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NINO LURAGHI - ANNA MAGNETTO 

The Controversy between Megalopolis and Messene 
in a New Inscription from Messene 

(With an Appendix by CHRISTIAN HABICHT) 

During the excavations of the ago ra ofMessene, in the summer of2004, a large square 

Iimestone foundati o n came to Iight nea r the northeastern corner of a Doric tempIe 

currently identified as the tempIe of the heroine Messene. On the fo undatio n, four 

Iimestone o rthostates of about o ne meter by two had o riginally stood supporting pre

sumably some so rt of sI ab that ca rried a multiple equestrian monument. Only two of 

the orthostates were stili in situ, Iying flat on their fa ce on the ground near the foun 

dation. Once they were Ii fted, one of them turned out to be com pletely covered by an 

inscription rllnn ing for some 190 Iines divided in four colllmns. The field director 

KLEANTH IS SIO IROPOULOS immed iately recognized that the m issing top left corner 

ofthe orthostate had been fo und in the sam e area the year before. lt preserved tbe fìrst 

words o f the fìrst six lines of the inscription. 

The text incllldes a dossier of dOCllments, in a forma t COlll ll1 0n in the I-Iellen istic 

pp!·ied. The fi rst and longest, rllnning for lO l Iines and taking IIp the first two col

umns, is a decree of the assembly of the Messenians summarizing an hitherto lIn 

known terr itorial controversy between Messene and Megalopolis that constituted its 

hi~torical background and mandating that the whole dossier be inscribed o n the 

~aepov ... lÌ oi irrm:ìç ÈVTl (lines 92-93), clearly our monllment. The other three 

documen ts that com pose the dossier are, in that order, a challenge from the polis of 

Megalopolis to the polis of Messene, a fìne imposed on the Messenians by the magl~-

In the process of preparing the present artide, the authors have incllrred many debts. PETROS 
THEM ELIS has been insllperably liberai in sharing information on this text even before its pub
Iication and in allowing access to the inscription itself. KLEAN THIS SID IROPOULOS, the fìeld 
director of the Messene Excavations, has generously provided help and hospitality on multiple 
occasions. Count less discussions with CH RI ST IAN HAB ICH T have contribllted to the present 
publication in more ways than can be acknowledged. CHRI STOPHER )ONES and MICHAEL 
WORRLE have allowed us to profì t from their superior expertise. GER HARD THUR, in an on
going discllssion of the legai aspects of the dossier, has been a continllolls source of challenges, 
st imuli, and ideas. NL wOll ld Iike to thank him especially for a well-timed invitation to Vienna 
present and discuss th is doclll11ent, as well as THOMAS HEINE NIELSEN for an invitation to Co
penhagen which cO Ilstitllted a welcome Stil1111I11S to bring pen to papero AM's research has been 
supported by fllnds of the European Union (7th PQ/2007- 2013, PIEF-GA-2009- 253582). 
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trates ofthe Achaian League, and fìnally an arbitration of a panel ofMilesian jlldges in 

favor of the Messenians. In 2008, PETROS THEMEl.I S has published a preliminary text 

of the first two colll mns, based on a comprehensive decipherment of the inscri ption 

with the help of VOUL A BARDANT and with cont ribll tions by other scholars. Th e 

present study represents a first attempt at illllminati ng the historical circumstances 

presllpposed and/or referred to in this c!ocument. Since the text is stili relatively little 

known, we begin by providing our own version of it with a few textual notes and an 

English translation .1 Fig. 1. 

'f' a <p da fl] a 

È1tElO~ lia-raa[xov]-rwv TWV AX"QlwV 

'Evoavlav liaì [ITuÀ]avav, -raç ÙÈ rroÀE

oç àrroliaTaa[-ra8da]aç €Ìç -ràv auvrroÀl-

5 -rdav -rw[v AXQlwv], -rò flÈv rrpw-rov ~ 8ÉÀll 

aav Mey[aÀorroÀl-r]al olà -rwv Axalwv à<pEÀÉ

[a8al àfllv -ra l e; TE rroÀElç liaì Tàv xwpav -ràv 

['Evoavlliàv li]aì ITUÀçtVlliàv rraaav ahllfla 

[TE -- ca. 7 -- ]0 -roùç AXQloùç, -rwv oÈ AXQl-

10 [wv a]u-rolç [àv-r]Emav-rwv fl~ lia rrEPl8ÉflEV 

[M E]yaÀorroÀl-ralç -ràv Mwaavlwv, rraÀlv 

[2- 3 ]<pav f..V -ral f..V '1\ÀEl auvoowl 8ÉÀElV lipI8~ 

[Vfl] vEV rr08' à~lÉ, rrEpl-rE -raç rrpo-rEpoV xwpaç 

ç.VTEÀÉyoaav à~LÌv liaì rrEpì -raç 'Evoavlliaç 

15 liaì ITuÀavlliaç liaì à~l(lJV auvEÀoflÉvwv lip l

T~pLOV rrOl' aUToùç o liaì aUToì auvw06liq

aav -roùç àYEflovaç ArroÀÀwvloav 'E-rE

apxou, AÀÉ~avopov AÀE~avopou, KÀÉav

opov KÀEavopou Llliuwvlouç, '1\ Pxwva (J)IÀO-

20 liÀÉOç, 'E~alvElov 'E~alvÉTou A iYlpà-raç, <I)a

Àalipov (J)QlvoÀaou, Aa<pEloq 3EVOliÀÉOç, 

L TlarrUpOv L Tlam;pOu, t.a ~lo~EvOV KÀw

~Évou, '1\ vTavopov t.a~lo~ÉvOU AiylEl ç, '1\ v

Tavopov 'YrrEpplou t.u~lavlov, 'Emlipa-rq Kafl -

25 \jIla, ropyloav N lliloa, v Apxaolwva A.É

OVTOç (J)apau::ìç, KaÀÀllipaTll eEO~É-

vou AWVTli <JlOV, N l liOOpO~LOV (J) IÀla-rloa, 

(J)lÀwva La-rupou AÀElouç, liaì rrEpì -rou-rwv 

f..v<JlaÀou yEvOpÉvou àplv, àrrooov-

30 -rEç ol MeyaÀorroÀhal opouç ArroÀÀwvl

OQl-rWl aTpaTaywl Taç TE 'Evoavlliaç 

I Beside the editio princeps, TI-lE ME Ll S 2008, see also A RNAOUTOGLOU 2009/ lO. 
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xaì f1uÀavlxàç xaì Tàç f\xpEl<xnoç xaì 

BmflaTLOç, xaì a~lwv ano06vTwv TOÙç 

nfplÉxovTaç opouç anò NÉOaç axpl KÀf-

35 oÀaiaç, xa8wç ÉaTl apiv a xwpa, napa

yfVO~U~vwv TWV OlxaaTàv cìç TÒ Kap

vflamov xaì unoOCl~avTwv apwv E

J:(aTÉptùV Tàv xwpav xa8wç xaì TOÙç 0-
[po ]uç unfOwxa~lfç, xaì yfvo~lÉvaç 

40 [Ev]1"Wl KapVf LQaiwlOlXQloÀoyiaç Enì 

[Mo a ]pÉpaç pf 8' MaToç, unò pèv Tàç 

[f\xpCla]-rloç xaì Bmflanoç unOa1"aVTWV 

[TWV M f ]yaÀonoÀlTàv, TOÙç oè KaÀlu

[-raç où na]uauvTwv avnnol1iaaa8al 

45 [a~liv onwç] aÀÀo XpmiplOV pnaÀa

[~OVTWV TWV K]aÀ laTàv naÀlv xp iVWV-ral 

[EXUTEpOl aÙTw ]v no8' apÉ, apwv oè au

[--- ca. 9- 10 -- xpl]alv nOTi TE KaÀla-raç 

[xaì MEyaÀonoÀiTjaç nf pì Tàç f\xpElanoç 

50 [xaì BmClanoç xaì au ] vEÀo~lÉVWV Olxaa

[T~p lOV Tàv noÀlv TW]V AìylÉWV xaì Olxal

[oÀoyiaç yEvopÉvaç] MEyaÀonoÀlTàv 

[pÈv? --- ca. 11 --- on] f\xpClcmç vacat 

Second co lumn 

xaì BmElàTlç f\pxaoia dì'q xaì] Mf-

55 yaÀonoÀinç, a~lwv oè Ol[Ojçwxov

TWV an Mwaavia d q, ovnùv ExaTòv 

TwaapuxovTa EnTà TWV xplvovnÙv 

xaì -rauTàv pnaÀa~ovTwv KaÀla 

TUV xaì MEyaÀonoÀlTàv \jIa<pouç 

60 Ema, apwv ÒÈ ExaTòv Twaapu

XOVTa, Xp lVUVTWV MEaaaviav EÌ

~lfV Tàv xwpav Tav f\XpElàTlV xaì 

BmElàTlv xaTà TOÙç opouç ouç unf

OtlJXapEç Toiç xOlvoiç Oa~llopyoiç, 

65 UaTEpOV, EnEÌ imEyp.çt\jla~lE8a nEpì 

TWV xapmllv TWV EX -raù-raç Tàç xw

paç Tàl noÀfl TWV MEyaÀonoÀlTàv 

-raÀavTou omÀaaiou, Ènfì Àa~ou

aa ~lwoxoivouç TOÙç xapnoùç où-

70 X unEoioou, xaì XfXplpÉVWV a~lwv 

nEpì Tàç xtlJpaç naÀlv apÈ npoExa-

511 
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ÀÉoaTO a nOÀlç TWV MEyaÀono-

ÀlT<lV nEpì Tiiç ì\xpElanoç xwpaç 

wç XPlTllplOV OUVEÀwflE8a wç ou 

75 XEXPlflÉvWV n08' aflÉ, TWV oÈ XOI-

vwv oafl lopywV ÈnaxoÀou8'l0av-

TWV aUTii l xaì (afllav a~llv È1Tl-

~aÀovTwv on ou ouvUlpolflE8a 

xPlTllplOV xaì doayayovTwv dç TÒ 

80 o lxaoT~ploV TWV M IÀ'lo lwv ÈVlxa-

oaflEv naoUlç TaTç '\la<pOlç xa80n 

d'lflEV XEXPlflÉvOI nEpl TE -ralnaç 

Tiiç xwpaç " xaì Tiiç Bl1TElanOç no-

Tì MqaÀonoÀlTaç' onwç ODV imo-

85 flvafla El xaì dç TÒV UOTEpOV Xpovov 

on nEpl TE Tiiç ì\xpElanoç xaì Bl1TEla -

noç xplflaOlV ÈVlxaoaflEç TOÙç ME-

yaÀonoÀl-raç xaì nEpì Tiiç (afllaç 

a.ç È(afllwoav aflÈ ol oafllopyoì È-

90 vlxaoaflEç v OEOOX8Ul TWI oaflw l' 

avaypa\\fUl dç TÒ lepòv Tiiç Mw-

oavaç eìç TÒ ~a8pov TÒ napà TÒ Bou-

ÀeTov ii ol lnnelç ÈVTì Tav Te npoxÀ'l -

OlV Tàv yevoflÉvav unò TWV Mqa-

95 ÀonoÀITiiv xaì Tàv (afllav Tàv 

anò TWV oafllop"ywv yevoflÉvav 

Ènì Aiv'lTloa xaì Tàv XplOlV Tàv ye-
vO~IÉvav unò TOV OlxaoT'lplou TWV 

M IÀ'lolwv Blwvoç, Ba~wvoç, A'ioXpou, 

100 'Hpay6pa, <!)IÀloxou, ì\pTÉflwvoç, Oflol-

wç ÙÈ xaì TÒ \\fa<plofl"a TOVTO vacat 

vacat (5 lines) 

Notes 
Unless otherwise indicated, supplements are from THEMELl S' ed itio princeps. Ob~t:rvations on 
the stone go back to NL's autopsy from October 30'h, 2008, performed with kind permission of 
P. TI-f EMELl S and with the help ofK. SIDIROPOULOS. 
8. a'(nlva TI-f EMELl S, but the stone has a'iT'lfla. 
9. [--Jo T I-f EMELlS. The omicron after the lacuna is contìrmed. The contexl requires a finite 
vero in thc middle which can take a'iT'llla as its direct object and TOÙç ÀXUlOUç as its indirect ob
ject. Possibly [n: !ÌT~aavT]o . 

lO. 7J[po]emuvTwv TI-fEM ELIS; [UVT] EmaVTtOV C H. jO NES (private communication), confirmed 
byautopsy. 
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12. [- -]<pav THEM ELI S. There is space for 2 or 3 letters. [,.,. i! J<pav (?) L-M. The lacuna is too 
small to allow for other slippiements. The Doric form for the third person plural is frequent in 
poetry (Homer, Apollonius RhodillS, Theocritus); A . WILHELM, Reisen in Ki likien, no. 1081. 36 
[i::<pa]v (Syll J 644; I.Byzantion l ) suggested it as a sllpplement for a decree of Byzantillm dated 
175- 171 Be E. T'he surface of the stone appears to have been damaged before the inscription was 
Cllt, as shown by variolls points where the stonecutter was compelled to work around an existing 
hole or cut (this situation provoked the vacats marked in lines 2, 24, 96, IO l) . The same factor 
co uld be at play at th e beginning of the fo llowing line, which, as preserved on the stone, begins 
precisely with a vaca t. 
J3. l].1ev fl] "Èv printed by TH EM ELI S is too long for the lacuna, which cannot have included 
more than 2 or maxim urn 3 lett"ers (narrow letters that is: in the inscription rnus, nus and 
e pecially epsilons are instead rather broad); it is also syntactically awkward. ["ftl "tv n08' U].1É 
L-M. For the conditions of the stone at this point, cf. supra ad l. 12. 
41. [Tpelç] prin tecl by 'T'H EME LI S appears too long; [Mo] THU R (private conversation), which 
eems to have been l'H EM ELlS' own view at some point, see T HEME LI S 2008,2 18. 

45. [U].11v xaì ] THEMEL IS, but there is space for more letters and the subjllnctive at the end of 
line 46 reqllires a conjlln ction ; [ù ].11v ilnwçJ L-M. 
47. The lacuna is 12- 13 letters long. We propose [èXUTEpOI aÙTwJv, cf. u].1liiv èxaTÉpwv 
(Il. 37-38), which however refers to Megalopolitans and Messenians. The supplement is compat
ible in terms oflength ami consistent with the Messenians' take on these developments as pres
ented in the decree: here they have good reasons to lInderiine that the proceedings in Aigion 
involved not only the Kali ata i, who are their formai counterpart, but also the Megalopolitans; 
cf. in fra section 2e. 

Translation 

Decree. Whereas, when the Achaians occupied Endania and Pylana and the polis was 

readmitted to the sympolity of the Achaians, at fìrst the Megalopolitans wanted to 

take away from us, with the h elp of the Achaians, the poleis and the whole of the ter

ritory of Endan ia and Pylana and presented a form aI request to the Achaians, and 

since the Achaians retorted that they wou ld not transfer to the Megalopolitans land 

that was of the Messenians, again they declared in the O"uvoooç at Elis that they wanted 

to cali us to court and disputed with us rega rding both the previous land and the ter

r itories of Endania and Pylana, and since we chose as a court in which to be jlldged 

against them that to which they too agreed, that is, the à.YEf.loveç Apollonidas son of 

Etearchos, Alexander son of Alexander, Kleander son ofKleander, ofSikyon, Archon 

son of Ph ilokles, Exa inetos son of Exa inetos, of Aigira, Phalakros son of Phainolaos, 

Lapheides son ofXenokles, Stiapyros son of Stiapyros, Damoxenos sO' n O'fKleoxenos, 

Antander sO'n of Damoxenos, of AigiO' n, Antander son O'f Hyperbios, of Dyme, Epi

krate sO'n of Kampsias, GO' rgidas son of Nikidas, Arkadion son O' f Leon, of Pharai, 

Kallikrates sO' n ofTheoxenos, O'f LeontiO'n, NikodrO'mO's son ofPhilistidas, PhilO'n sO'n 

O' f Satyros, ofElis, and these decisiO'ns \yere offìcially agreed upon by us, and the Mega

IO'Poli ta ns gave the O"TpaTayoç ApO' llonidas the bO' rders of the territories of Endania 

and Pylana and of Akreiatis and Bipeiatis, and we gave him the encompassing borders 

O'f the land as we own it, from the river Neda to Kleolaia, and after the judges came to 

the KarneiasiO' n and we bO'th showed them the land according tO' the borders we had 
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previously submitted, and after in the Karneiasion a debate took pIace over two days, 
with speakers' time measured by a water-elock, the Megalopolitans renounced Akrei

atis and Bipeiatis, but did not restrain the Kaliatai from disputing with us, so that, 

by way ofthe Kaliatai obtaining a new trial, they both could again undergo a judgment 

against us, and since we agreed to be judged against the Mega lopolitans and the Kali

atai regarding Akrea iatis and Bipeiatis and cooperated in the choice of the polis of 

Aigion as our court, after a debate took pIace, in which the Megalopolitans [argued] 
that Akreiatis and Bipeiatis were Arkadian and Megalopolitan, and we showed that 

they are Messenian, in a court of 147 judges the Kaliatai and Megalopolitans obtained 

seven votes, and we 140, who judged that Akreiatis and Bipeiatis were Messenian 

according to the borders we had indicated to the common oa~llopyoi. Later, because 

we had sued the polis of the Megalopolitans regarding the produce from this territory 

for a double talent, becallse it (i.e. the polis), after having taken such produce under 

the condition of it being shared half and half, had not retllrned it,2 and although we 

had already received a verdict regarding that land, the polis of the Megalopolitans 

challenged us aga in to undergo a judgment regarding the Akreiatis territory, as if they 

had not been already judged against us, and since the common oa~llopyo[ heeden it 

(i.e. the polis of Megalopolis) and imposed on us a fine saying that we had refused to 

cooperate in choosing a court, and introduced us into the court of the Milesians, we 

won receiving a11 the votes, which confirmed that we had indeed already been judged 

regarcling this territory and the Bipeiatis against the Megalopolitans. In order that 

there be a memoria] for the future of the fact that we defeated the Megalopolitans re

garding Akreiatis and Bipeiatis in multiple judgments, and that we wo n with regarcl to 

the fine inflicted upon us by the oa~llopyo [ , let it be sanct ioned by the people: let the 

formaI challenge brought by the Megalopolitans, the fine decreed by the oa~llopyo[ 

in the year of Ainetidas, amI the judgment formu lated by the court of the Milesians 

Bion, Babon, Aischros, Heragoras, Philiskos, Artemon, as well as this decree, be 

inscribed in the sanctuary of Messana on the base elose to the cou ncil chamber, on 

which the knights stando 

l . Messerze, Megalopolis and the Achaiarz League until the death ofPhilopoimel'l 

The broacl historical context can be easily identified. The references to the Achaians 

occllpying Endan ia and Pylana and to the Messenians being restored to the Achaian 

Leaglle (lines 2- 5) elearly point to the aftermath of the war between the Messenians 

and the Achaian League in 183/82. Most famously associated with the death of Philo 

poimen, this war constituted the cu lmination of decades of reciprocal suspicion and 

open struggle between Achaians and Messenians, motivated by the latent confl ict be

tween the League's aspiration to extending control over the en tire Peloponnese and 

2 That is, «had Ilot given us our due». 
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the Messen ians' desire for independence, which usually involved enlisting the support 

of some powerfu l all y from outside the Peloponnese, who was not going to exert too 

invasive an influence over them - during the tbird century, mostly the Aitolians. 3 Only 

during the Demetri an Wa r Messenians and Achaians ended up on the same side, 

and only as a side effect of the alliance between Aitolians and Achaians. Tbe pattern 

was brietly distu rbed as a result of the Cleo menic War, when the Aitolians, possibly 

themselves nervous about the expansion of the Achaian League and anxious to rein in 

their remain ing aUies in the Peloponnese, launched raids in the territory of Messene, 

thereby pushing the Messen ians into the arms ofthe Achaians and ofPhilip v.1 But the 

Acha ians' attempt at detach ing from Messene the smaller poleis ofMessenia could not 
but genera te hosti li tyS By the time of the li irst Macedonian War, the Messen ians were 

again allies of the Aitolians, and thereby of the Romans. An Achaian army cam

paigned in Messenia in the fall of 209, and the Messenians were adscripti to the Peace 

ofPhoin ike in 205.6 In the las t years of the century, the alliance between Macedon and 

the Achaia n League established by Aratos and Antigonos Doson at the time of the 
Cleomenic War fina ll y co llapsed, and by virtue of both being allies of the Romans, 

Messenians and Achaians fo ught on the same side in the Second Macedonian War - at 

Ieast virtua lly, fo r there is no evidence that the Messen ians were actually invo lved in 
the operations. 

Understandably, for the Romans the Achaians were much more interesting as po

tential alli es than the Messenians. 7 Accordingly, at the end ofthe wa r they appear to 

have ignored the Messenians' c1aim over Asine and Pylos, both Achaian at that point.8 

J For a more deta iled p resentat io n of the histo ry of the Messenians fro m the fourth century to 
the ea rly seco nd, see LURAGH I 2008,252- 66. 

1 Polyb.4.3- 9. 

, Pylos was probably a member of the Achaian League at the time of the Social War: a ttacks 

aga inst Pylos appea l' in the list of complaints aga inst the Aitolians that the Achaians presented to 
Phil ip V in Corinth in 220 BCE; the Aitolians o n their part c1a imed back Pylos for the Mes

sen ians durin g the First Macedoni an Wa r (Liv. 27.30.1 3), anei the Messenians c1aimeel it them
seI ves after the Second Macedonian War (Polyb. 18.42.7) . See esp. N l ESE 1899,4 11 n . 1 anel the 
comlllents of AYMAR D 1938a, 13 n. 6. Contrary to NIESE'S opinion, it seems unlikely that Ky

parissia , too, had jo in ed the League aro und the same time as Pylos. The jo int Aitolian-Spa rtan 
campaign aga inst Messenia in the summ er of2 17 BCE involved attacking Ky parissia, and Poly
b ios' nar rative (5 .92) gives the clea r impression that the Achaians were no t involved. A YMAR D, 
followed by RIZAK IS 2011, 273 n. 6, takes2 13 asa terrninusante based on Polyb. 11.1 8.2, but see 

ROEBU CK 194 1,94 n. 124, a rguing fo r 19 1, in consequence of the wa r between Messene and the 
Achaian League. Th e fìrst solid evidence fo r Kypariss ia's membership in the League comes from 
a new inscription from Aigion, in allli kelihood a Iist o f Achaian vO~lOypo.<pO I , published by RI

ZAK IS 2008, 168-70 and dated between 191 ancl1 82 BCE. 
6 StV 543. See Liv. 27.33.5 with ERRI NG TO N 1969,59 and Liv. 29. 12. 14 respectively. 
7 O n the a ttitude ofth e Roma ns to the Messenians after the Second Macedonian War see now 

especially RIZAK IS 2011 ,273-78. 
" Messenian pro tests over Pylos and Asine in 196 BCE are mentioned in Polyb. 18.42 .7. For 

the chrono logy 01' Pylos' accessio n to th e League, see above n. 5. As ine must have joinecl the 
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Thus, the Messenians joined the group of those discontented by the Roman policy, 

gathered ~!"I) und the Aitolians and looking hopefully towards Antiochos III - or at 

least, this is what our sources teH us, but we need always to keep in mind the pervasive 

pro-Achaian bias of the literary tradition .9 After Antiochos evacuated Greece in the 

spring of 191, the Achaians felt that the time had come to bring the few remaining re 

calcitrant Peloponnesian poleis into the fo ld of the League. IO Envoys were sent to Elis 

and Messene, both old friends of the Aitolians with more or less expli cit sympathies 

for Antiochos. The Eleians replied that, now that Antiochos' army had left Greece, they 

would think about the reqllest. The Messenians were less diplomatic: they sent away 

the envoys and prepared for war. Diophanes of Megalopolis, OTpUT'ly6ç of the league 

for 192/91, invaded Messenia, devastated the northern Messenian plain and arrived 

in sight ofMessene. At this point, the Messenians sent an embassy to T. Q uinctius Fla

minil1l1S, the liberator of the Greeks, who was then in Chalkis on a diplomatic mission, 

and announced that they were ready to surrender to Rome. Upon receivi ng the envoys, 

Flamininus hurried to Megalopolis and summoned Diophanes and the Achaian 

army away from Messene. Earlier in the spring of that same year, Diophanes and 

Flamininus had campaigned together against Sparta to check the first of a long serie~ 

of Spartan attempts at breaking free of the Achaian League. 11 Acco rdingly, in the 

summer Diophanes may not have expected Flam ininus to have any objections to his 

attempt at reducing the Messenians. At a meeting in Andania, after reprimanding 

Diophanes for having started the war without consulting him, Flamin inus gave his 

verdict: the Messenians were to join the League and readmit their exiles, and to send 

envoys to him in Corinth if they had any complaint or objection .12 Livy's summary of 

the terms the Messenians were given may be incomplete: most scholars think that Ko 

rone and Kolonides, on the western side of the Gulf of Messen ia, were now detached 

from Messene and became members ofthe Achaian League. The sa me must be true of 

Kyparissia, unless it had already joined the Leaglle on a previous occasion. l } From the 

viewpoint of the Achaian League the campaign had been a successo A statue of Dio -

Leaglle before the Second Macedonian Wa r. and possibly during the First: N lESE 1899.646 n. 4 
argues for a date between 208 and 206. which is li kely bllt not certai n. cf. A Y MA R 1) 1938a. 13 n. 6 . 
O nce Asine and Pylos had joined the League. it is lInlikely that Mothone. isolated in the sOllth
western corner of the Akritas Peninsula. wou ld rema in Messenian. 

9 Liv. 36.3 1.2. 0 11 wh icb see LURAG HI 2008.261 n . 49. 
IO For wbat follows. see Liv. 36.3 1. 
II Plllt. Philop. 16.1- 3 and Pall s. 8.5 1.1 witb GRUEN 1984.467- 68. 

12 Tbe Messenians may have taken Flamininlls up o n tbis offer. see below n . 17. For contrast 
ing interp retat io ns of Flam ininlls' a ims vis-à-vis the Acba ians. see ERRINGTON 1969. 119-24; 
GnUJ1.N 1984.468- 71; FrmRARY 1988. 12 1- 24. 

13 Pbilopoimen's bllrried ride into Messen ia in 182 was provoked by the neW$ o1'an attack on 

Korone (Liv. 39.49.1) o r on Kolo nides (Plll t. Pb ilop. 8.5); see ROEIlUCK 1941.94 and n . 124. The 
new inscription from Aigio n published by RI ZAK IS 2008. 168- 70. probably a Hst of vopoypaq>OI 
of the Achaian League. illcllld es tb e names of two men from Messene and one each from Kypa
rissia. Kor ne anel Asi ne. 
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phanes was dedica ted on the agora ofMegalopolis, and the epigram that accompanied 

it praised the Achaian mpuT'ly6ç for having been the fìrst to unify ali the Peloponnese 
under the aegis ofthe Achaian League: a d ear reference to his OTpUT'lylu in 192/91.1.1 

The following years, especially after the condusion of the Syriac War, were a com

plicated period for Peloponnesian politics. 'l'he Achaian League, under the leadership 

ofPhilopoimen of Megalopolis and Aristainos ofDyme, was mostly busy dealing with 
Sparta, where an intricate series of internai struggles was exacerbated by heavy

handed Achaian intervention. 'l'he situation was made even more intricate by what 

ERR I NG'l'ON aptly calls «the ineffective vagueness which had been characteristic of 

Roman policy towards Achaea since the defeat of Antiochus». 15 Messenian discontent 

with the League was mentioned by Diophanes himself at a meeting of the magistrates 

of the Achaian League with Q. Caecilius Metellus at Argos in the summer of 185.16 

Diophanes allegedly sa id that the discontent had been provoked by the amendment 

made by Philopoimen to the olaypullllu of Flamininus regarding the exiles,1 7 most 
likely in 189/88, the same year in which Philopoimen, OTpUT'ly6ç of the Achaian 

League for the sixth or seventh time, had tried to bring the Spartan question to an 

end allowing the massac re of a sizable number of Spartan leading politicians at Kom
pasion. la In any case, it is undear what his amendment to Flamininus' decisions 
amounted to. It seems reasonable to think of arrangements related to the restitution of 
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property to the returning exi les, a detail that Flamininus may not have clarified in his 

originai pronouncement: this was usually the most controversial aspect of any return 

of exiles in a Greek polis. 19 

In Messene, discontent with the Achaian League was po larized around a leading 

Messenian politician, Deinokrates, who had personal ties with Flamininus dating 

back to his participation in Flamininus' campaign against Nabis in 196/95 2 0 In 183, 

probably ea rly in the year, Deinokrates travelled to Italy to en list Roman support, and 
on learning that his old fr iend Flamin inus had been appointed as a legate to Bithynia, 

and was therefore go ing to travel through Greece, hi s hopes concentrated on him. In 

the time he spent in Italy, he may also have secured supplies of food and weapons in 

preparation fo r a revolt21 - if this was really his aim. At the end of the summer of 183 

he came back to Greece with Flamininus, who was en route to Bithynia. The Achaians 

had been complaining with the Senate about Deinokrates' activities, but the Senate 

had replied in an unfriendly and vague way, possibly allowing the Messenians to be
lieve that the Romans would not tolerate an Achaian attack on them . The truth how

ever seems to have been that the senators were not terribly interested in the squabble 

between the Achaian League and its recalcitrant members. It must have been clear to 
the Achaians that, when the Roman legate Q. Marcius Philippus at a meeting of the 

League tried to prevent them from declaring war on Messenia without the approvaI of 

the Senate, his intimations had no teeth, for the Sena te was not really go ing to inter

vene in the conflict. As a matter of fact, war may have been decla red in that very same 

meeting, in the autumn of 183.22 Aro llnd that same time, Flamininus landed in Nau

paktos and asked for a meeting of the League to be summoned on his behalf, receiving 

a denial, probably by Philopoimen himself, mpaTl1Y6ç for 183/82.23 

Both PIlltarch and Pausanias talk aboLit the COlme of the war, the latter in two di f
ferent points, but it is difficult to extract from their reports a persuasive reconstruc

tion - a state of affa irs that is ali the more pll zzling since both depend ultimately 

on Polybios, whose own text is however preserved onl y from Philopoimen's death 

onwards. The most comprehensive narrative is found in Pausanias' sllmmary of Mes-

19 As suggested already by NIESE 1903,5 1. Later scholarship leaned towards a rather more 
extensive interpretation of th is affair, assulTling that what was at stake was constitu tional change 
(e.g. NICCOt lNI 1914, 157), but this seelTls less li kely, s
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senian history, and it appears to say that the Achaians invaded Messenia already before 

the spring of 183/82. Then, in 183/82 the invasion was led by Lykortas and took pIace 

at the time of the harvest, but t~liled because Deinokrates had managed to block every 

access to the region.2•1 Talking about Arkadia, Pausanias offers a slightly different ver

sion, according to which Lykortas did manage to march into Messenia, but then went 

back without having achieved much. 25 Ali sources agree that Philopoimen, OTpUTI1y6ç 

for that yea r, cou ld not take immediate action because he was lying ili in Argos, fa r 
from the ('heater of the conf1ict, but upon hearing that the Messenian town ofKorone 
(for Livy) or Kolo nides (for Plutarch) was about to be attacked by Deinokrates, he de

cided to rush to the rescue with any forces he could muster. He rode to Megalopolis al

legedly in one day, collected a band ofThracian and Cretan mercenaries and 60 young 

Achaian horsem en and ventured into Messenia, where he was ambushed by Deino

krates and captured. 26 Brought to Messene, he was paraded in the theater and then 

kept in security inside the subterranean treasure chamber, in ali likelihood the one 

found by P. TH EME LI S in 2006 south ofthe tempie ofMesseneY T'here he is supposed 
to have been poisoned by Deinokrates and, right before dying, to have pronounced 

words that amounted to an investiture of Lykortas as his successo r at the head of the 

League. Il was the late spring or ea rly summer of 182.28 

Most scholars have accepted a modifìed version of Pausanias' narrative of the wa r, 

usually rejecting the chronological implications of his reference to the harvest,29 but 

the resulting picture is puzzling. rf the Acha ian army had indeed already invaded 

Messenia and was on its way back when fìna lly Philopoimen left Argos, it must have 

hecn ro ughly in the Stenyk1a ros plain or in the process of crossing the Derven i Pass, 

and it is hard to understand how, let alone why, Philopoimen coming from Mega

lopolis, that is, t'rom the same route, and knowing that the army had to be somewhere 

in that area, could ride past it with his small task force - and this is only the most ob
vious problem, because it is also less than self-evident that news of the impending at

tack on Koro ne or Kolonides should reach Philopoimen back in Argos before reaching 

Lykortas who was only a few kilometers away. An alternalive scenario, in wlì dl the 

anny of the League did not invade Messenia untillater in the year and Ph ilopo il 'en's 

raid was the fìrst hostile action might be more sa tis t~lctory - it wo uld of course imply 

21 Palls. 4.29. 11 . The passage amounts to a concise overview that starts immediately after 
Nabis' attack on Messene in 20 1, which suggests that the first invas ion Pausanias m entions 
should be Diophanes' ca mpaign of 192/9 1; see R OEBUCK 194 1,98 n. 143 . 

25 Palls. 8.5 1.5- 6. 
26 For the sto ry of Philopoilnen's SlIdden ride into Messen ia and his capture, see Liv. 39.49; 

Plu t. Philop. 18; l'aus. 4.29. 12, 8.5 1.5- 6. 
27 The first excavation report is published in THEMELI S 2006, 49-52 and plates 40- 4f'... 
28 T'he chronology derives from t'he hlct that the cruvoooç of the Achaian League that accepted 

the capitu lation of the Messenians is said by Polybios (23 .16. 12) to have been the second of the 
year; on tbe dates of the folli' yearly crUVOOOI 0 1' the League, see A Y MA R D 1938b, 275- 76. 

29 See ROEBUCK 1941 ,98- 99; ERR I NG T ON 1969,189- 90; GRAN D)E AN 2003, 227. 
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that the League stood inactive while the OTpUTqyOç was out of commissiono The on1y 
thing that seems d ear is that narratives of these events had to satisfy the need of mak
ing neither Philopoimen nor Lykortas look like fools or slackers, ali of them deriving 
ultimately, as they do, from Lykortas' sono 

The reaction of the Achaians to the news of Philopoimen's death was quick 
and decisive. A special meeting of the league in Megalopolis elected Lykortas 
OTpUTqyOç for the rest of the year,30 and he immediately invaded Messenia. He seems 
to have made of it scorched earth to the point that even Polybios felt motivated to 
criticize the excesses of the Achaian army led by his father.31 Among the Messenians, 
it must have become finally dear that, as far as the Romans were concerned, the 
Achaians were going to be allowed to do whatever they wanted with them. Surrender 
seemed the onlyway out, even though it was dearly not going to be painless. Polybios' 
description of the Messenians coming to their senses and then turning against their 
leaders, beyond its obvious bias, may point to the presence of a pro-Achaian faction in 

the city, which may have taken charge at th is po int. Two Boeotian ambassadors, who 
had come in order to facilitate a reconciliation with the League and happened to be in 
the city at that point, were apparently instrumental in persuading the Messenians to 
open negotiations.32 Lykortas imposed unconditional capitulation. A garrison was 
going to be stationed in the fortress on lthome and the leaders of the revolt were to be 
delivered. 33 Deinokrates had already committed suicide. Others were executed, some 
apparently stoned during the burial ceremony for Philopoimen, which was held in 
Megalopolis soon thereafter. 34 As for the conditions of the readrnission of Messene in 
the Leaguc, Lykortas deferred to the upcoming ouvOòoç of the League, the second of 

30 Plul. Philop. 21.1 ; on the fo rmaI aspects ofth e meeting, see LARSEN 1955, 168 . 
31 Polyb. 23 .1 5; see also the retrospective comments in 24.2 .3 and 24.9.1 3 (Kalli krates' spcech, 

on which see below). 
32 Polyb. 23.16.2- 5. Considering the previous history ofthe relations between the Messenians 

and the League and the references to exiles in connection with the events of 192/91, it is entirely 
likely that a pro-Achaian faction existed in the city. In the case of the Boeotian ambassadors, 
whose names, Apollodoros and Epainetos, hl:! mentions, it is not entirely clear whether Polybios 
is saying that they had come to Messene already before, with the purpose of effecting a recon
ciliation, and in that moment happened to be back in Messene, or - as it seems more likely - that 
they had come to Messene only once and were stili there. This wou ld have implications for the 
length ofthe revolt. lt stands to reason that they must have embarked on their mission before the 
hostilities startcd, and their presence in town al the moment of the capitll iation is one lnore rea
son to excluoe the possibility oflwo invas ions ofMessenia by Lykortas and to dOllbt that any in
vas io n had taken piace before Philopoimen's raid . 

33 Polyb. 23 .16.6- 11. 
31 The execution (or the suicide) of those held responsible for Philopoimen's death is men

tioned in Polyb. 23.16.13; Plu t. Philop. 21.2, almost certainly orawing on Polybios, adds that 
those who had been in favor of to rluring Philopoimen were themselves tortured to dea th (sce 
W ALllAN K 1979,249 ano cf. Polyb. 24.9.13). On the fate of Deinokrates, see Plu t. Philop. 21.2 
and Paus. 8.51.8. The stoning of the Messenian prisoners around Philopoimen's grave is men
tioned only by Plutarch (Philop. 21.9). On thc burial of Phi lopoimen, see also below, section 4. 



A New 1nscription ji-om Messene 521 

the year, which was aga in going to take piace in Megalopolis. But at this point, a Kom
pasion -like solution had already been implemented and ali that rema ined were the de
tails. 

Even though Polybios says that, thanks to the generosity of Lykortas and of the 

Achaians, the Messenians were restored to their previous position in the Leaglle, 
in fact the conditions di ctated to them in Megalopolis brought to completion the pro

cess of dismemberment of their regional setup that the Achaian League had started 
long before and possibly intensified in 191. The last three of the smaller poleis of 
Messen ia that were stilllinked to Messene, namely Abia, Thouria, and Pharai, located 
on the northeastern si de of the Gulf of Messenia east of the Pamisos river, were now 

detached, and each of them could put up its own stele, in Polybios' words, that is, be

come an independent member of the League.35 Later, but possibly in the same year, 
a auvoooç of the League gathered in Sikyon dealt with a border dispute between the 

now independent Thouria and Megalopolis, apparently entrusting the final decision 
to a 7TOÀlç EXXÀ'lTOç.36 Finally, apparently in a meeting of the following year, i.e. 
182/8 1, the stele that regulated the admission ofMessene to the League was drawn up 
and the Messenians were granted three yea rs of exemption from the federai tributes in 
order to recover from the damages of the warY 

2. The territorial controversy between Messene and Megalopolis 

These events form the historical background to the decree published by THEMELIS. 
l'he opening lines refer to the situation at the time of the capitulation of the Mes

senians, but then the various phases of the controversy unfold over a period of at least 

35 Polyb. 23.17.2. The precise nature ofthe connection between these three cities and Messene 
befo re the war is lInclear; see LUR AGH I 2008,266- 68. The diffe rence between thei r fate and t lt 
of Andania and Pylana (se e below) sllggests a difference in status vis-à-vis Messene, in the sens 
that it seeIllS unlikely that Thouria, Abia and Pharai with their respective te rritories could have 
been regarded as part 01' the terri tory of Messene as Andania and Pylana clearly were. 

36 lPArk 3 1 II (which replaces the earlier edition IvO 46); for a discussion of the procedure, 
difficul t to reconstruct because of the very lacunose state of the inscription, see Illost recently 
H ARTER -UII30PUU 1998, 65- 71. The chronology ofthis controversy is rather elusive; as THun 
TA EUBEH 1994,309- 10 pointed out, the absence of Lykortas from among a group of represen 
tatives of Megalopolis that in cludes D iophanes, Polybios, and Polybios' brother Thearidas 
(IPArk 3 1 Il B II. 5-6), would be explained in the most natural fashion admitting that Lykortas 
was atpat'ly6ç ofth e League in that moment. In Iight of our decree (see below), this would point 
to the part of 183/82 in which Lykortas had been chosen to replace Philopoimen. While it cann 
be excl uded that the dispute actually b roke out at a slightly later date, the repeated mention of 
Messene in the fìrst part ofthe inscription (IPArk 31 II A Il. 6, 10, 14, 15) seems to point rather to 
a moment close to the ti me when Thou ria was separated from Messene. A date close to 180 BeE, 
probably in the ea rly seventies if not a bit earlier, is recommended also by the new observations 
fo rmulated byTAEUBER 2006, 343- 44. 

37 Polyb. 24.2.3; for the date, see W AL BA NK 1979, 13- 17. 
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two yea rs, and very possibly more. As the text says (lines 79-101), the Messenians 

intend to outline the story of the controversy and, more importantly, to preserve the 

memory of their final victory - final up to that moment, that is, for this kind of con
troversies tended to have a very long history. In other words, the purpose ofthe docu

ment is celebratory and it is destined primarily to an internaI audience, and acco rd 

ingly tendentious. 

2a. Megalapa/is' request ta the Achaian League (lin es 2- 11) 

As mentioned above, the story told by the inscription starts when the army of the 

Achaian League was stili in Messenia. We must be in the Sllmmer of 182, very soon after 
the death of Philopoimen. Clearly, the Messenians have surrendered not long before. At 

this point, the Megalopolitans try to exploit the situation and take possession ofthe cities 

and territories ofEndania and Pylana, the two cities in Achaian hand at that point.J8 

Behind the first name, Endania, THEMELIS has suggested recognizing the well

known town of Andania, attached to which was the sanctuary of the Karneiasion to 

which the famous inscription of the mysteries belonged. The alternate spelling is lln
expected, but not without parallels: one may think of Orchomenos/Erchomenos.39 

THEMELI s has rightly pointed out that in a passage of Polybios that refers to an ex
pedition in Messenia of the Spartan king Lycurgus in 217, the same spelling of this 

place-name may have originally appeared, before the text was corrupted in the process 

oftransmission creating the nonsensical and c1early corrupted form EvOElav:lo Even 

though the site itself may not have been identified yet, the general location of Andania 

and of the Karneiasion has been ascertained with a very high degree of likelibuoQ 

Both were on the western side of the Stenykleros pia in , on the hills immediately to the 

north of the passage that lead towards the Soulima Valley and Kyparissia, the area of 
the modern villages of Konstantini, Polichni , and Kallirroi :" 

As for Pylana, a nOÀlç IluÀavÉwv shows up in an inscription usually dated to the 

late 1st century BCE that consists of a list of names accompanied by amounts of money 

and is generaUy thought to belong together with the famoll s ò){"ropoÀoç Eimpopa from 

Messene.42 The provenance of the inscription has received sca rce attention in research 

3M In the case of Andania and Pylana, the term rro)"'ç appears to refer to a depend ent commll 
nity; for a typology of dependent poleis, see H ANS EN 2004a, 87- 94. 

39 See HA NS EN 2004b, 446 (Boeotian Orchomenos) and NI EI.SEN 2004, 523 (Arkadian Or
chomenos). 

·10 THEMELlS 2008, 2 15 n. 4 and Polyb. 5.92.6. 

·11 That this was the location of ancient Andania has been provell decisively by VAI.MIN 1930, 
89- 98 and lIniversally accepted since; cf. SHIPI. EY 2004, 553. We follow the Ilomenclature of 
the J :50,000 map ofthe Hellenic M ilitary Geographical Service from 1990. Earlier maps, s llch as 
the one published in HIl.I.ER VON GAE RTRI NGEN - LATT ERMANN 19 11 , Pl. I, ca li Kallirroi 
<Bouga) (Mrrouya) . 

.(2 SEG 11.979. The earlier edition in IG VI , 1532 was incomplete; on the content of this in 
scription, see GnANDIEA N 2003,208- 12. 
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so fa r, and it is not immediately easy to establish due to changes in piace names, but it 
seems dear that it originates from a location immediately to the north ofKato Melpia, 
on the northern edge of the Stenykleros Plain. '13 Needless to say, the pIace where the 

inscription was found can by no means be equated automatically with ancient Pylana. 
On the other hand, in the present state of our knowledge, the best candidate for a 

major ancient settlement in the Stenykleros Plain, apart from the area of Konstantini , 

is precisely Krebeni by Kato Melpia. 41 

The true extent of the terr itorial curtailment that Messenc would have undergone, 

had the Achaians acceded to the request of the Megalopolitans, remains diffìcult to 

estimate. In any case, the area of Andania is not immediately adjacent to the main 
route from Messene to Megalopolis, wh ich ran in antiquity, as it does today, through 

the Derveni Pass, and the same would be true of Pylana, if the localization proposed 

above is accepted. One possible conclusion would be that, by demanding Andania, 

Pylana and their respective terri tories, the Megalopolitans were in fact daiming the 

whole northern part of the Stenykleros Plain:15 This, however, is not the only possible 

interpretation. In order to discuss alternatives, we fìrst need to consider the problem 
of ancien t itineraries from Megalopolis to Messene. These observations will be helpful 

also for some further problems of topography posed by the decree of the Messenians. 
As mentioned above, the main itinerary that connected the two citi es in antiquity 
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ary up to the Hermaion that marked the border to Messenia, knew also of a second 

itinerary, that connected Megalopolis with the Karnasion (as he calls it) . In this case, 

too, Pausanias' description is limited to the Arcadian side. Along this itinerary, the 

border between Arcadia and Messenia was marked by another sanctuary of Hermes 

called <the Hermaion by the Despoina> and induding statues of Demeter, Despoina, 

Hermes and HeraklesY Obviously, this crossing must have been in the generai area of 

the sanctuary of Despoina at Lykosoura, and modern scholars agree in identifying it 

roughly with the modern road from Megalopolis to Isaris, which runs approx imately 

two kilometers to the south of the sanctllary. Seriolls problems however start with the 

Messenian part of the itinerary, on which Pausanias says nothing except for the fact 

that its final destination was the Karnasion. VALMIN thought that, from Isaris, this 

itinerary turned sharply to the south to reach the Isari Gorge, following the route of 

the modern railroad and entering the Stenykleros Plain by Desylla.48 This however 

would mean that the two itineraries entered the pla in more or less at the same point, 

some three kilometers apart, and the northern one wou ld hardly have offered a more 

direct connection to the Karnasion than the southern one. For this reason, it seems 

much more plausible to suppose that the northern itinerary proceeded westward 

from Isaris, either towards Vastas and thence, along the slopes of Mount Tetrazi, 

touching Syrrizo, Dimandra and finally Kato Melpia, or turning south towards Daso

chori soon after leaving Isaris, and continuing possibly towards Ano Melpia. In both 

cases, the itinerary would have reached the Stenykleros Plain dose to its western 

border, a sensible course if one was headed for the Karnasion. Most imporic'!'ltly for 

us, such an itinerary would have connected the area of Kato Melpia and Konstantini, 

that is, of Pylana (?) and Andania, directly to Megalopolis without crossing the Ste

nykleros Plain, opening the way to a somewhat less expansive interp retation ofthe ter

rito riai c1aims of the Megalopolitans. 

The Megalopolitans submitted a request, cali ed an ahTlf1a in the inscription, to 

the Achaian League. The League replied that the Achaians were not prepared to give 

the Megalopolitans land that belonged to the Messenians - or at any rate, this is how 

the Messen ians phrase the reply: the magistrates of the League may not have been as 

trenchant and the procedure may have been more complex. The most plausible occa

sion for the request and its rejection appears to be the auvoooç of the League in Mega 

lopolis mentioned by Polybios, which took piace in the late spring or summer of 182, 

soon after the capitulation of the Messenians.49 At that point, Polybios tells us that the 

army ofthe League was stili in Messenia.50 The way the situat ion is described in the in -

47 Pans.8.35.1 - 2. 
48 VALMIN 1930,95-96; see al so the description ofthe itineraries given by ROEB UCK 1941,5. 
'19 Notice the similarity between the words oflines 4- 5 and PoI. 23. 17.1 : 01 MWOIlvlOl .. . àllo-

xaTÉoT'lOav Eiç T~V È~ àPX~ç xaTàoTaOlv T~ç oul.l1loÀmiaç alà T~V Auxopm xaì TWV AXalwv 
f,u:yaÀo\jluxiav. 

50 Polyb. 23.16.12 and 23 .17.5. 
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scription is probably tendentious, in that it blurs the difference between the moment 
when the Messenians were promised readmission to the League, at the auv080ç of 
Megalopolis, and the time when they were fi nally allowed to put in pIace their own 

stele detailing the conditions of their membership in the League, which does not ap
pear to have happened unti! the following Achaian yea r, when tbe Achaian army was 
certainly not in Messenia any more.51 The Messenians had ali the interest to suggest, or 
to underline, that tbe controversy had started at a time when they were again members 
of the League, which may be a half- truth, and in generaI to depict their return into tbe 
fold o f the League in the least problematic terms. 

It wo uld be interesting to know what justifica tion was adduced by the Megalopo
litans for their claim . The text of the decree is silent on this, but the Megalopolitans 
must have thought they had sufficiently solid fo undations if, after the first rejection 
by the League, they decided to ask for an arbitration, undergo ing a regular processo 

Strabo quotes Demetrios of Skepsis, a yo unger contemporary of Polybios, to the effect 
that the mythic city of Oichalia was located in Arkadia and called Andania in his 
times.52 It is tempting to see here a t race of the claim of the Megalopolitans, but Stra
bo's passages offer no support to any attempt to fo rmulate a more precise hypothesis. 

On the other hand, the Messenians implicitly depict the dispute over Andania and 
Pylana as a recent development, in contrast with that over Akreiatis and Bipeiatis, 
which appears to have been go ing on fo r a while (see below, 2b). It is concentrahile
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nates them as àyqlOVEç, and lists ali their names, seventeen ali in allo The list begins 
with Apollonidas, son of Etearchos, of Sikyon (Il. 17- 18), and immediately thereafter 
we learn that Apollonidas was the oTpaulyoç of the League at that point (Il 30-3 1), 
which must be the reason why he occupies the first pIace. In other words, at the time of 
the ouvoooç ofElis Apollonidas was already aTpaT'ly6ç, and the ouvoooç cannot have 
taken piace in the year of Philopoimen and Lykortas. The most likely date for the 
ouvoooç in Elis is the following Achaian year, corresponding to 182/8 l, as we will see 
more in detail below (see section 4). 

This time, the Megalopolitans announce to the League their intention to obtain an 
arbitration against the Messenians over the possession of Andania and Pylana but also 
of another portion ofland, at first called à 71p6TEpOV xwpa (1. 13). This was constituted 
by the two areas whose borders were indicated to the judges together with those of 
Andania and Pylana, that is, Akreiatis and Bipeiatis (11 . 31-32). The extension ofthe 
scope of the dispute does not necessarily mean that the Megalopolitans had now 
gained new e1ements to support their daim over Andania and Pylana.lt is conceivable 
that they thought that a formaI arbitration, provid ing a more specific procedure than 
a vote ofthe federaI assembly, could offer a better venue to display in a comprehensive 
way their arguments. Furthermore, they may have hoped the judges would be better 
disposed towards them. 

There are no dose parallels to the expression à 71p6TEpOV xwpa (1. 13) in the corpus 
of Greek territori al disputes, but it seems to suggest that the two regions h8d been dis
puted already in the past, before the recent hostilities and the readmission of Me~s~!1e 

to the League.53 It would not be surprising if, in the case of Akreiatis and Bipeiatis, the 
Megalopolitans were indeed trying to reopen an old dispute. Famous examples of ter
ritorial controversies show that changes in the broader political framework and in the 
international balance of power could be taken as occasions to reopen old and never 
completely resolved disputes.5'1 The option to invoke an arbitration was provided for 
in the rules that regulated the relationships between the members of the Achaian 

League, and for the Megalopolitans this was a chance not to be missed .55 

Akreiatis and Bipeiatis do not seem to appear elsewhere in our sources. Akreiatis 
may derive from the word axpa, <summit> or simply <hill>. The region must have been 
reasonably productive, though, since in a later phase of the controversy its produce 
(xap71oi) will become the object of dispute (11. 65- 70, see below, 3d). The etymology of 

53 See TH EMELI S 2008, 216. In o ther words, tbe expressio n would be l'be equivalent of some

thing like à 7tp6n:pov àfl<PIÀÀEyo flÉva xwpa (cf. IPArk 31, Il B II. 10- 11). 
5·1 Exalllpies of particularly long- lived disputes which f1a red up aga in and aga in in connection 

with changes in the balance of power include the dispute between Messenians and Spartans over 
the Dentheliatis, documented from the second half of the 41h century Be E to the age o f l'rajan 
(LURAG HI 2008, 16-27) and that between Saillos and Priene (MA GNETTO 2008). 

55 l'he case of Epidauros shows that the Illoment when a po lis joined the League could be the 
right time to deba te and settle o ld disputes opposing the new member lo o ld Illelllbers of th e 
League itself (see I-IART ER -U IB oPuu 1998, no. 3 and MAGN ETTO 1997, no. 36). 
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the name Bipeiatis, by contrast, is obscure. Ali that can be said is that the initial beta 
represents the rendering of a digamma in the Doric orthography of the Hellenistic 
peri od and of the ea rly Empire, as seen in the spelling Bwp8éa for the epithet of Arte
mis Orthia or in the name ofthe Argive politician and Achaian ambassador BippoS.56 

It seems as though Ak.reiatis and Bipeiatis were two typical borderlands between two 
Greek poleis, and the fact that they together were the object of a (probably long-Iast 
ing) dispute shows that they must have been bordering on one ano ther. As for their 
location, it is diffìcult to go beyond speculation, but the slopes to the south ofMount 
Tetrazi, including Ano Melpia and Dasochori and possibly further to the south, seem 
the most obvious area where to look, especially since we later leam that the Mes
senians provided documentation regarding their borders starting from the River 
Neda: unless the territory ofPylana extended so far to the northeast, there would have 
been no reason to document that northern portion of the fro ntier unless Ak.reiatis 
and Bipeiatis had been in that generai area. However, it is also possible to look in a 
completely different direction, and tentatively locate Ak.reiatis and Bipeiatis to the 
south of the Derveni Pass, on the slopes of the Vromovrissos Mounta ins, immediately 
before the bOl'der between Megalopolis and Thouria, which was itself under dispute in 
these same yea rs. In any case, since the two pairs of territories could be c1aimed sep
arately of one another, as both indeed were, at di[ferent stages of the dispute, they 
must have been located relative to one another so that any decision regarding either 
pair did not prejudice a decision on the other - i.e. it must have been possible for the 
Messenians to have access to Akreiatis and Bipeiatis even if they had lost Endania and 
Pylana, and the same must be true for the Megalopoli tans. This is confirmed by the 
fact that the Megalopolitans appear to have provided two separate dossiers regarding 
the borders of the two pairs of territories they were claiming (II. 29- 33). 

The Messenians accept to undergo an arbitration and propose a court of 17 men, 
many of whom were prominent poli ticians ofthe Achaian League and came from Elis, 
Sikyo n, and Achaia, but none from Arkad ia, in order to guarantee in :partiality.S7 The 
Megalopoli tans agreed and the agreement was formalized (Il . 28- 29) .' The procedure 

56 See e.g. BU CK 1955,47. We rhank TIMOTHY BARNES (I-Iarvard) for advice on rhis point. 
57 For furt her prosopographic evide l1 ce 0 11 the e people, see THEMELIS 2008, 217- 18 ancl 

bclow, section 4. 
58 The word EVOTUÀOV (-oç?) is nol otherwise attested. An inscription of imperial date (lGUR 

1295, I. 9) has thc Doric fo rm È'voTaÀwO€V (thc correspondi ng 10nian/koil1e fo rm is not docu
mented), with the meaning <inscribe on a stele., which is also the meaning ofthe verb OTllÀolv in 
OGI 22 1 I. 15 (ca. 275) ; cf. LS) S.V.; CHAN TR AIN,E, DELG, 1055 s.V. OT1iÀ'l . In our decree, the verb 
refers to the conclusion of an agreement over the arbitratiOlI betwecn the two Ii tigants, and 
probably to the fact that such agreement had been inscribed on a stele (on th 2reements pre
Iim inary to an arbitration, see now MAGNETTO 2008, 151 and 153 n. 5). Considering the con
text, it is possible th at the Messen ians were referring to an official dOCllment ofthe Leaglle which 
rat ifi ed the decision ofthe litigants and included specific procedural gll ideli nes - so mething like 
the alvoç TWV i\XU1wv mentioned in the arbitrat ion of the Megarians between Corinth and Ep i
dauros (HARTER -U I13 0 PUU 1998, no. 3 11. 4- 5 and 9- 10; MA GN ETTO 1997, no. 36.Il). 
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that folIows is typical for border disputes. At first, the two parties deliver to the 

mpaTT]yoç Apol!onidas, the leader of the panel, a description of the borders whose 

Iegitimacy they will try to prove dming the trial (l!. 29-35). The panel of judges con
vene in the Karneiasion, the famolls sanctuary of the Great Gods, near Andania,59 in 

side thc disputed territory. The judges begin with the m:p LllyT]atç, the autopsy of the 

borders, which was supposed to be performed twice, once llnder the guidance of 

either party (lI. 37-39).60 This was the occasion for the litigants not only to show the 

borders but also to produce evidence in support of their claims. The dispute was over 

the possession of the four territories, but apparently not over their extension. Accord

ingly the two parties presented two different sets ofborders. The Messenians pointed 

to the existing borderline, from the River Neda in the north to an area they cal! Kleo 

Iaia,61 implying that that line should remain valid, thereby leaving the four areas in 

their hands. The Megalopolitans indicated the borders of the fom territories, which 

were alI at that point inside the Messenian territory.62 

After the 1tEpL~YT]atç the judges come back to the Karneiasion, where the debate 

(O LMaLoÀoy[a) takes place.G) Both litigants illustrate their arguments and the dis

cussion stretches over more than one day.64 The time allotted to each party, as was 

usual in these procedures, was defined precisely and m easured with a water clock (l. 41 

IlE8' UOUTOç).65 At this point, something unexpected happens. Following the recon 

struction of the text, that in this point is damaged, the Megalopolilans withdraw their 

5Y On which see now DEsHouRs 2006. 
60 On the 1tEPlllYT]Glç see MAGNETTO 2008,169- 70. 
61 The nallle correspo nds to that of one ofthe tìve l'ribes institlltcd in Messenia at the time of 

the liberation from Sparta. Named after descendants of Herakles, they are attested in Mcsscnl' 
itself, Thouria and Korone; see LURAGHI 2008,230-3 1. THEMELIS 2008, 218 says that Kleolaia 
was a kome of Messene of uncertain location and was also cali ed Kleola. 

62 Originating from MOllnt Lykaion, the River Neda f1ew initially through Arkadia, but after 
taking a sharp turn to the west, it marked the northern border ofthe Messenian territory towards 
Phigaleia (HILLER VON GAE RTRI NGEN - LATTERMANN 19 11 , 14- 15 and Paus. 4.20.2). The 
northeastern border ofMessene towards Megalopolis could be envisioned as aline that deparled 
at an angle from the river. In that area, the steep hill to the so uth ofthe village ofKakaletri, prob
ably identified with the Heira ofthe Second Messenian War, was protected by two fortifications, 
c1early meant to defend the Messenian bOl·der. The most detailed account remains that or Hl L
LER VON GAERTRINGEN - LATTERMANN 1911,13-29. 

63 In the vocabulary ol' diplomacy, ÒllwloÀoyia is a technical tenn, in dicating either the 
parleys that happen on the occasion ofa mediation (see AGER 1996, no. 52.11; MAGNETTO 1997, 
no. SUI), or the debate between the parties in front ofthe court duringan arbitration (see AGER 
1996, nos. 129 1. 14; 158 I. 31); on how the latter was organized, see MAGNETTO 2008, 169-7 1. 

6·1 G. THuR, in a private conversalion, suggests tbat the process in the Karneiasion could have 
stretched over two days: presumably, one day for Endania, Pylana and respective territories, one 
day for Akreiat is and Bipeiatis. 

65 Cf. the arbitration of Cnidos between Calymna and Cos, 'T'itCal 79 lines 39- 41 (AGE R 
1996, no. 21; MAGNETTO 1997, no. 14); the arbitratioll of Miletos between Sparta and Messene, 
Syll. J 683, Il. 55-59 (AGER 1996, no. 159) . 
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claim over Akreiatis and Bipeiatis, bu t the Kaliatai, who appear here for the fìrst time, 

demand a new juelgment in which they themselves could participate. It is important to 

stress that the Messenians appea r to represent the Kaliatai as if they were minions of 
the Megalopolitans. In any case, this unexpecteel turn of events opens up a new phase 

in the dispute, in which Megalopolitans and Kaliatai will try to assert their claims in 
front of a panel of judges provided by the polis of Aigion. Henceforth the elecree de
scribes this new phase, leav ing more than one question unanswered. 

The most obvious question regards the outcome ofthe proceeelings in the Karneia

sion. Akreiatis anel Bipeiatis at any rate remained in Messenian hands, anel even if we 
did not know th is from the ulterior CO lme of the dispute, in legai terms once the ac

cuser withdraws his cla ims the defenelant's line is automatically confìrmed anel the 
outcome is the equ ivalen t of a victory of the elefendant. Indeed, this is how the Mes

senians view the outco me of the procedure, im plicitly presenting it as a victory. In 

lines 84- 88 they prouelly proclaim that, regareling Akreiatis anel Bipeiatis, they have 
defeated the Megalopolitans in multiple juelgments (I. 87 xpifwOIV), a plural that can
not refer only to the arbitration in Aigion aga inst Megalopolitans and Kaliatai, but 
must include the trial that hael taken piace in the Karneiasion, whose outcome had in

deed been favorab le to the Messenians. It is however rather unlikely that the judges in 
the Ka rneiasion also delivered a formai verdict in favour of the Messenians. This pe

culia r situation will in a later stage provide the Megalopolitans with a formally accept
able cla im to the effect that on the dispute between them and the Messenians regard 
ing Akreiatis and Bipeiatis no previous verdict existed (see 3d) . 

It is m uch more diffìcult to fi gure out what happened with Andania ancl Pylana, on 

whose fate the inscription says absolutely nothing. Based on the narrative of the Mes
sen ians, it wO llld seem that the Megalopolitans had withdrawn their c1aim onJy in the 
case of Akreiatis and Bipeiatis, and only after the debate hacl been conclllclecl. This 

would seem to suggest that, as far as Andania and Pylana were concerned, a verdict 

had actllall y been pronounced. However, we have no solid element that I ' ay indicate 

what was the verd ict of the àyE~l6vEç . The fact that the clecree is sil ent on th outcome 

of this side of the dispute is highly suspicious. Even considering that Andania and 

Pylana do not constitllte the m ai n to pic of the dossier, unli ke Akreiatis and Bipeiatis, it 

is diffìcul t to explain why the Messenians shollld have resisted the tempta tion to men
tion sllch an important successo Long before om inscr iption became know n, va rious 
scholars had thollght, based especially Oll Strabo's reference to Demetrills of Skepsis 

mentio ned above, that Messene had possibly lost Andania as a resuIt of the war of 
182.66 

On the o ther hand, some elements in the decree seem to point in the opposi te 

di rect ion . The cla im of the Megalopolitans over Andania and Pylana is plesented 

as m o re recent, and the Achaian assembly immediately dismisses it. The response of 

66 See already N I ESE 1903,55 n. 4 and mo re recently GRAN Dj EAN 2003,228; SHII'LEY 2004, 

553 (S86); LURAG Hl 2008,264 n. 57 with further references. 
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the Achaians is phrased in sharp and unambiguous terms, and it appears to confirm 

the Messenians' ownership (II. 9-11 TWV oi: Axml[wv a ]lJToiç [àvT]EmàvTwv ~l1i xa 

m:pl0ÉIlEV I [ME ]yaÀonoÀITmç Tàv Mwcravlwv, scil. xwpav) . The force of this state

ment, located at the very beginning of the text, seems hard to deny, and it gives the im 

pression to the modern reader that the court of the àyEllovEç couId hardly overturn 

this verdict.67 It must also be pointed out that, in line 35, with reference to the descrip

tion of their borders the Messenians delivered to Apo llonidas, the decree specifies 

xa0wç Écrn à lliv à xwpa. This specificat ion is not necessary for the narrative of the 
procedure, and the present tense most naturally refers to the time when the decree was 

inscribed . On the fa ce of it, it appears to be saying in so many words that the territories 

in question stili belonged to the Messenians al the ti me of the decree.68 

Indirectly, such conclusion could be supported by a further observation, regarding 

the internallogic of the decree. It is strange, at least for a modern reader, that a text 

that is supposed to proclaim the victory of the Messenians in the dispute over Akrei

atis and Bipeiatis should open by di scussing a different pair of territo ries, even though 

these territories were also involved in the same dispute, if only in a marginaI way. 

The decision of opening the decree with the tìrst phase of the dispute over Endania 
and Pylana and their territories, which on the fa ce of it was irrelevant to the fate of 

Akreiatis and Bipeiatis, would be ali the more odd if those two tcrritories had later 

gone lost to the Messenians. In such a case, they might as well have started the nar

ratiw directly with the arbitration in the Ka rneiasion and the l'un up to it. Especial1y 

in a document destined to a local aud ience, that wou ld have been entirely possib le. 

The decision to start the narrative with the capitulation of Messene and with the fi rst, 

failed attempt by Megalopolis to obtain Andania and Pylana must have been a con

scious and purposeful one. This would make much better sense if the Messenians in 

the end had retained Endania and Pylana. In this case, the decree would celebrate the 

preservation of a large area, composed of various in terconnected regions, at a crucial 

ti me for the city - a time which, as we will see more in deta il (section 2d) could acquire 
a particular importance for the further history of the di spute. 

h7 O n the generai climate in the League at this point, which o m inscriptio n shows to have 
been less dominated by Megalopolis than we lIsed to think, see below, sectio n 4. 

6R We wOllld like to tban k G. TH un l'o r brin gin g this scntence to o ur attcntio n, even tho ugh 
our interpretatio ns of it do not coi ncide. It is worth po inti ng o ut that the fact that the Mega lo
politans decided to w ithdraw their c1a i 111 over Akreiatis and Bipeiatis wOll ld make perfect sense if 
they had lost the first part of the dispute. 
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2c. The arbitratiorl ofAigiorl (li. 43-64) 

With I. 43, a new phase of the dispute starts. The initiative comes from the Kaliatai,69 

but later they and the Megalopolitans appear side by si de. Now the dispute revolves 

only aro und Akreiatis and Bipeia tis. The request of the Kaliatai brings about a new 

agreel1lent with the Messenians, who accept to undergo a new arbitration . This tim e, 

the decision is entrusted to a polis chosen from among the members ofthe League: the 

ancient Achaian capitai of Aigion (II. 50-5 1). The narrative of the arbitration in Ai

gion begins with the OLJWloÀoyta and focuses on the contrasting views presented by 

the two parties: the Megalopolitans maintained that Akreiatis and Bipeiatis were Ar

kadian and belonged to their territory, while the Messenians replied that they were 

Messenian. The deeree presents immediately the verd ict of tbe court: 140 judges out of 

147 voted in favo r of the Messenians, confirming the border as the Messenians had 

presented it to the OalllopyOt of the League. The decree says nothing of a new inspec

tion of the bo rderland. 

T he position ofthe Kaliata i vis-à-v is the Megalopolitans deserves attention. During 

the OlXQloÀoyta only Mega lopolis appears to have an active role,7° and yet, even if we 

take the narrative at face value, rather than speculate tbat the Messenians may have 

simplified things in order to emphasize the role of the Megalopolitans, it gs
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that the initiative of the Kaliatai had the approvaI of the Megalopolitans ( [ où 

l1U]UCHlv-rWV l. 44), o r possibly was instigated by them, who used the Kaliatai as an 

instrument in order to obtain a new judgm ent with the hope of a more favorable out

come,73 Accorclingly, the arbitration the Messenians hacl unclergone was not only 

against the Ka!iatai, but also against the Megalopolitans, and the same applied to their 
final victory, 

The crucial question is the identity of the Kali ataL From Plutarch we learn that, 

probably in 194/93, Philopoimen hacl causecl the secession of some of the XWIlUl that 

hacl previously been synoecized into Megalopolis,74 It is obviously tempting to regard 

the Kaliatai as one of them, since in our text they seem to be ab le to act on their 

own initiative ancl the Messenians assert that they have accepted to undergo a new 

arbitration against both Kaliatai and Megalopolitans (IL 47- 49) . On the other hand, 

[où l1u]uaér.vTwv (L 44) - which appea rs certain - seems to imply that, at least as the 

Messenians saw it, the Megalopolitans stili hacl inflllence on the Kaliatai, which w0111d 

not be sl1rprising if the Kaliatai had themselves been Megalopoli tans unt il a few years 
before. 

An Arkaclian polis by the name ofKallia is mentioned by Pausanias as one ofth ose 

that were merged into Megalopolis,75 but even ignoring the slight difference in name, 

the problem is that according to Pausanias Kallia was part of the so-caIJed Tripolis to 

gether with Dipoina and Nonakris, which wO llld point to an area to the northeast of 

Megalopolis, far away from the border with Messene and incompatible with the role 
ofthe Kaliatai in onr controversy,?6 Either Pausanias' Kallia has nothing to do with our 

Kaliatai, or his topographical indications need to be revised in light of the decree, 

for one thing is for snre: our decree makes no sense llnless the Kali atai bordered o n 
Akreiatis ancl Bipeiatis. 
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Finally, it is necessary to explain how the judgment in Aigion was arrived at. In Il. 

41 ff. the text proceeds b riskly, li ning up clause after clause and giving the impression 

that the events, too, fo llowed hot on each o ther's heels. We are induced to think 

that the Kaliatai presented their request directly in the Karneiasion, turning to the 17 

à yq.lOVEç, but this is far from certain. Such a scenario would presuppose not only that, 

although not mentioned by the decree, the Kaliatai were actually present in the Kar
neiasion, which is in itself not impossible, but also, and more importantly, that they 

could prescnt their request there and then, and that such a move wo uld have made 

sense in procedura! terms. It is however utterly unli kely that the àYEf.lOVEç would have 

been lega\Jy quali fìed to answer the request of the Kaliatai. The correct procedure 

required fo r this kind of req uests to be addressed to the mai n ol'gans of the League, as 

our inscrip tion itseIf shows. The supposition that the arbitration in Aigion was ar

rived at with this same procedure is confì1'med by the mention of the OUlllOPYO[ of the 
Achaian League in l. 64.77 1'0 them the litigants gave the desc1'ip tions of the bo1'de1's 

whose legitimacy they were going to defend during the trial, and in the phase of in 

struction of the cause they act as intermediaries between the litigants and the jury 

provided by the polis chosen to arbi trate. In other wo1'ds, the intervention of the Kali 

atai must have involved a forma! req uest presented to the League, and the OU~llO PYO [ of 

the League were in charge of organi zing the whole process that culminated in the 

judgment of Aigion. 

Even so, the interval between the two arbitrat ions cannot have been very long. The 

M~ss<::nians depict the intervention ofthe Kaliata i as an attempt, orchestrated by the 
Megalopoli ta ns, at remedying some so l't of setback that had taken piace during the a1'

bitratio n in the Ka rneiasion, convincing them to withd raw their request. They wiII 

hard ly have waited yea rs. It seems more 1'easonable to think that we are stili in the 

afterma th of the reintegration of Messene into the League. 

2d. The lawsuit ofth e Messenians, the rrpoxÀ/]O/ç ofMegalopolis, and the fin e (lI. 65 78) 

Some time after the arbitration of Aigion (l. 65 uaTEpov), the dispu te between M t,

senians and Megalopolitans fl ared up aga in. This time, the Messenians have taken the 

offensive. Object ofthe dispute is the produce fro m Akreiatis. The decree suggests that 

the two pa1' ties had previously reached an agreement acco rding to which the Megalo

politans had reaped the produce fro m the region unde1' condition of giving half of it to 

the Messenians. 78 They obvious!y had not, and the Messenians su ed them asking for 

77 The att rib ll te KO lvoi is necessary in order to d istingll ish the federai oa l-llopyoi (see n. 90 
below) fro m the loeal ones, see A RNAOUTOGLOU 2009/1 0, 187. 

78 Based o n the eontext, this seems the right in terpretation of the term I-lWOKOlVOç, whieh 
does not appear anywhere else. The decree appears to offer evidence on the well -known phe
nomeno n of the shared exploi ta tion of borderlands fo r agriculture and pastoralism, and of the 
displltes that cOllld arise t'rom this. To the examples eolleeted by ARNAOUTOGLOU 2009/1 0, 186 
n. 21, add R OUSSET 1994, 1999 and 20 10,43- 6 1, and CHANDEZON 2003, 33 1-49. As in our case, 
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reparations79 The response of the Megalopoli tans was the rrpoxÀqmç, a form ai chal
lenge to undergo an arbitration, which appears in the unpublished part of the inscrip 
tion.80 

In II. 70- 75, the decree summarizes the line of argument of the Megalopolitans. AI

thOllgh the Messenians had already undergone an arbitration over the possession of 
the Akreiatis, faced with their request for reparation the Megalopolitans try to start a 
new procedure leading to an arbi trat ion, arguing that no verdict on that po int had 
been pronounced and the whole matter was stillllnadjudicated . The Messenians de
pict this as a ruse, based on false premises, with tbe purpose of laking advan tage of the 
dispute over the produce in order to reopen the issue of ownership. Acco rdingly, they 
rejected the reqllest of the Megalopolitans. For this reason, the OUl-llOpyOl of the 

Leaglle imposed on them a fine of 3000 drachms.81 Surely the arguments used by the 
Megalopoli tans to convince the OUIllOpyOl and the counterarguments of the Mes
senians were the sa me which SOOI1 thereafter were presented to the pane! of jlldges 
from Miletos, whose arbitration represented tbe fina l stage of the dispute as narrated 
in the decree. This point has centrai importance for explaining the arbitrat ion of the 
Milesians and tbe whole decree: we will return to it shortly (be!ow, 2e). 

In terms of chronology, the text tells us that the fine was decided by the oUlllopyoi 
Èrri AìvqTlOU (I. 79). Most likely, this man was the aTpUTqyOç of the League in office 
at that time, and he is mentioned here in order to date the decision.82 If we turn to 

the traditional chronology of the OTpUTqyOl of the League, the first year available for 

such situations are often described in a vaglle way, without any c1ea r reference to explicit agree
ments al1(l their fonn . The land involved is uSlIally pa rt of the <public land ) (611 ~lOaiu xwpa) 0 1' 

the poleis involved, and displltes over it tend to end in one of two ways. Either the land is de
c1a red shared possession of the litigants (){O I V ~ xwpa), amI accordingly it is Ieft lIndivided and 
the litigants keep exploiti ng it jointly, o r the ow nership of one pa rty is acknowledged (which is 
what happens with the Akreiatis), and joint exploitation ca n continue under specific conditions. 
The agreement between the Lykian ){olv6v and Termessos by Oinoa nda, recently published by 
ROUSSET 20 10 (II . 27-3 1 and commentary pp. 43- 61), is a good example. It includes an arrange
ment for the shared expIoitation of Mount Masa whereby ow nership was recognized to the 
people of Tlos, while those of Termessos were allowed to exploit it fo r grazing and collecting 
wood for ti'ee, but not alIowed to cul tivate the land or to setti e there perm anent ly. 

79 The compound imoypa<popUi is lIsed here with the meaning dì le a lawsuit), l'o r which the 
simple ypa<pw wo uld be more usuai. 

80 Oli the use ofthis tenn, see CASSAY RE 2010, 234. 
81 The amount of the fin e is indicated in th e stilI unpublished pa rt 01' the inscri ption; see 

THEMELIS 2008,2 19. 
82 See however ARNAOU TOG LO U 2009/10,187 n. 24, who suggests that Ainetidas might have 

been a federai ypap~lalEuç Ii ke the Menandridas mentioned in SEG 40.394 II. 4 and 7, precisely 
for the purpose of identifying a specific year. As CH. HABICHT poinls out to us, though, the fact 
that SEG 40.394 indicated explicitly that Menandridas was the ypa ppUTEuç makes it a potent iaI1y 
decept ive comparandum, and the mentioll ofa magistrate by the simple name seems best under
stood as referring to the chief yearIy magistrate of the League. On Ainet idas, see the note of CH . 
HAB ICHT here below. 
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Ainetidas is 179/78, but a later date is entirely possible.83 It is d ear that some time had 

elapsed between the arbitration of Aigion and the lawsuit of the Messenians, but 

uan:pov (l . 65) is a very generai term, which can indicate the immediate future as well 

as a distance of years. For the ti me being, the only thing that seems d ea r is that the ref

erence to the xapnoi from Akreiatis that the Megalopolitans refused to surrender 

implies that Megalopolitans had tilled the region for at least Olle year when the Mes

senians brought their lawsui t against them. On the whole, it is not unlikely that tbe 

Messenians fil ed their sui t immediately after tbe jlldgment in their favor. 

2e. The arbitrat ion oJ the M ilesians (Il. 78- 84) 

The fi nal act of tbe dispute is aga in an arbitration, rendered by a panel of six judges r
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Firstly, it becomes clear that the minute description of the tìrst arbitration, starting 
with the request submitted by the Megalopolitans in Elis, continuing with the choice 
of the 17 àYEf.lOVEç and the proceedings in the Ka rneiasion have a precise purpose, 
namely, to prove that on that occasion a veritable arbitration bad taken piace, with ali 
its constitutive elements, including thec
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a prominent pIace in their ci ty. As we will see below, a more specific legai situation 
contribu tes in explaining the decision of the Messenians to monumentalize these ver

dicts. 

The text does not provide any specific indication on the date of the arbitration of 

the MiJ esians, but considering that it was the product of an appeal against a fine meted 

out by the c5ufllOpyoi in the yea r of Ainetidas, no long time can have elapsed between 
the fi ne and the arbitration. We are presumably stilI in the year of Ainetidas or in the 
fo llowing yea r. 

3. The resolution ofdi sputes between members ofthe Achaian League 

The notion that the Achaian League favored the recourse to interstate arbitration as an 

instrument to peacefully resolve disputes between member states has been present in 

scholarship for a long time. Wether and how this was enforced in practice however is 
much Jess clear.87 The decree from Messene offers important new elements on this 

issue. 
We consider first the 71pOXÀTlOlç submitted by the Megalopolitans, which includes a 

reqllest to the Messen ians to undergo an arbitration over ownership of the Akreiatis. 

When the Messenians refused, the c5ufllOpyoi of the League imposed a fi ne on them, 
which must have been the result of a federallaw that imposed certain obligations on 

members of the League. This is confirmed by the reasons brought fo rward by the 
Messenians to jllstify their refllsa l: the Messenians do not claim the righ t to accept or 
reject j l lt Md j r92.70.42 0.4 0.39q.318 rg
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conditions different fro m those in Karneiasion (2b), so that the Messenians would be 

obliged to accept a new arbitration. 

The existence of federallaws that could be invoked in cont roversies intern aI to the 

Achaian League is documented, in these same years, by a small number of inscriptio ns 

that document al so the imposition of fin es in the course of controversies.88 The evi

dence is fragmentary and difficult to in terpret, and the decree from Messene adds many 

important details. The League was not content just to pursue the peaceful solution of 

disputes, it also attempted to formulate rules for such a process, based o n which it was 

possible to decide whether a dispute was admissible to begin with , and obligatio ns were 

defined for the members of the League, which conditioned their strategies. 

In ligh t of this, the Messenians' decision of putting together this dossier and dis 

playing it in their ago ra acquires a furth er m eaning: beyond the celebration of a v ictory, 

it eternalized on stone the verdicts o n the land under dispute. By virtue of the Achaian 

law, the ùrro flvuflu eìç ,òv uon:pov Xpovov (Il. 84- 85) becomes fo r the Messenians a 

protection against future claims by the Mega lopolitans. 

Another aspect our decree sheds Iigh t on is the role of the federaI OU~llOpyO [ in the 

resolution of contlicts between members. In the case of the arb itration in Aigion, in 

the preliminary phase they act as intermediaries between the two litigan ts and the 

polis that is going to arbitrate, and co llect and transmit to the jury the documents sub-

88 The arbitration between Megalopolis and Thouria , very lacunose (IPArk 31 A l. 13 and 

HARTER- UIBOI'UU 1998, no. 9; see sllpra n. 36) and the o ne between Sparta and the Achaian 
Leaglle itself(SylJ.l665, l. 14; see H ARTER - UIBO I' UU 1998, 123 and no. 11 ), lIslla ll y dated al' t.:: 
164, for which TAEU BER 2006 has tentat ively proposed an ea dicr date, soon after 180. A fìnc is 
ment ioned also in the a rbitrat ion between Megalopolis and Helisson, IPArk 3 1 A I l. 4. As noted 
by ARNAOUTOG I.OU 2009/10, 19 1- 92, the text of the arbitrat ion between Spar la anel the 
Achaian League referreel explicit ly to the importance that the verdict of the arbitratiOlI be per

manent, as a condi tion fo r the peaceful coexistence of th e litigants and ror peace in the Achaian 
League (SylJ.l665 Il. 8- 19 and 39- 42). l'hese are the very principles that lay at the found al ion 

of the law that must have becn applied in the dispute between Messene anel Megalopolis, and 
it seems reasonable to connect such law to a broader refl ection on inte rn ationallaw ca rried out 

inside thc League at this time. T he connectio ns betwecn the two texts, however, could be even 

eloser. In the inscript ion regarding the arb itration between Sparta anel the League, the judge 
acljudicate two questions: the ownership of the lanci disputed between Spartans and Megalopo 
Iitans and the legitim acy of the fìn e imposed by the Achaian Leaguc on the Spartans OTi àVTI -

1IOEIT[01 -- n,H Ù<Ì j.lWI n:i.ll] I MEyoÀ01l0ÀlT<lV TGlJTaç Tàç xlwpaçj (l ines 6- 7). The judges 

acknowledge the validity of two earlier verdicts in favor of Megalopolis anel the legitimacy of the 
fine. HILI.Jl.R VON GAE RTRI NG EN in SylP 665 n. I saw in ÒVTl1l0EiT[0l ] a re ference to a failed at

tempt by the Spartans to recover the land by force of arms (the same line of tho ught is fo llowed 
also by H ARTER -UIBO PUU), but the verb àVTl1l01éo~10l here rather inclicates an attel1lpt by the 

Spartans to reopen the dispute with legai mca ns (cf. supra n. 69). l'his means that Sparta was not 
finecl for a military action, but fo r reopening with a formai challenge a controversy that had al

reacly been acljudicatecl by two previo us arbitra tions. 'l'his could imply that the same federa l law 
that mandated arbi trat ion over new disputes also tried to limit the recurse to a rbi t ration in dis
putes that had already been adjudica tecl in the past. 
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mitted by the Iitigants (I l. 63- 64). In the arbitration of the Milesians, they bring into 

court the Iitigants (Il. 79-80). 89 Tbe fact that tbey do not feature in the proceedings of 

tbe arbitration in Karneiasion is explained by the peculiarity of the jury selected for 

that procedure. In tbis case their role is taken up by the OTpaTllYoç, who is aiso the 

president of the juryYo On the other hand, they have a much more important mie in 

the case ofthe npoxÀ'lGLç presented by the Megalopolitans. The decree describes them 

as the sole responsible of the decision to fi ne the Messenians - the only entity the 
Megaiopolitans need to persuade of the legitimacy of their request for an arbitration 

(II. 75- 77 nvv Of XO IVWV oa~llopy(i)v ÈnaxoÀou8'l0a.VTWV aunll i.e. the polis ofMega

Iopolis) . No involvement of the federai assembly is mentioned. A question posed 

by our decree is then what were the respective roles of the oa~llopyol and of the federaI 

assembly in dealing with relations between members of the League, and if and how 

their competences completed each other in the process of resolving conflicts . It is 

conce ivab le that, if a 111 e 111 ber refused to comply with a req uest for an arb itration 

formulated in the assembly by another member, the oaplopyol had the task of assess

ing whether the request was admiss ible under the Iegislation of the League, and of im 

posing sanctions on recalcitrant m embers. 91 There is however an alternative scenario. 

Considering that there were only four regular assemblies every year, it is conceivable 

that, for the rest of the year, m embers couId address tbeir requests directly to the fed

eraI oapLopyol, witho llt having to wa it for the next ouvoooç of the League. 

The arbitration of the M ilesians adds an ill1portant element regarding the jurisdic

tion that applied to the relations between the Leaglle and its members, showing that 

decisions taken by the Leaglle, in this case the fine imposed by the Oa~lLopyol, could 

undergo scrutiny by a court that had been summoned for this purpose. Unlike what 

happens in the case of the a.Y€POV€ç and of Aigion, here the decree makes no reference 

to any imput by the Iitigants in the choice of the Milesians judges noI' to any procedure 

appli ed in order to entrust the Mi lesians with the judgment. This suggests that 

members of the League had a right of appea l against decisions of the organs of the 

League, and that for this purpose an external court was designated (regu larly?).92 

\ 
89 On th e techni cal mea ning of EÌoayELv see W ALSER 2008, 255- 57; CASSAYl~E 20 IO, ~74. 
90 ila f.lIopyoi of the League appear in the arbitratioll betweell Megalopolis and Helisson, 

HARTER-U IBOPUU 1998, no. 8, l. 30 (AXQI(lJV Oaf.L[lOp y - J) and possibly also in Il. 9- 10, ex
lremely damaged, where the tex t reads opouç arrÉO [ wxav - - MeyaÀorroÀL?l lTàv TOlç Oaf.LlOpyoTç. 
It is usually assum ed (TH un - TAEU BER 1994, 318 n. 13, followed by HARTER -U IBOP UU) that 
the text refers to magistrates of Megalopolis, but it cannot be excluded that the reference here 
wa aga in to magistrates ol'the League, to whom the representatives (?) ofMegalopolis gave their 
descriptioll of the borders. 

91 As formulated by ARNAOU TOGLOU 2009/ lO, 191, the hypothesis that they provided a pre
liminary evaluation oflhe processes is problematic. No evalùation was necessary ifboth litigants 
immediately accepted the arbitration; the problelll existed on ly in case one of them refuse ò 

92 We thank M. W ORR LE for bringing this poin t to O UI' attention. Also in the case of the arbi 
tration between Sparta and the Achaian League (Syll. ) 665) a decision of the League (a fine) under
went the scrutiny of a co urt of judges from outside the l.eague, probably Rhod ians (see n. 88). 
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In generai terms, the decree from Messene confirms that, in these years, the League 
did encourage, or maybe even mandate, the use of arbitration, but it did not directly 
intervene in the choice of the court, leaving this up to the Iitigants. This course of ac
tion could result in peculiar courts, such as the 17 àyq..lOVEç (3b), proposed by the 
Messenians and accepted by the Megalopolitans, and selected, as we will see more in 
detail below, with an eye to the known political views of the leading politicians of the 

League. 

4. Messene, Mega lopolis and the Achaian League 

Among its many fascinating aspects, the decree ofthe Messenians sheds new Iight on 
the relations between them and the Achaian League, and also on internai politics of 
the League after the death of Philopoimen. A first point of interest is the rejection by 
the League of the first request of the Megalopolitans, which was presented immedi 
ately after the capitulation of the Messenians. The League was at this point lead by 
Lykortas of Megalopolis, who had been elected to replace Philopoimen for the rest of 
the year, and yet, apparently in a meeting that took piace at Megalopolis itself, the as
sembly of the League voted down the request of the Megalopolitans.93 The refusal is ali 
the more striking if we consider more closely the historical background. Our li terary 
sources agree in describing the moment as a highly emotional one, with Lykortas 
making of the retrieval of Philopoimen's remains a veritable show. The image of Poly
bios riding back to Megalopolis with the urn containing thc: ashes of Philopoimen, 

surrounded by the rrpwTol TWV ì\XatWV and foIlowed by the whole army of the League 
marching in parade, is familiar,9-' and further evidence on the funera l of Philopo lTll ~!! 

in Megalopolis and the divine honors granted to him reinforces the impression that 
nobody at that point would speak against victimizing the Messenians.95 More or less 
explicitly, scholars are used to think that, riding the emotional wave provoked by the 
assassination of the old leader, the Megalopolitans, and especia Ily Philopoimen's 
associates, foremost among them Lykortas, essentiaIly had control over the League for 
a while. And yet, a closer look at the evidence shows that, in the months after Philo
poimen's death, his policy, continued by Lykortas, was by no means uncontroversial 
inside the League. The fact that Polybios' text is preserved only in excerpts makes it less 
easy to decipher the situation, but at least it is clear that Diophanes kept publicly op-

93 See Polyb. 23.16.12- 17.2: at the very time when the Messenians slirrendered, the second 
cruvoùoç of the Leaglle for that year also happened to take pIace (again at Megalopolis, like the ad 
hoc meeting that elected Lycortas crTpaT1lyoç pro tempo re, see above n. 30). 

94 «A theatrical show of emotion », ERR INGTON 1969, 193; see now the discllssion of the 
sources in KATO 2006b, 243- 50. 

95 The honors granted to Philopoimen by the Achaian League and by Megalopolis are docll 
mented in a fragmentary inscription from Megalopolis, Syll .J 624, to be compared especiaIly 
with Diod. 29.18 (see also Liv. 39.50.9; PIlit. Philop. 21.10); see KATO 2006a, 45- 46 and 2006b, 
241- 42. 
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posing the radical approach to the Spartan problem championed by Philopoimen.96 

This more nuanced image of the balance of power within the League after the Sur

render of the Messenians resonates with the response of the Achaians to the tìrst 
attempt of the Megalopolitans mentioned in the decree of the Messenians, and it may 

be further reinforced by the text in an even more striking way, for one of the novelties 

that seem to em erge from it is that in 182/8 1 the OTpaT'lyOç ofthe League was not Ly
kortas, as generally assumed, but Apollonidas of Sicyon. 

If we accept current chronologies of the OTpaT'lyoi of the Achaian Leaglle, the 
first open slot for Apollonidas would seem to come either in 179/78, after Kallikrates, 
uSllally thollght to have been OTpaT'lyOç in 180/79, or just possibly one year eadier, 

after Hyperbatos, universally held to have been OTpaT'lyOç in 181/80.97 This would 
mean that the next step of the controversy between Messene and Megalopolis hap

pened in 180/79 at the very ea rliest, at least two years and a half after Messene surren

dered to the League. In o ther words, the rraÀlv of line Il would bridge a distance of 

more than two years if not more than three. This is not the impression one gets from 
the text of the inscription. 

Now it has to be pointed out that no ancient source says that Lykortas was elected as 

a regular OTpaT'lyOç for 182/81 fo llowing his OTpaT'lyiu pro tempore. The argument 
in favor of this notion is quite indirect and conjectural.98 It hinges largely on a passage 

of Polybios about an embassy from Ptolemy V Epiphanes to the Achaian League in 
181/80, which announced the donation of a fleet of ten pentekontors to the Achaians. 

In respense, the Achaians decided to send an embassy to thank the king, but later had 

to cancel it because Ptolemy died. The ambassadors that had been chosen were Lykor

tas, Polybios and Aratos the Younger, and Polybios tells us that his father had been 

chosen to lead the mission because he bad been OTpUT'lyOç at the time when the al
Iiance between Ptolemy and the Achaians had been renewed. Scholars have been UTl 

willing to admit that this might refer to Lykortas' strategy in 185/84, because only the 

year before, in 186/85, Lykortas himself, acting as an ambassador, had negotiated a 

renewal of the alliance with Ptolemy, but when he reported back to the assembly of the 

League the OTpUT'lyOç Aristainos had frustrated the whole enterprise wJ.·h procedural 

arguments, pointing out that neither Lykortas nor Ptolemy's ambassadoJ"5 had taken 

care to make explicit just which one ofthe various treaties between the League and the 
Ptolemies they were renewing. It is doubtfu l,99 so the argument, that the fo llowingyear 

Lykortas could have been able to overturn the decision. Also, Ptolemy's embassy of 

181/80 seems to come too late as a response to a renewal that had taken piace in 185/84. 

96 Polyb. 23. 17. 12; see GRUEN 1984,492. 
97 See above, n. 83. 

98 It is laidolitindetailbyAYMAIW 1967,39- 42. WALBANK 1 979,258-59folttot..·~AYMARD, 

bllt see below, n. 102. 
99 O r «très bizarre», as A YMARD 1967,41 puts it; but note that AYMARD arglles as if Aristai

nos' intervention amounted to a rejection ofthe renewal ofthe alliance, which cannot be the case. 
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This line of argument, however, cannot withstand scrutiny. On the contrary, if an 

alliance to wh ich the League and Ptolemy had agreed had not been finally sanctioned 

in 186/85 because of Aristainos' intervention, it wou ld be strange that Lykortas, 

mpoTllyoç the following year, had not proceeded to remedy the glitch as soon as pos

sible in order to avert a more radicalloss offace: JOo after all , oaths had already been ex

changed and Ptolemy's embassy had been accompanied by lavish gifts of weapons and 
money, IOI which the Acha ians clearly did not turn back. Aristianos' intervention ac

tually created a kind of limbo, by any standards a very embarrassing situation, and if 

we date the final renewal to 182/81 we must al so accept that this awkwardness wa 

allowed to stand unrepaired for three years. Considering this, a final sanction of the 

renewal in 185/84 is in fact extremely likely. Ptolemy's embassy of 181/80, on the other 

hand, promised further gifts, following a common pattern in royal embassies, with the 

purpose ofkeeping alive the good relations established a few years ea rlier. Its connec

tion with the renewal of the treaty does not have to be more than indirect, and of 

course there is nothing strange ifLykor tas was now chosen to lead the Achaian envoys 

because four years ea rlier he had been most directly involved in the renewal of the al

liance. I02 

lt must be recognized that we have no real argument for assigning to Lykortas the 

strategy of the League in 182/81. Accordingly, nothing at ali stands in the way of taking 

the evidence of this new document in the most natural way, admitting that the 

oTpoTllyoç of that year was Apollonidas of Sikyon. This has some consequences fo r 

the way we reconstruct politics within the Achaian League after the death of Philo 

poimen. 103 Apollonidas appears for the first time in Polybios during a meeting of the 

Achaian League in 186/85, when he convinced the Achaians to reject an offer by Eu

menes II to donate funds from whose interest the members of the federaI counei l 

could receive a salary for the m eetings.104 We cannot tellmuch about the associati ons 

of Apollonidas with other politicians ofthe League,J05 bllt we know that he had been 

sent to Rome to assllage the senate after the encounter between Metellus and thc 

leaders of the League in 186/85. According to Polybios, at the meeting Metelllls had 

100 See E RRIN G TO N 1969, 164- 65. 
101 Polyb. 29.9.2-3. 
102 W A LB ANK 1979,259 rnay have rnisunderstood the issue. He writes: <<it is hard to imagine 

why, if the renewal was in 185/4, the Achaeans waited unlil 180 to thank Ptolemy for his gifts», 
but the embassy decreed in 181/80 was not mea nt to thank for the gifts of 186/85. but fo r the ten 
ships promised in that sa rne year 18 1/80. 

103 One is reminded of E. GRUEN'S penetrat ing observation on the tendency with in the 
Achaian League to prevent any one faction from holdi ng power year after year; see GRUE N 1984, 
496. 

IU·I Polyb.22.8. 1- 7. 
105 ERR ING T ON 1969. 159- 63 im plies that Apollon idas' speech against Eumenes' offer points 

to his being aligned with Aristainos, then OTpaTTlYOç of the League (in 188/87 according to 
ER IU NGTON'S chronology. see ER IU NG TO N J 969, 255- 6 1); cf. however ibid . 173. 
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eritieized Philopoimen's approaeh to the Spartan qllestion, wherellpon Aristainos had 
kept silent, signaling approvai, while Diophanes had aligned himself with Metellus' 

eritieism, adding that Phi!opoimen had aeted in a similarly lInsatisfaetory way in the 
case of the Messenians. IOG In front of the senate, Apollonidas defended Philopoimen's 

aetions, bllt this again does not tell us anything eertain abollt his own politica! alle

gianees. 107 

If indeed Apollonidas, and not Lykortas, was the OTpUT'lyOç of the League in 
182/81, and keeping in mind that evidence on his poli tica! allegianees is not entirely 
straightforward, some pieces of information we already possessed acquire new mean

ing. As mentioned above, the stele in which the retllfI1 of Messene to the Leaglle was 

finally sanetioned was 
t 5  r g 
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of the political leaders, that is, the actions that Lykortas had llndertaken of his Own 

initiative. 110 Once he was elected UTpUTqy6ç of the Leaglle, in 180/79 according to the 
commonly accepted chronology, Kallikrates was responsible for the return of Mes

senian exiles. 11 1 The highly negative image of Kallikrates sketched by Polybios, who 
owed him his exile to Rome after Pydna, has made it dimcult for scholars to appreciate 
his policies in terms other than mora!, but there is no reason not to see that Kalli 
krates, just like Aristainos and Diophanes before him, pursued senatorial approvai as 

a way of sidelin ing his competitors for leadership in the League.lt is just possible that, 
when he was cali ed to adjudicate between Messenians and Megalopolitans, his views 
on the issue were not known yet, but this is not very likely. Having him and Archon 

serving alongside on the pane!, just Iike the absence of judges from Arkadia, looks Ii ke 
an ostentation of impartiality. 

In conclusion, while presumably no politician of the Achaian League approved of 
the secession of the Messenians, there appear to have been disagreements, even after 
Philopoimen's death, on how to deal with them. Polybios alone already gave us reason 

to suppose that this might have been the case, but our inscription speaks even mo re 
eloquently to that sitllation. To be sure, the fact that there was resistance to allowing 
the repression of the Messenian revolt to become a private affair of Lykortas and of 
Megalopolis is after ali no more surprising than the fact that the Megalopolitans tried 
their best in order to profit from the situation. More in terestingly, the interpretatio n 

ofthe events referred to in our document, however, makes it possible to broach a more 
generaI problem relating to the Achaian League. While documents Iike ours show po

leis as collective political actors, the literary sources, especially but not only because of 

the influence of Polybios, give the impression that League politics was characteri zed 
by competition between influential po liticians whose agendas were not necessa rily 
dictated by the polis they came from, the contrast between Diophanes and the faction 

of Philopoimen being the clearest example. 11 2 The way that these two leve!s were in 
terwoven is a fascinating if overlooked topic, one that would deserve and repay further 
research. 

110 Polyb. 24.9.12- 13; on Kallikrates' embassy, see especiall y DEROW 1970, and more brief1y 
KOEHN 2007, 215- 16 and n. 130 with perceptive comments and further references. On the lim its 
of an approach to Achaian politics that classitÌes individuai politicians as <patriots> or <pro
Romal1>, see the comments of G IWEN 1984, 331- 34. 

III Polyb. 24.10.1 5. 

112 A comprehensive study of the poli ticalleadership of the Achaia n League is a desidera tu m; 
for some preliminary observations, see O'NEIL 1984-86, 33- 44. 
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CHRISTIAN HAB ICHT 

Appendix: Ainetidas 

Ainetidas served as oTpaTqyoç of the Confederation in the year in which the oa

fllOPYO I slapped the city of Messene with the fi ne mentioned in line 97: Érrì AivqTloa. 

The name is so f~1r attested o nly in Sparta, and extremely rare there too. It is missing 

in the 1875 ed ition of P APE - BENSELEIÙ Worterbuch der griech ischen Eigennamen 

and appears in BECHTEL'S Die histo rischen Personen namen des Gri echischen bis 

zur Kaiserzeit of 19 17 with just one test imony from Sparta: 1\ vT1Àaç AivqTloa 

YÀU [<pEUç], member of a 01aooç (IG V 1,208, line 3 [SGDI 4443]) from the second o r 

first century B.C. This is also the o nly en try of the name in BRADFoRD's A Proso

pography ofLacedaemonians from the Death o f Alexander the Great 323 B.C., to the 

Sack ofSparta by Alaric, A.D. 396, 1977, p. 2 1, and in the volumes ofLGPN published 

so far (March 20 12). 

Another instance of the nam e became recently IGlown from the base of an eques

trian sta tue found at Megalopolis and published in 1995 by ULLA KRE ILI NGER. 11 3 

The monument was erected by KallistokIeia, daughter ofXenogenes of Megalopolis in 

ho nor of her husband Xenainetos, son of Kraugis. The name ofhis fa ther reveals that 

he was a brother of the famo us Philopoimen, who lost his life in 183 BCE. " 4 This 

statue was th e work of AivqTloaç 1\ vT1Àa AaxEoa'l.lOV loç. The artist must have been a 

direct ancestor of the just named sculpto r. He is, withollt a doubt, the oTpaTq yoç of 

the League during the year in which the Oaf.llopyol punished Messene with the fine, 

since the year of his service must be one of the earliest years after 180 BCE, and cer

tainly not later than 175. As U. KRE ILI NGER has aptly observed, the working on sta ne 

seem s to have been a tradition in this fam ily." s 

The name of his father occurs in Sparta once again in a IlOt yet clea rly recognized 

case. In a catalogue of names, catalogus Taenarioruln, dated to the fÌrst century BCE 

(IG V 1, 2 10), appears in line 33 [1\ JvulÀaç 1\ PlaTOf1ÉV€Oç. In the Indtx to the volume 

the edito r, W. KOLBE, says o n page 216: <<l1onne 1\VT1Àaç?», but where he comments 

on the text he says <<33 scripsi [1\Jvu lÀaç, quod est pro 1\vuolÀaç». In this he is fol 

lowed by O. MASSON. 116 But KOLBE had the right instinct, when he proposed to see in 

Antilas the correct fo rm of the name for the son of Aristomenes, and this has been 

corrobo rateci by a cl ecree ofEretria in honor ofjuclges from Sparta, in which o ne ofthe 

113 KRE ILl NGER 1995 with plate 84.1. I am indebted to the author for her kindness in send
ing me a large copy of her photograph. The text of the inscription can be found also in SEG 45. 
34 1. 

11 4 This new piece of evidence opens the possibility that his name, instead ofthat of his more 
famolls brother, collid be restored in another base fro m Corinth, where [---- <]) IÀ01To[pEva] 
KpauylOç was restored by HILLER VON GAERTRINGEN 1932,364, although the latter remains 
more likely. 

11 5 KRE ILl NGER 1995,376. 
116 MASSON 2000, 514. 
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judges bears the name of AVTIÀa [ ç AptaTO ljlÉvwç l1 7 and is therefore an ea rlier name

sake of the man of IG V 1,2 10, line 33. 
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Fig. 2: The territory involved in the dispute 


