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1. � Border Disputes and the Crisis of Intra-federal Relations

The history of many Greek koina is marked by border conflicts between mem-
bers of the same koinon, and scholars have long questioned the presumed and real 
centrality of the koinon’s role in managing the resolution of these conflicts and 
the objectives and effects that such a resolution had and/or could have had: a final 
pacification resulting from an ultimate resolution of conflicts lasting centuries?

This chapter proposes a shift in perspective at several levels. First, the intra-
federal conflict is conceived as a moment of crisis1 in the federal alliance where 
crisis is seen as an opportunity. Second, the opportunity triggered by the crisis of 
alliance is not interpreted as the possibility of reaching a final resolution of the 
conflict, but rather as the possibility of reshaping the balance of power between the 
different members. Third, the question arises as to whether the interest in seizing 
this opportunity should be ascribed only to the koinon itself or whether there are, 
in fact, other actors who may have benefitted from a resilience of the intra-federal 
alliance resulting from the transformation of a moment of crisis into an opportu-
nity for adaptation. In what follows, I will analyze three cases in which it seems 
very likely that tensions in intra-federal relations turned out to be opportunities to 
reshape these same relations to the benefit of the koinon, especially in terms of its 
stability and resilience.

2. � Epidauros and Corinth

It is not only the fact that intra-federal border wars clearly represent a moment of 
crisis in relations between members of the same koinon and that a decision must be 
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made (i.e. that it is necessary – literally – to separate, to distinguish, to choose2). 
There is more to it than that: border disputes are linked to crisis far beyond the 
semantic level, and this despite the fact that the ancient Greeks did not use words 
with the root *κριν- to indicate moments of crisis.3 In fact, the word κρίνω and 
related terms occur very often in inscriptions reporting arbitral decisions on border 
disputes. Arbiters have to κρίνειν,4 in some cases the judges who have to decide 
are called κριταί5 or the very dispute is called κρίσις περὶ χώρας.6 Where there is a 
crisis, decisions have to be made.

This singular (yet somehow consistent) conjunction of the semantic and lexical 
levels is also to be found in one of the two inscriptions7 of our first case study: the 
dispute between Epidauros and Corinth. In this dispute, the Megarians served as 
judges8 and attributed the territory to the Epidaurians.9 The inscription concludes 
with the names of the judges who delivered the verdict.10

As it is well known, Epidauros and Corinth were both members of the Achaian 
koinon in the second half of the third century bc,11 and it is not by chance that 
the koinon intervened in the dispute several times: first when Epidauros joined 
the koinon, then again by appointing arbitration to a member of the koinon: the 
city of Megara.12 What is at stake here are clearly territories and their borders, 
which are addressed in two independent inscriptions, both found in the Asklepieion 
of Epidauros (it is not clear, however, if the disputed area alluded to in the first 
inscription is the same as that mentioned in the second one: see below).13

The first inscription is usually considered a formal document relating to the 
entry of Epidauros into the Achaian League.14 If this is true, it must be dated to 
the year 243 when Epidauros (as well as Troizen and Megara) joined the Achaian 
League15 (while Corinth had become a member the year before).16 In the text, sev-
eral issues are referred to; from line 15 onwards, one or more regions, including 
the Epidaurians, Achaians, Corinthians and possibly also the Argives (if Peek’s 
restoration in l. 15 is correct)17 are mentioned. The second inscription is dated to 
a period from 242 to 238, based on general considerations as well as the reference 
to Achaian and Epidaurian magistrates.18 It refers to a dispute over Speraion and 
Sellas, most probably both overlooking the Saronic Gulf, maybe coinciding with 
the chora mentioned by the first inscription.19 While the river Sellas cannot be eas-
ily located, a harbour on the Saronic Gulf might be identified as part of Speraion. 
If this is the area described by Thucydides, it is not only characterized as eschatia 
(i.e. land integrated but still on the margins), but also as methoria (i.e. land beyond 
the horoi of Epidauros or between the horoi of Epidauros and that of another com-
munity – Corinth?):

[3] and afterwards [the Athenians] manned thirty-seven vessels in all and 
chased him on his passage along shore into Spiraeum, a desert Corinthian 
port on the edge of the Epidaurian frontier. After losing one ship out at sea, 
the Peloponnesians got the rest together and brought them to anchor.20

Even if the reading of the manuscripts Πειραιόν (as favoured by Felix Bölte) were 
not to be corrected to Σπείραιον (as suggested by Georg Müller and most other 
scholars)21 and the passage in Thucydides referred to an area different from that 
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of the inscription, it remains remarkable that both Plinius and Ptolemy mention a 
promontory called Speraion in close proximity to which there were harbours;22 and 
even more importantly, the inscription refers to a chariot road leading there, which 
testifies to its significance. If the identification with today’s Gulf of Korphos is 
correct, it represented a natural harbour that offered protection by its very confor-
mation, was suitable for accommodating ships of various sizes, provided excellent 
access to the hinterland and guaranteed freshwater springs.23

The above-mentioned elements indicate that the disputed area between Corinth 
and Epidauros was of strategic importance. The outcome of the dispute therefore 
inevitably had a significance for the political and spatial dynamics of power in the 
eastern Peloponnese. The second inscription records the decision over these territo-
ries given by a board of Megarian judges who had been appointed by the Achaian 
League. As has been noted, the Achaians chose the Megarians most likely because 
their geographical proximity allowed them to carry out the necessary inspections 
of the territory24 and because of the established Megarian practice of a functional or 
practical neutrality.25 It is not only the second reason that may have convinced the 
Corinthians to accept the arbitration of the Megarians despite the uneasy relations 
between both cities; the Achaians most likely supervised the Megarians: in both 
inscriptions, they seem to play a relevant role in matters concerning the disputed 
territories.26 With regard to the role of the Achaians in the second inscription one 
cannot but notice that reference is made to a ‘decree’ by the Achaians both in a first 
phase, when the Achaians appointed 151 judges,27 and in a second phase, when the 
Corinthians contested the boundary and the Achaians appointed 31 judges.28

The role of the Achaians behind the Megarians seems likely to explain the out-
come of the arbitration. The territory was adjudged to the Epidaurians, and the 
Corinthians, even if objecting to the precise details of the boundary demarcation, 
generally accepted the verdict. That the decision by the Megarians, which was 
related to the influence of the Achaians, favoured the Epidaurians seems to respond 
to a need for a rebalancing of power in the area. It is known, in fact, that in previ-
ous centuries the Corinthians appear to have expanded their control as far as the 
gates of Epidauros on several occasions. This is evidenced by the passage from 
Thucydides quoted above.29 With regard to the problem we are analysing, it does 
not matter so much whether the amendment is appropriate or not. What is of inter-
est here is not that the same disputed land as in the inscription is at stake, but 
that it is about borderlands between the two cities on a more general level. The 
supremacy of Corinth over Epidauros is then evidenced, for the earlier periods, by 
a passage from Herodotus recounting the affairs of Periander.30

But again, there is more to it. As mentioned above, the arbitration between 
Epidauros and Corinth most probably took place between 242 and 238, when 
Argos had not yet joined the Achaian League (it entered in 229). The dispute there-
fore concerns intra-federal borders that are very close to the outer borders of the 
koinon, outer borders that are, however, destined to shift shortly thereafter. The 
favouring of Epidauros in the dispute cornered Argos, not yet a member of the 
league. This might make even more sense if Markellos Mitsos is right in integrat-
ing αργι into Ἀργεῖοι at line 15. Boundary disputes became an opportunity for the 
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koinon to rebalance the powers in the eastern Peloponnese, limiting the hegemonic 
thrusts of cities such as Corinth and Argos and fostering the growth of cities that 
less threatened the centrality of the koinon such as Epidauros.

3. � Koroneia and Lebadeia

There are few cases of intra-Boiotian disputes for which the intervention of the 
koinon is documented. One of these is the well-known dispute between Koroneia 
and Lebadeia.31 At some time between the fourth and third centuries bc, the two 
cities competed for control of a “[Troph]onian (?) land” ([Ὅρια τᾶς Τροφ]ωνιάδος 
γᾶς) bordering an “altar of Zeus”.32 The syntax of the first three lines of the inscrip-
tion suggests that the Boiotians made a decision (Βοιωτοὶ ὥριτταγ) in favour of the 
Lebadeians.33 As Sheila Ager observes,34 even if the word Κορωνεῖας is restored, 
it seems quite likely that Koroneia was the second party to the dispute, since the 
stone bearing the inscription, a round pillar, was found at Granitza, approximately 
4 km southeast of Lebadeia, in the direction of Koroneia. Similar arguments can 
be made with reference to the altar of Trophonian Zeus given that Τροφ]ωνιάδος is 
a restoration, too: as far as I know, experts in Boiotian history follow Roesch35 in 
maintaining that it is the Trophonian land which is in dispute.36

Already known to Herodotus as an oracular shrine of international importance, 
the Trophoneion must have been a reference shrine for the Boiotians on a more 
regional level too since the Archaic age.37 It is here that the Pan-Boitoian festival of 
the Basileia, established in the aftermath of the Theban victory at Leuktra (371),38 
took place. Several cities aspired to control the oracular sanctuary, Thebes in par-
ticular. If ποτ Τροπονίοι inscribed on a bronze tablet from Thebes that records 
owner, location and size of landed properties39 refers to the Trophoneion, then we 
must admit that sometime between the late sixth and early fifth centuries bc (the 
tablet is dated on palaeographic grounds) an individual from Thebes owned land at 
the oracular sanctuary that became the subject of the dispute between Lebadeia and 
Koroneia a few centuries later. Unfortunately, there are no arguments to support 
Yannis Kalliontzis’s idea that this property should already be placed in a federal 
context.40 However, the tablet could indicate the interest of Theban individuals in 
that area in the Archaic period. Mythical traditions document that Theban ambi-
tions were not only long standing but also long lasting.41

On the other hand, the traditions about the construction of temples at Mantinea 
(of Poseidon) by Trophonios and Agamedes42 and a treasury of Hyrieus43 (probably 
at Hyria)44 testify to the interest of other Boiotian communities in the Trophonion, 
while the Homeric tradition that makes him the son of Erginas King of Orchomenos45 
refers to Orchomenos’s ability to control Lebadeia and the Trophoneion.46 
Lebadeia, however, must have been able to maintain control over the long term. 
According to Herodotus,47 to gain access to the Trophoneion one had to be accred-
ited to Lebadeia, while some inscriptions from the Classical and Hellenistic peri-
ods confirm the role of the city,48 as do some allusions by Herakleides Pontikos49 
and Kallisthenes.50 Some scholars have been led to believe that a reorganization 
of the sanctuary following the victory of Leuktra and the downsizing in terms of 
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political weight of Orchomenos is highly plausible.51 Moreover, it has been pointed 
out with good reason that the wording of the inscription itself suggests that the 
sanctuary’s land is considered the prerogative of Lebadeia, as if it were equivalent 
to its public lands.52

With regard to the later period, it should be noted that the oracle was in Lebadeia 
according to Strabo.53 The same is true for Pausanias,54 who repeatedly emphasizes 
the mythical connection between Trophonios and Lebadeia.55 On the other hand, 
there are no known sources that, like our inscription, refer to claims by Koroneia. 
However, if we consider where the inscription was found and that Koroneia (as 
Lebadeia) developed into a significant urban centre with an important population,56 
claims to the Trophoneion by the latter are not surprising. Things get even more 
interesting, if we have a look at them from a federal perspective.

Evidence on the Boiotian koinon for the period to which this inscription can be 
dated is scarce, but there is some,57 and Βοιωτοὶ ὥριτταγ in our inscription indeed 
suggests that this text should be included in the dossier. There is no reason to think 
that from the point of view of intra-regional organization the relationship between 
Lebadeia and Koroneia is very different from the one described in the famous pas-
sage in the Hellenika Oxyrhynchia,58 where it is stated that Koroneia and Lebadeia 
were part of the same administrative sub-unit of the koinon59 and shared the quota 
of federal councillors, which was divided among the cities of this district.60 The 
territorial organization of the koinon between 446 and 387 and after 338 may have 
been very similar, especially if our inscription dates to a period after 280 rather 
than to previous decades.61 It was convenient for the koinon to promote agreement 
and a balance of power between the two. This was achieved by regulating the bal-
ance through intervention in the religious sphere. Koroneia already had control 
of the Itonion, from the end of the fourth (or the beginning of the third) century 
onwards an important federal centre of worship in honour of the goddess Athena 
Itonia62 where also, from the second century onwards at the latest, the Pamboiotia 
took place,63 participation in which was on a federal basis.64 To grant Koroneia 
control of the Trophonian land would have increased its power,65 which, in turn, 
would have destabilized the balance of the koinon. Economic factors also come 
into play in this regard. We know that in Greek antiquity sanctuaries sometimes 
pertained to several levels at the same time (civic, federal, Panhellenic)66 and that 
they attracted a lot of visitors.67 Favouring the power of one city and its control over 
a sanctuary to the detriment of the other implies favouring her economic growth. 
And the evidence suggests indeed that the Trophoneion was a pole of attraction:68 
when the koinon decided where to draw the border line (Βοιωτοὶ ὥριτταγ) and thus 
who to assign control to, it made a decision (κρίνειν – κρίσις) that had relevant 
economic implications.

4. � Melitaia and Pereia

Our third case refers to the many local conflicts in which the city of Melitaia in 
Thessaly was involved and whose management was entrusted to the Aitolian 
koinon,69 which at the time was able to control a large part of Central Greece and 
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therefore also Achaia Phthiotis70 (a region that had already experienced phases of 
autonomy from the Thessalians in the past).71 Here again we are dealing with a cri-
sis in federal relations, and this crisis manifests itself in a conflict in which judges 
are called upon to decide (ἔκριναν). The conflict involved Melitaia and Pereia, 
whose relations probably deteriorated at some point and were regulated by the 
koinon: its provisions are preserved in an inscription dated to the years 213–212 
bc.72

It seems clear that the crisis was an opportunity for the koinon to recalibrate the 
balance of power between its members on two different levels: the one pertaining 
to the relationship between the different cities in Achaia Phthiotis, the other to the 
specific relationship between Melitaia and Pereia.

As for the first level, it has already been noted that Melitaia had previously 
been involved in conflicts with other centres in the region and that the koinon took 
into account the outcome of the resolution of these conflicts. In these resolutions, 
undertaken by others (the Aitolians did not yet control the region), Melitaia was 
favoured; in the case of the conflict with Pereia, the koinon favoured the latter to 
the disadvantage of Melitaia, as if to redress the balance.73 And so while judges 
from Kassandreia had endorsed Melitaia over Peuma in the seventies or the six-
ties of the third century bc74 and a certain Pyllos (or Pyrrhos according to Berard’s 
correction) again had favoured Melitaia over Narthakion in a dispute going back 
to the beginning of the third century bc (depending on the correction),75 in the dis-
pute with Pereia, the koinon supported the latter: the typology of provisions seems 
to imply specific demands of Pereia that the koinon met by looking into the local 
institutional and economic grammar, and this leads us to the second level.

Melitaia and Pereia were united by a sympoliteia, which represented at that 
stage one of the many types of sub-units of the Aitolian koinon but probably pre-
dated the koinon’s control of the area (Ager 1996). The implications of the sym-
politeia between Melitaia and Pereia for the structure of the koinon are first and 
foremost political and are addressed in the inscription: they shared the number of 
councillors to be sent to the council. However, there are also economic implica-
tions: Melitaia and Pereia shared federal taxes. When there were disagreements 
between the two cities (which may have led to the secession of one of them, Pereia, 
from the sympoliteia), the koinon had to intervene on several levels: regulating 
the number of council members and the amount of federal contributions that each 
should send, separately in the event of secession, to the federal council and defin-
ing the territorial boundaries, which are then disputed. In short, a genuine case of 
border management, not only because the borders between Melitaia and Pereia are 
at stake, but also because the entire region constituted the outer border area of the 
Aitolian koinon in this period.

So far scholarship has been investigating this dispute from a koino-centric, 
top-down perspective, to deduce the number of councillors in the koinon’s federal 
council or the mechanism for defining the taxes that went into the centrally man-
aged finances.76 If we reverse the perspective, from top-down to bottom-up, and 
delve into the area where the dispute took place and into its specific economic 
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landscape, we can grasp an important aspect. In fact, in lines 12–16 of the inscrip-
tion reference is made to the renting of common lands (located in Karandai and 
Phyliadon) whose profit was to be divided between the two cities united in the sym-
politeia. The koinon must also intervene in this regard: it required the Melitaieis, 
as long as the Pereis remained politically united with them (πολιτευόντων Πηρέων 
μετὰ Μελιταιέων),77 not to sell these common lands, but rather to continue to rent 
them. It is commonly agreed that each of the common lands originally belonged 
to a differentcommunity78 and that they had been united into a single complex of 
land called damosia common to both after the sympoliteia-agreement. Clearly, 
the prohibition to sell such public lots was intended to allow the city that origi-
nally occupied a part of them, whichever city it was, to regain possession of it in 
the event of division. Even more interestingly, at closer look the prohibition is 
mainly addressed to Melitaia, as political authority for the sale (or lease) of public 
lands, to protect Pereia, which is related as a subordinate community to Melitaia 
(πολιτευόντων μετὰ Μελιταιέων). In its provisions, the koinon is careful not to 
over-advantage Melitaia, which already had an advantage in the region in the past, 
and rather to protect Pereia. The crisis between the two offered a rare chance to 
restore equilibrium in a region where control remained uncertain, and to secure 
its stability. In all this, the regulation of the koinon’s internal and external borders 
played a major role.

5. � Crisis and Its Alliance-Maintaining Potential

The relationships between Epidauros and Corinth, between Koroneia and Lebadeia 
and between Melitea and Pereia went into crisis. As in the acute moment of an ill-
ness, decisions had to be made. The wrong decision could lead to the decline of the 
koinon they were part of, in the sense that it could destabilize it. The right one could, 
instead, enhance its stability; it had the potential to adjust the crisis to the extent 
of enhancing the resilience of the alliance that resulted from resolving the crisis. 
This resilience seems to have been based above all on a balance of power. Corinth 
had expanded in the past to the detriment of Epidauros, so the Achaians needed to 
restrain Corinth. Koroneia already controlled the Itonion, so the Boiotians left the 
Trophoneion to Lebadeia. Melitaia had already been favoured in some past dis-
putes, her rights needed to be limited now. Beyond that, an economic balance had 
to be ensured as well. Common land could not be sold for Melitaia’s profit. Both 
Melitaia and Pereia needed to continue to be able to profit from the lease of those 
same lands. If Pereia was not annulled, Melitaia did not grow too large. The crisis 
between the two became an opportunity to stabilize an area that for the Aitolians 
was, in its entirety, a frontier area. Manipulating the balance of powers by manipu-
lating borders may have been effective: a mechanism that worked if that boundary 
definition was not definitive. A dynamic boundary definition that reflected a bal-
ance of power that was temporary, suitable for certain historical circumstances but 
not necessarily for others, represented an opportunity for the koinon and its mem-
bers to face crises, overcome them and be resilient in the future.
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Notes
1	 As already pointed out by many scholars, crisis was originally understood as an exac-

erbated, life-threatening, almost clinical pattern that will develop either for the better 
(recovery) or for the worse (death) in the immediate aftermath: for this reason, the 
moment of decision and of judgement ending a conflict is originally inherent in the term 
(κρίνω means to separate, to distinguish, to judge, to decide; κρίνομαι to compete, to 
argue, to fight, to decide – also and often with reference to battles, athletic competitions 
or trials, where a decision is taken to settle a dispute and thus restore order; see Goeze 
and Strobel 2012: 511; Kõiv 2023: 43; Piepenbrink 2020; Fink and Rollinger 2023a: 
2–4, 7 with literature). While the ancients did not use the term to refer to political or 
social crises, for which they had a different and diverse vocabulary (Kõiv 2023: 43; 
Goeze and Strobel 2012), modern scholars did, and many remarks concerned the ways 
in which, from a historical point of view, a crisis can be overcome through a reconfigura-
tion (more than a restoration) of the system, especially in those parts that are problem-
atic, precisely in crisis (Liebeschutz 2007: 16; Fink and Rollinger 2023b: 2–4). This is 
also the perspective of this chapter, which starts from a conception of crisis as a moment 
of necessary adaptation and change, and not from that of a crisis without an alternative 
(a notion elaborated by Meier 1966 in reference to the fall of the Roman republic) (cf. in 
this regard the remarks of Jehne 2006: 8 and the studies collected in Hölkeskamp 2009). 
See also Ganter, Introduction to this volume, with discussion and further literature.

2	 See above, n. 1.
3	 Cf. Kõiv 2023; Colozzi 2015 and above, n. 1.
4	 Cf. e.g. IvO 52 l. 63.
5	 Cf. e.g. IG IX.2 521 ll. 9–10 and, again, IvO 52, passim. See Rousset 1994: 105–6; 

Matijašić 2022: 401.
6	 Cf. again IvO 52.
7	 IGIV.12 71: see below, n. 13.
8	 ἔκριναν τοὶ Μεγαρεῖς, l. 2.
9	 κρινάν[τω]ν̣ Ἐπιδαυρίων εἶμεν τὰν χώραν, ll. 6–7.

10	 δικασ[ταὶ τ]οὶ κρίναντες τοίδε, ll. 31–2; cf. also l. 19.
11	 See below and n. 15.
12	 See below and n. 15.
13	 IGIV.12 70, 71; Ager 1996, nr. 38, I; II; Harter-Uibopuu 1998, nr. 3; Magnetto 1997, nr. 

36, all with further evidence and previous literature. See also Harter-Uibopuu 2014: 5–6; 
Economou 2020: 123–4, 134–5.

14	 Niccolini 1914: 34; Mitsos 1937: 713; StV III 489; BE 1940, nr. 53 (vs. Hiller von 
Gaertringen 1925–6, nr. 7): see Harter-Uibopuu 1998: 17 and 21 with literature and 
discussion.

15	 Plut. Arat. 24.3; Paus. 2.8.5, 7.7 (as well as Polyb. 2.43.5–6 with regard to Megara) with 
Magnetto 1997: 216 and 220, n. 4. See also Will 1966: 329–33; Urban 1979: 192–3 (but 
also 51); Bastini 1987: 20.

16	 Plut. Arat. 21.2; 23.1–4 with Walbank ad Polyb. 2.43.4 and 1933, 45–7, 168, 1957, 236; 
Pédech 1964: 458; Urban 1979: 48–54.

17	 Ἀργεῖοι supplementing αργι. The restoration is accepted by Magnetto 1997.
18	 Some precision in dating can be achieved based on general considerations and the indi-

cation of the strategos Aigialeus in the first line of the second inscription. As has been 
rightly noted, it is (a) highly probable that the arbitration was rendered after Epidauros, 
Corinth and Megara had joined the league (243, see above) and (b) unlikely to have 
taken place in the period when Megara was part of the Boiotian League (224–192: cf. 
Polyb. 20.6.8 with Hennig 1994: 327–9 including further reading). What is more, the 
epigraphic features suggest a date before 192 (Magnetto 1997: 216), and Aigialeus’s 
name is absent from the list of known strategoi for the years 234 to 224 (Sonne 1888: 
30–2, amending what was proposed by Droysen 1877, 32–79). Therefore, the arbitration 
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must be placed between 243 and 234. Given that the strategos of the years 242/1, 240/39 
and 238/7 is unknown (Dioetas’s strategy in 236/5 is fairly certain: Beloch 1927: 434; 
Niccolini 1914), it is to these years that the arbitration should be placed. It is possible, 
but not necessary, that it is close to the year of the entry into the league of those involved 
in the dispute. See Ager 1996: 116; Magnetto 1997: 217, and, more recently, Massinelli 
forthcoming b.

19	 1.15; Harter-Uibopuu 1998: 21 (vs. Daverio Rocchi 1988: 157–61).
20	 ἀλλ᾽ ὕστερον ἄλλας προσπληρώσαντες ἐς ἑπτὰ καὶ τριάκοντα παραπλέοντας αὐτοὺς 

καταδιώκουσιν ἐς Σπείραιον (Πειραιὸν MSS, corr. Müller) τῆς Κορινθίας: ἔστι δὲ λιμὴν 
ἐρῆμος καὶ ἔσχατος πρὸς τὰ μεθόρια τῆς Ἐπιδαυρίας. καὶ μίαν μὲν ναῦν ἀπολλύασι 
μετέωρον οἱ Πελοποννήσιοι, τὰς δὲ ἄλλας ξυναγαγόντες ὁρμίζουσιν (Thuc. 8.10.3, 
transl. J. M. Dent and E. P. Dutton).

21	 Bölte 1929; Magnetto 1997, nr. 28 (p. 223).
22	 Plin. N.H. 4.18; Ptol. Geog. 3.16.12–13.
23	 Harter-Uibopuu 1998: 22.
24	 Ager 1996: 117; Harter-Uibopuu 1998: 19.
25	 Smith 2018: 211.
26	 ll. 16 and 19 in the first inscription; ll. 4 and 92 Πειραιὸν MSS, corr. Müller 10 in the 

second one.
27	 ll. 4–5: κατὰ τὸν αἶνον τὸν τῶν Ἀ[χαι]ῶν.
28	 ll. 9–10: κα[τὰ] τ̣ὸν αἶνον τὸν τῶν Ἀχαιῶν; see Massinelli forthcoming a.
29	 Thuc. 8.10.3.
30	 Hdt. 3.52.7.
31	 The only other document that attests the intervention of the Boiotian koinon is IG VII 

2792, the dispute between Akraipheia and Kopai.
32	 ἐπὶ τ]ὸμ βωμὸν τῶ Δι[ὸς (perhaps the oracular shrine of the god/hero Trophonios). See 

Vollgraff 1902: 570; Wilhelm 1911: 13–19 nr. III; SEG 23.297 (= 44.412), cf. Schachter 
1981–1994, 3: 106–8 and n. 3 on p. 108; Ager 1996: nr. 16; Magnetto 1997, nr. 15; 
Bonnechere 2003: 25. On the cultic context, see more generally Kanellopoulos and 
Partida 2021, esp. 384.

33	 Roesch 1965: 61
34	 1996: 70.
35	 Roesch 1965: 61–2 (vs. Pappadakis 1916: 259, n.1); Sartre 1979: 216 n. 26; Roesch 

1982: 398.
36	 Followed by Schachter 1981–1994, 3: 78.
37	 Hdt. 1.46.
38	 Cf. Schachter 1981–1994, 3: 111–12; Kühr 2006: 284.
39	 SEG 60.507.
40	 Matthaiou 2014: 218–20; Kalliontzis’s interpretation would support a rather early exist-

ence of the koinon; for discussion and literature, see van Wijk 2017: 191–2; Beck 2025: 
36–8.

41	 Cf. e.g. Hes. fr. 157 Most; schol. Aristoph. nub. 508 with comments by Kühr 2006: 
278–9.

42	 Paus. 8.10.2.
43	 Paus. 9.37.5–6; Bonnechere 2003: 75.
44	 Located near Euripos southeast of Aulis, the city Hyria is already mentioned in Hom. Il. 

2.496. Cf. Kühr 2006: 278–9; Moggi and Osanna 2010 ad l. [p. 423].
45	 Hom. h. 3.295–7; cf. also Paus. 9.37.4 with Bonnechere 2003: 71.
46	 Schachter 1981–1994, 3: 75 and n. 7; Kühr 2006: 278, n. 23 and 297.
47	 Hdt. 8.134.
48	 IGVII 3055 (mid-fourth century), 3086, 3087 (mid-third century) with commentary by 

Bonnechere 2003: 27 with nr. 2 and 3.
49	 Fr. 155 Wehrli.
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50	 (FGrH 124 F 11 [τὸ δὲ Τροφώνιον ἐν Λεβαδείαι]; cf. also 22a); Schachter 1981–1994, 
3: 77 n. 2. Nafissi 1995, 162.

51	 Schachter 1981–1994, 3: 77. See, most recently, Tufano 2024: 89 with further sources 
and literature.

52	 See Müller et al. 2023: 574.
53	 Str. 9.2.38.
54	 Paus. 1.34.2: Lebadeia dedicated to Trophonios.
55	 Paus. 4.16.7: ἐς τὸ ἄδυτον ἱερὸν τοῦ Τροφωνίου τὸ ἐν Λεβαδείᾳ; 9.37.4. See Pirenne-

Delforge 2008: 325–31; Moggi and Osanna ad l. (p. 423).
56	 Fossey 1988: 322; Hansen 2004: 444.
57	 See esp. StV III 463 (cf. Müller 2011: 268; Scharff 2023: 178 and 184 with literature); 

FD III 3.102 with Müller 2021: 20; IG VII 2716, 2723, 2724, 2724a (all pre–280, 
although it is not clear how much earlier); 2724b (t.p.q. 272: Müller 2011: 268); CID 
IV 47; and Pausanias’s account on the festival of Daidala (9.3.5–8 with Knoepfler 2001: 
347) and their organization on a federal principle (by tele): “The combined evidence 
from Pausanias and the inscriptions implies that the Boiotian League operated on seven 
subdivisions, or federal telē” (Beck and Ganter 2015: 153). Cf. Busolt and Swoboda 
1920–1926: 1432–42; Roesch 1965: esp. 282–411; Larsen 1968: 178–80; Étienne and 
Knoepfler 1976: 263–350; Gullath 1982: 49–55; Buck 1993; Corsten 1999: 38–47; 
Müller 2011: 275–6; Beck and Ganter 2015: 152–6; Müller 2020: esp. 62–4.

58	 Cf. SEG 3.354; Lauffer 1976: nr. 8 with Roesch 1979: 247; IG VII 2723, 2724, 2724a, 
2724b; SEG 15.282 with Larsen 1968: 179; Corsten 1999: 42–3; Müller 2011: 272.

59	 Hell. Oxy. 19.3.
60	 Müller et al. 2023: 591.
61	 See Beck 1997: 92–3; Corsten 1999: 27–47 (and 39 on the similarity with the districts of 

the period 312–270 ca); Cartledge 2000; Müller 2011: esp. 262, 268; Beck and Ganter 
2015: 143; Kalliontzis 2020.

62	 Schachter 1981–1994, 1: 117–27, esp. 123, and, most recently, Tufano 2024: 95 with 
literature. See esp. IG IX.12 170 recording a treaty among the Boiotians, Aitolians and 
Phokians. In the inscription, dating to the end of the fourth century or the beginning of 
the third century bc, it is established that copies should be placed in sanctuaries, and 
in the case of the Boiotians these are the sanctuaries of Onchestos, Alalkomeneion and 
Koroneia (ll. 4–6).

63	 Schachter 1981–1994, 1: 123; Kühr 2006: 286 commenting on Pol. 4.3.5. See also Str. 
9.2.27–8; Plut. Narr.Am. 4. Quite how far back the festival stretched is difficult to deter-
mine, though a fragment of Pind. (fr. 94b.41–9 S–M) refers to the “celebrated victories 
with swift-footed horses […] by the famed shrine of Itonia”.

64	 IGVII 1764, esp. l. 8 (if the integration is to be considered correct), 2871 l. 17; SEG 
3.354 with comment by Roesch 1965: 107.

65	 On the relationship between city and territory of a sanctuary on the margins see, most 
recently, McInerney 2006.

66	 Cf. e.g. McInerney 2006: 53; Müller 2020: esp. 63, 65, both with previous literature.
67	 The “religious economy of sanctuaries”: cf. esp. Dignas 2002.
68	 Roesch 1965: 63 commenting on IG VII 3055; Str. 9.2.38; Paus. 9.37.4–6; 39, 5–14.
69	 Larsen 1968: 209–10.
70	 Cf. IG XI.4 643 and SIG3 444/5, n. 10 on a possible Melitaian Aitolian hieromnemon 

supporting a Melitaian membership around 260/59 (but note Klaffenbach’s scepticism: 
IG IX.12, XXI; a date around the 30s seems more safe: see Ager 1989: 110 with litera-
ture). See Flacelière 1937: 198–200; Hammond and Walbank 1988: 289; Piccirilli 1973, 
nr. 35; 51; Ager 1996, nr. 30, 32, 55, 56; Magnetto 1997, nr. 29; 31; 54; 55 with sources 
and bibliography. On the Aitolian control of that part of Thessaly, see most recently 
Grainger 1999: 100–12; Scholten 2000: 164–70; Helly 1995: 263, 2001: 245–8, 254–6, 
2009 passim and fig. 3 on p. 368; Haagsma et al. 2019: 300–1; Aston 2024: 343.
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71	 Hdt. 6.72 with comment by Sordi 1958: 101–3; Diod. 15.80.6 (on Alexander the tyrant) 
with the comment of Westlake 1935: 151–2; Dem. or. 18.211 with comment of Westlake 
1935: 192–3 and 211 (on Philip II).

72	 IGIX.12 188 + IG IX 2 add. p. XI 205 III B. The first inscription is the copy found in 
modern Avaritza, on the site of ancient Melitaia, and is preserved in a less fragmentary 
form; the second is the copy found in Delphi. Cf. Ager 1996, nr. 57; Magnetto 1997, nr. 
55.

73	 As already suggested by Magnetto 1997: 336 and 346.
74	 FD III 4, 351 (= IG IX 2 add. p. XI 205 II). Cf. Ager 1989: 109; 1996, nr. 30; Magnetto 

1997, nr. 29.
75	 IG IX 2, 89 (Ager 1996, nr. 32; Magnetto 1997, nr. 31). The evidence on the outcome of 

the dispute with Xyniai in the previous year (214 bc), on the other hand, is unclear and 
therefore not conclusive; if it was favourable to Melitaia, as seems to be indicated (Ager 
1989: 111; Magnetto 1997: 336), this would further support the thesis presented here.

76	 See, e.g., Ager 1996; Magnetto 1997; Lasagni 2019: 141–7.
77	 ll. 14–15.
78	 The lands   near Phyliadon most probably belonged to Pereia: FD III 4.351 ll. 16-38.
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