
PLUTARCH, AELIUS ARISTIDES AND 
THE INSCRIPTION FROM TROIZEN

The authenticity of the famous inscription from Troizen (EM
13330) has already been the subject of several articles. In my art-
icle in the ZPE 137 I have tried both to summarize the discussion
thus far and to reach a reasonable position concerning the inscrip-
tion’s authenticity.1 The controversy caused by this inscription is
not hard to understand, considering its sensational contents, which
imply that in 480 B. C., during the Persian invasion of Greece,
Athens was not deserted in panic after the battle at Artemisium, as
told by Herodotus and other ancient writers, but before, and that
the evacuation of the city was a carefully planned manœuvre. That
the inscription from Troizen is not a genuine early fifth century de-
cree of Themistocles stood clear already to the finder and the first
publisher of the inscription, Michael Jameson,2 but the opinion
that the inscription was either a ‘modernized’ version of a genuine
decree or that it at least contained some historical facts that were
traceable back to the Persian wars has lived on among several
scholars, without them having produced any valid arguments. The
arguments against its genuineness are, to my mind, solid. At once
I would like to point out to the reader of this paper that this is not
going to be an article aiming to debate on this issue, which in my
view ought to be considered as settled by now (at least until some
new valid evidence in favour of its genuineness shows up), but an
article in which I will argue that later writers, like Plutarch and
Aelius Aristides – we have text passages in some of their works that
are amazingly similar to parts of the inscription from Troizen –, did
not necessarily know the inscription from Troizen itself or its text.
Rather they seem to have had access to the same original textual
source as the author of the text of the inscription. That Plutarch
was familiar with the text of the inscription is an opinion which, 

1) M. Johansson, The Inscription from Troizen: a Decree of Themistocles?,
ZPE 137 (2001) 69–92.

2) M. Jameson, A Decree of Themistokles from Troizen, Hesperia 29 (1960)
198–223.



to my surprise, can be found sometimes. In J. L. Marr’s3 commen-
tary on Plutarch’s biography Themistocles for example, the author
writes the following on the issue: “Plutarch had almost certainly
seen a copy of this decree, a text which goes back at least to the
fourth century (compare Dem. 19.303), but he seems here to be
quoting from memory”. Apart from discussing the interrelations
between Plutarch, Aristides and the inscription from Troizen, it is
my aim to try to reconstruct as much as possible of a potential
common source.4 I will also shortly discuss how the story of the
early evacuation of Athens could have been invented in the first
place. Before advancing any further, I see it fit to recapitulate some
of the arguments against the decree’s genuineness, since some of
them are of substantial importance for my argumentation also in
this article. The most obvious is that epigraphic investigations
show that the inscription was cut no earlier than in the third cen-
tury B. C. (c. 275),5 which makes this century the absolute earliest
period for which the notion of an early evacuation of Athens can
be attested. The gods mentioned in the inscription have epithets
that we ought not to find in an Athenian inscription, as for example
Zeus pagkratÆw (lines 38–39) and Athena med°ousa (lines 4–5),6
but which are most likely literary, found in Attic theatrical writers.
These epithets contribute to the decree’s literary touch and so does
its low frequency of hiatus. These literary features serve as argu-
ments in favour of the inscription’s prototype being a literary text,
not an authentic early fifth century inscription.7
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3) J. L. Marr, Plutarch. Life of Themistocles, Warminster 1998, 93. Marr’s
opinion that Plutarch is quoting from memory stems from F. Frost, Plutarch’s
Themistocles. A Historical Commentary, Princeton N. J. 1980, 117–118.

4) No speculations about potential intermediary texts will be made, simply
because there are none preserved. The great similarities between the texts could
perhaps speak against the existence of too many of those.

5) S. Dow, The Purported Decree of Themistokles: Stele and Inscription,
AJA 66 (1962) 353–368.

6) The epithet med°ousa is not an “archaic, ritual epithet for Athena”, as
Marr (above n. 3) 93 writes, but in Athens it worked as a literary and poetical
epithet for the goddess. We do not know of any Athenian cult of Athena with this
epithet.

7) All references to the inscription from Troizen are to Jameson’s revised
version of the text: M. Jameson, A Revised Text of the Decree of Themistokles 
from Troizen, Hesperia 31 (1962) 310–315.



Let me begin by commenting on Marr’s statement above that
the text of the inscription from Troizen goes back to the fourth
century B. C. or even earlier. That Demosthenes8 mentions a decree
of Themistocles cannot be used as an argument in favour of our
decree’s existence in the fourth century B. C.9 No one doubts that
Themistocles proposed some kind of a decree in 480 B. C., but
there is no evidence whatsoever for the decree mentioned by
Demosthenes in the 340s B. C. being either a genuine decree of
Themistocles or the text from the inscription from Troizen. The
earliest evidence we have for the existence of the text of the
inscription from Troizen is, as stated above, the inscription itself,
and everything we say concerning its text being older than the in-
scription will be only speculations.

So, somewhere during the first decades of the third century
B. C., that is if the inscription really could be dated to this period,
a text existed, which either was fully copied on the stele at Troizen
or served as source for the author of the text on it. The latter seems
more probable. And since we have parts of three later literary texts
which seem to have been influenced by the same text as the author
of the inscription, namely Plutarch’s Themistocles 10.410 and
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8) Demosthenes 19.303 t¤w ı toÁw makroÁw ka‹ kaloÁw lÒgouw §ke¤nouw dhm-
hgor«n, ka‹ tÚ Miltiãdou ka‹ tÚ Yemistokl°ouw cÆfismÉ énagign≈skvn ka‹ tÚn §n
t“ t∞w ÉAglaÊrou t«n §fÆbvn ˜rkon; oÈx otow;

9) See e. g.. J. Buckler, Philip II and the Sacred War, Leiden 1989, 116 n. 7.
10) Plu. Them. 10.4–5 kratÆsaw d¢ tª gn≈m˙ cÆfisma grãfei, tØn m¢n pÒlin

parakatay°syai tª ÉAyhnò tª ÉAyhn«n medeoÊs˙, toÁw d' §n ≤lik¤& pãntaw
§mba¤nein efiw tåw triÆreiw, pa›daw d¢ ka‹ guna›kaw ka‹ éndrãpoda s–zein ßka-
ston …w ín dÊnhtai. kurvy°ntow d¢ toË chf¤smatow ofl ple›stoi t«n ÉAyhna¤vn
Ípej°yento geneåw ka‹ guna›kaw efiw Troiz∞na, filot¤mvw pãnu t«n Troizhn¤vn Ípo-
dexom°nvn: ka‹ går tr°fein §chf¤santo dhmos¤&, dÊo ÙboloÁw •kãstƒ didÒntew,
ka‹ t∞w Ùp≈raw lambãnein §je›nai toÁw pa›daw pantaxÒyen, ¶ti d' Íp¢r aÈt«n di-
daskãloiw tele›n misyoÊw. tÚ d¢ cÆfisma NikagÒraw ¶gracen. “At last his opinion
prevailed, and so he introduced a bill providing that the city be entrusted for safe
keeping to Athena, the patroness of Athens, but that all the men of military age em-
bark on the triremes, after finding for their children, wives and servants such safety
as each best could. Upon the passage of this bill, most of the Athenians bestowed
their children and wives in Troezen, where the Troezenians very eagerly welcomed
them. They actually voted to support them at the public cost, allowing two obols 
a day to each family, and to permit the boys to pluck of the vintage fruit everywhere,
and besides to hire teachers for them. The bill was introduced by a man whose name
was Nicagoras” (Translation from Plutarch’s Lives. Themistocles and Camillus;
Aristides and Cato Major; Cimon and Lucullus. Vol. 2. Loeb. Translated by B. Per-
rin, Cambridge and London 1914 [repr. 1997], 29–31).



Aelius Aristides’ Oration 1.154 (the Panathenaic Oration)11 and
Oration 3.247 (To Plato: in Defence of Oratory),12 I will try to re-
construct some of the things this text might have said. By compar-
ing these three text passages with the text of the inscription from
Troizen we may come a little bit closer to what information the
original textual source actually contained. It may, to begin with, be
stressed that, concerning the evacuation of Athens, Plutarch and
Aristides13 do not agree with the text of the inscription, which im-
plies that Athens was evacuated before the battle of Artemisium.14

But Plutarch’s mentioning of Themistocles’ trying to make the citi-
zens of Athens embark on their ships and meet the Persians at sea
already before Tempe (Them. 7.1–215) suggests that the common
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11) Aristid. Or. 1.154 suneidÒtew ¶jvyen oÔsan tª pÒlei tØn fulakØn cÆ-
fisma poioËntai, tØn m¢n pÒlin §pitr°cai tª polioÊxƒ ye“, pa›daw d¢ ka‹ guna›kaw
efiw Troiz∞na parakatay°syai, aÈto‹ d¢ gumnvy°ntew t«n peritt«n probal°syai
tØn yãlattan. “[The people of Athens…] who had recognized that the city’s pro-
tection lay without, passed a decree, to entrust the city to the Goddess Cityholder,
and to deposit their wives and children at Troezen, and themselves stripped of
encumbrance, to use the sea as their shield” (Translation from P. Aelius Aristides.
The Complete Works. Vol. 1. Translated by C. A. Behr, Leiden 1986, 36).

12) Aristid. Or. 3.247 (Yemistokl∞w) grãfei tÚ cÆfisma toËto, tØn m¢n pÒlin
parakatay°syai ÉAyhnò ÉAyhn«n medeoÊs˙: pa›daw d¢ ka‹ guna›kaw efiw Troiz∞na
Ípeky°syai, toÁw d¢ presbÊtaw efiw Salam›na, toÁw d' êllouw §mbãntaw efiw tåw
triÆreiw Íp¢r t∞w §leuyer¤aw égvn¤zesyai. “[Themistocles] wrote this famous
decree: that they entrust the city to Athena, ruler of Athens, remove their children
and women to safety at Troezen, and the old men at Salamis, and that the others em-
bark on the triremes and fight for freedom” (Translation from P. Aelius Aristides.
The Complete Works. Vol. 1. Translated by C. A. Behr, Leiden 1986, 197).

13) Aristid. Or. 1.154 sumbãntow går toË per‹ tåw PÊlaw pãyouw; Aristid. Or.
3.246 énaxvrhsãntvn går épÉ ÉArtemis¤ou t«n ÑEllÆnvn.

14) The only other ancient source placing the evacuation before Artemisium
is Cornelius Nepos (Them. 2.6–3.1), but his version of the evacuation is hardly
reliable (cf. M. Johansson, Thucydides on the Evacuation of Athens in 480 B. C.,
MH 60 [2003] 1–5, n. 3).

15) Plu. Them. 7.1–2 paralab∆n d¢ tØn érxØn eÈyÁw m¢n §pexe¤rei toÁw
pol¤taw §mbibãzein efiw tåw triÆreiw, ka‹ tØn pÒlin ¶peiyen §klipÒntaw …w prosv-
tãtv t∞w ÑEllãdow épantçn t“ barbãrƒ katå yãlattan. §nistam°nvn d¢ poll«n
§jÆgage pollØn stratiån efiw tå T°mph metå Lakedaimon¤vn, …w aÈtÒyi prokindu-
neusÒntvn t∞w Yessal¤aw, oÎpv tÒte mhd¤zein dokoÊshw. “On assuming the com-
mand, he straightaway went to work to embark the citizens on their triremes, and
tried to persuade them to leave their city behind them and go as far as possible away
from Hellas to meet the Barbarians by sea. But many opposed this plan, and so he
led forth a large army to the vale of Tempe, along with the Lacedaemonians, in order
to make a stand there in defence of Thessaly, which was not yet at that time suppos-
ed to be medising” (Translation from Plutarch’s Lives. Themistocles and Camillus;



source also mentioned this, perhaps with a decision to sail to Arte-
misium following immediately upon Themistocles’ first suggestion
and immediately after the Tempe expedition as we read it in
Plutarch’s text (Them. 7.216). Because of this possible early sugges-
tion by Themistocles, the author of the text of the inscription from
Troizen perhaps confused the actions that led up to the evacuation
after Artemisium.

There are striking similarities between Plutarch, Aristides and
the fragmentary inscription from Troizen:

The inscription lines 4–5: tØ[m] m¢n pÒ[lin par]akat[ay°]syai t∞i
ÉAyhnçi t∞i ÉAyhn«m [medeo]Ê[shi]

Plutarch, Them. 10.4: tØn m¢n pÒlin parakatay°syai tª ÉAyhnò tª
ÉAyhn«n medeoÊs˙

Aristides, Or. 3.247: tØn m¢n pÒlin parakatay°syai ÉAyhnò
ÉAyhn«n medeoÊs˙

(Aristides, Or. 1.154: tØn m¢n pÒlin §pitr°cai tª polioÊxƒ ye“)

In the text of the inscription, the phrase continues with “all other
gods” k[a‹ to›w êll]oiw yeo›w. One wonders why Plutarch and
Aristides did not quote the continuation if they had seen the
decree. This perhaps could serve as an argument against Plutarch’s
and Aristides’ being familiar with the text of the stele. Perhaps,
though, Aristides’ statement, in his praise of the decree,17 when
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Aristides and Cato Major; Cimon and Lucullus. Vol. 2. Loeb. Translated by B. Per-
rin, Cambridge and London 1914 [repr. 1997], 19).

16) Plu. Them. 7.2 metå ne«n §pÉ ÉArtem¤sion tå stenå fulãjvn.
17) Aristides, Or. 3.249–50 (Behr’s translation [above n. 11] 198): “This

decree is the fairest, most glorious, most perfect evidence of all under the sun in re-
gard to virtue, containing successive proofs of all the best qualities, confidence in
the gods, pride in self, the willingness to suffer anything before trying something
shameful, and also in addition, of the preservation of one’s original resolve, and of
not bearing a grudge against those in similar circumstances, even if they seemed to
have preferred to act like those in dissimilar circumstances. (250) It seems to me that
no flatterer spoke this decree, with lowered gaze, and having yielded before his
audience, but some god spoke it by means of Themistocles’ voice. Indeed, does
Mithaecus, who composed the Sicilian cookbook, or the petty merchant Sarambus,
for now I have remembered his name, seem to you to have composed such things?



saying that the decree shows the Athenians’ confidence in their
gods (Aristid. Or. 3.249 toË yarre›n to›w yeo›w), could serve as an
argument in favour of other gods being mentioned in his source.
That the sentence tØn m¢n pÒlin parakatay°syai tª ÉAyhnò tª
ÉAyhn«n medeoÊs˙ was found in the original document I believe we
can say for certain.

The inscription lines 6–9: ÉAyhna¤ou[w d¢ a]Èt[oÁw ka‹ toÁw j°no]uw
toÁw ofikoËntaw ÉAyÆnhsi [tå t°k]n[a ka‹ tåw guna›k]aw efiw Troi-
z∞na katay°syai [prostãtou ˆntow Piy°vw] toË érxhg°tou t∞w
x≈raw

Plutarch, Them. 10.4–5: pa›daw d¢ ka‹ guna›kaw ka‹ éndrãpoda
s–zein ßkaston …w ín dÊnhtai. kurvy°ntow d¢ toË chf¤smatow ofl
ple›stoi t«n ÉAyhna¤vn Ípej°yento geneåw ka‹ guna›kaw efiw Troi-
z∞na, filot¤mvw pãnu t«n Troizhn¤vn Ípodexom°nvn

Aristides, Or. 3.247: pa›daw d¢ ka‹ guna›kaw efiw Troiz∞na
Ípeky°syai

Aristides, Or. 1.154: pa›daw d¢ ka‹ guna›kaw efiw Troiz∞na para-
katay°syai

Here we read in Plutarch that each man should provide the best he
could for the safety of his children, wives and slaves. This does not
fit very well with the seemingly well-ordered evacuation plans in
the decree from Troizen. Marr18 states that “this is probably be-
cause he has been influenced by Herodotus’ narrative at 8.41,
where a proclamation is made to the effect that everyone should get
his children and members of his household to safety as best he
could”. It may very well be so, but the rest of Plutarch’s text gives
the impression that he has used the same source as the author of the
inscription from Troizen, a source that probably said that children
and wives were to be transported to Troizen. Herodotus writes
that most Athenians transported their children and slaves to
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Compare with this decree, if you wish, the compositions and the laws of the
sophists, for I do not need to mention names. I do not think that it would appear
less honourable than many of them.”

18) Marr (above n. 3) 93. Cf. Frost (above n. 3) 118: “no decree passed by the
people could have contained such a phrase.”



Troizen, but some to Salamis and Aegina (Hdt. 8.41 t°kna te ka‹
toÁw ofik°taw . . . ofl m¢n ple›stoi §w Troiz∞na ép°steilan, ofl d¢ §w
A‡ginan, ofl d¢ §w Salam›na).

The following phrases of our texts, Plutarch’s geneåw ka‹
guna›kaw efiw Troiz∞na, Aristides’ pa›daw d¢ ka‹ guna›kaw efiw Troi-
z∞na and the inscription’s [tå t°k]n[a ka‹ tåw guna›k]aw efiw Troi-
z∞na, are derived from a common source, but it is hard to guess
which word for ‘children’ it had.19 Perhaps Plutarch uses geneãw
variationis gratia here because of his use of pa›daw a couple of
words earlier. As both Plutarch and Aristides (Or. 3.247) use the
verb Ípekt¤yemai this word is perhaps what they read in their
original source (in the decree we read katat¤yemai).20 The similar-
ity between our texts once again shows that probably the same
source was used.

The inscription lines 10–12: t[oÁw d¢ presbÊtaw ka‹ tå] ktÆmata
efiw Salam›na katay°[s]y[ai: toÁw d¢ tam¤aw ka‹ t]åw fler°aw §n t∞i
ékropÒle[i m°nein fulãttontaw tå t«]n ye«n

Plutarch, Them. 10.9: ka¤toi polÁn m¢n ofl diå g∞raw ÍpoleipÒmenoi
t«n polit«n ¶leon e‰xon: ∑n d° tiw ka‹ épÚ t«n ≤m°rvn ka‹ sun-
trÒfvn z–vn §pikl«sa glukuyum¤a, metÉ »rug∞w ka‹ pÒyou sum-
parayeÒntvn §mba¤nousi to›w •aut«n trofeËsin

Aristides, Or. 3.247: toÁw d¢ presbÊtaw efiw Salam›na

Why Plutarch writes that the old remained in Athens when the city
was deserted is not an easy question to answer. Perhaps the story
of the old being left behind just contributed to making his story the
more moving.21 But the mentioning of the tame animals that were
left behind in Plutarch’s text is found also in Aristides (Or. 3.251
t«n kun«n fasi t«n xeiroÆyvn »ruom°nvn prÚw tØn épÒleicin ka‹
t«n êllvn yremmãtvn §fepom°nvn êxri t∞w yalãtthw pollØn tØn

349Plutarch, Aelius Aristides and the Inscription from Troizen

19) Diodorus, when writing that the Athenians transported their children,
wives and useful articles to Salamis (D. S. 11.13.4 t°kna ka‹ guna›kaw ka‹ t«n êllvn
xrhs¤mvn . . . efiw Salam›na) uses t°kna, as does Herodotus (8.41) as we have seen.

20) Cf. Lysias 2.33 Ípeky°menoi d¢ pa›daw ka‹ guna›kaw ka‹ mht°raw efiw
Salam›na.

21) Herodotus (8.51) says that the treasurers and the needy men remained.



sÊgxusin e‰nai), wherefore they might have used the same lost
source. That source possibly was that which also contained a
Themistocles decree. In this decree, an urge to transport the old to
Salamis, as we read it in the inscription and in Aristides, probably
was found.

The inscription lines 12–16: toÁw d¢ êllouw ÉAyh[na¤ouw ëpantaw
ka‹ toÁw j°]nouw toÁw ≤b«ntaw efisba¤nein e[fiw tåw •toima-
sy]e[¤]s[a]w diakos¤aw naËw ka‹ émÊnes[yai] t[Úm bãrbaron Íp¢r
t∞]w §leuyer¤aw t∞w te •aut«n [ka‹ t«n êllvn ÑEllÆnvn] . . .

Plutarch, Them. 10.4: toÁw dÉ §n ≤lik¤& pãntaw §mba¤nein efiw tåw
triÆreiw

Aristides, Or. 3.247: toÁw dÉ êllouw §mbãntaw efiw tåw triÆreiw Íp¢r
t∞w §leuyer¤aw égvn¤zesyai

The orders that the Athenians were to embark on their ships (in all
our three texts above) and fight for freedom (Aristides and the in-
scription) probably stem from a common source. And since we
read about an age limit for those who were to embark on those
ships in the decree and in Plutarch, this probably is what their
common source said.

The inscription line 45–46: toÁw m¢n meyesthkÒtaw tå [d°ka] ¶th
épi°nai efiw Salam›na

Plutarch, Them. 11.1: grãfei cÆfisma, to›w §p‹ xrÒnƒ meyest«sin
§je›nai katelyoËsi prãttein ka‹ l°gein tå b°ltista . . .

Here we read in the inscription from Troizen that those who had
been banished for a period of ten years should go to Salamis. We
must remember that the decree read in the inscription is presented
as passed be fore the battle of Artemisium, while in Plutarch’s text
the banished are not ordered to return until a f t e r the battle, when
the Greeks were already assembled at Salamis.22
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22) Also Herodotus (8.79), as Plutarch, thinks of a last minute recall of the
ostracized when the Greeks were already at Salamis.



Marr23 writes that Plutarch’s “to›w . . . meyest«sin was prob-
ably suggested by the text of the Themistocles Decree”. mey¤sthmi
is used in other texts in the sense of ‘banish’,24 but, of course, there
is a chance that this word was used by the common source of
Plutarch and the author of the inscription from Troizen.25 What is
probable, though, is that this source mentioned the recall of the os-
tracized. But Plutarch makes it clear that he knew that this recall
belonged to another decree, something that the author of the text
of the inscription from Troizen must have misunderstood. Never-
theless, the account of the recall of the ostracized in Plutarch’s
Themistocles could very well have been influenced by the same
source as the author of the text of the inscription from Troizen.26

The text of the inscription from Troizen stems from a literary
source.27 Perhaps the source for the decree was found in one of the
many writers of universal history in the Hellenistic period.28 It
probably was not found in any of the Atthides, since the epithet for
Athena, med°ousa, would not have been used by someone more
deeply familiar with Attic history.29 The text of the inscription
from Troizen was not to be found in this original source, since in
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23) Marr (above n. 3) 97–98.
24) On mey¤sthmi, see J. Kennelly, Archaisms in the Troizen Decree, CQ

N. S. 40 (1990) 539–541.
25) Cf. e. g. Plutarch, Arist. 8.1 lÊsantew tÚn nÒmon §chf¤santo to›w mey-

est«si kãyodon. The fact that Plutarch refers to ostracism as metãstasin §t«n d°ka
in Arist. 7.2 and uses metast∞sai for ‘ostracize’ in Arist. 7.5 (ˆstrakon lab∆n
ßkastow ka‹ grãcaw ˘n §boÊleto metast∞sai t«n polit«n) makes it plausible that
Plutarch could have used to›w . . . meyest«sin without referring to a possible The-
mistocles decree.

26) Plutarch puts the recall earlier in the Aristides (8.1 J°rjou diå Yettal¤aw
ka‹ Boivt¤aw §laÊnontow).

27) Apart from the things stated concerning the decree’s literary touch in the
beginning of this article, cf. also W. K. Pritchett (Herodotus and the Themistocles
Decree, AJA 66 [1962] 45) who claims that the symmetric arrangements of m°n and
d° in lines 4, 41 and 45, as well as the use of the particles d¢ ka¤ in lines 18, 23, 26,
28, and 44 do not belong to a document of 480. Chr. Habicht (Falsche Urkunden
zur Geschichte Athens im Zeitalter der Perserkriege, Hermes 89 [1961] 7) argues
that the lines of the decree in which Themistocles is urging the Athenians to fight
for their liberty together with the other Greeks give a literary impression.

28) Cf. Dionysius of Halicarnassus (De Compositione Verborum 4.30), who
speaks of the endless number (mur¤ouw) of historians that no one could “bear to read
to the final flourish of the pen”.

29) Cf. n. 6 above.



that case Plutarch could hardly have used it without commenting
on the early evacuation of Athens in it. More likely another docu-
ment, a decree30 quoted by the Hellenistic historians, is the source
for the author of the text of the inscription from Troizen as well as
for Plutarch and Aristides.

Plutarch was probably not used by Aristides, according to
C. A. Behr:31 “Despite many close parallels between Plutarch and
Aristides, because of some striking differences, I very much doubt
that Aristides used Plutarch. I suspect that they both employed a
common source, probably Ephorus.” Ephorus seems to have be-
come a veritable fountainhead for almost everything concerning
the Persian wars that cannot be traced back to Herodotus.32 But
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30) Therefore Plutarch’s kurvy°ntow d¢ toË chf¤smatow and Aristides’
cÆfisma poioËntai and (Yemistokl∞w) grãfei tÚ cÆfisma toËto.

31) C. A. Behr, P. Aelius Aristides. The Complete Works. Vol 1. Orations 1–
16, Leiden 1986, 528–529.

32) So e. g. in C. Hignett, Xerxes’ Invasion of Greece, Oxford 1963, 463. As
I perhaps need not say again, the evacuation of Athens in 480 B. C. has been the
cause for much controversy, ever since Jameson found the inscription from Troizen
in 1959 and a year later published the first edition. The account of the evacuation of
Athens, given by Herodotus (8.41) and supported by several other, though later,
ancient sources, was being put to the test. Was Athens desperately evacuated when
the Greeks could no longer keep up their defence at Thermopylae and Artemisium,
as reported by Herodotus, or was the city evacuated in good time, before the Per-
sians had even reached Thermopylae, as implied by the inscription from Troizen?
And was not this early evacuation supported also by Cornelius Nepos, in his bio-
graphy Themistocles (2.7–8)? How do we explain this coincident? It is here that
Ephorus has played a role. For Hignett, who is a critic of the decree’s genuineness,
but who obviously feels an urge to explain why Nepos speaks of an early evacu-
ation, Ephorus becomes the solution. Hignett simply states that Nepos perhaps
found his version in Ephorus’ account of the evacuation, without coming up with
any proof at all for the account of an early evacuation of Athens in a text of Ephorus.
This is a typical example of Ephorus the fountainhead. And P. Green, in his The
Greco-Persian Wars (Berkeley / Los Angeles 1996, 134–135), quotes Ephorus out
of the work of Diodorus in the most peculiar way. In a part of his work dealing with
Thermopylae, Green writes that “Ephorus makes a revealing comment”, thereafter
quotes a passage that the reader first assumes to be the words of Ephorus, and ends
it with a reference to Diodorus 11.6.3–4. We, of course, have no way of knowing
that every word in Diodorus’ history is the words of Ephorus, even though it is
generally held that Ephorus is Diodorus’ main source for the classical period. When
used in this way, Ephorus is used to put some weight behind the lightweight
Diodorus. No one could compare Diodorus to Herodotus in terms of importance
as a historian. But Ephorus, whom we cannot judge ourselves, gives weight to
Diodorus’ account. Ephorus was much appreciated during antiquity, he was fairly
acquainted with naval warfare, at least according to Polybius (12.25), who also states



concerning the evacuation of Athens in 480 B. C. Ephorus cannot
be proven to have been the source for Plutarch or Aristides. But it
is probably right that Aristides and Plutarch used the same source,
and Aristides’ praise of a Themistocles decree33 suggests that he
had read one but that he did not get access to it through Plutarch.
Let us reconstruct some of the contents of this lost original source
from the words of Plutarch, Aristides and the text of the inscrip-
tion from Troizen.

It is clear from both Plutarch and Aristides that in their com-
mon source Athens was not deserted before Artemisium. It is on
the other hand probable that it mentioned something about
Themistocles’ trying to make the Athenians embark on their ships
and meet the Persians at sea already before Tempe, since Plutarch
mentions it, and this could perhaps explain the misunderstanding
in the text of the inscription concerning the date of the decree for
the manning of the fleet as well as for the date of the evacuation. It
is possible that this source also contained a story about the animals
that were left behind when Athens was deserted, as Plutarch and
Aristides report this, while Herodotus does not. The original
source most likely must also have contained some information
about the recall of the ostracized. It is also highly probable that this 
text contained a passage that claimed to be Themistocles’ genuine
decree of 480 B. C., since our preserved texts speak in favour of
this. We can be quite sure that this decree must have contained a
phrase in which Athens was to be entrusted to Athena med°ousa,
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that he was unacquainted with battles on land, and he was active in a time closer to
the actual events. But most important for statements such as the one by Green
above, is that we have no access to his work, a fact that makes him useful. Without
Ephorus, Diodorus’ account probably would be regarded only half as important.
Ephorus has also, we learn from A. R. Burn’s Persia and the Greeks: the Defence of
the West, c. 546–478 B. C. (Stanford CA 1962 [rev. 1984 with a postscript by
D. M. Lewis], 374) been suggested as the one having discovered the famous docu-
ments that showed up in the fourth century, claiming to belong to the Persian wars,
namely the oath of Plataeae and the treaty with the king at the peace of Callias. All
this because of Diodorus’ quoting of the above-mentioned oath and retelling of the
treaty. Again, how can we know that Diodorus builds on Ephorus? In the intro-
duction to his work, Burn (ibid. 10) writes that Diodorus’ “main and perhaps sole
source on Greece proper in the fifth century was the popular, readable and
‘romantic’ work of the fourth-century Ephoros” and that Ephorus perhaps derived
details on the battle of Salamis “from one of the dry and factual pre-Herodoteans”.
These kinds of speculations concerning Ephorus are, I think, far too common.

33) Quoted in n. 17 above.



and that children and wives were to be transported to Troizen,
while the old were to be transported to Salamis. It probably urged
all the Athenians of a certain age to embark on their ships and fight
for freedom. It is hard to see that there could have been a phrase in
the decree quoted in this text urging some people to remain on the
Acropolis, even if a story of some people being left behind in the
city while the rest of Attica was deserted probably was found in the
surrounding text.

The common source for Plutarch, Aristides and the text of 
the inscription from Troizen cannot have been in existence much
earlier than c. 300 B. C., since none of the classical writers seems to
have known its distinctive features. The figure below shows how
our preserved texts were influenced by a common source. But since
the date of the inscription cannot be epigraphically exactly deter-
mined, we perhaps ought to think of the inscription as being closer
in time to the age of Plutarch and Aristides than has previously
been argued.
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Common original source
c. 300 B. C.?

Plutarch
c. A. D. 100 Aristides

c. A. D. 150

Inscription from Troizen
c. 275 B. C.?


