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In a recent article I made an attempt to explore the origins
f the concepts #hsvdeplo wal adtovopio as well as the reasons
which may account for their emergence in the fifth century
B.C. (). In this paper I would like to continue the examination
f the use of these two terms in the fourth century B.C. in order
o ascertain whether they continue to convey the same meaning,

“The Uses of édeubepia

" One need not belabor the point that the Spartans used the
issue of liberty as a ceuse célébre for their going to war against
~Athens, Liberty was the most potent issue which provided the
moral justification the Peloponnesgian camp needed to show the
justice of ity motives. Naturally, many Greeks suspected the
gineerity of the Spartan pronouncements. Isocrates, whose objec-
tivity is in turn in itself suspect, complained that the Bpartans
had reached such a pitch of greediness that they were not satis-

(1) Revue Internationale des Droits de I'Antiquité, 29 (1982) 145-162.
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fied with their supremacy on land but desired to obtain Supre-
macy on sea as well by inciting the Athenian allies to revolt,
promiging to liberate them (Ereviepdosy atrotc vmoyvoduevo,
12,103). The use of freedom a8 a motive for going to war height.
ened the expectations of the Greeks —— especially those Greeks
who wished to free themselves from the Athenian subjection .
on the one hand, while on the other it made the use of the term
problematic inasmuch as it became progressively difficult for
many Greeks to know when or to what degree the Spartan
would-be liberators were sincere. in these declarations. Ag it
frequently happens in such cases, this apparent dichotomy
between Spartan pronouncements and Greek expectationg led
to misunderstandings and complications after the final SBpartan
objective was achieved, i.e. the defeat of Athens. Not long after
the Spartan victor 7/, complaints aroge against Sparta regarding
the violation of exactly that principle for which allegedly the
Spartans had gone to war against the Athenians, These chargeg
reveal both the sensitivity of the Greeks regarding their freedom
and the customary predicament of the victor. Once again the
dictum that war is eagier to win than peace beeame evident.
In truth, the avchitect of the Spartan victory at Aegospotamoi
had very litile regard for Greek sensitivity to freedom (3.
Harmosts and garrisons were imposed thronghout the Greek
city-states which were often viewed as tools of Spartan impe-
rialism (%), The presence of some of these harmogts and garrigons

(2) U. KangsTepy, Lysandros, RE 13 (1927) 2503-06,; I.W. PaRKE, JTHS 50
(1930) 37-79; H. SCHARFER, 4lkibiedes und Lysander in Tonien, Wiirzgburger
Jahrbiicher 4, 1949/50, 287-306; D. LorzE, Lysander und der Pelopon-
nesischer Kriey, Abh, d. Sichs. Akad. d. Wiss. zn Leipzig 57, 1962:
BoMMELAIR, J.F.,, Lysandre de Sparte (Paris, 1981) 25 fr,

(3} The first known examples of harmosts are to be traced in the expe-
dition of Brasidags, Parxe, JHS 50, 38 mentions also the archon in
Trachinian Heracleta (Thuc. 5.21.2-52.1) whom Xenophon described as
harmost (Hell. 1.2.18). In the cities of the Chalcidice which went over to
Brasidas we have Polydamas in Mende, Thuc. 4123; 4.129.3; 130.3;
Pasitelidas in TForone, Thue. 4.132.3; 5.3.1-2; Clearidag in Amphipolis,
Thue. 4.182.3; 56511, When the Tonian cities began to secede, after
Athens’ defeat in Sicily, Sparta secured the secession of these cities
through the imposition of harmosts and garrisons. Chios was under
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1d. on occasion be justified as having been requested by the
al govemments as security against internal disorder or
wternal attack (Xen. Hell. 2.3.13). Nonetheless, the imposition
g’overnnrs and garrisons became an obvious symbol of foreign
smination. The general attitude to garrisons at the beginning
f the fourth century is best illustrated by the promise of

arnabazus and Conon fo the Aegean cities that they would
ot fortify the citadels of these cities and that they would leave
m auntonomons.

Following the collapse of Athens, there ensued a general over-
hrow of democratic regimes accompanied sometimes by the
iithless massaere of democrats (). The Spartans levied assess-
iénts to maintain their fleet, and as a result questions were
oon asked as to whether the Spartans were an improvement
ver the Athenians or indeed whether several of the city-states
iberated by Sparta had not been better off under the Athenians.
Tnstead of freedom, the allies maintained, the Spartans pro-
seded to reduce to slavery those they had promised to free
Bhevdeodosiy duooav, xonsdovhdoaveo); this, at least, was the
predominant Greel perception about the Spartan hegemonie.
“Among those who grumbled the loudest were the Thebans,
‘Sparta’s former allies. In 395 they accused the Lacedaemonians
f having committed the crime of appointing helots as governors
‘of free men while they themselves behaved as masters toward
“their allies, even though the latter were free people {%}.

Chaleideus, Thuc. 88.2; Pedaritus in Erythrae, Thuc. 8.28.5; Theopomp.
' FQrHist 115 B 8; Leon, Thuc. 86L2; Lesbos, Alkamenes, Thue 8.5.2,
though at first it was Eteonicus, Thuc 8.23.4; Miletus, Philip, Thuc.
8.28.5; Abydus, Dercylidas, Thuc. 8.61.1; Xen, Hell. 3.1.81; 3.5.13; Isocr.
4.110; G. Booxison, Kiiv, Beitrige aur Alten Geschichte 46 (1965) 179-180.
Not all of the cities, however, had harmosts and garrisons, Lorzg, Lys. 67.

{4) Xen. Hell. 1.1.2; Corn. Nepos Lys. 6.2.1-13; Diod. 18.104.5. For the
role of Liysander, Polyaen 1.45.1; V. EHRENBERG, RE 2, VI Halbbd. (1928)
1400 s.v. Sparta; Lorzk, Lys. 28-20; F. KIECHLE, Historie {1958) 142,
Xen. Hell. 2.1.15; Diod. 13.104.7.

(5) Xen. Hell. 3512: #heubépow dvrew and 8.533: dvri ydp EheuBepiag
SimAfv adtols Sovhelav TMORECTAKTO Y Omd Te ycxp THv KpRooTAY TupavvolvTat

ko oo Béka SvBpdv.
Plat. Lys. 27.4; Justin 510,12 ff, Diod. 14.10.2; IL'W. PAREE, JAS 50
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Naturally, the most renowned case of post-Peloponnesian Wy
Spartan policy was that of Athens. The tyrannical regime got
up there by Lysander perpetrated myriad of atrocities againgt
Athenian citizens and metics (*). All notion of Freedom was
banished, but at the end this regime beeame so hated that even
the Spartans, who had originally supported it, felt litile
compunction about its demise, The short interlude of the Thirtiey
became a watershed in Athenian history with significant cop.
notations for the future internal and external developments of
the city, especially relating to the issne of freedom. Had the
Thirty expertly blended regpect for authority with respect for
citizens’ rights, among which freedom was the most sacred, they
might have succeeded in establishing a conservative constitution,
Instead, in the internal conflict that ensued citizen participation
againgt the tyrants was viewed ag a badge of honor; nentrality
became suspect. Philon is derided as an unworthy individual
because he did nothing to help in the liberation of the state from
the tyrants (7). In the speech on the serutiny of Evandros, Lysiag’
animosity is masked under his general appeal to the popular
feeling against men of oligarchic sympathies who identified with
the Thirty. While Evandros and his Supporters had supposedly
expelled citizens like the judges from the city, the demoerats, in
their respect for freedom, had allowed even the culprits to
participate in the benefits of freedom when the city got rid of
the tyrants. Referring to the events that followed Aegospotamoi,

(1930) 50; Kd. MEYmR, Gd4d, 5.5 if; A, AvomEwes, Phoenie 25 (1971) 208;
Ch. D. Haminrow, Sparte’s Bitter Vietories (London, 1979 56; P. Funke,
Homonola wnd Arche..., Historia Bingelschriften, Heoft 87 (1580) 27. Also,
C.D. Hamrron, AYPh 91 (1970) 284; 1. Kasmrgruor, Lysendros, RE 13,2
(1927} 2505-07,

(6) Xen. Hell, 2.3.2-11; 2343; 2.4.2; Diod. 18.3.7; Isocr, 7.64; Xen,
Mem, 1.221-25; Ath, Pol. 37; Lys. 12.94; Ditt. Syl 13 165, No, 120;
Tod 2100, For the overthrow of the Thirty, Xen. Hell. 2.4.28; 2.929-39;
3.5.5; Liys. 12.58.60; Ath. Pol 38; Diod. 14.33.5; Paus. 5.1-3; Plut. Lys. 21;
Aisch, 3.190; Paus. 3.5.2; G. GrossMAnN, Politische Sehlagwdrte aus der
Zeit des Pelop. Erieges {Arno reprint 1973) 23 nt. 59,

(7) Lys. 81.31. The emphagis is here on internal matters though allusion
te external oecupation i not necessarily exeluded, | wog &v ypnorév T
Boureloor mepi Thg ohiTeiog, &g obBE EheuBepdoa Ty TaTpiSa 2Pourddn;
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as denounced the incorrigible conduct of certain individuals
thens and accused them of jealousy toward those who
nted to increase the city’s greatness and freedom (*}. Lysias’
ath turned to pride, however, when he urged all the Greeks
put aside their internecine squabbles and, imitating *the feats
their fathers, to free themselves from their internal tyran-
s ().

Similar sentiments about the Thirty and the liberation of
hens are to be found in Isocrates and in some of the official
ments dealing with the period (). T'or example, an Athenian
ree honored TEuclis for his prompt services on behalf of
henian freedom. Unfortunately, the inscription is not com-
lete, but, if Ty xdd]odov tol dnpov Tl "Adnv] aiwy is the correet
pading of the text, then the ghevdeglfov] that follows must
ude to the overthrow of the tyrants subsequent to the battles
Phyle and Piraeus (). Although all of the above citations
i to advert to the internal tyranny at Athens, ie. freedom
m the oppressive regime of the Thirties, rather than the
‘hirties as the tool of the Spartans, they do not necessarily
xclude external coerciomn.

- If Sparta was the victor in the Peloponnesian War, this was
ue partly to the material assistance Sparta received from the
lergians ; but that assistance had been procured at the expense
f the freedom of the Yonian Greeks, who thus became the sacri-
icial victims of the war. Nonetheless, as long as Cyrus the
Younger was alive the Greeks in Ionia fared well inasmuch as
yrus’ ulterior purpose was to overthrow his brother, and for
‘this reason he had to solicit the aid of the Greeks. After the
~disastrous outcome of Cyrus’ campaign, Artaxerxes appointed
- Tigsaphernes the overall governor of Asia Minor. But the Greek

(8) Tys. 26.2: opelg #AevBépoy almiv TroifoovTeg ob pdvov Tig EheuBepiag
...peTéSoTE.

{9) Lys. 33.6: Tolg 8 Tupdwoug éEehdoonTeg Koy &mmoot Tiy Ehevbepiay
karéomyoov, And Lys. 34.82: pey&hny xod EhevBépov; 2814: &g peydhny
kot EheuDépay thy oM.

(10) TIsocr. Areop. 65: Zweidy &ol ¢elyovreg woreh@bireg wohepeiv GTEp
Ti¢ Eheulsplog ETéAuNoav.

{11) IG II2 No. 145,
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cities would not admit Tissaphernes because they wished to 1
free (7). They had earlier supported Cyrus and were now afraiq
of Tissaphernes’ punishment. They therefore sent ambassadors
to Spart& asking for her protection. Sparta responded with the
dispatch of some troops first commanded by Thibron, then by
Dercylidag. In 399 Dercylidas sent a message to the Aeolian
cities exhorting them to free themselves from the garrisons of
Mania (a stooge of the Persians) and her patron Pharnabazus (13,
Dercylidas further invited Mania’s son-indaw to a conference
whose purpose was to diseuss the freedom of the Aeolian cities,
Meidias hesitated at first, but, having taken hostages as security,
he consented to meet with Dereylidas. At the meeting Dercylidag
promised him an alliance, provided that Meidias would agree
to leave hig citizens free and independent (). Xenophon doeg
not gpell out in detail what the locution ghevigoug xal adroviuoue
means, but there is no doubt that what Xenophon zlludes to at
this point is external freedom as well ag the citizens’ right to
frame their own laws. In this respect the use of both terms is
congistent with the fifth century use of the terms. However, the
juxtaposition of both terms is very interesting because, as it
will be seen further on, it bresages a trend characteristic of the
fourth century.

Not too many years after these events, Agesilaug also went
to Asia Minor to liberate the Greeks from Persian subjugation,
The resulis of his campaign were not very spectacular but, while
there, Agesilaus had a talk with Pharnabazus whom he urged
to rebel against the King and make himself free, for being free
wag worth as much as all possessions on earth (). The meaning
of ZheBegog is dual here gince Pharnabazns would not only be
making himself free from the compulsions of Persian rule but

(12) Xen. Hell. 3.1.3: grelBepo Poudpevol glva.

(13) Xen. Hell. 31.16: éheubepaliobai Te aOTag; I8 Swmirn, Historig 2
(1853/54) 274-88,

(14} Xen, Hell. 3.1.20: ¢’ Ge Tolg mohitag Eheudépoug Te kai aiTovboug
EGy; Tolyuen, 2.6; G.J8. UNDERIILL (ed.), Xenophon H ellenica, Arno Press
Teprint (New York, 1979) 87,

(15) Xen. Hell, 4.1.35: fAedBepov Elven .. avtabiov efven 10OV Tt
XpNu&Tow.
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would also be ruling as an independent ruler whatever territories
in Asia Minor be could detach for himself. On the other hand,
since the Greeks considered the Persians slaves of the King's
whims and not free in the sense that the Greeks understood
freedom, Pharnabazus would be a free man as well as a free ruler
(about the meaning of free man later).

Pharnabazus did not heed Agesilaus’ advice and soon after
this exchange, with the aid of the Athenian Conon, was able to
furn the tables on the Bpartans. Having defeated the Lacedaemo-
niaps at Cnidus, Pharnabazus and Conon drove out the
Lacedaemonian governors from the islands of the Aegean. Some
Greeks portrayed this victory as the burial place of Greek
freedom because, as a price for the victory, Asia Minor was left
to the barbarians ().

The victory of Conon had another result: it encouraged the
Greeks — if the Greeks needed encouragement! — fo intensity
their internal fighting. Tn the war that broke out, the erstwhile
rivals Corinth and Athens were now pitted against Sparta. In
his eulogy of the Athenians who fell in the Corinthian War,
Lysias emphasized the diplomatic revolution that had brought
Corinth and Athens together, stating at the same time that the
Athenians who died gave their lives for the freedom of their
~ former foes (7). By the use of freedom here Lysias adverts to
external freedom, that is, freedom from Spartan domination.

The defence of Greek allies and the preservation of freedom
from outside aggression became a fopos in the writings of the
fifth and fourth century aunthors. Seeking to inspire the Ten
Thousand with confidence, Xenophon pointed to the victory of
the Greeks over Xerxes and the consequent freedom of the Greek
cities from external domination (). The Athenians were justi-
fiably proud of their contribution to the cause of freedom in

(16) Lys. 2.60: dig ouykoBamtopbvaig Tig oovdv &heuBepiag T TodTwv
&peTh.

(17) Lys. 2.88: dmip The Tév mohepiow EisuBepiog &mobvioke. Xen. Heil.
3.5.5; Plut. Lys. 27; B, Meyer, Theop, Hellenike (Halle, 1909} passim;
J. Warz, Philologus, Suppl. 4 (1938) 51; Plat. Menew. 2391)-245A.

(18) Xen. Aneb. 3.213: péyiotov 52 poptipov ) EhevBepio Tdy wHAELW
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the Persian Wars and never tired of reminding themselves ang
the other Greeks of that contribution. Similarl , in aclvocaﬁng
peace with Sparta after the Corinthian War, Andocides citeq
examples from the Persian Wars (*). Almost all of the fourth
century Athenian orators touched upon this subject (*}, while
others, like Isocrates, went a step further in promoting the
discontinnation of the fratricidal warfare and the initiation of
a campaign against Persia, (21).

Isocrates’ advice wat not followed and the Greeks continued
to exhaust their energies on fratricidal quarrels. One such
quarrel existed between Thebes and Plataea. Forever claiming
the hegemony of Boeotia, the Thebans compelled the restored
Plataeans in 377-76 to join the Boeotian confederacy. The
Plataeans disliked the idea and appealed to {heir perennial
allies, the Athenians, to whom they offered their territory {Diod,
15.46). In 371 (though the date may not be entirely accurate) the
Thebans surprised the Plataeans, desiroyed their town, and
annexed their territory. As in 427, the surviving Plataeans
sought refuge at Atheng where they continued to urge the
Athenians to deliver Plataea. In so doing, the Plataeans recoun-
ted their earlier role in the battle of Plataea (in 479) which had
been fought to secure the freedom of the Thebans and the other
Greeks from the invaders (?). The Plataeans further asserted
that the Athenians had always fought and were currently figh-
ting for their freedom, for the freedom of their allies, and for
the freedom of all those who had been deprived of their auto-
nomy in violation of the oaths and covenants ).

{19) Andoe. 3.5: kai Tolg Bupfdpoug KaTovopoxhoaTES fheuBepdaapey
Tabg “Ednvag, 1.107: Hoxeagdpevol Te Evixwy, kol ™y 7 ‘EMGSx HAzuBépaoay
kal THY TompiSa Eowoay.

(20) Lys. 2.33; 2.44; 247, 2.55; 34.11; Isocr. 4.52; 05; 183; 12.93.

(21) Isocr. 4.195; 5.123; 139.

(22) Tsoer. 12.61: fpég ..-Tolg Umép TRy EheuBeplag TUNIY LVITGUEVOLS ;
12.60: volroug {the Thebans) ked Tobg &Moug EmavTog “EMnvac AAeuBE-
pwoey, the battle of 479, Q. Maratey, Les Idées politigues @' Isocrate (Paris,
1925) 94: w, TareEr, Demosthenes (Cambridge, 1938) passim.

(23) Iscecr. 14.17: 008’ UmEp Thg Tov ouppdyey heubepiog ... dANOTEp THG
TRV Trapd Tolg Sproug kol TG owdikag The adTovoplog ATOCTEpOULEVRN.
The reference to war and allies relates to the Second Athenian League,
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When in the 350s Philip began to occupy one after another
e Greek cities, Demosthenes and others stressed the obligation
:Athens to fight against him. All of the speakers were pur-
portedly concerned with the preservation of Greek freedom (**).
onsequently, they described those who fell fighting at Chaero-
zi as the defenders of Greek liberty (¥). Generally speaking,
he prevalent view among the Greeks was that those who carved
v their cities and their advancement kept their cities free while
selfish people usually contributed nothing to their city’s great-
pess ().

It i well known that during the wars of the successors of
Alexander many Greek cities changed gideg and, although their
political situation did not always improve with the switch,
ceveral of the cities availed themselves of the change in order
to- express their gratitude to the persons ingtrumental in their
_urported redemption from the “hated” masters. Thus, Athens
decreed honors to Timosthenes who had worked in favor of the
Athenian demos in the war against Antipater (%), Similar honors
were bestowed upon an unknown person of whose name only the
last part is legible (¥). The Sicyonian Fuphron had offered his
gervices in defense of Athenian freedom before and after the
L:uman War and had been responsible for making the Sicyonians
allies of the Athenians. The grateful Athenian demos decreed
special honors for him (¥). Finally, in 303- 02 the Atheniang
decreed honors for the Larisean Meidias, a follower of Antigonus
Monophthalmus, who had let a fleet squadron of Phoenicians
and Athenians at the battle of Salamis in 307-06 (Diod. 20.50.3)

(24) Dem. 5.70: fuly y'Umip Tiig frevBepiag dywwoTéov.
{(25) Lys. Against Leocr. 48: bmip tig EheuBepiag Gplvovteg.
(26) Andoc, 4.1 peydhon kel dhebBepan ylyvovTo
(27) IG 112 No. 467, ca. 306/05: wkoi wpbdtepdy 7e [y 1§ mTOAEN® dv
memorépnkely & Bfipog & *ABruaicy [mpdg *AvtinraTpov Umep The EAjevbeplag
oy [‘Ejarjlvev. Timosthenes was from Carystus and seems to bave
helped Athens during the Lamian War. Diod. 18.11.2; BeLocH. .G, 3.1.163.
(28) IG 1X? No. 469, ca, 306/05.
(29) 1IG I1?2 No. 448, ca. 818/17: Tiv woAw Eheullephoag gikny kol oOpl-
poxov Emoinoe TG Sfipw Thv Abnuadov. Xen. Hell 7.1.44: Diod, 1811.2:
Paus. 1.25.4. .
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when Demetring Poliorketes fought Ptolemy I. As a consequence
of Demetriug’ victory, the Athenians got rid of Demetrius of
Phaleron, and in their exuberance they praised Meidias for hiy
contribution toward their external and internal freedom (9.

While the above references to freedom deal with a city’y
freedom, there have been other applications of the term. One
of them pertaing to the differentiation in status between free
men and slaves, Naturally, to be free was g privilege valnegd
highly in the Greek world, but more important still was the duty
of the free men to do whatever necessary to defend their freedom,
Addressing the Greek rercenary soldiers, Cyrus reminded them
that he had brought them hither not because he lacked enough
barbarians but because the Greeks were braver and stronger
than the barbarians. Cyrus aseribed this superiority to the free
life the Greeks lived, for which he considered them happy ().
Not long afterwards, Xenophon, reiterating the same argument,
explained Greek superiority over the barbarians in terms of
the freedom of the Greek cities and the free agdgé of the Greek
citizens (%), Among other benefits, the education of free men
provided them with noble pursuits and congenial labor, especially
since such occupations attracted and inspired men trained liber-
ally (¥). Moreover, men liberally eduecated gre supposedly distin-
guished mostly by the manner of their speech (Isocr. 4.49); for
the ability to speak is the one endowment that singled Man out
from all other creatures, and by using this endowment Man had
risen above all other creatures in all respects (). When this

{30) IG II? No, 498, ca. 308/02: Mywv ko wpdrTay T& dproTar Sietéher...
TH BhNe Tov ‘ABnvaiev &te ... ‘AvTiyovoc GméoTEAAsY  Tov Odv  adrol
AnuATpiov EheuBepdioalvra] T[Av Te woM Kkai Tolg &hhoug “EMnvag Similar
honors were bestowed on Oxythemides, IG I12 No. G58; Arrian Ind. 18.7 ;
Athen. 6.2584 ; 13.5788 ; 14.614; Diod. 21.15; 18.5. Algo IG II2 559 ; Plut,
Dem, 8,

(81) Xen. Anab. 1,7.3: dmwog olv foeoBe HvSpeg &Eiol Thg éAsuBepiag fig
KkékTnoBe kad g Ondg v edBenpovile.

{32) Xen. Anab. 8.2.13: HéyioTOV 82 popTlpiov fiy EhevBepfa TGV médhecoy
tv ofg éybveoBe kol ETpdonTe.

(83) Isocr, 7.48: Tolc Ehevdipag TEBpappévous,

(84} Isocr, 2.5-9; 15; 273; Xen. Mem. 4.3.
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ge was misused, it brought discredit upon those who did
‘Flor this right to speak freely and to live as free men the
ans had chosen for themselves the democratic regime
20.1) and had fought for the restoration of their demo-
when it had been twice overthrown by people who had
enipt for democratic laws (in 411 and 404). Having champi-
J democracy for themselves, the Athenians had also helped
~(the most prominent case was that of the Heraclids)
in freedom, thereby making manifest that freedom meant
wer to refrain from doing anything against one’s will ().
extrapolation, the person who sought by intimidation to
ar.any citizen of his democratic right to equality and free
ch' was dangerous (7). On the other hand, unrestrained free-
as often frowned upon as deleterious, and thus, like us,
‘reeks conceived of liberty in a democratic society not as
énce to do as one pleased, irrespective of the effects of
1ctlon upon others, but as a state of self-discipline (*#).

om this quick survey of the uses of freedom in the fourth
v it becomes obvious, T hope, that freedom continued to
i _"most potent igsue in Greek infernal and external polities.

sense, Ehevdegla continuned to preserve its fifth century
aning as freedom from all external and internal compulsion.
use of its deeply emotive quality, freedom was alse employed
vopaganda ploy by the fourth century Greeks, exaclly as

' previous century. In stiil another respect, the conecept
‘odom served to denote the ideal Man to the extent that this
Man had been reared in a democracy and had veceived the
oper agaogé which enabled him to act freely, behave responsibly,

N Adsch, 1,123: olk &vBpdg £oviv Ereubépou, &hhd ToHpvou.

Liys. 214: fyolpevor Eheubsplog pév omnpeiov elvan pnSiv TOLETY
r&G, which would be a characteristic of a slave, For the use of
Fical and mythological examples in the fourth century, 8. PERLMAK,
__tq, Hierosolymitane, A, FUks and I. Haryerx, edd., vol. 7 (1961)

) Dem. 21.124: § &g Thg fonyopioag kol Tdg Thg fheulepiag Audv
EToUoiag Gpoipeioba. For a similar idea see Lys. 2.18; Isoer. 12,131
8} Tsocr. 7.20: of8'f TolTov Tov Tpbmoy Emaibeuve Tolg woliTag o’
ei60c Ty pov dwohaoiov SnpokpaTiow, Thy 88 wapavopioy éheubepiav.
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and be the master of his future. Democratic living thus becomeg
tantamount to free living within the context of the polis, ang
Athenian writers like Tsocrates and Demosthenes considered the
Athenian man as the best example of the free man since it was
Athens which, of all the cities of Greece, provided the best
conditions for free living. Lastly, in the fourth century Edevlegiy
xol adtovopio are often juxtaposed, and this juxtaposition ig
indicative of a trend which eventnally would produce a confusigy
in the meaning of the concept of #Asudeoia with that of ottovoplo,

11

Adrovopta

It has generally been accepted that Thucydides chose his words
very carefully. Thus, although both #suvdepic and adtovoul
fignre prominently in his history, Thucydides has been carefyl
to delineate between the meanings of the two words. The use
of &kevleolo in Thucydides is parallel to the same use by the
fourth century writers discnssed hitherto. But what about cuto-
nomic? Are the fourth century authors applying it with the
same meaning as those in the fifth century?

In 397 the Tonian cities sent ambassadors to Sparta requesting
troops to attack Tissaphernes’ home base in Caria in order to
force him to leave the Greek cities in Ionia free and indepen-
dent (*). The Spartan commander Dercylidas proposed peace
between Sparta and Persia in exchange for the independence
of the Greek cities of Yonia. Since Tissaphernes was the overall
governer of Asia Minor as well as the most important represent-
ative of the King there, the use of the term autonomia must
imply freedom from the Persian rule, ie. external as well as
internal freedom for the cities of Asia Minor (9.

When Tissaphernes asked Agesilaus the purpose of hig cam-
paign in Asia, Agesilaus replied that his objective was to make

(39) Xen, Hell. 3.2.12: &oéven aUTovdpoug Tog ‘EMuviBag moheig.
(40) Xen, Hell. 8.2.20: el cirovbpoug don Pooideds &g “EMWviBag wohels.
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the cities independent like those in Greece (). Since the Lace-
_da.emomansi claimed to have liberated the Greek cities from
thenian tyranny, the term adtovépoug here must advert to
the external as well ag the internal freedom of the Greek cities.
reek cities may complain, as indeed they did, that Sparta inter-
red with their freedom, but the Spartans did not perceive their
ole as an interference. The successor of Tissaphernes finally
roposed a treaty to Agesilaus (in 395) granting autonomy to
he Tonian cities, provided these cities paid the ancient tribute
o the King of Persia (the tribute they paid before the organiza-
on of the Delian League) (%), It is obvious that autonomy at
his point refers to the right of self-government subject otherwise
d_ the Persian suzerainty. This interpretation of eutonomic,
hough congruent with the fifth century meaning of the term,
s different from the use of the meaning suggested above.

At about the time thege events were unfolding in Asia Minor,
he Spartans encountered all sorts of problems among the cities
# Greece because the latter resented Spartan haughtiness,
‘he Fleans, for instance, left the Peloponnesian glliance and
oined the opponents of Sparta, Argives, Mantineans, and
thenians. The Lacedaemoniang found this secession hard to
ccept especially since the Fleans spread the rumor among the
freeks that the Peloponnesian War against Athens had been
Wrong The Lacedaemonians demanded that the Eleans leave the
_umoundmg cities of Flis independent, but the Eleans rejected
he demand, arguing that these cities were their prize of war (¥,
The reference to the towns as a prize of war indicates that
utonomy at this point implies external freedom gince there was
10 question about those towns’ internal right to self-government.
e Eleans naturally felt free to interfere, if they so wished,
th the internal affairs of the cities since the latter were con-
iidered prizes of war, According fo a later source, the Eleans

i(41) Xen. Hell. 845: & & dimev oadmovopoug kol Tég &v "Acig TOAELG
elve, domep kol T &v T wop” Aply ‘EAMSL

©:(42) Xen. Hell. 3.4.25: odrovbpoug oloug Tdv dpyoiov Saopdy ot
(I’iTDq:lEpElV

48) Xen. Hell. 8.2.23: alrovopous.

—_
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angwered the Lacedaemonian demand as Pericles had done some-
time carlier, Asngedrac 1 abtovépovs  Geuévor, .. Emedoy Toc
nEQLowidas e Zndetng médew ooy Ehevigog (%). The words
oUTovéuovg and Ehevitépag are interchanged ag if they both haq

the same neaning,

In 395 Lysander marched to Haliartus and attempted 1o
persuade the Haliartians to revolt against Thebes ang become
independent (%), Adrovipoug viyveeda denotes the acquisition of
independence {external and internal) from Thebes, for apparently
up to this point the Haliartians stood in some kind of externg]
dependence on the Thebans even if they enjoyed the right to
self-government, A Yyear afterward the Lacedaemonians were
tefeated in the naval battle of Cnidus. Conon encouraged the
cities to believe that they would not be deprived of their indepen-
dence (*). One could argue from this statement that autonomy
alludes here to the internal conditions of the cities while the
direction of their interstate relations would 0w be in the
hands of the Persians. Yet if one is to judge from the subsequent
narrative, he is led to the conclugion that the external freedom
of the citieg ig implied in this passage.

Incessant fighting among the (irecks in the post-Peloponnegian
War era achieved nothing but the gradnal and steady exhaustion
of the Greek states. Peace was becoming a common degideratum,.
The first to realize it were the Spartans. They consequently sent
Antalcidas on a peace mission to Tiribazns in Asig Minor (47),
Antalcidas Proposed peace on the principle of autonomy, which

(44) Thue. 1.144.2: Kol SToy  kéikelvor oG EouTdy  droSaot TOAEFIV
oTovoueioBoy. The difficulty with Pausanias’ statement ig that he might
be using the language of his time, not a fourth century expression, but
even so his statement is not different from the use of EheuBeplor kad
abTovopie in the fourth century, Paus. 3.8.2.

(45) Xen. el 3518: doloracton xai auTovbuoug yiyveaBo.

{46) Xen. Hell. 4.81: f&ootéy e adrovduouc,

(47} Xen. Hell, 4.8.12-13; 1. WILOKEN, ther Ent.gte]umg und Zieck des
Kc‘in;igsf?'iedens, Abh, Berlin, 1941, No. 15, p. 10; . Haxrr, Die Griechi
sche Staatvertrige des 4. Jahrhunderts (Leipzig, 1938) 85; A. Heuss,
Hermes 73 (1938) 161; T 1B, R¥ner, Koine Birene (Oxforg, 1953) 27.28;
H. Berarsoxn, 6. 7., 2nd ed. (Munich, 1960) 261; Plat. Menex. 245 B-C.
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#it: that the Greeks in Agia Minor would have to pay tribute
ie King and recognize him as their overlord (*). The Athe-
&, Argives, and Thebans boycotted Antalcidas’ initiative.
& specifically, the Thebans feared that they might be forced
eave the Boeotian cities independent (*). While in this
4ance the external freedom of the Ionian cities is definitely
lved, it is not equally clear whether both the internal and
{ornal status of the Boeotian cities is entailed or simply the
ternal.
By 387-86 the reservations of the Greek cities regarding a
mon peace had been overcome, and the peace that the
artans had proposed in 392 became now a reality. A treaty
“thus concluded bearing the name of Antalcidas and gtipu-
g that the Greek cities should be left independent (). On
E-"po,‘s’.it?'we gide the treaty reaffirmed the Greek desire for
dom and autonomy; indeed, both concepts were generally
cepted from now on as self-evident without the need to define
i each time a treaty was concluded. The enshrinement of
principle of autonomia in the treaties of the fourth century
\d'in the common parlance heightened the purported regpect
+ the concept and reflected on the power of the gmall cities to
fect themselves, since a party that transgressed the principle
otld be breaking its oaths. On the negative side the common
eace idea consecrated the division of Greece into small political
nits and made the task of panhellenic union harder, until the
dvent of Philip. One could argue that the concept of autonomia
sferred to in the treaty adverted to the internal freedom of the
ties but not the external inasmuch as Sparta was to become
policeman of Greece safeguarding the application of the
reaty with the aid of Persia. When, for example, the Thebans
et forth the claim to take the oath in the name of all the

(48) Xen, Hell. 48.14: vig Te vigoug &méoag ki Tag SAhag wohelg
el oploy abtovdpous glva.

'(49) Xen. Hell. 4.8.15: abtovdpoug,

(50) R.K. Simncrair, Chiron 8 (1978) 54; D.G. RicE, Historia 23 (1974)
64-82; R. Soaeer, Athengewm 52 (1974) 56-63; P. CrLocHE, Thébes de
otie (Namur, 1052) 112 1f; G.L. Cawxwert, CQ 81 (1981) 69-83.
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Boeotians (obviously the Thebans inclined to think that their
claim did not conflict with the concept of aufonomic as the
internal freedom of the participant citieg), Agesilaus rejecteq
the Theban claim. In the face of opposgition, the Thebhang agree(]
to leave the Boeotian cities independent {*). Leaving the citiey
independent, however, meant that these cities would be com-
pletely free from Theban, if not from Spartan, influence. There.
fore autonomia contains a dual implication iere, namely, com-
plete independence vis-d-viz the Thebans but not necessarily so
as far as Sparta is concerned.

The Thebans were not the only party who raised objections to
the treaty of 387-86. The Corinthians and Argives had worked
out a union between their respective states prior to 387 and now
refused to withdraw their garrisons from each other’s city. Faced
with this huordle, Agesilans threatened war upon both cities
unless they complied with the stipulations of the treaty. The
threat proved effective, both deciding to withdraw their mutual
garrisons (Xen, Hell. 51.34). The union of Argos and Corinth
was dissolved, and Corinth regained her autonomy ; Xenophon’s
phrasing shows that he adverts to the external as well as internal
freedom of the Corinthians (). Again, one might argue at this
point that the prineiple of autonomic in conmection with the
King’s Peace presuppose the supervision of Sparta, and that
Spartan tutelage leaves no alternative to the rest of the Greek
cities but to comply with the treaty. When, therefore, Isocrates
refers to the treaty of Antaleidas as a dikfat and not a treaty
among equals, he may be partially right; diktat or not, however,
the interpretation does not invalidate the twofold meaning of
autonomia, either with respect to the Thebans or the Corinthiang,
as freedom from both external and internal coercion.

The twofold meaning of eutonomia is further illustrated by a
host of events that followed the treaty. Bpeaking in favor of
peace at Sparta (in 371), the Athenian delegate Autocles accnsed
the Lacedaemonians of having abused the treaty of Antaleidas.

(61) Xen. Hell. 5.1.34: Wvaykdobnoov ofTovouoUg dpévTeg.
(62) Xen. Hell. 51.34: kai odTh &o' ZauThc N thv KopwBicow wohig
fyévero, and 5.1.6; 6.3.12,
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Wherens, Autocles maintained, the TLacedaemonians claimed
hat the cities of (reece should be independent, they became the
gfeatest obstacle to peace, inasmuch as their demand that the
Tlies follow the Spartans whenever the latter went to war was
ontrary to autonomic (). Turthermore, the Spartans made
hese demands without prior consultations with their allies,
iith the result that the allies were often compelled to go against
heir own friends, and this caused deep apimosities. The paradox
f)_roduced by this policy was that it pitted friend against friend
sind that it contravened the principle of autonomia inasmuch ag
he Spartan establishment of decarchies and triancontarchies
in the Greek world (whose purpose was to keep the peace, using
force if necegzary) gave the impression that the Lacedaemonians
.._{ook pleasure in setting up tyrannies in violation of the trea-
-ty (**). Autocles also pointed out that when the King ordered the
cities to be independent (*) the Lacedaemonians stated explicitly
that if the Thebans did not allow the Boeotian cities self-rule
- and the right to live under whatever laws they chose, the Thebans
- would not be acting in accordance with the instructions of the
 King (%). Finally, when the Lacedaemonians seized the Cadmea
(in 393), they did not even allow the Thebans to be independ-
+ ent (7).

The concept of autonomie constitutes the heart of Autocles’
' argnment, but its meaning is interchangeably used for freedom
from external coercion as well as for the right to self-government.

(53) Xen. Hell. 6.3.7: aiTovbyoug Tag TOhEg Xph Elval ... . guobov TH

adTovoplg ... kadvor Ti TolTo olTovepiq TPOGNKE |

(54) Xen, Heli, 6.3.8: 1 B8 wdwTwy EvovTIOTUTOY aoTovopiq, R. BEALEY,
Historie 5 (1956) 87; D.J. MosLEY, «Phe Athenian Embassy to Sparta in
871 B.C.°, Prog. Camb, Phil. Soc. N.8, & (1962) 3; T.T.B. Rvyoegr, CQ 13
(1963} 287; P. CLocHE, La Politique étrangére d"Athénes (Paris, 1934) 84;
Plut. Ages. 28.1; ¥, TagcEr, Der Friede von 362 (Stauttgart, 1930) 27-28
G.I&. UnpEREILL, and K.C. MARCHANT, Xenophon Hellenike (Oxford, 1906)
289; 8. Lauvrrsr, Historia § (1959) 3821, W. JUDELCH, Kleinasiatische
Studien (Marburg, 1892) 27, n. 3; CAH 5, 367; JAR. Munwroe, CQ 31
(1937) 32-38; L.OvZE, Lysander, 88-39.

(55) Xen. Hell. 6.39: atovdpoug Tag TOREIG ETVELL

(56) Xen, Hell. 6.3.9: txdomy tév mohewy Spysiv TE EQUTHG.

(57) Xen. Hell, 6.3.7: aiTovbpoug elva,




184 PETER KARAVITES

Another Athenian delegate to the above conference, Gallistratus,
pointed out that by seizing the Cadmea ihe Lacedaemoniang
had caused the cities in Boeotia to fall under Theban control,
although the opposite was the aim of the Lacedaemoniansg: the
independence of the cities (*). Here again odrovipovs takes the
meaning of external freedom and the right to self-rule,

Upon hearing the various speakers, the Lacedaemonians voteq
to accept the peace with the provision that all should withdraw
their governors from the cities, dishand their armaments both
on sea and land, and leave the cities independent {*}. In the
event that a city chose to act in violation of this agreement, it
was settled that those cities which did not desire to do s0 were
not obligated to assist the injured. This resolution was in
response to Autoecles’ complaini. The Thebans, however, de-
manded again, as in 386, that they be allowed to gign the treaty
on behalf of the Boeotian towns. This was unaceeptable to the
Lacedaemonians who rejected the idea with the congequent rifg
between the two which led to the fatal battle of Leuctra. The
rift could have been avoided had the Lacedaemoniang listened to
Prothus’ advice (*). In agreement with Autocles’ main argument,
Prothus suggested that the Lacedaemonians should first disband
the army in aecordance with their oaths and should then seek
financial contribution from the varions cities; if any city did
hot allow another to be independent, the Lacedaemonians would
lead all those who wished to support independence againgt the
culprit city (). Though Prothus advanced both religions and
practical considerafions (the favor of the gods for cities respect-
ing oaths and the Possibility of readier financial and military
support from those cities in agreement with his proposal) the
Spartan assembly brushed his DProposal aside and directed
Cleombrotus not to disband his army, which was already in
Phocis, but to lead it at once against the Thebang if the latter

(A8} Xen, Hell, 6.3.11: fomoubdoaTe alTovbpoug.. . yevioBo,

(69) Xen. Hell. 6.3.18: wdtovépoug £Gv.

(60} Xen. Hell. 6.4.2. No more details are given by Xenophon about him.

(61) Xen. Hell. 6.4.2: g B Tig Egn cdTovdpoug TG néhelg elvon and Sool
Th abtovouiq Polhoivto PonBeiv.
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rsisted in refusing the independence of the Boeotian cities (%)
‘he Thebans not ouly failed to leave the citieg independent but
ey even refused to disband their army. Consequently, Cleom-
otus proceeded against Thebes (Xen. Hell. 6.3.19-43}. The fotal
offect of Prothus’ proposal was undoubtedly intended to slow
down the eagerness of Sparta to interfere in the affairs of other
jes, as she seems to have been doing before and after the King’s
{reaty, and to show that Sparta only moved against others after
ghe had exhausted all peaceful means. Tn this context, war
would appear as nothing else but a last vesort. In the meantime,
the smaller cities were allowed sufficient time to determine their
hosition in any given dispute. The rejection of the proposal as
onsensical turned out to be disastrous.

‘The eatastrophe that befell Sparta at Leuctra settled the right
the Thebans to rule Boeotia. This right was henceforth
ccepted as a given in treaties proposed, as that of the Spartans
4d Dbeen to rule Laconia. It further opened the way for the
formation of confederations in Greece (®). And it inangurated
lie short but important period of the Theban hegemony. Under
he leadership of Epameinondas and Pelopidas the Thebans now
went on the offensive while geveral of the Peloponnesian cities
used the opportunity to free themselves from Spartan tutelage.
Imost immediately after Leuctra, a considerable number of
‘taseis broke out in the Teloponnese against Sparia which in-
luded the Phigaleians, Sicyonians, Megarians (allies but not
i the Peloponnese), Phliasians, Corinthians, Argives, Tegeans,
“Mantineans. The Mantineans, feeling themselves entirely tnde-
pendent, called a meeting which decided the formation of the
‘Mantinean synoecism (%), The striking feature in the description
“of Xenophon is the use of navidraow to clarify edrévopol — the

(62) Xen. Hell 64.3: alrovépoug &ploiey ToG TOAEG.

(63) The Arcadian League was formed ca. 370; the Thessalian League
also at about this time, Xen. Hell. 7.1.38: 6.4,16-24; M. Cary, CQ 19 (1925)
- 165,

(64) Isocr. 6.11; 6.64-69 ; Diod, 5.40.1-5; 5.57.3-50; Xen. Hell, 6.5.4-21;
° A, Fuxs, Ancient Society 38 (1972) 35; In., Ancient Society B (1974) 64,
Sparta herself was noi spared B. Davip, Athenacum 58 (1980) 299-308.
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absenece, that is, of all external coercion. Thus the term m’)rovoma
becomes equivalent to the meaning of Ehevilepla in the fifiy
century. The Lacedaemonians were deeply disturbed by the
creation of a centralized state in an area traditionally within
their sphere of influence and sent Agesilaus, an ancestral frienq
of the Mantineans (Xen. Hell. 5.2.3), to dissuade them from tleip
plans. Although the Mantineans refused to conform to Agegilang
advice, the TLacedaemonians decided not to pursue the matter
inasmuch as any action to foil the Mantinean plans would have
contravened the peace treaty which was signed #a' adrovoply 13
glpfvng (Xen. Hell. 6.5.5). Had the Lacedaemonians campaigned
against Mantinea, it would have become univerzally manifegt
that their alleged pursuit of autonomy, which had led to the
Leuctran debacle, was nothing but a hollow slogan. Naturally,
one should not discount the possibility that Spartan restraint in
Mantinea was due to the shock waves of their recent defeat at
Leunctra. The Spartans were not in a psychological or military
state to undertake another campaign so soon after Leuctra.

The Thebans stepped in to fill the political vacumn. As the
Lacedaemoniang had done before, the Thebans now sent Pelopi-
das to the Pergian court (in 367) to solicit Persian help. One
of Pelopidas’ requests was that the Persiang recognize Messene's
independence (). Messene’s independence would bury for ever
Sparta’s hopes of recovering her leadership position in Greece.
Thus, in one blow, the Thebans were hoping to achieve what
Brasidas had tried to do to Athens during his campaign in fhe
Chalcidice. Interestingly enough, Pelopidas asked that Messene
be autonomouns from Lacedaemon, not #evdéga, although external
as well as internal freedom is implied by the use of autonomous.
Had Xenophon omitted the dmd Aonedowroviov someone conld
have justifiably argued in favor of the view that the autonomy
of Messene gnaranteed her self-rule, not her external independ-
ence, Yet such is not the case here, at least in reference to
Bparta. The {ferm autonomous is therefore tantamount to
Elelepoc in the fifth century.

{65) Xen, Hell. 71.89: Meoodvny 1= adTdvopov elvan &md AareSonpovicov.
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Xenophon has been criticized for his Iack of depth as well as
lack of objectivity and the omission of what we consider
portant politieal events such as the formation of the Second
dienian allinnee in 37877, There is perhaps an indirect refer-
ce to this alliance in the description of the events of 371. That
. the Athenians, perceiving that the Peloponnesians still
ended on Sparta’s leadership and wanted to break Sparta’s
d upon them, invited all the Peloponmnesian eities which
hed to uphold the King’s peace to a conference in Athens. The
icipants at this conferemce swore an oath to abide by the
ng’s treaty and the decrees of the Athenians and their altlies,
ny city took the field against any other, it would become
imbent upon the rest to assist the vietim. The undertaking
o to the help of any city that might be attacked was made
gatory, in contrast to the optional clause at the conference
arta in 371. The Eleans opposed this resolution because it
lied the independence of the Marganians, Scilluntians, and
phylians, maintaining that the above territories were
s (). The Athenians and the other participants at the
erence considered this claim a contravention fo the King’s
eaty and rejected it. Consequently, the Eleans decided to stay
‘of this arrangement (Xen. Hell. 6.5.3). It is evident from
dispute that the Peloponuesians were internally free but
owed Sparta’s leadership in their interstate relations
homovviigron Eru olovian yefiven dxolovdely). This influence of
-i‘ta, did not contravene the Common Peace where the
o_nomy of the Greek cities was guaranteed. Something parallel
us_t have been true with the Marganians, Scilluntians, and
phylians. The ogetépog yoo elvor taltug tag morelg does not
ean that these cities were integrated into Elis; it rather
dicates a relationship analogous to the relationship of the
her Peloponnesian cities to Sparta. Since the Athenians aimed
naking the Peloponnesian cities comptletely free from Bparta,
iething kindred was intended for the three cities, but the
ans balked. The term autonomous must therefore refer to the

o]

6) Nen. Hell 6.5.2: ol Béol cdtovdpoug moigiv olre Mapyaviag obte
Mouvtioug olte Tpupuhhious,
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cities’ complete freedom, and as such it corresponds to the
Position of Eheviegio in the fifth century, at least as far ag the
reciprocal arrangements between the Bleans and the three citieg
are concerned,

The arrangements of the Second Athenian alliance are cop.
tained in the famous decree of Aristotle in 378-77. The aim of the
new confederacy was to secure freedom and autonomy fropy
Sparta and the undisturbed possession of broperty by the
participating citieg (). The Athenians disavowed any intentign
of infringing upon the Peace of Antaleidag i accordingly, Gireeks
and barbariang subject to the King were excluded, The memberg
of the Second Athenian Confederacy were to enjoy any constity.
tion they pleased without the imposition of garrisons ang
gOvernors or the payment of tribute. These conditions were
analogous to thoge stipulated already among Athenians, Chians,
and Thebans in earlier treaties. Since the avowed purpose of the
treaty was to regist Spartan aggression and tyranny and to
Sectire peace and liberty among the membery of the treaty, the
terms ghetdepoc and avtévopog hoth express the status of complete
freedom, The juxtaposition of these words in this and other

(67} IG I No. 48, lines 6-10: &g Gy AckeBlauélvios 26q, Tog
“EAnvag £heubé]plog ked adTovdpog, 15-20: 2w Tig BéA[nTon Tow ‘EAIMvov
A TGv BapBdpaw.. £Eivon ai[T16 [2heubéple Svn wed oltovduy, E.
SorwrlcERT, H esperie 8 (1940) ; |, Faarr, Biudes historiques sur les traitds
publics, 2nd ed. (Paris, 1866) 85 ff; Benetson, Staatswerh‘c‘ige, No. 6. 257;
Ditt, Syl 13 147; 6. Busoir, Der #peite athenische Bund, Jahrd, fiir
olass. Phil,, Suppl. B4 7 (1873-75) T39-55; A, Somaerzg, Demosthencs und
seine Zeit, 12 (1885) 27-35: w.H. MarsuaLr, The Recond Athenian Con-
Federacy passim ; and J. CAReILy, The Second Athenian League {University
of Calif, Presg, 1981) ; . Busorr and H. SwoBoDA, Griechische Stagts-

MARTIN, La vie internationale dans le Gréce des citds (Genéve, 1940) 244 8,
Acoams, Lg lege ateniese def secolo IV (Rome, 1941) 9-48; H. TRIEPEL,
Die Hegemonde, 2nd ed. (Stuttgart, 1948) 388-90 ; LA, LaRsEN, Repre-
sentative Government in Greek and Roman, History (Univ, of Calif. Press,
1955) 47-55; A.G. WoopHEAD, ATA 61 {(15857) 367-73; R. SEALEY, Phoeniz 11
{1957) 104-09; F. GsomniTzER, Gemeinde und Herrschaft, SB Wien 2353
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tances in the fourth century suggests the emergence of a
lely employed formula which hardly distingunished hetween

meaning of the two words. The guarantee of Ireedom and
tonomy to the allies by Atbens, however, proved rather
asory. Overcome by the anthropeie physis, as Thucydides
uld say, the Athenians repeated the errors they had promised
avoid. Nonetheless, thig in no way impinges on the argument
garding the interpretation of the two terms.

Phe same formulaic expression is to be found in several of the
ndividual alliances between Athens and other cities. For
oxample, in 384-83 the Athenjans made an alliance with the
Shians for the purpose of safeguarding freedom and autono-
x‘iiy (). To avoid the suspicion and hostility of Persia and Sparta
the allies were at paing to emphasize that their alliance in no
way intended to infringe on the peace of Antalcidas but rather
to supplement it (lines 13-14). 'Fhevdeoio and advovoplo was the
formula used to express the iptent of the allies. In a similar
‘treaty (in 378-77), the Chalcidians were guaranteed the enjoy-
ment of their liberty and autonomy (®). Again, the same formula
is nsed without any attempt to differentiate between Eevizolo

and oadtovopic.

Of equal interest is an extant portion of an Athenian decree
containing a few clauses of an alliance concluded between Athens
and the Thracian kings Berisades, Amadocus, and Cresoblep-
tes (). It stipulated that if the Thracian cities, registered as

(68) 1G 11 No. 34, lines 20-21: Zlppoxog B wroigioBals [Xilog gw'é-
heuBepiq Kod abtovopiiql; Tod 2, 118; BENGTSON, Qtaotsvertrige, 248 ; Ditt.
Syil, ¥ 142; BUSOLT, Der zweite Athen. Bund, 677-85; A. SCHAEFER,
Demosthenes, 27; MEYER, GdA 5, 308-10; BELOCH, 3.2.1, 149, CLoCTE,
L polit. étrangére, 15; Accame, La lega, 9.

(69} 16 II? No. 44, lines 21-23: Exelv ™hlv EouTdy Yonabe[og éreubipols
penaTsoN, Staetsvertrdge, 259

vialc kal] odmovdpos, Tod 2, 124;
MansHALL, S.A.C, 57.

(70) Dem. 23.173; 18.27; 4.4.8; Alsch, 2.9; 3.61; Diod. 16.43.4; A. HocE,
Hermes, 76-104; DENGTSON, Staatsvertrige, No. 303; CrocmEk, Revue de
Philologie 46 (1922) §; G. Grorz, Mélanges, 1 (Paris, 1932) 215: U. KAHR-
gTEDT, Beitrige sur Geschichie der Thralkischer Chersonesos (Baden-Baden,
10954) 28; GECHNITZIER, Gemeinde und Herrscheft, 17-18.
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tributaries to Athens in the Chersonese, failed to pay to her
the tribute owed, the three kings would levy the tribute to the
best of their power (lines 4-9). On the other hand, if any city
failed to pay her tribute to one of the kings in question, the
Athenians and their magistrates in office would do their utmogst
to exact it (lines 9-13). However, if the cities in the Chersonese
paid the tribute to the Thracian kings and their contribution
(obvrakig) to Athens, they would be free and independent ang
would remain allies of Athens in accordance with their oaths
to Athens and the Thracian kings (lines 13-18). The treaty wasg
signed by Chares who had been sent out as general by the Athe-
nians and in this capacity met with the three kings and their
representatives. The characterization of the treaty by Demos.
thenes as dowtol xel duandtatal points to the faet that the earlicr
treaty with the kings was not considered satisfactory 1o
Athens (). This new treaty seems to have bheen a compromige
between Athens and the kings, based upon mutual recognition
and reciprocal services while admitting the equal status of the
contracting parties. Confronted with the Social War, Athens
was probably delighted to have settled this matier amicahly. The
payment of the tribute by the cities as a condition for their
continuing freedom and independence demounstrates that these
concepts carried a different meaning for the Greeks in the fourth
century, inasmuch as no city in the fifth century would have
considered herself free (Bhevi¥pa) if she had to pay tribute to an
outside power. The forceful payment of tribute constitutes an
¢ fortiori evidence of the absence of complete freedom among
these cities in the Chersonese, and under such circumstances the
term £hevlegle would not have been used in the fifth century, A
simple comparison, for instance, between this treaty and the
clauses of the treaty of Nicias where autonomy is usged to
designate the status of Athenian allies {Thue. 5.18.5) will make
it abundantly clear that the fine distinetion between &dsulspio
and attovopio which existed in the fifth century had disappeared
by the fourth century.

{71) Dem. 23.167; 170 ; Btrabo 7 fr. 48; W, PAREE, Greek Mercenary
Boldiers (Oxford, 1933) 125; Dem. 23171 ; 183,
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D sum, the term #hevdeoin was used in the fifth century to
excribe the state of freedom from all external coercion, while
srovopia denoted some sort of voluntary or involuntary coercion.
_the fourth century, the meaning of Zheudepin as complete
{ependence from outside coercion continued to survive in
eral cases, while elsewhere it sustained a radical dilution.
&d in conjunction with otvovople (Eleviepia and adtovopla) it
ime a fourth century formulaic locution, with the con-
mitant loss of all distinction between the two terms. Tn this
ext, awdrovopta is used interchangeably with ghevdepia whereas
Jegtor was sometimes used where adrovople had earlier been
ployed. Furthermore, there was a disiinct popularization of
terms in the fourth century which seems to have been
duacive to the diffusion of their meaning.




