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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 agora of Messene, in the summer of 2004, a large square
limestone foundation came to light near the northeastern corner of a Doric temple
currently identified as the temple of the heroine Messene. On the foundation, four
limestone orthostates of about one meter by two had originally stood supporting pre-
sumably some sort of slab that carried a multiple equestrian monument. Only two of
the orthostates were still in situ, lying flat on their face on the ground near the foun-
dation. Once they were lifted, one of them turned out to be completely covered by an
inscription running for some 190 lines divided in four columns. The field director
KLeANTHIS SIDIROPOULOS immediately recognized that the missing top left corner
of the orthostate had been found in the same area the year before. It preserved the first
words of the first six lines of the inscription.

The text includes a dossier of documents, in a format common in the Hellenistic
period. The first and longest, running for 101 lines and taking up the first two col-
umns, is a decree of the assembly of the Messenians summarizing an hitherto un-
known territorial controversy between Messene and Megalopolis that constituted its
historical background and mandating that the whole dossier be inscribed on the
Pabpov ... i ol inmeig évti (lines 92-93), clearly our monument. The other three
documents that compose the dossier.aze_in, that oxder. a_challengg from the polis =5,

Megalopolis to the polis of Messene, a fine imposed on the Messenians by the magis-
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trates of the Achaian League, and finally an arbitration of a panel of Milesian judges in
favor of the Messenians. In 2008, PETros THEMELIS has published a preliminary text
of the first two columns, based on a comprehensive decipherment of the inscription
with the help of Voura Barpant and with contributions by other scholars. The
present study represents a first attempt at illuminating the historical circumstances
presupposed and/or referred to in this document. Since the text is still relatively little
known, we begin by providing our own version of it with a few textual notes and an

Nino Luraghi - Anna Magnetto

English translation.! Fig. 1.
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Yaetifopl a
¢meldi) natac[xov]twv tov Ax'adv
"Evdaviav xai [TTol]dvay, tac 68 tohe-
oc &noxarac[rabeio]ag eig Tay ovvmoAt-
telav TO[v Axadv], 10 pev mpdTtov noEn-
oav Mey|aAoToATT Jau S1& TOV AXatdv d@elé-
[0Bat apiv Td]g Te MOAEIS Hal TAV XWPAV TAY
[’Ev8avinay x]ai ITudaymay ndoayv aitnpo
[te —— ca. 7 -~]o Tobg Axatovg, Tdv & Axat-
[@v a]vTois [avTlemdvroy, up xa tgolBfuey
[Me]yahomoAitaig tév Meooaviwv, TéALy
[2-3]@av &v taL év Alet ouvodwt BéNety 1p1Bfy-
["u]"ev mo®" apé, mepi te Tag mpdTEpOV XWPAG
dvreléyooav apiv nal mept tag Evéavirdg
nal TTvdavindc xod AUV GLVEAOPEVOY HPL-
pLov ToT" avTovs & xal avTol cVVELSOHN-
oaxEov¢ ayepdvag Ao wvidav ‘Ete-
dpxov, ANéEavdpov AleEavdpov, Khéav-
Spov Kheavdpov Zuwwviovg, Apxwva Dido-
wAéoc, EEaivetov 'EEawvétov Alyipdrag, Pé-
Aaxpov Davoldov, Aageidn Eevouléo,
Tridmupov Zranvpov, Aapdtevov Kieo-
Eévou Avravdooy AauoEévon Aivystig " Av-
tavdpov YrnepPiov Avpariov, Erepdrn Kap-
yio, Fopyidav Nudda, " Apxadiova Aé-
ovtog Dapateic, Kal\updtn Oeote-
vou Agovtiiotov, Nutddpopov Dikotioa,
Didwva Zatopov AAeiovg, nal mept TOOTWY
EVOTANOV VEVOUEVOD AUV, ATTOOOV-
1&g ol Meyahomohitat Gpovg AmolAwvi-
datl Tt oTpatay®dL Tdg te Evoavindg

! Beside the editio princeps, THEMELIS 2008, see also ARNAOUTOGLOU

2009/10.
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wal Hodavirdc xal 1ag Axpeldtioq »ai
Bureidatiog, »at apov AmodovTwy TovC
nepiéxovrag dpovg and Nédag dypt Khe-
ohaiag, xabwg £0Tt Auiv & xOpa, Tapa-
YeVOUEVWY TV SixaoTay eig o Kap-
VELAO10V Mal AtodelEavTwy audv é-
natépwy Tav xwpav xabwg xal Tovg 6-
[polug aneddrapeg, xal yevopévag

[év] td1 Kapvelaoiwt Sucatoloyiag ml
[8V0 alpépag ped” Boatog, dmd pév Tag
[Axpetd]tiog xal Bimetdtiog amootdvtwy
[t@v Me]yahomohitay, Tobg 6 Kakia-
[Tag ob nd]uodvm)v avrutomoacat

apiv mwg] dA\o upttiiplov petala-
Bovtwv v K]ahatday mdAty xpivovrtal
éndtepol adtd]v mod’ apé, apdv 8¢ ov-
[~~~ ca. 9-10 - - xpi]ory moti te Kakidrag
[xail Meyahomohit]ag mepl Tag AxpeldTiog
[»ad Bureidriog »ad ov]vedopévoy duao-
[
[

[
[
[

mpLov tav oAy T@]v Alytéwy xai Suat-
ONOyioc yesimrduimel Mesin) ama) irfas
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Aéoato & moAg tdv Meyalomo-
\Tay mepl Tag AXPELATION XWPAG
@g upttnplov ovvekdpeda g ov

75  ueupipévwy mod apé, Tov 8¢ nol-
vV dapopy®v emaxolovdnodyv-
TV adtdl xai fapiav apiv €mi-
Bakovtwy 61t 0d cuvatpoipeda
1PLTAPLOV 1l EloayaydvTwy eig TO

80 Sucaothplov @V Mknoiwv évid-
oapev Taoalg Taig Wagotg xaboTt
glnpev uexpipévol epi Te TadTag
Tdg xpag ¥ »al Tég Bieidtiog mo-

i Meyahomolitag émwg ovv OIo-

85 pvapa el nai eig Tov Botepov xpovov
&1 mepi Te Tag AupeldTiog xal Bureld-
TI0¢ upipaoty éviudoopes Tobg Me-
yahomohitag xal mept Tag Lapiag
&g Elapiwoay apt oi dapopyol é-

90 vidoapeg ¥ §edoxOar Tt Sapwr
dvaypdyat €ig TO lepdv Tag Meo-
oavag eig 0 PaBpov 10 mapd O Bov-
\efov 1) ol inmeig évri Tdv Te Tpd¥hn-
o Tav yevopévay o TOv Meya-

95 NomoAtdv xal tav apiav tav
ATto T@OV SAOp'YDY yEVOUEVAY
¢ AlvnTida sal tav upioty Tav ye-
vopévav H1td Tod Suactnpiov TOV
Miknoiwv Biwvog, BaBwvog, Aloypov,

100 ‘Hpayopa, Dikiorov, Aptépwvog, Opoi-
wg 6¢ nal TO yagiop'a todto vacat
vacat (5 lines)

Notes

Unless otherwise indicated, supplements are from THEMELIS editio princeps. Observations on
the stone go back to NLs autopsy from October 30, 2008, performed with kind permission of
P. Tuemeris and with the help of K. SipirorPoULOS.

8. aitnva THeEMELLS, but the stone has altnpa.

9. [~~]o TueMELIs. The omicron after the lacuna is confirmed. The context requires a finite
verb in the middle which can take aitnpa as its direct object and tobg Axatovg as its indirect ob-
ject. Possibly [te ftiioavt]o.

10. 1t[polemévrwy THEMELIS; [dvt]emmavtoy CH. JONES (private communication), confirmed
by autopsy.
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12. [- -Jpav TueEMELIS. There is space for 2 or 3 letters. [* €]gpav (?) L-M. The lacuna is too
small to allow for other supplements. The Doric form for the third person plural is frequent in
poetry (Homer, Apollonius Rhodius, Theocritus); A. WiLHELM, Reisen in Kilikien, no. 108 1. 36
[£palv (Syll.* 644; I.Byzantion 1) suggested it as a supplement for a decree of Byzantium dated
175-171 BCE. The surface of the stone appears to have been damaged before the inscription was
cut, as shown by various 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, 101). The same factor
could be at play at the beginning of the following line, which, as preserved on the stone, begins
precisely with a vacat.

13. [pev pJ'ev printed by THEMELIS is too long for the lacuna, which cannot have included
more than 2 or maximum 3 letters (narrow letters that is: in the inscription mus, nus and
especially epsilons are instead rather broad); it is also syntactically awkward. [*u]*&v mof qué
L-M. For the conditions of the stone at this point, cf. supra ad 1. 12.

41. [tpeig] printed by THEMELIS appears too long; [Svo] THUR (private conversation), which
seems to have been THEMELIS’ own view at some point, see THEMELIS 2008, 218.

45. [apiv xai] THEMELIS, but there is space for more letters and the subjunctive at the end of
line 46 requires a conjunction; [auiv 6mwg] L-M.

47. The lacuna is 12-13 letters long. We propose [¢xdtepot advt@]v, cf. dudv éxatépwy
(1. 37-38), which however refers to Megalopolitans and Messenians. The supplement is compat-
ible in terms of length and consistent with the Messenians’ take on these developments as pres-
ented in the decree: here they have good reasons to underline that the proceedings in Aigion
involved not only the Kaliatai, who are their formal counterpart, but also the Megalopolitans;
cf. infra section 2c.

Translation

Decree. Whereas, when the Achaians occupied Endania and Pylana and the polis was
readmitted to the sympolity of the Achaians, at first the Megalopolitans wanted to
take away from us, with the help of the Achaians, the poleis and the whole of the ter-
ritory of Endania and Pylana and presented a formal request to the Achaians, and
since the Achaians retorted that they would not transfer to the Megalopolitans land
that was of the Messenians, again they declared in the o0vodoc at Elis that they wanted
to call us to court and disputed with us regarding both the previous land and the ter-
ritories of Endania and Pylana, and since we chose as a court in which to be judged
against them that to which they too agreed, that is, the dyepdveg Apollonidas son of
Etearchos, Alexander son of Alexander, Kleander son of Kleander, of Sikyon, Archon
son of Philokles, Exainetos son of Exainetos, of Aigira, Phalakros son of Phainolaos,
Lapheides son of Xenokles, Stiapyros son of Stiapyros, Damoxenos son of Kleoxenos,
Antander son of Damoxenos, of Aigion, Antander son of Hyperbios, of Dyme, Epi-

nne AL NTiILidan Avlradinm can ~f T ann ~Af Dharai

krates son of Kemngics Coasaidan
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previously submitted, and after in the Karneiasion a debate took place over two days,
with speakers’ time measured by a water-clock, the Megalopolitans renounced Akrei-
atis and Bipeiatis, but did not restrain the Kaliatai from disputing with us, so that,
by way of the Kaliatai obtaining a new trial, they both could again undergo a judgment
against us, and since we agreed to be judged against the Megalopolitans and the Kali-
atai regarding Akreaiatis and Bipeiatis and cooperated in the choice of the polis of

Aigion as our court, after a debate took place, 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 Sajuopyoi. Later, because
we had sued the polis of the Megalopolitans regarding the produce from this territory
for a double talent, because it (i.e. the polis), after having taken such produce under
the condition of it being shared half and half, had not returned it,> and although we
had already received a verdict regarding that land, the polis of the Megalopolitans
challenged us again to undergo a judgment regarding the Akreiatis territory, as if they
had not been already judged against us, and since the common Sajuopyoi heeded it
(i.e. the polis of Megalopolis) and imposed on us » fine saying that we had refused to
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the Messenians’ desire for independence, which usually involved enlisting the support
of some powerful ally from outside the Peloponnese, who was not going to exert too
invasive an influence over them - during the third century, mostly the Aitolians.* Only
during the Demetrian War Messenians and Achaians ended up on the same side,
and only as a side effect of the alliance between Aitolians and Achaians. The pattern
was vreny atscrroeaas aresornor ‘e Créomentc WAL wilen ule alcortins; possibly
themselves nervous about the expansion of the Achaian League and anxious to rein in
their remaining allies in the Peloponnese, launched raids in the territory of Messene,
thereby pushing the Messenians into the arms of the Achaians and of Philip V.* But the
Achaians” attempt at detaching from Messene the smaller poleis of Messenia could not
but generate hostility.” By the time of the First Macedonian War, the Messenians 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
of Phoinike in 205.° In the last years of the century, the alliance between Macedon and
the Achaian League established by Aratos and Antigonos Doson at the time of the
Cleomenic War tinally collapsed, and by virtue & bodbhoimg Binesnd i ha Pogmads,
Messenians and Achaians fought on the same side in the Second Macedonian War - at
east virtually, for there is no evidence that the Messenians were actually involved in
the operations.
Understandably, for the Romans the Achaians were much more interesting as po-
tential allies than the Messenians.” Accordingly, at the end of the war they appear to
have ignored the Messenians’ claim over Asine and Pylos, both Achaian at that point.”

frrovons thn Conareth ot fo

" toramore detailed presentation of the history of the Mes o
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Thus, the Messenians joined the group of those discontented by the Roman policy,
gathered around the Aitolians and looking hopefully towards Antiochos I - or at
least. this isas¥nacouarsources hirash v werted kiways edwemprurindit-are pervasive
pro-Achaian bias of the literary tradition.” 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 fold of the League.!” Envoys were sent to Elis
and Messene, both old friends of the Aitolians with more or less explicit sympathies
for Antiochos. The Eleians replied that, now that Antiochos’ army had left Greece, they
would think about the request. The Messenians were less diplomatic: they sent away
the envoys and prepared for war. Diophanes of Megalopolis, otpatnydc of the league
for 192/91, invaded Messenia, devastated the northern Messenian plain and arrived
in sight of Messene. At this point, the Messenians sent an embassy to T. Quinctius Fla-
mininus, 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 receiving 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 series
of Spartan attempts at breaking free of the Achaian League.!" Accordingly, in the
summer Diophanes may not have expected. Flamininus to havesny,~higctiams s aohids
attempt at reducing the Messenians. At a meeting in Andania, after reprimanding
Diophanes for having started the war without consulting him, Flamininus 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.'* 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 Messenia, were now detached
from Messene and became members of the Achaian League. The same must be true of
Kyparissia, unless it had already joined the League on a previous occasion." From the
viewpoint of the Achaian League the campaign had been a success. A statue of Dio-

League before the Second Macedonian War, and possibly during the First: Niese 1899, 646 n. 4
argues for a date between 208 and 206, which is likely but not certain, cf. AymArD 1938a, 13 1. 6

Once Asine and Pylos had joined the League, it is unlikely that Mothone, isolated in the south

eninsula, would remain Messenian.
' Liv. 36.31.2, on which see LuraGin 2008, 261 n. 49,
Y For what follows, see Liv. 36.31.
' Plut, Philop. 16.1-3 and Paus. 8.51.1 with Grupn 1984, 467-68.

e viéssenans 1ay nave ik cldurinmus up o uils viiel; see below n. 17, For contrast-
ing interpretations of Flamininus’ aims vis-a-vis the Achaians, see ERRINGTON 1969, 119-24;
GRUEN 1984, 468-71; FERRARY 1988, 121-24.

13 Philopoimen’s hurried ride into Messenia in 182 was provoked by the news of an attack on
Korone (Liv. 39.49.1) or on Kolonides (Plut. Philop. 8.5); see ROEBUCK 1941, 94 and n. 124. The
new inscription from Aigion published by Rizak1s 2008, 168-70, probably a list of vopoypdgot
of the Achaian League, includes the names of two men from Messene and one each from Kypa-
rissia, Korone and Asine.

western corner of L}IL‘ Akri
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phanes was dedicated on the agora of Megalopohs, and the eplgram that accompanied
it praised the Achaian oTpatnyé
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property to the returning exiles, a detail that Flamininus may not have clarified in his
original pronouncement: this was usually the most controversial aspect of any return
of exiles in a Greek polis."”

In Messene, discontent with the Achaian League was polarized around a leading
Messenian politician. Deinokrates, who had personal ties with Elpmininee dating
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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 place
at the time of the harvest, but failed because Deinokrates had managed to block every
access to the region.* 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.?> All sources agree that Philopoimen, otpatnyég
for that year, could not take immediate action because he was lying ill in Argos, far
from the theater of the conflict, but upon hearing that the Messenian town of Korone
(for Livy) or Kolonides (for Plutarch) was about to be attacked by Deinokrates, he de-
cided to,rnsh to the rescue with anv forces he conld muster. He rode to Megalonolis al-

wolan andcd Cretan mercenaries and 60 vouno




520 Nino Luraghi - Anna Magnetto

that the League stood inactive while the grpatnyéc was out of commission. The only
thing that seems clear is that narratives of these events had to satisfy the need of mak-
ing neither Philopoimen nor Lykortas look like fools or slackers, all of them deriving
ultimately, as they do, from Lykortas” son.

The reaction of the Achaians to the news of Philopoimen’s death was quick
and decisive. A special meeting of the league in Megalopolis clected Lykortas
otpatijyés for the rest of the year,™ and he immediately invaded Messenia. He seems
to have made of it scorched carth to the point that even Polybios felt motivated to
criticize the excesses of the Achaian army led by his father?! Among the Messenians,
it must have become finally clear 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 only way out, even though it was clearly 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 this point. 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.’”> Lykortas imposed unconditional capitulation. A garrison was
going to be stationed in the fortress on Ithome and the leaders of the revolt were to be
delivered.® Deinokrates had already committed suicide. Others were executed, some
apparently stoned during the burial ceremony for Philopoimen, which was held in
Megalopolis soon thereafter.” As for the conditions of the readmission of Messene in
the League, Lykortas deferred to the upcoming obvodog of the League, the second of

9 Plut, Philop. 21.1; on the formal aspects of the meeting, see Larsin 1955, 168.

M Polyb. 23.15; see also the retrospective comments in 24.2.3 and 24.9.13 (Kallikrates’ speech,
on which see below).

32 Polyb. 23.16.2-5. Considering the previous history of the 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, he 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 still there. This would have implications for the
length of the revolt. It stands to reason that they must have embarked on their mission before the
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the year, which was again going to take place in Megalopolis. But at this point, a Kom-
pasion-like solution had already been implemented and all that remained 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 League,
in fact the conditions dictated 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
Messenia that were still linked to Messene, namely Abia, Thouria, and Pharai, located
on the northeastern side 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.’ Later, but possibly in the same year,
a ohvodog of the League gathered in Sikyon dealt with a border dispute between the
now independent Thouria and Megalopolis, apparently entrusting the finaltdecision
to a mohig EoAntog.* Finally, apparently in a meeting of the following year, i.e.
182/81, the stele that regulated the admission of Messene to the League was drawn up
and the Messenians were granted three years of exemption from the federal tributes in
order to recover from the damages of the war.?”

2. The territorial controversy between Messene and Megalopolis

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

Py
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two years, 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 of the docu-
ment is celebratory and it is destined primarily to an internal audience, and accord-
ingly tendentious.

2a. Megalopolis’ request to the Achaian League (lines 2-11)

As mentioned above, the story told by the inscription starts when the army of the
Achaian League was still in Messenia. We must be in the summer of 182, very soon after
the death of Philopoimen. Clearly, the Messenians have surrendered not long before. At
this point, the Megalopalitans trv to exploit the situation and take possession of the cities

and territories of Endania and Pylana, the two cities in Achaian hand at that po
Behind the first name, Endania, Tremenis has sugpested recopnizing the

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

which the famous inscription of the mysteries belonged. The alternate spelling

expected, butl not without parallels: one may think of Orchomenos/Ercl

TaiEMELs has rightly pointed out that in a passage of Polybios that refers (o
) / I I ) /

pedition in Messenia of the Spartan king Lycurgns in 217 the same spelling of
x 1 N p H { . i1 A n (N 1
}/]L[C'f AT 1Ay H,g'_u_'(*,J';@)JH',[H',';\;/[‘;v',[]g‘v"‘ DOTOTEe The fey] wWas CcOrt H;*{ 1Y Ty D
of transmission creating the nonsensical and clearly corrupted form svozwe
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so far, and it is not immediately easy to establish due to changes in place names, but it
seems clear that it originates from a location immediately to the north of Kato Melpia,
on the northern edge of the Stenykleros Plain.”* Needless to say, the place 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.*!

The true extent of the territorial curtailment that Messene would have undergone,
had the Achaians acceded to the request of the Megalopolitans, remains difficult to
estimate. In any case, the area of Andania is not immediately adjacent to the main
route from Messene to Megalopolis, which 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 territories, the Megalopolitans were in fact claiming the
whole northern part of the Stenykleros Plain.*> This, however, is not the only possible
interpretation. In order to discuss alternatives, we first need to consider the problem
of ancient 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 cities 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,
toou,Ponsaniags, desstintianaistimited. to.the Arcadian side. Aloneg thiss iunerary; tne
border between Arcadia and Messenia was marked by another sanctuary of Hermes
called «the Hermaion by the Despoina> and including statues of Demeter, Despoina,
Hermes and Herakles.”” Obviously, this crossing must have been in the general 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 approximately
two kilometers to the south of the sanctuary. Serious 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.*® This however
would mean that the two itineraries entered the plain more or less at the same point,
some three kilometers apart, and the northern one would hardly have offered a more
direct conmiection’ 1o tnekarnasion*tnan*tne sodtirern-ome. "o tins-reason, - seents
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 close to its western
border, a sensible course if one was headed for the Karnasion. Most importantly for
us, such ag-itingsemymenldbaveconnacteditbaaneaat KataMelnis and Kangtanting
that is, of Pylana (¢) and Andania, directly to Megalopolis without crossing, th
nykléros Plain, opening the way to a somewhat 1éss expansive mterpretation of the ter
ritorial claims of the Megalopolitans.

The Megalonolitans.submitted a_reayest. called an o’ z>psam ne mscipuon; wo
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 Messenians 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 obvodog of the League in Mega-
lopolis mentioned by Polybios, which took place in the late spring or summer of 182,
soon after the capitulation of the Messenians.® At that point, Polybios tells us that the
army of the League was still in Messenia.*® The way the situation is described in the in-

47 Paus. 8.35.1-2.

18 VaLMIN 1930, 95-96; see also the description of the itineraries given by Roesuck 1941, 5.

# Notice the similarity between the words of lines 4-5 and Pol. 23.17.1: oi Megonviot ... dmo-
natéotnoay eig TV &€ dpxiig xataoTacty Tig ovpmoliteiag St THY Avxépta xal TOV Axaudy
peyaoywyiov.

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 chvodog of
Megalopolis, and the time when they were finally allowed to put in place their own
stele detailing the conditions of their membership in the League, which does not ap-
pear to have happened until the following Achaian year, when the Achaian army was
certainly not in Messenia any more.” The Messenians had all the interest to suggest, or
to underline, that the controversy had started at a time when they were again members
of the League, which may be a half-truth, and in general to depict their return into the
fold of the League in the least problematic terms.

It would be interesting to know what justification 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 foundations if, after the first rejection
by the League, they decided to ask for an arbitration, undergoing a regular process.
Strabo quotes Demetrios of Skepsis, a younger contemporary of Polybios, to the eftect
that the mythic city of Oichalia was located in Arkadia and called Andania in his
times.* It is tempting to see here a trace of the claim of the Megalopolitans, but Stra-
bo’s passages offer no support to any attempt to formulate 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,

] - TRC [ 1 . SNy IS PR I GRTASSES | P ISia Y Y A TR
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nates them as ayepoveg, and lists all their names, seventeen all in all. The list begins

wgith A vellasidads somn Fieanchius, S Sikyon il T/-18), and immediatéry ter e
we learn that Apollonidas was the otpatnyog of the League at that point (Il 30
which must be the reason why he occupies the first place. In other words, at the time of
the ovvodoc of Elis Apollonidas was already otpatny(

en place in the year of Philopoimen and Lykortas.

o0vodoc in Elis is the following Achaian year, corresponding to 182/81, as we will

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 pc on of Andania and Pylana but also
of another portion of land, at first called & rpoTepov xwpa (1. 13). Thi constituted
by the two areas whose borders were indicated to the judges together with those ot

Andania and Pylana, that is, Akretaus and Bipeiatis (1. 31-32). The extension of the
scope of the dispute does not necessarily mean that the Megalopolitans had now
gained new elements to support their claim over Andania and Pylana. It is conceivable
that they thought that a formal arbitration, providing a more specific procedure than
a vote of the federal 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 close parallels to the expression & mpdtepov xwpa (1. 13) in the corpus
of Greek territorial disputes, but it seems to suggest that the two regions had been dis-
puted already in the past, before the recent hostilities and the readmission of Messene
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the name Bipeiatis, by contrast, is obscure. All that can be said is that the initial beta
represents the rendering of a digamma in the Doric orthography of the Hellenistic
period and of the early Empire, as seen in the spelling BwpO¢a for the epithet of Arte-
mis Orthia or in the name of the Argive politician and Achaian ambassador Bippos.>®
It seems as though Akreiatis and Bipeiatis were two typical borderlands between two
Greek poleis, and the fact that they together were the object of a (probably long-last-
ing) dispute shows that they must have been bordering on one another. As for their
location, it is difficult to go beyond speculation, but the slopes to the south of Mount
Tetrazi, including Ano Melpia and Dasochori and possibly further to the south, seem
the most obvious area where to look, especially since we later learn that the Mes-
senians provided documentation regarding their borders starting from the River
Neda: unless the territory of Pylana extended so far to the northeast, there would have
been no reason to document that northern portion of the frontier unless Akreiatis
and Bipeiatis had been in that general area. However, it is also possible to look in a
completely different direction, and tentatively locate Akreiatis and Bipeiatis to the
south of the Derveni Pass, on the slopes of the Vromovrissos Mountains, immediately
before the border between Megalopolis and Thouria, which was itself under dispute in
these same years. In any case, since the two pairs of territories could be claimed sep-

aratoalv nf ane anather ac hath indeed were at different etacec of the diennts
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that follows is typical for border disputes. At first, the two parties deliver to the
otpatnyés Apollonidas, the leader of the panel, a description of the borders whose
legitimacy they will try to prove during the trial (Il. 29-35). The panel of judges con-
vene in the Karneiasion, the famous sanctuary of the Great Gods, near Andania,” in-
side the disputed territory. The judges begin with the mepunjynotg, the autopsy of the
borders, which was supposed to be performed twice, once under the guidance of
either party (Il. 37-39).% 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 of borders. The Messenians pointed
to the existing borderline, from the River Neda in the north to an area they call Kleo-
laia,! implying that that line should remain valid, thereby leaving the four areas in
their hands. The Megalopolitans indicated the borders of the four territories, which
wereallat that noint inside the Messeziian terfitory.>
After the mepujynoig the judges come back to the Karneiasion, where the debate
(Sutatohoyia) takes place.®® Both litigants illustrate their arguments and the dis-
cussion stretches over more than one day.* The time allotted to each party, as was
usual in these procedures, was defined precisely and measured with a water clock (1. 41
ped” B8atog).® At this point, something unexpected happens. Following the recon-
struction of the text, that in this point is damaged, the Megalopolitans withdraw their

% On which see now Desnours 2006,
0 On the meptynotg see MaGNETTO 2008, 169-70.
51 The name corresponds to that of one of the five tribes instituted in Messenia at the time of
L liberation from Sparta. Named after descendants of Heralles, they ave attestéd in Messene
itself, Thouria and Korone; see Luracun 2008, 230-31. Tiremerts 2008, 218 says that Kleolain
was a kome of Messene of uncertain location and was also called Kleola.
® Originating from Mount Lykaion, the River Neda flew initially through Arkadia, but after
taking a sharp turn to the west, it marked the northern border of the Messenian territory towards
Phigaleia (Flinrer vON GAERTRINGEN -~ LATTERMANN 1911, 1415 and Paus. 4.20.2). The
northeastern border of Messene towards Megalopolis could be envisioned as a line that depanted
at an angle from the river. In that area, the steep hill to the south of the village of Kakaletri, prob-
ably identified with the Heira of the Second Messenian War, was protected by two fortifications,

Alanales it bn Jaban A il Mavnenines havdae Tha sanot dotailad accnaint vamaine that o Lis |
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claim over Akreiatis and Bipeiatis, but the Kaliatai, who appear here for the first time,
demand a new judgment in which they themselves could participate. It is important to
stress that the Messenians appear to represent the Kaliatai as if they were minions of
the Megalopolitans. In any case, this unexpected 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 decree de-
scribes this new phase, leaving more than one question unanswered.

The most obvious question regards the outcome of the proceedings in the Karneia-
sion. Akreiatis and Bipeiatis at any rate remained in Messenian hands, and even if we
did not know this from the ulterior course of the dispute, in legal terms once the ac-
cuser withdraws his claims the defendant’s line is automatically confirmed and the
outcome is the equivalent of a victory of the defendant. Indeed, this is how the Mes-
senians view the outcome of the procedure, implicitly presentmg it as a victory. In

1. Al - 1 e S e il

lines R4-88 thev nrondlv nroclairst's ©

taiin oo the effect that on the dispute between them and the Messenians regard

bt

g Alaeiatis and Bipeiatis no previous verdict existed (see 3d).

(tis much more difficult to figure out what happened with Andania and Pylana, on

whose fate the inseription says absolutely nothing. Based on the narrative of the Mes-

Nlaiys

case of Alaeiatis and Bipeiatis, and only after the debate had been concluded.

Lt would seem that the Megalopolitans had withdrawn their claim only in the
I'his

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

had actually been pronounced. However, we have no solid element that nvay indicate

what was the

ol this side of the dispute is highly suspicious. Even

verdict of the ayepdveg. The fact that the decree is silent on the outcome

it g thad adivding uhia

Pylana do not constitute the main topic of the dossier, unhkc Akreiatis and Bipeiatis, it
is difficult to explain why the Messenians should have resisted the temptation to men-
tion such an important success. Long before our inscription became known, various
scholars had thought, based especially on Strabo’s reference to Demetrius ot Skepsis
mentioned above, that Messene had possibly lost Andania as a result of the war of
182,00

On the other hand, some elements in the decree seem to point in the opposite
direction. The claim of the Megalopolitans over Andania and Pylana is presented

as more recent, and the Achaian assembly immediately dismisses it. The response of

o0 See already Niese 1903, 55 n. 4 and more recently GRANDJEAN 2003, 228; SHIPLEY 2004,
553 (586); LuracHI 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 (1. 9-11 tav 82 Axa|[@v a]dToic [avt]emavtwy p xa

nepiBépev | [Me]yahomolitaug tav Meooaviwy, scil. xwpav). The force of this state-

3 [ I1re d
in a document destined to a local audience, that would have been entirely possible.
ive with the capitulation of Messene and with the first,

A

The decision to start the narrat
’ is to obtai
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2c. The arbitration of Aigion (Il. 43-64)

With 1. 43, a new phase of the dispute starts. The initiative comes from the Kaliatai,*
but later they and the Megalopolitans appear side by side. Now the dispute revolves
only around Akreiatis and Bipeiatis. The request of the Kaliatai brings about a new
agreement with the Messenians, who accept to undergo a new arbitration. This time,
the decision is entrusted to a polis chosen from among the members of the League: the
ancient Achaian capital of Aigion (Il. 50-51). The narrative of the arbitration in Ai-
gion begins with the Sutatoloyia 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 decree presents immediately the verdict of the court: 140 judges out of

. - .. . B N SN, (LIS, RN (SR, o B
147 voted_in faves ~Srtiic frcssemans, cotrmrnimmehiid-vofaer s Gressenomshinda
o ‘ ) .
it io the oaguopyol of the League. The decree says nothing of a new inspec
noof the bovrderland.

e position ol the Faliatai vis-a-vis the Megalopolitans deserves attention. During
ccaoroyic only Meoalopolis appears to have an active role,™ and yet, even if we
he narrative at face value, rather than speculate that the Messenians may haws

mplificd things inorder to cmphasize the role of the Mesalopolitans, it is difficult to
e L 7 P 1

ot that the Faliatal had o mere supporting role. " On the contrary, the decree in

ibine them as ij\\""{;;;', il i thiy wiio requUest 2 new ’!rj‘}"i\l nt, e 1he
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1A mnsist that (e coented an arbitration rovt = Raddroe o0 MevaAio
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that the initiative of the Kaliatai had the approval of the Megalopolitans ([ov
najvodvtwy L. 44), or possibly was instigated by them, who used the Kaliatai as an
instrument in order to obtain a new judgment with the hope of a more favorable out-
come.”? Accordingly, the arbitration the Messenians had undergone was not only
against the Kaliatai, but also against the Megalopolitans, and the same applied to their
final victory.

The crucial question is the identity of the Kaliatai. From Plutarch we learn that,
probably in 194/93, Philopoimen had caused the secession of some of the xdpat that
had previously been synoecized into Megalopolis.”* It is obviously tempting to regard
the Kaliatai as one of them, since in our text they seem to be able to act on their
own initiative and the Messenians assert that they have accepted to undergo a new
arbitration against both Kaliatai and Megalopolitans (Il. 47-49). On the other hand,
[o0 ta]voavtwy (1. 44) - which appears certain — seems to imply that, at least as the
Messenians saw it, the Megalopolitans still had influence on the Kaliatai, which would
not be surprising if the Kaliatai had themselves been Megalopolitans until a few years
before.

An Arkadian polis by the name of Kallia is mentioned by Pausanias as one of those
that were merged into Megalopolis,” but even ignoring the slight difference in name,
the problem is that according to Pausanias Kallia was part of the so-called Tripolis to-
gether with Dipoina and Nonakris, which would point to an area to the northeast of
Megalopolis, far away from the border with Messene and incompatible with the role
of the Kaliatai in our controversy.”® 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 sure: our decree makes no sense unless the Kaliatai bordered on
Akreiatis and Bipeiatis.

the territories under dispute were declared shared possession of the victorious party, Melitaia
and Chalai and Peraia and Phyliadon respectiveiy. It seems plausible to assume that the Faliatai
were involved at least in the exploitation, if not directly in the ownership, of Akreiatis and
Bipeiatis.

7% That this is how the Messenians interpreted the episode is shown by the final clause in [1.
45-47, whose subject are the Megalopolitans. On the syntax of this passage see the notes to the
text.

1 Plut. Philop. 13.8; see especially W arren 2007, 150-51 and for the date, see ErrinGron
1969, 90. Possible evidence of this measure, apart from the bronze coins discussed by WarrEN,
includes Syll." 623, a proxeny decree of Thisoa (originally included in Megalopolis, Paus. 8.27.1);
SEG 41,332, a honorary decree of Lykosoura (same as above). On the ouvonaopog of Megalo-
polis see MoaGaGr 1976, no. 45.

7 Paus. 8.27.4. See also Steph. Byz., s.v. Kahhiat, molg pia tiig év Apxadiar tputolew,
O mohitng Kahhedg, g Tavoaviag cf. TremeLs 2008, 218 n. 15.

* For some hypothesis of identification of the ancient sites of the so-called ‘Tripolis cf.
. s R e T o ol e o e
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Finally, it is necessary to explain how the judgment in Aigion was arrived at. In 1L
41ff. the text proceeds briskly, lining up clause after clause and giving the impression
that the events, too, followed hot on each other’s heels. We are induced to think
that the Kaliatai presented their request directly in the Karneiasion, turning to the 17

ayepoveg, 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 present their reauest there and then. and that such a pe~er onetd boaves o do
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reparations.”” The response of the Megalopolitans was the npéxAnoig, a formal chal-
lenge to undergo an arbitration, which appears in the unpublished;part of the inscrip-

tion.?
Inll. 70-75, the decree summarizes the line of argument of the Megalopolitans. Al-

though the Messenians had already undergone an arbitration over the possession of




A New Inscription from Messene 535

Ainetidas is 179/78, but a later date is entirely possible.* It is clear that some time had
elapsed between the arbitration of Aigion and the lawsuit of the Messenians, but
Botepov (1. 65) is a very general term, which can indicate the immediate future as well
as a distance of years. For the time being, the only thing that seems clear is that the ref-
erence to the xapmoi from Akreiatis that the Megalopolitans refused to surrender
implies that Megalopolitans had tilled the region for at least one year when the Mes-
senians brought their lawsuit against them. On the whole, it is not unlikely that the
Messenians filed their suit immediately after the judgment in their favor.

2e. The arbitration of the Milesians (1. 78-84)

The final act of the dispute is again an arbitration, rendered by a panel of six judges
from Miletos.** The object of this judgment is the fine imposed by the Sapopyoi
on the Messenians, and not ownership of the Akreiatis (1. 88-90 xai mept Tég (apiag |
d¢ £Capiwoav ape oi Saptopyol ¢|virdoapeg). The verdict however was bound to have
broader consequences. If the Milesians decided that the fine was unjustified, they
would almost inevitably undermine the whole line of argument with which the Mega-
lopolitans had convinced the dajuopyoi to fine Messene in the first place, and in par-
ticular the notion that no judgment over the ownership of Akreiatis had yet been pro-
nounced. The Messenians won with unanimous vote precisely because they were able
to show that they had indeed already undergone an arbitration against Megalopolis
over the ownership of Akreiatis, as also of Bipeiatis (1l. 80-84).
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Firstly, it becomes clear that the minute description of the first arbitration, starting
with the request submitted by the Megalopolitans in Elis, continuing with the choice
of the 17 dyepdveg and the proceedings in the Karneiasion have a precise purpose,
namely, to prove that on that occasion a veritable arbitration had taken place, with all
its constitutive elements, including the preliminary agreement, the survey of the bor-
derland, and a regular debate in front of the judges. It was the Megalopolitans who had
chosen to withdraw their claim, and their move could not call into question the valid-
ity of the procedure as a whole and the legal implications of its outcome. In legal
terms, what had transpired amounted to a victory for the Messenians.

As for the arbitration in Aigion, the Messenians, as noted above, focus on unmask-

st V1110 TAT e airer

ing_the nnderhanded <trateoy, of .the Megalonolitars=as

exploited the Kaliatai for their own ends and that they had been divectly involved 1

wre showceased are the fact that the in

the procedure. Accordingly, the clements that ¢

iatai was de facto made possible by the Megalopolitans (the ambiguo,
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[0V majuodvroy in | 44), the Messenians” acceptance of an arbitration against [alia

and Megalopolitans, the role of the latter in the dutaoloyia, and of course the Ly |

slide majority in the verdict in favor of the Messenians.
While the arguments that persuaded the Milesian judges are emnbedded in the vy
iy

rative part of the decree, for the purposes of our tex the details of the pro

in this last phase are irrelevant, and accordingly omitted ™ The verdict itselt on the
contrary is a key moment in the controversy, and its implications are wide ranoin.
By accepting the Messenians” version, the Milesian judges contirm the legitina,
the previous arbitrations and the validity of their outcomes. Thereby they also o
firm that the Messenians owned Alaeiatis and Bipeiatis at the time when they

1

defeated by Lylortas and brought back into the fold of the League. At that time

Megalopolitans advanced no claims over those two regions. They waited until the |

lowing year, with the two territories still in Messenian hands. There is no doubi tha
the defeat and the readmission to the League were turning points for the Messenians

In the logic of Greeld territorial disputes, this moment was bound to acquire an in

ovral meanine and to function as a standard against which soccessiv
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a prominent place in their city. As we will see below, a more specific legal situation
contributes 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
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conditions different from those in Karneiasion (2b), so that the Messenians would be
obliged to accept a new arbitration.

The existence of federal laws that could be invoked in controversies internal to the
Achaian League is documented, in these same years, by a small number of inscriptions
that document also the imposition of fines in the course of controversies.®® The evi-
dence is fragmentary and difficult to interpret, 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 on which it was
possible to decide whether a dispute was admissible to begin with, and obligations were
defined for the members of the League, which conditioned their strategies.

In light of this, the Messenians’ decision of putting together this dossier and dis-
playing it in their agora acquires a further meaning: beyond the celebration of a victory,
it eternalized on stone the verdicts on the land under dispute. By virtue of the Achaian

law, the vopvapa eig Tov BoTEPOY xpovov (11787 “857 becomes 161 the Messenians a
protection against future claims by the Megalopolitans.

Another aspect our decree sheds light on is the role of the federal dSapuopyoi in the
resolution of conflicts between members. In the case of the arbitration in Aigion, in

the nreliminarv nhase thev act as intermediaries between the two litisants NI
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mitted by the litigants (. 63-64). In the arbitration of the Milesians, they bring into
court the litigants (1. 79-80).%? The fact that they do not feature in the proceedings of
the arbitration in Karneiasion is explained by the peculiarity of the jury selected for
that procedure. In this case their role is taken up by the otpatnyodg, who is also the
president of the jury.”® On the other hand, they have a much more important role in
the case of the mpéxAnoig presented by the Megalopolitans. The decree describes them
as the sole responsible of the decision to fine the Messenians - the only entity the
Megalopolitans need to persuade of the legitimacy of their request for an arbitration
L 75577 Ty de oV dajitopywy Enadxorovbndavtwy avtd re. the polis of Mega-
lopolis). No involvement of the federal assembly is mentioned. A question posed
by our decree is then what were the respective roles of the Sapuopyoi and of the federal
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
conceivable that, if a member refused to comply with a request for an arbitration
formulated in the assembly by another member, the dapopyoi had the task of assess-
ing whether the request was admissible under the legislation of the League, and of im-
posing sanctions on recalcitrant members.”! There is however an alternative scenario.
Conside}ing that there were only four regular assemblies every year, it is conceivable
that, for the rest of the year, members could address their requests directly to the fed-
eral Saptopyoi, without having to wait:for, the nart.aimndnrafthe Lasona. ..

The arbitration of the Milesians adds an important element regarding the jurisdic-
tion that applied to the relations between the League and its members, showing that
decisions taken by the League, in this case the fine imposed by the Sapuopyoi, could
undergo scrutiny by a court that had been summoned for this purpose. Unlike what
happens in the case of the dyepdveg and of Aigion, here the decree makes no reference
to any imput by the litigants in the choice of the Milesians judges nor to any procedure
applied in order to entrust the Milesians with the judgment. This suggests that
members of the League had a right of appeal against decisions of the organs of the
League, and that for this purpose an external court was designated (regularly?).”

#°On the technical meaning of eioayetv see WALSER 2008, 255-57; CASSAYRE 2010, 265-74.

% Aapuopyol of the League appear in the arbitration between Megalopolis and Helisson,
Harrer-UtsBoruu 1998, no. 8, 1. 30 (Axa@v dapftopy ~]) and possibly also in 1l. 9-10, ex-
tremely damaged, where the text reads povg dnéd[wrav - - Meyahomoli?|[rav toig dapuopyois.
It is usually assumed (THUR - Taruskr 1994, 318 n. 13, followed by Harrer-Ursopruu) that
the text refers to magistrates of Megalopolis, but it cannot be excluded that the reference here
was again to magistrates of the League, to whom the representatives (?) of Megalopolis gave their
description of the borders.

1 As formulated by ArnaouToGLOU 2009/10, 191, the hypothesis that they provided a pre-
liminary evaluation of the processes is problematic. No evaluation was necessary if both litigants
immediately accepted the arbitration; the problem existed only in case one of them refusea.

22 We thank M. WORRLE for bringing this point to our 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 court of judges from outside the League, probably Rhodians (see n. 88).
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In general 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 litigants. This course of ac-
tion could result in peculiar courts, such as the 17 ayepoveg (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, Megalopolis and the Achaian League

Among its many fascinating aspects, the decree of the Messenians sheds nef¥ light on
the relations between them and the Achaian League, and also on internal 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 meeung that took place at Megalopolis itself, the as-
sembly of the League voted down the request of the Megalopolitans.?® The refusal is all
the more striking if we consider more closely the historical background. Our literary
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 the ashes of Philopoimen,
surrounded by the np@tot t@v Axau@v and followed by the whole army of the League
marching in parade, is familiar,’* and further evidence on the funeral of Philopoimen
in Megalopolis and the divine honors granted to him reinforces the impression that
nobody at that point would speak against victimizing the Messenians.”® 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 especially Philopoimen’s
associates, foremost among them Lykortas, essentially 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-
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posing the radical approach to the Spartan problem championed by Philopoimen.®
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 first
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 emerge from it is that in 182/81 the otpatnyog of the League was not Ly-
kortas. as gge 1eriimy assunida ot apitontaas-S5moyon,
[f we accept current chronologies of the orpamyot of the Achaian League, the

first open slot for Apollonidas would seem to come either in 179/78, after Kallilirates

usually thought to have been arparnyog in 180/79, or just possibly one year ear
after Hyperbatos, universally held to have been otpatnyog in 181/80.” This would
mean that the next step of the controversy between Messene and Megalopolis hap-
pened in 180/79 at the very earliest, at least two years and a half after Messene surren-
dered to the League. In other words, the dAwv of line 11 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 otpatnyog for 182/81 following his otpatnyia pro tempore. The argument
in favor of this notion is quite indirect and conjectural.”® 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 response, 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 had been orparnydg at the time when the al-
liance between Ptolemy and the Achaians had been renewed. Scholars have been un-
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

% Polyb. 23.17.12; see GRUEN 1984, 492.
7 See above, n. 83.
% Itis laid out in detail by AYMARD 1967, 39-42. WALBANK 1979, 258-59 folte, 's AYMARD,
but see below, n. 102.

9 Or «tres bizarre», as AYMARD 1967, 41 puts it; but note that AYMARD argues as if Aristai-
nos’ intervention amounted to a rejection of the renewal of the 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 which the League and Ptolemy had agreed had not been finally sanctioned
in 186/85 because of Aristainos’ intervention, it would be strange that Lykortas,
otpatnydg the following year, had not proceeded to remedy the glitch as soon as pos-
sible in order to avert a more radical loss of face:!”” after all, oaths had already been ex-
changed and Ptolemy’s embassy had been accompanied by lavish gifts of weapons and

money,!?! which the Achaians 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 also accept that this awkwardness was
afdwea o stana‘unreparfea’ifratirecyears. Considering this, a tinal 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 \ ith the
purpose of keeping alive the good relations established a few ye:
tion with the renewal of the treaty does not have to be more th
course there is nothing strange if Lykortas was now chosen to lead the
because four years earlier he had been most directly involved in the

liance. '
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criticized Philopoimen’s approach to the Spartan question, whereupon Aristainos had
kept silent, signaling approval, while Diophanes had aligned himself with Metellus’
criticism, adding that Philopoimen had acted in a similarly unsatisfactory way in the
case of the Messenians.!" In front of the senate, Apollonidas defended Philopoimen’s
actions. but this agaim. “aoes o ihrus anyiimmy cettim-hooddmy own pdiich Hie-
giances.'"”

If indeed Apollonidas, and not Lykortas, was the orpamnyoc ol the League in
} ] II > D

1582/81, and keeping in mind that evidence on his political allegiances is not entirely

straightforward, some picces of information we already possessed acquire new mean-
ing. As mentioned above, the stele in which the return of Messene to the League was
finally sanctioned was put up in 182/81, i.e. in the year of Apollonidas, and it appears
to have included more favorable conditions than those that had been dictated in
Megalopolis one year before. In particular, the Messenians were exempted for the

three coming years from paying their dues to the League in recognition of the damage

to their territory caused by the scorched-carth campaisglagd vy pyrotras™ - rbijvios

observes, possibly not without sarcasm, that this way the Arhaianswere damaggd hy,
the devastation of the Messenian territory no less than the Messenians had been:
clearly, this was a measure of some importance, which acknowledged that Lykortas
had acted in too heavy-handed a way during his campaign in Messenia, a fact that

4l nanher nvsenmnsting tha cvinnicias that Toleacens? kol

even his son Polybios adwr:+-

lem, see AYMARD 1967, 31-32 and WALBANK 1979, 209-10 on Polyb. 22.19.
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of the political leaders, that is, the actions that Lykortas had undertaken of his own
initiative.''” Once he was elected otpatnyog of the League, in 180/79 according to the
commonly accepted chronology, Kallikrates was responsible for the return of Mes-
senian exiles.!!! The highly negative image of Kalllkxates sketched by Polybios, who
owed him his exile to Rome after Pydna, has ms Lol fas eshalass sooapypecitate
his policies in terms other than moral, but there is no reason not to see that Kalli-
krates, just like Aristainos and Diophanes before him, pursued senatorial approval as
a way of sidelining his competitors for leadership in the League. It is just possible that,
when he was called 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 panel, just like the absence of judges from Arkadia, looks like

an ostentation of impartiality.
In conclusion, while presumably no politician of the Achaian League approved of
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CHRISTIAN HABICHT
Appendix: Ainetidas

Ainetidas served as otpatnyds of the Confederation in the year in which the Sa-
popyot slapped the city of Messene with the fine mentioned in line 97: &éni AivnriSa.
The name is so far attested only in Sparta, and extremely rare there too. It is missing
in the 1875 edition of PAPE — BENSELER’s Worterbuch der griechischen Eigennamen
and appears in BECHTEL’s Die historischen Personennamen des Griechischen bis
zur Kaiserzeit of 1917 with just one testimony from Sparta: Avtidag Aivnrida
yAv[@evg], member of a Biacog (IG V 1, 208, line 3 [SGDI 4443]) from the second or
first century B.C. This is also the only entry of the name in BRADFORD’s A Proso-
pography of Lacedaemonians from the Death of Alexander the Great 323 B.C,, to the
Sack of Sparta by Alaric, A.D. 396, 1977, p. 21, and in the volumes of LGPN published
so far (March 2012).

Another instance of the name became recently known from the base of an eques-
trian statue found at Megalopolis and published in 1995 by UrLLA KREILINGER.'!
The monument was erected by Kallistokleia, daughter of Xenogenes of Megalopolis in
honor of her husband Xenainetos, son of Kraugis. The name of his father reveals that
he was a brother of the famous Philopoimen, who lost his life in 183 BCE.!'* This
statue was the work of Atvntidag Avtila Acxedaipdviog. The artist must have been a
direct ancestor of the just named sculptor. He is, without a doubt, the otpatnydc of
the League during the year in which the Sapuopyoi 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. KREILINGER has aptly observed, the working on stone
seems to have been a tradition in this family.'"

The nagme of his father occurs in Sparta once again in a not yet clearly recognized
case. In a catalogue of names, catalogus Taenariorum, dated to the first century BCE

(IGV 1, 210), appears in line 33 [A]vvilag Apiotopéveoc. In the Index to the volume
the editor, W. KOLB‘F., eave an naas V1A annonne Avridac?s hit whera ha rammante
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judges bears the name of Avtila[g Aptoto]péveog!!” and is therefore an earlier name-
sake of the man of IG V 1, 210, line 33.
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Fig. 2: The territory involved in the dispute



