and Mantinea to press forward more quickly and firmly.
Nicias and his Athenian supporters accepted the alliance with
Sparta for reasons both deeper and less tangible. Nicias and the

This view is based on the belief that “Athens had won the war,” but that
“Sparta was not yet so reduced that she could be forced to face the risks of the
Peace without the security of the alliance” (253). But Athens had not won the
war, and it was Sparta that had forced Athens to accept the peace by threaten-
ing to establish a fort in Attica. (See §.17.2 and Kagan, Archidamian War,
346-347.) Grote (VII, 4-5) suggests that Nicias and Laches may have proposed
the idea to the Spartans. It is not unlikely that the Spartans discussed the
matter with Nicias before making their proposal. It would be chiefly his job to
persuade the Athenians, and his support was vital. Plutarch (Nic. 10.2) goes so
far as to say that Nicias persuaded the Spartans and Athenians to add the
alliance to the peace, but Thucydides’ account seems preferable.

22Busolt, GG IIl:2, 1205.

235.26.2 and 5.32.5.

24This point is made by Meyer, Forsch. 11, 353, and accepted by Busolt, GG
[1I:2, 1205.



28 THE UNRAVELING OF THE PEACE

politicians who surrounded him had strong personal and political
reasons for wanting the alliance. Sparta’s failure to hand over
Amphipolis or to bring the major dissident states into the peace
threatened to discredit both the peace policy and the men who
advocated it, but we would be mistaken to think that such con-
cerns were paramount. We have no reason to doubt that Nicias
and his supporters welcomed the alliance for itself and looked
upon it as a great achievement. Since her rise as an imperial
power Athens had alternated between two different policies to-
ward Sparta. First, under Cimon’s leadership, the Athenians had
maintained friendly relations with the Spartans, even offering
help in time of need. Then, led by Ephialtes and Pericles, they
had fought the First Peloponnesian War in the hope of achieving
supremacy. When that war ended the Athenians were lucky to
have escaped with their empire, army, navy, and fields intact.
Between 445 and the outbreak of the great Peloponnesian War
they had tried to keep the peace on the basis of mutually discrete
spheres of influence. In the Archidamian War they reluctantly
returned to fighting and emerged with a population reduced by a
third, their homes, fields, trees, and vines destroyed, and their
treasury depleted. As early as 425 Nicias had wanted to accept
the Spartan offer of peace and an alliance, and intervening events
must have led him to regret the lost chance more than ever. The
idea of a Spartan alliance aroused visions of a return to the happy
and glorious policy of Cimon.2® The alliance offered by the
Spartans in 421, in fact, might seem to have exceeded what
Cimon had achieved. In Cimon’s day the Spartans had been the
unquestioned leaders of the Greeks while the Athenians were
one among a number of allied states. The alliance of 421, on the
other hand, was concluded by two powers, each claiming an
equal part in the hegemony over the rest of Greece; furthermore,
it was an alliance that the Spartans had been forced to seek in
order to obtain Athenian protection.

The Cimonian policy had been good for Athens, allowing the
Athenians to expand their Aegean empire and increase their
prosperity free of warfare on the Greek mainland. But in 462
that policy had shattered on the rock of Spartan suspicion and

25The comparison with the Cimonian policy is made by Meyer, Forsch. 11,
293 and 355; Beloch, GG II:21, 345; and Busolt, GG IIl:2, 1204.
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jealousy.26 There had always been a core of Spartans hostile to .
Athens and unwilling to recognize her empire or her equality
with Sparta. In the early part of the century, and especially
while the philo-Laconian Cimon was Athens’ leading politician,
these anti-Athenian Spartans were in the minority, but at crucial
moments they could bring over the more placid and conservative
Spartans and impose their policy.2” They were able to do so in
446/45, when the rebellions of Megara and Euboea made Athens
vulnerable.?® In 440, when Samos rebelled, they were able to
summon a meeting of the Peloponnesian League to consider join-
ing with the Samians. Only the resistance of their allies led by
Corinth prevented the Spartans from attacking Athens.?? This
same Spartan faction was, of course, able to persuade its coun-
trymen to go to war against Athens in 431. Even more signifi-
cantly, the Spartans rejected the Athenian offer of peace in
430.3° Their own offer of peace and an alliance in 425 arose
because of their defeat at Sphacteria and their desperation to
recover the prisoners taken there.3' Even if the majority of
Spartans sincerely wanted peace and an alliance in 421 there was
little reason to believe they would continue to do so after the
immediate danger had passed. Ten years of hard fighting had not
softened Spartan feelings toward Athens, and Spartan policy
could be volatile. Each year new ephors were elected, and they
could bring with them an entirely new outlook. The fact is that,
even though the Athenians concluded the alliance and restored
the prisoners, the new board of ephors that took office early in
the autumn of 421 included at least two men hostile to the peace
treaty .32

28Kagan, Outbreak, 72-73.

27For a useful discussion of the attitude of Spartans toward Athens see Ste.
Croix, Origins, 169-210. Although I believe he overestimates the continuing
influence of the faction hostile to Athens (he calls them “hawks”), he is right in
saying that there was “at times a large and influential group of Spartans which
deeply resented the transference from Sparta to Athens of the leadership of the
anti-Persian alliance and the resulting growth of Athenian power, and wished
to regain the hegemony by force” (169).

281.114.

291.40.5-6; 41.1-3. See also Ste. Croix, Origins, 200-203, and Meiggs, Athe-
nian Empire (Oxford, 1972), 190, 461-462.

302.59; Kagan, Archidamian War, 80-8s.

314.19.1, 4.18; Kagan, Archidamian War, 234.
3%5.36.1; HCT 1V, 38.
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In 421 a Cimonian policy was no longer possible. Cimon and
his Spartan counterparts had been able to build on the recent
memory of glorious and successful collaboration between Athens
and Sparta against the Persians. In 479 Athens was not yet a
great imperial power and a threat to Spartan hegemony; the
Spartans and Athenians had never fought a serious war against
each other. After the Peace of Nicias all was otherwise. Recent
memories were of long and bitter wars between the two cities
and of continuing rivalry. There was little, if any, goodwill on
which to build an enduring peace. Trust could not be assumed
but must be earned. In that sense the alliance may even have
damaged the chances for peace, for it allowed Sparta to continue
to ignore its obligations under the peace treaty and thereby in-
creased Athenian mistrust.33

Nicias and his associates did not view the situation so darkly.
They had wanted to accept the Spartan offer in 425 and must
have believed that events between 425 and 421 had proven them
right. The failure of the Megarian and Boeotian campaigns and
the defeats at Delium and Amphipolis showed the futility of
further fighting. Why not, they might have reasoned, give peace
a chance? Since Athens was in a stronger position and Sparta
apparently was not willing to fulfill its commitment, did it not
behoove the Athenians to act generously, to take the first step in
the hope of creating a climate of mutual trust? Such feelings may
be laudable and sometimes effective, but in 421 they were
foolish. No mere gesture could make the Spartans restore Am-
phipolis, but until they did so, most Athenians would be disap-
pointed, suspicious, and angry. The result must be to increase
rather than reduce tension. It is hard to disagree with Grote’s
assessment that “there was never any public recommendation of
Kleon . . . so ruinously impolitic as this alliance with Sparta and
surrender of the captives.”?*

33Grote says that “the alliance, in fact, prevented the peace from being
fulfilled” (VII, 7). My reliance on Grote here and throughout the volume will
be evident. Although his understanding of Athenian politics is too rigid and
formal, too reminiscent of the English politics of his own day, his understand-
ing of the period is wonderfully shrewd and perceptive.

34Grote, VII, 8. For the most vigorous attack on Grote’s interpretation see
Meyer, Forsch. 11, 352ff.
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If the acceptance of the Spartan alliance was a mistake, it
remains to ask what else Athens could have done. On the as-
sumption that Spartan hostility and jealousy were bound to per-
sist and that lasting peace was impossible without a major change
in the balance of power, a rare, perhaps unique opportunity
seemed to present itself. The Athenians could encourage a new
coalition led by Argos and joined by the other democratic states
of the Peloponnesus, Elis and Mantinea. They could join this
new alliance themselves, send an -army into the Peloponnesus,
and force a battle in which the odds would no longer be power-
fully against them. They could improve those odds by distract-
ing the Spartans with helot raids launched from Pylos and raids
on coastal towns from the sea. A victory in such a battle would
probably put an end to the Peloponnesian League and to Spartan
power, as the Theban victory at Leuctra did fifty years later. A
defeat, though unpleasant, would not be a disaster. Such a policy
soon appealed to some Athenians, but not in 421. War-weariness
was still the dominant feeling and Nicias still the great figure in
Athenian politics. Cleon might have chosen such an aggressive
policy, as he had in 425, and he would have had the persuasive
ability and stature to challenge Nicias. But Cleon was dead, and
he had no successor of equal ability.35

If an aggressive policy was impossible in 421, could not the
Athenians have made a better bargain? At least they could have
insisted on the restoration of Amphipolis before making the al-
liance and returning the Spartan prisoners.3® It is, however,
unlikely that the Spartans would send an army to Thrace suffi-
cient to capture Amphipolis, even with Athenian support. They
had not done so during the Archidamian War and would surely

35Hyperbolus is treated in Old Comedy as the successor of Cleon. See Aris-
toph. Peace 679ff. and Frogs 570. He appears to have opposed the Peace of
Nicias (Peace 918ff.) and in general to have supported an aggressive policy. See
Gilbert, Beitrige, 209-215. The ancient writers treat him with a disdain they
never show Cleon and suggest that he was never so effective. Thucydides, for
instance, calls him a uoy6noov dvowmov, and says he was ostracized dia
movnoiay xai aioyvvnv tiic néAews . .. (8.73.3). Alcibiades, whose family
had close ties with the Spartans and had once been their proxeno: in Athens, had
only recently been currying favor with the Spartans and had not yet turned
against the peace (5.43.2; 6.89.2).

38Such is the suggestion of Grote, VII, 8.
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not do so now, when the Peloponnesus was in turmoil. To offer
an alliance in exchange for the Spartans’ handing over Am-
phipolis would only emphasize Sparta’s failure to carry out her
commitments, anger the Athenians, and hasten a breach.

If neither an aggressive policy nor harder bargaining were
attractive choices, there remained one other option: the Athe-
nians could refuse the alliance without breaking the Peace of
Nicias and allow events to take their course. This plan offered
advantages. Without risking any Athenian lives or costing any
money Athens could keep the pressure on Sparta. Possession of
the Spartan prisoners and the new Argive threat would guaran-
tee Athens against attack. The Argive League would come into
being and challenge Spartan supremacy in the Peloponnesus. So
long as Athens held aloof from Sparta, the Argives would not be
deterred and would, in fact, be encouraged by the prospect of an
alliance with Athens in the near future. Helots could escape to
Pylos and, perhaps, foment a new rebellion. Further develop-
ments cannot be calculated; Sparta might or might not have
regained the support of Corinth, Megara, and Boeotia in her
struggle for Peloponnesian dominion. With or without these de-
fectors she might or might not have been able to defeat her
enemies. In any case, Athens could only have benefited from the
turmoil, and an Athenian refusal to join with Sparta would have
increased both that turmoil and the danger to Sparta. When we
recognize that a course so moderate, so safe, and so promising
was available to the Athenians, we can only marvel at their
decision to make the alliance.37

37To Nicias and those who thought like him, however, -even such a policy
would not have been attractive. For them this was an opportunity not to be
missed. If Athens refused the alliance and the Spartans defeated their enemies,
there would be no renewal of the offer of the alliance that, they expected,
would bring peace and an end to Spartan attacks on the Athenian Empire.



2. The Separate League

After the Spartan-Athenian alliance was concluded, the am-
bassadors from the Peloponnesian states that the Spartans had
been unable to persuade to join in the Peace of Nicias left for
home. The Corinthians were an exception. They went instead to
Argos, where they held conversations with some of the Argive
magistrates.! The Corinthians argued that the alliance between
Athens and Sparta could have no good purpose, that it must be
aimed at the “enslavement of the Peloponnesus,” and that the
Argives must take the lead in a new alliance to save the Pelopon-
nesians from such a fate.? Corinth seemed to be instigating the
formation of a separate league, a third force in the Greek world
that could stand apart from the two older power blocs and resist
their combined forces. Corinth’s true motives and goals, how-
ever, are far from clear.

The motive that the Corinthians offered for the new coalition,
i.e., to protect the Peloponnesians from enslavement by the two
great powers, can only have been a pretext. It was evident to
Thucydides, it is plain to us, and it could not have escaped the
wily and well-informed Corinthians that the Spartan-Athenian
alliance was no menace. The Spartans had made it for defensive
reasons, to deter an Argive alliance with Athens. The Athenians
had made it to save a peace that threatened to fall apart. There
was a greater chance that the Athenians and Spartans would
come to blows than that they might combine to attack other

15.27.2. [ take Tevag 1@v €v téder SvTwv to mean government officials rather
than “certain important Argives” (G. T. Griffith, Historia 1 [1950], 237). For
my reasons see HCT 1V, 23.

2HCT 1V, 23.
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states in the Peloponnesus.® Nor could the Corinthians have
intended to replace Spartan leadership of the Peloponnesus with
an Argive hegemony. The Argives had no quarrel with Athens,
and were not likely to launch a war against her. Corinth, on the
other hand, could recover her losses and gain revenge only
through such a war; this was why she had refused to join the
peace. Moreover, Peloponnesian hegemony by neighboring
Argos would be more dangerous to Corinthian autonomy than
the preeminence of the Spartans.* One scholar has gone so far as
to suggest that, for the moment at least, the Corinthians, enraged
by Spartan neglect, abandoned the pursuit of their own interests
and launched the new policy in search of vengeance.® But there
is no reason to believe the Corinthians lost their wits on this
occasion. They continued to pursue positive goals, the recovery
of Sollium and Anactorium and the destruction of Athenian
power, and had simply discovered new means to suit the
changed conditions. The Corinthians needed to renew the war
between Athens and Sparta, and the proposed Argive alliance
was a means to that end.®

3Even Robin Seager (CO LXX [1976], 249-269), who rejects the usual view
of Corinth’s motives, concedes that Corinth’s story was more likely to be “pure
propaganda” (254).

“Busolt, GG IIlI:2, 1207.

5Seager, CO LXX (1976), 254: “Corinth’s behavior is intelligible only on the
assumption that she temporarily set aside her positive aims and followed at this
point a totally negative policy designed solely to diminish Sparta. ... Corinth
set out to take revenge by destroying the League and depriving Sparta of her
hegemony within the Peloponnese. To the effects that these developments
might have on relations between the Peloponnese and Athens she seems for the
moment to have given no thought. Hatred of Athens no doubt sharpened her
resentment of Athens, but it played no constructive part in framing her policy.”
This view implies that the Corinthians, who urged the Spartans on to war
because of their grievances against Athens and who suffered further indignities
at Athenian hands during the war, forgot all that in their anger at the Spartans.
This seems less than plausible.

éSurprisingly little has been written about Corinthian motives in this period.
Busolt, GG, Ill:2, 1207, shrewdly observed that the separate league aimed
“woméglich die spartanische Politik auf andere Bahnen dringen.” Westlake
(AJP LXI [1940], 413-421) seems to have been the first to treat the question in
depth. He concludes that the Corinthians meant to renew the war, “with the
substitution of Argos for Sparta as the formal leader of the adversaries of
Athens” (416). For the same view of Corinth’s ultimate aim but a different
understanding of her plan of achieving it, see D. Kagan, AJP LXXXI (1960),
291-310.
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How an Argive alliance could help renew the war, however, is
difficult to explain. No policy could guarantee success, and any
policy contained an element of uncertainty and risk. The key to
the situation lay in Sparta, in the quarrel between its factions and
in the psychology of its people. The proponents of the Athenian
alliance were the supporters of the Peace of Nicias. They had
made the alliance out of fear of Argos, and as long as that fear
was allayed Sparta would not be eager for war. If Corinth had
taken no action there is good reason to believe that the Argive
threat would have disappeared. The past had shown that fear
was needed to move the Spartans to war, and no one knew this
better than the Corinthians.”

One of Corinth’s strongest weapons in influencing Spartan
policy in the past had been the threat of secession from the
Peloponnesian League and the implied threat of an alliance with
Argos. The Corinthians had used that threat with great success
in helping to goad Sparta to war against Athens in 431.% In 421
those Spartans inclined to peace must have thought it a mistake
to have been taken in by Corinth’s threat, and in brushing off
Corinth’s complaints about the Peace of Nicias, they called her
bluff. If Corinth were to have any influence on Spartan policy,
she must first show that the threat of an Argive alliance was real.
If such an alliance could be made to include solid oligarchic states
like Megara, the Boeotian cities, and Tegea, it could frighten
Sparta with the loss of Peloponnesian hegemony to Argos. Con-
trol of the Peloponnesian League was the most basic element in
Sparta’s policy and crucial for her survival; fear of its loss might
make the Spartans willing to take up the cause of their disaf-
fected allies and resume the war against Athens. The plan might
not succeed, but no other plan had any chance of achieving
Corinth’s ends.

Such, we may conjecture, was the thinking of those Corin-
thians who, apparently on their own initiative and without offi-

"See 1.23.6: T uév yap dAnbeordrny modpaow, apaveordrny ¢ Adyw,
Todg 'AOnvaiovg fyotuar ueydlovs yiyvouévovg xal @défov magéxovrag
t0ic Aaxedaoviols Gvayxdoar éc 10 modeusiv . The emphasis is mine. For
an account of how the Corinthians had worked upon Spartan fears see 1.68-72
and Kagan, Outbreak, 287-292, 309-310.

81.71.4; Meyer, Forsch. 11, 314-315; Kagan, Outbreak, 292, 309-310.
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cial sanction, opened discussions with the Argives. If we have
understood their purpose rightly, a useful alliance required the
membership of at least some of the oligarchic states mentioned
above. A league consisting of Argos, Elis, and Mantinea, even
joined by Corinth, would not constitute a threat sufficient to
outweigh the advantages of Sparta’s alliance with Athens. But
the Corinthian negotiators had still another reason for persuad-
ing oligarchic states to join the new separate league, a reason
arising from domestic politics at Corinth.

Although Thucydides’ account of the period of the Peace of
Nicias gives us a rare insight into the factional struggles within a
number of Greek states, he gives us no direct information about
internal politics at Corinth. Yet common sense and analogies
with other Greek states suggest that there must have been dif-
ferences of opinion, especially about a major change in policy
like the Argive alliance, and that these must sometimes have
taken the form of factional divisions. Such divisions certainly
appear after the Peloponnesian War,® and, though conditions
were now different, the later situation may shed some light on
Corinthian politics after the Peace of Nicias.

At the outbreak of the Corinthian War in 395, Corinth was
governed by a moderate oligarchy, as it had been since the over-
throw of the Cypselid tyranny in the sixth century.!® In 392 the
oligarchs, who had brought Corinth into the coalition against
Sparta, were challenged by a philo-Laconian group that wanted
to end the war and rejoin the Spartan alliance. A plot by their
enemies led to a massacre of the pro-Spartan faction. The sur-
vivors fled to exile in Sparta, where they spent the rest of the war
fighting on the Spartan side against their native city.!!
Xenophon describes this group as beltistoi, “the best men,” and

9See Xen. Hell. 4.4.1-13; Diod. 14.86 and g1; Hellenica Oxyrhynchia 11, 3 =
VII, 3. See also Kagan, Historia X1 (1962), 447457, and C. D. Hamilton,
Historia XX1 (1972), 21-37.

10For the character of the oligarchic regime the evidence is in Nicolaus of
Damascus in FGrH 2A, 6o, p. 358. For the interpretation of that passage see
Busolt, GG 1, 658, and Gustav Gilbert, Handbuch der Griechischen Staatsalter-
thiimer (Leipzig, 1865), 11, 87. For its mildness and moderation see Pindar O.13,
and Hdt. 2.67.

UXen. Hell. 4.4.
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says that they were driven to seek peace in part because “they
saw their land being devastated.” It seems reasonable to refer to
them as landed aristocrats. Their opponents, the ruling
oligarchs, were hostile to Sparta and willing to continue the war
in spite of the cost to Corinthian agriculture. It is tempting to
connect these two groups with somewhat different economic
interests: the aristocrats with agriculture and the oligarchs
chiefly with commerce.!? However that may be, there were in-
deed two factions in respect to foreign policy and relations with
Sparta in 392. Although Corinth’s problems were less serious in
421, there is no reason to doubt that a similar, if less intense,
disagreement arose when the Corinthian ambassadors attempted
to form an alliance led by Sparta’s traditional enemy. Whatever
their goal might have been, their means to achieve it involved a
revolution in Corinthian policy, defection from the security of
the Peloponnesian League, and alliance with democratic states.
Such a program was certain to meet with opposition from con-
servative, less imaginative Corinthians. The expectation of such
resistance helps explain many peculiarities of the Corinthians’
behavior, especially their concern to enroll oligarchic states in
the new league.

The Corinthians’ overtures to the Argives were unusual.
There is no evidence that the Corinthian negotiators were em-
powered to speak for their city; they came to a selection of pow-
erful Argives, not to the assembly or a government council, and
they offered a suggestion, not an alliance. No doubt simple cau-
tion could help explain both their failure to promise to join the
new alliance immediately and their eagerness to keep the negotia-
tions secret,'® but political problems within Corinth must have
played a part as well. The Corinthian activists could not hope to
persuade their more cautious fellow citizens to join in an Argive
alliance until it was bolstered by some comfortably oligarchic
states. The specific procedures that the Corinthians recom-
mended to the Argives were therefore aimed at making it easier
for such states to join. They suggested that the Argives vote to

12As | did, perhaps too confidently, in AJP LXXXI (1960), 291-310, and
more fully in Parola del Passato LXXX (1961), 333-339.
13
5.28.2.
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allow any autonomous Greek state “to make an alliance with the
Argives for mutual defense of their territories, and to appoint a
few men with full powers, and not to hold discussions before the
people, so that anyone who does not persuade the assembly will
not be revealed [as having sought an alliance].”** These pro-
visions for secrecy, which enabled states to avoid Spartan anger
should negotiations fail, would of course encourage applications
to the Argive alliance. They would also allow a faction in some of
the cities to test the waters before seeking to bring domestic
opponents around to their policy.

The Argives accepted the Corinthian suggestion swiftly and
with little alteration. The official bodies voted the necessary
decree and appointed twelve men with full powers to negotiate
with any state that wished to make an alliance. The only excep-
tions were Athens and Sparta, which could make alliances only
with the consent of their popular assemblies.’® The Argives
greeted the Corinthian proposal as both opportune and welcome.
Argive hostility to Sparta went back at least to the middle of the
sixth century.® The most serious tangible source of dispute was
Cynuria, a borderland that lay between the Argolid and Laconia.
The Spartans had taken it from Argos in the sixth century, and
the Argives had never given up hope of winning it back (see Map
4). Since the Spartans would not accept their demand for the
return of Cynuria, and the Thirty Years’ Peace between Sparta
and Argos was on the point of expiration, the Argives knew that
war was inevitable. The years of peace which they enjoyed while
the combatants wore each other down in the Archidamian War
~ had enriched the Argives and stimulated their ambition; in 421

145.27.2.

155.28.1.

8In the fourth century Argive-Spartan enmity was a commonplace and
thought to go back much further in history. Xenophon (Hell. 3.5.11) has a
Theban spokesman ask the Athenians, “Have not the Argives been hostile to
the Spartans always?”; Ephorus (in Diodorus 7.13.2) dates warfare between
Sparta and Argos to the eighth century B.c.; Aristotle (Pol. 1270a) speaks of a
war between Sparta and Argos earlier than the Second Messenian War, i.e.,
prior to the mid-seventh century. Thomas Kelly (AHR LXXYV [1970], 971~
1003, and CP LXIX [1974], 81-88) argues that Argive-Spartan hostility was
neither so long-standing nor so intense as the ancient sources say, but even he
concedes a war between those states in 546 and again in 494.
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they sought nothing less than the hegemony of the Pelopon-
nesus.!” The barrier to achieving such a position remained
Sparta’s hoplite army, which despite Sparta’s current troubles
and disrepute was unbeaten by any other hoplite force and
seemingly invincible. To overcome this barrier, the Argives
chose one thousand young men who were “strongest in body and
in wealth.”!® Freed from all other services to the state and sup-
ported at public expense, these men were trained as an elite corps
capable of facing the Spartan phalanx. With such means and
ambitions the Argives gladly took the road pointed out by the
Corinthians.

Mantinea was the first state to make an alliance with Argos.
The Mantineans feared an attack by Sparta, for they had ex-
panded their territory at the expense of their neighbors, fought
the Tegeans, and built a fort on the Laconian border during the
Archidamian War.'® The alliance with Athens seemed to give
Sparta a free hand to punish them, but now Argos loomed as a
powerful source of protection, so the Mantineans eagerly made
the alliance, the more readily because Mantinea, like Argos, had
a democratic constitution. The news of Mantinea’s defection
caused a great stir among Sparta’s allies in the Peloponnesus.
Already suspicious of the Spartan-Athenian alliance, especially
the clause allowing Sparta and Athens to alter the peace treaty
without consulting them, the allies were now impressed by Man-
tinea’s change of sides. They concluded that the Mantineans
“knew something more”?? than they. Increasingly fearful of
Spartan and Athenian intentions, they were eager to join the
new Argive alliance.

The Spartans soon became aware of what was happening and
of the Corinthians’ role as instigators. They sent ambassadors to
Corinth to complain and to put an end at least to Corinth’s role in
the intrigue. They accused the Corinthians of starting the whole
matter and reminded them that an alliance with Argos would
violate the oaths that bound Corinth to Sparta. In fact, since they

175.28.2-3; Diod. 12.75.

18Diod. 12.75.7.

185.33.1; Kagan, Archidamian War, 334.
205.29.2: vouioavres wAéov € T £iddTag.
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had agreed to accept the decision of the majority in the Pelopon-
nesian League, the Corinthians were already violating those
oaths by refusing to accept the Peace of Nicias.?! Not unpre-
pared for the Spartan embassy, the Corinthians summoned rep-
resentatives from the other dissident cities to hear both Sparta’s
complaints and their own reply. Clearly not all the Corinthians
favored the risky policy supported by the more daring faction,
for even after the rejection of Sparta’s complaints and demands
the Corinthian activists were unable to bring their city into the
Argive alliance without delay.?2

Rising to answer the Spartan attack, the Corinthian activists
directed their remarks to both the conservative Corinthians and
the representatives of the other cities. They had a difficult task.
The oligarchic allies and the conservative Corinthians had both
been loyal followers of Spartan leadership, and they now had to
be persuaded to pursue a policy openly condemned by Sparta.
At this point Thucydides gives us a glimpse of Corinth’s true
motive in these complicated maneuvers; she had neither regained
Sollium and Anactorium nor seen the rectification of any of the
other damages done her.2? But Corinth’s spokesmen knew that
complaints about the city’s selfish interests were unlikely to sway
the allies, and therefore they kept those concerns to themselves.
Instead, “they offered as a pretext their unwillingness to betray

215 30.1. That this agreement of the members of the Peloponnesian League
dates from well before the outbreak of the war is demonstrated by 5.30.4: T&v
madawdv Sexwv. The point is well made by Andrewes in HCT 1V, 25-26. Ste.
Croix (Origins, 101-102) was right to criticize my neglect of this passage in my
description of the Peloponnesian League (Qutbreak, 9-30). His arguments,
however, do not alter my belief that the League had few constitutional pro-
visions and that its behavior was determined by practical realities rather than
legal forms. The behavior of Corinth in 421 is good evidence of that. In general,
I would not object to Ste. Croix’s formulation: “there were a few basic ‘con-
stitutional’ rules governing the behaviour of members of the Peloponnesian
League, and that we can clearly identify some of them, even if on occasion they
were ignored or overridden either by Sparta herself or by allies whose position
was strong enough to make it unwise for Sparta to attempt to coerce them”
(122-123). | would merely emphasize that the rules were few and the occasions
when they were ignored or overridden many.

22

5.30.5.

235 30.2: ofite S6AAiov opiow dnédafov map’ "Abnvaiwy oiite "Avaxts-
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their allies in Thrace.”?* Their argument may be paraphrased as
follows: “We have given our oaths to the Potidaeans and our
other Chalcidian friends in the Thracian region. They are still in
bondage to the Athenians, and if we agree to the Peace of Nicias,
thereby accepting that situation, we will be in violation of our
oaths to the gods and heroes. In addition, the oath we took to
accept the majority decision includes the clause ‘unless there be a
hindrance on the part of gods and heroes.” To betray the Chalcid-
ians would surely be such a hindrance. Not we but you are
breaking your oaths by abandoning your allies and collaborating
with the enslavers of Greece.”?®

This attractive argument portrayed the new alliance as a con-
tinuation of the struggle against Athenian tyranny, a means of
keeping faith with trusting allies betrayed by Spartan selfish-
ness, not, as it really was, a tool in the policy of aggressive
Corinthians.?® Such an argument was meant to impress and per-
suade the delegates from the dissident Peloponnesian states, but
it was also aimed at those Corinthians still reluctant to adopt the
new policy. Perhaps it was also intended to provide ammunition
for those Spartans who were opposed to the peace, men who
would soon make their presence felt.

After the Spartan ambassadors had left for home, some Argive
ambassadors who were present urged the Corinthians to enter
into the alliance without further delay. Corinth’s power, wealth,
and strategic location, coupled with its influence on other states,
made it a potentially important partner. The Corinthians’ fiery
rejection of Sparta’s recriminations seemed to make it plain that
they were ready to move, but again Corinth delayed. The best
the Corinthians could do was ask the Argives to return for
another meeting of the assembly.?? This further delay cannot be
attributed entirely to cautious foreign policy.28 The Corinthians
had invited the dissident states to hear their denunciation of

245.30.2: MEOOYNUQA O¢ TotoVuEVOL TOVS 8Tl Odxng Uy TEOOWOoELY.

%55.30.3-4. | have elaborated slightly on the spare account of Thucydides by
filling in some things he clearly implies or mentions in adjacent passages.

26Compare this clever rhetorical performance with the similar one at Sparta
in 432 (Kagan, Outbreak, 286-293, 307-309).

275.30.5.

28As Seager (CO LXX [1976], 254-255) tries to do.
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Sparta and their defense and support of the new league. The
perfect moment to announce Corinthian membership in the Ar-
give alliance was before the conference at Corinth disbanded.
Such an action would encourage others to follow suit; further
delay could only make the Corinthians appear ridiculous and
raise doubts about their seriousness and honesty. The Corin-
thians did not move because they could not. The likeliest reason
is that the conservatives at Corinth still held back, waiting for
more states to join, especially some with comparable constitu-
tions.

The next state to enter the new coalition was Elis, not an
oligarchy, but a popular government of a “moderate and stable
type—a democracy consciously preserving aristocratic elements,
and still more aristocratic in practice than in theory from the fact
that it was based not on a close civic but on an open country
life.”?? Elis seems to have belonged to that class of states de-
scribed by Aristotle, in which “the farmer class and the class
holding moderate property are sovereign in the state which is
governed according to the laws.”3® Although not technically an
oligarchy, it seems to have been one of those states in which “the
formal constitution is more democratic, but in its social system
and customs it is constituted more like an oligarchy.”?* The
Eleans were being manipulated by the aggressive faction in
Corinth, for they came to make an alliance with the Corinthians
before moving on to Argos to conclude an alliance there, “as they
had been instructed.”3? If their appearance in Corinth was meant
to reduce resistance to Corinthian participation in the new coali-
tion, it served its purpose. “Immediately after [the Eleans]” the
Corinthians joined the Argive alliance, taking with them the
loyal and fiercely anti-Athenian Chalcidians.??

At this point Corinthian plans began to go awry. When ap-

29A. H. Greenidge, A Handbook of Greek Constitutional History (London,
1896), 213. Aristotle (Pol. 1292b 25-35) describes a rural democracy of this type.

30Arist. Pol. 1292b.

31Arist. Pol. 1292b.

320 31.1: ¥afdmeg mooeipnro. On the reasons for Elean hostility to Sparta
see also Kagan, Archidamian War, 335.

335.31.6. For the continued close association between Corinth and the Chal-
cidians see Westlake, AJP LXI (1940), 417.
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proached, the Megarians and Boeotians, apparently working to-
gether, continued to hold aloof and wait upon events, put off by
the democratic constitution of Argos.?* Now the Corinthians
turned to Tegea, a solid oligarchy strategically located, whose
defection, they thought, would bring over the whole Peloponne-
sian League. At least a faction seems to have been willing,3 but
the Tegeans declined, striking a serious blow at the plan. “The
Corinthians, who had worked eagerly up to then, slackened in
their zeal and became afraid that no one else would join them.”3¢
The Corinthians made one last effort to save their scheme.
They asked the Boeotians to join them in the Argive alliance and
“to take other actions in common.” This was part of a wily
maneuver, for they had no reason to think the Boeotians had
changed their minds. The Corinthians further asked that the
Boeotians come with them to Athens and obtain for them the
same ten days’ truce that the Boeotians had with the Athenians.
Finally, they asked the Boeotians to give assurances that if the
Athenians refused this request, Boeotia would renounce its own
armistice and make no further truce without the Corinthians.
The Corinthians must have acted out of desperation, for their
ploy was obvious and the Athenian answer was bound to be
negative. If the Boeotians agreed to Corinth’s request, they
would find themselves unprotected against Athens, tied to
Corinth, and drawn into the Argive coalition. The Boeotians
were not deceived, but received the Corinthian request in a
manner that was friendly but cautious. They continued to delay
a decision in regard to the Argive alliance, but they agreed to go
to Athens and request a truce for Corinth. The Athenians, of
course, refused, answering that if they were indeed the allies of
the Spartans, the Corinthians already had a truce. The Boeotians
continued their own truce with Athens, angering the Corin-
thians, who in turn claimed that the Boeotians had broken a

345.31.6.

35In 418 some Tegeans were prepared to hand their city over to the Argive
coalition, forcing Sparta’s friends in the city to call on the Spartans to come
quickly or “Tegea would go over to Argos and her allies and was all but in
rebellion already” (5.62; 64.1).

385.32.4. The Tegeans may have been influenced in their refusal by their
recent war against Mantinea (4.134). '



THE SEPARATE LEAGUE 45

promise. The Corinthians had not obtained a truce with Athens,
but there was in fact no need for one. The friends of peace
controlled Athenian policy, and there was no chance of a re-
sumption of hostilities.3” Corinth’s attempt to renew the war by
means of an Argive coalition had failed.

While these complicated diplomatic negotiations went for-
ward, the Athenians finally completed their siege of Scione,
killing and enslaving its survivors® in accordance with the de-
cree proposed by Cleon in 423. This act of terror still required
apology in the fourth century,?® but it did not restore order in
the Chalcidice and the Thracian district of the empire. Am-
phipolis remained in hostile hands and, later in the summer, the
Dians captured the Chalcidic town of Thyssus on the prom-
ontory of Athos, though it was allied to Athens.*? Still, with
the friends of peace in control, Athens took no action. It is
remarkable that Nicias and his colleagues could not or would not
persuade the Athenians to rescind Cleon’s decree of harsh
punishment for Scione.*! Perhaps to appease a guilty conscience,
perhaps to remind themselves and others that the Spartans had
been the first to give an example of such measures, they did not
keep Scione for themselves but settled the survivors of Plataea
there.*? Next they tried to allay divine displeasure by returning
to their native island the Delians whom they had removed in
422.*® Having thus tried to appease both men and gods, the
Athenians did not, however, try to regain their lost colony on the
River Strymon. The recovery of Amphipolis would have re-
quired a siege no less difficult, protracted, and expensive,

375.32.5-7.

385.32.1 speaks of enslaving the women and children, though 4.123.4 says
Brasidas evacuated them to Olynthus.

3%]soc. 4.100, 109; 12.63.

495.35.1. See Map 1.

“Diodorus (12.76.3) tells us that the Athenians, “wanting to strike fear in
those they suspected of planning rebellion, made an example for all in the
punishment they inflicted on the Scioneans.” Cleon’s policy of calculated terror
to deter rebellion in the empire seems to have persuaded the Athenians, for
they retained it even after his death, and their motives for passing the original
decree were presumably those that moved them to execute it.

125.31.1.

3c.1.1,
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perhaps, than the one at Potidaea. That siege had lasted two and
one-half years and cost more than 2,000 talents.** Small wonder
that no Athenian seems to have urged an attack on the rebellious
colony, but there must have been great frustration and growing
anger at the Spartans’ failure to deliver Amphipolis to Athens.

The Spartans, meanwhile, were busy trying to restore their
position in the Peloponnesus. They sent King Pleistoanax with
the full Spartan army into Parrasia, a district in Arcadia to the
west of Mantinea which the Mantineans had subjugated during
the war (see Map 4). They had also built in the region a fort that
threatened northern Laconia.*5 The Spartan army ravaged the
Parrasian territory, thus invoking the defensive alliance between
Mantinea and Argos. While the Argives guarded the city of
Mantinea, the Mantinean army tried in vain to protect the
threatened territory. The Mantineans could defend neither the
Parrasian towns nor their fort at Cypsela; the Spartans restored
Parrasian independence, destroyed the fort, and retired.*¢ Turn-
ing next to Elis, they sent a garrison to settle Lepreum, the
region between Elis and Messenia and the source of their quarrel
with the Eleans. This policy was carried out despite the fact that
Sparta had only recently declared the Lepreans autonomous.*”
These actions lent security to Sparta’s frontiers and the helot
country, and must have increased her reputation even as they
diminished that of the Argive coalition.

But the Spartans were faced with internal problems as well.
Clearidas brought back the army Brasidas had taken to Am-
phipolis, an army which included 700 helots. Because of the
service they had rendered Sparta they were set free and allowed
to live wherever they liked. Seven hundred helots moving freely
about Laconia soon unsettled the Spartans and set them search-

*See Kagan, Archidamian War, 97, n. 83.
::5. 33.1. For a discussion of the geography see HCT 1V, 31-34. See Map 1.
5.33.2-3.

47See Map 4. For the quarrel of Elis, Lepreum, and Sparta see 5.31.1-5.
Andrewes (HCT 1V, 36) suggests that the Lepreans might have rejected au-
tonomy and moved into Elis, leaving their land to be occupied by the Spartan
garrison. In light of the hostility between Elis and Lepreum, that seems un-
likely. More probably, the Spartans simply took part of the Leprean land for
their own purposes.
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ing for an alternative solution. At the same time there was a
different class of men in Laconia whose presence made the
Spartans nervous, the neodamodeis. These men are mentioned for
the first time in Spartan history at this point,*® and it is possible
that their status was a recent invention.*® They were liberated
helots who seem to have lived freely. We do not know how or
why they were freed, but it seems likely that they too received
their emancipation for military service well done. They probably
were no less alarming to the Spartans than Brasidas’ veterans.
Still another problem for the Spartans was the continuing shrink-
age of the citizenry from which they drew their army. For
whatever reason, the number of “equals” who were eligible for
the training that produced Spartan hoplites dropped sharply
throughout the fifth and fourth centuries. From 5,000 at Plataea
in 479 the size of the full Spartan army dropped to about 2,500
(or 3,360) at Mantinea in 418 and 1,050 at Leuctra in 371.5° The
need to place a garrison at Lepreum allowed the Spartans to
alleviate both problems at once. They sent both Brasidas’ veter-
ans and the neodamadeis to settle the land on the Elean frontier.

One further problem remained. The men who had surren-
dered at Sphacteria and spent years as prisoners in Athens were
now back in Sparta. At first they simply returned to the often
high and influential positions they previously had held in
Spartan society; some of them even held public office. The
Spartans came to fear that the restored prisoners would cause
trouble, and perhaps they were right. These men, after all, had
shocked the Greek world by choosing surrender instead of death
and had sullied Sparta’s reputation in the process. Thucydides
says that their fellow citizens thought the returned prisoners
would fear a formal lowering of their status, and so become a
dangerous element. Even if formal action were not taken against
them, they would surely feel uncomfortable. Xenophon gives a
sense of the humiliations they must expect to suffer:

485.34.1.
*Such is the suggestion of Andrewes, HCT 1V, 35.
0The figures are given by W. G. Forrest, A History of Sparta, 950-192 B.C.

(London, 1968), 134. For a discussion of the reasons for the decline see 135-
137.
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In other states when a man proves to be a coward he is only called a
coward. ... But in Sparta a man would be ashamed to dine with a
coward or to wrestle with him. Often when sides are chosen for a ball
game he is left out; in the chorus he is shunted off to the most dishonor-
able place; in the streets he must make way for anyone; he must give up
his seat even to a younger man; he must support the unmarried girls in
his family at home and explain to them that the cause of their spinster-
hood is his cowardice.5*

Perhaps the Spartans feared that such dishonor would goad the
returned prisoners to revolt even if they were allowed to keep the
rights of citizenship. As a result they were disfranchised, de-
prived of the rights to hold office and to engage in any business
transactions. 2

Such internal threats to the Spartan order help explain why
most Spartans continued to support a cautious and peaceful for-
eign policy. The recently improved security on the Elean and
Mantinean frontiers, the diminished threat from the Argive coali-
tion, and the pacific behavior of the Athenians, all encouraged
the peace faction in Sparta. At the same time, however, resent-
ment at Sparta’s failure to carry out the Peace of Nicias con-
tinued to grow in Athens. Corinth, Boeotia, and Megara still
refused to accept the peace despite repeated Spartan assurances
that she would join Athens in coercing them. The Spartans
would set a date for taking action, but not under oath, and
refused to sign a binding agreement, fearing that it would turn
the dissident states against both Athens and Sparta. As each
deadline approached, however, the Spartans delayed further.
The coercion of these states must have been a major Athenian
goal in making the alliance, and, with each Spartan delay, Athe-
nian suspicions grew.53 The Athenians regretted giving up the
prisoners and held on to Pylos and the other places they had
agreed to return in the peace.

The Athenians also came increasingly to resent Sparta’s ac-

51Xen. Resp. Lac. 9.4-5.
525.34.2. Thucydides tells us their rights were later restored.

335.35.2-3. My interpretation follows the persuasive suggestion of An-
drewes, HCT 1V, 37.
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tions at Amphipolis. Clearidas’ behavior there had been open to
question, and Sparta’s decision to evacuate his army instead of
handing over the city was a violation of the peace treaty.5* In the
atmosphere of growing suspicion, many Athenians must have
come to appreciate that fact and been angered by it. Some
scholars have dismissed Athenian expectations as unrealistic:
“[The Spartans] had already promised Athens that if necessary
they would use force, but they could not seriously be asked now
to compel their old allies by war to please Athens and thereby
bring their reputation in Greece to an end. Still less was it possi-
ble for them to force the Chalcidians to accept the peace and even
to turn over so populous a state as Amphipolis to Athens. Even if
they had the will such an act would have trampled their honor
underfoot. If the Athenians really expected the Spartans to carry
that out they were indulging in childish illusions in the old
way.”% The view quoted here derives more from its author’s
hatred of Athenian democracy®® than from an objective analysis
of the situation. The simple fact was that in the Peace of Nicias
Sparta had promised to restore Amphipolis to Athens and had
sworn on behalf of her allies as well. The Athenians had been
reluctant to accept the peace, and some of them, at least, must
have voted for it because they were assured on these points. Both
the Spartans and the Athenian supporters of the peace probably
used an argument much like the modern assessment quoted
above. If this is so, then the Spartans, and probably their Athe-
nian friends, never expected to carry out these difficult pro-
visions; they had persuaded the Athenian people by fraud. The
moral implications of that fact are, perhaps, less important than
its practical results. When Spartan duplicity was revealed it

54See above, pp. 19—20.

35Meyer, Forsch. 11, 353-354. He is followed by Busolt (GG I11:2, 1212), who
also calls Athenian expectations that the Spartans would keep their commit-
ments [llusionen.

56Meyer’s dislike of democracy in general and Athenian democracy in par-
ticular is apparent throughout his scholarly work, as well as in his writings on
modern and contemporary events. One typical example may be found on pages
355-356 of the essay quoted in the previous note, concluding: “a radical democ-
racy is by its nature incapable of conducting a purposeful and steady foreign
policy.”



50 THE UNRAVELING OF THE PEACE

caused a great revulsion in Athenian public opinion. The Athe-
nians “suspected the Spartans of evil intentions,” and refused to
restore Pylos. They “even regretted that they had restored the
prisoners from the island and kept holding on to the other places,
waiting until the Spartans should carry out their promises.”>?

The Spartans argued that they had done whatever they could,
but could not restore Amphipolis. They promised to try to bring
Corinth and Boeotia into the peace, to convince the Boeotians to
return the border fort of Panactum to the Athenians,®® and to
persuade them to return the Athenian prisoners still in Boeotian
hands. In return Sparta asked Athens to restore Pylos or, failing
that, at least to remove the Messenians and escaped helots cur-
rently living there. Sparta was offering nothing but new prom-
ises in place of the old, unfulfilled ones, but the peace forces at
Athens were still strong enough to extract further concessions
from their fellow citizens. The Athenians agreed to withdraw
the Messenians and helots from Pylos and settled them on the
island of Cephallenia.?>®

This Athenian gesture was intended, no doubt, to strengthen
the peace faction at Sparta, for Thucydides tells us that by now
some Spartans too were suspicious of the peace.®® At the begin-
ning of autumn, 421, new ephors took office.®! At least two of
them, Xenares and Cleobulus, reflected the growing sentiment
against the peace, for Thucydides says flatly that “they were
most eager to break off the treaty.”®2 They had not been in office

57

5:35-4
53Panactum was betrayed to the Boeotians in 422 (5.3.5).

%%5.35.5-8.

805.35.2: DmdaTevoy 0¢ dlAjAovg e00Vg peta Tag onovéag Thucydides
(5.25.2) says that it was only the Spartans who provoked suspicion. Andrewes
(HCT 1V, 37) says that the two passages are clearly contradictory and “were not
thought atthe same time.” | agree and believe that Thucydides was indicating a
change in Spartan opinion; he “would have removed the contradiction if it had
come to his attention.”

815.36.1. For the date when the ephors took office see HCT 1V, 38, and Ste.
Croix, Origins, 320-321.

62Thucydxdes says that Tiveg of the new ephors were against the peace
treaty, and that Xenares and Cleobulus were oftot oimep t@v dpdpwv éfovAovro
udAiora dtalvoar tag omovddg. 1 think that they were the only two to hold
such extreme views, for if there were a majority of ephors in favor of their
policy the elaborate and secret maneuvers that they undertook would probably
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long before they set in motion a plan intended to renew the war
against Athens. A conference had been called at Sparta to which
the loyal allies, the Boeotians, Corinthians, and even the Athe-
nians, came, presumably to try once more to achieve a general
acceptance of the peace. It was probably the failure of this con-
ference that encouraged Xenares and Cleobulus to try their com-
plicated scheme. The two ephors seem to have reasoned that the
Spartans had made peace largely because of the threat from
Argos and their desire to recover the prisoners and Pylos and
that these same reasons had led them to bolster the peace with an
Athenian alliance. Now, since the prisoners had been returned,
it remained only to recover Pylos and remove the Argive threat.
Then, Xenares and Cleobulus concluded, Sparta would be ready
to resume the war against Athens.®® Acting privately and se-
cretly, the two ephors spoke to the Corinthian and Boeotian
ambassadors, who were about to leave Sparta. They proposed
that the Corinthians and Boeotians should act in concert, that the
Boeotians should make an alliance with Argos and then try to

not have been necessary. I say that the ephors “reflected” the new suspicion
rather than “represented” it, for two reasons. (1) We do not know when the
ephors were chosen; it may have been so early as April or so late as September.
The earlier their selection, the less likely they were chosen because of their
bellicose policy. (For a discussion of this question see Ste. Croix, Origins, 321.)
(2) We are not fully informed of the procedure whereby ephors were chosen,
but it might not have been possible to select them on the basis of their views and
policies. Plato speaks of the process of selection as resembling a lottery (Laws
692a, 5-6). Aristotle (Pol. 1294b29-34) says that the people elect the Gerousia
but share in the Ephorate, 7t @ 090 tag ueyiorag doyag tiv uev aigeiofa
T0v Ofjuov, tiig O0¢ uetéyeww (odg wuév yap yégovrag aigoivrar tfjg O’
épopelag uetéyovowv), which implies that they do not elect the ephors. He also
says that the ephors were selected from the entire population é§ ardvrwv and
that the method of selection is “too childish,” ratdagiwdns yde éote Aiav (Pol.
1270b25-27). On at least three occasions, moreover, he refers to the ephors as
“people chosen by chance” (Pol. 1270b29, 1272230, 1272b35-36). In the last
passage he contrasts the ephors, who are chosen at random, with the Carthagin-
ian Magistrates, the Hundred and Four, who are chosen for their excellence. I
am grateful to Paul A. Rahe for calling these passages and their significance to
my attention. For a fuller discussion, see his article in Historia XXIX (1980),
385-401. For these reasons we may not assume that the ephors were chosen on
the basis of any program they proposed. This is not to say that they were not
influenced by public opinion, but that such opinion took effect after the elec-
tion rather than before.

83This is my amplification of Thucydides’ account of their thinking in 5.36.
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move the Argives into an alliance with Sparta. The Argive al-
liance, they pointed out, would make it easier to fight a war
outside the Peloponnesus.®* They also asked the Boeotians to
give Panactum to the Spartans so that they in turn could ex-
change it for Pylos, “and so more easily be in a position to go to
war against Athens.”

The proposals of the two ephors present many problems to the
historian. The Corinthians and Boeotians were asked to join the
Argive alliance and try to bring it over to the Spartan side, but
why should they believe the Argives would go along? The Ar-
give quarrel was with Sparta, not Athens. Some Argives, to be
sure, were enemies of the democracy and willing to accept an
alliance with Sparta in exchange for oligarchy at Argos.® In 420,
however, they had little or no prospect of coming to power. The
Boeotians were asked to give back Panactum, which Sparta
would then use in its attempt to regain Pylos, but why should
the Boeotians trade a piece of their security to please Sparta? The
ephors’ answer was that such a sacrifice would facilitate the re-
newal of a war that was in the Boeotian interest. But why should
the Boeotians believe that a faction so weak that it must conduct
its business unofficially and secretly, that had not been able to
prevent ‘the conclusion of an alliance with Athens, could now
bring about a reversal in Spartan policy? Finally, why should
anyone believe that removing the main sources of Sparta’s fear,
the threat of Argos and the Athenian control of Pylos, would
promote the renewal of an adventurous Spartan policy instead of
a relapse into her more traditional conservatism?

Regardless of such problems, the ephors proceeded with their
plan. On their way home from Sparta the Corinthian and Boeo-
tian ambassadors were stopped by two Argive magistrates of the
highest rank, who asked the Boeotians to join the Argive al-
liance.®¢ Having been rejected once, the Argives this time put
the offer more diplomatically: “employing a common policy,

64
5.36.
85For a discussion of the Argive oligarchs see Kagan, CP LVII (1962), 209-
218. .
865.37.1.2. These may have bef:n art'ynai mentioned in 5.47.9 or generals
mentioned in §5.59.5. For useful discussions see HCT 1V, 58-59, 121-123.
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they could make war against or a treaty with the Spartans or
with any one else they might choose.” We have no reason to
believe that the Argives making this proposal represented either
interests or a policy different from those of the magistrates who
had organized the alliance in the previous year. They appear still
to have been aiming at a new Peloponnesian alignment by which
they and their allies could more effectively challenge Spartan
leadership. The ambiguous language about the Spartans and
other unnamed enemies or allies may have been meant merely to
sugarcoat a rather bitter pill; such language committed Argos to
nothing. %7

The Boeotians received the invitation with pleasure, “for by
luck the Argives had asked them to do the same thing their
Spartan friends had instructed them.” When they received the
news, the Boeotarchs, the magistrates of the Boeotian League,
were equally delighted and for the same reasons. The Boeotians’
delight, however, was unjustified, for the Spartans and Argives
only appeared to urge the same course of action. Both favored an
Argive alliance with Boeotia, but for entirely opposite pur-
poses.®® The Boeotian leaders may have been pleased because
they saw the Argives walking into what they hoped would be a
trap, but at no time had their aims coincided. When the Argives
sent ambassadors with formal proposals for an alliance, the
Boeotarchs agreed to them and promised to send ambassadors to
Argos to conclude the alliance;®® the Boeotian constitution re-
quired that they first consult the federal council.

The ancient writers give us no direct account of Corinthian
thinking about these developments; Thucydides merely reports
Corinth’s actions. The Corinthians had been party to all the
negotiations and raised no objection to them, yet there is reason
to think that they did not approve the methods suggested to try

8"Thomas Kelly (Historia XXI (1972], 162) suggests that the Argive magis-
trates were pro-Spartan and acting in concert with the Spartan ephors. Seager
(CQ LXX [1976], 258) thinks that the Argives were tempting the Boeotians to
turn against Sparta. Neither suggestion seems likely, though we can not be
certain that Xenares, Cleobulus, and the Argives were not in communication
with each other.

S8HCT 1V, 41.

995.37.5.



54 THE UNRAVELING OF THE PEACE

to renew the war. The Spartan and Boeotian magistrates might
be convinced that Argos could be brought over to Sparta and
that Sparta would then turn against Athens, but the Corinthians
had reason to doubt it. They had always counted on fear, not
security, to move the Spartans to fight.”® A powerful Argive
alliance independent of Sparta might goad the Spartans to ac-
tion, but Argos safely allied to Sparta and her friends would
not.”* The Corinthians’ problem in 420 was to prevent precisely
the alliance between Boeotia and Argos that they had sought the
year before. Yet they could not reveal their opposition without
alienating the war faction in Sparta—the very faction on which
they must ultimately rely. Thus, their immediate goal must have
been to work for delay in the hope that something would arise
from the inherently unstable situation to upset the difficult secret
negotiations. :
Thucydides tells us that after the Argive ambassadors had
gone home to await an official embassy from Boeotia, “the
Boeotarchs, the Corinthians, Megariéns, and the ambassadors
from Thrace decided first to swear oaths to each other to assist
any one of them who needed defense, should the occasion arise,
and to make neither war nor peace without a common agree-
ment; and that only then should the Boeotians and Megarians
(for they pursued the same policies) make a treaty with the Ar-
gives.””? There can be no doubt that the Corinthians were be-
hind this proposal. The Chalcidians in Thrace, of course, were
only satellites of Corinth, as were the Megarians of Boeotia. The
Boeotians themselves had no need of such an agreement, for they
were ready to join with Argos and, since Corinth was already an
Argive ally, the common agreement did Boeotia no further good.
Finally, this scheme for joint action is only an enlarged version of
the earlier one proposed by the Corinthians, without success.”®
The Corinthians understood the Boeotian constitution and

"See above, pp. 35-36.

"'This point of view is accepted by Kelly (Historia XXI [1972], 162-163).
Cf., however, Westlake (AJP LXI [1940], 418), and Seager (CO LXX [1976],
258).

725.38.1.

73See above, pp. 43-44-
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political mood well enough to realize that their proposal would
cause trouble. At best it would destroy the delicate negotiations;
at the very least it might delay them. The Corinthians knew that
the Boeotians in general did not trust them, for they had seen
through the earlier Corinthian ploy and rejected it. They looked
upon the Corinthians as rebels from the Spartan alliance and
feared that an agreement with Corinth would offend Sparta.”
They had heard that Corinth had publicly defied the Spartans
and then rejected Spartan complaints. Knowing all this, the
Corinthians may well have hoped to capitalize on the distrust
toward them felt by the ordinary Boeotian, who was not privy to
the secret plans of the Spartan ephors.

The Boeotarchs, in any case, badly miscalculated the situa-
tion. They put before the Boeotian federal council, which was
the sovereign power, resolutions for concluding the common
agreement with Megara, Corinth, and the Chalcidians in
Thrace.” They did not, of course, reveal the complicated and
secret plans behind the proposal, for Xenares and Cleobulus
would have been in serious trouble if word of their private
negotiations had reached Sparta. The Boeotarchs seemed to be
counting on their own authority to secure the passage of the
proposal. No doubt, the federal council normally accepted the
unanimous recommendations of the Boeotarchs, but these were
not normal times and the council rejected the proposal, “fearing
that they might be acting against the Spartans by swearing oaths
with rebels from their alliance.””® This rejection, unforseen by
the Boeotarchs but perhaps not by the Corinthians, put an end to
the discussion. The Corinthians and the Chalcidians went home,
and the Boeotarchs did not dare bring up an Argive alliance. No
envoys went to Argos to negotiate a treaty, “and there was ne-
glect and a waste of time in the whole business.”??

74
5.38.3.
755.38.2. The constitution of the Boeotian federation is described in Hellenica
Oxyrbynchia X1, 2 = Bart. 16.2. Technically, there were four separate councils,
but joint sessions of the four were needed for making decisions. See HCT 1V,

42.

::5.38.3.
5.38.4.
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The war faction at Sparta had failed in its first attempt to
create conditions that would allow a renewal of the war, but
rather than give up, it conceived another plan, this time focusing
on Boeotia instead of Argos. As before, Xenares and Cleobulus
conducted these negotiations unofficially and secretly, and even
as the negotiations moved toward their ineffective conclusion,
public and official conversations between Athens and Sparta
continued. The friends of peace in Sparta, no less than the advo-
cates of war, were eager to recover Pylos. They continued to
believe that if they could get the Boeotians to restore Panactum
and the Athenian prisoners that they still held, the Athenians
would restore Pylos to Sparta. Since they continued to hold that
view after many talks with the Athenians, they must have been
encouraged in it by the Athenian negotiators, presumably Nicias
and his associates. With both factions in favor, the Spartans sent
an official embassy to Boeotia asking that Panactum be restored
to Athens along with the Athenian prisoners.

The Boeotians’ response indicates that the faction eager to
renew the war had devised a new plan. The Boeotians said they
would not return Panactum unless the Spartans made a separate
treaty with them like the one Sparta had with the Athenians.
The Spartans knew that this would be a breach of the treaty with
Athens, since that treaty implied that neither state could make
either peace or war without mutual consent.”® But a breach with
Athens was precisely what the war faction wanted, so of course
it supported the proposal for a Boeotian alliance. Not constitut-
ing a majority, the war faction needed some support from the
friends of peace. Much as all Spartans may have wanted to regain
Pylos, why should anyone think the Athenians would deliver it,
especially when confronted with the treachery of a Spartan
treaty with Boeotia? The only plausible explanation is that the
Spartans put their faith in the apparently limitless patience of the

85.39.3. Some scholars have suggested that, since the treaty as Thucydides
reports it contains no such clause, (1) Thucydides is wrong or (2) his text is
faulty or (3) a clause was later added to the treaty, but Thucydides does not
report it. None of these theories is necessary, for the impropriety of Sparta’s
separate alliance with-Boeotia is implicit in her repeated promises to get Boeotia
to accept the Peace of Nicias. Andrewes (HCT 1V, 45), however, may be right
in suggesting an oral commitment by Sparta in the general form reported by
Thucydides.
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peace faction at Athens and its capacity to maintain control of
Athenian policy. In early March of 420 the Spartans made the
treaty with Boeotia.

This new pact guaranteed the Boeotians against an Athenian
attack by promising the tacit or even active support of Sparta.
The Boeotians welcomed the treaty as a step in breaking up the
alliance between Sparta and Athens, but there is yet another
reason why the Boeotians were willing to reverse their policy:
they meant to deceive their Spartan allies. No sooner had they
made the alliance than they began to demolish the fort at Panac-
tum.”® This act not only deprived Athens of a valuable border
fort, but also had distinct political advantages: it was certain to
put further strain on the Athenian alliance with Sparta and the
Peace of Nicias itself.

Thucydides tells us that the demolition of Panactum was car-
ried out “by the Boeotians themselves,” without the knowledge
of the Spartans.®® The idea may have come from the Boeotians,
but past performance suggested that they were incapable of such
subtle and effective maneuvers. Xenares and Cleobulus may
have been party to the plot;®' more likely, the Corinthians were
behind it. The Spartan ephors, after all, wanted to secure Pylos
before resuming the war, and the demolition of Panactum ruled
that out. The Corinthians, on the other hand, believed that
grievance and fear, not comfort and security, were likely to goad
Sparta to fight.

Meanwhile, the Argives waited for Boeotian ambassadors to
negotiate the promised alliance, but none came. Instead they
received frightening news: Panactum was being demolished and
Sparta had made a treaty with Boeotia. They assumed that they
had been betrayed, that Sparta was behind the whole affair,
knew of the destruction of Panactum, and had persuaded the
Athenians to accept it by bringing Boeotia into the alliance with
Athens. The Argives were in a panic; they could no longer make
a treaty with Boeotia or with Athens and they feared that their

7%5.39.3. See Map 2.

80He makes it clear (5.42.1) that the official Spartan delegation sent to take
command of the fort and the Athenian prisoners was taken by surprise when it
found the fort destroyed.

81Such is the suggestion of Kelly (Historia XX1 [1972], 164-168).
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own coalition would break up and go over to Sparta. Their
nightmare was that they would soon have to face a coalition of
the Peloponnesians led by Sparta, the Boeotians, and the Athe-
nians. In terror of such an outcome, the Argives sent two envoys
to Sparta “as quickly as possible” to try “to make a treaty how-
ever they could so that they might have peace.”8?

The information that the Argives had received was largely
true, their interpretation of it false. The question is, where did
their information come from, since they learned of the destruc-
tion of Panactum before either the Spartans or Athenians?8® The
Boeotians could not have been the source, for there had been no
contact between them and the Argives by the time the news
reached Argos. The likeliest source is the team of Xenares and
Cleobulus. The two ephors had close and confidential relations
with the leading Boeotian magistrates and with the active
Corinthian negotiators. They were not part of the conspiracy to
destroy Panactum, but it was easy for them to learn what was
happening. They, on the other hand, had the best motive for
rushing to Argos with the news and using it for their own pur-
poses. If the Argives were simply left to learn about the
Boeotian-Spartan treaty and Panactum when everyone else did,
they would learn at the same time of the Athenians’ angry reac-
tion. There would be no need for panic and a Spartan alliance,
for an Athenian alliance, which was preferable, would still be
available. If the Spartan ephors brought the news beforehand,
however, and added to it the false item that the Athenians were
aware of the events and complicit in them, all would be different.
Then the Argives would have good reason for panic and for
acting as, in fact, they did. We must suppose that it was the
ephors’ intervention that led the Argives to seek a Spartan alliance
so urgently.8¢

825.40.3.

835.42.1. Andrewes (HCT 1V, 4s5) thinks that Thucydides’ evidence for
Argive knowledge of the destruction of Panactum “looks like a slip.” I agree
with Kelly (Historia XX1[1972], 159, 165ff.) that we should accept his evidence
as correct.

84Kelly’s article (Historica XX1[1972]) is fundamental for an understanding of
these difficult maneuvers. Although I differ from his interpretation on several
points, my debt to his work is considerable.
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The Argive negotiations for an alliance with Sparta reflected
eagerness on both sides. Argos wanted arbitration over Cynuria
by a third party; Sparta wanted a simple renewal of the old
treaty which left the disputed territory in her hands. The Argives
offered to accept the fifty years’ treaty for the present, provided
that at any time in the future either side could request a battle of
limited scope to decide control of Cynuria.®® The Spartans
thought this was absurd, but after thinking it over, they agreed
to the terms and signed the treaty, “for they were eager to have
Argive friendship, regardless.”®® The Argive negotiators then
went home to seek ratification by the popular assembly. They
were to return to Sparta with that approval during the Hyacin-
thian festival, perhaps as late as the end of June.8” The delay was
long enough to allow developments in Athens to alter the course
of events.

855.41.1-2. This was a revival of the idea of a battle between champions
which the Argives had fought against the Spartans in the sixth century.
Herodotus (1.82) reports the story in which 300 soldiers on each side fought for
Cynuria.

865.42.3.

87That is the date suggested by Andrewes (HCT IV, 485). Busolt (GG IlI:2,
1217, and 1I, 722, n. 2) suggests May.



3. The Alliance of
Atbhens and Argos

While waiting for the Argive negotiators, the Spartans sent
envoys to take charge of Panactum and the Athenian prisoners in
Boeotian hands so that they could restore both to the Athenians.
They found that the Boeotians had destroyed the fort, but they
received the prisoners and proceeded to Athens to make the best
case they could for the restoration of Pylos. They handed over
the prisoners and argued that Panactum was properly restored,
even though demolished, for it could no longer harbor hostile
forces.! This bit of sophistry did not impress the Athenians.
They insisted that Panactum should have been restored intact,
and they were especially annoyed to learn of Sparta’s alliance
with Boeotia. This blatant example of Spartan perfidy not only
violated the promise to make no new alliance without consulta-
tion, but it also exposed the deceit of Sparta’s promises to coerce
its dissident allies. The Athenians “answered the envoys angrily
and sent them away.”?

These events were a blow to Athenian supporters of the peace
and encouraged its enemies to a more active policy. Since the
death of Cleon, Athenians who favored an aggressive policy had
been without leadership as effective as his. We know of one man
who followed Cleon’s tradition and who achieved a position of
leadership with the Athenian people: Hyperbolus, son of An-

15.42.1.
25.42.2.

60.
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tiphanes, of the deme Perithoidae.? In the Peace, performed at
the Great Dionysia in March, 421, Aristophanes’ protagonist
answers the question, “Who now rules over the Bema on the
Pnyx?” by saying, “Hyperbolus now holds the place.”* He was
one of only eight fifth-century politicians, among them Cleon
and Cleophon, called by contemporary writers prostates tou de-
mou.® His significance is suggested both by the frequency with
which he was attacked by the comic poets and by the number of
different poets who attacked him.® He was a trierarch, an active
member of the assembly who moved and amended decrees, and
he may have been both a member of the boxle and a general.” An
ancient tradition treats him as a ridiculous and unworthy scoun-
drel, by implication beneath even the other demagogues.
Thucydides calls him “a rascally man who was ostracized not
because of fear of his power and importance but because of his
baseness and because he was a disgrace to the city.”® The very
fact of his ostracism, however, and the fact that in 411 the oligar-
chic rebels found it necessary to murder him while he was in
exile at Samos,? emphasize his eminence.

Hyperbolus was clearly a member of the aggressive faction.
Aristophanes no doubt exaggerated when he attributed to him
imperial aims that reached as far as Carthage, ' but the joke must
have had some basis in fact in order to get a laugh. Hyperbolus is
also singled out as an enemy by both the peace-loving hero and
the chorus in Aristophanes’ Peace.’* We may assume that he had

3For Hyperbolus see H. Swoboda, PW IX (1916), 254-258, and F. Camon,
“Figura e ambiente di Iperbolo,” RSC IV (1961), 182-197. See also above,
Chap. 1, n. 35.

“Aristoph. Peace 680-681.

50. Reverdin, Museum Helveticum 11 (1945), 201-212.

8The comic butt of Eupolis’ Maricas is Hyperbolus. Other poets who allude
to him, besides Aristophanes, are Cratinus, Leucon, Hermippus, Himerius,
and Plato Comicus. For useful discussions of the evidence of the poets for
Hyperbolus’ career see Gilbert, Beitrige, 209-216, and W. R. Connor, The New
Politicians of Fifth-Century Athens (Princeton, 1971), 79-84.

“Connor, The New Politicians, 81-82.

88.73.3. The same theme is sounded repeatedly by Plutarch (Arist. 7, Nic.
11, Alk. 13).

8.73.3.

10Aristoph. Knights 1302-1305.

11 Aristoph. Peace 921, 1319.
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been a leading voice in resisting the peace in 421 and the alliance
with Sparta that followed it. His failure to carry the day is not
surprising, for though he was a trained and skilled speaker, he
had neither the military reputation of Cleon nor the personal
stature and influence of the rich and pious Nicias. The recent
Spartan treachery no doubt revived his cause, however, and he
might have emerged as leader of the war faction had his position
not been usurped by a potent and unexpected competitor.

Thucydides tells us that Alcibiades son of Cleinias was one of
the faction that was pressing to break off the peace. He was “a
man still young in age, as these things are thought of in other
cities.”!? Between thirty and thirty-three years old in the spring
of 420, he was elected general even though thirty seems to have
been the minimum age for the office.’® There were several rea-
sons for Alcibiades’ early prominence. He was rich, and as the
careers of Cimon and Nicias had shown, wealth was a valuable
asset in the Athenian democracy.*

Alcibiades was rich enough to enter 7 chariots at the Olympic
festival of 416, more than any other private citizen had entered
before.!> He was, moreover, extraordinarily handsome, so much
so that “he was hunted by many women of noble family” and
sought after by men as well. ¢ He was also a talented and trained
speaker who sought instruction from the best rhetoricians of his
time and whose ability was praised by no less a judge than the
great Demosthenes.!” His reputation for intellectual ability was
attested many years after his death by Aristotle’s successor
Theophrastus, who said that Alcibiades was “the most capable of
all men in discovering and understanding what was necessary.”*8
Even his flaws seem to have helped him as much as they hurt

12

.43.2.
13For Alcibiades’ age see Hatzfeld, Alcibiade, 27-28, 62—65. For the legal age
for generals see Hignett, HAC, 224; Alcibiades’ generalship is attested by
Plutarch (Alc. 15.1) and accepted by Beloch (AP, 307) and Fornara (Generals,
62).

'4For Cimon see Kagan, Outbreak, 66-67.

156.16.2. For the date see HCT 1V, 246-247.

180n Alcibiades’ good looks see, e.g., Plut. Ale. 1.3, Xen. Mem. 1.2.24, and
Plato Prt. 309 a. The quotation is from Xenophon.

"Dem. Meid., quoted by Plut. Al. 1o0.2.

18Plut. Alk. 10.2-3.
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him. He had a speech defect, but people found it charming. He
was willful, spoiled, unpredictable, and outrageous, but his
boyish antics won him at least as much admiration as envy and
disapproval. Most of all, these actions brought him attention and
‘notoriety, which facilitated his early entry into public life.
Plutarch observes that Alcibiades’ association with Socrates
contributed significantly to his reputation, and we cannot doubt
that his place in the Socratic tradition is one of the main reasons
we are so well informed about him.*® But there is little reason to
believe that Socrates affected the young man’s public career in
any way. Alcibiades may have believed, as Plato has him say,
that Socrates’ effect on him was greater than that of Pericles, but
Alcibiades was surely referring to an emotional and private re-
sponse.2® The universal evidence of the Socratics, moreover, is
that the influence of their master on Alcibiades was not lasting.
His family exerted the greatest influence on Alcibiades’ career
and, as Thucydides points out, it was the fame of his ancestors
which enabled Alcibiades to reach a position of eminence in
Athens so rapidly.?! Through his father he belonged to the noble
clan of Salaminioi. His great-great-grandfather, also called Al-
cibiades, was an ally of Cleisthenes. His great-grandfather
Cleinias fought as a trierarch at Artemisium on his own ship
manned at his own expense. His grandfather Alcibiades (II) was
an important enough political figure to be ostracized, perhaps in
460. His father Cleinias (II) was an associate of Pericles and
probably the mover of the decree (that modern scholars call by
his name) regulating the collection of tribute in the empire. He
died fighting at the Battle of Coronea in 447/46. The name Al-
cibiades is Spartan and was acquired at least as far back as the
sixth century as a result of the establishment of a guest-
friendship with a Spartan family in which the names Alcibiades
and Endius alternated each generation. This relationship made
the family of Alcibiades Sparta’s proxenoi in Athens, but Al-
cibiades (II) renounced this special connection with Sparta,

19Plut. Ale. 1.2. For a useful discussion of the relationship between Al-
cibiades and Socrates see Hatzfeld, Alcibiade, 32-58.

20P1. Symp. 215E.

215.43.2.
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probably because of the outbreak of the First Peloponnesian
War. This action did not, however, affect the relationship with
the Endius-Alcibiades family in Sparta.

Alcibiades’ mother Deinomache was an Alcmaeonid, descen-
dant of a family whose importance is well known and whose
fame dates from the seventh century. When Cleinias died his two
sons Alcibiades and' Cleinias (IV) were given into the guard-
ianship of relatives on the maternal side, Pericles and his brother
Ariphron. This is evidence for the close relationship between
Alcibiades’ father and Pericles, for the guardianships would
normally have gone to the father’s closest male relation.?? From
about the age of five, then, Alcibiades and his wild and uncon-
trollable younger brother were raised in the house of Athens’
leading statesman.?® We need not believe that Pericles spent
much time with either boy, nor is there any evidence that he
thought of the young Alcibiades as his successor.?* But the boy-
hood of Alcibiades coincided with the height of Pericles’ career,
the period when he stood alone and almost unchallenged as the
most influential man in Athens. The talented boy, his ambition
already whetted and his expectations elevated by the tradition of
his father’s house, conceived greater ambitions by observing the
power and glory of his guardian. Even great public success was
not enough for the son of Cleinias and the ward of Pericles, and
flatterers were not lacking to encourage his bold visions. As
Plutarch put it: “It was. .. his love of distinction and love of
fame to which his corrupters appealed, and thereby plunged him
all too soon into ways of presumptuous scheming, persuading
him that he had only to enter public life, and he would straight-
way cast into total eclipse the ordinary generals and public lead-
ers, and not only that, he would even surpass Pericles in power
and reputation among the Hellenes.”?* His family connections
filled Alcibiades with the desire to play a great role in Athenian

22This discussion of Alcibiades’ family depends largely on HCT 1V, 48-50,
and Davies, APF, 9-18.

23Plato (Alk. 1.118 and Prt. 320a) is our source for the character of young
Cleinias. Davies’ description of him as a “psychotic delinquent” (APF, 18) is
stronger and more clinically precise than the evidence warrants.

24See Hatzfeld, Alcibiade, 28-32.

25Plut. Alc. 7.3-4. Translated by B. Perrin in the Loeb edition.
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public affairs; in the still deferential democracy of the fifth cen-
tury they also gave him a great advantage over his competitors.

By 420 Alcibiades could boast of a fine military record, having
served with distinction at Potidaea and Delium as a cavalryman.
His election to the generalship, therefore, although unusual for
one so young, was by no means frivolous. His ambition to play a
great role in public affairs showed itself some time after the
Spartan surrender at Sphacteria. He paid careful attention to the
Spartan prisoners, playing on his family’s old Spartan connec-
tions and hoping to renew the Spartan proxeny. When the Ar-
chidamian War drew to its close, he hoped to be the Athenian
with whom the Spartans negotiated and who would receive
credit for the resulting peace, but the Spartans preferred to deal
with the experienced and reliable Nicias. Feeling slighted and
insulted, Alcibiades reversed his position. He now attacked the
Spartan alliance on the grounds that the Spartans were insincere,
allying with Athens only to obtain a free hand against Argos;
once Argos was dealt with Sparta would again attack the isolated
Athenians. Thucydides tells us that this was not mere rhetoric,
that Alcibiades sincerely preferred an alliance with Argos to one
with Sparta; certainly his assessment of Sparta’s motives did no
injustice to Xenares, Cleobulus, and their supporters.2¢

Until the spring of 420 Alcibiades’ opposition to the friends of
peace was in vain, but the demolition of Panactum and Sparta’s
alliance with Boeotia changed everything. Nicias’ policy was
now vulnerable, and Plutarch gives us a summary of Alcibiades’
attack: “He raised a tumult in the assembly against Nicias, and
slandered him with accusations all too plausible. Nicias himself,
he said, when he was general, had refused to capture the enemy’s
men who were cut off on the island of Sphacteria, and when
others had captured them, he had released and given them back
to the Lacedaemonians, whose favour he sought; and then he did
not persuade those same Lacedaemonians, tried friend of theirs
as he was, not to make a separate alliance with the Boeotians or
even with the Corinthians, and yet when any Hellenes wished to
be friends and allies of Athens, he tried to prevent it, unless it were

265.43; Plut. Ale. 14.1-2.



66 THE UNRAVELING OF THE PEACE

the good pleasure of the Lacedaemonians.”?” While these public at-
tacks prepared Athenian opinion for a new policy, Alcibiades
acted privately to bring Argos into the Athenian fold. He sent a
message to the leaders of the popular party in Argos, urging
them to come with Elean and Mantinean ambassadors and con-
clude an alliance with the Athenians: “the opportunity was ripe,
and he himself would cooperate to the fullest.”2®

Alcibiades’ message arrived in time to prevent the Argive al-
liance with Sparta. Only the mistaken belief that Athens and
Sparta were working together had driven the Argives to seek
such an unwelcome alliance, and now that the truth had been
revealed they abandoned all thought of the Spartan tie and re-
joiced at the prospect of an alliance with Athens, “thinking that it
was a city that had been friendly to them in the past, that it was a
democracy like theirs, that it had a great power on the sea, and
that it would fight on their side if war should break out.”?®
Envoys from Argos, Elis, and Mantinea at once set out to
negotiate an alliance with Athens.

The Spartans learned of the new turn of events soon enough to
attempt preventive action.?® They sent a delegation of three men
whom the Athenians regarded highly: Leon, Philocharidas, and
Endius, the last a member of the family connected with that of
Alcibiades. Their mission was to prevent the Athenians from
making an Argive alliance and to ask that Pylos be exchanged for
Panactum. They were also to explain that the recent Spartan
alliance with Boeotia did not in any way threaten Athens.?! Both
factions in Sparta must have supported this mission, for neither
wanted Argos and Athens allied.

27Alc. 14.4-5. We do not know what source Plutarch had for these remarks,
but they are plainly the kind of arguments an able opponent of Nicias would
find suitable.

285.43.3. The detail that Alcibiades’ message was sent to the leaders of the
popular faction comes from Plutarch (Alk. 14.3), and there is no reason to doubt
lt.” 44.1.

30Since Alcibiades’ message was private, unofficial, perhaps even secret
(Plut. Al. 14.3), it is not obvious how the Spartans learned of it so quickly.
The likeliest guess is that the oligarchic, pro-Spartan faction in Argos was the
source. For the existence of such a faction see 5.76.2. For its previous connec-
tion with Sparta and its allies see Kagan, CP LVII (1962), 210.

815.44.3.
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Thucydides’ account of what follows is so remarkable that
some have found it hard to believe.?? He tells us that the Spartan
envoys came to the council and announced that they had full
powers to settle all differences. This alarmed Alcibiades, who
feared that if they spoke to the assembly in the same way they
would persuade it and thus prevent the Argive alliance. To avoid
this possibility, he convinced the Spartan envoys not to admit to
the assembly that they had come with full powers. In return he
promised to use all his influence on their behalf; he would restore
Pylos and settle all other differences. In the assembly the
Spartans were taken thoroughly by surprise and rendered help-
less. In response to Alcibiades’ question about their powers, they
avowed that they were limited. He turned on them with a loud
and angry attack. Acting as though he had been betrayed, he
assailed their honesty and the purpose of their mission. The
assembly was soon inflamed and ready to bring the Argives in to
make an alliance. Nicias was stunned and embarrassed, for he
had been unprepared for this turn of events. Alcibiades, no
doubt, had sworn the envoys to maintain secrecy, and especially
to avoid contact with Nicias. Only the occurrence of an earth-
quake prevented completion of the Argive alliance on the spot.?3
The Spartan envoys had neither time nor opportunity to com-
plain of Alcibiades’ trick, and Athenian anger gave them no
reason to think that its exposure would do any good. They prob-
ably left for Sparta quickly, for we find no evidence that they
were present at the assembly the next day. B

This puzzling story raises a number of questions.3* Why did
the Spartan envoys accept the advice of Alcibiades and trust him
instead of working with Nicias? They knew, after all, that Al-
cibiades had been hostile to them. How did Alcibiades persuade

32The other ancient accounts (Plut. Alk. 14.6-9; Nic. 10.4-6) do not differ
from Thucydides substantially, merely adding more or less plausible details.
Modern scholars expressing astonishment at the story are legion. Hatzfeld
(Alcibiade, 91-93) believes that the account is incorrect and is followed, with
some hesitation, by Andrewes (HCT 1V, s1-53). P. A. Brunt (REG LXV
[1952], 66-69) suggests that Thucydides’ source was Alcibiades himself and
that the story aims at magnifying the role of Alcibiades.

335.45.4; Plut. Alc. 14.8-9.

34The problem is laid out neatly and economically by Andrewes in HCT 1V,
51-53, and I have followed his organization in part.
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them that changing their story before the assembly would ad-
vance their cause? Why did the Spartans not reveal that Al-
cibiades had tricked them? Finally, we know that Endius and
Alcibiades worked together closely in 413/12, but wonder how
this can be if Alcibiades had tricked Endius in 420.3% To under-
stand the situation we must grasp the difficulty of the task facing
the Spartan envoys. Despite their “full powers” they had almost
nothing to offer the Athenians and much to ask. Their “full
powers,” in fact, merely gave the envoys the right to make a
binding commitment for Sparta if the Athenians agreed to the
proposals the envoys were authorized to make.?® The Spartans
still would not restore Amphipolis, they could no longer restore
Panactum intact, and they were unwilling to break off their
treaty with Boeotia. All they could offer were lame excuses and
promises of goodwill in the future. Nicias, though still in favor
of the peace and the Spartan alliance and still an important polit-
ical force, could not achieve the Spartan purpose. The Athenians
were angered by Sparta’s recent actions and their anger encom-
passed Nicias as well.

Alcibiades, on the other hand, offered a new hope. He may
already have been elected general for the coming year,?? but even
if not, his popularity was such as to make his election likely. It
was precisely his prominence, moreover, as a leading voice in
opposition to Sparta, that made his offer of assistance attractive.
If Alcibiades’ voice had been added to that of Nicias in favor of
cooperation with Sparta, no political force in Athens could have
resisted their combined influence. Nor should the Spartans’ faith
in Alcibiades’ sincerity surprise us. They knew him to be an
ambitious young man with special ties to Sparta who in the past
had tried to serve as the link between Sparta and Athens, hoping
to derive political benefit from that service. They knew that he
had turned against Sparta when spurned in favor of his rival
Nicias. Why should they doubt his capacity to change again in
new circumstances? Now, by saving the threatened peace and,
in the process, replacing Nicias as the Athenian politician trusted

358.6.3 and 12.
36See Hatzfeld, Alcibiade, 91—92, and Andrewes, HCT 1V, sa2.
37Such is the suggestion of Andrewes (HCT 1V, 52, 69) and I think it likely.
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and publicly honored by the Spartans, he might hope to emerge
as the leading figure on the political scene. In any case, the
Spartans had little to lose in trusting Alcibiades, for without
him, or with him in opposition, they had almost no reason to
hope for success.38

Plutarch records the explanation Alcibiades gave the Spartans
for denying their full powers before the assembly: he told them
that the council was customarily courteous and moderate
whereas the assembly was much more demanding. If informed
of the envoys’ full powers the assembly would make impossible
demands, but if it believed that any agreement must be returned
to Sparta for ratification, it might be more reasonable.3® We have
no reason to doubt the accuracy of Plutarch or his source on this
point. Alcibiades may have been correct in his description of the
behavior patterns of the council and the assembly, but even if he
were not, the Spartans were in no position to dispute him. Hav-
ing decided to accept his support, they now had no choice but to
follow his instructions; they were in his hands.*?

We may now turn to the matter of Endius and his later collab-
oration with the same Alcibiades who had treated him and his
colleagues so badly. One explanation is that in eight years men
may forget past wrongs, especially if there are present benefits.

88Some scholars, under the influence of Plut. Nic. 10.4, have read 5.45.1:76v
"Alafradny épéPouvy ur) xai, fiv é¢ Tov dfjuov taita Adywow, Enaydywvrar
70 wAfjfog . . . to mean that the Spartans had already persuaded the council and
Alcibiades feared they would do the same in the assembly. I agree with An-
drewes (HCT 1V, 52) that there is no reason to do so. Plutarch’s remarks here
look much like an expansion of Thucydides based on an incorrect reading of his
text. Brunt (REG LXV [1952], 67) asks if “Alcibiades’ manoeuvres in fact
achieved anything at all; was it not the diplomatic and military position that
threw Athens and Argos together rather than the adroitness of one man?” An
answer to this is that both the situation and the man were needed, for Al-
cibiades’ action in sending the message to Argos suggesting an Athenian al-
liance was vital in timing and consequence. It is true, however, that the trick
that deceived the Spartans was probably not necessary to defeat their mission.
It was needed, however, to propel Alcibiades into the limelight as the man to
see through the “perfidy” of the Spartans and denounce it publicly in the
assembly.

3%Plut. Ale. 14.6-7.

“®Andrewes (HCT 1V, 51-52) rejects the reliability of Plutarch’s account,
but his arguments are not compelling. Some of his objections are met by the
reconstruction offered here.
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The circumstances of 413/12 may have been propitious for am-
nesty.*! It is also possible that Endius and Alcibiades were
coconspirators in 420. The difficulty is that the sources provide
no motive for Endius’ complicity.*> However that may be, Al-
cibiades’ later relationship with Endius should not stand in the
way of the explanation we have offered for Alcibiades’ trick. It
was a device invented on the spur of the moment aimed not only
at achieving a new foreign policy but also at bringing prominence
and credit to its champion.

The next day the assembly meeting that had been interrupted
by the earthquake resumed. Nicias, still unaware of what had
prompted the strange behavior of the Spartans, did what he
could to recover his position. He asked that a decision on the
Argive alliance be postponed. He argued that friendship with
Sparta was preferable to friendship with Argos and asked that an
embassy be sent to Sparta to clarify Spartan intentions. Al-
cibiades’ intervention, after all, had prevented the Spartans from
saying what they had come to say. Nicias advanced one further
argument that clearly reveals his outlook and temperament:
peace was good for the Athenians because they were in good
condition, their good fortune and security at a high point, their
honor unsullied. Sparta, on the other hand, in bad repute,
threatened, and insecure, would benefit from the opportunity to
fight a quick battle to set things right. These were the words of a
conservative pessimist who expected to lose. Others might argue
the opposite, pointing out that now, when Sparta was weakened
and threatened by a powerful coalition, might be just the time to
finish with Sparta and thus eliminate the threat it had posed to
Athens for so many years. But Nicias’ influence was strong
enough to persuade the assembly to postpone the Argive alliance
and instead to send an embassy to Sparta with himself as one of
its members. The embassy was instructed to ask the Spartans to
restore Panactum intact, to give back Amphipolis, and to aban-

*1Such is the suggestion of Andrewes, HCT 1V, s1.

42R. C. Kebric (Mnemosyne XXIX [1976], 72-78) has attempted to supply
one: an attempt to overthrow the Spartan monarchy, as Lysander tried to do
later. There is no evidence for such an attempt and no reason to believe in it.
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don the alliance with Boeotia unless the Boeotians agreed to the
Peace of Nicias. The ambassadors were also told to point out that
if Athens had any evil intentions it would already have made an
alliance with Argos. After completing their speech, according to
these instructions, the Athenian ambassadors announced that if
the Spartans did not give up the Boeotian alliance Athens would
make an alliance with Argos. We should not believe that this is
the speech that Nicias would have delivered had he been free to
choose his own message. No doubt, he hoped that the friends of
peace at Sparta would come forward and at least abandon the
Boeotian alliance as a way of avoiding a renewal of the war. But
Alcibiades and his associates must have helped draft the embas-
sy’s instructions. The tough, demanding tone of the Athenian
message destroyed any hope of conciliation. Xenares, Cleobulus,
and their faction, “the Boeotian party” as Plutarch calls them,*?
carried the day and the Spartans refused. For Nicias’ sake, and
perhaps to appease the peace faction at Sparta, they agreed to
renew the oaths of the Peace of Nicias, but it was an empty
gesture. Sparta would hold to the Boeotian alliance, and Athens
was expected to join with Argos.

The embassy returned and reported the failure of its mission.
Alcibiades took advantage of the Athenians’ rage to bring in the
ambassadors from Argos, Elis, and Mantinea, and Athens con-
cluded a treaty with the three democratic states from the
Peloponnesus. The treaty, which was for one hundred years,
provided for a mutual non-aggression pact and a defensive al-
liance on land and sea between the three Peloponnesian de-
mocracies and their dependencies, on the one hand, and the
Athenians and their subject states on the other. Argos, Elis, and
Mantinea were bound to come to Athens’ aid if she were at-
tacked, and the Athenians were likewise bound to send aid to the
Peloponnesian democracies when they were invaded.**

The agreement was a triumph for Alcibiades and it set Athens
on a new course, but neither ancient authors nor modern

43Nic. 107: TV Porwtiatévrow.
“4For the full details see 5.47.1-12 with commentary in HCT 1V, 54-63.
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scholars agree on its virtues. Thucydides makes no explicit
judgment, not even an equivocal one such as he makes on the
Sicilian expedition,*? although he may have meant us to include
it among the many blunders that he attributes to the successors
of Pericles. It is noteworthy, however, that in 415, even after the
Spartans had defeated the new alliance at Mantinea, a far from
embarrassed Alcibiades boasted of his role in creating it. “I put
together the most powerful states of the Peloponnesus without
great danger or expense to you and made the Spartans risk every-
thing on a single day at Mantinea; because of that, even though
they won the battle, to this day they no longer have secure
confidence.”*® Though we must make allowance for the self-
serving purpose of ‘his speech and for rhetorical exaggeration,
Alcibiades could not have made his boast if most of his fellow
citizens thought the Argive alliance foolish or disastrous.

In 420, of course, some Athenians still clung to the hope of
friendship with Sparta and rejected the idea of an Argive al-
liance. The ancient writers give us little indication of their argu-
~ments,*? but Eduard Meyer has tried to fill that gap. In his view
the Argive alliance was of no value to Athens because Argos was
not a useful ally, as the earlier association in 461 had shown and
as defeat at Mantinea would show again. On the contrary, the
alliance only burdened Athens with Argos’ troubles and dis-
tracted Athenian attention, energy, and resources from more
important tasks. Athens needed peace chiefly to restore her
wealth and population. The only proper sphere of Athenian
activity was the northern Aegean, where Athens must restore
her lost subjects in the neighborhood of Amphipolis. If Athens
had rejected the Argive alliance and stayed close to Sparta, all
would have been well. The turmoil in the Peloponnesus would
have driven Sparta completely into Athens’ arms. Athens must
do whatever was necessary to keep the pro-Athenian party in
power in Sparta. The split in the Peloponnesus would widen of
its own accord. Even if the Spartans finally defeated their

452.65.11.

466.16.6.

47Nicias’ speech against the Sicilian expedition of 415 may contain some
parts of his general argument against an active policy (6.10).
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enemies they would need a decade to do so. Meanwhile Athens
would have recovered enough strength so as not to fear any
threat from the Peloponnesus. Such a policy, of course, required
a leader like Pericles, “not a pretender to the throne like Al-
cibiades who wished to fish in troubled waters to make himself
king of Athens and of all Greece.”*8

Such is Meyer’s argument. Its flaws are apparent. The earlier
Athenian alliance with Argos had not followed a number of
Spartan defeats and disgraces; it had not been accompanied by a
general defection of Sparta’s allies and the creation of a new
coalition challenging Spartan hegemony. The new Argos was
better prepared militarily and diplomatically to challenge the
Spartans. The Argive alliance of 420, moreover, was an excellent
guarantee against any Spartan invasion of Attica. So long as
Argive, Mantinean, and Elean armies stood together ready to
attack, no Spartan army would leave the Peloponnesus. Should
the Athenians choose to use it, the new alliance offered a weapon
with which to destroy Spartan power once and for all. The risk,
as Alcibiades pointed out, was small as was the expense. Meyer’s
analysis, moreover, completely ignores the political realities in
Sparta. The war party was not interested in friendship with
Athens, and conditions guaranteed that this faction would gain
control at some time. So long as the Spartans did not fulfill their
commitments, Athens could not be asked to fulfill hers. While
there were Athenians or Messenians at Pylos, the Spartans could
not be at peace. Peaceful coexistence between the two great pow-
ers, no matter how desirable, was impossible. If the Athenians
had rejected the Argive overtures, the results for them would
have been unwelcome. Either the Argives would renew the
Spartan alliance, as they had almost done already, or Argos
would face a war in which the three Peloponnesian democracies
would oppose the other Peloponnesians and Boeotia as well.
Meyer may have thought that such a war could last a decade, but
the Argives’ own actions and the battle of Mantinea suggest
otherwise. In either case Athens would soon face a united
Peloponnesus allied with Boeotia, a repetition of the forces she

8] have summarized Meyer’s argument in Forsch. 11, 354-356.
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had confronted in the Archidamian War, but now Athens’ popu-
lation was decimated and her treasury drained. Whether the
Argive alliance was meant as a defensive measure or as a turn to
the offensive, and Athenians may have supported it for either
reason, it was an intelligent and necessary step that fully de-
serves Plutarch’s praise: “It divided and agitated almost all
Peloponnesus; it arrayed against the Lacedaemonians at Man-
tinea so many warlike shields upon a single day; it set at farthest
remove from Athens the struggle and all its risks, in which,
when the Lacedaemonians conquered, their victory brought
them no great advantage, whereas, had they been defeated, the
very existence of Sparta would have been at stake.”*®

In spite of the grave deterioration in relations between Athens
and Sparta and the separate alliances .each had made that violated
at least the spirit of their own alliance, neither state renounced
that alliance. Presumably neither wished to give the other a pre-
text for aggressive action or to assume the responsibility for
breaking the peace. In the meantime, the Corinthians, instigators
of so much of the trouble, continued to play a tricky game. They
refused to join in this new Argive alliance with Athens as they
had refused to join in the offensive and defensive alliance that
Argos had earlier concluded with Elis and Mantinea.?® “The
Corinthians pulled back from their allies and inclined once again
to the Spartans.”®! If we have understood the Corinthians’
motives rightly this action should not surprise us. They had
achieved what they had wanted: Sparta and Athens were at
odds, the war party was in charge at Sparta, the war seemed
about to resume. We need ask only why they continued to hold
to the defensive alliance they had made with- Argos, Elis, and
Mantinea. Caution may provide part of the answer; the instabil-
ity of Spartan politics might require further maneuvers. Beyond
that, the Corinthians’ ambiguous position in respect to the
Peloponnesian democracies might allow them to intervene at
some crucial moment in the future.

49Plut. Al. 15.1, translated by B. Perrin.

50This full alliance is not mentioned earlier by Thucydides. See HCT 1V,
63-64.

515.48.
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The Athenian alliance with the Peloponnesian democracies
did immediate damage to Spartan prestige, encouraging actions
that insulted and injured the Spartans. The first of these oc-
curred at the ninetieth Olympic festival, held in the summer of
420. Although the very first clause of the Peace of Nicias had
provided for free access to the common sanctuaries,?? Olympia
was in Elis, the Eleans presided at the games, and because of
their quarrel with Sparta they barred the Spartans from making
sacrifices or competing. They justified the ban on the grounds
that Sparta had violated the sacred truce by attacking an Elean
fort and sending troops into Lepreum after the truce had been
announced. The Spartans claimed that they had taken these ac-
tions before the truce had been proclaimed. The rights and
wrongs of the complaint are not totally clear nor do they seem
important. The Eleans clearly intended to use the Olympic
games to achieve their political ends. The Olympic court, com-
posed of Eleans, found against Sparta and imposed a fine. When
the Spartans objected, the Eleans offered to waive half the fine
and pay the other half themselves if the Spartans would restore
Lepreum to them. When the Spartans refused, the Eleans sought
at least to humiliate them, asking them to swear an oath at the
altar of Olympian Zeus before all the assembled Greeks that they
would pay the fine later. When the Spartans still refused, they
were banned from temples, sacrifices, and competition in the
games. The Eleans would have dared none of these highly pro-
vocative actions without outside support. As it was, they were
afraid the Spartans would force their way in by arms. They
guarded the sanctuary with their own armed troops aided by a
thousand men each from Argos and Mantinea. In addition,
Athens sent a troop of cavalry which took up a position at Har-
pine, not far from Olympia.>?

Tension at the Olympic games, already high, was increased
by the provocative behavior of a single Spartan, Lichas, son of
Arcesilaus. Lichas was one of the rare Spartans who stood out
among the “Equals.” His father had been an Olympic victor
twice. Lichas himself was rich enough not only to race a chariot

525.18.1.
535.49.1-50.3; HCT 1V, 64-66.
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at the games but even to serve as host for the foreigners who
came to view the festival of the Gymnopaediae at Sparta.®* He
was proxenus of the Argives and, as we shall see, had close rela-
tions with the Boeotians. It is tempting to identify him with the
policy of Xenares and Cleobulus, for nobody was better suited to
conduct the private negotiations that took place among Spartans,
Argives, and Boeotians.?> His action at the Olympic games of
420, at any rate, reveals a bold and defiant spirit. The Elean
action barring the Spartans had been a blow to Sparta’s prestige,
and Lichas was determined to show that Sparta would not accept
it supinely. He gave his own chariot over to the Thebans and
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