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1. All dates are BC. All through the study translations of Greek passages are my own
unless otherwise stated.
2. See, e.g., Richter (1931) 198 (“... the Arcadians were notoriously backward”); Parke

(1933) 14 (“[Arcadia]was ... themost back-ward district in the development of the�����”);
Borgeaud (1988) 3: “... Arcadia was a veritable storehouse of archaism in politics, language,
and religion,” and 11: “Azania in the north, a particularly backward district that seems the
quintessential Arcadia”; Pearson (1962) 402: “... they [the Arkadians and the Messenians]
... had no political life in the proper Aristotelian sense of the term, no poleis but only
villages”; Hunt (1998) 197 n. 1: “Arcadia, a prime recruiting ground for mercenaries, was
geographically central, but was marginal in terms of its cultural development and its
relative lack of city-states”; see also Davies (1993) 14, singling out Arkadia (and Achaia)
as among the significant exceptions to the polis pattern prevailing in Classical Greece. See
further Callmer (1943) 26, 48–9; Roy (1972b) 43; Littman (1974) 12; Adshead (1980) 21–4,
32; Voyatzis (1990) 48, 258; Jost (1992) 206; Stronk (1995) 34–5.
3. Ruschenbusch (1985) 255.
4. Callmer (1943) 1–20.

Chapter I: Introduction

1. Earlier Arkadian Scholarship

The following is an investigation into the number and identity of poleis in
Arkadia in the Archaic and Classical periods.1 It is also an attempt to
describe these poleis as political communities, as well as an analysis of the
political organisation of the region. This may seem an unpromising field
of research. At least, it is generally taken for granted that Arkadia was a
backwater, where poleis developed only late, and where ‘tribalism’
persisted well into the Classical period.2 However, no serious study has
ever been devoted to the identification of the Arkadian poleis. Ruschen-
busch, of course, briefly touched upon the question, and listed 34
Arkadian poleis, including “die Gaue Kynuria, Parrhasia, Eutresia,
Mainalia und Aigytia”.3 But Ruschenbusch based his list upon the work
of Callmer (1943), who did not concern himself with establishing which
Arkadian communities ranked as poleis, and who furthermore ended his
study before the foundation of the Arkadian Confederacy in 370.4 This
means, obviously, thatMegalopolis is not included inRuschenbusch’s list.
Neither is Eutaia, although the town was described as a polis by Xe-



12 Introduction

5. Xen.Hell. 6.5.12; see Nielsen (1995a).
6. Callmer (1943) 41–8.
7. Callmer (1943) 48–9.
8. Callmer (1943) 69–70.
9. Callmer (1943) 71–2.
10. Callmer (1943) 104–5.
11. Callmer (1943) 88–90.
12. Roy (1968a). I am grateful to Dr. Roy for providing me with a copy of his work. It

nophon.5 Thus, it is fair to say that the polis structure of Arkadia still
awaits investigation and that at present it is hard to see any justification
for the claim that the region was backward and slow in developing poleis.
Although no study has been devoted to the identification and descrip-

tion of the poleis of the region, Arkadia has attracted a fair amount of
scholarly attention in other respects. The firstmodern attempt at a history
of Arkadia was written by Callmer (1943). Callmer’s chief interest is the
political history of the region during the period of Spartan domination,
and thus he ends his study before the formation of the Arkadian
Confederacy in 370. But, Callmer does discuss the important question of
how to define the region,6 and he offers a brief description of the rise of
the polis in Arkadia. The original form of settlement in Arkadia was,
according to Callmer, not the polis, but the ‘Dorfgemeinschaft’, which
persisted for a remarkably long time. The ‘Dorfgemeinschaft’ was a set of
openvillageswithout fortifications. Someof these systemsof villageswere
turned into poleis (‘Städte’) by the process of synoecism in the Archaic
period, some remained unchanged and eventually producedMegalopolis,
and some even existed beyond the synoecism of Megalopolis.7 Three
Arkadian synoecisms are on record before that of Megalopolis, those of
Tegea,Mantinea, andHeraia.On the basis of general historical considera-
tions, Callmer dates the synoecism of Tegea to the late seventh century,8

and that of Mantinea to the first half of the sixth century.9 The synoecism
of Heraia is much later; according to Callmer, it took place in the years
380–371.10 So, according toCallmer, at least some poleis existed inArkadia
from the late seventh century onwards. In the fifth century, city-life
developed in Arkadia: coinage was introduced in many states, polis
institutions took root and laws were given; Mantinea, for instance, seems
to have become a developed democracy.11

The only other modern full-scale treatment of the political history of
Arkadia is a 1968 Cambridge dissertation by Roy.12 Its scope is much
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has not been published, but Roy has published a long series of articles drawing on the
dissertation, such as Roy (1968b); Roy (1972g); and Roy (1972c).
13. Roy (1968a) 50–87. For Arkadian economies, see now the full-scale study by Roy

(1999b).
14. Roy (1968a) 88–129.
15. Roy (1968a) 34–49.
16. Roy (1968a) 280–90; see also Roy (1972g).
17. Probably so termed because they are not considered ‘true poleis’ before the

emergence of a central town monopolising political activity and administration.
18. Roy (1968a) 135.
19. The treaty here referred to is Meiggs-Lewis, GHI no. 17, traditionally thought of

as concluded between Elis and Heraia; however, recent research has seriously questioned
that Heraia was Elis’ partner for this treaty (Dubois [1985]; Roy & Schofield [1999]) and
it seems the most reasonable position now to assume that Elis’ partner was an otherwise
unattested community called the Ewaoioi and presumably a perioikic dependency of the
Eleians; see Roy, Inventory s.v. Ewaoioi.
20. Archaeological evidence unfortunately cannot help here, since the present remains

belong to the second town built after the new synoecism of 370.
21. Roy (1968a) 145.
22. Roy (1968a) 140; again archaeological evidence cannot help, since Heraia has not

been systematically excavated.

wider than that of Callmer’s work, and it includes, in addition to political
history, chapters on the Arkadian economy,13 and on population and
migrations.14 It also makes an important contribution towards the
definition of the region15 and Arkadian ‘nationality’.16 According to Roy,
ClassicalArkadiawas basically organised into twodifferent types of state,
namely ‘tribal states’ and states of ‘polis-type’.17

The ‘polis-type’ state was of two kinds: the first brought together a
number of settlements within a geographically united area into a state,
which sometimes existed for a long timewithout any central urban centre,
although one generally did eventually develop.18 Heraia is one example of
this kind of ‘polis-type’ state. Before ca. 370,Heraia consisted of nine local
communities; nonetheless, the Heraian state struck coins and even
concluded a treaty of symmachiawith Elis in the Archaic period.19 Other
examples of this type of state are Tegea andMantinea. The dates at which
this kind of ‘polis-type’ state developed an urban centre differed widely,
but all were late. Mantinea probably20 developed its urban centre in the
early fifth century,21 but the development of an urban centre at Heraia
possibly began only shortly before 371.22 When the urban centre
developed, the former local centres sank to the rank of dependencies of
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23. Roy (1968a) 144; see also Jost (1986a).
24. The name of this community is somewhat of problem. Hdt. 6.127.3 gives it in the

genitive as��	
� (from Paion or Paios); it is found in BCH 45 (1921) 12, col. II.1.72 (third
century) in the dative plural as ��	
�� (from Paioi or Paia), and Paus. 8.23.9 has the
genitive singular��
� (fromPaos or Paon). I have chosen to use the form ‘Paion’ since this
is the form used inRE. There are other toponyms with variant forms, and throughout this
study I use the form under which the individual communities are entered in Appendices
IX–X below in which the onomastic evidence pertaining to each community is set out in
detail. The only exception is thatMegalopolis has been preferred toMegale polis.
25. Roy (1968a) 143.
26. Roy (1968a) 145.
27. These ‘tribal states’ (or sub-ethnic federations) are discussed in Chapter VII below,

where the use of the term ‘tribe’ in reference to these states is explained.
28. Roy (1968a) 135.
29. Roy (1968a) 145–6. On Azania, see Nielsen & Roy (1998) with full references.
30. Roy (1968a) 153.

the new city.23 The second kind of the ‘polis-type’ state consisted of a
single small settlement, which existed as an independent state but did not
develop a true urban centre. Euaimon and Paion24 are examples of this
kind of state. Such small communitieswere typically absorbed by a bigger
neighbour at some point, and this absorption of minor communities into
bigger ones constitutes one of the characteristics of the region.25 So, the
true polis with a true urban centre was in Arkadia a development of the
Classical period and Megalopolis thus does not really present a special
case.26

The second type of state in Arkadia was the ‘tribal state’,27 which
“united several communities in an ethnic relationship,without promoting
any one settlement to a leading position.”28 One such ‘tribal state’ was
Azania to the north. It once comprised no less than seventeen communi-
ties, but disappeared before theClassical period, leaving behind a number
of separate and independent states.29 But four other ‘tribes’ of south-
western Arkadia persisted into the fourth century: the Parrhasians, the
Mainalians, the Eutresians and the Kynourians. Each of these ‘tribes’
comprised several minor settlements, which could handle some of their
own affairs, but the state was based on the ‘tribe’ as a whole.30 There is
some evidence that the individual ‘tribal’ communities could develop “a
separatist spirit”, and some of them, such as Mainalian Pallantion, even-
tually developed into an independent state. It was, however, the syn-
oecism of Megalopolis which put an end to the ‘tribal states’, since most
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31. Roy (1968a) 154–6.
32. Roy (1968a) 158–9.
33. Arkadian synoecisms have been studied by Moggi, whose study of the synoecism

of Megalopolis (= Moggi [1974]) is still of fundamental importance. Demand (1990) has
summed up the research on synoecisms in Arkadia.
34. Larsen (1968) 180–95.
35. Dušani�c (1970).
36. Niese (1899); Roy (1971); Roy (2000b); Hornblower (1990a).
37. See e.g. Niese (1899) 527 and Dušani�c (1970) 314–17.

of the ‘tribal’ settlements were synoecised into Megalopolis,31 although
some of the settlements persisted as physical entities and were left in
Megalopolitan territory as dependent settlements.32 So, Roy’s view of the
rise of the polis in Arkadia can be summarised as follows: A large number
of small communities, which existed as independent state-like entities,
either on their own, as Euaimon, or in small groups, as in the case of the
nine local centres of the Heraians, or organised into ‘tribes’, as the
Parrhasians, began in the Classical period to develop urban centres. This
came about either by creating a new centre and degrading the pre-existing
communities to dependencies, as in the cases of Mantinea and Heraia, or
by absorbing the small independent non-urban communities into such a
state (as happened to Euaimon, which was incorporated into Orchome-
nos), or, finally, as a consequence of the federal decision to concentrate
the ‘tribal’ populations intoMegalopolis. This process continued into the
fourth century andwas completedonlywith the foundationofMegalopo-
lis in 368, Heraia being founded only slightly earlier.33

Confederated Arkadia has attracted considerable scholarly attention.
Larsen (1968) included a chapter on Arkadia, in which he primarily
explored the constitution of theConfederacy and tried to explainwhy the
Confederacy split into two factions in 362.34Dušani�c has provideduswith
a full-scale treatment of the Confederacy, in which he concentrates on its
history and on the synoecism of Megalopolis.35 Important contributions
to the political history of the Confederacy have appeared in articles by
Niese, Roy, andHornblower, among others.36 It is generally believed that
theArkadianConfederacywas finally dissolved at the order ofAlexander
theGreat in 324,37 but Roy has argued that the Confederacy survived into
the third century and only finally broke down when the individual
Arkadian communities followed the lead of Megalopolis and joined the
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38. Roy (1968a) 238–79.
39. By Wallace (1954) and Williams (1965).
40. See Roy (1972d); Nielsen (1996c); and below 121–41.
41. Jost (1999); see also Jost (1986a).
42. Appendix III col. III.
43. Roy, Perceptions.
44. Frederiksen (2000) with full refs. On other aspects of the urban center of Mega-

lopolis, see Roy,Megalopolis.
45. Jost (1986a).
46. Jost (1986a) 158.

Achaian Confederacy.38 It has also been argued that an Arkadian Con-
federacy existed in the fifth century,39 a view which is however open to
serious criticism.40

Arkadian settlement patterns and urbanismhave been studied by Jost.41

At present archaeological evidence formajor nucleated centres inArkadia
is somewhat late compared to some other regions. It does not, however,
necessarily follow from this that urban centres were a late development in
Arkadia. To conclude so would in effect be an argument from silence and
it is worth pointing out that Archaic activity in one form or another is
attested at most of the sites which developed into the well-known
Classical cities.42 There is nothing unusual about Arkadian urbanism
which follows the usual Greek pattern, though of course the settlement
pattern was dictated by the different possibilities offered by the local
landscapes for meeting the basic needs of an urban community. It would
thus be wrong to see in Arkadian urbanism a confirmation of the
traditional stereotypical image of a backwater in barrenmountains.43 One
fine illustration of the standard Greek nature of Arkadian urban facilities
is provided by the theatres of Mantinea and Megalopolis. These are good
examples of average Greek theatres and in fact among the earliest
examples of such constructions; the fact that both were constructed on
level ground necessitated the construction of artificial koila and in this we
may see an indication that some effort was put into providing these cities
with standard Greek facilities.44

Jost has furthermore given a general review of the functions of villages
inside the territories of the big Arkadian poleis.45 These villages served
military, religious and agricultural purposes, but Jost also notes that the
status of a given settlement is fundamentally a political question,46 and that
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47. Especially so in the case of Megalopolis, see Jost (1986a) 150–5.
48. Hodkinson & Hodkinson (1981).
49. Osborne (1987) 118. Cf. Appendix IX no. 23.
50. Osborne (1987) 118–19.
51. Osborne (1987) 121.
52. Roy et al. (1988). For a survey of the areas of Pheneos and Lousoi, see Tausend

(1999a). A survey of Asea is about to be published; for a preliminary discussion of its
results, see Forsén & Forsén (1997). The Norwegian School at Athens is conducting a
survey at Tegea (cf. Ødegård, Report).
53. See in particular Pikoulas (1999a) with full references.

the status of the villages was subject to change.47 Hodkinson & Hodkin-
son studiedMantinea and its territory in detail, focusing on the social and
economic implications of its settlement pattern.48 The picture ofMantine-
an society as set out by these scholars is one of an agricultural economy
under pressure based on a territory dotted with villages whose citizen
populationwas below3,000.Awealthy class ofmajor landowners resided
in the town, which provided this élite with a stage upon which to display
their wealth and luxurious life-style. Osborne paid some attention to
Arkadia in his book on cities and countrysides, and the picture he gives
of Orchomenos resembles that given by Hodkinson & Hodkinson of
Mantinea: according to Osborne, the urban centre of Orchomenos was
not really a city, since there was no habitation within the walls.49 The
‘city’ was simply the political centre of the oligarchic Orchomenian state,
whose population lived in villages in the territory.50 The Orchomenian
rulers entertained relations with similar classes elsewhere in Arkadia, and
theOrchomenianpeasant farmer hadnopolitical voice.51 Finally, a survey
has been carried out in Megalopolitan territory, but so far only prelim-
inary reports have been published. However, it appears from one of these
that the rural population of theMegalopolitan basin increased in the fifth
and fourth centuries, and that habitation there was partly in minor
nucleated settlements and partly in dispersed farmsteads. There was a
marked decrease in the number of sites from the Classical period to the
Roman period, but it is not yet clear whether this should be connected
with the synoecism of Megalopolis or whether is should be attributed to
other factors.52

In recent years, Pikoulas has demonstrated the existence in Arkadia (as
well as elsewhere) of an extensive network of roads, linked to similar
networks in neighbouring regions.53 Practically every settlement of any
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54. Mantinea: Hodkinson &Hodkinson (1981) 256–60; Tegea: Voyatzis (1990) 10–17;
Heraia has not been systematically excavated.
55. Kortys is the epichoric form of the name; it is often referred to as ‘Gortys’.
56. Voyatzis (1990) 46.
57. Voyatzis (1990) 258.
58. Voyatzis (1990) 48.

consequence was linked to this road-network which must have greatly
eased interaction in all spheres of life. Moreover, the existence of such a
network suggests, of course, that transport within Arkadia and between
it and other regions was both extensive and relatively easy. A major
problem still remaining is that of dating such a network of roads from
traces of rock-cut wheel ruts. Pikoulas dates the emergence and develop-
ment of the network to the seventh-fourth centuries. If accepted, the
network seriously questions the traditional image of Arkadia as an
isolated region.
Archaeologists have taken some interest in Arkadian matters, but it is

difficult to illuminate the rise of the polis in Arkadia by archaeological
material alone. This is so especially because the early urban histories of
Mantinea, Tegea and Heraia, cities reported by ancient sources to have
gone through the process of synoecism, are largely or completely
unknown.54 But for the earlier Archaic period archaeological evidence is
all that we have. Voyatzis (1990) has offered some general reflections on
the rise of the polis in Arkadia on the basis of a study of temples built
there between 800 and 600. By the end of the seventh century, temples
existed at Tegea, Gortsouli (= Mantinea), Bassai (= Phigaleia), Kortys,55

andprobably atAsea,Lousoi andPetrovouni (=Methydrion). In the sixth
century, temples were built at Alipheira, Orchomenos, Mavriki (in the
Tegeatis) and possibly at Kretea.56 Thus, the building of temples began
somewhat later in Arkadia than in other parts of Hellas.57 Voyatzis
concludes that since “the embellishment of Greek sanctuaries with
temples on awide scale in the seventh centurywas no doubt related to the
increasing growth of the polis”, the evidence for temple building in
Arkadia implies that this region did not develop the ‘true polis’ in the
Archaic period, but also that, nonetheless, “there was clearly a movement
in this general direction, reflected in the building of monumental temples
by the late seventh century”;58 these preliminary conclusions have since
been refined and developed by Voyatzis (1999). References to the
archaeology of the region are found in the works of Jost, Morgan,
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59. Jost (1985); Morgan (1999); Papahatzis (1994); Pikoulas (1988) etc.; Voyatzis (1990)
& (1999). See also Tausend (1999a).
60. Jost (1985); Jost (1992); Jost (1994). See also Borgeaud (1988) and Bergese (1995).
61. L. Dubois, Recherches sur le dialecte arcadien 1–3 (Louvain-la-Neuve 1986), of

which vol. 2: Corpus dialectal, is referred to in the present study as: Dubois, Corp. dial.
62. Head,Hist. num.2 418, 444–56.
63. Babelon, Traité II.1: 837–80 & II.3: 561–680.
64. Williams (1965); Williams (1970).
65. Kraay (1976) 97.
66. Dengate (1967); Warren (1969).
67. Schultz (1991).
68. Warren (1997).
69. Lacroix (1967); see also Lacroix (1968) and Schefold (1963–64).

Papahatzis, Pikoulas, and Voyatzis.59 Finally, the physical remains of
sanctuaries and the religious traditions of Arkadia have been studied
meticulously by Jost.60

The basic publications of Arkadian inscriptions are still IG V.2 and
SEG 11, but recently two different collections of Arkadian inscriptions
have been published. Dubois has collected, edited and commented upon
nearly all inscriptions in theArkadiandialect, thusprovidingArkadianists
with an indispensable working tool.61 Taeuber &Thür have collected and
commented upon legal inscriptions from Arkadia in IPArk. Their work
contains much useful material especially concerning the chronology and
Realia of the inscriptions.
The fundamental works on Arkadian coinage are still Head, Hist.

num.2,62 and Babelon, Traité,63 but important studies of the so-called
Arkadikon coinage and of the Archaic coinage of Heraia have been
published byWilliams,64 andKraay has given an important chronological
correction to Williams’ chronology of the Arkadikon coinage.65 The
triobols of Megalopolis have been studied by Dengate and Warren,66 the
staters of Pheneos by Schultz,67 and the Achaian League bronze coins of
Thisoa by Warren.68 In addition to this, some work has been devoted to
the interpretation of the types of some of the civic coinages of Arkadia,
and here Lacroix’s interpretation of a Mantinean type merits attention as
an almost paradigmatic example of how that type of work should be
done.69 In his interpretation of the types of Mantinean coins struck after
370 – which show a helmeted man carrying an oblong object – not as
Odysseus with the oar (the usual interpretation), but as a dancing hoplite
(which is clearly what is depicted), Lacroix draws attention to a passage
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in Xenophon’s Anabasis which describes Mantinean hoplites dancing in
full armour, and to a fragment of Ephoros which states that hoplite
warfare was a Mantinean invention. Dances in armour and the claim to
have invented the hoplite tactic were apparently age-old ingredients of
local Mantinean traditions. Lacroix suggests that this tradition was
reflected on Mantinean coins around 370 because the newly refounded
community needed to reaffirm its traditions and identity after the crisis of
the dioecism of 386–370, and in my opinion there can be no doubt that
Lacroix is right.

2. The Present Investigation.
Its Objective and its Method

1. Structure of the study

The aim of the present investigation is the very specific one of identifying
those Arkadian communities that ranked as poleis in the eyes of the
Greeks at different points in time from the Archaic period to the end of
the Classical period. Topics covered by research summarised above are
deliberately left out unless directly relevant to the objective of the present
studywhich does not, then, cover such areas as archaeology, topography,
economy, religion, social history etc. in any detail. Nor will a sustained
discussion of urbanism be found since this topic has been excellently
covered by Jost ([1986a]; [1999]; see also Roy,Megalopolis).
The upper chronological limit of the study is of necessity ca. 550 and

needs no explanation; the lower chronological limit is traditional, being
ca. 323. But apart from that, the chronological framework of the
investigation is not based upon the traditional periodisation of Greek
history, but upon the regional history of Arkadia. The Archaic period is
defined traditionally as the period down to and including the Persian
invasion of Greece in 480–479. However, instead of using the traditional
periodisation of the rest of the period covered by the investigation, I have
chosen to subdivide the period 479–323 into the period before the
synoecism of Megalopolis and the period after the synoecism, since this
synoecismmore or less marks the end of a distinctive phase in the history
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70. This date is not beyond dispute, see most recently Hornblower (1990a).

of the Arkadian poleis. In the present context it does not really matter
much precisely whenMegalopolis was founded, since we can be sure that
it was not later than 368, and I have stuck to the traditional date of 368 for
the synoecism.70 The result is the following periodisation: (1) TheArchaic
period: ca. 550–479 (treated in Chapter V); (2) The period before the
synoecismofMegalopolis: 479–368 (treated inChaptersVI–VIII); (3)The
period after the synoecism of Megalopolis: 368–323 (treated in Chapter
IX). Each of these three periods will be investigated separately in order to
establish the number and identity of Arkadian poleis, that are either
explicitly attested or can be inferred with a high degree of probability.
Having established the number and identity of poleis in each period, the

investigationproceedswithin eachperiod todescribe the individual poleis;
particular emphasis will be put upon a description of the Arkadian poleis
as political communities and upon the investigation of how the Arkadian
poleis interacted intra-regionally with other Arkadian poleis, and extra-
regionally with non-Arkadian communities such as Sparta, Argos, Elis,
Athens, Boiotia, etc., i.e. upon the polis structure of the region.
These synchronic chapters are preceded by three chapters discussing

some important problems in adiachronic perspective:Chapter II discusses
the concept of Arkadia and asks in effect: whatwasArkadia? Chapter III
traces the geographical extent of the region from the sixth to the late
fourth century, and Chapter IV discusses how the region was organised
politically by asking whether the region itself or its local communities
formed the primary political unit.
The study is closed by two Appendices (IX–X) describing in detail all

the communities identified as poleis in the main body of the study.
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71. The following statement of methodological principles is of course adapted to this
specific investigation of Arkadia, but the core of the method followed in my study is
constituted by the general methodological rules established by The Copenhagen Polis
Centre and set out in detail by Hansen (1994); Hansen (1996a); and Hansen (2000d).
72. Cf. Roy (2000a).
73. Callmer (1943) 45–7.

2. Methodology71 and sources

2.1 The concept of Arkadia
When conducting an investigation of the kind described in the previous

section, one is immediately confrontedwith the problemof how to define
the region of Arkadia. Which communities can be classified as Arkadian?
This is a very complicated problem, since it seems that Arkadia was
neither a merely geographical concept, nor a static ethnic concept, nor an
exclusively political concept.
The question of the delimitation of the region has been discussed by

both Callmer and Roy. The region Arkadia, Callmer points out, is not
easy to define. The borders were determined partly by geography and
partly by history. The borders of Arkadia with Lakonia andArgolis were
fairly stable, since there are natural barriers between these regions and
Arkadia, and since both achieved political stability at a comparatively
early date. According to Callmer, the western border with Triphylia and
Elis was less stable, since this area achieved political unification only with
the synoecism of Elis in 471. The fluctuation of the western border is
illustrated by the facts that Phrixa(i), a town which during most of the
fifth century was subjected to Elis, was ascribed to Arkadia by Phereky-
des, and that Mekisteus, the eponymous hero of Makiston in Triphylia,
was considered a son of Lykaon in a list dating to the fifth century that
was transmitted by Apollodoros.72 Callmer also thinks that the Achaian
border remained undefined until “die Konsolidierung der Dorier in
Achaia”, and he sees a reflection of this in the appearance of the epony-
mous heroes ofHelike, Aigion and perhaps Leontion inApollodoros’ list
of the sons of Lykaon.73 Although Callmer does not himself draw the
conclusion, it seems that Arkadia as a geographical unit was created
negatively as more and more neighbouring communities became settled
with fixed borders, a phenomenon undoubtedly to be connected with the
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74. Borders: Callmer (1943) 41–7. See also Borgeaud (1988) 9 and Roy (2000a).
75. Roy (1968a) 20.
76. Paus. 8.3.3.
77. Theopompos (FGrHist 115) fr. 60 (= Steph. Byz. 283.12–13).
78. Roy (1968a) 34–6.
79. Paus. 8.45.1 and Strabo 8.3.2 with Roy (1968a) 37.
80. Shipley (1992) 216–17.
81. Roy (1968a) 37.
82. Hdt. 4.148.
83. Pherekydes (FGrHist 3) fr. 171.
84. IG V.2 1.20.
85. Larsen (1968) 80–1.

fact that Arkadia itself was never a political unit in the Archaic or early
Classical periods.74

LikeCallmer, Roy discusses the concept ofArkadia. Arkadia, he notes,
was a ‘human’ rather than a geographical concept.75 Thus communities
situated outside of geographical Arkadia proper could come to rank as
Arkadian by being incorporated into the ethnic concept of Arkadia. An
example is provided by the community of Eua. Geographically, Eua was
situated in the Thyreatis at modern Helleniko. Nevertheless, Pausanias
reports that Thyreatis took its name fromThyraios, a son of Lykaon,who
was in turn the father of Arkas, the eponymous hero of the Arkadians.76

Roy connects this piece of information with a fragment of Theopompos,
which states that Eua was a ����� ��	
����,77 and interprets these
sources to mean that Eua in the mid-fourth century was indeed Arka-
dian.78 The reverse process is illustrated by the areas of Karyatis, Skiritis,
Belminatis and Aigytis. Originally they must have been Arkadian, since
some communities from these areas were once a part of Tegea.79 They
were, however, conquered by Sparta at an early date and turned into
perioikic communities;80 interestingly, the Skiritans seem to have been
very loyal to Sparta.81 An especially interesting case is in the relations
betweenArkadia andTriphylia. In the fifth centurymost ofTriphyliawas
subjected to Elis,82 and the Triphylians were not ethnically Arkadians;
Phrixa(i) was, however, described as Arkadian by Pherekydes.83 In the
fourth century the Triphylians claimed to be Arkadians and at least Le-
preon became a member of the Arkadian Confederacy.84 This is impor-
tant, since the Arkadian Confederacy was in fact (in marked contra-
distinction to, for instance, the Achaian Confederacy)85 ethnically ex-
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86. Roy (1968a) 287–8; Dušani�c (1970) 299; below 117–19.
87. CEG II 824.
88. Roy (1968a) 42.
89. Striano (1991).
90.Olympionikai no. 231.
91. For a list of Mainalian communities, see Appendix IV; see also Roy (1972b).

clusive, admitting only Arkadians as members.86 This inclusion of
Triphylia in the human concept of Arkadia was then proclaimed to the
Hellenic world by the description of Triphylos, clearly the eponymous
hero of the Triphylians, as the son of Arkas in the verses accompanying
a dedication set up by the Arkadian Confederacy at Delphi in 369.87

Triphylia remained Arkadian at least until ca. 244.88 In this connection it
should be pointed out that the Arkadian dialect was apparently not a vital
factor in defining who were Arkadians, since the Triphylian tongue was
not Arkadian, but Eleian.89

Thus, Arkadia was not a stable geographically delimited region, but a
social entity subject to change. The reason for this is that the ‘human’
concept of Arkadia, the people of the Arkadians, was a dynamic unit
capable of expansion. Consequently, the present investigation must be
prefaced by a discussion of (1) the Arkadians as an ethnic group (= Chap-
ter II); (2) a discussion of the extent of Arkadia in each period (= Chapter
III). The latter discussion must necessarily focus on literary and epi-
graphical evidence. One example of an inscription establishing a commu-
nity as Arkadian is IvO 147.148; it is a dedication by an Olympic victor
set up at Olympia around 472.90 The inscription records the victor as
�������������� ��	
�� ��	��������. Thus, Tellonwas anOresthasi-
an, but an Arkadian too, which shows that Oresthasion was an Arkadian
community. This inscription can even take us a little further, if we com-
bine it with another piece of evidence: P Oxy. 222 is a list of Olympic
victors covering the period 480 to 448. In col. I, l. 29 it duly lists our victor
Tellon. But here he is named as ���������������. Thus, Tellon was not
only an Oresthasian and Arkadian, he was also a Mainalian, and this
means that Oresthasion was a constituent part of the ‘tribal state’ of the
Mainalians, which again means that the Mainalians constituted a subsec-
tion of the Arkadian ethnos. Thus, if we know which communities were
Mainalian in our second period, we can draw up a list of communities
which were Arkadian.91
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92. Hom. Il. 2 603–8.
93. As Stephanos of Byzantion often does, e.g. at 672.13–14 s.v. �	��: �������� ��

������	�� ����� ������.
94. Paus. 8.27.3; for the value of this passage as a source on historical geography, see

below 280–1.
95. Roy (1968a) 135.

Examples of literary sources that establish communities as Arkadian
are: for the Archaic period, the Homeric Catalogue of Ships, which
establishes Pheneos, Orchomenos, Rhipe, Stratie, Enispe, Tegea, Man-
tinea, Stymphalos and Parrhasia as Arkadian;92 for the period before the
synoecism of Megalopolis the historians, for instance, are valuable
sources; Thucydides at 5.58.2 has a reference to �����	��� ��� ��	-

����, and at 5.61.3 he mentions ��	 ����!� " ��	
���
��; for the
period after the synoecism, Polybios provides good evidence.
Later sources such as Strabo, Diodoros, Pausanias and Stephanos of

Byzantion also contain evidence on this question, but they are, of course,
never better than their source. But when they name their source,93 or
when there is good reason to believe that they used a reliable sourcewhich
can be roughly dated, their evidence should be taken into account. So,
every late source must be judged separately on its own merits. Finally,
some deduction from geography must be allowed. If no source had
actually described Alipheira as Arkadian in the mid-fourth century, it
would still have had to be included in the investigation, since it is situated
between Triphylia, attested as Arkadian in this period, and other
communities such as Megalopolis, which were parts of the region of
Arkadia in the geographical sense.

2.2 The identification of poleis
It must be stressed at the outset that the aim of this investigation is to

identify which Arkadian communities ranked as poleis in the eyes of the
ancient Greeks. This is not necessarily the same thing as the identification
of communities which rank as ‘city-states’ in the eyes of modern
historians. To illustrate the problem, we may turn to the small Arkadian
town Eutaia. This town was a constituent part of the ‘tribal state’ of the
Mainalians.94 The modern orthodox view of the ‘tribal states’ of Arkadia
is that such a state “united several communities in an ethnic relationship,
without promoting any one settlement to a leading position.”95 It is
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96. Roy (1972b) 43.
97. Roy (1972b) 48; Jost (1986a) 150–2.
98. Xen.Hell. 6.5.12.
99. Roy (1972b) 48.
100. It should, to be fair, be noted that Roy has now, in the light of Nielsen (1996a),

modified his views on this question, see Roy (1996). See also Hansen (1995b) 45–6 on
Mykalessos, described by modern orthodoxy as a kome, but by ancient authorities as a
polis.
101. Hansen (1995b) 46.
102. Sakellariou (1989) 154–211 distinguishes between no less than eleven meanings of

the word: (1) a citadel; (2) a settlement (below a citadel); (3) a state, subdivided into (a) a
state with a city at its heart, (b) a state without such a settlement at its heart, (c) a state in
contradistiction to ethne and koina, (d) a state not distinguished from ethne and koina, (e)
a monarchy, (f) a dyarchy, (g) a state without reference to the form of its constitution, (h)
a state in contradistinction to monarchy, (i) any kind of state; (4) a human group,
subdivided into (a) a community, (b) the citizens; (5) the popular assembly; (6) political
rights; (7) public life; (8) the territory of a state; (9) country in general; (10) a social class;

furthermore held that the ‘tribal states’ were “settled in several villages”,96

and that these villageswere not poleis, but komai.97Modern historians are,
of course, aware that a number of ancient authorities in fact do describe
the ‘tribal’ settlements as poleis. Thus, Eutaia is described as a polis by
Xenophon, not just once, but thrice.98 The reaction of the modern
historian is to claim that “the use of polis in such a context (i.e. in the
context of ‘tribal’ communities) is unlikely to be precise”.99 So, we are
faced with a community which according to a contemporary ancient
authority was a polis, but according to a modern expert was not a polis.100

This paradoxical situationprobably arises from the tendencyofmodern
historians to equate polis with ‘city-state’. Since ‘city-state’ is a modern
concept it is perhaps not surprising that it does not square entirely with
the ancient concept of polis.101 But the present investigation is an attempt
to get near the ancient concept of polis, and thus the basic method is to
accept as poleis all communities described as such by contemporary
ancient authorities. So, Eutaiawas a polis, since it is described as a polis by
Xenophon. The assumption behind such a conclusion is, of course, that
the ancient Greeks were reasonably consistent in their use of the term
polis. It is to this problem that I now turn.

2.3 The ancient use of the term polis
It is well-known that the ancientGreekword polis had several different

meanings.102 However, the most common meanings of the word from
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(11) the legal embodiment of public law.On the differentmeanings, see alsoHansen (1998)
17–30.
103. Hansen (1993) 10; Hansen (1998) 32.
104. See Hansen (2000d) 180–2; Nielsen (2000b).
105. Hansen (1995b) 39–45; Flensted-Jensen (1995); Nielsen (1995a); Hansen (1996a);

Flensted-Jensen & Hansen (1996); Hansen (1997b); Nielsen (2000b); Hansen & Nielsen
(2000); Hansen (2000e); Hansen (2000d); Flensted-Jensen, Hansen, & Nielsen (2000). See
also Hansen (1998) 17–20.
106. For which see further Nielsen (1995a) and the Addenda et corrigenda in

CPCPapers 5 (2000) 210–11.

Homer onwards were ‘city’ or ‘town’ and ‘political community’, com-
monly rendered as ‘city-state’.103 It may be argued that to collect all
instances ofArkadian communities described as poleisby the ancientswill
result in a pool of muddled material containing incompatible data per-
taining on the one hand to mere towns or townlets and on the other to
perhaps even unurbanised political communities, and that such a col-
lection of data will not allow of conclusions of any value.
The reply to this objection is twofold. First, if it should turn out that

the Greeks used polis in a loose way to describe what was merely a trivial
townlet and not a political community in a sense approaching themodern
concept of ‘city-state’ or the ancient concept of polis = political commu-
nity, this would in fact in itself be an important conclusion, since it would
reveal an important characteristic of the Greeks’ understanding of what
a polis was. So, the investigation would still be worth the endeavour.
The second point, however, is that investigations conducted at the

Copenhagen Polis Centre have led to the observation that for the Greeks
the urban and the political aspects of the concept of polis were closely
connected.These investigationshavedemonstrated that theGreeks almost
invariably used the word polis in the sense of ‘town’, about towns and
cities which were centres of political communities. (It must, however, be
emphasised that this usage is restricted to Hellenic communities: non-
Greek communities are often referred to as poleis without necessarily
being centres of polities).104 Thus, evenwhen the word is used in the sense
of ‘town’, the reference is always to an urban centre that was the political
centre of a polis = political community.105 Let me illustrate this general
usage of the term by reviewing Xenophon’s use of the term polis in the
Hellenika.106 In this work Xenophon uses the word polis 489 times,
mostly in the sense of ‘political community’ (ca. 262 instances); but it is
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107. Nielsen (1995a) 86.
108. See e.g.Hell. 1.3.17, 18, 19; 2.1.15, 2.4, 3.13, 4.13; 4.5.3, 8.30, 31; 5.2.11, 12, 13, 3.12,

4.60.
109. Nielsen (1995a) 87.
110.CPCPapers 2 (1995) 87 says 63, but the number rises to 64 by the recognistion that

at Hell. 5.2.11 the urban sense is a connotation for Akanthos and Apollonia; Apollonia
dropped out by mistake in CPCPapers 2 (1995) 95 and should thus be added; cf. also
CPCPapers 5 (2000) 210.
111. Nielsen (1995a) 87.
112. Nielsen (1995a) 87. Cf. next note.
113. Note that atHell. 3.1.13 polis is presumably used in the political and urban sense

simultaneously about Hamaxitos and Kolonai (cf. CPCPapers 5 [2000] 210), two of the
communities which were considered to be called polis only in the urban sense in
CPCPapers 2 [1995] 90–1); the situation in the Hellenika is thus somewhat better than
originally stated.
114. Nielsen (1995a) 94.

also used in the sense of ‘town’ rather frequently (ca. 134 instances). The
word is only rarely used to mean ‘territory’, and there is no passage in
which it means ‘stronghold (= acropolis)’.107 In many passages it is
impossible to distinguish between the senses of ‘town’ and ‘political
community’.108 A total of 86 different communities are described as
poleis.109 Of these, 64110 are called polis in the sense of ‘town’.111 In the
majority of these cases we can be completely certain that the towns called
poleis in the sense of ‘town’ were in fact political communities (= ‘city-
states’) since this sense of the word is attested in other passages of the
Hellenika or because there is ample evidence from elsewhere to prove
this.112 But there are 14 instances in which it is not immediately obvious
that the town called poliswas in fact the centre of a political community.113

In 7 cases we have no way of deciding whether the sites called polis in the
sense of ‘town’ were also poleis in the sense of political communities,
either due to inadequate sources or to the complete lack of other
sources.114 But a review of other sources relating to the remaining 7 sites
called polis in the sense of ‘town’ shows that theywere in fact also political
communities. Let me give just two examples. Ep(e)ion in Triphylia is
called polis in the sense of ‘town’ at 3.2.30 where ‘territory’ may perhaps
be a connotation.Was it a political community?Herodotos lists it at 4.148
with five other poleis in Triphylia.Here the sense is again ‘town’. Ep(e)ion
is also called polis by Polybios at 4.77.8, a list of Triphylian poleis.
Polybios mentions the town again at 4.80.13, where we are told that the
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115. Nielsen (1995a) 88.
116. Hell. 7.4.14: 
� �� �������� �����������
� �� �� !�
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 ���� �*� �+����	��
���.
117. The term ‘tribe’ is used here in the way explained below in connection with the

‘tribal states’ of Arkadia, see below (272–6).

city went over to Philip V ���� #
��$	��. Here the town is not called
polis, but the action described is one characteristic of a political commu-
nity. Herodotos remarks that in his day the poleis listed at 4.148 had all
been ‘conquered’, or ‘ravaged’ (the term used is ��	��%�) by the Eleians.
This piece of informationmust be combinedwith Xenophon’s account at
Hell. 3.2.23, where he relates the diplomatic overture to the Lakedaimon-
ian attack on Elis in the early 390s. The Lakedaimonians demanded that
the Eleians &'����� ... ��� ��	���
��� ������ �(������)�; it appears
from3.20.30–1 that Ep(e)ionwas one of these perioikic poleis. TheEleians
refused to let go of their perioikic communities and the Lakedaimonians
forced them to agree to a settlement bywhich the perioikic poleiswere left
autonomous. But the Eleians still refused to let go of Ep(e)ion, and the
Lakedaimonians had to force them to give up even this community
(&'�����
�* ����$�+��,
����, 3.2.31). So,Ep(e)ionbecameautonomos.
To be able to enjoy autonomia one must be an independent political
community, and so we can conclude that Ep(e)ion was a polis in the
political sense both in the Classical and the Hellenistic periods, although
our sources apply the term polis to it in the urbanistic sense only.115

At 7.4.14 theAkroreian townThraustos is implicitly described as a polis
in the urbanistic sense.116 TheAkroreianswere a ‘tribe’ in thewider Eleian
territory.117 They are mentioned in two other passages of theHellenika.
From 4.2.16 it appears that they supplied hoplites for the battle of Nemea
in 394. From 3.2.30 it appears that they had been subdued by Elis but
were made autonomous in the settlement between Elis and Lakedaimon
in the early 390s, just like Ep(e)ion. So, on the same line of argument, we
may suppose that Xenophon did think of Thraustos as a political com-
munity. In fact, two other pieces of evidence strongly support the view
that Thraustos was a political community. At 14.17.8 Diodorus Siculus
describes a Lakedaimonian attack on Elis in the late fifth century. Having
conquered Lasion, Pausanias, the Spartan king, ��� ��� ��
	�	���
&,�,-� �! ��	�������� �����	�� ������ �	��$,�,���, .	�%����,
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Thucydides, see Hansen (1995a) 39–45; for Aineias the Tactician, see Hansen (1996b)
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/�����, 0(��,���, ����1���.118 In this passage, which uses polis in the
political sense, Diodorus is not following Xenophon, who describes the
campaigns against Elis as having all been led by Agis and who does not
mention Thraustos in this connection.Diodorus, then, must be following
another source, and it is very likely that this source described Thraustos
as a polis. One indication that Diodorus is following his source closely is
his formof the toponym,.	�%����, in contrast toXenophon’s.	������.
It happens that Diodorus’ form is the correct one, as is clear from IG
IX.12 138, which mentions the .	�������. The inscription records a
verdict given by five judges from ‘Thraistos’ in Kalydon in an inheritance
case.119 The inscription, which possibly dates to the early fourth cen-
tury,120 even refers to the eponymous official(s) of Thraistos, a damono-
mos.121 There can be no doubt that Thraistos was a polis in the political
sense of the word.
So in every case where we are able to check Xenophon, his poleiswere

polities. If we were to suppose that he could use the word merely in the
sense of ‘town’ about any urban centre irrespective of its status, wewould
have to assume that he did so in those seven cases only in which we are
unable to check him, and that is extremely unlikely.122 So, Xenophon uses
the word polis only about towns that were centres of political communi-
ties, and in this respect he conforms to ordinary ancient usage, since
Hekataios,Herodotos, Thucydides,Aineias theTactician, Ps.-Skylax, the
Attic orators, the philosophers Plato and Aristotle, and inscriptions
follow the same practice.123

This means that by collecting evidence about Arkadian sites actually
called polis in sources of the Archaic and Classical periods the data thus
collectedmust all refer to polities, or, to bemore precise, what theGreeks
took to be polities, i.e. poleis = political communities.
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276.

2.4 Arkadian versus non-Arkadian sources
Most of our sources originate from outside of Arkadia, and so wemust

address the question ofwhetherwe are imposing an outsider’s viewon the
polis structure of Arkadia by using such sources.124

Now, some sources do originate from Arkadia itself, and these should
of course be given pride of place. But Arkadian sources are few indeed,
and the majority of the sources used in this study are by non-Arkadians.
It thus becomes a crucial question whether the use of the term polis is the
same in Arkadian and non-Arkadian sources.
In the treaty concluded betweenArgos,Athens, Elis, andMantinea and

recorded by Thucydides at 5.47 the term polis is applied to Mantinea in
exactly the same way as it is applied to the three other contracting
parties.125 Since theMantineanswere party to the treaty, and since the text
of the treaty was to be published in the Mantinean agora,126 it is safe to
assume that the use of the term polis in the text was acceptable to the
Mantineans, and it was presumably in accordance with Mantinean usage.
Some other examples of the same phenomenon are worth mentioning.

In the later fourth century (ca. 318), Argos and Pallantion concluded a
treaty of friendship the text of which uses the word polis in the dual about
the two contracting parties. Since the text was published in both Argos
and Pallantion, it is safe to conclude that the usage in the decree was in
accordance with both Argive and Pallantian usage.127 Also in the late
fourth century (303–300), Stymphalos concluded a treaty of symbolawith
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Sikyon (called Demetrias in the text); the text in several passages uses the
dual of polis to refer to the two contracting parties.128 In 266/5 a treatywas
concluded between Athens and Sparta along with its allies, among whom
were the Arkadian cities of Tegea, Mantinea, Orchomenos, Phigaleia and
Kaphy(i)ai.129 The treaty refers retrospectively to the Hellenic League
against Persia of 480 and the members of the League are called poleis,130 a
usage which has an exact parallel in Herodotos.131 It refers to all the
contracting parties as poleis;132 each contracting poliswas to publish a copy
of the text of the treaty in a local sanctuary.133 The term polis as used in
this treatymust have been acceptable in both Athens and Sparta as well as
inTegea,Mantinea,Orchomenos, Phigaleia andKaphy(i)ai andmust have
been in accordance with ordinary Arkadian usage. In 242 Arkadian
Thelphousa passed an asylia decree for Kos. The decree uses polis in
reference to both Thelphousa and Kos, and since the text was published
and found on Kos the usage of the decree must, of course, not only con-
form to Thelphousian usage, but also to the usage onKos.134 AMessenian
decree of ca. 240which records a treaty of isopoliteia etc. betweenMessene
andArkadian Phigaleia was published and found in Phigaleia. Once again
the word polis is used in the dual in reference to the two contracting
parties.135 So the evidence of these treaties shows that from the fifth and
through the fourth and into the third century Arkadian usage of the term
polis corresponded with the ordinary Greek usage.
Furthermore,wehave a truly striking exampleof correspondence in the

use of polis between Arkadian and non-Arkadian sources. As already
pointed out, it is the opinion of most modern scholars that the Arkadian
‘tribal state’ of the Mainalians did not consist of poleis, but rather of
villages. But Xenophon and a number of other non-Arkadian sources do
in fact describe the Mainalian ‘villages’ as poleis.136 Now, these sources
could very well have been imposing their own understanding of what a
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polis was upon Arkadian conditions of which they may well have had
only limited knowledge. However, Xenophon is prominent among those
non-Arkadian sourceswhichusepolis in reference toMainalian communi-
ties. It can hardly be claimed that he had no knowledge of Arkadian
affairs: he lived for a while in Skillous in Triphylia at a time when a
rapprochement between Triphylia and Arkadia was taking place (see
Chapter VI), and the attack on Arkadia (in the description of which he
describes Eutaia as a polis) was led by his personal friend, Agesilaos. But
much more importantly, we have an Arkadian inscription from the first
half of the fourth century which uses polis to describe Helisson – a
community which was (like Eutaia) a constituent part of the Mainalian
‘tribal state’.137 The inscription contains other pieces of information that
show beyond reasonable doubt that the description is appropriate. It may
also be noted that there is a nice correspondence betweenXen.Hell. 7.5.5,
where Pallantion, also a Mainalian community, is implicitly classified as
a polis, and SEG 11 1084, the treaty between Argos and Pallantion, where
Pallantion is explicitly described as a polis.
Finally, it may be noted that the only surviving piece of Classical prose

which has any claim to having originated from an Arkadian pen, the
treatise of Aineias the Tactician, uses the term polis in accordance with
general Greek usage.138

So, we may safely assume that the use of the term polis in Arkadia
corresponded exactly to the use of the term outside of Arkadia. Conse-
quently, we do not impose an outsider’s view of Arkadia on the region
and its poleis by using non-Arkadian sources.
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2.5 Consistency of the concept of polis ca. 550–300?
The earliest evidence about Arkadian poleis dates to ca. 550–500, which

means that the period covered by this investigation covers ca. 225 years.
Consequently, it is not impossible that the object under scrutiny, the polis
inArkadia,may have undergone changes over time, and itmaybe thought
that the polis of ca. 550 was not the same thing as the polis in 323.
In some important respects there were undoubtedly major changes in

the concept of the polis in Arkadia from 550 to 323. For example, the
word polis is applied by an Arkadian source to a number of communities
in northern Arkadia in ca. 550–500.139 On present evidence it seems that
true urban centres did not develop in Arkadia until the fifth century.140

Accordingly, theArchaic concept of the polis inArkadia probably did not
include the urbanistic aspect of the polis to nearly the same degree as it did
elsewhere in Greece.141 Consequently the concept was presumably
primarily political. However, the urbanistic aspect of the polis was
apparently fully integrated into the concept of the polis in Arkadia by the
first half of the fourth century. For example, a treaty between Helisson
and Mantinea which dates to the first half of the fourth century, uses the
word polis about Helisson presumably both in the urban sense and in the
political sense – in the very same sentence.142 This indicates that the
urbanistic aspect was now fully integrated into the concept of the polis. So
in Arkadia it was probably the political aspect of the polis which was
primary, and this is one of the reasons for focusing on this aspect in the
present study.
But what about the political concept, then? Was it stable throughout

the period? Hansen has given a provisional treatment of this problem.143

He compares the basic elements of Aristotle’s concept of the polis with
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those found in some Archaic texts, and shows that in both cases the
following features are seen as essential characteristics of the polis as a
political community: (1) participation in meetings of the assembly and
council, (2) the distinction between citizens and foreigners, and (3)
political acts by the adult male citizenry. If we accept these characteristics
as the core of the political concept of the polis, then wemay say that it can
be shown that all these characteristicswere present inArkadia throughout
the period 550–323:

Re (1) The institutions of council and assembly are attested for
Mantinea in the period 418–370,144 and again in Stymphalos in the 330s.145

It is probably only due to a lack of sources that the assembly and council
are first attested in the late fifth century.

Re (2) A treaty concluded between Tegea and Sparta, possibly as early
as ca. 550, but probably ca. 479–465,146 forbids Tegea to naturalise people
from Messenia. This shows that Tegea had its own body of citizens ca.
550–465, and, accordingly, a distinction must have been made between
citizens and foreigners. Furthermore, a Tegean inscription of ca. 400
contains the phrase ���� 2���� ���� 3�����, “neither foreigner nor
citizen”,147 and a series of catalogues of names (of unknown purpose) of
the third century distinguishes repeatedly between ���%��� and ���-
��
��.148 InMantinea the rights and duties of citizens were defined,149 and
in Helisson there must have been a law about citizenship as well,150 just
like in Lepreon.151 Accordingly, in these three communities a distinction
must have been made between citizens and foreigners. Finally, two
Stymphalian decrees of the 330s record grants of citizenship;152 it follows
that citizenship was defined at Stymphalos.
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Re (3) In the Archaic period, the best known political actions of the
adultmale citizenry are communal dedications atOlympia and thewaging
of wars.153 But there are other examples of Arkadian political action.
Mantinea is known to have received an embassy from Kyrene in ca. 550
asking for help in ordering their state (a request which was granted).154 It
is significant that it was theDelphic oraclewhich recommendedMantinea
to the Kyrenaians. In the fifth century both Tegea and Mantinea joined
the Hellenic League against Persia and both concluded alliances with
Argos, and both communities headed local hegemonic leagues.155 In the
fourth century all Arkadian communities joined the Arkadian Confeder-
acy,156 and in 318 Pallantion sent an embassy to Argos and concluded a
treaty of friendship with this city.157 So throughout the period under
scrutiny a large number of political acts carried out by the male adult
citizenry are on record.
We may conclude that there was a core of generally accepted criteria

that made up the political concept of the polis, that it remained fairly
stable throughout our period, and that Arkadian communities exhibit the
characteristics which constituted this core.

2.6 Contemporary versus retrospective sources
If we want to know what the Greeks of the Archaic and Classical

periods thought a polis was it is methodologically sound to collect evi-
dence about communities that were called poleis by the Greeks themsel-
ves. However, a distinction must be made between contemporary and
retrospective sources. Epigraphical evidence is almost always contem-
porary, in the sense that a community called polis in an inscription can be
accepted as a polis at the time when the stone was inscribed. But literary
evidencemust be treated otherwise. BecauseThucydides refers to his own
day, we accept his use of polis as significant evidence. But it is obviously
a different matter when the likes of Diodorus Siculus, Pausanias and
Stephanos of Byzantion retrospectively describe a given community as a
polis. The value of their site-classifications rests upon the value of their
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sources, their way of reproducing these sources, and their own interests:
site-classification was not always at the centre of their interest. In
principle, each late source using the term polis retrospectively must be
evaluated on its ownmerits, and cannot be trusted off-hand for their site-
classifications.
Pausanias and Stephanos of Byzantion have both been investigated in

order to determine the value of the retrospective site-classifications they
offer. Alcock emphasised that Pausanias is an author of the Roman
imperial period and that his site-classifications, though perhaps valid for
his own day, need not be so for the Classical period, since communities
may verywell have changed status and since the concept of polismay have
changed too.158 Rubinstein added that even those of Pausanias’ site-
classifications which refer to his own day are often unreliable, and that in
generalwe cannot trust Pausanias’ site-classifications unless other sources
support him159 – in which case Pausanias is no longer our primary source.
So, if Pausanias is our only source for the polis status of a given commu-
nity, the community cannot be classified as a polis. But, of course, Pau-
sanias sometimes draws on earlier accounts that have not been trans-
mitted. In that case wemust take into account, not his site-classifications,
but the facts of his narrative, as when he gives a detailed account of the
synoecism of Megalopolis at 8.27. Furthermore, he sometimes quotes
Archaic or Classical inscriptions verbatim, and the evidence obtained in
this way is of course invaluable.
A test of the reliability of the site-classifications found in Stephanos of

Byzantion160 has shown that he reproduces the site-classifications found
in his sources with a high degree of accuracy and with few outright errors
when he quotes an authorwhosework survives, such asHerodotos. Thus
when Stephanos quotes lost historians such as Theopompos, Ephoros or
Hellanikos, his evidence carries someweight. Stephanos’ reproduction of
site-classifications found in geographical writers is even more accurate,
and thus his evidence can be considered of prime importance when he
quotes a writer such as Hekataios. However, the matter is different when
hemerely cites an author.Herewe can presume accuracy “in around three
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cases out of every five”.161 So, if Stephanos merely cites an author such as
Theopompos we need some additional evidence to accept as a polis a site
thus described by Stephanos and so we cannot class e.g. Alea as a certain
polis on the basis of an entry such as that found at 69.20: �����, �����
��	
����, .�������� ����$
���4 5
�6: we cannot be certain that
Theopompos is cited for polis since he may just as well be cited for Alea
or Arkadias.
Herodotos is a case sui generis. He often provides us with site-

classifications in passages relating to theArchaic period.162 ButHerodotos
surely finished his work in the last quarter of the fifth century,163 and so
we are faced with the question of whether his site-classifications are valid
for the time when he wrote or for the period he writes about. Since it is
unlikely that Herodotos had access to written sources in all cases, we
should only accept the site-classifications he provides as valid for the later
fifth century. But of course he occasionally provides us with extremely
important evidence for the Archaic period in other ways. At 9.77, for
instance, he states that in 479 theMantineans exiled their generals because
the troops under their command had arrived too late for the battle of
Plataiai.164 This passage must necessarily be considered in a discussion of
the status ofMantinea in this period since it testifies to aMantinean army,
Mantinean military officials, a defined territory and a body empowered
to send people into exile. In short, this statement attests to the state
attributes of Mantinea, and hence to the fact that it was, presumably, a
polis at that time.

2.7 Inference of polis status
The basic procedure in identifying communities to be studied as poleis

is to collect all instances of the word polis applied to named Arkadian
communities in contemporary sources. Retrospective sources must be
judged on a case-by-case basis as to their merits.
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It goes without saying that there will be a number of communities
which are not explicitly called polis in any contemporary source, since the
amount of sources relating to Arkadia is limited, and especially so for the
earlier periods. This, of course, need not mean that such communities
were not poleis; the lack of explicit attestation of their polis status can
often be explained by the lack of sources in general. In these cases we
must attempt to determine the status of the communities from other
sources. In the following I give a short review of some of the most
important groups of source from which polis status can be reasonably
inferred.

City-ethnics. In some regions city-ethnics (i.e., ethnics derived from or
closely related to the name of a city) constitute an important type of
source for establishing polis status for a given community.165One example
is Boiotia. In Boiotia the individual communities did not have civic sub-
divisions like the Attic demes.166 Accordingly, Boiotian ethnics (apart
from the regional ethnic 7������/ 7��8����) always referred to a polis,167

and thus constitute a very important group of source in determining the
number and identity of Boiotian poleis. In Arkadia the existence of an
ethnic related to the name of a town or city is also a very strong indication
that the town to whose name the ethnic is related was a polis. The
situation in Arkadia is, however, a bit more complicated than in Boiotia,
partly because ‘tribal ethnics’ or sub-regional ethnics168 exist in addition
to the regional ethnic and city-ethnics, and partly because at least some
Arkadian communities did have systems of civic subdivisions. But in
practice these two obstacles do not present real difficulties: (1) ‘tribal’
ethnics such as 9�		����� and :)���	��� are easily distinguished from
city-ethnics;169 (2) although civic subdivisions existed at least inMantinea,
Megalopolis, Phigaleia, Tegea and Thisoa, there is not one single instance
of an ethnic coined from these subdivisions and used in a personal name
like the Attic demotics. So, whenever we meet an ethnic derived from the
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name of a town used in a personal name, we can reasonably assume that
it refers to a unit larger than a civic subdivision, that is to a polis. Further-
more, those civic subdivisions which are attested seem to have been of
significance only in internal affairs, and are not met with outside the polis.
Thus, the occurrence of ethnics in documents external to the community
to whose name it is related is also a very strong indication that this
community was a polis. For a number of sites the city-ethnic is the only
or one of the best indications of polis status, as in the cases of Alea, Asea,
Dipaia, Euaimon, Kaphy(i)ai, Kortys, Kynaitha, Lasion, Methydrion,
Pheneos, Thelphousa, Thisoa and Torthyneion. For other cities, the city-
ethnic is the oldest source to have survived, as in the cases of Kleitor and
Psophis, tomention only a couple of prominent cities. The importance of
city-ethnics as a source is illustrated by the fact that this group alone puts
30 sites on a map of Arkadian poleis, and some of them existed already in
the Archaic period.

Civic mints. Arkadian communities began to strike coins rather late
compared to some other regions. The first Arkadian mint was that of
Heraia,whose coinagebegan around510.170Mantinea camenext, begining
at ca. 500.171 Like city-ethnics, mints are a good indication of polis status,
and in Arkadia there is no instance of coins demonstrably struck by
entities smaller than a polis. Coins are an important source in Arkadia,
especially in the earlier periods, since we have coins from a number of
communities dating to periods in which they are not actually attested as
poleis; examples are Heraia, Mantinea, Alea and Psophis.

Proxeny and other interstate relations. If a community is attested as
having concluded a treaty of alliance or peace with another community,
we can reasonably assume that the community in question was not just a
civic subdivision like the Attic demes, but at least a polis, if not a larger
organisation such as a federation.172 So, from the ability to conclude
treaties we can deduce polis status, if we are dealing with an entity that
was not bigger than a single community (such as, for instance, ‘tribal
states’ or federations). Especially for the Archaic period this is an im-
portant conclusion, since Tegea, Orchomenos and Mantinea are known
to have concluded treaties in this period: they all joined the Hellenic
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League againstPersia.173 The institutionofproxenia is similarly important.
Communities known to have passed or received grants of proxeniamust
have been at least a polis, if not a federation or a ‘tribal state’.174 So, if a
community not bigger than a single city gave or received grants of
proxenia, we can conclude that it was a polis. For the study of Arkadia,
this is an important observation. Alea, for instance, is not actually attested
as a polis before the synoecism of Megalopolis, but it is known to have
granted proxenia to an Athenian in the fifth century.175 In addition, a
citizen of Alea was appointed as proxenos by Athens, likewise in the fifth
century.176 Thisoa, not attested as a polis before the synoecism of Mega-
lopolis, had a Delphic proxenos in the first half of the fourth century.177

Theorodokoi.178 A theorodokos was a kind of official. His duty was to
receive and assist the theoroi sent out by the great international, or
Panhellenic, sanctuaries to announce up-coming celebrations of festivals.
Some sanctuaries, such asDelphi, published great lists of the theorodokoi,
who served their theoroi, and a number of these lists have survived. They
are regularly laid out as a kind of itinerary, and the entries consist of
toponyms followed by one or more personal names identifying the
person(s) holding the theorodokia in the community in question. The
importance of this type of source is briefly discussed below 311–12 and
it is that theorodokoi must be assumed to have resided in political
communities, i.e. either poleis or larger states. The evidence for theoro-
dokoi in Arkadia is very full. By good fortune, the region appears in four
of the eight fragmentary lists of theorodokoi.179 Also, there are several
decrees recording grants of theorodokia by Argos, Delphi and Epidauros
to Arkadian communities, and we have knowledge of at least 16 asylia
decrees (i.e., decrees which inter alia appointed a man of the community
in question as theorodokos) passed byArkadian cities. Thismaterial offers
valuable evidence in the cases of, among others, Methydrion and
Pallantion both of which had a Delphic theorodokos in the period before
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the synoecism of Megalopolis. However, most of the evidence on
theorodokoi in Arkadia is Hellenistic, and so not directly relevant for this
study. But some of the Hellenistic sources are of decisive importance for
the reconstruction of the synoecism of Megalopolis, and hence they will
be drawn into the discussion when necessary.

Panhellenic victors. Broadly speaking we may say that participation in
the great Panhellenic games was organised politically. Thus one had to be
not only a Greek, but also a citizen of a recognised polis in order to
compete at, for instance,Olympia. Furthermore, a victorywas considered
a triumph not only of the individual athlete, but also of the polis to which
he belonged.180 The political framework of e.g. the Olympics is clearly
shown by the fact that a citizen of a state excluded from participation in
the Games due to its having violated the holy truce could not compete in
his own right, but would have to register under the name of another
political community.181 This being so, we may treat attested participation
in the Olympics as an indication that the contestant’s community was a
recognised political community, and thus, if it was a city or town, it was
probably a polis. A full discussion of this category of evidence is found
below 203–11. So, Moretti’s catalogue of Olympionikai with its sup-
plements is an important collection of sources for determining polis
status,182 particularly for Stymphalos, Phigaleia, Mantinea and Heraia
which produced Olympic victors in the Archaic period; Pythian victors
are attested for Tegea and, remarkably, for tiny Lousoi. In the period
before the synoecism of Megalopolis victors are listed as coming from
Dipaia, Mainalos, Oresthasion, Pheneos and Methydrion.

Archaeological evidence. It is very difficult to deduce polis status from
archaeological evidence alone, and not even a fortification wall need be
considered proof of polis status.183 However, if a city has a bouleuterion
or a prytaneion, it may safely be deduced that it was a polis184 or perhaps
the centre of an agglomeration of poleis. For the study of Arkadia, this
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observation is, however, not of much value, since these types of building
are attested only inMantinea, Megalopolis andOrchomenos. And, in the
case of Orchomenos, it is actually doubtful whether the building usually
called the ‘bouleuterion’ really was a bouleuterion; Winter thinks that it
was simply a stoa.185 Combined with the fact that a number of important
cities, such asHeraia andKleitor, have not been systematically excavated,
this makes archaeology of little value in determining the political status of
Arkadian communities.

2.8 Methodological conclusion
Let me round off this section by summarising the methodological

practice followed in the present study. The period under consideration
runs from the Archaic period to the end of the Classical period, which is
defined traditionally as ending in 323. This period is subdivided into the
following three sub-periods which will be investigated one by one: 1st
period: the Archaic period up until and including the Persian invasion in
480/79, 2nd period: from 479 until the synoecism of Megalopolis in 368,
3rd period: from the synoecism ofMegalopolis to 323. The reason for this
chronological framework is that the synoecism ofMegalopolis marks the
end of a distinctive phase of the history of the Arkadian poleis and ‘tribal
states’. The third period is included in the investigation in order to make
it possible to trace the polis history of the region in greater detail.
The extent of Arkadia in each period must be investigated separately,

since the concept of Arkadia was not static but subject to change. Having
establishedwhich communities certainly or probably ranked asArkadian
in each period, the investigation goes on to consider the political status of
each community period-by-period in order to determine the number and
identity of Arkadian poleis in each period.

Poleis are identified in the following way: Communities which are
explicitly called polisby contemporary epigraphical or literary sources are
considered as certain poleis. Communities which are called polis only by
later sources or whose polis status are inferred from other types of source
(principally those discussed in the preceding section) are considered as
probable or possible poleis.
Probable poleis are those communities which are not explicitly called

polis by a contemporary source, but fulfill a number of criteria charac-
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teristic of polis status and/or are so described by trustworthy later sources
in contexts which strongly indicate earlier polis status. Examples of
probable poleis from the period preceding the synoecism of Megalopolis
would be Pallantion andMethydrion. Pallantion is not called polis by any
source in this period, but it had its own mint, it had a Delphic theorodo-
kos, and it is described as a polis in the next period by Xenophon.
Methydrionwasperhaps called polisbyTheopompos, but the chronologi-
cal reference of the passage is not certain, and Theopompos’ text is
transmitted by a later author who only paraphrased him.186 However, the
city-ethnic is attested as part of a personal name, the community
produced at least two Olympic victors and it had a Delphic theorodokos
and presumably a civic mint. So, both Pallantion and Methydrion were
probably poleis although not explicitly described as such in this period.
Possible poleis are communities which fulfill only a few of the criteria

characteristic of polis status andnot someof the important ones and/or are
called polis in a later source which may be interpreted retrospectively. An
example of an Archaic ‘possible polis’ would be Paion. This community
is not described as a polis by any surviving Archaic source, but it was
possibly a polis, for Herodotos classifies it retrospectively as a polis. So,
although we cannot be certain, it is possible that Paion was a polis.
Having established the number and identity of Arkadian poleis in each

period, the investigation moves on to describe the identified poleis.
Particular emphasis is placed upon a description of the Arkadian poleis as
political communities, and on theway inwhich they interactedwith other
poleis, both within Arkadia itself and outside of its borders.
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Chapter II: The Arkadians: the People of Arkadia

In this chapter I discuss whether the Arkadians constituted an ethnic
group. It seems, a priori, not unlikely that the Arkadians could constitute
an ethnic group: it has, for example, been shown that both Dorians and
Ionians were recognised as ethnic groups in the Classical period and that
the stereotypes attached to them were sometimes among the factors
influencing decisions and actions.1 Dorians and Ionians, however, are not
immediately comparable to the Arkadians, since neither of these ethne2

was confined to a single geographical region in theway that theArkadians
were.3 And so we must begin by asking whether it makes sense to single
out such a region as Arkadia for special study. Why do we do it? One
obvious answer is that the ancient Greeks themselves actually did it.

1. The Ancient Habit of Singling Out the Arkadians

Several ancient authors are known to have composed works dealing with
Arkadian matters. Hekataios of Miletos, of course, did not devote a
specific treatise to Arkadia, but he surely did write on the myths and the
specific traditions of the region;4 Pherekydes likewise dealtwithArkadian
matters,5 and according toDionysios ofHalikarnassos therewas a section
in his work dealing with the ancient kings of Arkadia. According to one
fragment, Pelasgos was the founder of the royal dynasty, his son was
Lykaon, and their descendants founded different settlements in Arkadia.6
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ancient kings of Arkadia, apparently on the basis of Arkadian traditions, see Ephoros
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Fr. 99 may belong to ���" ������	�� as well. On the nature of Hellanikos’ work (as well
as the works of the other early writers mentioned here) see Toye (1995).
9. Pearson (1939) 193–209. See, however, Toye (1995) 292.
10. Schwartz (1896); cf. Jacoby ad Ar(i)aithos (III B Kommentar p. 66).
11. Ar(i)aithos (FGrHist 316) fr. 1: �����	-P <�O> ���Q���� �# ���������.
12. Ar(i)aithos (FGrHist 316) frr. 1, 2a, 2b, 5, 7.
13. See below 76–8.
14. Ar(i)aithos (FGrHist 316) fr. 4.
15. Aristippos (FGrHist 317) T 1.
16. Aristippos (FGrHist 317) frr. 1, 2, 3.
17. Aristippos (FGrHist 317) fr. 3.
18. Architimos (FGrHist 315) fr. 1.

Like Hekataios’, Pherekydes’ Arkadian writing was embedded within a
larger work, but there was a work that focused solely on Arkadia among
the ethnographic writings of Hellanikos, which was referred to by an
ancient source as 9�	* ��	
����.7 The preserved fragments refer to
Kepheus the son of Aleos (Tegean figures), to Mainalos the son of Arkas,
and to the Arkadian tradition of autochthony; like Pherekydes’, Hellani-
kos’ work was, apparently, one that dealt primarily with mythological
matters.8 What is particularly interesting is that Hellanikos seems to have
written numerous ethnographicalworks such as this one,9which indicates
that the regional structure ofHellaswith its different regional peopleswas
well-recognised in Hellanikos’ day.
Several later works dealing with Arkadia are known. The precise date

of Ar(i)aithos of Tegea is unknown; hemay have been active in the fourth
century, but the third century is just as likely.10 The preserved fragments
of his work, which was entitled ��	
���
� according to Dionysios of
Halikarnassos,11 deal with myths related to Arkadia;12 the genealogy of
Pan, a god of particular importance to the Arkadians,13 was presented in
it.14 TheHellenistic author Aristippos wrote a work referred to as �� ��	*
��	
����,15 or ��	
���
�.16 The preserved fragments again deal with
mythology, and the genealogy of Pan is once more set out.17 Some works
cannot be dated: one by Architimos is specifically called ��	
���
� by
Plutarch, who refers to it in a discussion of the cult of Zeus Lykaios;18
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Architimos must, then, have dealt with this cult. Athenaios refers to an
otherwise unknown Nikias who wrote an ��	
���
� which Athenaios
quotes for information on the mythical king Kypselos who founded a
beauty contest for women in Parrhasian territory.19 No substantial
fragments survive of the 9�	* ��	
���� by Staphylos of Naukratis; the
surviving fragment is mythological and deals with Asklepios.20

The writers who wrote about Arkadia, then, seem to have dealt pre-
dominantlywithArkadianmythological traditions; theonlyknownwork
which dealt with political matters is Aristotle’s ; :���< ��	
����
9������, which discussed the Confederacy founded in 370.21

Most of the writers mentioned here were outsiders to Arkadia and this
might perhaps indicate that an important part of Arkadian identity was
imposed from outside. This may be true to some extent;22 there is,
however, no reason to believe that these writers did not draw on local
tradition for their information,23 and as we shall see there are some early
instances of the use by Arkadians of the regional ethnic Arkas as part of
personal names and this indicates that at an earlydateArkadians identified
themselves as such which again indicates that Arkadian identity existed
and was a focus of self-ascription and identification.24

So in singling out a specific region such as Arkadia for study we are
doing exactly what the Greeks did, although our interests may be
different. However, this observation merely pushes the question back to
antiquity: why did the Greeks single out regions, among them Arkadia,
for special study? For Arkadia (as well as for other regions) I believe that
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27. Smith (1986) 22–4.

the answer is that theArkadians constituted a distinct ethnic group. In the
following, I shall attempt to give a sketch of the Arkadians as an ethnic
group. It goes without saying that a full treatment of this matter is outside
the scope of the present study. An in-depth analysis of Arkadian identity
would require a book to itself. However, my aim here is not to analyse
Arkadian ethnicity in all its aspects, but to establish its existence, and this
can be done without going into too much detail.

2. The Concept of an Ethnic Group

First we shouldmake clear what an ethnic group is, or rather, in whatway
the concept is used here. An ethnic group, Smith emphasises, is not a
biological phenomenon, but a phenomenon based upon the history and
perception of cultural uniqueness and individuality of a given group of
human beings, and it is thus essentially a social and cultural phenom-
enon.25 Such an ethnic group has a number of distinguishing marks
whereby we can identify it in the historical record. Not all ethnic groups
will display all the distinguishing characteristics, and so while we can put
together a working definition of an ethnic group based on a set of these
characteristics of ethnic groups it should be recognised that this will
constitute more or less an ideal type and will not correspond perfectly
with actual ethnic groups.According to Smith, the chief features bywhich
we can identify ethnic groups are the following six:26 First, the existence
of a collective name is the identifying mark of an ethnic group in the
historical record, and unnamed ethnic groups seem not to exist.27
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Second, the sine qua non of an ethnic group is a myth of common
descent or ancestry. Here the word myth is crucial, since the question is
not one of actual genetic ancestry, but of imputed common ancestry and
origin.28 Such myths of origin can take numerous forms, there are often
conflicting andvariant versions, and the systematisationof themyth(s) are
often the work of intellectuals.29 The object of the myth is both to explain
similarity between the members of the ethnic group and to cement the
coherence of the group.30

The third distinguishing mark is a shared history. Again, the important
thing is not whether we are dealing with history in the modern sense, but
the group’s sense of a shared (pre)history. Smith’s model of such a shared
history is exemplified by the Homeric poems.31

The fourth feature is a distinctive shared culture, which “both help to
bind members together and separate them from outsiders”.32 “The most
common shared and distinctive traits are those of language and religion;
but customs, institutions, laws, folklore, architecture, dress, food, music
and the arts, even colour and physique, may augment the differences or
take their place.”33 Ideally, such a shared culture is unique to the group,
and the more unique the traits, the more marked the identity.
The fifth feature by which we can identify an ethnic group is by its

association with a specific territory. This territory is often the territory in
which the group resides, but it need not be so. This territory is the
‘homeland’ of the ethnic group. According to Smith, homelands have
three characteristics: sacred centres, places deemed to be sacred in a
religio-ethnic sense; commemorative association, characteristic of groups
such as the diaspora Jews who do not reside in their homeland, and for
whom the homeland is at the centre of their collective dreams; external
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recognition, the recognition by non-members of the group’s association
with the homeland.34

The final feature is a sense of solidarity. This sense of solidarity is a force
by which the members rise in defence of the group in time of stress and
danger, and it must be present at least among the upper classes; it can lay
dormant due to external circumstances, but it is always potentially
present.35

These are the six features by which we can identify ethnic groups.
Absent from the list, be it noted, are economic and political features,
though such features may perphaps be thought to be subsumed in a ‘dis-
tinctive shared culture’. In any case, in an ancient Greek context one
should not be blind to the fact that political features may help to define
ethnic groups.
It may be objected that this is a trait list pointing only to the cultural

content of a group and that identification of ethnic groups by such criteria
is likely to miss the point of ethnicity which is the social construction by
discourse of group boundaries. However much truth there may be in this
it should not be forgotten that most of the items on the list are in fact
themselves liable to be socially constructed, myths of origin and common
(pre)history being obvious examples.36 In other words, a good many of
the items listed are potential emblematic indicia of ethnicity and it will
thus be worth surveying them in order to establish whether they were
actually constructed as indicia. In addition to this, it would certainly be
wrong to exclude the ‘cultural stuff’ from the description of an ethnic
group, since it is all that is within the ethnic boundaries.37

Obviously, on the basis of Smith’s definition the ancient Greeks can be
classified as an ethnic group,38 and in fact Herodotos used a concept
resembling the one discussed above to define �! =0��$��
�� in opposi-
tion to the Persians.39 Since the Arkadians were Greeks, we should not
suppose that all their characteristics differedmarkedly from those of other
Greeks, and it is not to be expected that some Greeks would have unique
cultures entirely to themselves. TheArkadiandialect, for example, though
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a rather distinct one in the Peloponnese,40 does not seem to have been a
central feature used to demarcate the Arkadians in opposition to, for
example, the Achaians or Eleians, and the Triphylians, who merged with
the Arkadians in the fourth century, actually spoke a non-Arkadian
dialect.41 In fact, it should also be pointed out that recent studies suggest
that even though a dialect may in some situations be consciously cul-
tivated in order to create and/or strengthen a civic identity,42 language as
such does not seem always to have been a significant factor in the creation
of intra-Hellenic ethnicities.43 Indeed, what is remarkable about the
Greeks’ own perception of their linguistic situation is that all dialectal
variants should be considered Greek, and not specifically Argive, Arka-
dian, Phokian, etc.44

The consequence of this is thatwhereas some of the features singled out
by Smith may have been very important in demarcating Greeks from, for
example, Persians (andHerodotos actually singledout theGreek language
as one marker of Greek identity),45 these features need not have been as
important inmapping outGreek sub-ethnicities, since this would – in the
extreme case – mean that such a (regional) ethnic group ceased to be
Greek!
On the other hand, there is no doubt that Smith’s definition can in a

meaningfulwaybe employed to trace intra-Hellenic or regional identities.
For example, both the Dorians and Ionians were connected with a pri-
mordial homeland,46 and Smith himself considers, for example, the
Boiotians to be an ethnic group.47 But in general we should expect such a
regional Greek ethnic group to differ less from other Greeks than the
Greeks as a whole differed from the Persians or Egyptians. And, needless
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to say, since regions or communities never exist in total isolation,48 what
we can, potentially, describe is the socially constructed ethnic identity or
the assertedquality of being, e.g., Arkadian. But, since our sources are, not
unexpectedly, few,wemust content ourselveswith an imperfect synchro-
nic view of the late Archaic period to the fourth century and we cannot
trace diachronic variations in any detail nor give detailed analyses of the
social processes by which Arkadian identity was continually (re)created
and (re)negotiated, the more so since the lack of Arkadian sources is
almost complete. Finally, although an analysis of ethnicity should ideally
include an exploration of boundary maintenance and the discursive
construction of ethnic identity, this is only possible to a very limited
degree in the Arkadian case, and thus the main focus of the present
discussion is (because it must be) the ‘cultural stuff’ that is enclosed by the
ethnic boundaries,49 and after all this ‘cultural stuff’ may, when the ethnic
group has been constituted through ideas of common ancestry, serve to
enhance the unity of the group and reinforce its identity.50

3. The Arkadians as an Ethnic Group

After these preliminary remarks I turn to the consideration of the
Arkadians as an ethnic group. There is no word or phrase in ancient
Greek which is an exact equivalent of ‘ethnic group’ in the sense in which
I have used it above. �0����, however, comes close to being an equiva-
lent, since, as pointed out by Smith, it is a word whichmaywell designate
cultural rather than biological or kinship differences, although an idea of
shared descent is usually associated with the term.51 However, this use of
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>���� establishes itself only in the middle of the fifth century,52 which
means that Herodotos is the first source in which we can reasonably
expect to find the Arkadians classified as an ethnos. Our expectations are
not disappointed. At 8.73 Herodotos lists the Arkadians as one of the
seven >��$ inhabiting the Peloponnese.53 Ephoros, too, described the
Arkadians as an >����.54 ?)�� may be used more or less synonymously
with ethnos,55 and it is thus significant that Xenophon attributes to
Lykomedes of Mantinea the statement that the Arkadians formed the
largest Hellenic phyle,56 since we can then be certain that the Arkadians
themselves sharedHerodotos’ and Ephoros’ idea that theywere a distinct
group. Another near synonymwhich has strongmilitaristic connotations
is ����; the Arkadians referred to themselves as a ���� on a dedication set
up in Delphi in 369.57 Accordingly, there is no doubt that the Arkadians
were in fact considered a ‘people’, a ‘tribe’, or a ‘nation’ in the Classical
period both by themselves and by outsiders and we may reasonably
assume that they were also considered as such already in the Archaic
period. So let us proceed to identify the features which distinguished this
ethnic group, the Arkadians.
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1. A common name

There is, of course, no doubt that the Arkadians had a common name.
They were named ��	
����, and this name is used over and over to refer
to the inhabitants ofArkadia. In addition, the name of the land, ��	
���
is coined on the basis of the people’s name (��	
��-��> ��	
��-�). The
use of Arkades in literature is extremely common; it is found early on in
Homer and is common in the three Classical historians.58

The literary evidence shows that non-Arkadians used the Arkadian
name frequently. What about the Arkadians themselves? Since no
Arkadian literature survives from the Archaic or Classical period, we do
not know whether the Arkadians themselves would use Arkades as their
name in literature.59However,whenwemove to other types of source,we
find sufficient evidence to prove that the name was also used by the
Arkadians. First of all, a great series of fifth-century coins uses the legend
�@:��A:�Bordifferent abbreviations thereof.60�@:��A:�B is simply
another way of putting Arkades (or perhaps ��	
����), a usage also
found in Xenophon.61 Whatever organisation struck these coins surely
considered itself to represent the Arkadians. After the foundation of the
Arkadian Confederacy in 370, Arkades becomes reasonably frequent in
inscriptions.62 It is thus certain both that outsiders recognised Arkadian



The Arkadians as an Ethnic Group 55

63. For the significance of ascription, see Eriksen (1993) 36–8.
64. The function of Greek ethnics was, of course, to indicate the/a group-membership

of the person carrying the ethnic. See Hansen (1996b) 170.
65. For multi-ethnic Argolis, see Hall (1997) 67–107.
66. Paus. 10.7.6 (= Anthologia Graeca Ap-Ep.dedic. 18). The date is ca. 580.
67. Hejnic (1961) 66–71.

identity and expressed this recognition through the use of the name
Arkades and that this name was the focus of ascription in the region
itself.63We can conclude that a commonname,Arkades, was used to name
the Arkadians in general as a people and that this name was in use both
inside and outside the region.
What is particularly interesting, however, is that in the singular and as

part of a personal name the regional ethnic (= the name) could be used to
classify a man as a member of the Arkadian ethnos; if this seems very
obvious,64 it need only be remembered that not all regions developed such
regional ethnics: in Argolis, for example, we do not find a regional ethnic
of the Arkas-type and this corresponds to the fact that the Argolid was
considered to be multi-ethnic.65 In the following I survey the use of
��	
�� as part of personal names from the sixth to the fourth century.
My aim is to show that whereas in some circumstances Arkas may be a
political label, it is much more often used as an ethnic classification.
The chronological distribution of the attestations of the regional ethnic

in this use is interesting. There is only one possible Archaic attestation of
the regional ethnic used as part of a personal name: �0 ��C	����
��	
��.66 The ethnic is found in an epigram which records a victory by
Echembrotos in the Pythian Games, but according to Pausanias the
monument carrying the inscription was set up in honour ofHerakles " D�
.�C���. If this means that it was set up at Thebes, then Echembrotos
perhaps lived in Thebes, which may explain his choice of the regional
ethnic instead of a local Arkadian (sub-regional or city-) ethnic, which
might well have been obscure to Thebans. The ethnic cannot refer to a
confederacy at this time, and from what we know of this period we
cannot assume a politically united Arkadia.67 If the epigram is genuine,
this is the oldest and onlyArchaic attestation of the regional ethnic as part
of a personal name, and it must have been intended as an indication of the
ethnic identity of Echembrotos.
It is probably not only due to a lack of sources that we have only one

Archaic attestation of the ethnic, since the ethnic is also very rare in the
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68. RE XVIII:2.3 1932.
69. Tucker (1908) ad v. 534 & 540.
70. I have also deliberately left out Hellanikos (FGrHist 4) fr. 162 (/�	���
� �� T�
�

������	��, !� U K ��������� ��=���, )�3 /�����
� �
 ������
�, G� ��(�� AB���-
���
�) since it is quite possible that �
 ������
� should be interpreted as a patronymic;
see Hejnic (1961) 29. And this passage too would have to be rejected in any case for the
same reasons as the comic and tragic passages.
71. IvO 843 is a piece of a large bathron containing the word �VL�W. It is, however,

not possible to decide whether the word is here used as an ethnic or a personal name. It is
furthermore undated, although from “gut griechischer Zeit.” – SEG 14 594 reads:
��[��]�	�� h
 X8�
�
�/ ����#� Y��
4 ��4 h������/ )[�8-]���; however, in SEG 34 971
a new reading is presented: ��[��]�	�� h
 X8�
�
�/ [�F]� ����8�
� ��" 0������/
)[�]8-���. So, this inscription is omitted here.

fifth century. In the fifth century we find fewer even than ten instances.
It is used by both Aischylos and Sophokles to describe the mythical
character Parthenopaios, a character originally connected not with
Arkadia, but Argos.68 Although it is interesting to note that the ethnic in
Aischylos seems to connote some contempt,69 these poetical passages will
be left out of consideration here since they probably do not reflect
contemporary naming customs, but are dictated by poetical considera-
tions. Eupolis seems to have described the mythical figure Euandros by
the Arkadian ethnic, but this passage will be left out of consideration, for
the same reasons as the tragic ones.70

Herodotos and Thucydides have one instance of the ethnic each. At
6.127.3 Herodotos lists two men of Arkadia among the suitors of
Agariste: �������� E)
��	,�) ��	
�� D
 �	���F�1����, 
�* ��F<� D

9��) ������ E�'��$� 0('�	����. Here the reference is, of course, to
the sixth century. Thucydides’ reference, on the other hand, is to his own
day. At 5.49.1 he refers to the Olympic victor in pankration of 420 as
����	�����$� ��	
��. Pausanias saw Androsthenes’ statue in Olympia
(6.6.1): B�
�����) �G >	,�� ��1 �������) ��,
	�������� D���� D

�������), ��� �
�� D� &��	���� &���������, ����	�����$� E� ��).
This passage seems to show that Androsthenes referred to himself as a
Mainalian.
The epigraphicalmaterial of the fifth century is also very sparse. In fact,

there is only one certain epigraphical attestation of the ethnic used in a
personal name in the fifth century.71 It is found in an epigram on a victor’s
statue inOlympia (IvO 147.148): ������ ����’ &���$
� �������� )#![�
&,�)�1]/ ��	
�� ��	�������� ��%[� &�! �),�� ��]. From the pre-
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72.Olympionikai no. 231.
73. Suda s.v. Z����; see also s.v. L����.

served base it can be deduced that the statue was carved with the legs in
the Archaic style, although the inscription dates from the fifth century;
the victory is dated to 472;72 Tellon is listed in P Oxy. 222, but there
described as���������.
Another fifth-century ‘inscription’ is transmitted in Pausanias, who at

5.27.2 quotes the epigram on a dedication set up in Olympia by ?�	���
��	
�� ���������, a mercenary who served both Gelon and Hieron in
Sicily.
Thus, we have only four attestations of the regional ethnic Arkas used

as part of a personal name that date from the fifth century. In three
instances the ethnic is combined with an indication of the local commu-
nity from which the named person originated and in two instances the
ethnic is used about an Olympic victor. The last thing to be noted is that
– not surprisingly – all four attestations come from contexts external to
Arkadia. It is thus characteristic for the fifth century that the ethnic is
used outside of Arkadia, and that it is connected with the Panhellenic
centres at Olympia andDelphi. Only twice does an Arkadian himself use
it, and in both cases he combines it with a more local ethnic.
In the fourth century the ethnic becomesmuchmore frequent, and that

of course reflects the nature of our sources but may also indicate a grow-
ing salience of Arkadian ethnicity. 72 instances are found; 23 instances
come from literary sources, and 49 from epigraphical material. Of these
49 epigraphical attestations, 22 come from Arkadia itself, while 27 are
from external contexts.
The document inserted into Dem.De cor. 18.155 refers to a :���)'��

" ��	
��; however, according to Aeschin. 3.128, Kottyphos was not an
Arkadian, but a Thessalian fromPharsalos. Sudamentions a certain Bakis
and describes him as " ��	
�� D
 ������ :�'�$� to distinguish him
from two homonyms of Boiotia and Attika.73 Here the word is used as an
attributive adjective rather than as an ethnic in the sense understood here,
and we can thus go on to the remaining 21 instances which all come from
one single author: Xenophon.
In the Anabasis and theHellenika, Xenophon uses the regional ethnic

no less than 21 times. The distribution of the instances among the two
works is interesting. The ethnic is found 20 times in theAnabasis and only
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74. He was a Triphylian from Lepreon; his career is discussed in Nielsen, Glimpses.

once in the Hellenika. In the Hellenika the person described by the
regional ethnic is the federal politician Lykomedes ofMantinea; at 7.1.39.
Lykomedes appears elsewhere in theHellenika. At 7.1.23 he is described
asE)
����$� ���������. Xenophon here gives a speech by Lykomedes,
beginning in oratio obliqua, but switching to oratio recta for the emphatic
conclusion of the speech (7.1.24). The beginning of the speech, given in
oratio obliqua, is a highly emotional appeal to the Arkadians to recognise
their own valour and the legitimacy of their claim to political independ-
ence. Xenophon summarises the contents in this way: �H��� [sc. " E)
�-
���$�] D����$��'	�������� ��I� ��	
����. Although the speechmust
have beendelivered at a federal assembly anddealswithmattersArkadian,
Lykomedes is not referred to here as an Arkadian. Nor is anyone else in
theHellenika. In the passage 7.1.39, where Lykomedes is described as an
Arkadian, the regional ethnic seems to be a geographical rather than an
ethnic or political label. The context is the peace negotiations in Thebes
in 367/6. The Thebans met with resistance from the other Greeks, who,
it was pointed out, had not come to swear, but to be informed. Xenophon
goes on: " ������ ��	
�� E)
����$� 
�* ��1�� >��,�� J�� �(�G �!�
�����,�� D� .�C��� ���� �K���, &��’ >��� L� M " �������; that is – in the
Peloponnese, in Arkadia. The ethnic here seems to be intended to supply
the location hinted at by Lykomedes, and thus it is not a political label,
and perhaps not even an ethnic one.
So although large parts of the Hellenika must have been composed

while theArkadianConfederacywas in existence,Xenophondoes not use
the regional ethnic Arkas to denote citizens of the Confederacy. The sole
occurrence of the ethnic is found in a passage where it is not strictly
speaking used as an ethnic in the technical sense and is clearly dictated by
literary considerations. However, this conclusion should be seen in the
light of the relatively few individual Arkadians mentioned in the Helle-
nika. Only six Arkadians appear in the Hellenika, the most prominent
being Lykomedes. The others are:Aineias Stymphalios, a federal strategos
(7.3.1), Antiochos, a federal envoy whose polis of origin is not stated
(7.1.33, 38),74Kallibios andProxenos, the leaders of thepro-federal faction
inTegea, andStasippos, the leader of the anti-federal faction (6.5.6–9). The
only instance where the ethnic could be expected is in the case of
Antiochos, a federal envoy. But Xenophon’s phrasing precludes it (Hell.
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75. Breitenbach (1967) 1639–44; Nickel (1979) 38–40. See, however, Stronk (1995) 8 for
the view that theAnabasiswas composed in two phases, one before 394 (producing I–V.3)
and one after 370 (producing the rest), with an overall revision in connection with the
second phase responsible for the uniformity of language and thought.
76. (1) Agasias at 4.1.27; (2) Agias at 2.5.31 and 2.6.30, possibly also at 1.2.9 and 3.1.47;

(3) Arexion at 6.4.13; (4) Aristonymos at 4.1.27; (5) Arystas at 7.3.23; (6) Basias at 4.1.18;
(7) Eurylochos at 4.2.21, 7.1.32 and 7.6.40; (8) Kallimachos at 4.1.27 and 5.6.14; (9) Kleanor
at 2.1.10, 6.4.22 and possibly at 3.1.47; (10) Nikarchos at 2.5.33 and 3.3.5; (11) Xenias at
1.2.10 and 1.4.7; (12) Pyrrhias at 6.5.11.
77. Agias: 2.5.31, 2.6.30; Basias: 4.1.18; Nikarchos: 2.5.33, 3.3.5; Pyrrhias: 6.5.11.
78. Agasias with city-ethnic: 3.1.31; 4.7.9; 5.2.15; 6.1.30, 2.7, 4.10; 7.8.19; Aristonymos

with city-ethnic: 4.6.20; 4.7.9, 7.12; Kallimachos with sub-regional ethnic: 4.7.8; 6.2.7, 2.9;
Kleanor with city-ethnic: 2.5.37, 5.39; 3.2.4; 4.8.18; 7.1.40; Eurylochos with city-ethnic:
4.7.11, 12; Sophainetos with city-ethnic: 1.1.11, 1.2.3; 2.5.37; 4.4.19; Xenias with sub-
regional ethnic: 1.1.2; Arexion with sub-regional ethnic: 6.5.2.
79. Eurylochos with double ethnic: 4.2.21; 7.6.40; Agasias with double ethnic: 4.1.27;

Aristonymos with double ethnic: 4.1.27; Kallimachos with double ethnic: 4.1.27.

7.1.33): &��C���)�� .$C��� �G� 9�������, ��	
���� �G ����� ��
" ��,
	��������, �N���� �G ��	 �����. In conclusion, what is most
striking in the Hellenika is the absence of the ethnic, especially when
compared to the Anabasis.
In the Anabasis we meet an abundance of Arkadians. The date of

composition of the Anabasis is of some significance in the present
connection; this date is, of course, disputed, but it is highly likely that the
Anabasis was composed in the 380s, that is, well before the formation of
the Arkadian Confederacy in 370.75 This is important, since it indicates
that Xenophon’s frequent use of the regional ethnic cannot have political
implications, but must be explained in other ways.
In theAnabasis the regional ethnic is used for twelve different people.76

Some of these Arkadians are described solely by the regional ethnic:
Agias, Arystas, Basias, Nikarchos and Pyrrhias.77 Others are described in
other passages by their sub-regional or city-ethnic:Agasias,Aristonymos,
Kallimachos, Kleanor, Eurylochos, Sophainetos, Xenias and Arexion.78

Sometimes we find the local ethnic and the regional ethnic combined to
produce adouble ethnic:0(	��� ��E�)����$���	
��,��,����O�)�-
'����� ��	
��, ��	���8�)��� ���)�	��I� ��	
��, and :����� ��
9�		����� ��	
��.79 The presence of a Stymphalian among those carry-
ing double ethnics shows that this form of ethnic is not confined to
citizens of minor Arkadian communities such as Lousoi and Methy-
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80. Stymphalos was one of the megalai poleis of Arkadia (Ps.-Skylax 44 [Müller]).
81. Roy (1972g) 129–30, 131 with n. 2; to the evidence collected by Roy can be added:

Hdt. 6.123.3, where the hometown of Amiantos Lykourgou Arkas is indicated by the
prepositional phrase !� S����[
 ��
�.
82. Roy (1972g) 133.
83. Roy (1972g) 133–4.
84. Roy (1967) 287–323, 307–9; it is here calculated that the Arkadians numbered 4,000

in the original force.
85. As is argued in detail below 121–41.

drion,80 and thus was probably not intended to clarify an obscure city-
ethnic. These double ethnics are sometimes emended to single (sub-
regional or city-) ethnics, but as pointed out byRoy,81 suchdouble ethnics
are found on inscriptions of the fifth and fourth centuries and later. Thus
they should be kept.
In his important study of Arkadian ‘nationality’ as seen in Xenophon’s

Anabasis, Roy suggested that the people described solely by the regional
ethnic were people with whomXenophon had no personal acquaintance.
Thus the description of these people as Arkadians shows that Xenophon
“thought of Arcadians first of all simply as Arcadians.”82 On the other
hand, the people described by the city-ethnic or by double ethnics were
either prominent leaders of the army, such as Sophainetos, or personal
acquaintances of Xenophon, such as for example Agasias, an officer of
Xenophon’s, or Kleanor, a fellow strategos of Xenophon’s. This seems to
show that from considering Arkadians as simply Arkadians Xenophon
would, on closer acquaintance, move on to consider them Stymphalians
or Parrhasians. This again seems to show that the local identities were of
importance to the Arkadians, whereas for an outsider like Xenophon the
evident ethnic unity of the Arkadians was quite striking.83 And in the
context of the Ten Thousand, Arkadian ethnicity must have been really
striking, sinceArkadians constituted the largest ethnic group among these
mercenaries.84

If it is correct that the Anabasis was composed prior to the formation
of the Arkadian Confederacy, and if it is correct that no Arkadian Con-
federacy existed in the fifth century,85 the inevitable conclusion to be
drawn from the material discussed so far is that in the period of ca.
500–370, the regional ethnic Arkaswas used, not to denote citizens of an
Arkadian federal state, but to indicate the ethnic identity of the people
described by the regional ethnic. Thus it should be stressed that only two
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86. See further below 67 and 85–6.
87. Appendix I.

of all those uses of the ethnic discussed so far originate from an Arkadian
and that they all belong to contexts external to Arkadia. It should be
concluded that Arkadian ethnicity was a distinct feature of Arkadians in
the eyes of non-Arkadians whereas the Arkadians themselves stressed
their local origin.
However, other instances of the regional ethnic may be taken to show

that the Arkadians themselves were also aware of their own peculiar
ethnic identity. It has already been pointed out that they proclaimed their
identity on their fifth-century coinage by inscribing it with the legend
�@:��A:�B. This coinage was probably in one way or another con-
nected with the god depicted on the obverse, Zeus Lykaios, who was
celebrated by the renowned games on Mt. Lykaion. One might suspect
that theArkadians felt a connection between the cult of Zeus Lykaios and
their own ethnic identity. When we connect this with the fact that ap-
proximately 4,000 of the Ten Thousand were Arkadians, we can easily
understand why Kyros accepted the celebration of the Lykaia en route
(Xen. An. 1.2.10): D���1��� D2������� ������I� ��� ��	���,,�� ��
�
�P� 9�����, ����� �P
�)���$�. D���1�� >������ ;��	�� �	�%�. D� �Q�
R���� " ��	
�� �� E�
��� >�)�� 
�* &,S�� >�$
�. �� �G T��� U���
����,,���  	)��%. D��8	�� �G �!� &,S�� 
�* :1	��.
The assumption that there was a connection between the cult of Zeus

Lykaios and the Arkadians’ feeling of ethnic unity is strongly supported
by the epigraphical use of the regional ethnic insideArkadia itself.86 In the
fifth century, as we saw, there is not a single instance of this use. In the
fourth centurywe find 22 instances. They all originate fromMt. Lykaion.
They come from two stelai found in the agonistic complex in the Kata-
Kambos valley. The two stelai contain catalogues of Lykaionikai for five
Lykaia. We find victors from Argos (9), from Arkadia (19, two of whom
gained two victories each), fromAkarnania (1), fromAthens (1), fromElis
(3), from Kassandreia (1), from Lakedaimon (3), from Makedonia (3),
from Miletos (1), from Rhodos (1) and from Syracuse (one, who gained
two victories).87

If we look at the victors who did not come fromArkadia, it is perfectly
clear that they are listed with an ethnic denoting the political community
to which they belonged, be it a polis such as Argos or Miletos, a confed-
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88. Dušani�c (1970) 314–15.
89. Dušani�c (1970) 317.

eracy such as the Akarnanian Confederacy, or a kingdom such as Make-
donia.
This raises the possibility that the ethnic Arkas in these catalogues is

meant to denote a political community to which the Arkadian victors
belonged, that is, an Arkadian Confederacy. To consider this possibility
we must first discuss the date of the inscriptions. The writing style is of
the fourth century. Hiller von Gärtringen suggested that the catalogues
belonged to the period 320–304. There are three reasons for this dating:
first, theMakedonian Lagos, son of Ptolemaios Lagos, who is listed in the
fourth catalogue, is known to have visited the Peloponnese in 308; second,
the mention of Kassandreia in the fifth catalogue must postdate 316; and
third, theMilesian victor listed in the first catalogue is known to havewon
at Olympia in 308. There seems to be no escaping the terminus post quem
of 316 for the fifth catalogue, and so we should accept a date in the late
fourth century for these catalogues.
Did the Arkadian Confederacy exist at this date? We do not know for

certain. It is possible that the Confederacy was dissolved in 324/3.88 If so,
the ethnic here cannot denote a political community, but must be ex-
plained in the same way as the other instances discussed so far: as indica-
tions of the ethnic identity of the carriers of the ethnics. The choice of
using the regional ethnic to the exclusion of the city-ethnics is rather
striking as Arkadia was in fact politically disunited in the late fourth cen-
tury.89 But the choicemust nevertheless be deliberate, since there is a clear
difference between catalogues 1–4 and 5 in regard to whether or not the
patronymic was recorded, but not in regard to the use of the regional
ethnic.
So, the internal use of the ethnic confirms the impression that the

regional ethnic is primarily used as an indication of ethnic identity and it
also supports the idea that there was a close connection between the cult
of Zeus Lykaios and the Arkadians’ feeling of ethnic unity.
If we accept that the Arkadian Confederacy was dissolved in 324/23,

then the only period in which the ethnic can refer to the Arkadian Con-
federacy is during the period 370–323. In this period we find 24 persons
carrying the regional ethnic; 19 of these are securely dated to the federal
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90. Appendix II.
91. Appendix II nos. 15 & 16.
92. Appendix II no. 18.
93. Appendix II no. 24, not securely dated within the federal period as here defined.
94. Appendix II no. 11.
95. Appendix II nos. 14 & 20. In the case of Kaphy(i)ai Appendix II no. 20 the federal

date cannot be absolutely established.
96. Kleitor: 1. L������[���� L]������
� (339; CID II 51.7); Mantinea: 2. ���	��

/�������� (362; CID II 1.II.24), 3. ���1���
� /�������� (358; CID II 5.I.4);
Megalopolis: 4. \����
1
� /����
�
�	��� (360; CID II 3.56), 5. A���(	���
�
/����
�
�	��� (358; CID II 5.I.26–7), 6. L��[�]�&�
�
� /����
�
�	��� (358; CID II
5.I.29–30), 7. ����
���	��� [/]����
�
�	��� (358; CID II 5.I.32–3), 8. S�[�]�-�
�
/����
�
�	��� (358;CID II 5.I.35), 9.]������/����
�
�	��� (358;CID II 5.I.37), 10.
]8%�/����
�
�	��� (358;CID II 5.I.39), 11. [����](�
�[�]	��� [/��]��
�
�	��� (358;
CID II 5.I.41–2), 12. �^
����[�]/����
�
�	��� (358; CID II 5.I.44), 13. [B�]�%�[	�]��
/����
�
�	��� (358; CID II 5.I.46), 14. [...../]����
�
�	��� (358; CID II 5.I.48), 15.
�����	&�
�/����[
�
�	���] (358;CID II 6.A.9),Pallantion: 16.��(����
�����������
(358; CID II 5.I.21); Tegea: 17. ����	%��, ����(�����%� S�������� (345–343; CID II
34.40), 18.-�E��� S������� (334/3;CID II 79 A.40); Thisoa: 19. Z�-���=� '�(
�4
� !�
/������ ����
� (358; CID II 5.I.23)

period and of the remaining five four possibly date from this period and
one may.90

In eight instances the ethnic is combined with an indication of the
community of origin of the person who carries the ethnic: in one case the
name of the community cannot be established, but in two it is Megalopo-
lis91 and in one it is Kleitor,92 while in another it is Orchomenos,93 all
attested members of the Arkadian Confederacy (and all among the larger
poleis of Arkadia). Here it is probable that the regional ethnics are in fact
meant as a reference to theConfederacy. But in the cases of Pheneos94 and
Kaphy(i)ai95 we do not know for certainwhether theywere evermembers
of the Confederacy, and so we cannot decide whether this possibility
exists for them, though it seems likely that it does. Importantly, we may
note again that the double ethnics are not restricted to the minor poleis of
Arkadia, since neither Megalopolis nor Kleitor nor Orchomenos can
reasonably be described as minor poleis.
No less than nine of the 24 instances come from the same type of

source, namely the accounts of the Delphic naopoioi. These accounts,
however, are not consistent in the way they list Arkadians. Apart from
people listed with the regional ethnic, we find people listed with the city-
ethnics of the followingpoleis:Kleitor,Mantinea,Megalopolis, Pallantion,
Tegea and Thisoa, all in all 19 instances.96 So the city-ethnic is muchmore
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97. It is discussed below 490–6.
98. Staatsverträge no. 290.
99. Staatsverträge no. 337.
100. Cf. Polyb. 4.33.8 mentioning /����
�
�4��� ��" ������ 
� �
��%�
 ����

������%� �=� ���$� (����1	�� in a reference to the period following the battle of
Mantinea in 362.

common in the naopoiic accounts than the regional ethnic, and it is not
possible to find any pattern that will explain why the regional ethnic is
chosen in a given text in preference to the city-ethnic and vice versa.
The history of the Arkadian Confederacy subsequent to the battle of

Mantinea in 362 is very unclear.97 The Confederacy did, however, remain
in existence after 362 since it concluded a treaty with Athens, Elis, Achaia
and Phleious.98 It was possibly centred aroundMantinea, since a scholion
to Aeschin. 3.83 relates that Athens in 342 made treaties of symmachia
with Achaia, the ��	
���� �# ���� ���������, Argos, Megalopolis and
Messene.99 This scholion also shows that Arkadia was split in at least two
factions. Whether Megalopolis also posed as the ‘capital’ of a rival
confederacy we do not know for certain, but it is noteworthy that
Demosthenes in the speech Pro Megalopolitanis sometimes refers to the
Megalopolitans as Megalopolitai, but at other places refers to them as
Arkades, exactly as if there was no difference between the two terms and
as ifMegalopolis was the centre of a confederacy. So perhapsMegalopolis
did pose as the ‘capital’ of a rival confederacy. It would be no surprise if
this was the case, since the city was after all a federal creation.100

If it is correct that Mantinea and Megalopolis headed rival confeder-
acies, then we may note that citizens of both ‘capitals’ are listed not with
a regional ethnic referring to the confederacies, butwith their city-ethnics.
In the case of ��,�� ��������� we may furthermore note that in the
very same inscription in which he is listed, two persons are listed with the
regional ethnic, OC�)
�� ��	
�� and 0V��� ��	
��. It is not easy to
explain this varying practice. Perhaps the best explanation is that the
naopoioi did not attempt consistency in these lists, but listed people with
the ethnic they themselves preferred.
So the Delphic material of the federal period shows that not all citizens

of the Confederacy carried the regional ethnic as part of their names, that
the Amphictyonic authorities did not follow any detectable pattern in
their naming of Arkadians, and that in the federal period the different
city-ethnics were more frequently employed than the regional ethnic.
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101. CEG II 824.
102. Dušani�c (1970) 299; below 117–19.

Thus it is quite possible that even in the federal period the ethnic Arkas
was primarily meant as an indication of ethnic identity and not employed
as a political label, just as in the preceding period. Moreover, the regional
ethnic does not seem to be especially frequent in the federal period.
One interesting attestation of the regional ethnic is that found in an

artist’s signature on the Base of the Arkadians in Delphi.101 The artist
Samolas signed the figures of Triphylos and Azan. Three other artists
signed figures in this group: (l. 20) 9�)����� D��$�� �������������;
(l. 21) ������� D��$�� O�
)8����; and (l. 22) �����'��$� D��$��
��	,�%��. Again, it is obvious that the city-ethnics of these artists refer to
the political communities, that is, the poleis, to which they belonged. The
Arkadian artist used the regional ethnic in his signature: (l. 23) O������
D��$�� ��	
��. Since the monument is dated to 369, the ethnic can very
well have been intended to refer to the Arkadian Confederacy. But the
monument is clearly a manifestation of Arkadian identity. One is, for
instance, reminded of Lykomedes’ speech in the Hellenika (discussed
above) by such a verse as v. 2: �(�� ��� #�	W� ��!� &[�’ ��	
����], and
the propagandist aspect of the dedication is beyond doubt when it is
noted that there is an attempt to connect the Triphylians ethnically with
the Arkadians by making their eponymous hero Triphylos a son of the
Arkadian eponym Arkas. We cannot rule out that other considerations
than strictly political ones determined the choice of ethnic in the case of
Samolas.
To sum up, the name Arkades was in common use both inside and

outside Arkadia from the time of Homer onwards. The regional ethnic
Arkas is found only rarely before the fourth century. It is, even in the
federal period, primarily an indication of ethnic identity, not a political
label. But, since the Arkadian Confederacy was built upon an ethnic
foundation,102 even those instances where the ethnic does seem intended
to convey a political message, it will at the same time be a statement of
ethnic identity.
Remarkably, the regional ethnic is found almost exclusively outside of

Arkadia, very often in Delphi and Olympia. This is perhaps not so
surprising, since it is reasonable to assume that it would be precisely in
external and thus multi-ethnic contexts that Arkadians would feel the
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103. Hansen (1996b) 185. For a possible connection between the cult of Zeus Lykaios
and the numerous sons of Lykaon, see West (1985) 154.
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Arkadian myth of origin, but simply to establish its existence and give its outline. For
further details, I must direct readers to the works of Borgeaud (1988) and Bergese (1995).
105. Hes. frr. 9, 10a (MW); see Dowden (1992) 79; Hall (1995a) 85; Hall (1997) 47.
106. On the function of genealogical myths, see Fowler (1998).

need to stress their ethnic identity, and in such contexts that it would be
striking to others. However, theAnabasis contradicts the first part of this
general statement, since it appears from this work that Arkadians also
stressed their local origin even in external contexts. But Xenophon’s
ordinary classification of people unknown to him personally as simply
Arkadians confirms the impression that Arkadian ethnic identity was
striking to non-Arkadians.
The only internal context in whichArkas is used as a part of a personal

name is at the Lykaian Games, and this suggests that there was a close
connection between the cult of Zeus Lykaios and Arkadian ethnic
identity, which was emphasised in this connection presumably because
people of other ethnic groups also participated in the games.103

2. A myth of common origin104

It has often been noted that the Arkadians are absent from the genealogi-
cal system of the Greeks, according to which the Greeks descended from
Hellen through his sons Doros, Aiolos and Xouthos, who fathered Ion
and Achaios.105 The reason for this remains obscure. However, it is
abundantly clear that there was a complex of myths that explained the
origin of the Arkadians. This mythical complex, in its turn, made no
reference to the otherGreeks, which is very remarkable since traces of the
Arkadian chartermyth are found inHesiod,whichmeans that itmayhave
existed as early as the Panhellenic charter myth; and so we may say that
in mythical terms the Arkadians were a truly distinct people.106

Unfortunately, no coherent account of this mythical complex survives
from the Archaic or Classical periods. The best we can do is probably to
turn to Pausanias, who gives the completemyth, and then compare it with
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our fragmentary knowledge of what form this myth took in the Archaic
and Classical periods.107

According to Pausanias, Arkadian traditions claimed that Pelasgos was
the first human being to occupy the land; Pelasgoswas a child of the earth,
and Pausanias quotes a passage from the Archaic epic poet Asios which
states this.108 As king, Pelasgos developed rudimentary forms of civilisa-
tion, such as huts and skin clothing to protect humans against the forces
of nature. He also improved dietary habits by promoting the eating of
acorns (C������).109 At that time, the land was called Pelasgia.110

Pelasgos’ sonwas Lykaon. Lykaonwas wiser than Pelasgos, for he was
the one who founded the polis of Lykosoura, established the cult of Zeus
Lykaios, and founded the Lykaian Games.111 From a later passage it is
clear that the founding of Lykosoura was nothing less than the invention
of the polis: “Of all the poleis which the earth has sent forth on the
mainland or the islands, Lykosoura is the oldest, and the first one which
the sun sawwasLykosoura. From this city the other humans have learned
to build cities.”112

Lykaon was succeeded by his son Nyktimos, and in his reign the earth
increased in the number of both poleis and humans.113 The other sons of
Lykaon founded cities which received their names (a list is given).114 As
Dowden explains, in this way “the tribal cohesion is maintained despite
the division of the tribe into autonomous cities”;115 Kopp finds that the
sons reflect “die kulturelle Einheit Arkadiens.”116

A daughter too was born to Lykaon, Kallisto; she attracted the lust of
Zeus, and the rage of Hera, who turned her into a bear, which was then
killed by Artemis. Zeus, however, sent Hermes to rescue his unborn
son.117 Thus Arkas was born.
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Arkas succeeded Nyktimos, and gave his name to the people and the
land, and introduced further attributes of civilisation,118 such as the
growing of corn and the production of clothes by weaving.
This is the outline of the myth as told by Pausanias. It is clearly a myth

of origin, but it is also an account of how civilisation was implanted in
Arkadia.119 As already stated, no Archaic or Classical sources gives this
myth in extenso. We do, however, have enough fragmentary accounts to
suggest that the basic features of this myth existed in the Archaic and
Classical periods.
First, we may note that Pausanias quotes the Archaic poet Asios.

According to Asios, Pelasgos was born from the earth so that the human
race might come into existence.120 It is not clear from the fragment
whether Pelasgos resided in Arkadia, but we may assume so from the
context of Pausanias’ narrative.121 If so, the tradition that Pelasgos was
born from the earth and was the first human in Arkadia goes back to the
Archaic period.122

Second, aHesiodic fragment shows that in theArchaic period, Pelasgos
was considered to be the father of Lykaon.123 The same fragment shows
that already in the Archaic period Lykaon was the father of numerous
sons. But it is not unambiguously clear from the fragment whether these
sons founded communities, and were thus agents of civilisation. Nev-
ertheless, anotherHediodic fragment suggests that in the tradition known
toHesiodLykaon’s sonswere indeed community-founders, for according
to Stephanos of Byzantion the list contained the name 9�����, from
which Pallantion derived its name.124 However, it is not clear precisely
what the reference to Hesiod is meant to prove; perhaps only that Pallas
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see Pherekydes (FGrHist 3) fr. 157. See also Epimenides fr. 16 (Diels).
131. CEG II 824. The earliest certain reference to Arkas as son of Zeus and Kallisto

dates ca. 500, see schol. in Eur.Rhes. 36 and schol. in Theoc. Id. 1.3–4 with Jost (1985) 460
and Kopp (1992) 155. On Arkas in general, see Kopp (1992) 153–67.

was a son of Lykaon, and not that he was the founder of Pallantion. In
that case the fragment does not prove that Pallas was an agent of
civilisation (although I consider it extremely likely that he was.)125 But a
fragment of Pherekydes assures us that the tradition of Lykaon’s sons as
agents of civilisation existed at least in the early fifth century. Fragment
156 is transmitted by Dionysios of Halikarnassos, who states that
Pherekydes recorded the descendants of Pelasgos and Lykaon and listed
“what places each settled.”126 If it is correct that Apollodoros’ list of
Lykaonic sons depends on a fifth-century source,127 then we can be sure
that in theClassical period the sons of Lykaonwere eponyms ofArkadian
communities, for the list contains sons such asO���'$��� etc.128 It is thus
reasonable to assume that at the latest by the early fifth century the
Arkadian myth of origin had been developed and was also a myth of the
foundation of civilisation.129

Third, some obscureHesiodic fragments seem tomake clear thatArkas
was the son of Zeus and Kallisto,130 and at least by the fourth century this
was the official Arkadian version.131 All in all it seems safe to assume that
by the late Archaic-early Classical period the basic ingredients of the
myth as told by Pausanias existed and functioned in various contexts as
amyth of origin of both theArkadians andArkadian civilisation, andwas
known and treated bywriters outsideArkadia aswell as by theArkadians
themselves.
As noted, none of these writers (Asios, Hesiod, and Pherekydes) is an

Arkadian himself; since we do not know whether any of them drew on
epichoric traditions, it is possible that especially the character of Pelasgos
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Erythraeo 7; cf. schol. in Theoc. Id. 1.3/4f (Wendel) where Pan is described as gegenes and
Steph. Byz. 290.4–5 where Lykaon is so described.
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1-E� by Apollod. Bibl. 3.8.1.
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Arkadians means simply ‘indigenous’. With my explanation, the epithet embodies a claim
to antiquity and legitimacy on behalf of the Arkadians. See also Kopp (1992) 172 where it
is pointed out that “in den wenigen bekannten Fällen, in denen die Vergangenheit von
Vertretern des Arkadischen Bundes in der Kommunikation verwendet wurde, nicht etwa
die Königsgenealogie zitiert, sondern auf die – möglicherweise auch demokratisch kon-
notierte – Autochthonie abgehoben wurde.” Cf. Connor (1994) 35–8 for the democratic
potential of the Athenian myth of autochthony.

was not so prominent in local traditions as seems to appear from their
accounts. In other words, the point of view they display is that of the
outsider, not the insider, and it has been well pointed out by Kopp that
later Arkadian sources do not refer to Pelasgos as they refer to Lykaon
andArkas.132 Pelasgosmay thus bebasically a literary characterwhichwill
fit well with the fact that he was perhaps alluded to by Herodotos and
that Ephoros discussed the Hesiodic verse mentioning him.133

This mythical complex may serve to explain some of the epithets
applied to Arkadians in Classical texts. For instance, the Arkadians are
often described as autochthones.134 This is probably to be explained on the
basis of the genealogy included in the myth: Pelasgos was born from the
earth according to Asios,135 and since he was the fons et origo of the
Arkadian genealogical system (at least as it was represented in epic
poetry), the Arkadians were, of course, autochthones.136 The tradition of
Arkadian autochthonymay also lurk behind some passages inHerodotos
and Thucydides. At 2.171 Herodotos explains why the Arkadians are the
only Peloponnesians who celebrate the thesmophoria: the reason is that
the mysteries were introduced in the pre-Dorian Peloponnese, and sur-
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vived only among those Peloponnesians not affected by the Dorian
migration.137 This statement betrays a belief that theArkadians had always
occupied their land and may be influenced by the idea that they were
autochthones. The same is true of Thucydides’ statement thatArkadia had
never experienced waves of immigration.138 If these statements by the
historians are influenced by a belief in Arkadian autochthony, the basis
for that belief has been changed from a mythical one to one that recog-
nised the high antiquity of the Arkadian people and their continuous pre-
sence on their land, which is emphasised by numerous other sources.139

In one passage Herodotos applies the attribute 9����,� to the Ar-
kadians.140Most likely, this is another reference to the (literary) genealogi-
cal system with Pelasgos as the ancestor of all Arkadians. According to
Strabo, Ephoros interpreted Hesiod fr. 161 (MW) – quoted above 68 n.
123 – to mean that the Pelasgoi, that ubiquitous people of the Greek
Urzeit, were of Arkadian ancestry and that this was why they took to a
wandering, militarymode of life, a chain of thought obviously influenced
by the military stereotypes associated with the Arkadians, for which see
more below 81–2.141

ADelphic oracle quotedbyHerodotos at 1.66 describes the inhabitants
of Arkadia as C����$'�,��. This is sometimes taken as a serious ref-
erence to the dietary habits of the Arkadians.142 However, a recent study
has pointed out that acorns were eaten all over Greece, and that what is
specific about acorns in an Arkadian context is that they were mentioned
in the myth of the origin of Arkadian civilisation,143 and it is not impos-
sible that acorns were associated with a claim to antiquity.144
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Finally, therewas a tradition that theArkadianswere proselenoi.145 This
was taken by the Greeks to mean ‘people before the moon’146 and it
indicates the extreme antiquity that was attributed to the Arkadian
people.147 This tradition existed in the Classical period, since it is referred
to by bothHippys of Rhegion and Aristotle.148 This tradition too may be
connected with the myths of Arkadia’s origin; at least, an unidentified
Classical poet (perhaps Pindar) applied the epithet proselenaios to none
other than Pelasgos.149 Bergese suggests that this tradition is simply an-
other aspect of the tradition concernedwith autochthony;150 the emphasis
is on the antiquity of the Arkadians.151

In conclusion, we may assume that a mythical complex explaining the
origin of the Arkadians and their civilisation existed at least by the
beginning of the fifth century, and presumably already in the Archaic
period. The myth explained that before the moon had risen for the first
time, Pelasgos was born from the earth itself. In Pelasgos’ day, life was
tough, but he improved it a little, for example by promoting the eating of
acorns and by inventing the hut. Pelasgos’ son was Lykaon, who took a
giant leap forward in the history of the Arkadians: he founded the first
polis ever, Lykosoura.152 His sons founded other cities, but his grandson
Arkas took the decisive step of introducing agriculture, and from him the
land and the people got their names, Arkadia and Arkadians.
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3. A shared history

In a certain sense themythical complex discussed above is the first chapter
in the shared common history of the Arkadians, and as we have seen,
Arkadia became the object of ethno-historical writing from the very
beginning.153 Pherekydes, for instance, described the sons of Lykaon as
the early kings of Arkadia, andHesiod too dealt with these sons. That the
mythical complex associated with Lykaon etc. was conceived of in
emblematic terms by the Arkadians seems to be indicated by the fact that
Zeus Lykaios was chosen for the type of the voluminous �@:��A:�B
coinage. In the epic tradition as found in the Homeric poems the
Arkadians do not figure prominently. However, they are present and the
Iliad duly lists them in the Catalogue of Ships; furthermore, the Iliad
briefly describes a war fought between the Arkadians and the Pylians.154

We can, I believe, take it for granted that traditions recording a common
Arkadian prehistory did exist in the Archaic and Classical periods, but
that they simply have not been transmitted.
However, the creation, or at least the codification, of a common

Arkadian prehistorywas a living process and it seems to have gained great
impetus after the foundation of the Arkadian Confederacy and the
liberationofMessenia.Tausendhas recentlydemonstrated in a convincing
way that the traditions of the great Messenian Wars of the early Archaic
period, which were created (not, I think, without any basis in existing
traditions) after the foundation of Messene by authors such as Apollo-
doros, Ephoros, Kallisthenes, Myron of Priene and the poet Rhianos of
Bene, and are preserved in Strabo and Pausanias, in many ways project
Classical Arkadian traditions and history back into the early Archaic
period.155 This constructed prehistory, of course, made excellent sense in
the fourth century, since it provided the Arkadians with a tradition of
active hostility toward Sparta which corresponded to the actual historical
situation after 370.
‘Real’ history shared by the Arkadians is known to us only from the

late sixth century. At the latest by ca. 500 all Arkadian communities had
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been incorporated by Sparta into its hegemonic Peloponnesian League,
with whommany of them then fought in the Persian Wars. In the period
470–465, almost all Arkadians rebelled against Sparta, but they were
defeated.156 In 370 the Arkadians founded a federal state on the basis of
their sense of ethnic coherence.157

So, in a broad sense of the term, the Arkadians did share a historical
fate, both in legends and in history. But in a ‘city-state culture’ such as
existed in Greece,158 ‘real’ shared history was presumably of secondary
importance in creating regional identities. Historically, each city-state
most often had its own peculiar fate, but in the Arkadian case a regional
prehistory was constructed actively in the fourth century.

4. A distinctive shared culture

As already pointed out, the Arkadian dialect was presumably not a vital
factor for the Arkadians in the creation and maintenance of their ethnic
identity.159 For instance, though it is hardly surprising, it is worth noting
that there was no regional alphabet stricto sensu which was used to put
down the dialect in writing and that there were, as one would expect,
alphabetic variations from community to community.160 This means that
there were, apparently, no regional norms of how to write ‘correctly’, or,
to put it differently, that writing did not develop into an emblematic
indicium of ethnicity in Arkadia. Interestingly, Mantinea seems to have
been experimenting alphabetically in the fifth century,161 without in-
fluencing its neighbours; however, the peculiar X3 was used also at
Psophis, a long way from Mantinea.162 Neither does it seem that the
dialect was emblematically constructed in phonological andmorphologi-
cal terms. To take just a few examples, though the closure of en into in
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(e.g. P� for D�) is one of the major characteristics of the dialect, exceptions
are numerous and D� is found instead of P� already in the Archaic
period;163 remarkably, dialect inscriptions of themid-fourth century have
both�0	 ������ and��	 ������� for the city-ethnicofOrchomenos.164

Furthermore, as notedbyHall “original labiovelars are representedby -�-
[-s-] at Mantinea, -but by -(�)F [-(t)z-] at neighbouring Tegea, while
infinitives end in -�� [-en] at Tegea but in -$� [-ên] at Lykosoura”.165 Also
worth nothing is the fact thatwhereaswe find the adverbs �����
��� and
��	��� etc. we do not find *��	
�����, and in its only occurrence the
verb ��	
��F��� does notmean to ‘speakArkadian’ but to ‘sidewith the
Arkadians’ and is used to describe internal political problems in Elis.166

Finally, though, as we shall see, Arkadian identity was an important
feature of the fourth-century Confederacy, the federal decree IG V.2 1
was inscribed, not in Arkadian, but in Attic. The picture might of course
have looked different if we had had better sources. As it is, we can simply
observe that the dialect continued in use well into the Hellenistic
period.167

However, the dialect may of course have been a distinctive Arkadian
feature in the eyes of outsiders. Again, we do not have enough sources to
examine this question. We can simply observe that a passage in Demos-
thenes might perhaps on a first reading, in a very indirect way, be taken
to show that at least in the eye of an Athenian, the Arkadian dialect was
a constitutive feature of an Arkadian. Demosthenes opens the speech Pro
Megalopolitanis by criticising the lines of argument taken by the other
Athenian speakers: “Both sides seem to be in error, men of Athens, both
those who have spoken in favour of the Arcadians and those who have
done the same for the Lacedaemonians; for, just as though they had come
from one or other of those states and were not citizens of Athens, to
which both embassies are addressed, they are indulging in mutual abuse
and recrimination. That, indeed, might be a task for our visitors; but to
take a broad view of the question and to explore the best policy, with
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168. Dem. 16.2 (Loeb translation).
169. For a general discussion of cults as focal points of ethne, see now Parker (1998).
170. See the general remark by Adshead (1980) 22: “Thus the principal cults of Arcadia

emphasized the identity of the Arcadians as a particular people in a particular area”.
171. Above 61–2.
172. See 85–6, 145–52.
173. Borgeaud (1988) 3: “Pan is an Arcadian ... all the ancient sources call him

Arcadian”; Jost (1985) 456: “Pan était aux yeux des Anciens, le dieux arcadien par
excellence”; Bergese (1995) 75: “Il dio arcade per eccellenza era comunque Pan”; Pritchett
(1999) 16 n. 7: “Pan, son of Hermes, was the tutelary god of Arkadia.” Cf. Simon. Ep. 5.1
(Page): ... �F��, �3� �������; SEG 47 893.1: �#� ��" !� ������	�� �8�� �	��
�, found
in Beroia and dating to the third century.
174. Steph. Byz. 120.8; Stephanos cites no authority for this information.

regard for your interests and yet without party-spirit, that is the task of
men who claim to offer advice in this Assembly. As it is, apart from the
fact that they were known persons and spoke Attic, I think myself that
many would have taken them for Arcadians or Laconians.”168 Thus, an
Athenian is recognised as such on the basis of his dialect, and this may
perhaps be taken to show e contrario that the Arkadian dialect was in
certain circumstances thought of as a characteristic feature of Arkadians.
However, the emphasis in the passage is clearly primarily on political
behaviour: it is because speakers vehemently argue the Arkadian (or
Spartan) cause that one could think they were Arkadians (or Spartans),
and it cannot be deduced from the passage whether an Athenian
assembly-goer would be able to distinguish correctly between the Arka-
dian and the Lakonian dialect. So, the passage contains a comment on
‘non-Athenian-ness’ and probably not one on Arkadian (or Spartan)
identity. Themost important observation to bemade is, actually, that this
is the onlypassage of literaturewhich even remotely resembles a comment
on the Arkadian dialect and its relation to Arkadian identity.
Religion is singled out by Smith as another vital ingredient of

ethnicity.169 In the case of Arkadia, some cults and gods had great im-
portance.170 It has already been pointed out,171 and it will be further
developed below,172 that the cult of Zeus Lykaioswas of great significance
for the Arkadians.
Agod specifically connectedwithArkadiawasPan.173According to Ste-

phanos of Byzantion, 9��� was another name of Arkadia,174 and this
reminds us of one of Pan’s numerous genealogies: that he was a twin of
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175. Borgeaud (1988) 43 with source refs. at 205 n. 105; Epimenides fr. 16 (Diels).
176. Jost (1985) 461.
177. Jost (1985) 460. Or gegenes, cf. 70 n. 134 above.
178. See the table in Jost (1985) 457–8.
179. Jost (1985) 459.
180. Jost (1985) 475.
181. Jost (1985) 458. Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 1.13.3 singles ‘love of mountains’ out as an

Arkadian feature: ��������3� �#� �3 ���
1%��4� <!�> T��(��.
182. Borgeaud (1988) 48.
183. Paus. 8.36.7; see Jost (1985) 459.
184. Paus. 8.26.2; see Jost (1985) 459.
185. Paus. 8.37.11; IG V.2 530; Borgeaud (1988) 50.
186. IG V.2 92, 93; Paus. 8.53.11; see Jost (1985) 459.
187. Paus. 8.30.3–6. IG V.2 451–2; Jost (1985) 459.
188. Paus. 8.26.2.
189. Jost (1985) 72, 465.
190. Jost (1985) 201.

Arkas,175 a genealogy which, according to Jost, probably reflects local
traditions.176 The legends which record the birth of Pan always place it in
Arkadia, and Pan is even referred to as �(�� �8�,177 like the people. Cults
of Pan are found all over Arkadia,178 where a whole mountain such asMt.
Mainalon could be his sanctuary.179 In fact, in the fourth century, Pan had
risen to become, with Zeus Lykaios, a symbol of Arkadia.180

The typical landscape of Pan was mountains and forests.181 When Pan
was introduced into the other regions ofGreece after the PersianWars, he
was always worshipped in caves and grottoes “at some distance from the
urban centres.”182 However, in Arkadia things were different. First, Pan
had urban sanctuaries in the Mainalian community of Peraitheis,183 in
Heraia,184 and in Lykosoura.185 At Tegea he shared a suburban sanctuary
with Zeus Lykaios,186 and in Megalopolis he shared an urban santuary
with, again, Zeus Lykaios.187 Second, in Arkadia Pan had ‘monument-
alised’ temples and sanctuaries in contrast to the mere caves and grottoes
that he was worshipped in elsewhere. Pausanias mentions a temple de-
dicated to Pan in Heraia.188 The temple has not been identified, but since
Pan figures on Heraian coins of the fifth and fourth centuries, his cult
theremust have been old.189 It has been suggested that the temple at Agios
Elias belonged to the hieron of Pan at Peraitheis mentioned at Paus.
8.36.7,190 but the recent excavations suggest that this templewas dedicated
to a female deity; however there is another candidate for a Peraitheian
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191. Pikoulas (1999a) 275.
192. IG V.2 556–7.
193. Jost (1985) 187.
194. Jost (1985) 219.
195. Jost (1985) 191–2.
196. Paus. 8.37.11. For the stoa, see Meyer (1927) 2426.
197. Borgeaud (1988) 51–2.
198. At 8.48.6, Pausanias remarks that the Arkadians had a predilection for the square

(������%�
�) form of statuary, a remark which is borne out by archaeological evidence,
cf. Jost, Comm. 48.6; Jost (1985) 151 n. 2; and Pritchett (1998) 124–6. Note that the series
of Arkadian ‘herms’ begins only in the fourth century (Jost [1985] 453 n. 8).
199. Jost (1985) 558. Also stressed by Adshead (1980) 21–2.

sanctuary with a temple.191 At modern Neda (ancient Berekla) in the
foothills of Lykaion was situated a sanctuary of Pan, as is proved by
inscriptions found on the site.192 It is highly probable that there was a
temple in this sanctuary; foundations have been found, and architectural
fragments of both the Ionic and Doric orders have come to light.
Furthermore, reused statuebases show that several bronze statues had
been dedicated to the god there. The votives run from the sixth to the
fourth centuries, but the sanctuary seems to have fallen into decay after
the synoecism of Megalopolis.193 The temple must have been built,
therefore, at the latest, in the fifth century. The rustic sanctuary of,
presumably, Pan at Glanitsa was restructured in the fourth century, and
an artificial terrace was constructed upon which was placed the altar and
a portico, some of whose architectural fragments are extant.194 At Ly-
kochia Pan shared a sanctuary with Artemis; there may have been a
temple and several other buildings in this sanctuary.195 Finally, we may
note that in Lykosoura the sanctuary of Pan contained a stoa.196 It is
impossible to escape the general conclusion thatArkadianswere prepared
to investmore resources than otherGreeks in sanctuaries of Pan. In short,
the Arkadians used the cult of Pan to assert that they were different from
other Greeks.197

Pan, of course, is a divinitywith theriomorphic characteristics, and this
observation may lead to a final note on Arkadian religion.198 Theriomor-
phic features in legend and iconography was, as stressed by Jost,199 very
characteristic of Arkadia. Thus, to mention just a few examples, legend
told of Kallisto who was transformed into a bear or Lykaon who was
metamorphised into a wolf, whereas Demeter Erinys took hippic shape
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200. Jost (1985) 309.
201. Paus. 8.41.5–6 with Jost (1985) 89, 412–13.
202. Hughes (1991) 96–107 for a recent discussion.
203. Winter (1991); Østby (1995a).
204. Polyb. 4.20–1 with Nielsen (1996d) 64–6, 73. Other sources which associate music

closely with Arkadians are: Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 1.33.3: “The Arcadians are said also to
have been the first to introduce into Italy ... music performed on such instruments as lyres,
trigons [triangular harps] and flutes” (Loeb translation); [Plut.]De mus. 1142E states that
“in ancient times” (�3 �����3�) the Mantineans had systematised the musical instruction
of the young in the belief that music contributed to the formation of character. See also
Tsiolis (1995) 63–4 suggesting that the Thersilion at Megalopolis was, in fact, an odeion
constructed for musical competitions.
205. Formercenaryprosopography, seeDemand (1990) 48–9;Demandactually lists five

people, but Alexias should be omitted from the list, since it is far from certain that he was
a mercenary. Furthermore, there is no reason to believe that he was an Arkadian, as is clear
from the improved reading of his dedication published in SEG 34 971: ��[��]�	�� h

X8�
�
�/ [�F]� ����8�
� ��"H������/ )[�]8-���, cf. SEG 14 594. See nowDubois (1989)
no. 55. For an interesting dedication by a woman of a silver bar to Zeus Lykaios, found in
Sicily, see Bergese (1995) 111–12; the cult of Zeus Lykaios presumably travelled to Sicily
in the company of Arkadian mercenaries.

and gave birth to the horse Arion.200 Eurynome’s xoanon at Phigaleia
depicted a figure that was half woman and half fish,201 and lycanthropy
was a central feature of the myths associated with and the rites performed
at the sanctuary of Zeus Lykaios.202

OtherArkadian characteristicswhichmeritmention in thepresent con-
text are, for example, the fact that a local Doric style of temple building
developed in Arkadia and was of importance well into the Hellenistic
period, a style which must have been consciously cultivated.203 Also, the
distinctArkadianmusical traditionswere discussed at length byPolybios,
who is an especially valuable witness, since hewas himself anArkadian;204

in Polybios’ eyes, these musical traditions were emblematically con-
structed.
Finally, wemay consider it a distinctivelyArkadian custom to leave the

region and enlist as a mercenary. This was particularly the case in the fifth
century, a period in which Arkadia produced a great number of mercen-
aries. The Sicilian tyrants made extensive use of mercenaries, most of
whom have remained anonymous, but in four cases we have some pro-
sopographic information that helps to enlighten their histories.205 One
man, Astylos, was from Kroton, but the three others were Arkadians. In
his fifth book, Pausaniasmentions some dedications by aMainalian called
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206. Paus. 5.27.1 (modified Loeb translation).
207. Puesch (1958) 75–6.
208. IvO 266.
209. Hdt. 8.26.2 (&	
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� ��" !����
" &
������
� �.���).
210. How &Wells (1912) ad 8.26.2.
211. For details, see Parke (1933) 14–16.

Phormis, and relates the following of him: “He crossed to Sicily from
Mainalos to serve Gelon the son of Deinomenes. Distinguishing himself
in the campaigns of Gelon and afterwards of his brother Hieron, he
reached such a pitch of prosperity that he dedicated not only these
offerings at Olympia, but also others dedicated to Apollon at Delphi” (a
description of theOlympian dedications follows these statements).206 The
epigram stated: ?�	��� &���$
��/ ��	
�� ���������, �1� �G O)	�-

�����. Agasias of Stymphalos was a personal acqaintance ofHieron, and
achieved an Olympic victory. To celebrate the victory in song, he hired
none other than Pindar, who went on to compose Ol. 6.207 The last
Arkadian who is known to have made his fortune in Sicily is Praxiteles of
Mantinea. Praxiteles toomade a dedication atOlympia, a largemonument
which consisted of two sculptures or two sculptural groups. The epigram
runs: 9	�2����$� &���$
� O)	�
����� ���’ Y,����/ 
�* :���	���%��.
�	���� [�]G �������Z/ :	���� )#!� >����� D� ��	
��Z ���)���[/
\��!� D-�, 
�* 3�� ��W�� ���’ D��’ &	��W�.208 It is worth noting that both
Phormis and Praxiteles state their ethnic affiliation rather emphatically. It
seems safe to conclude that while some Arkadians made it to the top,
there must have been many more among the mercenaries to whom fate
was not so gentle.
Herodotos records that after the battle of Thermopylai a number of

automoloi – ]�,�� �����, he assures us – from Arkadia presented them-
selves to the Persians “because they needed to make a living and wanted
employment”.209 These people were probably not automoloi in the strict
sense, but, as How&Wells put it, “a band of adventurers seeking service
as mercenaries.”210 Unfortunately, Herodotos immediately loses his in-
terest in these people, but the motive he assigns to them is interesting:
poverty.
After thePersianWars numerousArkadians served asmercenarieswith

Persian satraps, and during the Peloponnesian War both Sparta and
Athens employedArkadians asmercenaries.211 By far thebest information
about Arkadianmercenaries comes from theAnabasis of Xenophon. Roy
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212. Roy (1967) 308–9.
213. Above 59–60.
214. Roy (1967) 296–309.
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216. Lys. 34.7.
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whole male population of Mantinea. For the demography of Arkadian poleis, see now
Forsén (2000). See also below 326–9.
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219. Roy (1999) 346–9 for the strong possibility that Arkadian social patterns were

based on the tradition of mercenary enlistment.
220. Hermippos fr. 63 (Kock) = fr. 63 (KA): )�����
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��
��.

has calculated that at least 4,000 of the Ten Thousand who marched out
withKyroswereArkadians,212 andwe have already seen that these people
constituted such a distinct ethnic group that the nuances of their self-
perception impressed themselvesuponXenophon.213Royhas furthermore
demonstrated that most of these people must have been hired outside of
Arkadia,214whichmeans that a considerable number of youngermenmust
have left Arkadia to seekmercenary service.215 This emigrationmust have
been significant. Just how significant appears from consideration of a
unique piece of information preserved in Lysias. Lysias states that the
Mantineans bravely resisted the Spartans even though they did not even
number 3,000.216 The context of bravery may suggest that Lysias’ 3,000 is
an army figure.217 If this is correct, then the conclusion is that ca. 400 there
were more Arkadian hoplites serving as mercenaries abroad than one of
themost powerfulArkadian poleis could put under arms. If Lysias’ figure,
as believed by Hodkinson & Hodkinson, actually refers to the entire
citizen body,218 not to the number of hoplites, then the conclusion must
be that at this time more Arkadian hoplites served as mercenaries abroad
than severalof the strongestArkadian poleis couldmuster. In any case, the
custom of going abroad as a mercenary must have had a great impact on
Arkadian societies,219 and it is easy to understand why Hermippos could
joke that the Arkadian export article par excellence was mercenaries;220

already in the fifth century the massive presence of Arkadians among
mercenaries gave rise to the proverb ��	
���� ����%����, “said of those
who struggled for others with success but harvested at home nothing but
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defeat.”221 So non-Arkadians clearly regarded mercenary service as
particularly characteristic of Arkadians, i.e. they constructed it as an
indicium of Arkadian ethnic identity.
In addition, this massive emigration of mercenaries must have influ-

enced the self-perception of the Arkadians as well as other Greeks’ ideas
about them.222 In fact, a certain military bragging is an attested feature of
Arkadian identity; thus, Lykomedes of Mantinea, for instance, claimed
that of all Greeks the Arkadians were the stoutest fighters and in this
connection he refers explicitly to their figthing in the service of others,223

and a dedication by the Arkadian Confederacy in Delphi proudly pro-
claims that Arkadians had pillaged Spartan territory.224

Ephoros too ascribed a particularmilitary ardour to theArkadians, and
even Xenophon could not help being impressed.225 The military reputa-
tion of the Arkadians must go back to the Archaic period, for, as pointed
out by both Bergese and Borgeaud, it is reflected in the Homeric
Catalogue of Ships.226 It does not really matter, of course, whether the
Arkadianswere stouter fighters than, say, the Eleians; whatmatters is that
they claimed to be so, and that other Greeks were prepared to accept this.
Why did so many Arkadians resort to mercenary service? Some

scholars have suggested that the explanation is that Arkadia was a
backward area, especially in respect to polis culture.227 But we can quickly
reject this explanation. First, it is hard to understandwhy amanwould be
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231. Roy (1990b) 346–9.
232. Smith (1986) 28–9; Smith (1991) 22–3.

predisposed to mercenary service simply because he was not a polites.
Second, it is a gross oversimplification to describe Classical Arkadia as a
regionwith no or an underdeveloped polis culture.228 Third, even if it were
true that some parts of Arkadia were without poleis, we cannot prove that
themercenaries originated from these specific areas.On the contrary! The
known origins of mercenaries are Lousoi, Mainalia, Mantinea, Methy-
drion, Orchomenos, Parrhasia and Stymphalos.229 These areas were all
part of a polis culture in the Classical period.230

Herodotos adduced poverty as the motive for Arkadians to become
mercenaries. This is surely closer to the truth, though as is clear from
Roy’s study of the Arkadian economy, mercenary service should not be
taken simply as a sign of poverty, but rather as an indication that social
structures were adapted to the economic realities of Arkadia.231

5. Association with a specific territory

Smith emphasises that what matters here is the mythical and symbolical
quality of the homeland, which finds its expression in such things as
sacred places, external recognition, etc.232 Even though ‘Arkadia’ as a
geographical concept changed over time (see Chapter III), it is clear that
the core of the land had a mythical and symbolical quality for the Arka-
dians. They believed, as we have seen, that their ancestors had actually
sprung from the soil, and they believed that they had resided in the land
since time immemorial. They also believed that the land had been turned
into a civilised territory by their eponymous hero Arkas. Furthermore,
the land carried the name of the people.
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233. Bergese (1995) 74–8.
234. Jost (1985) 179–87, 249–69, 474–6.
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237. Jost (1985) 36, 324.
238. Above 67, 72.
239. Above 61.
240. For which see Hdt. 6.74.1 with the discussion below 126–9, 142.

Several gods were, just like the people itself, born in and of the land:
Pan, Zeus, Hermes and Asklepios.233 Numerous places were holy: Mt.
Lykaion housed the important cults of Zeus Lykaios and Pan,234 Mt.
Mainalon was sacred to Pan,235 and Mt. Kyllene to Hermes.236 The magic
river Styx was in Arkadia,237 and Lykosoura was themodel poliswhich all
other poleis imitated.238

There is thus no doubt that the Arkadians were attached to their land
in awaywhich helped create their ethnic identity, and it is clear that other
Greeks recognised this; it is, after all, mostly on the basis of their
testimonies that we can draw a picture of the Arkadian homeland. The
celebration of the Lykaian Games by Arkadian mercenaries on their way
to fight the Great King also makes it clear that Arkadians who had left
their home-land could carry abroad an emotional attachment to this
home-land.239

6. A sense of solidarity

When we want to investigate whether the Arkadians developed a sense of
solidaritywe are, due to the nature of our sources, almost entirely reduced
to exploring whether the Arkadians ever united politically on the basis of
their ethnic identity; however, in most cases we cannot prove, but only
assume, that it was in fact their ethnic identity which made them unite,
and in other cases we can assume that ethnic identity played a role, albeit
not the decisive one.
Known historical episodes of relevance in the present context are the

following:
(1) Around 490, the Spartan king Kleomenes I attempted to unite the

Arkadians in order to create for himself a power-base in his conflict with
the Spartan state.240 Since the initiative for this unification came from the
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outside,weneednot assume thatArkadian ethnic identity played anypart
in the poorly illuminated events, though (3) below makes it quite likely
that it did; it is, however, not impossible that Kleomenes tried to exploit
local Arkadian traditions, since he attempted to have leading Arkadians
swear oaths by the water of the river Styx (Hdt. 6.74.2); How & Wells
(1912) ad loc. comment: “Although this is the only instance recorded in
history, there can no doubt that an oath by the water of Styx had always
been regarded by the Arcadians as most solemn, and that when the poets
made the gods swear by Styx, they only transferred to heaven a pratice
long customary on earth.”Arkadian ethnic identitymay thus have played
a minor role in this affair. So although this passage may contain an
indication of Arkadian solidarity, it is perhaps better to see in it an
indication of external recognition of Arkadian identity, a vital factor for
the existence of an ethnic group.241

(2) During the Persian Wars, the Arkadians fought with the Hellenic
League against the Persians; the League was led by Sparta, and so the
Arkadians may simply have followed the lead of the hegemon of the
Peloponnesian League, of which they were all members. We cannot, of
course, preclude that Arkadian ethnic identitywas amotivating factor for
the Arkadians, but there is no evidence to support the idea.
(3) During the period 479–465 the Arkadians united in order to fight

Sparta. The movement is known almost exclusively from a brief remark
in Herodotos (9.35), and there is no evidence to show that it was
motivated by a feeling of Arkadian solidarity, but we can safely assume
that it was: oppostion to Sparta was surely a vital factor in Arkadian
identity.242

(4) In the fifth century a large series of coins inscribed �@:��A:�B
(often abbreviated)was struck inArkadia. Itwas adornedwith the picture
of the god of Mt. Lykaion, Zeus Lykaios. Some scholars believe that this
coinage was struck by an Arkadian federal state, but it is more likely that
it was struck by a Panarkadian Amphictyony which administered the
sanctuary of Zeus on Mt. Lykaion.243 In the present context it does not
matter much which interpretation we prefer, since both kinds of or-
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244. Xen. An. 1.2.10. See Roy (1972g) 134–5.
245. Xen. An. 6.2.9–24; Roy (1972g) 135.
246. The verb )����8��(-�� is given in the durative aspect by Xenophon in the crucial

passage.
247. Xen.Hell. 3.2.30.
248. Even scholars such as Williams (1965) who interpret the �VL�c^L+\ coinage as

federal believe that the confederacy ceased to exist ca. 418.
249. Stated so in Nielsen (1999) 45 and accepted by Roy (2000a) 138, 143–4.
250. Below 117–19.

ganisation must have been based on foundation provided by Arkadian
ethnic identity.
(5) Around 400, some 4,000Arkadians servedwithKyros asmercenar-

ies. We have already seen that Xenophon’s way of naming these people
testifies to the existence of several levels of Arkadian ethnicity. But we
should also note that the army stopped its march to celebrate the Lykaian
Games, and this must be taken as a rather striking testimony to the fact
that Arkadian ethnicity and a certain sense of Arkadian solidarity could
be carried outside Arkadia by Arkadians.244 Furthermore, at a certain
point the army split into several minor armies, and one of these was both
led by Arkadians and consisted largely of Arkadians, and it was “promo-
ted by speeches charged with Arcadian ... nationalism.”245 This episode
proves that Arkadian ethnic identity in some situations could provide the
foundations for active solidarity.
(6) Around 400 and possibly before,246 Arkadians, according to Xe-

nophon, were ‘laying claim to’ Lasion, which had been subjected to
Elis.247 Since there was no Panarkadian political organisation at this
time,248 the Arkadian claim cannot have been geopolitical. Rather, we
should interpret it to mean that Lasion was considered to be Arkadian,
and this fact apparently triggered off Arkadian support for Lasion in its
struggle with Elis. With this interpretation, the passage is indicative of an
Arkadian solidarity and of an active attempt to redraw the boundary
between Arkadia and Elis.249

(7) In 370 an Arkadian Confederacy was founded. It probably came to
include all of Arkadia, and, in contradistinction to the later AchaianCon-
federacy, it was ethnically exclusive, admitting only Arkadians as mem-
bers.250 It is thus a perfect example of Arkadian political solidarity.
To sum up, active Arkadian solidarity is proved by (4–7), made pro-

bable by (1) and (3), and is possible in (2). We can conclude that in certain
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circumstances theArkadiansmade their ethnic identity the foundation for
common action and, furthermore, that this indicates the existence of an
Arkadian sense of solidarity.

4. Conclusion

To conclude, the Arkadians were Greeks. Therefore they did not differ
from other Greeks to any eccentric degree. But they did differ, and they
did constitute a specific ethnic group. This is clearly shown by the
application of Smith’s working definition of ethnic groups to the
Arkadians. They had a common name, whichwas used by themselves and
by other Greeks to refer to them(selves). Individual Arkadians too were
often identified as such by the addition of the regional ethnic Arkas to
their personal names. This was most common outside of Arkadia, for
instance in Delphi and Olympia, whereas inside Arkadia the ethnic is
found only in connection with the Lykaian Games, the only major
international event which took place in Arkadia.
The Arkadians were not included in the ordinary Hellenic genealogy

as found in Hesiod; but they had their own myth of origin – perhaps as
old as the ordinary Greek myth – which claimed they had sprung from
the earth itself, and that they themselves had brought civilisation to their
country, in which they had resided since time immemorial and in which
they were present when the moon rose for the first time.
They also had a shared (pre)history, and the creation and codification

of this history – ofwhich theirmyth of the origins of their civilisationwas
a part – was a process which was alive in the fourth century. They were
also in a certain sense in possession of a distinct culture. Language may
have played a minor role here, but in the spheres of religion, architecture,
music, and mercenary service we find distinctive Arkadian customs. In
particular, the custom of going abroad as a mercenary seems to have
contributed markedly to the assertion that the Arkadians were a truly
warlike people.
Their land carried their name, and it was endowed with a mythical and

symbolic quality. They had always been there, they were children of the
soil itself, just as several of their most important gods were, such as Zeus
and Pan. Several places were holy, and the river Styxwith its magic power
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ran its course through Arkadia. Finally, in certain circumstances they
made their ethnic identity the foundation of common action and active
solidarity.
In conclusion, the reason why the ancient Greeks singled out the

Arkadians for special study must have been that in their eyes they
constituted a distinct ethnic group, and our reason for following the
example of the Greeks must be the same. However, as we shall see, the
Arkadian ethnos was not a closed unit but capable of expansion; neither
is the identification of the Arkadian ethnic group the end of the question,
for internally the ethnoswas split up into a large number of sub-units each
in its own way exhibiting at least some of the characteristics of an ethnic
group. But before we pursue this line of inquiry further, we must look at
Arkadia as a geographical concept.
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Chapter III: Arkadia: the Land of the Arkadians

The name of the region was ��	
���, or ��	
��$ in the Ionic dialect.1

This name was, as already noted, derived from the name of its people, the
Arkadians: ��	
��-�� > ��	
��-�. Arkadia was thus the land of the
Arkadians, or in the apt formulation of Roy: “Arcadia was not in the first
instance a geographical concept, but a human one; it was the land of the
Arcadians.”2 That this is true is shown, for example, by the habit of
describing a given site not as ‘inArkadia’, ��� ��	
����, but as inhabited
or owned by Arkadians. Herodotos, for example, describes Mantinea as
�������$ ; ��	
����,3 andTegea is described in the sameway, as��,�$
; ��	
����.4 Xenophon even has a reference to �W��� �# ������ �S�
��	
����.5

1. The Geographical Concept of Arkadia

Nevertheless, it is certain that by the Classical period ‘Arkadia’ had
developed into a geographical concept as well. Thus Thucydides writes
about Arkadia as a part of the Peloponnese,6 and he clearly thinks of
Arkadia as a separate region,7 as doesHerodotos.8Herodotos andThucy-
dides also describe individual communities as being located ‘in Arkadia’.9
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the human concept is present even in such a dry geographical treatise. Also, the use of
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Xenophon thinks of Arkadia as a region10 bordering on Lakonia,11 and he
describes the Parrhasians as ‘in Arkadia’.12

So in the Classical period Arkadia was thought of as a Peloponnesian
region subdivided into a number of individual communities.13 Accord-
ingly, a man could be described as an Arkadian from this or that specific
community.14

The best ancient description of Arkadia as a geographical unit is in
chapter 44 of the ‘geographical’ treatise of Ps.-Skylax, composed prior to
368 (it does not mention Megalopolis): �@:��A�. ���� �G ^N���
��	
��� >���� D��. 
���
�� �G ; ��	
��� D�* �������� 
���
E��	��� D
 ����,���. �P�* �G �(�S� ������ D� ����,�Z �# ��,����
�_��. ��,��, ��������, =N	��, ��	 ������, O���'����. �P�* �G 
�*
Y���� ������. ��	����)� �G ��� E��	���S�  8	�� ������ 	’.15 Here is
a description of a purely geographical16 region, Arkadia, situated in the
Peloponnese next to Elis, with a strip of coast along the Ionian Sea,
subdivided into several communities of which five are named. Chapter 45
of Ps.-Skylax opens: �0OONBN. ���� �’ ��	
���� D��*� >����
������$. Accordingly, Arkadia was next to Elis and before Messenia.
This geographical concept of Arkadia is well-documented in the

Classical period, but it can be traced back into the Archaic period as well.
A mid-sixth-century Delphic oracle quoted by Herodotos contains the
sentence: >��� ��� ��	
��$� ��,�$.17 Here Arkadia must be a geograph-
ical unit, and Tegea one of the subdivisions of which it is composed. This
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18. The fragments of Hesiod do not attest to the geographical concept of Arkadia in an
unambiguous way. The toponym ������	� is completely restored in Hes. fr. 23a.32
(MW); in fr. 163, a periphrasis of Hesiod, we meet the expression !� ������	5 
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20. I may also point to a verse of the Palatine Anthology (14.73); the verse is from an

oracle, which was known to Ion of Chios, but probably dates from the first half of the
seventh century (see Hall [1995b] 587–8). In describing the location of Argos, it states that

seems to show that the geographical concept of Arkadia was in existence
in the middle of the sixth century.
In fact, this geographical concept of Arkadia is met with in what is

probably our oldest surviving source to shed light on the concept of
Arkadia, the Homeric Catalogue of Ships.18 The hexametres on Arkadia
are worth quoting in extenso:
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�* ��,�$� �% �� 
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O���'$��� �’ �K �� 
�* 9�		��$� D�������,
�S� U	 ’ ��,
���� ���� 
	��� ��,�����	
\2�
���� ��S�. ������ �’ D� �$* \
���6
��	
���� Y��	�� >C����� D���������� �����F���.
�(�!� ,�	 �'� >��
�� Y��2 &��	S� ��,�������
���� D)������)� ��	��� D�* �c���� ������,
���	��$�, D��* �d �'� �������� >	,� ��������
(Hom. Il. 2.603–14).

Here we meet the toponym ��	
��$, which describes a geographical
unit subdivided into several communities. If we compare the Homeric
description of Arkadia with the one found in Ps.-Skylax, there are both
striking similarities and differences. Importantly, both texts treatArkadia
as a geographical unit subdivided into several minor units. The difference
between the two texts seem to concern the extent of the region, even
though there are basic agreements here too:19 both texts describe the
eastern part of the region asArkadian: Tegea,Mantinea,Orchomenos and
Stymphalos are found in both descriptions.20 As we saw, Ps.-Skylax 44
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gives to Arkadia a strip of coast along the Ionian Sea, that is, he includes
Triphylia in Arkadia. Homer, however, seems to describe Arkadia as a
region without a coast, since the Arkadians’ possession of ships needs
explanation.Willcock comments: “TheArkadians, being an inlandpeople,
had no connections to the sea, soAgamemnonprovided ships for them.”21

This is surely the right explanation, and the conclusion is that Arkadia
extended further west in the day of Ps.-Skylax than inHomer’s day. In its
geographical extent, then, Arkadia was subject to change.
To conclude: Arkadia was, as a geographical concept, a Peloponnesian

region subdivided into severalminor units. The concept is already attested
in Homer. However, the region was subject to change in respect of its
extent. In other words, the borders of the region fluctuated.

2. The Geographical Extent of Arkadia

1. The Archaic period

The best information on the extent of Arkadia in the Archaic period is
provided byHomer, Hekataios andHerodotos. TheHomericCatalogue
of Ships lists Pheneos, Orchomenos, Rhipe, Stratie, Enispe, Tegea,
Mantinea, Stymphalos and Parrhasia as inhabited by Arkadians.22 Rhipe,
Stratie and Enispe are otherwise unknown. The Parrhasie of Homer is
taken by Simpson&Lazenby as a reference to the area west-northwest of
the later Megalopolis and is thought to include sites such as Lykosoura
and Trapezous.23

According to Stephanos of Byzantion, Hesiod described 9����� as a
son of Lykaon.24 This Pallas is obviously the eponymous hero of Pal-
lantion. Lykaon was a key figure of great and long-lasting importance in
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Arkadian traditions.25 Thus, in themid-fourth century the numerous sons
of Lykaon provided themythologicalmaterial that was used to create and
cement links between the different communities absorbed by Mega-
lopolis.26 Therefore, we may in general assume that the existence of a son
of Lykaon carrying the eponymic name of a Peloponnesian community
amounts to a near-proof that the community was Arkadian. It is, how-
ever, a little difficult to evaluate the significance of an attestation in the
Archaic period of an eponymof a community among the sons of Lykaon.
Does it mean that the community already existed? In general, such an
eponymwas used to affirm the existence of a city.27 Thuswemay suppose
that an eponymwas normally created in order to supply an existing entity
with an identity, and sometimes such an eponym was artificially created,
a procedure to which the Classical Arkadians were not averse.28 But it is
not entirely impossible to imagine that a community at its foundation
would be named after an importantmythological figure, inwhich case the
existence of the ‘eponymous hero’ can precede the existence of the
homonymous town. This is, after all, the case with cities named after gods
or heroes, such as Herakleia, Heraia, Poteidaia, Poseidonia, Apollonia,
etc.29 But, if such a Lykaonic eponym carries a name closely related to the
name of a knownhistorical community and if there is no reason to suspect
that the community’s name is secondary then we may take the Archaic
eponym as an indication that the community existed and was Arkadian.
The sons of Lykaon are regularly held to be a group of mythological
figures whose names are related to the names of towns in this way,30 and
it can be accepted that they are just this. So, the Hesiodic fragment can be
considered proof that Pallantion existed31 and was Arkadian in the
Archaic period.



94 Arkadia: the Land of the Arkadians
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it may not derive from Hekataios, see Jacoby ad loc.; rather, it goes back to Apollodoros
and through him ultimately to an Archaic or Classical source. So, for the present purpose
we can treat the fragment as a reflection of the late Archaic or early Classical period.
37. Whether the Lykaonic son by the name of Lykos mentioned in the fragment could

be the eponym of one of the two cities by the name of Lykaia attested in the subsequent
period must remain doubtful.
38. Hekataios (FGrHist 1) fr. 6 (apud Steph. Byz. 704.18–705.5 but with a verbatim

quotation); it is possible that the reference toHekataios in Stephanos is a specific reference
for the quotation only, and not for all the information contained in the entry. If so,
Hekataios does not attest to Psophis as being Arkadian, but if we assume (as is reasonable)
that all the information (such as the information about the eponymous hero Psophis, a son
of Lykaon) goes back to Hekataios, then the fragment does prove Psophis as Arkadian.

Another Hesiodic fragment attests to Trapezous as being Arkadian in
the Archaic period,32 and a third probably does so for Tegea.33 The same
fragment mentions a son of Echemos, king of Tegea and all Arkadia,34 by
the name of E����
��. At 4.134 Thucydides mentions a place in the
territory of Oresthasion called E����
�%��. There may well be a con-
nection between these two names. If so, Laodokeion may have existed in
the Archaic period, and can reasonably be considered Arkadian, and the
same is probably true for Oresthasion as well.
It is a great pity that the works of Hekataios of Miletos have been lost,

since he seems to have devoted some attention to Arkadian matters.35 A
fragment of the Genealogiai indicates that Hekataios considered at least
Mainalos orMainalia,Mantinea, Stymphalos,Kleitor andOrchomenos as
Arkadian.36 Sons of Lykaon by the names �������, ������)�, O���-
'$���, :����	 and ��	 ������ are mentioned in this fragment, and
since these are obviously the eponyms of the homonymous Arkadian
communities, it is reasonable to assume that these communities existed in
the lateArchaic period andwere consideredArkadianbyHekataios.37 The
fragment goes on to explain the name of Trapezous, and so we may
assume thatHekataios, likeHesiod andHerodotos, considered this town
Arkadian. Finally, Psophis was probably also considered Arkadian by
Hekataios.38
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In Herodotos the following sites are retrospectively described as
Arkadian: Tegea,39 Mantinea,40 Nonakris,41 Pheneos,42 Phigaleia,43 Trape-
zous,44 Paion,45 andOrchomenos.46AsMacanpoints out, Stymphalosmay
indirectly be considered Arkadian by Herodotos at 6.76.47

Some problems remain: Heraia is not described as Arkadian in any
Archaic source. It was surely Arkadian in the Classical period,48 and since
Psophis, to the north of Heraia, is probably, and Phigaleia, to the south
of Heraia, is securely attested as Arkadian in the Archaic period, it is very
probable that Heraia belonged to Arkadia as well. Certainty, however, is
impossible, since it was the western border towards Elis and what later
became Triphylia that fluctuated the most, even in the Classical period.49

Pausanias seems to think that Heraia was always Arkadian. At 8.26.1 he
informs us that the founder of Heraia was =N	���I� " E)
�����, and at
8.26.2 he remarks aboutDemaratos –Olympic victor in 52050 – : &��$���
�G "����� ,�,������ ��	
���� a��	�	
� �4 ��26�$��	���� =N	�����,
which can be interpreted to mean that Pausanias was of the opinion that
Demaratos was an Arkadian at the time of his victory.
Lousoi should probably be considered Arkadian too: an Archaic/early

Classical inscription recording a treaty that was found in Lousoi is in the
Arkadian dialect51 and though as we saw above it is unknown to what
extent the dialect was considered a sine qua non for the possession of
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52. Nielsen & Roy (1998) 36–9.

Arkadian identity it ought to qualify a community for inclusion in the
group of Arkadian communities that its dialect was Arkadian.
Our sources for the extent of Archaic Arkadia fall into two groups:

early Archaic sources, represented by Homer and Hesiod, and late
Archaic sources, represented primarily by Herodotos, but also by some
fragments ofHekataios which are, however, of somewhat doubtful value.
The early sources attest to the eastern area from Pheneos via Stymphalos
to Tegea as being Arkadian, and they likewise attest to Pallantion, Lao-
dokeion (in the territoryofOresthasion) andParrhasia as beingArkadian.
Thus already in the earlyArchaic period the eastern and southern borders
of Arkadia were established as they are known from Classical sources.
The late Archaic sources consider Phigaleia in the south-west to be

Arkadian, and possibly Psophis to the north-west. If we accept that
Psophis was Arkadian, then the border ran from Phigaleia, probably over
Heraia, to Psophis.
Assuming that no major changes occurred from the early to the late

Archaic period, then Arkadia in the late Archaic period extended from
Psophis in the northwest to Phigaleia in the southwest, probably in-
cluding Heraia. From Phigaleia going eastward, Parrhasia, Trapezous,
Laodokeion, Pallantion and Tegea were Arkadian, and in a line north
from Tegea were Mantinea, Orchomenos, Stymphalos, Pheneos and
Nonakris. Southwest ofNonakris in the directionofPsophiswereKleitor
and Paion. In fact, most of what was later Arkadia can be considered as
Arkadian already by the late Archaic period, if we exclude such special
cases as Lasion, Triphylia, andEua and otherswhich seem to have become
Arkadian only in the Classical period (see below). Thus, we may rea-
sonably assume that areas inside the ‘borders’ outlined by this survey
were Arkadian, for instance Thelphousa, Thaliades, Kaphy(i)ai and
Methydrion.
The evidence for fluctuations in the Archaic period is not very good,

but it is at least possible that the northern sub-region of Azania extended
into Achaia in this period while it was not so in the Classical period.52

Also, Archaic Tegea may have extended further to the south than did
Classical Tegea; according to Pausanias (8.45.1), Karyai and Oion were
originally parts of Tegea, but in the Classical period they were perioikic
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53. Xen.Hell. 5.4.25, 6.5.24, with Shipley (1992) 216 and Shipley (1997) 233–4, 238–9.
54. If so, then it might be possible that Karyai’s andOion’s dependence on Tegea began

only by Philip II’s adjudication of Spartan communities to Tegea. See Polyb. 9.28.7 with
Roebuck (1948) 84–9.
55. Roy (1968a) 37.
56. Xen. An. 7.6.40 (for which see Roy [1972g] 130–1).
57. See below 235–6 n. 36.
58. Callmer (1943) 45–7 suggested that parts of Achaia were once (i.e. before theDorian

migration) considered Arkadian. The source underlying this suggestion is the list of sons
of Lykaon found in Apollodoros. Here sons by the names of jB���, presumably the
eponym of Helike in Achaia, �*��	%�, presumably the eponym of Aigion in Achaia, and
]8%�, presumably the eponym of Leontion in Achaia, are listed. If Callmer’s suggestion
of date is accepted, the point is of no consequence for the present discussion. But it is not
entirely impossible that the tradition found in Apollodoros reflects fifth-century
conditions. If so, parts of Achaia may have been considered Arkadian. However, there is
no other evidence supporting such an idea (as there is in the case of, for instance, Triphylia
which will be discussed below), and so I think that we ought to conclude that the presence

communities of Lakedaimon.53 Pausanias’ information may, of course,
reflect later Tegean legendwhich regularly opposed Tegea to Sparta,54 but
Stephanos cites Aischylos for the information that Oion was a polichnion
of Tegea; so if the information is legendary, it has a respectable pedigree.
But it is perfectly possible that Pausanias preserves authentic information,
and if so, Tegea probably lost Karyai and Oion to Sparta during their
sixth-century wars.55

2. The Classical period before the synoecism of Megalopolis

There is no reason to believe that Arkadia ‘lost’ any of its Archaic com-
munities in the Classical period; in fact, Arkadia seems to have slowly
grown throughout the Classical period. So, here we can concentrate on
communities not attested as Arkadian in the Archaic period, and survey
the sources down to 368, this time area by area.
To the north of Kleitor, Lousoi and Kynaitha are now attested as

Arkadian: Lousoi by Xenophon,56 and Kynaitha by the list of sons of
Lykaon transmitted byApollodoros, a list which is usually believed to be
derived from a fifth-century source.57 If that is correct, we should note
that in that list:�������, obviously the eponym of Kynaitha, is included
among the sons of Lykaon, and we may conclude that Kynaitha was
Arkadian at least in the Classical period if not before.58
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of these Achaian figures in Apollodoros is at present inexplicable, and that it does not
reflect Classical Arkadian claims to (parts of) Achaia.
59. Xen.Hell. 3.2.30: ]�(�$�� �3� 2�’ ������%� )����������
�.
60. Below 121–57.
61. Kiechle (1960) 22–3 believes that the dialect spoken around Lasion was related to

Arkadian and concludes that “das ... legt ... nahe, dass die arkadischen Ansprüche auf Teile
desHerrschaftsgebietes derEleier besser begründetwaren alsman gemeinhin anzunehmen
geneigt ist.” Possibly so, but the evidence for the relatedness of the two dialects is very
exiguous, and so caution is advisable; the idea is of course interesting, but as pointed out
above dialect is not always a good indicator of ethnic identity.
62. Xen.Hell. 7.4.12: �������&��
�(�� 
� �0���
� ]�(�$��, �3 ��� �����3� @���$�

T��� ���. This Eleian possession of Lasion can also be deduced from the passage 3.2.11–31.
63. Diod. 14.17.8: b �’ 
k� ���(��	�� ���’ H�
�
� �=� ������	�� !�&��R� �*� ���

l0��� ]�(	%�� ��� ��
���
� ��-J� �m��� ���.
64. Xen.Hell. 7.4.12: ]�(�$�� ... (�����
 ��� �*� �3 ����������.
65. Roy (1968a) 287–8; Dušani�c (1970) 299.
66. Other sources on the geographical affiliation of Lasion are: Diod. 15.77.1–2: 
� �#�

�$� ������%� ������� b���-8���� !� �0���
� ������&
��
 �=� >�
��[
�8��� S��-
���	�� 1E��
� >1����, h ��
(��������� ]�(	%� (referring to 366). If Lasion was a part
of Triphylia at this time, it can be ranked as Arkadian, since Triphylia itself ranked as
Arkadian (see below). — In 219 Lasion was held by the Eleians (see Polyb. 4.73.1) which

Southwest from Psophis is the city of Lasion. In the Hellenika Xe-
nophon gives an interesting piece of information about Lasion. At 3.2.30
he states that in the 390s Arkadians were ‘laying claim to’ Lasion,59 and
perhaps the durative participle indicates that this was not a new claim.
Xenophon’s statement is not easy to interpret. Since it is highly unlikely
that Arkadia constituted a political unit at this time,60 it cannot mean that
anArkadian Confederacy or League laid claim to Lasion. It may possibly
mean that some Arkadians, such as the Psophidians close by, claimed
Lasion as their possession, although we can then reasonably wonder why
Xenophon does not make that clear. Perhaps such a claim was backed up
by other Arkadians and the reason for this may have been that the Lasi-
onians were considered ethnically Arkadian.61 We do not know, either,
when Lasion became Arkadian, if that is what the passage means. Before
the 390s the city was an Eleian possession,62 and it is accordingly
described as being located in Elis by Diodorus Siculus in a passage which
refers to the year 402.63 Later in the fourth century, Lasion was a member
of the Arkadian Confederacy,64 and was thus Arkadian, since the Con-
federacywas ethnically exclusive, admittingonlyArkadians asmembers.65

So, Lasion is probably an example of a community becomingArkadian in
the period 400–370.66
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however need not be in conflict with its being Arkadian — From Polyb. 4.74.1 an
Arkadian claim to Lasion can be deduced (Polybios’ reference is probably to the first half
of the fourth century). — From Polyb. 5.102.6 it appears that Lasion was not a part of Elis
in 217 — Nonnos inDionysiaka 13.288 describes Lasion as held by Arkadians.
67. Thuc. 5.67.1; Ps.-Skylax 44 (Müller).
68. Jost (1985) 79–81.
69. Paus. 8.27.4; IG V.2 1.40 (referring to the period after the foundation of

Megalopolis); this inscription includes a list of members of the Confederacy. Since the
Confederacy was ethnically exclusive (Roy [1968a] 287–8; Dušani�c [1970] 299), the fact
that the Kynourians were members proves that they were Arkadians; for a list of
Kynourian communities, see Appendix IV.
70. Nilsson (1951) 78–80; below Chapter VI.
71. Compare Hdt. 4.148 listing Lepreon, Phrixa(i), Pyrgos, Ep(e)ion and others as

Minyan foundations, with Polyb. 4.77.8 listing Lepreon, Pyrgos, Ep(e)ion, Phrixa(i) and
others as Triphylian poleis. Thucydides mentions Lepreon several times, for example at
5.31.
72. CEG II 824.
73. Nilsson (1951) 79–80.
74. There is nothing unusual in such a phenomenon, see Hall (1995a) 84: “....ethnic

groups are subject to processes of fusion and fission – that is to say, two groups may
amalgamate on an equal or unequal basis, or a new ethnic group may emerge from
another.”
75. Xen.Hell. 7.1.26.

South ofLasion isHeraia.Heraiawas probablyArkadian already in the
Archaic period, but now it is securely attested as part of Arkadia.67 South
ofHeraia is Alipheira. The eponymof this community, whose archaeolo-
gical record goes back well into the sixth century,68 is included among the
sons of Lykaon in Apollodoros’ list at 3.8. Consequently, it can be con-
sidered Arkadian. Alipheira was a constituent community of the Ky-
nourian ‘tribe’, and the Kynourians were a subsection of the Arkadians.69

West of Alipheira is Triphylia, geographically the area between the
R.Alpheios and the R.Neda including such sites as Skillous and Lepreon.
The concept ‘Triphylia’ was probably an artificial construct of the early
fourth century.70 At least there is no trace of the concept in either
Herodotos or Thucydides although they both mention communities
which were later considered Triphylian.71 In 369 the Arkadian Confeder-
acy put up a dedication in Delphi;72 the accompanying verses described
Triphylos, obviously the eponym of Triphylia and attested here for the
first time,73 as a son of Arkas. In this way the Triphylians were made
Arkadians.74 According toXenophon the Triphylians themselves claimed
to be Arkadians in 369/68,75 and Lepreon is actually attested as a member
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76. IG V.2 1.20.
77. Ps.-Skylax 44 (Müller).
78. Thuc. 5.31: ����������
� [sc. 
� �0��4
�] �#� !���1��
� �
4�]�������
�	
�� ���"

]���8
�. �
�8�
� �#� ���
�8�
� �
�� ��3� ������%� ���#� ]��������� ��" �0��	%�
�������-8��%� 2�3 ]������$� !� �����1	�� ���. Furthermore, at 5.34.1 Thucydides
describes the geographical position of Lepreon like this: ]8���
� ... ��	���
� !�" �=�
]��%���=� ��" �=� �0��	��. See also Allain (1977) 155.
79. In schol. vet. 93 in Pind. Pyth. 5.3 we find the phrase ���" ��� S�����	�� �=�

������	��, and in schol. vet. 35a in Pyth. 6.3 �=� ���# ��� ������	�� S�����	��.
80. Cf. Fabre (1965) 361–2.
81. Xen.Hell. 3.2.21–31; see Nilsson (1951) 78–80; below Chapter VI.
82. For what it is worth, Diod. 15.77.2 states that in 366, the Arkadians and Eleians had

long been at variance concerning Triphylia: !� �
��$� �� 1���%� ���" �=� S�����	��
g���(&I�
�� �������� ��" �0��4
�.

of theArkadianConfederacy.76 So, the TriphylianswereArkadians by ca.
370, but it is not impossible that the rapprochement between the Tri-
phylians and the Arkadians began earlier. The chapter on Arkadia in Ps.-
Skylax’ Periplous runs as follows: �@:��A�. ���� �G ^N��� ��	
���
>���� D��. 
���
�� �G ; ��	
��� D�* �������� 
��� E��	��� D

����,���. �P�* �G �(�S� ������ D� ����,�Z �# ��,���� �_��. ��,��,
��������, =N	��, ��	 ������, O���'����. �P�* �G 
�* Y���� ������.
��	����)� �G ��� E��	���S�  8	�� ������ 	’.77 This chapter clearly
treats Triphylia as a part of Arkadia and in particular Lepreon is treated
as Arkadian. But in the fifth century it was in armed conflict with some
Arkadians, and in the passage where Thucydides reports the conflict he
clearly does not think of Lepreon as Arkadian.78 So, here is another proof
that Triphylia became Arkadian.79 But when?
The only indication of when the chapter in Ps.-Skylax was composed

is a negative one, namely the striking omission of Megalopolis from the
list of the megalai poleis of Arkadia. This omission supplies us with a
terminus ante quem of 368.80 The terminus post quem ought to be the
390s, the date at which the Triphylian communities were liberated from
Eleian rule and the concept of Triphylia was created.81 In principle, any
date within this period is possible.82 If the Triphylians became Arkadians
before the foundation of the Arkadian Confederacy, then the unification
must have taken place along purely ethnic lines, whereas if they became
so at or immediately after the foundation of the Confederacy, the uni-
fication could also have constituted a political rapprochement.
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83. Polyb. 4.77.8.
84. FGrHist 3 fr. 161; see Niese (1910) 7; Niese furthermore believed that Ep(e)ion at

some point in the fifth century was controlled by Arkadians (6–7). Meyer (1938b) 1594
thinks it possible that Eleian Phaisana was at some point considered Arkadian.
85. See below 235–6 n. 36.
86. Siewert (1987) 275 (= SEG 35 389).
87. Hdt. 4.148.4.
88. Later traditions made the Kaukonians descend from Arkas; see Eust. Il. 1.133.17.
89. Triphylian: see Polyb. 4.77.9.
90. For the extent of Triphylia, see below 230–3, 262.

An indication that the process by which the ethnic groups which later
constituted the Triphylians became Arkadians was already underway in
the fifth century is the fact that Phrixa(i), which was later considered a
Triphylian community,83 was described as Arkadian by Pherekydes.84

Furthermore, the list of sons of Lykaon transmitted by Apollodoros,
which is probably derived from a fifth century source,85 gives the name
�$
������ to one son. This is obviously the eponym of Makiston. The
fact that the eponym of Makiston, which was later a part of Triphylia,86

was numbered among the sons of Lykaon should be interpreted as an
indication that Makiston could be considered Arkadian sometime in the
fifth century. But that is not all. Herodotos reports that one of the ethnic
groups in the area later identified with Triphylia was the :��
����.87

Apollodoros’ list of sons of Lykaon gives the name :��
�� to one of
these sons.88 So, the idea of ethnic relations between theArkadians and the
later Triphylians may very well go back to the fifth century.
In the Hellenika at 3.2.30 (the passage in which the information on

Lasion discussed above is given), Xenophon mentions the Triphylian
community of Phrixa(i),89 but does not describe it as Arkadian. It was,
however, as already pointed out, described as Arkadian by Pherekydes.
If we can take Xenophon’s silence to mean that Phrixa(i) was not Arka-
dian in his day, then it may be an example of a community that was
considered Arkadian in the first half of the fifth century, but no longer in
the beginning of the fourth. But it must have become Arkadian again,
since the Triphylians as such became so, and Phrixa(i) was, as pointed out,
a Triphylian community. So, we can treat all Triphylian communities as
Arkadian from the 390s/360s onwards,90 but the process whereby they
became Arkadian probably has a longer history.
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91. Pherekydes (FGrHist 3) fr. 135b; Thuc. 5.33: �=� ������	�� !� �����(	
��; Xen.
Hell. 7.1.28: �����(	
�� �=� ������	��; Diod. 15.72.4; Paus. 8.27.4.
92. For a list of Parrhasian communities, see Appendix IV.
93. Paus. 8.27.3; for a list of Eutresian communities, see Appendix IV.
94. Thuc. 5.67.1; Diod. 15.72.4: �$� >�
��[
�8�%� /�����	%� ��" �����(	%�

������%�; Paus. 8.27.3; cf. 5.27.2 where Pausanias quotes the epigram on a dedication set
up in Olympia by ����� ����#� /������
�, a mercenary who served both Gelon and
Hieron in Sicily.
95. For a list of Mainalian communities, see Appendix IV.
96. Dipaia is not actually described as Arkadian, but simply referred to as the location

of a battle between theLakedaimonians and “all theArkadians except theMantineans”; but
since Dipaia is attested as Arkadian by other sources referring to this period (e.g. Paus.
8.27.3), it is safe to deduce from this passage that it was considered Arkadian by
Herodotos. Macan (1908) ad 8.73 states as a fact that Herodotos considered Dipaia an
Arkadian city.
97. Thuc. 5.64.3: �+�8(-��
� �=� /�����	��.
98. IvO 147.148: S8��%� c�I�
�
� ����#� �+��(-�(�
�, and Pherekydes (FGrHist

3) fr. 135: �n�� ����� 
k(� �=� ������	��.
99. Diod. 16.39.5: ]����������
� �’ �*� ��� ������	�� !�&������� ��" �����

AB��((
 ��� ���# ����
� @������ ���.

Going east from Phigaleia we reach the territory of the Parrhasians.
This ‘tribe’ is attested asArkadian in this period byPherekydes, Thucydi-
des, Xenophon, Diodorus Siculus and Pausanias,91 and thus we can treat
all Parrhasian communities as Arkadian.92 The eponyms of two of the
constituent communities of Parrhasia, Akontion and Makaria, are found
in Apollodoros’ list of sons of Lykaon. Their names are ��
���$� and
��
�	���. Since, as already pointed out, Apollodoros’ list probably
derives from a fifth-century source, this piece of evidence should be
considered further proof that Akontion and Makaria and thus Parrhasia
was Arkadian in this period.
North of the Parrhasians are the Eutresians, attested asArkadian in this

period.93 East of the Eutresians are the Mainalians. The Mainalians are
attested as Arkadian in this period by Thucydides, Diodorus Siculus and
Pausanias.94 So, we can treat all Mainalian communities as Arkadian.95

And as a matter of fact, six Mainalian communities are described by the
sources as Arkadian and Herodotos seems to think of Dipaia as Arka-
dian.96 Oresthasion, attested as a Mainalian community by Thucydides,97

is described as Arkadian by an inscription and by a fragment of Phereky-
des.98 Helisson is also described as Arkadian, by Diodorus Siculus in a
passage referring to the period after the foundation of Megalopolis.99
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100. Xen.Hell. 6.5.12, 5.21, 7.5.5.
101. Loring (1895) 50–2.
102. See e.g. Ps.-Skylax 44 (Müller).
103. IvO 30 (for which see below 399 n. 430).
104. Pherekydes (FGrHist 3) fr. 5.
105. So Bölte in RE IX: 540. Bölte comments “Pherekydes hat den Begriff Arkadien

gestreckt.” Geographically speaking, this is of course true, and he was, after all, an
Athenian. So, he may simply have been wrong. But, this is not a very satisfying ex-
planation, since it takes no account of the fact that his description of Phrixa(i) as Arkadian
makes eminent sense when placed in the context of the long process of ‘becoming
Arkadians’ that the ethnic subdivisionsof the (later)Triphylians presumablywent through.
And there are other signs that areas in the Argolid were affected by developments similar
to those affectingTriphylia. Therefore, Pherekydes’ statement should be taken at face value
as representing genuine fifth-century tradition; cf. Shaw (1999) 284–5. Somemythological
evidence may perhaps also point to connections between Arkadia and the Argolid:
According to Strabo 8.6.13 (citing Arist. fr. 482, Rose) one tradition held that the Dryopes
had been settled at (Hermione [cf. Hdt. 8.43; 8.73] and Eion [cf. Diod. 4.37.2] and) Asine
byDryops the Arkadian (c��
�
� �
 ������
�). Another tradition linking Dryops (the
eponymous hero of the Dryopes) to Arkadia is preserved in a scholion in Lycophr. Alex.
480 which calls Dryops a son of Apollon and Dia the daughter of Lykaon (b �� c��
Q
������%�
� ��" c	�� �=� ]���
�
� ����). A scholion to Ap. Rhod. 1.1218 states that this
man was the eponymous hero of the Dryopes (o�
��(-�(�� �� )�3 c��
�
� �
 
������%�
� ��" c	�� �=� ]���
�
�). The Homeric hymn to Pan (19.34ff.) has Hermes
father Pan, the Arkadian god par excellence, by a daughter of Dryops the Arkadian (since
the story is located in Arkadia). Such fragments of lost mythological traditions serve
primarily to emphasise once again that the Arkadian ethnos was an open, not a closed
group, by suggesting that the Dryopes of the Argolid could have been considered
Arkadian (though no source does explicitly consider them so). They may be linked with
the traditions which describe Hysia(i) and Eua as Arkadian, but the parallel case of Tri-
phylia shows that we are dealing here with an ethnic rapprochement which never really
developed.

Finally, it is clear fromXenophon that theMainalian communities Eutaia,
Asea and Pallantion were situated in Arkadia.100

With Eutaia, situated at modern Lianos,101 we have reached the south-
eastern corner of Arkadia. The eastern plain with Tegea, Mantinea,
Orchomenos, and, to the north of these, Stymphalos was of course
Arkadian.102 BetweenOrchomenos and Stymphalos was Alea. Because of
a fifth-century inscription from Alea that was written in the Arkadian
dialect103 we can now include this community in the territory of Arkadia.
Pherekydes described a site called =e�� as Arkadian.104 If this site is to

be equated with Hysiai in Argeia,105 then we may consider this as an
indication that, like thewestern ‘border’withElis, the eastern borderwith
the Argolid was not definitively established in the first half of the fifth
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106. Roy (1968a) 34; Nielsen (1996a) 119–20.
107. Methydrion: Thuc. 5.58.2: !� /�-���	P �=� ������	��; Xen. An. 4.1.27:

����(�E���
� /�-�����J� ������ (for which see Roy [1972g] 130–1). — Thisoa: In the
first half of the fourth century, a man who made a dedication in Delphi described himself
as a '�[(
�4]
� ������ (SEG 14 455). There were two communities in Arkadia by the
name of Thisoa; one was a part of the Kynourian ‘tribe’ (see Appendix IV), and probably
situated at modern Lavda (see te Riele [1993] 180), and one was situated near modern
Karkalou. It is impossible to decide which one we are dealing with here; Roy (1972c) 78
thinks it most probable that the Thisoa in question is the one at Karkalou.
108. Thuc. 4.134.2. Furthermore, the list of sons of Lykaon transmitted by Apollod.

Bibl. at 3.8, gives the name Z
��
�	%� to one son, thus providing additional evidence that
the site was Arkadian.
109. Laodokeion: Thuc. 4.134.1 (here the place is described as being in the territory of

Oresthasion; it was thus Arkadian); Kypsela: Thuc. 5.33.1; Kypsela was in Parrhasian
territory and was thus Arkadian.
110. Theopompos (FGrHist 115) fr. 61.
111. Euaimon concluded a treaty of sympoliteia ((�C
��	�) with Orchomenos,

probably in the period 378–350 (see Dubois, Corp. dial. p. 146, and IPArk pp. 138–40);
Theopompos described Euaimon as a ����� �+�1
���	%� (FGrHist 115 fr. 61). Thus
Euaimonmust have been in Arkadia close toOrchomenos, but it has not yet been located.
112. Roy (1968b) 289.
113. Pind.Ol. 6.34.

century. That this is a real possibility is shown by the fact that Theopom-
pos described Eua in the Thyreatis as Arkadian in a passage which most
probably refers to the period after the foundation of the Arkadian Con-
federacy, of which Eua might perhaps have been a member.106

A number of communities and sites inside the ‘borders’ delineated in
this section are described as Arkadian by our sources: Methydrion and
Thisoa in the centre of Arkadia are both attested as Arkadian.107 Bouko-
lion, somewherebetweenOresthasion andMantinea, is indirectly attested
as Arkadian by Thucydides,108 as is Laodokeion in the territory of Ores-
thasion and Kypsela in Parrhasian territory.109 The community of the
Euaimnians, which was definitely Arkadian in the next period110 and
probably situated close toOrchomenos,111was in all probabilityArkadian
in this period, since its eponym, 0(����, is included among the sons of
Lykaon by Apollodoros. Melainai, a site which was possibly situated in
whatwas laterMegalopolitan territory,112 wasArkadian, since its eponym
��������� is included among the sons of Lykaon by Apollodoros.
Finally, a number of unlocated communities are attested as Arkadian.

Pindar knew a place called Phaisana,113 and Pherekydes described a site
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114. FGrHist 3 fr. 160.
115. Oulhen (1992) 12.
116. Oulhen (1992) 6 ll. 1–12.
117. Meyer (1957a) 85–6.
118. Meyer (1957a) 81; see Steph. Byz. 539.19.

called ����$ as Arkadian.114 A fragment of a Delphic list of theorodokoi,
which dates from the late fifth century,115 has the following list of top-
onyms: Pallantion, Phara, Koila, Methydrion, Torthyneion, Halous and
Heraia.116 Since both Pallantion and Heraia are Arkadian, Meyer con-
cluded that the sites listed in between these two must be Arkadian too;117

however, Koila and Phara have not been located. Finally, a dedication of
the fifth century, found at Glanitsa in Arkadia, names the dedicator as
O���� .	��)C��� 9�	�)��%��. Meyer believes that the ethnic 9�	-
�)��%�� should be connected with an entry in Stephanos of Byzantion
which refers to a ����� ��	
���� called 9����.118 If so, this Pylai must
surely be considered Arkadian.
The extent of Arkadia is better documented in this period than in the

Archaic period. In principle, some of the communities attested as Arka-
dian only in this period may have belonged to Arkadians already in the
Archaic period. Obvious candidates are Lousoi and Kynaitha to the
north, and Alea to the east.
Nevertheless, it seems certain that the territoryofArkadiawas enlarged

during the period under scrutiny. Themost striking example of this is the
inclusion of Triphylia in Arkadia. By 369 at the latest, but possibly as
early as the 390s, theTriphylianswere consideredArkadians, andLepreon
accordingly became a member of the Arkadian Confederacy. It is ex-
tremely probable that the process by which the ethnic groups that con-
stituted the later Triphylia became Arkadians began already in the fifth
century and culminated with the creation of the eponym Triphylos, son
of Arkas, displayed in sculpture and proclaimed in verse at Delphi in 369.
Another example of Arkadia’s expansion is the incorporation of Lasion.
As early as the 390s Lasion was claimed by the Arkadians, and it became
a confederate member in the 360s.
Triphylia andLasion are inwesternArkadia, and thus itwas principally

here that Arkadia expanded. But it is not impossible that a similar process
took place in eastern Arkadia. At least Hysia(i) may have been Arkadian,
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although it was geographically situated in what is commonly taken to be
the Argolid.
So, in the period 479–368 Arkadia extended from Kynaitha in the ex-

treme north to Psophis in the northwest. After Psophis going southwere,
first, Lasion, which became Arkadian at the latest in the mid-fourth
century, second, Heraia, and then Alipheira/the Kynourians, and Phi-
galeia. West of Alipheira was Triphylia, which was slowly becoming
Arkadian during the fifth century and ended up being wholly so at the
latest in 369. East of Phigaleia Arkadia included the Parrhasians, the
Eutresians and the Mainalians. From Tegea going north was, at some
point in time perhaps Hysia(i), but surely Mantinea, Orchomenos and
Euaimon, Alea, Stymphalos, Pheneos and Nonakris slightly west of
Kynaitha. These lines can be considered the borders of Arkadia, and
numerous sites and communities inside these borders are attested as
Arkadian. The border with Lakoniawas constituted by the borders of the
‘tribal’ territories of the Parrhasians and the Mainalians.119

3. The Classical period after the synoecism of Megalopolis

It seems that almost all areas which were Arkadian at the time of the
synoecism of Megalopolis continued to be so for the rest of the period
covered by this study, and that the expansion characteristic of the period
479–368 continued in the early part of the present period. As already
mentioned, Theopompos described Eua in the Thyreatis as Arkadian in
a passage which most probably refers to the period after the foundation
of the Arkadian Confederacy.120 The description of this Eua as Arkadian
is interesting when combined with a passage in Pausanias. At 8.3.3
Pausanias mentions among the sons of Lykaon one carrying the name
.)	�%��, and comments: ��26 �G �4 ��	
���� 
�* ; .)	�� <;> D� �4
��	,���� ,f 
�* " .)	���$� 
��������� 
����� &�! ��1 .)	��)
�����) �� ]������ D� �
���. This seems to indicate an Arkadian claim
to the Thyreatis. If it is correct, as Roy believes, that the tradition of
Lykaon’s sons as recorded by Pausanias took its shape soon after the
foundation of Megalopolis and was alive when Pausanias travelled in
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�����(
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Arkadia,121 then onemight assume that theArkadian claim toEuawas not
an ephemeral claim. If we furthermore combine it with Pherekydes’
statement thatHysia(i)wasArkadian, thenArkadian claims to areas in the
southern Argolid perhaps had a long history, in which case there is an
obvious parallel in the situation along thewestern border ofArkadia. But,
even if that is so, these Arkadian claims to areas in the Argolid were not
as successful as the claims to Triphylia, since Theopompos is apparently
the last source (apart from Pausanias) to associate Arkadia and the
Argolid, and the subsequent affiliation of Eua is unknown.122 The
conclusion must be that the Arkadians may have claimed areas in the
Argolid, but that they apparentlywere not very successful in these claims.
According to the ancient sources, Megalopolis was founded as a

bulwark against Sparta.123 It is certain that Megalopolis throughout its
history was in conflict with Sparta and that this conflict was rooted in
territorial disputes. According to an almost certain emendation of
Pausanias’ text at 8.27.4, it was envisaged that a number of former
Lakonianperioikic communities shouldbe incorporated intoMegalopolis
at the foundation of the city.124 The perioikoi in question were the
inhabitants ofAigytis and Skiritis. These peoples had come under Spartan
domination at a very early date.125 In later tradition they ranked as Arka-
dians.126 Thucydides, however, describes Skiritis as a part of Lakonia,127

and the Skiritans as Lakedaimonians.128 It is nonetheless commonly be-
lieved that these perioikoi were originally Arkadians, although proof is
impossible.129 But it may be correct; at least it seems certain that Sparta



108 Arkadia: the Land of the Arkadians

130. Roy (1968a) 37; above 96–7.
131. Paus. 8.27.5–6.
132. Walbank (1967) 172–3. For Philip’s handling of this affair, see Roebuck (1948)

84–9, 91–2.
133. Alea: Theopompos (FGrHist 115) fr. 242. Amilos: F.Delphes III.1 3 10. Asea: Xen.

Hell. 7.5.5. Euaimon: Theopompos (FGrHist 115) fr. 61. Kaphy(i)ai: Theophr. Hist. pl.
4.13.2, Theopompos (FGrHist 115) fr. 77. Kortys: Rhianos (FGrHist 265) fr. 8. Kynaitha:
Polyb. 4.17.4, 4.20.2, 4.21.7. Lykaia: Theopompos (FGrHist 115) fr. 244.

incorporated some Tegean territory in the Archaic period,130 and Sparta
may have incorporated other Arkadians as well.
The date at which these perioikoi ‘returned’ to Arkadia by being

absorbed into Megalopolis is not certain. Pausanias indicates that it was
envisaged that they should be incorporated from the very foundation of
Megalopolis. However, Pausanias himself makes it clear the decision to
foundMegalopoliswasnot implemented in accordancewith the decree he
cites.131 But since we know that Philip II of Makedonia adjudicated
Skiritis and Belbinatis to Megalopolis in 338, Megalopolitan claims to
Lakonian areas must have been already well-established by then.132

A number of communities inside Arkadia are explicitly attested as
Arkadian in this period, for example Alea, Amilos, Asea, Euaimon,
Kaphy(i)ai, Kortys, Kynaitha, Lykaia, etc.133 The expansion of the terri-
tory of Arkadia seems to have ended early in this period. The additions
are few and early: only some Lakonian territory and perhaps Eua became
Arkadian, both in the second half of the fourth century. It is uncertain
how long Eua remained Arkadian. So Arkadia reached its greatest extent
early in this period: It stretched from Kynaitha in the north via Psophis
and Triphylia to Phigaleia in the southwest; from Phigaleia east via
Megalopolis (including some former Lakonian perioikics) to Tegea; from
Tegea north via, perhaps, Eua, to Alea, and fromAlea north via Stympha-
los and Pheneos back to Kynaitha. Areas inside these borders were all
Arkadian.
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3. Conclusion

Arkadiawas a concept subject to change. It was the land of theArkadians,
as is clear from the name, which is derived from the name of the people:
��	
��-�� > ��	
��-�. This means that whenever a new community
‘became Arkadian’, Arkadia grew. The most striking and important
example of a new people becoming Arkadian is that of the Triphylians.
This was a process which began in the fifth century and ended in the first
half of the fourth century. But Triphylia is not the only example. Others
are Lasion and Eua, and possibly Hysia(i). Arkadia was thus basically a
human and an ethnic concept. It will be shown later that it is highly
unlikely thatArkadiawaspolitically united in the fifth century.Neverthe-
less, the fifth century saw the beginning of the process by which the
Triphylians became Arkadians.
Already by the end of the Archaic period Arkadians occupied most of

what was later ��	
���. Due to the small number of sources, the picture
of Arkadia in the late Archaic period probably represents its minimum
extent.Although it cannot bedefinitivelydemonstrated from the available
evidence, Heraia, Lousoi and Kynaitha were probably Arkadian by then.
In the Classical period Arkadia expanded, primarily along the western

borders, but possibly Arkadians also claimed areas in the Argolid. This
process was complete by the mid-fourth century, at which time Arkadia
extended fromKynaitha in the north via Triphylia in thewest to Phigaleia
in the southwest, and hence via Megalopolis to Tegea; from Tegea going
northEuawas probably, andMantinea,Orchomenos,Alea and Stympha-
los certainly, Arkadian. From Stymphalos Arkadia extended north via
Pheneos to Kynaitha. It was only then, with the creation of the Confed-
eracy in 370, that the human concept of the Arkadians provided the basis
for a political superstructure.
Let me end this chapter with some brief reflections on the reasons for

the fluctuations in the extent of the territorial borders of Arkadia. Early
in the Archaic period Arkadia seems to have lost some of its southern
areas to Sparta. The reason for these losses is obviously Sparta’s growing
strength and expansion. After the subjection of Messenia Sparta cast its
eyes on Arkadia, and the subjection of e.g. Aigytis and Skiritis can be
considered the initial stages in aplanned conquest ofArkadia.134However,
Sparta was not powerful enough to incorporate Tegea, and so the process
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of annexing Arkadia ended at Tegea and a new policy of alliances was
developed.135

If Arkadians really laid claim to Hysia(i) in the Argolid in the first half
of the fifth century, as seems to be the case from a fragment of Phereky-
des,136 then the reason for this was probably Argos’ weakness after its
severe defeat at Sepeia. It seems that the Arkadian claim to Hysia(i) was
rather ephemeral, since it is attested only byPherekydes.Why?Tegea had
fairly good lines of communication with the Argolid,137 and so the claim
may have originated in Tegea. If so, we may explain the short life of the
Arkadian claim to Hysia(i) by drawing attention to the facts that Argos
soon recovered its strength,138 concluded an alliancewithTegea,139 and felt
strong enough to face Sparta in battle again, side by side with the
Tegeans.140

If the ethnic rapprochement between some of the later Triphylians and
the Arkadians attested in the fifth century is an indication of Arkadian
claims to these areas, the reason may be that Eleian control of these areas
was not undisputed. That Arkadians laid claim to areas in the Eleian
sphere of interest seems to be indicated by the war between Lepreon and
“some Arkadians” attested by Thucydides at 5.31.2, and in Xenophon’s
Hellenika at 3.2.30, where an Arkadian claim to Lasion is briefly men-
tioned.141

If the fourth-century unification of Triphylia and Arkadia took place
before the foundation of theArkadianConfederacy, then the process was
probably supported by the Spartans andmay have been tolerated by them
because it fitted into the plan of “bringing the Eleians to their senses”, as
Xenophon puts it.142 If it happened after the foundation of the Confeder-
acy in 370, then the Spartans were probably not in a position to do any-
thing about it because of their defeat at Leuktra, and in that case the
Arkadian absorption of Triphylia may simply be seen as the continuation
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of the fifth-century struggle with Elis for control over areas between the
two regions.
The Thyreatis was probably under Spartan control at least from the

middle of the sixth century.143 The fragment of Theopompos describing
Eua in the Thyreatis as Arkadian most probably refers to the mid-fourth
century,144 and it is not impossible that it should be interpreted to mean
that Eua was a member of the Arkadian Confederacy.145 If so, the in-
clusion of Eua in Arkadia was possible only because of Spartan weakness
after Leuktra, and Eua may have initiated the rapprochement in order to
protect itself against Sparta.
It is rather obvious that the ‘return’ of Aigytis and Skiritis to Arkadia

via inclusion in Megalopolis, whenever it happened, was possible only
because of Spartan weakness after Leuktra.
The conclusion is that the fluctuations in the extent of Arkadiamore or

less followed andwere conditioned by the fluctuations in the power of the
major Peloponnesian states such as Sparta and Argos; the acquisitions
were based on its own strength only in the middle of the fourth century,
and the rule is that they were conditioned by the weaknesses of the major
powers.
However, the fact that the borders fluctuated should not obscure the

fact that by the end of the Archaic period Arkadia covered what we
normally take to be Arkadia, though minor changes seem still to have
taken place throughout antiquity. In the Hellenistic period, Achaian
Tritaia may briefly have formed part of Arkadia,146 and the way in which
Polybios at 4.70.3 insists that Psophis, bordering on both Elis andAchaia,
was Arkadian is perhaps indirect testimony that the city was actually
considered a part of Elis with which the city had close political re-
lations;147 and in the Roman imperial period Alea and Stymphalos be-
longed to the Argolid.148
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The geographical concept of Arkadia seems to have been created
negatively asmore andmore neighbouring areas became settledwith fixed
borders, a phenomenon undoubtedly to be connected with the fact that
Arkadia itself was never a political unit in the Archaic or early Classical
periods. The border with Elis-Triphylia seems to have been particularly
unstable and the reason may well be that Elis too was politically unified
only late and that even then the Eleians had great difficulties in keeping
their sphere of interest unified.149 In general, it seems safe to say that the
fluctuations in the extent ofArkadiawere conditioned by the fluctuations
in the power of the major Peloponnesian states such as Elis, Argos, and
Sparta. Only in the federal period of the fourth century was a unified
Arkadia strong enough to base acquisitions on its own strength and this
was the time was Triphylia was incorporated into Arkadia for good.
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Chapter IV: The Organisation of the People

As we have seen in the two preceding chapters, the Arkadians can be
described as a distinct ethnic group and it is possible to outline the
borders of the land they inhabited and the fluctuations it underwent. Ifwe
now look inside and ask how the people and the land were organised, the
degree of fragmentation is quite striking. The political fragmentation is
evident and I shall return to it shortly. But it is important to note that the
political fragmentation is matched by a fragmentation of the Arkadian
identity into several distinct local identities. In fact, it seems that every
community, whether polis or ‘tribe’, developed its own local identity in
addition to the Arkadian identity which it shared with the rest of the
region. A few examples will suffice to demonstrate this.1

1. The Politicisation of Local Identities

We may begin by looking at one of the so-called ‘tribes’, namely the
Parrhasians. The Parrhasians, obviously, had a common name and the
ethnic 9�		����� is frequently found as part of a personal name2 thus
showing that the ‘tribe’ was the focus of ascription and identification for
the ‘tribesmen’ themselves.3 Theyprobably also considered all ‘tribesmen’
to share a common ancestry; at least this is the inference to be made from
the fact that they were considered to be named after Parrhasos, a son of
Pelasgos.4 It is also possible that they shared historical memories: they are
listed in the Homeric Catalogue of Ships (Il. 2.608) and this probably
indicates that they claimed to have fought in the Trojan War. Likewise,
Strabo’s statement that the Parrhasians were one of the oldest ethne of
Hellas suggests that in his day tradition was able to take Parrhasian
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history way back in time.5 The Parrhasians also shared common cults; we
know of an Apollon Parrhasios6 and the famous cult of Zeus Lykaios was
a Parrhasian cult before it took on a Panarkadian character.7 Lack of
sources prevents us from investigating whether the Parrhasians endowed
their land with a “mythical and subjective quality”.8 It is a fact, however,
that they possessed a territory and it is likewise a fact that this territory
was named after the people.9 In this we may perhaps be allowed to see an
indication that the territory was “where they belonged”.10 Finally, it is
certain that the Parrhasian identity provided the basis for a political
organisation uniting the different Parrhasian communities into a state.11

In short, the Parrhasians evidently constituted a discrete sub-group of the
Arkadian ethnos.12

It goeswithout saying that a large polis likeMantinea developed its own
peculiar traditions as well as its own identity as a political community.
Mantinea is, in fact, quite well-studied in this respect,13 and I shall confine
myself to a single point: theMantineans, it seems, perceived themselves to
be ‘real hoplites’. Athenaios at 4.154d cites Ephoros for the following:
g�
�)�, '$�, �� ������
� �# �������%� 
�* ��	
����, ��� �� ����$�
�<� ������
<� 
�* �<� J������ �<� &	 ��� h� �a	����� D
���� >��

�* �1� �������
<� &��
���1��. �	!� �G ������� 
�* "����� ��
�������� D� �������Z �	S��� �a	��$��� �$���) �! �� �$�� 
���-
��2�����.14 The Mantineans, then, claimed to have played a crucial part
in the development of hoplite warfare, and we may confidently assume
that they prided themselves on this. This observation throws into
perspective two otherwise not very important passages of theXenophon-
tic Hellenika. At 4.4.17 Xenophon records how during the Korinthian
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War theMantinean hoplites once suffered losseswhile retreating from the
attack of hostile peltasts. The Spartans, Xenophon goes on, 
�* D��-
�
8����� D������ h� �# ����� �� '�C�%��� ��I� ��������� i���	
��	����� �����	��. That one probably hurt! Just a little later, at 4.5.18,
Xenophon relates how Agesilaos avoided having the Mantineans return
the laugh: he took the mora which had been so badly damaged by
Iphikrates and his peltasts (seeHell. 4.4.13–18) pastMantinea in the dark:
�j��  ����S� L� D��
�)� �# ��	���S��� ��I� ��������� D'$������)�
�k �)��) ����� ���������. It is almost as if the Spartans and the
Mantineans competed about being the proudest hoplite state.Wemay, in
conclusion, assume that hoplite themes were important ingredients in
Mantinean self-perception, i.e. in their stereotypes of self. At Sparta, of
course, hoplite themes must also have formed an important element in
stereotypes of self. Since opposition to other communities is an important
way of creating identity,15 it is truly fitting that it should be possible to
trace a long history of conflict between Sparta and Mantinea.16

Both the Parrhasians and especially Mantinea were communities of
some note, but tiny communities too developed epichoric identities. Such
a local identity can be glimpsed even in Teuthis, a community about
which we know next to nothing. At 8.28.4–6 Pausanias relates what is
obviously an etiological myth explaning a ritual performed at a certain
statue of Athena; the myth includes Teuthidian participation in the early
stages of the Trojan War. A scholion ad loc. implies that the statue was
mentioned and a similar story told by Kallimachos;17 if so, the myth
existed in the third century and probably also in the Classical period.
To sum up at this point: the Arkadians as a whole constituted an ethnos

with a distinct identity; internally the ethnos was subdivided into a large
number of minor sub-groups, ‘tribes’ and poleis, each with its own
identity which can be described almost as ethnic groups on Smith’s
pattern.
The Arkadian ethnos was not a closed unit: it was, on the contrary,

capable of expansion. Thus, in the fourth century both the Triphylians, a
‘tribe’ on theParrhasian andMainalianpattern,18 andLasion, an individual



116 The Organisation of the People

19. For Triphylia, see below 263–4; for Lasion, cf. Xen.Hell. 3.2.30 & 7.4.12.
20. Hdt. 1.143, 146.1.
21. On the Azanians, see Nielsen & Roy (1998).
22. See below 231, 258.
23. For the Kynourians, Mainalians and Parrhasians see Roy (1972b); for the

Triphylians, see Nielsen (1997) and below Chapter VI.
24. For Teuthis, see Nielsen (1996b) 84–6 and Appendix IX no. 35.
25. Detailed descriptions of these 48 poleis are given in Appendices IX & X.

polis, were absorbed by the Arkadian ethnos and came to be considered
Arkadian.19 This corresponds well with the fact that no group seems to
have claimed to be the only ‘true Arkadians’ in the way that some Ionians
prided themselves of their Ionian identity.20 Neither was the internal
composition of the ethnos stable, since it was possible not only for new
parts, such as for example Triphylia, to come into existence but also for
old parts to disappear. In the early Archaic period the Azanians, for
example, seem to have been a ‘tribe’ resembling the Parrhasians and the
Mainalians;21 however, if the Azanians ever formed a political unit this
unit had broken down before the Classical period in which only a vague
memory of the Azanians was preserved. At some point before 219 the
Triphylian ‘tribe’ disintegrated too.22

It is immediately obvious that the sub-regional identities were all, as far
as we know anything about this, politicised, that is: they corresponded to
political units. In theClassical period, therewere five sub-regional ‘tribes’
in Arkadia: the Eutresians, the Kynourians, the Mainalians, the Parrhasi-
ans and the Triphylians. It is well-documented that the latter four of these
‘tribes’ functioned as individual states;23 in the case of the Eutresians we
have no evidence about the ‘tribal’ political structure, but the fact that
they appear on a par with the Kynourians, Mainalians, and Parrhasians in
Paus. 8.27.3–4 indicates that they too constituted a political unit. A city
likeMantinea also, clearly, functioned as a state and it is at least very likely
that a minor town like Teuthis did so as well.24 All in all, we can identify
40 Arkadian poleis (including Lasion) and eight Triphylian poleis (which
must be considered Arkadian poleis in the fourth century).25 So Arkadia
was obviously a region composed of poleis.
Similarly, the changes in the sub-regional organisation were as a rule

politically motivated. True, we do not know why the Azanian ‘tribe’
disintegrated or why the Triphylian ‘tribe’ did so. But we have evidence
for a long series of politically motivated changes in the sub-regional
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organisation: (i) the absorption of the polis of Helisson by the polis of
Mantinea was the result of a treaty concluded between these two poleis;26

(ii) the absorption byOrchomenos of Euaimon was likewise the result of
a treaty concluded between these two communities;27 (iii) the appearance
of the Triphylian ‘tribe’ and its absorption by the Arkadian ethnos was
almost certainly motivated by the Triphylians’ fear of Elis;28 (iv) the
appearance of the new polis of Megalopolis was due to a decision of the
ArkadianConfederacy;29 (v) the disappearance of (a) theEutresian and (b)
Parrhasian ‘tribes’ was a consequence of the federal decision to found
Megalopolis;30 (vi) the extent of the Mainalian ‘tribe’ was reduced by (a)
the treaty of sympoliteia between Helisson and Mantinea by which
Helisson must surely have left the ‘tribe’, and by (b) the synoecism of
Megalopolis.31

So the sub-regional identity groups corresponded to political groups.
This leaves us with the question of whether the regional identity of the
Arkadians as such was politicised. There is no doubt that the fourth-
century Confederacy was to a large extent built uponArkadian ethnicity.
All communities that were allowed to join the Confederacy were con-
sidered to be Arkadian. True, some of the members, such as the Triphyli-
ans and Lasion, may have been ‘new’ Arkadians, but theywere, neverthe-
less, consideredArkadians by 370. Thebasis uponwhich theConfederacy
was built was thus at least in part a common feeling of Arkadian identity.
Interestingly, this conclusion can be corroborated by reviewing some

of the communities which were not absorbed into the Confederacy. Al-
though the Confederacy interfered markedly in the internal affairs of Si-
kyonmore than once,32 it “did not compel the city to enter the League”.33

Rather, Sikyon was an ally.34 However, since Sikyon was garrisoned by
Theban troops,35 it may simply have been impossible for theConfederacy
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to absorb it. But it would, presumably, have been difficult to claim Sikyon
as Arkadian, too.
The case of Pisa is much more interesting and illuminating. In 365,

Arkadian forces captured Olympia and installed a garrison on the
Kronion hill.36 After some fighting against Sparta in southern Arkadia37

the Arkadians again directed their attention towards Olympia and “since
the year coming up was an Olympian one, they made preparations with
the Pisatans, who claimed to have been the first ones in charge of the
sanctuary, for the celebration of the Olympics”.38 When the time came,
the Arkadians with the Pisatans organised the panegyris.39 The Arkadians
de facto controlled the sanctuary and even made use of sacred money to
pay the federal troops.40

It is generally believed that an important passage in the Etymologicum
Magnum reflects these events;41 from623.16–17 it can be deduced that one
tradition explained the name ‘Olympia’ as derived from the name
‘Olympia’ carried by the wife of Pisos, the eponymous hero of Pisa; but
the vital detail is that this womanwas a daughter of the Arkadian eponym
Arkas.42 As we have seen, such genealogical manipulation was employed
to make the Triphylians Arkadian, by making the eponym Triphylos a
son of the eponym Arkas.43

TheArkadians controlledOlympia and apparently helped the Pisatans
to create a civic mythology linked with Arkadian traditions. Did Pisa
enter theConfederacy?Niese andMeyer thought so.44 But they are surely
wrong. There is a good deal of evidence which shows that Pisa was
constituted as an independent state and became an ally of, not amember
of, the Confederacy.
There can be no doubt that Pisa became a state. First, it struck coins

inscribed9AO� that depicted Zeus and the thunderbolt, thus emphasising
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the link between the state and the sanctuary.45 Second, the Pisatans passed
a decree granting proxenia and theorodokia to two men of Sikyon.46 The
decree ends by listing three eponymousHellanodikai (ll. 6–7). As Meyer
remarks “man sieht, wie die Olympien natürlich im Mittelpunkt der
Organisations Pisas stehen”.47 Third, a number of extremely fragmentary
inscriptions show Pisa acting as a state.48 One of these is an alliance
(symmachia) between Pisa and the Arkadian Confederacy,49 of which,
then, Pisa was not a member. Another is possibly a Pisatan decree by
which the Pisatan state with Messene enters into a symmachia with
Sikyon.50 The last is almost impossible to make sense of; Dušani�c believes
it is a fragment of a treaty between Athens and Pisa.51 If Pisa really con-
cluded military treaties with foreign powers such as Sikyon and Athens,
then this is further proof that it was not formally a member of the
Arkadian Confederacy, since in confederated Arkadia foreign policy in
the spheres of war and peace was the prerogative of the Confederacy.52

Pisawas clearly the object ofmuchArkadian attention and genealogical
propaganda. It would have made an ideal member of the Confederacy.
Then, why did Pisa stay outside the Confederacy? One possible explan-
ation is that it could not really be claimed as Arkadian; as Roy put it,
“evidently claims of Arkadian identity could not be stretched to include
every dissident Elean community, and Pisatis had its own identity,
attached above all to Olympia”.53 So Arkadia satisfied itself with linking
Pisa to its traditions through a daughter, not a son, of Arkas!54
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2. Was the Regional Identity Politicised?

So the Arkadian Confederacy was, at least in part, built upon Arkadian
identity. However, the Confederacy did not unite the Arkadians for very
long; it split in two parts in 363 and there is no evidence that they ever
reunited. If we look for Arkadian political unity prior to the foundation
of the fourth-century Confederacy, it is hard to find.
For the sixth century there is hardly any evidence to illuminate this

question, though what little there is does not point to political unity: (i)
the earliest coinage of Arkadia is not a regional/federal vel sim. coinage,
but the local coinage of Heraia (ca. 510) inscribed with the city-ethnic;55

(ii) the known sixth-century warfare was conducted by local communi-
ties, not by the Arkadian ethnos (see Chapter V); (iii) finally, from the
way in which Herodotos describes the wars between Sparta and Tegea
fought in themiddle of the sixth century it appears that Tegea stood alone
during these dangerous attacks even though Sparta planned to subject this
important Arkadian community to an exandrapodismos,56 something
which a politically united Arkadia, if it existed, simply could not afford
to neglect, and something of which it must have been aware since, again
according to Herodotos, the Spartans had designs on all of Arkadia and
even went public with these designs at Delphi.57

Other possible forms of pre-370 unity are best discussed under four
headings: (1)Was there anArkadianConfederacy in the fifth century? (2)
Kleomenes in Arkadia in 490; (3) Was Arkadia united into a symmachia
in the fifth century? and (4)Was there an ‘Arkadian Amphictyony’ in the
fifth century?
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well be an example of fifth-century federal coinage (Head, Hist. num.2 348). Boiotian
political unity is well-attested from the late Archaic period onwards, see 186 below.

1. Was there an Arkadian Confederacy in the fifth century?

Most scholars are inclined to answer this question in the positive on the
basis of the so-called Arkadikon coinage.58 It is a fifth-century silver
coinage of triobols, obols and, perhaps, hemiobols: obv. Zeus Lykaios
with eagle, rev. Despoina/Artemis with the legend �@:��A:�B (or
different abbreviations thereof). This coinage was the most voluminous
Peloponnesian coinage of its time, the middle decades of the fifth
century.59 Williams was able to catalogue more than 600 coins. Of these,
close to 500 were triobols; ca. 135 were obols, and only seven were
hemiobols. The seven hemiobols are only tentatively included in the
series, since they carry no legends. According to Williams, these coins
were struck from 217 obverse dies and 213 reverse dies. Thus, we are
presumably dealingwith a large coinage, whichmust obviously have been
struck by an important organisation. But was it struck by an Arkadian
Confederacy? The answer to this question, if any can be given, is of
crucial importance for the regional history of Arkadia.
In the following I want to question the widely held view that theArka-

dikon coinage is the coinage of a fifth-century Arkadian Confederacy
similar to that of the fourth century. This will be done by demonstrating
the serious methodological problems involved in assuming a confederacy
in the fifth century and by showing that in fact no confederacy can have
existed.
In the ancient Greek world many kinds of communities struck coins,

and among themwere undoubtedly confederacies. Thus, for instance, the
Boiotian Confederacy minted coins in the fourth century. In this case the
coinage can confidently be described as federal, because we have explicit
evidence of the existence of the Confederacy in the description of its con-
stitution in theOxyrhynchus Historian 19.2–4. The Akarnanian Confed-
eracy and the Achaian Confederacy struck coins as well.60 However, it is
crucial to note that almost all uncontroversial examples of federal coinage
are later than the fifth century.61 In other cases we have coinages which,
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hardly ever ascertain indisputably their real character”. Hejnic’s own interpretation of the
coinage is that the legend �VL�c^L+\ refers to ‘Arkadia’ in the restricted sense of the
‘tribal’ areas of, primarily, the Parrhasians and the Mainalians, with whom the regional
ethnicArkas and the presumed cult of Arkas were, allegedly, particularly associated in the
early fifth century. But Herodotos explicitly refers to Mantinea (4.161.2), Tegea (1.67.4),
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due to a formal resemblance to for example the Boiotian federal coinage,
have a federal appearance, but cannot be confidently described as federal
because we have no sources bywhichwe can establish the existence of the
relevant confederacy. This is true in the case of the Ainianes, who in the
fourth century issued coins inscribed�ABA�BlB.62 In still other cases, we
have coins of federal appearance which were definitely not coins of a
confederacy, like the coins inscribed E0O(7AlB); Lesbos was not a
political unit, but settled in five poleis.63

Therefore, we cannot automatically classify a coinage as federal merely
on the grounds that its legend and/or type(s) refer to an entity larger than
a single polis.64 We need additional evidence to establish the existence of
a confederacy independently of the coinage.
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However, it is the commonopinion of numismatists and historians that
the Arkadikon coinage testifies to the existence of an Arkadian Confed-
eracy, or League.65 Wallace argues that in 490 king Kleomenes I of Sparta
organised an ‘Arkadian League’ and that the Arkadikon coinage was
struck by this ‘league’ and that the coinage shows “that the league he [sc.
Kleomenes] formedwas effective and lasting”.66Williams accepts that the
inception of the coinage should be connected with Kleomenes’ activities
in Arkadia, and that the Arkadikon coinage implies the existence and
survival of the ‘confederacy’. Williams has furthermore distinguished
between three different mints from ca. 477 onwards. These he locates in
Kleitor, Tegea andMantinea, and finds in the existence of the three mints
the decisive proof of the ‘political’ character of the coinage.67 Roy agrees
that the existence of more than one mint proves the political character of
the coinage and that it suggests the existence of an ‘Arkadian League’. He
goes on, however, to point out that there is a good deal of evidence to
suggest that Arkadia was far from being united in the fifth century, and
that the coinagemust, then, belong tomore than one ‘league’ and that one
of the ‘leagues’ had only one member, Mantinea.68 Roy’s article, though
very important, has not had much influence upon the scholarship on this
question. Thus Sealey describes the coinage as ‘federal’ and takes its
existence as an indication of “the formation and continued existence of an
Arkadian League”,69 and Kraay, too, describes the coinage as that “of the
Arkadian League”. But even so, Kraay does offer an important chronolo-
gical correction to Williams by demonstrating that the series as a whole
must be dated after the Persian War. Jenkins describes the coinage as
‘political’ and as the coinage of an ‘Arkadian league’,70 and Hornblower
describes it as ‘federal’.71 Byway of contrast, neitherCallmer norDušani�c
nor Larsen nor Giovannini, who all took especial interest in Arkadian
history, accept the Arkadikon coinage as an indication of an Arkadian
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Confederacy,72 and Lewis is very cautious in his interpretation of the
coinage, though he does consider it ‘political’ on account of the three
mints and the series’ emphasis on the triobol, known to be the daily
allowance for Peloponnesian hoplites ca. 420.73

Before examining these views more carefully, it is worth clearing up
some terminological obscurities. Thediscussions referred to above all have
a tendency to treat ‘league’, ‘federation’ or ‘confederation’, and ‘federal’
and ‘political’ as more or less synonymous terms which is not very
helpful. Here I shall follow Larsen in calling looser organisations such as
symmachies and amphictyonies ‘leagues’ and confining the term ‘confed-
eracy’ to federal states “in which there is a local citizenship in the smaller
communities as well as a joint or federal citizenship and in which the
citizens are under the jurisdiction both of federal and local authorities”.74

So whenwe find ‘political activities’ going on in a region such as Arkadia,
we must be prepared to ask whether these political activities are reminis-
cent of an early regional or ‘tribal’ structure, orwhether they testify to the
existence of one or several leagues (such as a symmachia) or a confederacy,
and we must recognise the possibility that leagues can exist without a
confederacy.
Larsen’s definition of a confederacy also serves to emphasise the

methodological point stated above: that the existence of an Arkadian
Confederacy must be established independently of the Arkadikon
coinage, since it is obvious that this coinage alone cannot show the
existence of double citizenship and both local and federal authorities.
Thus, our first question must be whether it is possible to establish the

existence of an Arkadian Confederacy in the fifth century without using
the evidence of the Arkadikon coinage. Both epigraphical and literary
sources have been adduced to show the existence of an Arkadian Con-
federacy/League, in my view inconclusively, and so I shall in the
following discuss the sources one by one, beginningwith the epigraphical
material.
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(i) Epigraphical sources adduced to show the existence of a confederacy.
Caltabiano has devoted an extensive article to the question of the unity of
the Arkadians, which she traces back to at least the time of the Second
MessenianWar.75 She suggests that in the later fifth century Tegeawas the
‘capital’ of an Arkadian Confederacy, and she draws attention to two
inscriptions found in Tegea. The first one is IG V.2 3, which mentions
two large bodies in ll. 20–1: �!� �����
���� m �!� �	��
����. The ‘Three
Hundred’ are referred to again in IG V.2 6.8 in a law regulating public
building activities; here it is stated that if a war makes impossible the
carrying out of contracted work or destroys finished work, the ‘Three
Hundred’ are to decide what has to be done.76 The ‘Three Hundred’ is
commonly taken to be the council of Tegea. This is reasonable, especially
so in the light of IG V.2 6.77 On the other hand, it is entirely unclear who
‘The Fifty’ are, since they do not occur again in any Tegean inscription,
and they may well have been either a religious or a political board of
magistrates. Caltabiano, however, attempts to interpret ‘The Fifty’ on the
basis of IGV.2 1, a federal decree of the 360s found in Tegea and granting
proxenia to anAthenian, Phylarchos. To the text of the decree is appended
a (presumably complete)78 list of damiorgoi from various member states
of the Confederacy. These damiorgoi are precisely fifty in number. Since
no other Arkadian community has a council/body of fifty, Caltabiano
identifies theTegeanbodyof fiftywith the federal one, therebyproducing
evidence for a fifth century federal boule. While this is perhaps not
impossible, this interpretation is open to a number of objections:
(1) The argument supposes that no adjustment in the size of the federal

council was necessitated by the creation ofMegalopolis and the inclusion
in the Confederacy of Triphylian Lepreon (which was not a part of
Arkadia in the fifth century, but rather in opposition to Arkadia and
dependent uponElis)79 and the formerEleianperioikic communityLasion
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(whichwas not in ca. 400 underArkadian control, but likewise dependent
on Elis).80

(2) ‘Fifty’ is not necessarily the same as ‘The Fifty’, since the definite
article may indicate that the latter is a well-known body, whereas we have
no such detail for the federal body.
(3) Most importantly there is no proof that the fourth-century federal

C�)�� consisted of the �����	,�. Larsen, for instance, interprets the
damiorgoi “as a committee corresponding to the prytaneis or presiding
committee of the council of a city-state”;81 Giovannini considers them
“die Exekutive”,82 and IPArk does not accept the equation of ‘The Fifty’
of Tegea with the fifty fourth-century federal damiorgoi, but interprets
‘The Fifty’ of Tegea as a local probouleutic body.83

(4) It is not valid to argue from silence that no comparable body of fifty
can have existed in any other Arkadian city, since we know next to
nothing about constitutional details in fifth-century Arkadia.
In conclusion,Caltabiano does not have a good case and since this is the

only argument based on epigraphical sources that has been advanced in
favour of the existence of anArkadian confederacy in the fifth century,we
can dismiss it as unfounded and proceed to a discussion of the literary
evidence.

(ii) Literary sources adduced to show the existence of a confederacy. Two
Herodotean passages have been adduced to show the existence of a
confederacy in the first part of the fifth century:

(1) ���� �G ��1�� :�������� D������� ,�������� 
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�! O�),!� j��	 (Hdt. 6.74.1).
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Re (1) Weil, who was the first to claim a political as opposed to a purely
religious character for the Arkadikon coinage, was admirably cautious in
his interpretation of this passage; he only took it to mean “dass es der
Landschaft um diese Zeit nicht an einem, wenn auch nur lockeren
Zusammenhang der einzelnen Gaue gefehlt hat”.84 This wise caution was
abandoned byWallace, who in a short, but influential article stated about
our passage: “Strangely enough, this incident, though mentioned by R.
Weil in the first of his two important articles, has never been connected
with the beginning of the Arkadian issues, of which it is so obvious an
explanation – Herodotos says that Kleomenes united the Arkadians, and
the coins show that the league he formedwas effective and lasting”.85 This
is a very questionable interpretation of Herodotos. First, it is doubtful
whether �)���$�� can mean ‘bring into league-ship’; Powell translates
‘muster conspirators’ and points to two other Herodotean passages in
which the word obviously bears this meaning.86 So perhaps Herodotos’
choice of word consciously emphasises the unofficial and personal nature
of the dealings of Kleomenes. It also suggests that the emphasis of the
phrase is not on �)������, but on D�* �4 O��	�6.87 And this observation
leads to what is the most likely interpretation of the passage.
It is reasonable to assume that in the 490s most Arkadian communities

were members of the Peloponnesian League.88 This means that they had
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of Sparta’s alliance cannot be traced stage by stage, we know that by the early 540s at the
latest it included a large part of the Peloponnese (virtually all of it, apart from Argos and
the Achaean cities ... )”; and Sealey (1976) 84.
89. de Ste. Croix (1972) 106–10.
90. Gschnitzer (1978) 1, ll. 5–6; Gschnitzer agrees that the oath must have been sworn

at an early stage of the league’s development (see p. 40). The date of the inscription is
probably late sixth/early fifth century (see p. 1). The date of the inscription is, however,
disputed; Tausend (1992) 174–8 accepts that it is late Archaic or early Classical, whereas
Cartledge (1976) 87–92 argued that it dates from the 420s, and Kelly (1978) 133–44 even
proposes a date in the early fourth century. Here the date is of minor importance, since we
can reasonably believe that if the inscription is not early fifth century, the stipulation may
well have existed anyway; but if so, Herodotos is our first witness to the stipulation.
91. Larsen (1968) 181; see also Forrest (1968) 91.
92. As rightly pointed out by de Ste. Croix (1972) 109 n. 57. Roy (1972d) 336 says: “The

natural interpretation of Herodotus’ account is that, when Cleomenes was recalled to
Sparta, he had not completed his work of uniting the Arcadians; he had not yet, it seems,
gathered the leading Arcadians at Nonacris as he wanted to do”. And the same is true of
the expression ���-��
� D�; it does not allow us to conclude that oaths were in fact sworn,
and perhaps it rather points in the opposite direction. Callmer (1943) 79 seems not to agree
as he describes the oaths sworn by the Styx as having actually been taken; he does,
however, point out that we know nothing else of Kleomenes’ ‘organisation’.

concluded treaties with the Lakedaimonian state, sworn to by an oath
containing the stipulation that they were to follow the Lakedaimonians
whithersoever they may lead.89 The wording of this stipulation is pre-
served both in an inscription and in Xenophon: (a) [h����]����� h��)�

� E�[
���������]� h�,�����,90 and (b) Xen. Hell. 2.2.20: E�
����-
������ 5������ ... J��� L� ;,S����. Now, in his interpretation of
Herodotos Wallace quotes only ��8��	� >�	$��� �	�,����, �)������
��I� ��	
���� D�* �4 O��	�6. Had he quoted just a little more, it would
have appeared that another participial phrase, connected by a ��, follows
the �)������ phrase: Y���)� �� J	
�)� �	���,�� �'� U �G� 5X����
�'��� �(�k �4 L� D2$,����. This is the oath of the Peloponnesian
League, in fact, but with one important change: E�
���������� is now
�(�k. So, following Larsen, I suggest that what Kleomenes was trying to
do was to shift the allegiance of the Arkadians from the Lakedaimonian
state to himself and create for himself anEidgenossenschaft D�* O��	�6.91

It must, furthermore, be emphasised thatHerodotos’ use of the imperfect
tense (>�	$���) does not allow us to conclude anything about how
successful Kleomenes was in carrying out his plans.92 Finally, even if
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93. Cf. Callmer (1943) 80 and Larsen (1968) 181. Griffiths (1989) 51–78, argues that
Herodotos’ picture of Kleomenes is constituted to a very large degree by folklore.
Kleomenes’ activities inArkadiaGriffiths calls “his curious démarche toArkadia, inwhich
his attempt to make the local leaders swear an oath of loyalty by the Styx is probably a
motif designed to pin on him the accusation of divine megalomania ... ” If correct, all
attempts to reconstruct Arkadian history on the basis of this passage are bound to fail.
94. Local officials are attested in Arkadia in the sixth century, see SEG 11 1112, ca. 525,

from Kleitor or Lousoi, with reference to a damiorgos in l. 4.
95. Powell (1988) 107.

Kleomenes did create a league vel sim., this organisation must have
disappeared with his recall or death.93

Who the �S� ��	
���� �# �	����S��� were is impossible to know,
but evenonWallace’s interpretation theyneednot beofficial representati-
ves of an Arkadian Confederacy. They were probably prominent mem-
bers of the individual Arkadian communities, perhaps even officials.94

Thus, it must be concluded that this passage does not refer to the
foundation of anArkadianConfederacy, and itmust be stressed, that even
if we accept Wallace’s claim that Kleomenes organised the Arkadians in
a league against Sparta, it would be precisely a ‘league’, not a confederacy
that is attested here.

Re (2) Wallace considers this passage conclusive evidence for the con-
tinued existence of Kleomenes’ Arkadian Confederacy. In particular he
singles out the battle at Dipaia for commentary: “ ... Sparta had to fight a
great battle at Dipaia �	!� ��	
���� ������ ��<� ��������� (Her. ix
35) ... It is hard to resist the conclusion that this obscure war was fought
against Sparta by anArkadian League (towhichMantinea did not belong)
which paid its troops in its own coin”.
Herodotos’ list of battles is clearly chronologically arranged, Plataiai

being fought in 479, Tanagra in the early 450s and the others in between.
The two battles involving Arkadians should be dated to the period
479–465,95 and Herodotos clearly places Tegea before Dipaia. But in this
battle the Tegeans fought alongside their Argive allies, not fellow mem-
bers of the confederacy – which according to Wallace must have existed
at this time. This does not exactly indicate the existence of a vigorous
confederacy, in particular since it is as good as certain that in the absence
of Mantinea Tegea would have been the leader of such an organisation.
And so, the most remarkable evidence fromHerodotos’ list is that it does
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96. So Bergese (1995) 58.
97. See e.g. Lazzarini (1976) no. 983.
98. CEG II 824.
99. See below 131–2, and add Pheneos: Paus. 5.27.8, a Hermes in Olympia; it was

sculpted by Onatas for whom see Pollitt (1990) 36–9; and add Thelphousa: SEG 11 1254a
(early fifth century), a dedication of a kerykeion inscribed �F��� ����(�
� '���
	(�
�.
These dedications cannot, like the ones discussed below, be linked with military activities
by the dedicators.
100. IG I3 174; IG II2 13.
101. IG I3 80.

not point to Arkadian unity; on the contrary the list shows the two most
important Arkadian communities going their own way: at Tegea, Tegea
stands alone, at Dipaia, Mantinea stands alone.96 However, the passage
may be said to indicate the existence of an almost Panarkadian symmachy,
on which I shall have more to say below.

(iii) Sources which can be adduced against the idea of a united Arkadia.
Thus, the sources adduced to show the existence of an Arkadian Confed-
eracy do not prove the point, and in fact they rather indicate the opposite.
And it is, I think, possible to adduce other sources that disprove the idea
of a united Arkadia.
First we may note the absence of dedications made in the name of the

Arkadians in the way that dedications were made in the name of, for
instance, the Phokians.97 No dedications were set up in the fifth century
by theArkadians as such,whereas such a dedication is found in the federal
period of the fourth century.98 On the other hand we do find a consid-
erable number of individualArkadian communities setting updedications
at Panhellenic shrines.99 Furthermore, we may note the absence of
honorary decrees in honour of people described by the regional ethnic
��	
��, though we do find a fifth-century Athenian decree of proxeny
passed in honour of a man described as �� ���� and an early fourth-
century grant to one described as �� ��!� �P,����.100 On the other hand
we find an honorary decree of the fifth century passed in honour of an
Arkadian from the community of Alea described by his city-ethnic
������.101 So we do not possess what could be called onomastic sources
in favour of the existence of anArkadianConfederacy in the fifth century.
Second, let us look at some epigraphical sources. The Serpent Column

at Delphi lists the Arkadians who fought in the Persian Wars, not under
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102. Meiggs-Lewis, GHI no. 27 coils 3 and 4.
103. Roy (1972d) 339–40.
104. Paus. 5.23.7.
105. The obvious parallel is the bronze shield taken from the Lakedaimonians by the

Athenians and dedicated in the Painted Stoa, inscribed �'0\�^+^ ��+ ]�LBc�^-
/+\^t\ BL �s]+; see Camp (1986) 71–2.
106. SEG 24 299.
107. Richter (1939) 196–201. S�����	����� is an Arkadian dative dual, see Dubois

(1986) 106 § 58.
108. Paus. 5.26.6.
109. For nos. 5 and 6, see Syll.3 48 and 49, respectively.
110. Dubois, Corp. dial. p. 119.

the collective heading ��	
����, but as separate communities.102 Another
indication that Arkadia was not united is, as pointed out by Roy,103 a long
series of sixth-/fifth-century dedications of spoils of war by Arkadian
communities:
(1) From Kleitor comes a dedication from 550–500 set up at Olympia

and inscribed: :�����	��� ���’ Y,���� ��k ��
���� &���$
��/ ����W�
D
 �����  �	�* C���������� ...104 As pointed out byRoy, it is likely that
these spoils were taken fromotherArkadian communities and in that case
the dedication is a sign of inter-Arkadian warfare, and the same can be
said for the following dedications:
(2) From Psophis comes a late sixth-century Olympic dedication,

probably of war spoils since the inscription is on a bronze shield:105 [��*
���])��<�> n�'���[�].106

(3) An internal dedication of spoils taken fromHeraia was set up in an
Arkadian community in the first half of the fifth century: P�	!�
�)���	���)� &�’ �0	����;107

(4) In 500–450 the Mantineans set up a dedication in Olympia,
interpreted by Pausanias as spoils ofwar, although the enemy fromwhich
it was taken is not specified.108

(5) Also dating to 500–450 is a dedication of spoils set up at Delphi by
Kaphy(i)ai: [:�]')�o�� &����� [�]]������� ��
��[��],
(6) There is one further contemporary Delphic dedication by the small

community of Kortys: :�	������ ��
���� �������;109

(7) Finally there is IG V.2 282 from ca. 423, an internal dedication by
Mantinea of spoils taken from, probably, Tegea.110



132 The Organisation of the People

111. That the allies on both sides were other Arkadians is the opinion ofHCT III: 625.
112. Thuc. 1.2.3: ������	�� used as a geographical expression; 1.9.4: �����(� used in

discussing thepositionofAgamemnon; 3.34.2–3:������%�used thrice aboutmercenaries;
5.29.1: ������	�� used as a geographical expression; 5.31.1: ������%� used in an ethnic
sense; 5.33.1: ������	�� used as a geographical expression; 5.49.1: ������ used as an
ethnic designation of anOlympic victor (who called himselfMainalios); 5.57.2: ������%�
used in an ethnic sense; 5.58.2: ������	�� used in a geographical sense; 5.58.4: �����(�
used in an ethnic sense; 5.60.3: �������� used in an ethnic sense (= those Arkadians who
were symmachoi of Sparta; probably used in order to avoid listing a number of cities; one
of two instances for which a political meaning cannot be ruled out, see 8.3.2); 5.61.3:
���������� used as a geographical expression; 5.61.5: ������	�� used as a geographical
expression; 5.64: ������%� used thrice as an ethnic/geographical expression; 5.67.1:
������%� used twice as an ethnic/geographical expression; 7.19.4: ������%� used in an
ethnic sense (as a source ofmercenaries); ������%� used in an ethnic sense; 7.57.9: �����-
��� used in an ethnic sense; 7.58.3: ������	�� used as a geographical expression (a source
of mercenaries; the phrasing here !� �� ������	�� is significant as it occurs in a list of

Some of these dedications (e.g. nos. 1–2) probably pre-date 490, but
some probably belong after 490. It is reasonable to conclude with Roy
that these dedications testify to considerable internal warfare in both the
late sixth century and the first half of the fifth century, the latter the very
period for which a united front against Sparta is postulated by Wallace
and Williams; and though it is true that such infighting does not per se
exclude the existence of a confederacy, the extent of attested infighting at
this time is an almost insurmountable obstacle to the belief in a truly
united Arkadia.
That dedications of spoils taken fromotherArkadianswere set up both

internally and externally by Arkadian communities is proved by in-
scriptions andbyThucydides. IGV.2 282,mentioned above, is an internal
dedication of war spoils byMantinea, probably taken fromTegea. And at
4.134.2 Thucydides specifically mentions the sending of spoils to Delphi
in his short description of the battle at Laodokeion in Oresthis in 423, a
battle between twogreatArkadian111 symmachiaiheadedbyMantinea and
Tegea respectively: D� �G �k D������  ���S�� �� �G� ���$���� 
�*
E�
��������� ;�� �F� ��� �<� D
� ��	��,�������� �G 
�* ��,�W���

�* �# 2���� �� \
���	�� 2)��C���� D�E����
�[ ��� ��	������, 
�*
�
$ &�'���	���� D,����� ... �	���%� �� &�'���	�� >��$��� 
�* �
1��
D� ���'�I� &�����X��.Moreover, this passage is final proof that no such
thing as the united Arkadia, assumed byWilliams, existed around 423. In
fact, there is no Thucydidean passage which demonstrably points to the
existence of an Arkadian Confederacy.112 In this case an argument from
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otherwise political designations); �����(� occurring in a list of Lakedaimonian allies is
probably shorthand for the various Arkadian allies of Lakedaimon, but a political meaning
cannot be completely ruled out (HCT V: 11 suggests that the Arkadians are here treated
as a financial unit).
113. Larsen (1968) 181, and Roy (1972d) 337. However, it should be noted that at

Delion the Boiotian federal army, although under federal command (Thuc. 4.91), was
nonetheless organised in polis contingents (Thuc. 4.93). The battles of Plataiai and Delion
are, however, not easy to compare in this respect, since at Delion the Boiotians fought
alone, whereas at Plataiai Arkadian troopsweremingledwith otherGreeks. At Plataiai the
Arkadian troops from Tegea and Orchomenos were separated from each other by the
troops of Korinth and Poteidaia.
114. Hdt. 7.202; the 1,000 hoplites “from the rest of Arkadia” is perhapsmentioned like

that to avoid giving a long list of minor or not very well known communities such as
Kortys, Kaphy(i)ai, Psophis and Kleitor for whom military activities are attested for the
sixth and fifth centuries; see above 131–2.
115. Hdt. 8.72. For an interpretation of this passage, see Larsen (1968) 181 who

emphasises that the phrase �������� ������means ‘Arkadians of every division’ and thus
proves political fragmentation rather than unity.
116. Hdt. 9.77.

silence is permissible, since it is reasonable to expect the existence of a
confederacy to be revealed in the course of events leading to the battle of
Mantinea in 418. Yet, a confederacy is not revealed. On the contrary, we
hear of more internal warfare and disorder: ��%� ,�	 �������1�� ��	��
�� ��� ��	
���� 
�����	���� a��
��� 
��. (Thuc. 5.29.1), and in 5.33.1
we hear of stasis in Parrhasia.
Importantly, Herodotos, too, furnishes evidence which questions the

existence of a confederacy. For example, it is clear that the individual
Arkadian contingents during the Persian War operated on their own (as
they presumably did during the intra-regional wars discussed above) and
were not under federal command.113 At Thermopylai we hear of contin-
gents from Tegea (500 hoplites), Mantinea (500 hoplites), Orchomenos
(120 hoplites) and D
 ��� ������ ��	
���� (1,000 hoplites),114 and we
find no references to contingents described simply asArkadian.All Arka-
dians participated in the fortification of the Isthmos,115 but in 479 the
Mantineans were missing from Plataiai, or rather, they arrived too late!
This case is interesting, since the Mantineans themselves took revenge on
their hegemones: �# �G [sc. �# ���������] &�� �	������� D� �<� \�)�S�
��I� ;,������ ��� ��	����� D��2�� D
 ��� ,��.116 So, there is no sign of
a federal administration of the joint military effort of the Arkadians or of
federal interference in Mantinean administration of justice during the
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117. Hdt. 9.28.3–4.
118. Hdt. 9.85.2: S���=��� �� 1%�"� ������ ,�8�� [sc. H-���
�].
119. 1.66.1–2: ������%�/��(< �; ������%� 1E�5/������	��/������	< used as

geographical/ethnic expressions; 1.66.3: ������%� used as an ethnic expression; 1.67.4:
������	�� used as a geographical expression; 2.171.3: �������� used as an ethnic ex-
pression; 4.161.2: /�����8�� �=� ������%� probably a purely geographical expression
although a political meaning cannot be completely ruled out; however, as the reference is
to the sixth century, a political meaning can hardly be a reference to a confederacy; 5.49.8:
�������� used in an ethnic sense; 6.74: discussed above; 6.75.1: ������	�� used as a
geographical expression; 6.83.2: ������	�� used as a geographical expression; 6.127.3:
������/������	< an ethnic/geographical expressions; 7.90: ������	�� used as a geo-
graphical expression; 7.170.4: S��8�� ��� ������%� probably a purely geographical ex-
pression although a political meaning cannot be completely ruled out; 7.202: �����-
�	��/������%�used as geographical expressions; 8.26.1:������	��used as a geographical
expression; 8.72: �������� used as an ethnic designation; 8.73.1: ��������: used as an
ethnic designation; 9.27.1: �����(� used as an ethnic designation; 9.28.1: �������� used
as an ethnic designation; 9.28.4: �������� used in an ethnic/geographical sense; 9.35.2:
discussed above.
120. Wallace (1954) 33–5.

PersianWar, though it would be reasonable to expect this if a confederacy
did exist. But otherArkadian troopswere engaged in the battle of Plataiai:
from Tegea 1,500, from Orchomenos 600,117 and they, clearly, were
subjected to a command different from that of the Mantinean forces. It
may also be noted that the fallen Tegeans were buried at the battlefield by
their home-city, not by an Arkadian Confederacy.118 So, there is no sign
of Arkadian unity in the campaigns of the PersianWar. In fact, there is no
Herodotean passage which points to the existence of a confederacy.119

To sum up, there are no literary or epigraphical sources to corroborate
the assumption that anArkadianConfederacy existed in the fifth century.
Our sources actually point to the opposite conclusion.

(iv)The�@:��A:�B coinage in previous research.Nowwemayconsider
the use to which the Arkadikon coinage has been put, especially as
proposed by the two main interpretations of Wallace and Williams.
Wallace believed that Kleomenes created an Arkadian League ca. 490,120

which began to strike coins and survivedKleomenes to fight awar against
Sparta. The fact that the Confederacy did not include Mantinea, which
stood apart because of its hatred of Tegea, was reflected in that Mantinea
had its own civic coinage. In contrast, the absence of civic mints in com-
munities such as Tegea, Heraia, Pheneos and Stymphalos reflects the
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121. Head,Hist. num.2 444.
122. Kraay (1976) 96: “Another small coinage which goes back to the early decades of

the fifth century is to be found at Mantinea ... As at Heraea this small coinage of triobols
was superseded by the federal issues of the Arcadian League”.
123. Kraay (1976) 95: “Throughout most of the fifth century the Arcadian League

produced a vigorous federal coinage, which was replaced after its defeat by the Spartans
at Mantinea in 418 by the independent issues of the Arkadian towns”.
124. Kraay (1976) 99. Psomi (1999) 85–7 argues, on the basis of stylistic datings and the

evidence of only two hoards, that the Arkadikon coinage was indeed the only Arkadian
coinage in existence in its day (perhaps apart from that ofMantinea); the attempt to exploit
hoard evidence is a progress, but obviously the evidence is not capable of supporting the
conclusions drawn from it.
125. The chronology of the Arkadian mints is vague, see Kraay (1976) 99 and

Caltabiano (1969–70) 455 n. 174. A full-scale study of the Arkadian mints by a modern
numismatist is clearly urgently needed.

federal membership of these cities. Apart from the untenable interpret-
ation of Herodotos 6.74.1 and 9.35.2 involved in this theory, it also uses
the numismatic evidence in a biased way. For it seems to be the case that
the dating of the civic mints of Arkadia is determined by the view the
individual scholar holds of theArkadikon coinage.Head, on theonehand,
does not subscribe to the federal theory, but is of the opinion that the
Arkadikon coinage was a festival issue struck in connection with the
Lykaian Games. He is prepared to believe that “concurrently with these
Festival issues many of the Arkadian towns struck coins with their own
local types for circulation within their respective territories”.121 A glance
at the following pages shows that Head thinks that these communities
struck civic coins concurrently with the Festival issues: Alea, Kleitor,
Mantinea, Pallantion, the Parrhasians (a ‘tribe’, not a polis), Pheneos,
Psophis, Tegea and Thaliades (in italics are those communities listed by
Kraay as beginning their coinages after 418). On the other hand, Kraay,
who considers the coinage to be federal, thinks that during its existence
theArkadikon coinagewas the onlyArkadian coinage; thus it replaced the
civic issues of Heraia and Mantinea,122 and was itself replaced123 after the
dissolution of the confederacy in 418 by the civicmints ofKleitor,Heraia,
Mantinea, Pallantion, Parrhasia (Paroreia?), Pheneos, Psophis and Te-
gea.124 So, it is clear that even the chronology of the Mantinean coinage is
an open question and that the interpretation of the Arkadikon coinage is
crucial for the dating of Arkadia’s civic mints. No important conclusions
should be drawn on the basis of the chronology of the civic mints.125
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126. Kraay (1976) 120; Hansen (1995b) 63.
127. Thompson (1939) 143; see also Reger & Risser (1991) 305–15.
128. Williams (1965).
129. It is accepted by Kraay (1976) 98; Jenkins (1990) 29; and Roy (1972d); and no

reviewer objected to it, see e.g.: REG 79 (1966) 783–4 (A.-M. Bon); JHS 88 (1968) 245–6;
Gnomon (1968) 92–4; Phoenix 21 (1967) 72–3 (J.R. Grant); and Revue Archeologique
(1966) 321–2 (M. Mainjonet).

Perhaps we also ought to question the notion that the existence of a
federal coinage automatically excludes the existence of local coinages. For
instance, BoiotianOrchomenos had its own coinage side by side with the
federal coinage,126 and in the Hellenistic period several members of the
Achaian Confederacy had local coinages besides the federal.127 So even if
theArkadikon coinage was a federal coinage, the existence of a civic mint
in Mantinea (and other communities) would not per se prove that Man-
tinea (and the other communities) were not members of the confederacy.
Wallace’s combination of the evidence must therefore be discarded.
The most ambitious study of the Arkadikon coinage is that of

Williams.128 It is amonumental statement of the federal theory. Themajor
advance found inWilliams’ research is the conclusion that theArkadikon
coinage falls into three separate die-sequences. Williams interprets this to
mean that the coinage was struck not in one, but in no less than three
mints. His conclusion has been widely accepted,129 although in fact it has
yet to be demonstrated and should not be assumed to be true, since it is
not completely inconceivable that this die-pattern could arise within the
samemint. If three mints are accepted, it is important that the three mints
be firmly located. Mint 1, which according to Williams (who followed
Wallace here) began minting in 490 or soon thereafter as a result of the
activity of Kleomenes, is located byWilliams inKleitor.He choseKleitor
for two reasons: first, Kleitor is situated in northern Arkadia where
Kleomenes was operating; but in fact Herodotos does not state that
Kleomenes operated in northern Arkadia in particular, only that he
planned to make leading Arkadians swear by the river Styx, which is in
northern Arkadia – whether there was actually any activity there we
cannot know. Second, Kleitor is thought to have been a leading state due
to its supposed defeat of Heraia, presumably a major Arkadian power in
the beginning of the fifth century. But the source adduced to show this is
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130. The source is the dedication (discussed above) in Arkadian script and dialect
reading *��3� S�����	����� )�’ �B��8
�; but its provenance is unknown and other
dedicators have been proposed; see LSAG 210.
131. Williams refers to two reliefs from Peiraieus showing Zeus Meilichios holding a

phiale; these reliefs are also discussed by Höfer in W.H. Roscher (ed.), Ausführliche
Lexikon der Griechischen und Römischen Mythologie II.2 (1894–97) s.v. Meilichios col.
2561, but there is no suggestion there that anOpferschale is an attribute specifically of this
god. The attribution of the mint to Tegea on this basis is not accepted by Andrewes in
HCT IV: 485.
132. The obvious example with which to compare this thesis is the series of coins from

Byzantion, Ephesos, Samos, Knidos, Iasos and Rhodos which all have a common obverse
showing the infant Herakles strangling two serpents and inscribed Ws\, but which have
reverses specific to the community that minted them, as in the case of Byzantion, which
are inscribed Zs with a cow on dolphin.
133. Dubois, Corp. dial. p. 98.

not very good.130 So, the mint may have been located at Kleitor; but we
really do not know.
Mint 2, which began coining in 477, is attributed to Tegea. The

argument is partly that it would be surprising if Tegea had not had amint,
and partly that a die of Mint 2 shows Zeus with a phiale, an attribute of
ZeusMeilichios according toWilliams. ZeusMeilichios is known to have
been worshipped in Argos. In Arkadia only Tegea has an attested cult of
Zeus Meilichios. At the time of this Zeus Meilichios die, ca. 468, Tegea
and Argos were allies and Tegea participated in the siege ofMykenai, just
as Argos had supported Tegea in the battle against Sparta in ca. 475.
Hence, the die of Zeus Meilichios is interpreted as a reflection of a cult
common to Argos and Tegea, and an expression of their alliance. How-
ever, it is not certain that the phiale is an attribute of Zeus Meilichios,131

and even if it were, there is no contemporary Argive die depicting Zeus
Meilichios.132 Furthermore the Tegean inscription mentioning Zeus
Meilichios is late Hellenistic.133 So, all in all the attribution of Mint 2 to
Tegea is built on extremely exiguous evidence.
Mint 3, which also began coining in 477, is attributed to Mantinea,

because, being one of the most powerful Arkadian poleis, “the claims of
Mantinea ... for being the location of the third mint cannot be over-
looked”. A more substantial argument is the dating of the synoecisms of
both Tegea andMantinea to 477. The synoecismsmay have created a need
for cash to pay for the physical structures involved, which would explain
the creation of the two new federal mints. But the dating of these two
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134. See 171–5; see also Tegea: late seventh century, see Callmer (1943) 67–70. An
additional argument for dating the synoecism of Tegea to the 470s adduced by Williams
will not do: that Leotychidas’ flight to Tegea is an indication of Tegean hostility to Sparta
(so also Psomi [1999] 92), which is considered necessary for a synoecism. But in the text,
Herodotos does not indicate Tegean hostility to Sparta (6.72; contrast 9.37 where
Herodotos does comment upon such a hostility in connection with the pre-479 flight of
the mantis Hegesistratos from Sparta to Tegea). The obvious parallel with which to
compare Leotychidas’ flight is the flight of king Pausanias to Tegea in 394. Pausanias fled
to Tegea, where he died: Xen.Hell. 3.5.25: ��" H����� �*� S��8�� ��" !�������(� �8��
�
!��4 ��(P. Xenophon in no way indicates Tegean hostility to Sparta and it is unlikely for
this period (see Gehrke [1986] 111). It is assumed that Pausanias lived in Tegea for fifteen
years as a suppliant within the sanctuary of Athena Alea (see Cartledge [1979] 279; Paus.
3.5.6). So, it was probably the asylum of the temple of Athena Alea which attracted
Lakedaimonian fugitives.Mantinea: amid-sixth centurydate is elaborately arguedbyAmit
(1973) 121–8, andO’Neil (1981) 335–46; a sixth-century date for theMantinean synoecism
is also assumed by Gehrke (1986) 110.
135. Kraay (1976) 98.
136. Just in passing: it is clear from Thuc. 5.81.1 and Xen.Hell. 5.1.2 that Mantinea did

not reach an understanding with Sparta immediately after 418; how long it was after 418
that these two cities re-allied is unknown.
137. Cf. Psomi (1999) 83, accepting that the location of the three mints is unresolved.

synoecisms is a notorious stumbling block and other dates have been
proposed.134

The evidence for the location of the mints is very ‘tenuous’.135 This is
not as unimportant as it may seem, for the postulated locations of the
mints are used to reconstruct the historical events of the period, events
which in their turn are used to justify the interpretion of the coinage as
federal. Thus, the cessation of the Mantinean mint is dated to 418 and
explained by Spartan interference following Mantinea’s defeat by Sparta
that year.136 In addition the placement of mint 1 in Kleitor is used to
connect the beginning of the coinagewith the activities ofKleomenes, and
the placement of mint 2 in Tegea is handy as its cessation may then be
explained by the defeat at Dipaia. This explanation would be impossible
if the mint was located in, say, Mantinea.137

Chronology, too, is a problem. I have argued that Kleomenes did not
organise an Arkadian Confederacy. But as long as the coinage was
thought to begin in 490, scholars have been tempted to see a connection
between the ‘federal coinage’ and Kleomenes’ activities. But now a
connectionmust alsobe abandonedonchronological grounds sinceKraay
has shown that the whole series must be down-dated by ten to fifteen
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138. Kraay (1976) 97. Cf. Psomi (1999) 82–3.
139. In any case, the notion that Sparta would have suppressed the ‘rights’ of Kleitor

and Tegea to mint because of the resistance it met from these two states, rests on
anachronistic ideas about the connection between coinage and sovereignty in antiquity, as
has been demonstrated by Martin (1985) esp. 219–48. Exactly the same must of course be
said of the explanation given for the final cessation of the coinage at mint 3: that it was due
to the Mantinean defeat in 418 at the hands of Sparta. And why should the Spartans have
dissolved the Confederacy, when it must in fact have been the Mantineans who had left it
(by joiningArgos, Elis andAthens) and Sparta’sArkadian allies (such as Tegea andHeraia)
who formed it (if it existed)? It is impossible to account properly for the coinage by
historical events.
140. Williams (1965) 18.
141. Thuc. 5.47.6.
142. The text of the treaty states that if a polis sends for help, it will have to pay the

allied hoplites three obols a day; from this we cannot deduce anything about regular pay
to the hoplites, for instance, of Mantinea or Tegea.

years.138 Williams’ dating rests on acceptingWallace’s claim that Kleome-
nes founded an Arkadian Confederacy and on seeing this as the occasion
for the beginning of the coinage. His chronology, additionally, rests on
purely stylistic considerations, and must thus be considered only a rough
outline. Kraay’s new chronology likewise rests on stylistic considerations
and comparisonswithAthenian coinage.And so evenKraay’s chronology
is not the final answer to the question, and no new results have been
reached with regard to the end of the coinage. If the relative chronology
of the coinage as established by Williams by die-studies is correct, it
means that the exceptional activity in the mints which he postulates for
the years 465–460 and connects with the Dipaia campaign, falls in the
years 455–445, and in that case we have no known historical events by
which to explain the high level of activity and the cessation of mints 1 and
2.139 It perhaps alsomeans that the coinage couldwell have continued into
the fourth century. But the precise chronology is still open to debate and
no conclusions should rest solely on chronological considerations.
The exceptional activity in the Arkadikon mints and the emphasis on

the triobol is interpreted to indicate that the coinage was intended for the
payment of hoplites.140 This is perhaps the best argument in favour of
attributing a federal character to the coinage, since we happen to know
that three Aiginetan obols was the daily allowance for a hoplite in 421.141

But, the sourcewhich gives this information cannot be taken tomean that
Arkadian city-hopliteswere regularly paid for service,142 and in factwe do
not know whether Arkadian city-hoplites (with whom we are obviously
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143. In the 360s the Arkadian Confederacy was split into two factions because of dif-
ferences of opinion on the question of payment to the federal hoplites; on this basis we
may tentatively assume that payment must have been a problem also in the fifth century.
144. Seltman (1955) 97.
145. Kraay (1976) 108.
146. Scherling in RE XIII: 2231. For the role of the Zeus Lykaios cult in Megalopolis,

see Nilsson (1951) 18–22 and Jost (1994) 225–8.
147. Thompson (1968) 83–4. Thus, both when the Arkadian Confederacy was centred

around Mantinea and Megalopolis was not a member (i.e. 362–324) but perhaps itself
claiming to be the ‘capital’ of a rival confederacy (493–6) and when Megalopolis was a
member of the Achaian Confederacy, Megalopolis struck coins with a federal appearance;
again, these coins do not per se testify to the existence of a confederacy, and it is much
more likely that this coinage was intended as a reflection of the Lykaian cult, see further
below.

dealinghere) receivedpayment for service.143 Besides, another explanation
has been given for the denominations struck by the Arkadikon mint(s):
Seltman has suggested that the Arkadikon coinage was consciously
adjusted to the Olympic coinage of Elis in such a way that the choice of
denominations to be struck was determined by a consideration of what
denominations the Olympic coinage did not provide.144 That the choice
of denominations to be struck was influenced by the denominations
struck in neighbouring regions, is not unparalleled inGreece. ThusKraay
remarks in his introduction to the coinages of central Greece that “the
tendency for each federation to concentrate upon the production of a
particular denomination – didrachms in Boeotia, drachms in Thessaly,
hemidrachms in Phocis – suggests an informal division of labour which
finds some parallel in the electrum issues of Asia Minor”.145

A final argument could perhaps be advanced in favour of attributing a
federal character to the coinage. A coinage resembling the one under
discussion, showing Zeus Lykaios/Pan and inscribed �@:, was struck in
the 360s in Megalopolis, presumably the ‘capital’ of the then existing
Arkadian Confederacy. In this case there is a real possibility that the
legend refers to theConfederacy. But it should be noted that concurrently
with these coins, civic mints operated in Stymphalos, Pheneos, Heraia,
Tegea,Mantinea,Kleitor,Orchomenos,Methydrion andThelphousa, and
that the Lykaian Games were handled by Megalopolis.146 Furthermore,
this new series continued after the dissolution of the Confederacy and
continued even after Megalopolis joined the Achaian Confederacy.
Furthermore, when the city finally abandoned the legend�@:, it kept the
types, now accompanied with the legend�0p.147 Thus, the new Arkadi-
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148. Kraay (1976) 98.
149. Jost (1985) 184. Coinage with types referring to religious festivals and intended to

facilitate economic activities in connection with festivals are known elsewhere, see
especially Kroll (1993) 29; see also Martin (1995) 271–3.
150. This conclusion is accepted by Psomi (1999); she goes on to suggest that the

coinagewas struck by the symmachy discussed below142–5, a suggestionwhich is perhaps
even harder to accept than the hypothesis of a Confederacy, in particular since it is com-
pletely unknown how long this symmachy existed; a long life for the issuing authority is
recognised by Psomi (1999) 92 as necessary, but it is, I repeat, unknown how long the
symmachy existed.

kon coinage does not admit an easy and simple interpretation either. The
reason that Megalopolis chose to mint coins resembling those of the fifth
century was perhaps that these had been the most numerous of Pelopon-
nesian coinages in themid-fifth century.148 Perhaps theArkadikon coinage
was, on a lesser scale, comparable to the Athenian owls as a well-re-
cognised monetary medium. If so, the choice of types could have been
connected with the increased activity in the fourth century on Mt. Ly-
kaion.149 It could also be the reason for the long life of the new series and
especially of the types. And, if the suggestion outlined below 145–52, that
the fifth-century coinage was in some way connected with the sanctuary
on Mt. Lykaion, is accepted, one may perhaps suggest that the fourth-
century Arkadikon coinage was the civic coinage of Megalopolis; in this
connection it would be important to establish whether the fifth-century
Arkadikon coinage actually continued into the fourth century.
So, neither literary, nor epigraphical, nor numismatic sources point to

the existence of an Arkadian Confederacy in the fifth century, and the
Arkadikon coinage should not be used to write the political history of the
region on the assumption that it is federal.150 The conclusion is that we
cannot prove the existence of a confederacy in fifth-century Arkadia, and
the presumption must be that a confederacy did not exist. Thus Arkadia
was not united in a confederacy in the fifth century. This conclusion, of
course, leaves us with the question of what the Arkadikon coinage was if
it was not a federal coinage. This is an almost insoluble problem, but some
new lines of interpretation will be tentatively suggested in the following
sections.
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151. For the chronology, see Roy (1968a) 168.
152. Powell (1988) 106–7.

2. Kleomenes in Arkadia in 490

In a certain sense it can be said that Kleomenes in ca. 490 attempted to
unite theArkadians.151 But if the interpretation ofHerodotos 6.74.1 given
above is correct, he was in fact merely attempting to exploit for himself
preexisting ties betweenArkadia and Sparta, presumably bymanipulating
a number of bilateral agreements of alliance between Sparta and different
Arkadian poleis. This means that we cannot assume unity among the
Arkadians, but only such unity as will have arisen from the fact that a
number of Arkadian communities were allied to Sparta.
It should also be stressed that the Arkadikon coinage does not belong

in the context of the Arkadian activities of Kleomenes, and that it is
completely conjectural whether Kleomenes brought his plans to comple-
tion. If the interpretation given above is accepted, the obvious inference
is that upon the death of Kleomenes the allegiance of the Arkadian poleis
was transferred back to the Spartan state, if, that is, Kleomenes had
successfully carried out his plans of transferring this allegiance to himself
in the first place. If he had not, nothing had changed at all and nothing
will have happened upon Kleomenes’ death.
So the passage from Herodotos cannot be used to prove that Arkadia

was united ca. 490. The chief interest of the passage is in fact that with the
interpretation given above it shows (what we assume anyway) that in ca.
490 a number of Arkadian communities had concluded alliances with
Sparta.

3. Was Arkadia united into a symmachy in the fifth century?

This question can be answered in the positive: at one point in the fifth
century almost all of Arkadia was united into an alliance, presumbly a
symmachia. This is the inference to be made from Herodotos 9.35.2.
Herodotos herementions two battles between Sparta andArkadians. The
battles can only be roughly dated, i.e. to the period 479–465.152 The first
battle was fought by the Spartans D� ��,�6 �	!� ��,����� �� 
�* ��	-
,��)�, but the next battle was fought D� ������1�� �	!� ��	
����
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153. Below 393–6.
154. Below 394–5.
155. Thuc. 4.134; see also 372–4.
156. See 367–72.

������ ��<� ���������. The Arkadians lost both battles. Admittedly,
Herodotos does not use the expression �)��� � or ����� ��, but it is
a fair assumption that for the battle at Dipaia the Arkadians were united
in an alliance and that Tegea was the leading power in this alliance.
Furthermore, it seems rather obvious that this alliance and Tegea in
particular was in this period profoundly anti-Spartan (although why is
unknown).
As we shall see,153 it is very likely that it was in connection with one of

these battles that Sparta and Tegea concluded a treaty, of which a few
stipulations survive to show that Tegea had to bow to the superiority of
Sparta. It is furthermore possible that Sparta supported a change of
constitution in Tegea after these battles.154 Keeping this in mind and
noting that there is no sign of serious opposition to Sparta in Tegea until
370, we may conclude that after these events Tegea was a loyal ally of
Sparta.
Did Sparta dissolve this Tegean-Arkadian alliance after its victory?

There is no answer to this question. We may however note that in 423
Tegea was the leader of a local Arkadian symmachiawhich fought a battle
with a rival symmachia headed by Mantinea.155 It is not impossible that
this Tegean symmachia was the one which fought at Dipaia too. In that
case Sparta did not dissolve it after the victory. However, in 423 the
symmachiawill no longer have united themajority of theArkadians, since
another symmachia existed which was led by Mantinea and which
comprised at least the Parrhasians and some of the Mainalians.156

So even if Sparta did not dissolve Tegea’s alliance, the near-complete
unification of Arkadia in this alliance was a short-lived phenomenon. If
Sparta did dissolve it, it was an ephemeral phenomenon indeed, existing
only prior to the battle of Dipaia.
Herodotos states that the alliance comprised all the Arkadians except

the Mantineans. There is no way of showing whether or not this is true.
There is however a passage in Xenophon which supports the claim that
Mantinea was not part of the alliance. At Hell. 5.2.3 it is stated that the
polis of the Mantineans supported King Archidamos II of Sparta, the
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157. Head,Hist. num.2 454.
158. Above 142–3.
159. Roy (1972d) 335–6, 340.
160. As did other comparable mints, see, e.g., 137 n. 132.

father of Agesilaos, D� ��%� �	!�������$� ��������. These wars against
Messene must be connected with the battle between Sparta and the
Messenians mentioned by Herodotos at 9.35.2. In Herodotos’ chrono-
logically arranged list of battles this battle follows the battle at Dipaia.
Thus Xenophon indirectly provides evidence that Mantinea was friendly
to Sparta in the period immediately followingDipaia. The inference from
this is that Herodotos’ claim that Mantinea was not a part of the alliance
opposed to Sparta is correct. So Herodotos’ information seems reliable.
If it is accepted that in the period 479–465, or perhaps for an even

longer period of time, Tegea was the leader of an initially anti-Spartan
movement and then the head of an alliance in Arkadia, then one way of
accounting for the Arkadikon coinage is to suppose that it was in fact a
Tegean coinage in disguise, since it is a possibility that this coinage is in
fact the civic coinage of a community with ambitions of Panarkadian
hegemony that was posing as the leader of the region. Tegea conspicuosly
lacks a civic coinage prior to ca. 420, the date Head assigns to the earliest
recognisable coinage of the city.157 It seems a safe inference that Tegeawas
the leader of the movement against Sparta attested by Herodotos at
9.35.2.158 Furthermore, we know from Thucydides 4.134 that Tegea was
the centre of a regional symmachia in 423. According to Head, Tegea’s
recognised civic coinage began ca. 420. Allowing for the uncertainty
involved in the stylistic dating of coins, it is not impossible that Tegea
posed as the leader of Arkadia and used its coins as a medium for airing
a claim to hegemony in large parts of the fifth century. Tegea would have
abandoned this practice only in the late fifth century, shifting instead to
the legend ��,���W�. With this interpretation it must be assumed that the
three different die-sequences arose within the same mint. However, this
is preferable to Roy’s solution: that the three die-sequences reflect more
than one league claiming to be the Arkadian League,159 since it is hard to
understand why three such competing mints would have failed to dis-
tinguish between themselves.160

In conclusion: Arkadia was united into an alliance, presumably a
symmachia, at one point in the period 479–465. The alliance was anti-
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161. Head,Hist. num.2 444–5 and 447–8. Head believed that the coinage was struck at
Heraia and so wrote that “early in the fifth century, theHeraeans assumed the presidency,
or were entrusted with the management of the national Arcadian Games, and that at each
recurring festival they issued coins, not, as of old, in their own name merely for local
circulation, but for the convenience of all Arkadians congregated during the festivals of
Zeus Lykaios held periodically on the summit of Mt. Lycaeum (Paus. 8.38.7)”, (447–8);
444: “The extensive series of coins bearing the inscription�VL�c^L+\, &c., ranging from
circ. B.C. 490–417, proves most satisfactorily that the Arcadians, in spite of their continual
dissensions, maintained from first to last something more than a mere tradition of unity,
for this coinage, although not politically a federal currency like that of the later Achaean
League, shows that the independent Arcadian towns and villages held fast to the religious
bond which brought them together from time to time to celebrate in common their
national festivals Arcadica”. Head’s interpretation was upheld by Seltman (1955) 97, who
in turn has been followed by Hejnic (1961) 96, who denies that the legend has any value
in proving a lasting political unity of the Arkadians.

Spartan in character, but was defeated by Sparta at Dipaia. It is uncertain
whether Sparta dissolved the alliance after its victory. In any case, if the
alliance was left in existence after the defeat, it was no longer an anti-
Spartanweapon.Neither did it successfully uniteArkadia, sinceMantinea
soon created a rival symmachia. So the unification of Arkadia into a
symmachia was at best a very shortlived phenomenon.

4. Was there an ‘Arkadian Amphictyony’ in the fifth century?

I would like to end this discussion of Arkadian unity with a discussion of
the possibility that the Arkadians were united in a way which was not
(strictly speaking) political, nor military, but religious in the broad sense
of this word.
As stated above, Head described the Arkadikon coinage as a ‘Festival

issue’.161 This is perhaps not so surprising considering that this is con-
sistent withHead’s standard interpretation of the purpose of early Greek
coinage. When discussing the Tarentine gold coinage, he makes the
following general remark about the purpose of early Greek coinage: “It
is a mistake to suppose that the occasional issue of gold coins by Greek
cities is indicative of peaceful and prosperous times. The contrary is the
case. All the evidence goes to suggest that, inGreece proper and theWest,
silverwas long regarded as sufficient for all ordinary commercial purposes
in quiet times, and moreover that even silver money was chiefly in
demand, or that at any rate the larger denominations were mostly issued,
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162. Head,Hist. num.2 60.
163. Head,Hist. num.2 99.
164. Head,Hist. num.2 291.
165. Cook (1958); Kraay (1964); Kraay, “Coinage” in CAH2 IV: 7d; Kraay (1976)

317–28. This view has not remained unchallenged, see Fogelmark (1977) and Howgego
(1990) esp. 3.
166. Head,Hist. num.2 369 on the Archaic owls of Athens: “A highly probable date for

the inauguration of theAthena-head rev.Owl series is the occasion of the first celebration
on a grand scale of the great Festival of the Panathenaïc Games, in the summer of BC 566,
which was attended by a vast concourse of strangers from all parts of the Hellenic world.
Then, and at every subsequent quadrennial celebration of the Panathenaea, a large supply
of current coin would naturally be in request”.

on special occasions, such as the frequently recurring agonistic festivals”
(my italics).162 Likewise, when discussing the types of the fourth-century
Krotonian coinage, he makes this general remark: “There is much to be
said in favour of the theory that most of the earlyGreek coins (especially
the larger denominations) were issued only on the occasions of recurrent
festivals, andnot continuously forordinary trade requirements”.163 Lastly,
when discussing the types of Thessalian coinage, Head claims that “there
can be little doubt that, almost everywhere in Greece, there was a special
demand for current money during the periodical local games, and,
moreover, that in most of the smaller Greek cities, whose money
circulated chiefly within their own territories, an issue of coins would
only be required in festival years”.164

From a general point of view, it can be said that this theory is not in
conflict, but rather in harmony with, the prevalent view of the origin of
Greek coinage, namely that it originated in the need to make large and
uniform state payments,165 for festivals must surely have meant expendi-
ture both for the paying of staff and (perhaps) for prizes. But what kind
of argument does Head advance, when he describes specific coinages as
festival issues?
In most cases coins are connected with festivals on the basis of a priori

arguments, as in the case of Athens,166 or on the basis of the types used.
For example, inNeapolis a connection ismade between coins and festivals
on the basis of the head of the siren Parthenope used as a type, and the
same is done in: Taras, Kaulonia, Kroton, Temesa, Terina, Katane, Gela,
Olynthos, Thessalia, Krannon, Larissa, Eleusis, Oropos, Salamis, Me-
thone, Kleonai, Hermione, Stymphalos, Knossos and Kos. Such con-
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167.Head,Hist. num.2 76;Head’s interpretation is upheld by Seltman (1955) 120;Kraay
(1976) interprets the legend to mean that “these rare staters were given as prizes in games
held in honour of Achelous.” Cf. also von Reden (1997) 164–7 with refs., also to a
Syracusan series (the athla coins) which may also have been given as prizes.
168. Head, Hist. num.2 81; Seltman (1955) does not discuss these coins, and Kraay

(1976) 169 makes no attempt to interpret the legend.
169. Finley & Pleket (1976) 15, 85; Fischer-Hansen & Hansen (1994) 87.
170. This was not even denied by a sceptic like Wallace (1954) 34.
171. Head, Hist. num.2 420; Seltman (1955) 96–7 is of a similar opinion; Kraay (1976)

103–5 follows Head and Seltman (though he understands the legend �+�������� to refer
to the types of the coinage); Jenkins (1990) 29 follows Head, Seltman and Kraay. There is
no reason to doubt that Elis attempted to identify itself as closely as possible with
Olympia; see Nielsen,Glimpses.
172. Head,Hist. num.2 437.

nections, of course, will be somewhat arbitrary and should only be
accepted if they can be corroborated by additional evidence.
But in a few instances, the interpretation is based on the legend. Thus,

in Metapontion we find a fifth-century stater with the usual obverse and
a reverse showing a personification of the river Acheloös and the
inscription �� ����� Y�����. This proves beyond reasonable doubt that
this coin had some connection with a festival; perhaps the prizes were
monetary. So, we can accept Head’s conclusion that this coin was struck
for games.167

From Poseidonia come coins of 550–470 inscribed with the not easily
interpreted legend retr. 9�O0A 3AOO. Interpreting the 3AOO of the legend
as the Oscian equivalent of latin festus, Head renders the legend 9�O0A
A0@� “indicating that the coin was issued for a Poseidonian Fesitival”.168

In this case, however, it is not easy to accept Head’s conclusion since the
interpretation of the legend is not so obvious.
More certain is the interpretation of the fifth-century legend retr.

�EeB9A:�B on coins from Elis; since Olympia was not itself a polis,169

the legend does in all likelihood refer to the Olympic Games.170 This is
Head’s opinion, and in discussing the legend he states that it is “clearly
indicating an intimate connexion between the coinage and the Olympic
Games”.171

From Argos, starting in the fifth century, come coins marked with a
sign of aspiration. As it cannot be a mark of value, Head suggests that it
is either “the initial letter of the name of the goddess Hera, or of games
(Heraea)”.172 This legendwill not be considered further in this discussion,
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173. So von Reden (1997) 164–7.
174. Kroll (1993) 28–9; see also Martin (1995) 271–3. See also Thompson (1942) and

Martin (1995) 273.
175. It is upheld by Seltman (1955) 97; and by Guarducci (1969) 677, who also regards

the following Archaic/Classical legends as referring to games/festivals: retr.+]s\�^L+\
(Elis), ��18�
�
 ?�-�
� (Metapontum), �']� (Syracuse); fourth century: �VL�-
c^L+\/+]s/ sive u�V^ (Arkadian Confederacy/ Megalopolis), ^'t/ (Messene); for a
short review of the approving views of Babelon and Gardner, see Wallace (1954) 33
(Wallace himself does not accept the idea, but he, of course, has an axe to grind);
Lambropoulos (1895) interpreted the legend �VL�c^L+\ as meaning ��������$�
[)�E�%� �*�" ����� vel sim.]
176.Head,Hist. num.2 448, Seltman (1955) 97, Kraay (1976) 97,Williams (1965) 33, and

Jost (1985) 183.
177. Jost (1985) 267–8.
178. Kinns (1983) 2.
179. Psomi (1999) 88.

but the legends fromMetapontion and Elis are enough to show that coins
were sometimes minted in connection with festivals,173 and it is worth
noting that Head’s interpretation of the ‘Athenian’ bronze coinage type:
rev. Triptolemos/Demeter/Kore-obv. 0E0eO(A) + piglet/kerchnos, as a
festival coinage has now been supported by Kroll; in this case, the types
are clearly meant to refer to the mythology of the mysteries, and the
legend to their location.174

Now, can Head’s interpretation of the Arkadikon coinage as a festival
coinage be upheld?175 First, Head’s insistence that festival coinages were
usually struck in large denominations does perhaps not fit theArkadikon
coinage, since it consists mainly of triobols and obols. Second, the types:
there is general agreement that the obverse type represents Zeus Ly-
kaios,176 in whose honour great Panarkadian games were indeed celebra-
ted.177 In this connection it should be stressed that some coin types most
certainly do refer to sanctuaries and festivals in the way that this Zeus
Lykaios type may have done. To those of Olympia and Eleusis (which
have already been discussed) can be added those of the Delphic Amphic-
tyonic coinage; the types “relate to the two sanctuaries under the control
of the Amphictyons, namely the sanctuary of Demeter at Anthela near
Thermopylai, and the sanctuary of Pythian Apollo at Delphi”.178 And so
it is reasonable to assume that the present Zeus type refers to the sanc-
tuary of Zeus Lykaios. However, the hypothesis does not explain the
reverse type depicting a female head thought to be either Despoina or
Artemis.179
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180. Scherling in RE XIII: 2231, and Paus. 8.38.5.
181. Head,Hist. num.2 444.
182. See e.g. Immerwahr (1891) 5 for references, and add: IG II2 993.3; Delos, I.Délos

1957.b.2, cr.16.1; IG IV2.1 629.4; IG IV 428 col. 3, 673.3; IG V.2 142.7, 18, 21, 25, 33,
436.7, 20.
183. That Arkadikon would be a suitable name for an organisation claiming to

represents ‘the Arkadians’ goes without saying; it may be noted that Xenophon uses
exactly���������� to refer to the fourth-centuryConfederacy (Hell. 6.5.6 [perhaps rather
the name of theArkadian ethnic group, but possibly a loose reference to theConfederacy];
6.5.11, 6.5.12, 6.5.22, 7.1.38, 7.4.13, 7.4.33); however, it does not mean ‘The Arkadian
Confederacy’ and is often found in purely ethnic references to a plurality of Arkadians (cf.
Xen. Hell. 7.1.23, An. 4.8.18bis). The fourth-century Confederacy referred to itself as
�������� (IG V.2 1).
184. Hall (1995b) has shown has the Heraion of the Argive plain “from the time of its

foundation until the 460s B.C. ... was not the exclusive extra-urban sanctuary ofArgos, but
rather something approaching a confederate sanctuary for all the communities of the
Argive plan” (613), i.e. a sanctuary acting as a focal point for the creation of a distinct
regional identity (by “confederate” Hall does not imply a political confederacy). So, and
I stress this, the Lykaion sanctuary as conceived of here was not something unique to
Arkadia.
185. Roy (1967) 308–9.
186. Xen.An. 1.2.10: !��� -’ H������ K�8��� ���4�, !� �m� X��	�� b ����#� �# ]�����

H-�(� ��" )�$�� H-���. This Xenias is described on his first mention as u��	�� �����-
(�
�, but it is perhaps not safe to press ������ here too much as he is also so described in
1.4.7.

But the legend �@:��A:�B cannot be explained in the same way as
the legends �EeB9A:�B and 0E0eO(A). First, it cannot refer to the
location of the games; they were held on Mt. Lykaion.180 Next, it cannot
refer to the name of the games of Zeus Lykaios. These, paceHead,181 were
calledLykaia,182 notArkadika. And so the legendmust, on this hypothesis,
in fact be similar to the legend ��?A:�e�BlB and refer to some kind
of Arkadian organisation in charge of the games and/or the sanctuary, if
we want to interpret the coins as festival issues.183 But we know nothing
about the organisation of the games and sowe shall have to think in vague
terms of an amphictyony or some other kind of regional organisation,
which need not imply anything about a federal organisation of Arkadia in
the fifth century.184 We can be sure that there was not necessarily any
connection between theLykaia and a federal organisation of Arkadia: for
instance, no one will seriously maintain the existence of an Arkadian
Confederacy in 400. Nevertheless, Xenophon reports that the Ten
Thousand (of whom 4,000 were Arkadians)185 stopped their march to
celebrate theLykaia,186 and this can only be interpreted as a concession to
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187. Roy (1972g) 134–5.
188.Niese (1899) 527;Dušani�c (1970) 313–17;Giovannini (1971) 46; for some problems

and a different view, see Piérart (1982).
189. SEG 11 1154 (which dates them 320–303).
190. The exceptions to this pattern are three Makedones (V.9, 12, VI.17) and one

Akarnanian (II.30).
191. Cf. Jost (1985) 184.
192. See Appendix I.
193. Above 61, 67, 85–6.
194.Ol. 9.95–6;Ol. 13.108; Nem. 10.48.
195. This assumption is corroborated by the fact that Lykaian victories are twice

referred to inOlympic epinikia. Cairns (1989) has shown that in Olympic epinikia Pindar
is very selective when referring to victories won elsewhere: “ ...whereas in the case of a
Nemean or Isthmian victor, the poet [sc. Pindar] catalogues his earlier victories at local
games carefully, in the case of an Olympic victor – or even a Pythian victor – the poet will
certainly mention Nemean and Isthmian victories, but he is less concerned, unless he has
special reasons for emphasising them, to go into details about his laudandus’ performances

the Arkadians’ feeling of ethnic coherence, which Kyros seems to have
recognised.187 Similarly, it is likely that that the fourth-century Arkadian
Confederacy was finally dissolved in 324.188 Nevertheless, an inscription
(IG V.2 549–550) which records victors in the Lykaia and dates from the
period after the dissolvement of the Confederacy,189 lists other victors
with the ethnics of their state of origin, for example?�����
�� ?����
�
��	,�%��, .	����$��� .���) ���$��%��, �������	 R���	��� ����-
����,����	�C���0(�����E�
����������,?���
	��$�O)	�
�����,190

whereas Arkadian victors are listed simply on the basis of their ethnos,191

for example0(������� ������ ��	
��,q������ 0(������ ��	
��.192

So, the Lykaia were at times connected with the Arkadian sense of con-
stituting a distinct ethnic group, but did not necessarily imply anything
about a federation, or to put it bluntly: a Panarkadian religious association
could very well exist independently of any political confederacy.
If we want to interpret the coinage as in some sense a festival coinage

connected with the sanctuary of Zeus on Mt. Lykaion, we must again
assume that the three different die-sequences originated from the same
mint. We must also assume that the sanctuary was of great importance.
We have already seen some indications that this was indeed so,193 but I
will add here a few indications more: a victory in the games of Zeus
Lykaios was something that Pindar thought worth mentioning in an
epinikion,194 and this seems to show that great prestigewas connectedwith
such a victory.195 Furthermore, whenMegalopolis was founded, a system
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in local games” (97). The special reason Pindar had for mentioning Lykaian victories may
well be that the Lykaian Games enjoyed great prestige even beyond the borders of
Arkadia.
196. Jones (1987) 135–8.
197. Above 61, 67, 85–6.
198. Jost (1986) 268.
199. The text is found in Weil (1882) 21.
200. SEG 20 716.
201. Buttrey (1994) 341–52.
202. Unfortunately, we do not know how often the Lykaia were celebrated; they may

have been celebrated every year, for all we know.
203. A minor difficulty of the Lykaion-hypothesis is perhaps that it does not provide

of six phylai was created. The phylai were named after important di-
vinities, and one was called Lykaia, surely derived from the epithet
Lykaios.When the systemwas rearranged andnewnames introduced, one
phylewas still named after Zeus and called Lykaeitai.196 Again, this seems
to show that Mt. Lykaion housed a significant cult. The Megalopolitan
civic coinage clearly referred to the Lykaian cult(s), which provides us
with another indication of the high standing of this cult.197 And, in
general, Jost considers Zeus Lykaios and his games not only a Panarka-
dian, but even a Panhellenic phenomenon.198

There is even a little evidence to suggest that payments were made by
the Arkadians to the sanctuary of Zeus Lykaios at Mt. Lykaion; thus, a
scholion to Dionysios Periegetes has been restored by Meineke to read:
�! ��1 E)
��) ��!� #�	!�, �P� [r] ��� 
����� �P����)� [>�����].199 Of
course, this source should only be taken in a general way to suggest that
moneywas handled in the sanctuary; we cannot say anything about when
or why etc. An inscription of the fourth century records financial trans-
actions involving the sanctuary,200 and so it is not impossible that the
sanctuary possessed funds.
The great advantage of connecting the coinage with Zeus Lykaios’

sanctuary is that it explains the large number of coins and dies attested.
Although it may be impossible to calculate precisely the size of an ancient
coinage from the number of surviving dies,201 it seems beyond reasonable
doubt that the Arkadikon coinage was a rather large coinage. A regularly
recurring event,202 such as the prestigious games of an important divinity,
will explain this size much better than three or four battles of a confeder-
acy, whose existence is questionable, and whose policy of payment for
service is unknown.203



152 The Organisation of the People

an explanation for the cessation of the coinage since the games obviously did not cease to
be celebrated in the Classical period (Psomi [1999] 87–8). However, the coins themselves
would be evidence for an attempt to turn the sanctuary into a central Arkadian institution
and the importance attached to this attempt; the end of the issues would then indicate that
such a project was no longer considered of unique importance. But perhaps the end of the
coinage does not need special explanation. Coinages end, or are interrupted, for no
apparent reason. For example, there was a break in Korinthian issues at about the same
time as the Arkadikon issues cease (Salmon [1984] 172–3). No-one has connected the two
stops and neither should we. The Korinthian break is inexplicable and attempts to connect
it with the Peloponnesian War are not very convincing. In general, cessations of mints are
difficult to explain and perhaps not always in need of special explanation, cf. Martin (1995)
277: “A ... list could be made of mints that produced for only a limited time during the
archaic and classical periods even though they seem not to have been forcibly compelled
to stop minting, such as Samothrace, whose coinage “was confined mainly to small de-
nominations minted in the period 500–475 B.C.””

In conclusion: we should seriously face the possibility that the
Arkadians were in the fifth century united in a religious association
(which we may loosely call an ‘amphictyony’) which administered the
sanctuary of Zeus at Mt. Lykaion and ran the Lykaian Games, and which
struck coins for the purpose of financing this activity. Finally, it is highly
likely that it referred to itself on the coin legend as Arkadikon.

5. Conclusion

To sum up: there are only few indications that Arkadia was united in the
fifth century. Kleomenes did not unite Arkadia; rather, he tried to secure
for himself the support of the Arkadians in his struggle against Spartan
authorities by manipulating a set of preexisting ties between Arkadians
andSparta, presumably treaties of alliance.Whether he succeeded indoing
this is not clear.
There is no epigraphical or literary evidence to establish the existence

of an Arkadian Confederacy in the fifth century, but there is in fact quite
a lot of both epigraphical and literary evidence at hand to seriously
question this idea, and the conclusion must be that no confederacy
existed. So, the Arkadikon coinage should not be described as federal.
On the other hand it is almost certain that at one point in the period

479–465 Arkadia was united in an alliance, presumably a symmachy,
directed against Sparta; the alliance did not include Mantinea, but ac-
cording to Herodotos it comprised the rest of Arkadia. The alliance was
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204. Thuc. 8.3.2.
205. Diod. 15.31.2, with Cartledge (1987) 272.
206. Above 127–9, 142.

defeated by Sparta at Dipaia, but it is unclear whether the organisation
was dissolved by Sparta. It does, however, seem that Sparta brought
Tegea, almost certainly the leader of the alliance, firmly back into its own
camp. If the alliance was left in existence it did not successfully unite
Arkadia, since Mantinea had by 423 created a rivalling symmachia.
Finally, it is possible that the Arkadians were united in a religious

association centred around the cult of Zeus Lykaios onMt. Lykaion. The
Arkadikon coinagemay be the coinage of this association. Arguments for
the idea that the coinage is a festival coinage are that it provides a good
explanation for the size of the coinage and its obverse type: the types
unquestionably depict Zeus Lykaios, in whose honour great Panarkadian
games were indeed celebrated, and we can adduce good parallels for this
use of type. The legend on the other hand must, on the amphictyonic
hypothesis, refer to the organisation in charge of the games, games through
which the Arkadians expressed their sense of common ethnic identity
without federal implications. And so the name Arkadikon appears quite
appropriate for the organisers of these games.
This is not to deny that sometimes the ethnic unity of the Arkadians

was used as a handy means of organisation, for example by the Pelopon-
nesian League. Thus, when the League decided to build 100 ships in 413,
ten were to be provided by the Arkadians with Pellene and Sikyon;204

similarly, when the League administration was reformed in 378, two of
the ten newly composed mere were assigned to the Arkadians.205 It may
also be assumed that it was because the Arkadians seemed to him to form
an obvious unit that Kleomenes attempted to secure for himself the
Arkadians’ support in his struggle against Sparta.206 Furthermore, as
pointed out above, it is almost certain that whatever organisation struck
the fifth-century coins inscribed �@:��A:�B considered itself to rep-
resent the Arkadians, a fact which is really far more important than the
question of exactly which form such an organisation took; for we do not
knowwhat kind of organisation struck these coins. In the present state of
our evidence it is impossible to show that it was struck by an organisation
resembling the fourth-century Confederacy, and the best hypothesis is
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207. For the date see Powell (1988) 107.
208. Hall (1997) 44, 47.
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and below 393–6.
210. For which see Xen.Hell. 6.5.6–9.
211. Below 386–7, 391–2.
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that the coinagewas struck by some kind of religious association centered
on Mt. Lykaion.
But a truly political organisation uniting theArkadians and ante-dating

370 is not attested. It does, however, appear from a passage in Herodotos
that at one point in the period 479–465207 all Arkadians except the Man-
tineans united militarily, to fight Sparta at the small Mainalian town of
Dipaia (Hdt. 9.35.2). It is, however, crucial to note the following three
points: First, Sparta defeated thisArkadianmovement and it was not until
after Leuktra that Panarkadian unificationwas again a realistic option and
carried out with some success. Sparta’s military hegemony of the Pelo-
ponnese was, then, a serious obstacle to any Panarkadian organisation.
Second, both Kleomenes’ attempt to obtain Arkadian support and the
Panarkadian movement of 479–465 was predicated upon (at least
potential) Arkadian opposition to Sparta. Opposition to foreign groups
is surely an important factor for the maintenance of the identity of any
given group.208 In the case of the Arkadians it is not impossible that
opposition to Sparta was, in many communities, an essential feature of
Arkadian (as opposed to local) identity. The fact that an important com-
munity such as Tegea was not seriously opposed to Sparta in the period
from Dipaia to some time after Leuktra may have been just as significant
as Sparta’s own strength in preventing Panarkadian unification.209 True,
Tegea did eventually join theConfederacy founded after Leuktra, but not
until after a serious civil war.210Othermajor poleis loyal to Sparta for large
parts of the Classical period were Heraia and Orchomenos.211 Third, the
fourth-century Confederacy was almost certainly, like the fifth-century
attempts at unification, predicated uponhostility to Sparta. True, the only
contemporary source which allows any inference about what functions
theArkadians intended theConfederacy to fulfill is a speech by Lykome-
des ofMantinea reportedbyXenophon atHell. 7.1.23–4;Lykomedes here
seems to be saying is that theConfederacy should avoid dependence upon
any hegemonic power.212 It can, however, be taken for granted that the
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was a member at the time of Lykomedes’ speech, see Buckler (2000) with refs.; cf. in
particular p. 433 for the point that it was a hegemonic alliance, like e.g. the Peloponnesian
League to which Lykomedes compares it here.
213. See further below 485–6.
214. Hall (1997) 135.
215. See e.g. Polyb. 4.20–1 where Arkadian musical distinctiveness is discussed at great

length; Buxton (1994) 24 notes that Hellenistic Arkadia was exceptional in its devotion to
music, which may then have been actively constructed as an ethnic mark in the post-
Classical period; it should, however, be noted that the two poets singled out by Polybios,
Philoxenos and Timotheos, were fourth-century poets (Walbank [1970] ad 4.20). See also
Jost (1991) which shows howmost of the Arkadian mythological characteristics discussed
above persisted in existence and were picked up by Lykophron in a few verses of his
Alexandra (479–83). Jost states (p. 286) that 1��(�4
� in v. 480 is purely geographical; it
is, perhaps, too fanciful to see in the sequence 1��(�4
� )�������
� an extremely oblique
reference to the word ���
1-E� and thus the autochthony of the Arkadians?

hegemonic power the Confederacy was originally intended to curb must
have been Sparta.213

However, as already noted, the Confederacy was not in existence for
very long. But during its short period of existence it did, in collaboration
with first and foremost the Boiotian Confederacy, break Spartan power
decisively: Arkadia never became a Spartan puppet again. It is perhaps
more than coincidence that we do not meet a strong Panarkadian move-
ment again after the elimination of the Spartan menace. In other words,
it seems a reasonable hypothesis that opposition to Sparta was the factor
which had, potentially, a politicising effect uponArkadian identity.When
Sparta was defeated, this politicising factor disappeared and so did the
need andwish for a Panarkadian political organisation. So the Arkadians’
ethnic identity as a unifying factor was, as we should expect, “subject to
varying degrees of salience over time”,214 being most important in the
period of opposition to Sparta, although Arkadian identity did not cease
to exist after the collapse of Sparta as is clear from Polybios.215

In conclusion, in terms of organisation the primary unit inArkadiawas
not the region and the regional identity but the local community, such as
Mantinea or the Parrhasians, and its identity. The local identities were
consistently politicised and the frequent changes in the organisation and
composition of the ethnos were as a rule politically motivated. The
regional identity, on the other hand, was only rarely politicised and al-
ways in oppostion to Sparta; accordingly, the regional identity ceased to
be a potentially important political factor after the fall of Sparta. What
significance Arkadian ethnic identity held outside the political sphere is
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difficult to know, primarily due to lack of sources. But the fifth-century
coinage inscribed Arkadikon and depicting Zeus Lykaios, and later Po-
lybios’ stress on Arkadian eusebeia and musical distinctiveness suggest
that when not of political importance Arkadian identity was able to find
other foci of attention. But, we should also consider the possibility that
the ethnic identity of the Arkadians did not always hold the same degree
of salience and that it was of most importance during times of opposition
to Sparta.
Ancient Greek writers habitually singled out the Arkadians for special

study, just as they singled out other intra-Hellenic groups. They were,
usually, interested in the mythological traditions of the Arkadians, and
here they seem to have been arrested by what we may describe as an
indicium of Arkadian ethnicity. For the Arkadians certainly constituted
an ethnic group. On the basis of Smith’s definition of an ethnic group we
can draw a somewhat detailed picture of theArkadians as an ethnic group.
They had a distinctive myth of origin which claimed that their ancestors
had sprung from the soil of the land and had brought civilisation to the
land, thus creating Arkadia. Outsiders, too, recognised the peculiar
identity of the Arkadians.216

Arkadia was the land inhabited by Arkadians and it thus grew when a
new group such as the Triphylians was absorbed by the Arkadian ethnos
which was an open, not a closed unit. Arkadia was thus primarily an
ethnic concept and only secondarily a geographical concept. As a geo-
graphical concept, however,Arkadia existed already in theArchaic period
andwas conceived of as a Peloponnesian region subdivided into a number
of local communities.217 These local communities developed epichoric
identities and it was primarily these identities which were politicised and
formed the basic unit for the organisation of the region. In other words,
Arkadia was a region organised into poleis such as Mantinea and into
‘tribal’ states such as theParrhasians and theMainalians, stateswhichwere
themselves composed of poleis.218

The regional identity, on the other hand, was never successfully
politicised. When attempts were made at politicising Arkadian identity it
was regularly in opposition to Sparta, and such attempts were hampered
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by the fact that, for example, the large and powerful polis of Tegea was for
large parts of the Classical period not seriously opposed to Sparta. The
short federal period of the fourth century was successful in the sense that,
in collaboration with Boiotia, it was instrumental in breaking Spartan
power decisively. However, with the elimination of Spartan power the
external stimulus for the politicising ofArkadian ethnic identitywas gone
and it was never hereafter a vital political factor: the Arkadians were an
ethnos, surely, but Arkadia was not an ethnos state.
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Chapter V: The Archaic Period: The Prehistory of
the Classical Poleis

There is no scholarly agreement about the date at which poleis arose in
Arkadia. Some, likeCallmer, believe that Tegeawas already synoecised in
the seventh century,1 and thus that at least some Arkadian poleis arose
quite early. Borgeaud states that “important towns appeared relatively
early in Arkadia”,2 and Jeffery seems to believe that states such as Or-
chomenos, Tegea, Mantinea and Phigaleia existed as early as the First
Messenian War.3 Gehrke believes that the earliest poleis of Arkadia arose
in the sixth century.4 In contrast, Snodgrass considers Arkadia “an ethnos
of themore developed type”,5 and explicitly denies polis status to the com-
munities ofArchaicArkadia.6 Parke considers evenClassicalArkadia “the
most back-ward district in the development of the �����.”7

With this background, it is of considerable interest to attempt to
establish on an empirical basis when the polis appeared in Arkadia. In this
chapter I suggest that the polis is present in Arkadia at least by the end of
the Archaic period. But the primary aim of the present chapter is to show
that in the sixth century local communities become quite visible in Arka-
dia and that before the end of the Archaic period these communities had
developed to such a degree of local identity and complexity of organ-
isation that they were able to join the Panhellenic network of interaction.
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8. On the concept of ‘city-state culture’, see Hansen (2000c). For the Hellenic poleis as
a city-state culture, see Hansen (2000b).
9. Hansen (2000c) 17.
10. Hansen (2000c) 16.
11. Hansen (1997a) 25–31.
12. Hansen (2000b) 141–3.
13. See, e.g., Demand (1996) for the striking preservation of monarchy on Cyprus.

Hansen singles out the political identity of each polis as the feature which differentiates it
from other poleis: “In ancient Greece the population of a polis had a political identity
which was dissociated from its ethnic identity. The citizens shared their principal ethnic
identity (language, culture, religion, history etc.) with the citizens of all the other Hellenic
poleis, and they shared their regional ethnic identity with citizens of other poleis in the
same region, whereas their sense of political identity (including patriotism) was centred on
the individual polis and was what differentiated one polis from the other poleis” (Hansen,
Belonging).
14. Schachter (2000); Lévy (2000).
15. SeeCartledge in Bruit Zaidman&Schmitt Pantel (1992) xvwho describes theGreek

poleis as “more than a thousand separate and usually radically self-differentiated ‘cities’”
(my italics). See also Osborne (1998) 117 on coin types.
16. Cf., e.g., the description of the Boiotian poleis found in Heraclides Creticus 6–25

(Müller). Cf. Pretzler (1999) 99–100.

1. The Emergence of Distinct Local Communities
ca. 600–479

One of the characteristic features of a city-state culture such as the one
constituted by the Greek poleis is a very high degree of interaction.8 In
city-state cultures, wars are endemic, but peaceful or at least unarmed
interaction is of great importance in economic, religious, and cultural
spheres of life, and in politics formal foreign policy finds its expression in
the conclusion of treaties, sending of envoys, and in the formation of
leagues and federations, etc.9 Another characteristic is found on the level
of the basic unit of which the city-state culture is composed; i.e. city-state
cultures are “divided up into a large number of small political communi-
ties of a common type”,10 which in the case of the Greeks of course was
the polis.
Though the Greek poleis belonged to a ‘common type’ of community,

each was recognisably an individual community, and communities dif-
fered significantly from each other in terms of size,11 geographical
position,12 constitution,13 cults,14 etc., and in addition to these tangible dif-
ferences there were more subtle nuances of difference in identity15 which
often produced stereotypic images of each individual polis.16 To phrase it
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differently, though the Greek poleis were in many crucial respects
essentially similar to each other, they nevertheless also differed from each
other and each single polis was a distinct local community with its own
individual identity.17

In the sixth century, local communities become visible in Arkadia: we
catch glimpses of communities with local identities and we find traces of
whatmayhave been extensivewarfare and other types of extra-communi-
ty interaction. In the following, I shall investigate to what extent the
communities attested as poleis in the Classical period18 had in the Archaic
period developed distinct local identities and capacity for participation in
the Panhellenic polis-interaction.

1. Local names

We may begin by looking at to what extent the Classical names of the 38
Classical poleis can be traced back into the Archaic period. The fact that
the name of a given Classical polis is attested in the Archaic period does
not, of course, mean that this community was already a polis in the
Archaic period; but it would not be unreasonable to infer from the ex-
istence of its name in the Archaic period that the community/the site had
by the timewhenwe encounter its name assumed such a degree of distinct
local identity that it could be distinguished from other communities and
that a needwas felt to distinguish it. And, the existence of a range of local
names ought to imply that a process of community/site differentiation
and individualisation has taken place. Accordingly, it should be of some
significance that 19 of the 38 toponyms which were used to name the
centres of the Classical poleis may be said to be attested in the Archaic
period.19 This is 50% which sounds very good. However, the evidence is
in fact not quite as good as it appears: in eight cases20 theArchaic existence
of the toponym of a Classical polis is not attested per se but inferred from
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21. In the particular cases of Pallantion this possibility does however seem very
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(1961) 118.
22. Hansen (1996b) 192–3.

the existence of a city-ethnic whichmust be derived from the toponymor
which is so closely related to the Classical toponym that its Archaic
occurrence suggests the contemporary existence of the toponym. In these
cases we can only assume that a related toponym existed. Furthermore,
five of the eleven explictly attested toponyms are only retrospectively
attested by later sources: one (that of Pallantion) is found in a later
paraphrase of a poem by Stesichoros while four (those of Nonakris,
Oresthasion, Paion, and Trapezous) are attested in Herodotean passages
dealing with the Archaic period; this could though it need not necessarily
mean that these toponymswere coined only after theArchaic period21 and
so wemust regard their existence as merely probable and not certain. The
remaining six are all attested in one ormore indisputablyArchaic sources,
and summing up we may say that of the 38 toponyms of the Classical
poleis at least ten and possibly 19 are attested for the Archaic period and
in general terms this ought to mean that a corresponding number of
communities/sites had developed such a degree of local identity that it
made sense to distinguish them from other communities/sites by sup-
plying them with names.
Even if such a range of local names is agreed to presuppose that at least

a rudimentary process of differentiation has taken place, it is true that the
evidence of toponyms produces almost only dots on the map and cannot
tell us anything about the nature of the sites thus placed on the map; after
all, natural features such as rivers and mountains are named too. In that
respect naming by city-ethnics is muchmore important, since this way of
naming focuses strongly on the community quality rather than the lo-
cation of the named group.22Whenwemove on to Archaic attestations of
the city-ethnics of the Classical poleis we find that the evidence of city-
ethnics is both inferior and superior to the evidence of toponyms. It is
inferior in numerical terms since only twelve communities are attested as
having a city-ethnic in theArchaic period; but it is superior in terms of the
quality of the sources in which they are found: ten of then twelve city-
ethnics are attested by sources dating to the Archaic period itself: in-
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23. Cf. Appendix III col. II.
24. The ethnic of Lousoi occurs in a fifth-century inscription: IG V.2 387.
25. See the description of these communities in Appendix IX nos. 3, 29, 33.
26. For details, see the respective entries in Appendix IX.
27. Those indicated in Appendix III col. III.
28. For details, see Appendix IX.

scriptions, coin legends, and the historian Hekataios.23 One, that of
Phigaleia, is attested retrospectively by Herodotos whereas in reference
to the Archaic period the ethnic of Lousoi is attested only by writers of
the Roman imperial period.24 But at least Herodotos may be considered
a reliable source here and so we may say that at least eleven and possibly
twelve communities had developed to such a degree of local identity in the
Archaic period that a city-ethnic was coined in order to refer to them. In
nine cases the ethnic is used collectively to denote the inhabitants of the
site from whose name the ethnic is derived as a community. Again in
general terms, this may be taken as an indication that the process of
individualisation and differentiation indicated by the wide range of top-
onyms was accompanied by the development of a sense of community.

2. Physical centres

Not a single community of Archaic Arkadia can be shown to have been
centered on a substantial town. But to argue that no towns or nucleated
centres existed would in effect be a not very convincing argument from
silence since until quite recently archaeological activity has been directed
primarily at sanctuaries. This is now beginning to change and recent
archaeological activity directed specifically at the sites of the Classical
polis-towns have produced Archaic material at e.g. Asea, Phigaleia, and
Stymphalos.25 Even so, it is important to note that at sites such as Lousoi,
Kortys, and Stymphalos where excavation has revealed habitation areas
of the Classical period,26 no Archaic nucleated habitation areas have been
found.
Of the 38 Classical poleis whose Archaic prehistory is under scrutiny

here, 33 have been located. The sites of 1827 of these have produced
Archaic material by stray find, surface survey, or sporadic excavation.28

This may be taken as a very general indication that those communities
which we meet as poleis in the Classical period had in the Archaic period
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29. Forsén & Forsén (1997) 166–9.
30. Jost (1985) 70.
31. Bölte (1913b) 408; Jost (1985) 73.
32. Voyatzis (1990) 44–5.
33. Jost (1985) 202–8.
34. Reekmans (1955) 335.
35. Reekmans (1955) 335, 337–40; Reekmans (1956) 401–5.
36. Reekmans (1956) 402.

begun to focus at least some attention on the site which was to develop
into the town of the Classical polis.
However, the level of activity at these sites is extremely difficult to

gauge and a short review of some of the communities which appear with
some individuality in Appendix III will show how little we can say about
the sites of the local communities of Archaic Arkadia.
At Asea Archaic and Classical pottery has been found on and around

the akropolis; but the fortifications are Classical and the houses in the
lower city, in so far as they are dated, belong to the Hellenistic period.29

Although Heraia seems to have been a significant community in the
Archaic period,30 and although it definitely developed a significant urban
centre at some point,31 no modern systematic excavation has been carried
out at the site. Consequently, we have no dates for such things as the
walls, or the buildings in the urban centre, etc. This means that we cannot
really decide whether Heraia possessed a well-developed centre in the
Archaic period, and this is extremely regrettable sinceHeraia is one of the
best attested communities of Archaic Arkadia.
Some of the sacred buildings at Kortys go back to the late eighth cen-

tury;32 but most of the structures of the sanctuaries span the period from
the fifth to the third century.33 The habitation area was situated below the
fortified akropolis.34 Here some five well-constructed houses with mud-
brick walls on stone foundations have been found.35 The oldest remains
seem to belong at least to the first half of the fourth century.36 NoArchaic
remains have been unearthed, and Kortys may possibly be a community
resembling Lousoi: the sanctuary was at the heart of the community,
whereas habitation in connection with the sanctuary was a development
of the fourth century, if our present knowledge of these matters is any-
thing to go by. But the conclusion must be that whereas the sanctuary
clearly existed in the Archaic period, the settlement pattern of the
population in this period is unknown.
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38. Voyatzis (1990) 36–7.
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40. PECS s.v. Orchomenos.
41. For a plan of Orchomenos, see most conveniently Winter (1989) 193.
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43. Winter (1989) 195–6.
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45. Voyatzis (1990) 32–3.
46. Hejnic (1961) 39; PECS s.v. Orchomenos.

Most of the evidence we have for Lousoi is in one way or another con-
nected with the sanctuary Artemis Hemera; in fact Lousoi seems to have
been a community centred on a sanctuary, just likeDelphi and, as we saw,
possibly Kortys.37 Geometric and Archaic sherds and bronzes have been
found on the sanctuary site and it is highly likely that the first temple at
Lousoi was constructed at the end of the seventh century.38 The oldest
remains of the city proper found so far date from the late fourth century,
when sanctuary and city experienced a blossoming.39 Although the site is
being excavatedno traces ofArchaic habitationhave been found.Wemust
conclude that the Archaic settlement pattern of Lousoi is unknown and
that it is a real possibility that the urban centre developed later than the
political community.
The Classical city of Orchomenos was centred on a hill rising to 936

m.40 On the southern slope of the hill was the lower city. The preserved
fortifications encompass only the hill, not the lower city.41 The city was
already fortified in the fifth century,42 but the preserved fortifications and
the public buildings inside the circuit all date from 350–300.43 The only
structure inside the circuit that is possibly older than the fourth century
is the temple of Artemis Mesopolitis; in PECS it is stated that the temple
is “datable to the second half of the 6th c.”, but Voyatzis states that it
dates from the fourth century.44 In the lower city two Archaic temples
have been found,45 one of which perhaps had a predecessor. The lower
city was the habitation area, and Archaic material has been found in some
quantity.46 Accordingly, it is not unreasonable to believe that the Archaic
community of theOrchomenianswas centred on a site of some substance.
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At Pallantion we find a remarkable concentration of Archaic temples
on the akropolis (see further below 181–2); in the area below the akro-
polis, however, all remains are Classical.47

Pheneoshasnot been systematically excavated except for theHellenistic
sanctuary ofAsklepios in the lower city.48 It was a city on thewell-known
Arkadian patternwith a habitation area beneath a fortified akropolis. The
earliest part of the fortification wall dates from the fourth century,49 and
fifth-century sherds have been found at the site.50 So Pheneos was
probably a town in the Classical period, but at present it is impossible to
outline the urban history of the Pheneatic community in the Archaic
period.51

Phigaleiahasnot been systematically excavatedyet, but at presentwork
is being carried out in the agora where an Archaic votive inscription and
remains of an Archaic temple have come to light.52 The only other
structure which has attracted the attention of archaeologists is the com-
plex fortification wall described by Cooper & Myers.53 They, however,
give no dates for the walls; but according to PECS the earliest parts of the
akropolis wall may date from the fifth century.54 Although the extent of
the city is considerable, and the city is sometimes thought to have been
built to house herds as well as humans,55 fragments of rooftiles, dating
from the Classical to the Roman period, overlie most of the site. Thus
habitation and building activity must have existed from the Classical
period onwards.56 Phigaleia, then, seems to have been a significant con-
urbation at least from theClassical period onwards. But therewas already
activity at Phigaleia in the Archaic period. According to PECS “consi-
derable remains from the Archaic, Classical, and Roman periods lie
exposed.”57 A noteworthy Archaic kouros has been found in the area of
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1, 8; for the grid: see fig. 1 inWilliams & Price (1995) 3; Archaic pottery: Williams & Price
(1990) 8; suburban Archaic temple: Williams & Price (1995) 19–20.
62. Voyatzis (1990) 16–17.
63. Voyatzis (1990) 22.
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of the second half of the sixth century in the city as distinct from the Alea sanctuary, and
other material of the same date in some quantity, also from the city.
66. Voyatzis (1990) 12–13. The Norwegian survey at Tegea has confirmed the basic

assumptions of the line of the wall, except that it now seems that the Alea sanctuary was
outside the wall (Ødegård,Report). It is hard to believe that Tegea was fortified only in the
early fourth century; in the sixth centuryTegea suffered repeatedLakedaimonian invasions
(Hdt. 1.66ff.), and in the fifth century it was invaded at least once by the Lakedaimonians

the agora; it dates from 590–570 and was associated with several Archaic
bronzes.58 However, at present it is impossible to say anything about the
level of activity going on at Archaic Phigaleia.59

According to Pausanias, Old Stymphaloswas not situated at the site of
the Classical city.60 However, the original site has not yet been conclu-
sively identified and the early urban history of Stymphalos is largely
unknown. The recent Canadian work at the site has demonstrated that
Stymphalos was laid out on a regular grid of streets and blocks in the
period 375–350. The fourth-century city wall of stone and mud-brick
encompasses the akropolis. Remains of streets and houses demonstrate
that by the fourth century Stymphalos was a regular grid-planned city.
However, the pottery from the site goes back to the late Archaic period,
and remains of anArchaic temple have been found right outside the city.61

Continuity of occupation may be assumed, but it is impossible to assess
the level of activity at Archaic Stymphalos.
In the case of Tegea, the situation is quite complicated. The akropolis

of the city has escaped identification.62 The first monumental temple of
Athena Alea was built in the late seventh century; it was a huge structure
with 6 × 16 columns.63 Perhaps it had a predecessor;64 but by the end of
the Archaic period, it seems, the temple was at the centre of a somewhat
diversified site.65 The line of the circuit wall has not yet been definitively
established, but the few surviving remains can be roughly dated to the
early fourth century.66No traces of the city dating back beyond the fourth
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(Hdt. 9.35). A passage in Thucydidesmay perhaps be understood tomean that the citywas
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the site is the head of a mid-sixth century kore, found built into a late Roman wall
(Hodkinson & Hodkinson [1981] 259).

century have been unearthed. So, the city proper, in contradistinction to
the temple ofAthenaAlea, cannot archaeologically be tracedbackbeyond
the fourth century. Consequently, we must conclude that we simply do
not know anything about urbanisation in Tegea in the Archaic period.
We owe our knowledge of Thaliades almost exclusively to the Pe-

loponnesianwanderings ofMeyer.Hedescribes thewalls as ‘pseudopoly-
gonale’, but gives no date. The sherds at the site range from the Classical
period to theHellenistic. On the akropolis are undated remains of a small
temple (8.70 m × 5.90 m). In the immediate surroundings of the site are
three further temples, but no dates are given.67 Thus it is impossible to
describeArchaic Thaliades, but it seems safe to assume that the communi-
ty was not based on a significant site in the Archaic period.
The case of Mantinea is in many respects very interesting, not least

because it involves the question of synoecism. The well-known city of
Mantinea in the plain north of modern Tripolis had at least two periods
of existence. The first period was ended by the dioecism enforced by the
Lakedaimonians in 385, and the second began in 370 with the refounda-
tion carried out in defiance of Spartan protests. In the present context
interest centres on the first city and especially on the date of its emer-
gence/foundation. This date is not given by any ancient authority, and so
we must establish it on the basis of archaeology. The town of 370 was
almost certainly constructed on the site of its predecessor.68 Since the
original excavation was very hasty and limited in nature,69 only very few
remains of the first townhave been found. So far, the oldest remains, apart
from a mid-sixth century head of a korewhich was found out of context,
are dated simply to the fifth century.70 But, as Hodkinson & Hodkinson
point out, “it cannot yet be certain that earlier buildings do not await
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discovery inside the town”.71 Other possible sites of habitation in the
Mantinike are Nestane and Ptolis. Nestane was fortified and inhabited in
the late Classical period,72 but there is as yet no archaeological evidence of
Archaic habitation. According to Pausanias, Old Mantinea was situated
differently from the city in the plain, at a site called, even in Pausanias’
day, Ptolis.73 This Ptolis must be identified with the hill of Gortsouli
rising ca. 1km north of the city in the plain.74 Here sanctuaries and
habitation have been found, but while the sacred activity spans the period
from the later geometric period toRoman times, habitation seems to come
to an end in the late sixth or early fifth century.75 We must conclude that
the Archaic settlement pattern of the Mantinike is far from being clear:
Ptolis seems to have been inhabitated, but the city in the plainwas perhaps
founded only in the fifth century, although certainty is impossible.
However, considerationof the toponym��������may takeusbeyond

the archaeological evidence. Some toponyms provide the basis for an
ethnic: O���'���� > O�)�'�����, but the reverse is true of ��������,
which is derived from the ethnic���������.76 Such a toponym seems to
offer valuable evidence in this context, since we can reasonably assume
that it will only be coined when some kind of centre acting as the com-
munity centre of the�������%� exists. Quite the same cannot be said for
a toponym such as O���'����which does not owe its name to a body of
people; it may have existed as a simple place only to develop into an
organised centre sometime later, in which case the occurrence of the
toponym is of only limited value. What we can deduce from a toponym
such as �������� (the epichoric form)/�������� (the Attic form) is, it
must be stressed, not that a town in themodern sense of the word existed,
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Kamarina (Hdt. 7.156.2 [L����	��� �3 ?(�� ���8(��Q�]; Thuc. 6.5.3) and transferred all
Kamarinaians to Syracuse where they received citizenship (Hdt. 7.156.2); prior to that

but that a centre acting as the focus of theMantinean community existed.
If we believe that the mid-sixth century Delphic oracular response to
Kyrene reported by Herodotos at 4.161.277 actually employed the top-
onymofMantinea, then somekindofMantinean centre, howevermodest,
may be pushed back to the mid-sixth century. But since the use of the
toponym in this connectionmay be due toHerodotos and not the Pythia,
we cannot be sure that it reflects Archaic conditions. It is thusworthwhile
to review a couple of securely Archaic attestations of the toponym.
One such attestation of the toponym is provided by the Homeric

Catalogue of Ships, wherewe find the Ionic form�������$.78 The precise
date of this cataloguemay be amatter of dispute,79 but it probably belongs
to the sixth century at the latest. Another possibility is that the catalogue
reflects prehistoric or even Mycenaean Greece, in which case it is of no
value here. But fortunately we need not depend on theCatalogue for the
argument here, since the toponym of Mantinea is securely attested in
Hekataios80 and in an inscription which definitely proves that the top-
onym of Mantinea was in existence before 484; IvO 266 is a dedication
made in Olympia by one Praxiteles, who describes himeself as both
O)	�
����� and :���	���%��, and goes on: �	���� (�)G ���������/
:	���� h)�!� >����� D� ��	
���� ���)����[�]. The lettering points to
the late six or early fifth century,81 and it is often stated that the inscrip-
tion must be prior to 484, since Kamarina was destroyed in that year and
the ethnic of Kamarina is used in the inscription. In itself this argument
is not decisive, since an ethnic may be employed after the destruction of
the city to which it belongs.82 We may however accept that Praxiteles
became a Kamarinaian while Kamarina existed, and the style of the
lettering rules out the possibility that the reference can be to the refoun-
ded Kamarina.83 Consequently, the statement: “earlier on he lived in
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mythical context. This does not, of course, show that a Mantinean urban centre existed in
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there had for a long time existed a place called Mantinea.
85. Demand (1990) 68; Voyatzis (1990) 30.
86. Voyatzis (1990) 31–2.
87. See e.g. Roy (1968a) 136 for Tegea: Roy emphasises that the city wall is late; until

the synoecism, Tegeawas settled in several settlementswith no central centre (143); 137 for
Mantinea: Roy takes no position; until the synoecism, Mantinea was settled like Tegea
(143); 138 for Orchomenos: “The development of a true urban centre and the building of
city walls can probably be dated to the change of site, very roughly about 500”; 140 for
Heraia: Roy dates the synoecism, i.e. the creation of the urban centre (see 141), to shortly
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was therefore not significantly later than other Arcadian synoecisms, especially that of
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Mantinea” proves that the toponym �������� was in use before 484.
Accordingly, we have another Archaic attestation of the toponym of
Mantinea.84 The conclusion is that the�������%� controlled a site named
after them, and the presumption is that they possessed some kind of civic
centre, however modest it may have been. Where this centre was situated
is anyone’s guess, but we may consider Gortsouli the most likely can-
didate.85 Here pottery ranging fromGeometric times to the sixth century
have been found, and pottery from the sanctuary, temple and the western
slope range from Subgeometric to Classical times.86 So, there was clearly
activity atGortsouli in theArchaic period. But the city in the plain cannot
be ruled out.
I end this brief review of the physical centres of Archaic Arkadia with

an equally brief discussion of the phenomenon of synoecism. As we saw,
we cannot archaeologically establish the existence of significant sites in
Archaic Arkadia. It seems to be the general opinion that the development
of ‘true urban centres’ in Arkadia was a development of the Classical
period.87 Apart from the general absence of archaeological evidence for
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Archaic nucleated centres, the foundation of this belief appears to be a
passage in Strabo in which the phenomenon of synoecism is equated with
the rise of urban centres. At 8.3.2 Strabo states the following about Elis:
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Strabo seems here to be concerned with explaining, not state for-
mation,89 but how the big urban centres of the Peloponnese came into
being for the purpose of illustrating his point about Elis. According to
Strabo, these centres were created by uniting several settlements called
demes into a single city, a process described by the verbs �)���
F��� and
�)����F���. Strabo dates the creation of the urban centre of Elis ���� ��
9�	��
�, a date which seems to be confirmed by Diodorus Siculus who
dates the synoecism to 471.90 This date should not, though, be understood
to apply also to the other cities mentioned by Strabo, as correctly pointed
out by O’Neil, Bergese, Demand and Hall & Morgan.91

So what Strabo is claiming is that at some unspecified point in time
Tegea, Mantinea and Heraia were turned into significant urban centres
(,��	�F������ ������) by the uniting of some demes.However, this does
not necessarily mean that the urban centres of these three communities
were created by this process (although this seems to be what Strabo
thinks), since the word synoecismwas used in antiquity to cover a variety



The Emergence of Distinct Local Communities ca. 600-479 173

92. Snodgrass (1980) 34–5.
93. Hansen (1995b) 59; Roy (1997): “It is also clear that there was already a settlement

on the site of the town Elis before 471”; cf. Roy, Synoikism.
94. Demand (1990) at 47–9 for Syracuse; 59–60 for Argos; 65 for Lepreon; 74–7 for

Olynthos; 83ff. for Thebes; 85–7 for such a planned synoecism atMytilene; and 99–120 for
fourth-century Syracuse; 120ff. for Halikarnassos; and 127ff. for Kos.
95. Callmer (1943) 67–70.
96. Demand (1990) 66.
97. Bergese (1987) 605.
98. Roy (1968a) 140.
99. Amit (1973) 121–8; O’Neil (1981) 338–9; Gehrke (1986) 110.
100. Demand (1990) 65–6. If Demand’s date is accepted, the Mantinean synoecism

cannot have meant the creation of the urban siteMantinea, since, as we saw, this site must
have existed before 484. It must therefore have been an enlargement of an existing urban

of processes.92 Thus the urban centre of Elis was in fact not created, but
enlarged by the synoecism of 471,93 and a long list can be drawn up of
other cities not created, but simply enlarged by synoecisms.94 So even if
the information transmitted by Strabo is derived from a good source (and
we do not know if it is) we still do not know what happened, or when, at
Tegea, Mantinea and Heraia, since we have no idea of what his source
meant by the terms �)���
F��� and �)����F���. It could mean merely
an enlargement of an existing urban site.
On the other hand, some cities were clearly created by synoecisms; in

Arkadia,Megalopolis is a famous example.Accordingly, Strabomaymean
and be correct in stating that the urban centres he names were created by
the process he outlines. We do not know.
Furthermore, we need not suppose that all three Arkadian synoecisms

were similar. So Strabo is not really a good source for the rise of urban
centres in Arkadia, since his text is open to more than one interpretation.
But, even with the most cautious interpretation, Strabo must be taken to
mean that at some point in time there occurred a concentration of urban
habitation in Arkadia. But if we ask for the date, we must look to other
sources. The dates proposed vary enormously. Callmer believes that the
synoecism of Tegea took place in the seventh century,95 whereas Demand
thinks it occurred in 464–459.96 The synoecism ofHeraia took place in the
early fifth century according to Bergese,97 whereas Roy would place it
shortly before 371.98 The synoecism of Mantinea took place in the sixth
century according to Amit, O’Neil and Gehrke,99 but Demand thinks it
was carried out only in 464–459.100
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centre.However, we cannot completely rule out the pre-484Mantineawasmoved to a new
location, and in this sense a new site may have been created.
101. Ps.-Skylax lists Heraia as a megale polis (using polis in the urban sense, see

Flensted-Jensen & Hansen [1996] 137) at 44 (Müller); this text in all probability refers to
the period before 368 (see above 100). Xen.Hell. 3.2.30:�0���
� �8��
� ��� �����J �����
A0��	�� ��" /��	(�
� g�	
�� 
� �0��4
� H1��� — 3.3.1: /��# �� �� �� l���� )��-
�����
� �*� c���
J� ��" ��� ������� )�
-�(��,����� )��R� H����� !� A0��	5 ���. See
Nielsen (1996a) 156 n. 42.

All these dates are based on general reflections, and in fact it seems
quite impossible to date the synoecisms. However, I would stress the
following: ForMantinea, a date in the first half of the fifth century would
seem not unlikely, since it will provide an extremely good explanation of
the cessation of habitation on Gortsouli (see above 169). If the cessation
of habitation onGortsouli is to be connectedwith the synoecism, thenwe
can assume either (a) that a (new) centre of the Mantinean state was
constructed on virginal ground in the plain and that the inhabitants of
Gortsouli (and perhaps other sites such as Nestane) relocated to the new
city, or (b) that the site of Classical Mantinea was already inhabited and
that inhabitants of other sites relocated to this site which was thus
enlarged. The first possibility may seem preferable, since it explains both
the abandonment of Gortsouli, and why no material remains predating
the fifth century have as yet been found at the site of the Classical city.
But, if the synoecism really dates from the fifth century, then it was
certainly not the occasion at which the nameMantinea came to be created
since its existence predates the fifth century, and this line of reasoning
would rather suggest that the synoecismwas a reinforcement of an already
existing centre.
In the case of Heraia it is worth pointing out that Xenophon twice and

Ps.-Skylax once uses the toponym =N	�� in a way which strongly sug-
gests that it was an urban centre in the 390s (Xenophon) and before the
foundationofMegalopolis (Ps.-Skylax).101Consequently, if the synoecism
took place around 371, the urban centre was probably not created by the
synoecism, but rather enlarged. This will push the existence of some kind
of urban centre at Heraia back into the fifth century, but more precision
is impossible with the sources available to us.
A final point is that the synoecisms are attested only by late sources,

and since synoecism was a common way of explaining the rise of cities it
cannot entirely be ruled out that we are dealing with reports of doubtful
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102. Cf. Diod. 15.12.2: �*� �#� )�1�	�� �E��� ���
���(-=���.
103. Cf. above 96–7.

historicity. It is, for instance, worth noting that the report of the syn-
oecism of Mantinea is curiously antithetical to reports concerning the
dioecism imposed by the Spartans in 385. According to Strabo, the syn-
oecismwas carriedouta�’��	,���.According toXenophon, oneof the
grievances the Spartans had against theMantineanswas that they hadbeen
providingArgoswith grain during theKorinthianWar (Hell. 5.2.2), some
of those who preferred to leave Mantinea at the dioecism are described as
�# &	,��F����� (5.2.6), and the dioecism is described as a return to ‘the
old way of life’ of the community (5.2.7: 
�����	 �! &	 �%�� v
�)�)102.
Thus, a Spartan undoing of an Argive arrangement. And, as already
pointed out, the account of Tegea’s synoecismmay have been designed to
lay claim to certain perioikic areas in Lakonia.103 It is, then, not so obvious
that we are dealing with purely factual reports. But this idea cannot be
further developed and the conclusion is that the evidence relating to
synoecism is very far from providing us with a clear understanding of the
rise of cities inArkadia and in any case the phenomenon is connectedwith
only three of the Classical poleis (apart from Megalopolis).
The conclusions to be drawn from this review of the evidence for the

level of Archaic activity at the urban centres of the Classical poleis are few
and mostly negative: Archaeology cannot (yet?) prove the existence of
significant sites in Archaic Arkadia, but some Archaic activity is attested
at a lot of sites; however, real urban centres seem – on present evidence –
to develop only in the Classical period. Strabo’s evidence for synoecisms,
if reliable, can easily be fitted into this overall pattern, since it is not
impossible that these synoecisms belong to the fifth century and represent
a concentrationof habitation in fewer, but bigger urban centres.However,
the toponym �������� by its nature and Archaic occurrences suggests
that at least here some kind of nucleated centre, howevermodest, did exist
in the Archaic period.
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104. Snodgrass (1980) 58–62; Snodgrass (1991) 17–18; Burkert (1995) 205–7.
105. Cf. Marinatos (1993) 229: “The invention of the Greek temple does not represent

a drastic change in the cult practice, but rather a decision to monumentalize. The temple
became the emblem of the city-state, the very manifestation of its power and prestige”
(italics original); and ibid.: “Temples must be seen as an expression of the identity of the
city-state. Since city-states were at war with each other, the temple and indeed the entire
sanctuary can be seen as a manifestation of power and prestige within the framework of
a competitive culture.”
106.Cf. theCatalogue of temples inVoyatzis (1999) 153–9,where the following temples

are assigned to this period (an asterix [*] indicates buildings inferred from disjointed
architectural members and fragments): 1a, 1b; 2a, 2b; *3a; *4a; *5a; *7a; *8a; 9a; 10; 11; 12;
13; 14a; *15a; 16c; 17a; 17b; 18a; *19a; *20a; 21b; *24a; 26a; 28a; 30a, 30b; 31a; *32a; 33a;
*34a; 36a; 37a; 38a; 39a; *40; 42a.
107. On individuals as temple builders, see Burkert (1995) 205–7 singling out such

tyrants as Polykrates of Samos, the Peisistratids, and the great Sicilian tyrants; cf. Romano
(1980) 213–14 (Kleoboulos of Lindos), 259 (Polykrates), 305 (Lygdamis of Naxos); cf.
however Morgan (1990) 5–6 stressing the marginality of individuals as temple builders.

3. Temples

A category of evidence of potentially enormous value for the history of
local communities in Archaic Arkadia is the surprisingly large number of
temples built there. It is generally and no doubt basically correctly as-
sumed that the embellishmentof sanctuarieswith temples presupposes the
existence of poleis or is one of the factors related to the emergence of
poleis104 and the building of a temple of course presupposes community
of cult as well as a wish to assert the identity of the community erecting
the temple.105 By the seventh century many Greek communities had
already constructed temples and Arkadia is by comparison a somewhat
slow starter since the evidence at present available suggests that temple
building gained momentum there only in the late seventh century. How-
ever, from then on temples were built in amazing numbers: from the late
seventh to the early fifth century perhaps as many as 38 temples were
built, some of them quite monumental.106

These temples are potentially a source of enormous value, but it is far
from without problems to interpret the buildings in historical terms.
Obviously, theremust inArchaicArkadia have existed a goodmany com-
munities of cult capable of organising and financing the construction of
a temple. But a major problem is exactly whom we may credit with such
organising and financing: it is not entirely impossible to imagine that such
buildings could have been erected by powerful aristocratic individuals.107

SomeArchaic tyrants surely constructed temples. But less powerful indi-
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108. Plut. Them. 22.
109. Coulton (1977) 17–18; Morgan (1993) 19: “From Archaic times at least, the right

of temple commission was a prerogative of the state”; Osborne (1996) 101: “ ... it is likely
to have been not individuals but groups who were responsible for housing the god in a
temple.” Cf. Polignac (1995) 19–20.
110. Note that e.g. temple C on the akropolis at Pallantion certainly ended up under

public control as is shown byHellenistic tiles stamped ����(�
� (SEG 45 364–83). Cf. IG
V.2 170.1–6 for similar tiles from Tegea. Cf. SEG 11 1144 & SEG 35 345 for tiles from
Bassai stamped���8%�, ����(�
�; cf. also SEG 47 428–32&443–5 (Bassai andPhigaleia).
111. Demand (1996); Maier, Inventory.
112. See the perceptive remark by Snodgrass (1980) 116: “Part of the strength of the

tyrant lay in his ability to pose as representative of his whole community.”

viduals are known to have erected temples as well, even in the Classical
period: Themistokles of Athens had a temple of Artemis erected108 and
Xenophon famously built a temple of Artemis at Skillous as he himself
relates in some detail in the Anabasis (5.3.7–13). So it is not by itself
evident that a given temple must have been erected by a community in
contradistinction to an individual.
It does, however, seem to be the accepted opinion that almost all

temples were erected by communities and not by individuals.109 Though
it must be acknowledged that temple building by individuals is attested,
the temples of Archaic Arkadia were probably constructed by those local
communities which, as has already appeared from the two previous
sections, become visible in the sixth century; at least, it should be noted
that the evidence of the Classical and Hellenistic periods shows that by
then the temples were public property and responsibility;110 nothing
prevents them from having been also originally constructed under com-
munity control and as communal projects. But even if (some of) the
temples were in fact individual undertakings – no tyrants are attested in
Archaic Arkadia – this would be immaterial to the use to which the
temple evidence will be put in the present context: the important point is
that even those individuals who are known to have been temple builders
operated in an extremely public and political context. This is obviously
the case with tyrants. Poleis ruled by tyrants were still poleis but simply
poleis with a de facto monarchical constitution and even in the Classical
period such poleis are found, for instance on Cyprus.111 This means that
a temple constructed by a tyrant cannot really be considered a private
undertaking, butmust in fact be considered an eminently public construc-
tion.112 Naturally, tyrants may have intended their temples to serve many
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113. This is of course true of most Greek temples: they were normally far more
monumental than necessary if housing of the cult statue had been their only purpose
(Romano [1980] 387–8). But as already indicated temples are seen in recent research as
expressions of the identity etc. of the constructing authority and this should be true for
tyrannical temples as well.
114. On the ‘intertextuality’ of temples, see Snodgrass (1986) 55–6.
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other purposes than that of housing a cult statue113 and one such addi-
tional purpose is likely to have been to state the position, power, and
resources of the tyrant. That is to say that such temples would carry clear
political messages. To whomwould such messages be directed? Surely to
other Greek poleis114 but surely also to the subjects of the tyrant. In other
words, the context of tyrannical temples is that of the community, the
polis, and a well-defined local community is a pre-condition of such
constructions which served to announce and by adding to his personal
prestige probably also to secure the position of the tyrant in his local
community. But much the same can be said when we move on to lesser
figures such as Themistokles and Xenophon. Themistokles was a man
who had to struggle for his position and it is clear fromPlutarch’s account
of his temple that it served to commemorate his achievements during the
PersianWars.115 So his templemade a political statement and one directed
at the Athenian community. The case of Xenophon is even clearer in this
respect. Xenophon was a complete new-comer to Skillous where, in his
ownwords, he was installed “by the Lakedaimonians”116 whose proxenos
he may have been.117 He would thus need to secure for himself a social
standing andpreferablyone independent of hisLakedaimonian ties.Now,
it is clear from his own description of the temple that its festival and the
associated sacrifices and huntwere shared by the politai of Skillous,118 and
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119. It is, of course, not impossible that some temples may have been erected by
cooperation between a number of local communities and held in common. There is,
however, no evidence to this effect, and it would not significantly affect the conclusion
here drawn, since each community participating in such a project must have been a distinct
individual community.
120. For the existence of border, see e.g. IPArk no. 14; for the fluctuation of borders see

e.g. IPArk no. 9, a treaty by which the territory of Helisson is incorporated into the
Mantinike whose border then at this occasion moved further west.

it seems not unreasonable to conclude that this was one way in which
Xenophon attempted to become integrated in Skillountian society and to
secure for himself a social standing by benefaction. So even Xenophon’s
temple, one of the most eminently private ones that we know of, was
firmly situated in the context of a well-defined local community, a polis.
It would, then, not be misleading to conclude the following about the

context in which the temples were constructed in Archaic Arkadia: the
temples were probably constructed by such local communities as become
visible in sixth-century Arkadia; but even if they were in fact constructed
by local magnates they nevertheless presuppose the existence of well-
defined local communities in which these people could operate. This, in
fact, is what should be concluded in the present context from the temple
evidence: that the temples indicate the existence of a large number ofwell-
defined local communities.119

However, when we attempt to identify the particular local community
responsible for each temple, we run into a new set of serious difficulties.
In some cases a temple can confidently be ascribed to a particular com-
munity: the Archaic temple at the site of the Classical temple of Athena
Alea at Tegea can be assigned to Archaic Tegea and the four Archaic
temples on the akropolis ofClassical Pallantion canbe ascribed toArchaic
Pallantion and a glimpse at the synoptic table in Appendix III shows that
the existence of these communities is attested by other evidence than the
temples themselves. But problems occur when we try to identify the
communities responsible for temples which are not so closely related to
the sites of Classical polis-towns but situated in what must have been the
rural territory of one community or another. Even in Classical Arkadia
it is not always easy to draw the borders of the different poleis though we
know that such frontiers existed – and fluctuated!120 For Archaic Arkadia
we do not even know to what extent ‘border’ would be an anachronistic
concept and the local-community geography of the rural landscape is
almost completely unknown. So, in some cases we cannot assign a temple
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121. Cf. Appendix III col. VI. The details are (nos. refer to theCatalogue of temples in
Voyatzis [1999]): nos. 1a, 1b, 2a, 2b, 3a, 4a and 5a may be assinged to Asea; no. 7a may be
assigned to Oresthasion; nos. 10–13 may be assinged to Pallantion; nos. 14a, 16b, and 7c
may be assigned to Tegea; nos. 17a, 17b, 18a, 19a, 20a may be assigned toMantinea; nos.
21b and 24a may be assinged toOrchomenos; no. 26a may be assigned to Lousoi; no. 28a
may be assigned to Psophis; nos. 30a and 30b may be assigned toAlipheira; no. 33a may be
assigned to Kortys; 34a may be assigned toHeraia; 36a, 37, 38, and 39a may be assigned to
Phigaleia; no. 40 may be assigned to Thelphousa; no. 42 may be assigned toMethydrion.
It should be noted that these attributions are generally uncontroversial and commonly
accepted.
122. Voyatzis (1999) 143–4: “It may be significant that the seventh-century temple at

Tegea was apparently architecturally similar to the first temple of Hera at Argos, which is
slightly earlier, and the temple of Hera at Olympia, which was slightly later. These re-
semblances reflect an awareness of themajor architectural achievements of regions outside
Arkadia and perhaps also a sort of competition between regions to produce the most im-
pressive monument to symbolise their importance, power, and identity. It appears that the
Tegean community of the late seventh century (whether formally synoecised or not) per-
ceived of itself as in some ways comparable with Argos and Olympia, in terms of regional
importance.”
123. Forsén, Forsén, & Østby (1999) 176: “This is not merely a coincidence or the

product of a parallel, typological development; it must be a conscious citation of the
principal temple in the most important and prestigious sanctuary in Greece. This speaks
clearly of the ambitions involved in the building project, and of the prestige enjoyed by the
sanctuary.” It also, of course, illustrates the level of Asean self-assertion.
124. Endoios at Tegea: Paus. 8.46.1. Endoios at Ephesos: Romano (1980) 236. Endoios

at Erythrai: Paus. 7.5.9.

to a specific local community. But in 14 cases it seems reasonable to assign
temples to specific local communities121 and in all cases to communities
visible from other types of evidence. For these 14 communities we can
reasonably conclude that by the time of the construction of the temple(s)
they must have developed a very high degree of capacity for communal
undertakings and that they must have been in possession of a strong
feeling of local community and of a wish to assert it through public
display.
If we accept these temple attributions a number of interesting perspec-

tives arise. Some of the communities looked outside Arkadia for architec-
tural inspiration: the temple at Tegea was inspired by the Argive
Heraion122 and the ca. 500–490 Asean temple at Agios Elias took nothing
less than the new temple of Apollon at Delphi for the model of its
capitals.123 It may also be noted that in the second half of the sixth century
when the temple of Athena Alea at Tegea had to be supplied with a cult
statue, Tegea hired the famous sculptor Endoios ofAthenswho produced
cults statues for at least Ephesos and Erythrai as well,124 a detail which
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125. Onatas and Pergamon: Paus. 8.42.7; and Hieron: Paus. 8.42.10; and Thasos: Paus.
5.25.12; and Taras: Paus. 10.13.10; and Achaia: 5.25.8.
126.Voyatzis (1999) 147–8: “Itmaybe significant that bothOrchomenos andGortsouli

(ancient Mantinea) to the south, constructed temples around 530–525. In the fourth
century, these two cities were enemies and it is conceivable that the contemporary con-
struction of stone temples may be an attempt to affirm their separate identities in the late
sixth century.”The reference tohostile relations between fourth-centuryOrchomenos and
Mantinea is to Xen.Hell. 6.5.11 which speaks of H1-�� between the cities.
127. Voyatzis (1999) 134–5; Morgan (1999) 396–400.
128. Morgan (1999) 399.

confirms the ‘international’ orientation of Archaic Tegea. Other local
communities of Arkadia did the same: Phigaleia hired Onatas of Aigina
(fl. 500–450) for a cult statue at home (Paus. 8.42.7) and Pheneos hired
him for a dedication at Olympia (Paus. 5.27.8); this sculptor worked also
for Pergamon, Hieron of Syracuse, Thasos, Taras and the ethnos of the
Achaians.125 In the sixth century, Kleitor had hired the lesser known
Lakonian sculptors Ariston and Telestas for a dedication at Olympia
(Paus. 5.23.7).
So, temples and sculptures attest to Arkadian awareness of Panhellenic

developments. But the local communities ofArchaicArkadia presumably
also watched each other carefully. For instance, the neighbouring com-
munities of Orchomenos and Mantinea constructed temples simultane-
ously around 530 and in this we may see a case of rivalry and efforts to
affirm their separate local identities vis-à-vis each other.126

A particularly clear example of how temple building may illustrate the
formation (and consolidation) of distinct and mutually opposed local
identities is provided by the building programmes of the neighbouring
communities of Asea and Pallantion. These two communities both con-
structed several temples in the Archaic period, but they did so following
completely different schemes. All four of Pallantion’s temples were
located on the akropolis of the community and are enclosed by a poly-
gonal fortification wall. This is an extremely ambitious sanctuary, and
nothing like it is known from anywhere else in Arkadia127 and it seems to
imply a strongly centralised community for there is at present a complete
lack of rural temples at Pallantion. It is furthermore evident that the
buildings were constructed for clearly defined purposes as there was a
division of functions between the buildings.128 The temples, then, would
seem to signal a centralised and highly organised community strongly
focused on its akropolis. At Asea, there is no temple on the well-con-
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129. Forsén & Forsén (1997) 170: “Both the temple of Athena Soteira and Poseidon at
Vigla and the unidentified temple on the top of Agios Elias can be regarded as typical
extraurban sanctuaries. Both are visible from large parts of the valley of Asea, and both are
situated at natural border areas, the temple at Vigla dividing Asea from Pallantion, the
temple of Agios Elias dividing Asea from the Helisson valley.” Voyatzis (1999) 146: “It is
conceivable ... that the establishment of an important sanctuary at Vigla (betweenAsea and
Pallantion) served to mark the frontier between Asea and Pallantion and to show
consolidation of the Asean community.” Morgan (1999) 402: “In short, in addition to the
evidence from the akropolis site, Asea has produced a total of five rural sanctuaries,
revealing a progressive concern from the late seventh century onwards with marking
boundaries, beginning with that with Pallantion to the east”.
130. Morgan (1999) 401.
131. Voyatzis (1999) 146–7, esp. 147: “The similarity of temple C to the ... temple at

Vigla ... suggests competition betweenAsea and Pallantion.One is struck by the ambitious
plan to build four temples on the akropolis of Pallantion. The local people may well have
built these structures in order to distinguish themselves from their Asean neighbors as well
as to signal the consolidation of their community in the sixth century and thus to
symbolise their unity, strength and independence”. Cf. Morgan (1999) 399.
132. On the implications of extra-urban sanctuaries for territorial appropriation, see

Osborne (1996) 102.

toured akropolis.On the contrary, all five of Asea’s temples were situated
in the hinterland of the site itself – which certainly existed in the Archaic
period – and some of them in positions which invite the conclusion that
they were intended to serve as boundary markers.129 The temple at Vigla
is particularly impressive: it is a ca. 540–530 all-marble peripteral (6 ×
13/24m × 12m) Doric temple with, unusually, sculptural decoration, one
of the rare occurrences of this phenomenon outside Athens and Korkyra
at this date.130 Interestingly, it appears that Temple C at Pallantion was
similar in plan to the Vigla temple whichwould suggest some competitive
rivalry between Asea and Pallantion.131 In short, here are two communi-
ties in close proximity to each other but following almost diametrically
opposed strategies in temple building and in competitionwith each other.
The positioning of the Asean temples would seem to indicate that by

the time of the construction of these temples (ca. 540–500)Aseawas either
already in possession of a territory (whose borders the temples served to
mark) or in the process of appropriating land.132 They are, however, not
the only temples implying that such a process was going on. If, as seems
likely, the ca. 560–550 all-marble temple at Psili Korfi aboveMavriki was
constructed by Archaic Tegea it may be taken to imply such a process for
Tegea and should then probably be interpreted as Tegea’s statement of
ownership of the important Dholiana marble quarry next to which it is
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133. Voyatzis (1999) 145; Morgan (1999) 397.
134. Ergon (1996) 41–7.
135. Morgan (1999) 392–3.
136. Suda s.v. Stesichoros: 
� �� )�3 ������	
� �=� ������	�� ���
��� ���3� !�-�4�

��(�� �*� L������.
137. Bowra (1961) 118: “Nor need we dismiss as a fabrication the story that he

[Stesichoros] was exiled from Pallantium in Arcadia. No reason for it can be given, but it
is quite conceivable in the disturbed politics of the times.”
138. Cawkwell (1993) 368–70; Braun (1994) 42–5.

located and which is at a fair distance from the Alea temple which was
presumably the heart of Archaic Tegea.133 If it is accepted, as it commonly
is, that the temples at Bassai and on Mt. Kotilion were constructed by
Archaic Phigaleia and if Archaic Phigaleia was centred on the site of the
Classical town as seems to be indicated by the recent discovery of an
Archaic temple there,134 then Archaic Phigaleia too must have been in
possession of or in the process of creating a territory. The small temple at
Mitikas Palaiopirgou implies the same for Archaic Orchomenos (where
the site itself has produced two monumental buildings of the Archaic
period).135

Importantly, there is some literary evidence to confirm the deduction
suggested by such temples: that local communities of Archaic Arkadia
were in possession of territories. Some of this literary evidence is, how-
ever, of somewhat limited value. One piece is so because its historicity is
open to doubt: the Suda states that the poet Stesichoros went into exile
from Arkadian Pallantion to Katane in Sicily;136 at least one modern
scholar has accepted this as historical137 and if accepted the implication is
that by the first half of the sixth century Pallantion was a political com-
munity in possession of a territory from which individuals could be
expelled.Another piece is of limited value because it is not precisely dated:
the treaty Staatsverträgeno. 112 betweenTegea and Sparta is traditionally
dated ca. 550; if this date is accepted it should be noted that it contains the
stipulation that the Tegeans are to ����$��)� D
C���%� D
 ���  8	��
which implies the existence of a Tegean chora, territory. However, there
is reason to believe that this particular treaty may belong in the fifth, not
the sixth century.138 However, for both Tegea andMantinea there is clear
Herodotean evidence that by the late Archaic period they were in pos-
session of well-defined territories: a mid-sixth century Delphic oracle
reported by Hdt. 1.66.2 refers to Tegea as being in possession of a 
��!�
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139. Hdt. 8.124.3: �*�8(����� �� �����, ��
8���Q�� )������ ������(�
� W���-
����8%� �
�����, 
9�
� 
_ ��� ���8�� ���8
����, �81�� 
v�%� �$� S�������$�.
140. Hdt. 9.77.1–2: ��-����� �� 6�� n(���
� f�
�(� �=� (��&
�=�, (���
���

!�
�� ��
 ������� ... 
� �� [sc. 
� /�����8��] )��1%�I(����� !� ��� @�%�$� �
J�
K������� �=� (�����=� !�	%��� !� �=� �=�.
141. For this meaning of polis, see Hansen (1998) 22, 26–7.

����� and at 8.124.3 Herodotos relates how after Salamis when The-
mistokles was honoured by the Spartans he was escorted by select
Spartiates “as far as the borders of Tegea”.139 This shows that it was
possible to tellwhereLakedaimonian territory ended andTegean territory
began, or in others words, that Tegea had a defined territory. For
Mantinea the same is indicated by 9.77.1–2 where it is reported that the
Mantineans exiled the commanders who had managed to be too late for
the Battle of Plataiai.140 This implies that Mantinea possessed a territory
from which to exile these commanders. Finally, at 6.74 Herodotos, in
narrating events of the late Archaic period, uses the term polis about
Nonakris in, probably, the sense of ‘territory’;141 it is here said that the
source (�$,�) of the river Styx was in this polis and this probably means
that it was in the territory of the community of Nonakris.
Summing up this discussion of temples, it may be concluded that the

large number of Archaic temples found in Arkadia attests to the existence
of a wide range of well-defined local communities which had developed
to such a degree of communal organisation that the construction of a
temple was possible and to such a degree of individuality that it was also
desirable, in order to assert the local identity in the face of outsiders; the
temples themselves may even have served to further enhance local dis-
tinctness. The temples also attest to Arkadian awareness of important
Panhellenic centres such as Delphi and the Argive Heraion and they give
us glimpses of competitive rivalry between the local communities re-
sponsible for the temples. Finally, some temples by their positioning
indicate that local territories existed or that processes of territorial ap-
propriation were taking place and this is confirmed by literary evidence
proving the existence of territories by the end of the Archaic period.
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142. Kroll & Waggoner (1988); Osborne (1996) 256. For some recent contributions to
the debate over the reasons for the introduction of coinage see ibid. 250–9; Martin (1996)
and von Reden (1997). See also Martin (1995).
143. Appendix III col. V. The coinages of the individual communities are described in

the relevant entries in Appendix IX.
144. Martin (1995) 257.
145. Martin (1995) 262; cf. ibid. 267: “ ... coinage came about as the result of a decision

made by the demos (or whatever the body was called that made binding decisions in a
particular polis). The coins were thus tangible products of an agreement on a practical
aspect of the nomos of the polis.”
146. Martin (1995) 269–70.
147. It is found on the coinages of Akraphia (from ca. 500); Chaironeia (first half of the

4. Community activities

So far, consideration of onomastic evidence, archaeological evidence from
the sites of the Classical polis-towns, and temple building has indicated
that there existed in Archaic Arkadia a wide range of local communities,
some of them capable of constructing a temple. This section will discuss
other evidence for community activities in the Archaic period.
Silver coinagewas introduced inGreece during the first half of the sixth

century;142 Arkadian Heraia struck coins by ca. 510 and before the end of
the Archaic period six local communities may have had a civic mint.143 In
viewof the difficulties involved in dating coins144 it is possible andperhaps
even likely that some of these coinages in fact belong to the earlyClassical
period and not to the late Archaic. However, some of them, e.g. that of
Heraia, undoubtedly belong to the late Archaic period. This means that
by the late Archaic period at least some of the local communities of
Arkadia had developed to a point where the introduction of coinage was
both possible and desirable. The importance of this lies in the fact that
“coinage exists by agreement, which is to say, by communal decision”,145

as well as in the fact that a decision to mint indicates a need to make and
receive payments.146 So, like temples, coinage indicates that the commu-
nity responsible for it had developed to a high degree of complexity and
capacity for communal decision making.
It may also briefly be noted that the numismatic evidence confirms that

the local communities of Archaic Arkadia distinguished between them-
selves for there is no common legend nor a common type shared by the
early coinages in the way that the ‘Boiotian buckler’ is a standard obverse
feature of the coinages of the communities of Boiotia.147 This common
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fourth century); Haliartos (from ca. 456); Hyettos (from ca. 500); Kopai (first half of the
fourth century); Koroneia (ca. 500); Lebadeia (first half of the fourth century);Mykalessos
(ca. 500); Orchomenos (first half of the fourth century); Pharai (first half of the fourth
century); Plataiai (first half of the fourth century); Tanagra (from ca. 500); Thebes (from
ca. 500); Thespiai (from ca. 500). See Hansen, Inventory.
148. So Larsen (1968) 29: “Progress in unifying Boeotia is indicated by coins issued by

various Boeotian cities in the sixth century. These show on the obverse a Boeotian shield
and usually on the reverse the letter of the name of the city. They are so much alike that
they must indicate a union of some kind.”
149. Hdt. 9.15.1.
150. Text and French translation in Siewert (1977) 463 n. 4; cf. SEG 26 475 & 31 358.

Cf. also SEG 41 506, a late sixth/early fifth-century treaty between the Boiotians and the
(E.?) Lokrians.
151. See the descriptions of the legends and types in the individual descriptions in

Appendix IX.
152. Cf. Osborne (1998) 117.
153. Appendix III col. VII.
154. From Herodotos we know that the Hellenic League was joined by Tegea,

Mantinea, Orchomenos and other Arkadian communities: at Thermopylai 500 hoplites
from Tegea, 500 from Mantinea, 120 from Orchomenos and 1,000 !� �=� �
��=�
������	�� were present (Hdt. 7.202). It is very frustrating that Herodotos does not state
the origins of these 1,000 hoplites “from the rest of Arkadia”. If the individual contingents
were of the same order of size as the Orchomenian, or smaller, then something like, say,
more than ten other Arkadian communities may have been members of the Hellenic
League. What priceless material Herodotos would have offered us had he recorded their
names! --- Tegea and Orchomenos are also recorded on the Serpent Column (Meiggs-
Lewis, GHI 27 coils 3–4); Mantinea is not recorded, the reason why is unknown, but it
may be the Lakedaimonians’ way of reminding them that their reluctance to fight at

type must indicate some kind of Boiotian unity148 and such unity is also
indicated by Herodotos’ reference to Boiotarchai during the Persian
Wars149 as well as by a ca. 476–472 inscription fromOlympia recording a
verdict by Elis 
� �o�� 7����o��, “contre les Béotiens”.150 The earliest
Arkadian coinages employ abbreviated city-ethnics for legends and draw
on purely local traditions for the types.151 So the coinages add to the
picture of differentiated and individualised local communities.152

Warfare is another communal activity in which some of the local
communities of Archaic Arkadia are known to have been engaged. This
is of course very important since the communities attested as wagers of
war must have been able to raise, deploy and command troops; which is
to say that they must have formed political communities. Eight local
communities of Archaic Arkadia are attested as belligerents153 and apart
from the Persian Wars in which Tegea, Mantinea, and Orchomenos (as
well as other unidentified communities154) fought, the wars all seem to be
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Plataiai (for which the Mantinean contingent was late) had not passed unnoticed; see
Andrewes (1952) 2. The Serpent Column, of course, takes no account of the battle of
Thermopylai, since in that case the Thebans would have appeared. That is why this
document does not supply us with the origins of the 1,000 hoplites discussed above.
155. Paus. 5.23.7; cf. Maddoli (1992).
156. Roy (1972d) 339.
157. SEG 24 299.
158. See the dedication of spoils from Heraia in Lazzarini (1976) no. 975.
159. Roy (1972d) 339.
160. Smith (1986) 38–9.
161. Hdt. 1.67.1: �� �� �8��� �9��� !� �;(� !���8��
 H�� ��" !� !�� D(�� (��� !� S��8<,

���" �3� ��3� �=� ���8�� ��-���	�� ����������. Cf. Pretzler (1999) 109–10: “In Tegea
the rich tradition about the struggle against the Spartans suggests that inter-state warfare
may have played an important role in the early development of the community. ... At the
time of Herodotos the brave struggle of the Tegeans against their powerful neighbour was
already a matter of legend ... To sum up, warfare against Sparta, and perhaps also some
spectacular or surprising success in such a conflict, was probably a formative factor for
Tegean community identity.Whatever its final outcome, the conflict producedmyths that
proved to be popular and significant for the Tegeans throughout centuries.” Cf. ibid.
114–18.

local and conducted on a community basis as opposed to regional basis
and indeed the foe seems regularly to have been other Arkadian commu-
nities: (i) as pointed out above 120 Tegea stood alone in its early wars
against Sparta; (ii) in the second half of the sixth century Kleitor made a
dedication in Olympia of a statue funded by spoils taken from ‘many
poleis’.155 The identity of the ‘many poleis’ is unknown, but they were
probably small communities in northern Arkadia;156 (iii) Psophis made a
dedication of spoils at Olympia in the late sixth century.157 The defeated
party is unknown. But that it was Elis, or Eleian dependencies, is perhaps
not very likely, since the dedication was set up in Olympia. Hence, we
may assume that the defeated party was another Arkadian community;
(iv) Heraia lost a battle to another Arkadian community in the early fifth
century.158 Possible victors are Mantinea and Kleitor; as pointed out by
Roy, theremust have been considerable disturbances in Arkadia ifHeraia
fought a battle against any of these two.159

Wars may also help enhance a community’s feeling of solidarity and
identity, in particular wars which become the object of myths and
legends.160 At least the earlywar between Sparta andTegeawas such awar
and was so already by Herodotos’ day when spoils taken from the
Spartans were displayed in the sanctuary of Athena Alea;161 and it is of
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162. Dubois (1985); cf. Roy (1997) 293–4.
163. By Roy & Schofield (1999).
164. See the entry for Ewaoioi in Roy, Inventory.
165. Callmer (1943) 77; Wickert (1961) 12; de Ste. Croix (1972) 97; Sealey (1976) 16,

253–4; Tausend (1992) 168–9. See also Dowden (1992) 91.
166. See e.g. Tausend (1992) 168. Against this view, see Cawkwell (1993), who argues

that the Peloponnesian League in the form known from Thucydides and Xenophon did
not exist in the sixth century, but was a creation of the First Peloponnesian War. In the
sixth century Spartan dominance of the Peloponnese was based on a set of defensive
alliances with the different cities; these alliances stipulated that the ancestral constitutions
should be respected, and in this way Sparta secured loyal regimes among its allies.
167. Plut.Mor. 277bc, 292b = Rose frr. 591–2.

course perfectly possible that other communities had fought wars which
achieved myth-making qualities.
The evidence for formal foreignpolicyby local communities ofArchaic

Arkadia is, not surprisingly, sparse in the extreme but the very fact that it
exists is important and the scraps of information are at least in some cases
highly informative. Recently the evidence has become even sparser than
it used to be and we may begin by taking leave of what used to be a
unique piece of evidence: The symmachy treaty Meiggs-Lewis,GHI no.
17 (ca. 500) was traditionally thought of as concluded between Elis and
Heraia; however, Dubois correctly pointed out that the form �0	3��%��
(the then accepted reading) would be unique for the Heraian ethnic;162 a
recent reexamination163 of the text has established that the name of Elis’
partner was in fact �03��%�� which should probably be thought of as an
otherwise unknown minor community in Eleia.164

It is, however, generally agreed that by the end of the sixth century all
Arkadian communities had been incorporated into the Peloponnesian
League.165 In fact, it is held that the treaty concluded between Tegea and
Sparta allegedly ca. 550 represents the formal foundation of the league.166

But the only treaty of the Archaic period of which we may have some
knowledge, is precisely that between Sparta and Tegea supposedly of ca.
550.
Our knowledge of this treaty comes from Plutarch, who has extracted

it from Aristotle’s ��,���S� 9������.167 Plutarch refers to the treaty
twice:

“���� �#��	’��	
���
�*E�
����������  	$���;”E�
����������
��,������ ������,����� D��������� �)���
�� 
�* ����$� D�’ ���-
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168. “‘Who are the 1��(�
	 among theArcadians and Spartans?’ The Spartans on being
reconciled to the Tegeates made a treaty and set up a stele in common on the bank of the
Alpheus, in which it was written among other things ‘to expel the Messenians from the
land, and it not to be permitted to make 1��(�
	’. Aristotle in explanation says this means
not to kill for the sake of help to the pro-Spartan party of the Tegeates” (translated in
Braun [1994] 40).
169. “Aristotle says that in the Treaty of the Arcadians with the Spartans it is written

tomake no-one 1��(��� for the sake of aid to the pro-Spartan party of the Tegeates, which
(he says) means not to kill anyone” (translated in Braun [1994] 40).
170. Staatsverträge no. 112; Callmer (1943) 76; Wickert (1961) 12; Tausend (1992) 168;

and Murray (1993) 263.
171. Jacoby (1944) 16.
172. See e.g. Staatsverträge no. 112;Wickert (1961) 12; Tausend (1992) 168; andMurray

(1993) 263.
173. As pointed out above 183.

'��k &����$���, D� w ���� �S� Y���� ,�,	����� ����$��)�
D
C���%� D
 ���  8	�� 
�* �< D2�%���  	$���I� ����%�. D2$,�������
�V� " ��	�������$� ��1�� '$�� �������� �! �< &��
�������� C�$-
����  �	�� ��%� ��
��F�)�� �S� ��,���S� (Plut.Mor. 292b).168

... 
�* ,�	 ��	�������$� D� ��%� ��	
���� �	!� E�
��������)�
�)���
��� ,�,	�'��� '$�* �$����  	$��!� ����%� C�$����  �	��
��%� ��
��F�)�� �S� ��,���S�, J��	 �K��� �$���� &��
��������
(Plut.Mor. 277c).169

Although Plutarch does not give any date for this agreement, it is usually
believed that it dates from the mid-sixth century.170 The stipulation “not
to make any one  	$����” appears in both versions. According to
Aristotle, this was a ban on the use of the death sentence against people
who had assisted the ��
��F����� �S� ��,���S�. However, Jacoby
argued that the meaning of the expression  	$��!� ����%�was rather ‘to
make somebody a citizen’,171 and his interpretation has been widely ac-
cepted.172 Ifwe accept the traditional date and interpretation, thenwehave
evidence to the effect that (1) in the mid-sixth century Tegea concluded
a formal treaty with Sparta, (2) had a defined territory,173 (3) a defined
citizen body, (4) and a body capable of naturalising foreigners. Thus itwas
clearly a political community and one capable of entering a treaty with a
foreign community.



190 The Archaic Period

174. Braun (1994) 40–2.
175. Cawkwell (1993) 368–70; Braun (1994) 42–5.
176. For which see Hdt. 9.35; for the dates of these battles (479–465), see Powell (1988)

107.
177. Hdt. 9.26–7.
178. Hdt. 9.26.2.

Now, it has recently been suggested that Aristotle’s explanation of the
expression  	$��!� ����%� should be preferred to that of Jacoby.174 If that
is accepted, we are left with evidence to the effect that in the mid-sixth
centuryTegeawas able to conclude a formal treatywith Sparta, that Tegea
had a defined territory and a body capable of passing a death sentence
(though after the treaty assistance to the lakonizontes could not be
punished with death). This is still enough to show that Tegea was
functioning as a political community ca. 550.
However, the traditional date of the treaty has been seriously chal-

lenged too. Both Cawkwell and Braun have argued that the stipulation
concerning the Messenians is much more appropriate to the situation in
the Peloponnese in the period 490–460s, when theMessenians revolted at
least once and perhaps twice, whereas there seems to have been no
problems with the Messenians in the sixth century.175 Although not
decisive, the argument does carry weight, and perhaps we should date the
treaty to the 460s by which time Sparta and Tegea must have come to
terms after the battles of Tegea andDipaia.176 The conclusionmust be that
we should refrain from using this treaty as evidence for the Archaic
history of Tegea.However, wemay assume that at some point in the sixth
century Tegea did conclude a treaty of alliance with the Lakedaimonians,
since this is the implication of the Tegeatic speech recorded byHerodotos
at 9.26. But of this agreement we can only say that it may have existed and
the passage is perhaps not so straightforward since it comes from a
polemical speech. At Plataiai it was debated who was to lead the left wing
of the phalanx, an honour coveted byboth theTegeans and theAthenians.
Herodotos reports a formal debate with speeches by both parties.177 In
their speech the Tegeans are made to claim that they had been allies of the
Lakedaimonians since time immemorial, and that during campaigns they
had occupied the left wing of the phalanx 
�* �! ����� 
�* �! ����.178 In
conclusion,Herodotoswasprepared tobelieve, and expectedhis audience
to believe as well, that in 479 the Tegeans were Lakedaimonian allies of
long standing. This may very well be correct, but the problem is that we
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179. Cobet (1977); Cobet (1987); Evans (1979); Evans (1987); Sansone (1985).
180. See e.g. Thuc. 5.32.4.
181. Mantinea may just possibly be attested as having had concluded an treaty with the

Aitoloi Exerdieis. Gschnitzer restored ll. 3–6 like this: (����[1	�� !�’ )(�)�
�/ ��]#�
���
� /��[���w��, h��
/ �]8�
� h���� �� ]�[���������/ 
]� h��	
���� ���. (Text in SEG
28 408). On the basis of this restored text Tausend, who accepts that the treaty is Archaic
(Tausend [1992] 174) argued that the Aitoloi, although they were bound by the treaty to
follow the Lakedaimonians whithersoever they would lead them, were not bound by this
stipulation if the object of the expedition wasMantinea. Tausend explained this admission
to the Aitoloi by supposing that they were already allied with Mantinea before the
conclusion of the treaty with Sparta (Tausend [1992] 177). Now, had the restoration and
the date been firmly established, this would be first-rate evidence forMantinea. But, as can
be clearly seen, the restoration is at best doubtful, and the date of the inscription is
disputed: Cartledge (1976) 87–92 argued that the treaty dates from the 420s, and Kelly
(1978) 133–44 even proposes a date in the early fourth century; Cawkwell (1993) 365
accepts a date after 431. Accordingly, this piece of ‘evidence’ should be left out of
consideration in the present context.
182. Nomima I no. 57 (500–475); Dubois, Corp. dial. p. 220 thinks that the reading of

IG V.2 410 (adopted by Nomima) is impossible, and prints: ��]�1�#� @x
�3� >��w��
h���#� �w
 AB[��F�
�]/ �# �����. The content could then still be that of a payment to a
god, and the inscription still a treaty.

cannot completely rule out that the idea was based upon the conditions
prevailing in the Peloponnese at the timewhenHerodotos composed this
speech. Now, Herodotos almost certainly finished his work during the
early part of the PeloponnesianWar,179 and at this time Tegea was an ally
of Sparta180 and had been so at least since the 460s (from the time of the
treaty just discussed). So, Herodotos may simply have projected an
alliance of his own day back into the sixth century. There is, I believe, no
way of deciding whether this speech can be taken as a genuine reflection
of sixth-century Peloponnesian conditions, but if it can, this passage
clearly supports the idea thatTegeawas a political community conducting
foreign policy in the Archaic period. But that Tegea, and probably
Mantinea181, Orchomenos, as well as other local communities of Arkadia,
became allies of Sparta during the sixth century is presumably indicated
by the fact that these communities entered the Hellenic League against
Persia and fought the Persians under Spartan leadership. Finally, Lousoi
probably concluded a treaty with an Achaian community in the late
Archaic period.182 In short, Lousoi, Mantinea, Orchomenos, Tegea and a
number of unidentifiable communities are attested as having conducted
formal foreign policy, i.e. to have concluded treaties, before the end of the
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183. Translated by de Sélincourt.
184. Murray (1990) 13; Robinson (1997) 105–8.
185. On the meaning of astos (= polites), see Hansen (1997a) 10–11.
186. Appendix III col. X.

Archaic period and the implication is that the local communities of
Arkadia were or were developing into political communities.
Furthermore, that Mantinea had developed into an individual political

community by themid-sixth century is indicated also by another valuable
piece of evidence. At 4.161, Herodotos relates how at that time the great
colonial polis of Kyrene found itself in serious civic stress. They sent a
delegation to Delphi to inquire how they should “order their affairs so as
to secure the most satisfactory sort of government? In reply, the Priestess
told them to call in aman fromMantinea inArcadia to put things right for
them; so they applied for a suitable person and were given the services of
a certain Demonax, who enjoyed the highest reputation amongst the
citizens of Mantinea. Demonax, accordingly, went to Cyrene and, after
making himself familiar with all the facts of the situation there, took the
following measures: he divided the population into three sections, or
tribes, the first consisting of the emmigrants from Thera and their
neighbours, the second of men from the Peloponnese and Crete, and the
third of men from the islands. Next, he appropriated to Battus, the ruler
of the city, certain special lands and priestly offices, and threw open to the
people in general all the other privileges which had previously been
enjoyed by the kings.”183 So, Demonax went to Kyrene and introduced a
series of reformswhichmust count for sophisticated for their day.184 This
passage obviously indicates that theMantineanswere capable of receiving
a foreign delegation and granting its request, just as it implies that
Mantinea was an entity known at Delphi (as the Delphic oracles reported
byHerodotos at 1.66& 67 imply that Tegeawas). It implies, actually, that
Mantinea was a community of citizens, astoi as Herodotos says.185

So, exiguous as the evidence for formal inter-state relations may be, it
does confirm the conclusion suggested by the evidence for warfare: that
the local communities ofArchaicArkadiawere (developing into) political
communities. We may now briefly look at the activities of these com-
munities at the Panhellenic sanctuaries at Olympia and Delphi. Eight
communities ofArchaicArkadiamade collective dedications in their own
name at these sanctuaries.186 Athletes were, of course, individuals and
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competed as such, but they seemnevertheless to have been identifiedwith
their communities of origin to a very large degree.187 Seven communities
ofArchaicArkadia produced victors in theOlympic orPythianGames.188

Summing up the evidence discussed so far, we may concluded that we
find in Archaic Arkadia local communities with individual names which
can be described as communities of cult building temples, and as political
communities which struck coins, fought wars, conducted foreign policy,
andwere active at the Panhellenic sanctuaries. The existence of suchwell-
defined local communities were recognised also outside Arkadia and it is
interesting to note that outsiders included at least eight of these communi-
ties in their narrations of mythical episodes.189

2. Were these Local Communities Organised as Poleis?

What were the political status of these local communities? Were they
poleis? There are very few sources indeed which use the term polis about
Arkadian communities in theArchaic period, but it ispossible that Lousoi
is classified as a polis in an inscription of the late Archaic/early Classical
period found at Lousoi and Herodotos retrospectively classifies some
communities of the same general area as poleis, the very area which
Borgeaud decried as “a particularly backward district that seems the
quintessential Arcadia.”190

Importantly, the most valuable of the few sources we have in fact
originates from Arkadia itself. It is an extremely important Archaic ‘in-
scription’; is not, however, transmitted on stone, but found in the pages
of Pausanias. At 5.23.7 Pausanias quotes verbatim the verses found on a
dedication set up in Olympia by Kleitor:

:�����	��� ���’ Y,���� ��S� ��
���� &���$
��,
����W� D
 �����  �	�* C����������,

�* <��	'W� ���	’ �K�’> ��	���� +�G ��������
�(��
��,�$��� 
��� E�
���� >���.191



194 The Archaic Period

that of Maddoli (1992) 259. Fortunately, there is no reason to suspect errors in the first
distichon, see Maddoli (1992) 257.
192. Habicht (1985) 64–94, esp. 71–7.
193. Richter (1931) 200.
194. Maddoli (1992) 262.
195. Maddoli (1992) 261.
196. Maddoli (1992) 260.
197. Roy (1972d) 339.
198. Whether the Kleitorians believed that they themselves formed a polis, we cannot

know from this short text. But from the fact that Kleitor must have been able to raise
troops, provide successful commanders, make the decision to dedicate a monument in
Olympia, and from the external collective use of the city-ethnic, we can conclude that the
Kleitorians did form a political community, probably a polis, a term definitely used about
Arkadian communities at the time of the dedication.

Habicht has convincingly shown that there is no reason to fear that
Pausanias was careless when recording inscriptions.192 Consequently, we
can believe that this was actually the text accompanying the dedication.
Richter has argued that this dedicationwasmade ca. 500. Her reasons are,
first, the style of the epigram, which “definitely points to the Archaic
period”, and, second, that the monuments described by Pausanias as
standing in the immediate neighbourhood of the monument are known
to have been set up in the period 516–488.193 Maddoli, however, believes
that theKleitorian dedicationwas set up shortly after 550.His reasons are,
again, the Archaic style of the verses,194 but to this he adds the general idea
that Arkadians and Spartans must have been in regular contact from ca.
550 when Tegea came to terms with Sparta and the rest of Arkadia
probably followed suit soon thereafter. This also increases the likelihood
that an Arkadian community would hire two Lakonian artists.195 But,
most importantly, Maddoli also points to some prosopographic evidence
which suggests that the artist Telestas was active in the first half of the
sixth century (575–550).196 If this prosopographic evidence really relates
to the sculptor named in our verses –which seems entirely possible – then
we should prefer Maddoli’s date to Richter’s. But caution is in order, and
we should probably accept a date of 550–500.
Roy has pointed out that the spoils were probably taken from “small

neighbouring communities, since it is difficult to see otherwise how
Cleitor could overcome ‘many cities’.”197 If we accept this it follows that
ca. 550–500 there existed in northern Arkadia a number of communities
which the Kleitorians thought it reasonable to describe as poleis.198 What
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(cited at 191 n. 182 above) which removes the term polis from the text.
200. Nomima I no. 242.
201. Nomima I no. 242.
202. See e.g. Meiggs-Lewis, GHI no. 17, a treaty of alliance between Elis and the

Ewaoioi (cf. Roy & Scofield [1999]) of ca. 500; it is here stipulated that if assistance is not
given according to the agreement ������
� �’ )����
 )�
�	�
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fact have been a Spartan.
204. Paus. 8.18.8.

were the names of these many poleis? Since they are not named in the
verses, we can only guess at their identity. If, as Roy suggests, they are to
be sought among theneighbours ofKleitor, themost likely candidates are:
Lousoi, Nonakris, Pheneos, Kaphy(i)ai, Paion and Psophis.
In the case of Lousoi we do actually have a source which makes it

possible that this communitywas a polis in the lateArchaic period. IGV.2
410 =Nomima I no. 57, which dates from 500–475, reads as follows: [---
��]	 ��� Dx��!� ]'�o�� h��	�� �� 0[---/ ---3]
��� [�]W� ���[�]/ ��-
�����. The inscription is in the Achaian script, but in the Arkadian
dialect.199 Although extremelymutilated, it is believed to be a fragment of
a treaty between Lousoi, the provenance of the fragment, and an Achaian
community.200 The surviving text is believed to be a fragment of a passage
which stated that a sanction would be applied if one of the partners
violated the treaty.201 This sanction would consist of a payment that had
to be made to a god. Such sanctions are known from other Archaic
treaties.202 In the present treaty the payment will either have to be made
to or by �W� ���� (the meaning of the dative being uncertain); the term
polis thus seems to be used in its political sense. It is, however, not clear
whether the word polis is here applied to Lousoi or to its partner. But it
is indeed possible that Lousoi is the community described as a polis.
However, even if we took polis as referring to Lousoi’s partner, the nature
of the document, a treaty with a foreign power, would make it extremely
probable that Lousoi was itself a polis. Later tradition has it that as early
as 708 a man of Lousoi won an Olympic victory,203 and that another was
a Pythian victor in 546.204 It is, however, impossible to check this
information; but if it is true that Lousoi produced a Pythian victor in 546,
it may already have been a polis by that time since participation in
Panhellenic athletics seems to have been highly politicised by the middle



196 The Archaic Period

205. For the significance of proxenoi, see Rhodes (1995) 102–9; for the significance of
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fourth-early third century, theorodokia, proxenia, epinomia), 390 (late fourth-early third
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211. Head,Hist. num.2 456.
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of the sixth century (see further below 203–11). IGV.2 387, dated simply
to the fifth century, is a list of �	�2���� E�)����W�. Both the existence of
proxenoi, and the use of the city-ethnic point to the conclusion that
Lousoi was a polis, and not just a deme or a kome.205 The city-ethnic is
found again in Xenophon’s Anabasis,206 and from the end of the fourth
century we have a number of decrees from Lousoi containing grants of
proxenia and theorodokia, which use the enactment formula >��2� �W�
���� �S� E�)����W� (IG V.2 389.2–3).207 So, Lousoi was possibly a polis
at least from 546 onwards.
Von Gaertringen singled out Paion and Thaliades, a little south of

Paion, as among the communities defeated by Kleitor.208 Is there any
additional evidence in favour of the view that Paion and Thaliades were
poleis? There is, as a matter of fact, a little evidence which suggests that
these twocommunitieswerepossibly poleis.Herodotos actually describes
Paion as a polis in a passage which refers to the Archaic period.209 Strictly,
this can only be taken as proof that Paion was a polis in Herodotos’ day,
but the passage does at least suggest the possibility that Paionwas already
a polis ca. 550–500. Paion is not mentioned by our sources again until the
end of the third century, at which time it had its own Delphic theorodo-
kos. This at least does not contradict the idea that it was a polis.210

Thaliades is extremely ill-documented. The only source which points
to its being possibly a polis is someArchaic coins inscribed.�EA.211 Head
considered the attribution of these coins to Thaliades “very doubtful”,212

but the attribution was upheld by Six, who pointed out that Thaliades is
the only attested community whose name begins with the sequence
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Thali.213 This seems to be correct, and now the attribution is accepted.214

But Thaliades disappears from the historical record until Pausanias men-
tions it, which means that we have no evidence to corroborate the idea
that Thaliades was a polis.215

A ‘fragment’ of Hekataios, which Jacoby orginally did not include
among the genuine fragments, mentions the sons of Lykaon, who, ac-
cording to the text,������ &��C�Z 
�* a��	$'��Z D�
��: they invited
Zeus to dinner and served him 5�� �S� D, �	�� �����	���. Zeus in
disgust �<� �G� �	���F�� &���	�X��, J��� D
�%��� " ����� �	���F�I� D�
��	
��Z 
�* �	���F�)� ; ����� 
���%��� 
��.216 If this had been a
genuine fragment, it would have been an invaluable source. But it is
probably not genuine,217 and thismeans that we cannot treat the use of the
word polis in this context as significant evidence, since it may derive from
Natalis (who ‘quotes’ Hekataios), not Hekataios himself.
In his description of Mantinea, Pausanias states the following about

what is universally believed to be the hill Gortsouli which rises in an
isolated position ca. 1km north of Classical Mantinea:218��������� �G ;
����� �����)� ������� ��) �8��
� D���� &����	� ��� �$,�� ����$�.
�������I� �G� �V� " E)
����� \��	��� '������ �P
��� �<� �����, y�
]����F�)�� 
�* D� ;�W� >�� <9�����> �# ��	
���� (8.8.4). At 8.12.7 he
returns to this hill with the following comment: b	�� D��*� D� �k ���[
�� D	���� >�� ��������� > �� ��� &	 ���. 
���%��� �G �!  �	��
��1�� D'’;�S�9�����.Archaic remains havebeen foundonGortsouli.219

The form ptolis in contradistinction to polismay be taken as an indication
that Pausanias is here really transmitting a genuine local tradition that
reflected the situation prior to the creation of the city in the plain: whereas
ptolis is found in a fifth-century inscription from Idalion on Cyprus220 it
is not attested in Arkadian apart from the present instance. The earliest
instances of the word in Arkadian use the form polis and the presumption
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221. polis is found in the sixth-century ‘inscription’ quoted at Paus. 5.23.7; possibly in
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is that ptolis went out of use in the dialect before the Classical period.221

So, the inference is that the settlement on Gortsouli was called 9�����
during its Archaic existence.222 What can we conclude from this fact?
Clearly we can conclude that the word poliswas used in Archaic Arkadia
about a specific settlement. Butwhatwas it intended tomean? If it reflects
the Dark Age usage, it may simply be a survival of the meaning ‘strong-
hold’. But since there was a settlement at Gortsouli in the Archaic
period,223 it may have been intended to mean ‘town’. If so, it may also
have been a polis in the political sense. If we accept this conclusion, then
Ptolis was either a small polis absorbed by its great neighbour Mantinea
at some point, or, more probably, the civic centre of the political com-
munity later called Mantinea, or simply an alternative name for Old
Mantinea, reflecting the rather remarkable position of the settlement.
As already pointed out, we should not treat the retrospective site-

classifications found in Herodotos as valid for the period to which they
refer, but as valid for Herodotos’ own day. Nevertheless, since it is
possible that his classifications are true also for the Archaic period, it is
worthwhile reviewing them.Nonakris is described as a polis by Herodo-
tos, not just once, but three times in a passage which refers to the late
Archaic period (ca. 490).224 The word is used primarily in the territorial
sense.225 Paion is described as a polis by Herodotos at 6.127 (see above
196). Pheneos is not directly labelled a polis byHerodotos, butHejnic has
suggested that the wording of a phrase in Herodotos proves that he con-
sidered Pheneos a polis:226 at 6.74.2 Herodotos describes Nonakris as a
����� �	!�?���k, in a passagewhich refers to the lateArchaic period (ca.
490). It does not seem impossible that Herodotos did consider Pheneos
a polis, but then his classificationwould be applicable only to his ownday.
However, it is perfectly possible that Pheneos was a polis by the late
Archaic period.An inscriptiondated 470–450 reads: D
?���o��Y������	
�[�]��
�	���.227 The occurrence of the city-ethnic is a strong indication
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that Pheneos was a polis by 470–450,228 and the inscription furthermore
attests to games being handled by the people of Pheneos. These facts,
combined with the fact the coinage of Pheneos begins in the fifth
century229 argue that Pheneos was possibly a polis by the late Archaic
period.
In conclusion, apart from the problematical case of Ptolis, and perhaps

Lousoi, no individual Arkadian community is called polis by any Archaic
source; the best source is the inscription of 550–500 quoted verbatim by
Pausanias which shows that the people of Kleitor found it reasonable to
apply the term polis to a number of communities in their neighbourhood
that were in all probabilityArkadian communities. This is prime evidence
to show that by the late Archaic period Arkadia did have poleis, but un-
fortunately we cannot identify them. However, it is worth noting that
since the Kleitorian dedication was set up at Olympia its epigram must
have been directed at the Greek world at large and it may thus reasonably
be assumed that the world polis in its text does not carry an obscure local
Arkadian meaning, but means what polismeant to sixth-century Greeks,
i.e. ‘town’/’political community’ (= ‘city-state’), the meanings already
prominent in the Homeric poems and other Archaic sources.230

So in identifying those local communities of Archaic Arkadia which
were probably poleiswemust rely on other evidence than applications of
the term polis itself. A group of source of great value in this connection is
city-ethnics, since such ethnics in Arkadia are a very good indication of
polis-status.231 As pointed out above (162–3) a city-ethnic is attested for
possibly as many as twelve local communities of Archaic Arkadia.232 The
collective use of the city-ethnic in particular seems to be important, since
this use strongly indicates that the city to which the ethnic belongs was a
political community; this use is attested for nine communities.233 There are
problems, however, as alreadypointedout (163): some ethnics are attested
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According toHead,Hist. num.2 453 we have from Psophis “Archaic silver coins of the fifth
century”, but he does not attempt a more precise date. Babelon, Traité II.1: 874, on the
other hand, in one passage believes that the mint of Psophis postdates the Persian Wars,
in which case it is not Archaic. However, in another passage (Babelon,Traité II.3: 566), the
mint of Psophis was in operation before 480, in which case it is Archaic. Gardener (1887)
198 believes that the mint of Psophis was active before 471. Sear (1978) 249 dates the mint
of Psophis 500–480.
239. Cf. ICCH no. 11 buried ca. 480 &Hesperia 24 (1955) 135–6 reporting that two of

the coins were identified as Tegean.
240. Murray (2000) 240.

only by later sources and could be post-Archaic formations;234 others are
attested in sources which may belong rather to the early Classical period
than to the late Archaic period;235 but this matters little since we should in
any case require more evidence than the attestation of a city-ethnic in
order to consider a community a possible polis.
The existence of a coinage stamped with the (abbreviated) ethnic of a

local community is a strong indication that the community in question
was a polis.236 Six Arkadian communitiesmay have struck coins before the
end of theArchaic period.237Here again there are chronological problems,
and the coinages ofKleitor and Psophismay be earlyClassical rather than
late Archaic;238 another problem is that, as far as I know, the report of
Archaic coins of Tegea has never been confirmed.239 So, Arkadia can boast
only three mints that are definitely Archaic: Heraia, Mantinea and Tha-
liades; two mints, those of Psophis and Kleitor, may possibly have been
in operation in the late Archaic period. But, all Arkadian mints are late,
Heraia beginning only in 510.
Interstate relations is another valuable group of evidence in this context

since the ability to have such relations suggest that communities attested
as having them were probably poleis.240 Tegea, Mantinea, Orchomenos
andother (unidentifiable)Arkadians fought in thePersianWars andTegea
(and others) was in all probability amember of the Peloponnesian League
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from themid-sixth century;241 and, there is additional evidence relating to
Lousoi and to Mantinea.242

Membership of the Hellenic League against Persia illustrates to what a
complexity of political organisation a member must have developed. The
Greeks who repulsed the Persian invasion of 480–479 were united among
themselves into a symmachy by an oath whereby they had committed
themselves to wage war upon the Persian foe.243 This oath was sworn in
481 at a meeting probably called by and held at Sparta.244 This meeting
was in all probability attended by delegates (called �	�C�)���) of the
states willing to commit their troops to the fight against the Persians. At
least, this was the situation in 480 at the second meeting of the League,
according to Herodotos.245

At the first meeting of The Hellenic League against Persia, as it is
usually called,246 a number of important decisions were made. First of all,
the hegemony of the League forces was, apparently not without negoti-
ation,247 conferred upon the Lakedaimonians.248 Secondly, it was resolved
to end all wars between league members, to send intelligence agents to
AsiaMinor and embassies to Argos, Sicily, Korkyra andCrete in order to
have forces from these areas join the League.249 It was probably also at this
meeting that an oathwas swornbywhich theLeaguemembers committed
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meeting at the Isthmos is the last of which we hear; however, onemay feel that themeeting
in Sparta described at Hdt. 9.7ff., was a third League congress. The meeting was attended
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contingent was under the command of officers provided by their own state, see e.g. Hdt.
7.204 (commanders from among others Tegea, Mantinea and Orchomenos) and 9.77
(commanders from Mantinea).

themselves to exact revenge from states which medised “unless by force
of necessity”.250

It seems that no permanentmachinery for regular consultations among
the League members was set up.251 However, the League members sent
delegates to a second meeting at the Isthmos in 480,252 to decide on the
overall plan for the conduct of the war. The actual strategy was left to the
Lakedaimonian commander in chief, who devised it in collaborationwith
the leaders of the allied contingents.253

It is rather obvious that a community which joined the League had to
be organised as a state: a League member had to be able to select its own
representatives and they had to be empowered to reach decisions that
would be binding on the community. A member also had to be able to
raise troops, and to provide commanders for these troops.254 In fact,
Herodotos’ standarddesignationof the allied communities is polis. Letme
give a few examples: (i) D� �G �k �A���k U��� z�������� �	�C�)��� ���
=0������ &	��	$����� &�! �S� ����� �S� �� &���� '	����)����
��	* �<� =0����� (7.172), a reference to the League as such; (ii) ��������
U��� ��� �)� 
�* Y���� ��	��$,�* 
��� ������ \
����� (7.204), a
reference to the contingents which fought at Thermopylai among which
were those of Tegea,Mantinea,Orchomenos and other unspecifiedArka-
dian communities; (iii)���� �G ��1�� ���
	������� �# �G� &�����������

�* ����
���������� 
��� ����� 5
����� D�	������ 
��. (7.219.2), a
reference to the contingents dimissed from Thermopylai by Leonidas,
among which were those of Tegea, Mantinea, Orchomenos, and a
thousand other Arkadians; (iv) �)���� �$��� �� �< ����k ���1��� ����
m D�’ ��	�����[ D��)�� ��� 
�* &�! ����� ������� (8.42.1), a ref-
erence to the battle at Salamis; (v) 
��� ,�	 ����� 5
����� �	�X�����
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260. SEG 22 444/SEG 27 106, a ca. 500–475 inscription from Andros which attests to

direct polis-control of theAndrian theoroi sent toDelphi. See also Thuc. 5.49.2: 
� �� ?��
�
jB������ !-�E�
�� ���� ]������$�, & 8.10.1: 
� ��-���4
� ... !-�E�
�� !� ���� [sc. �#
�^(-���]; the use of the collective city-ethnic both for sending and not sending theoroi

(8.57.2), a reference to what might have happened had the naval battle not
been fought at Salamis; (vi) h� ,�	 D������� �� ���� 9������������
��I� &�'* E����$� D� .�	�����6�� ������)�$
����, �)��	������� D

�S� ����� D� �!� �A���!� _F���� (8.71.2), a reference to the reaction of
the Peloponnesians among whomwere ��	
���� ������, to the news of
thedefeat atThermopylai; (vii) ...'	������� �(�G� ��%�� &,,������ ��%��
&��,������� &�! �S� ����� 
��. (9.10.1), a reference to delegates
assembled in Sparta in 479 among whom was one from Tegea.
Consequently, it is abundantly clear that Herodotos found it perfectly

natural to refer to, for instance, Tegea as a polis. From Herodotos we
know that theHellenicLeaguewas joinedbyTegea,Mantinea,Orchome-
nos and other Arkadian communities.255

In order to estimate the significance of the attestation of Panhellenic
athletic victors from local communities of Archaic Arkadia, we must
digress a little and begin by studying the significance of such victors in the
Classical period. In the Classical period, the attestation of a Panhellenic
victor, e.g. an Olympic victor, belonging to a named community is a very
good indication that the community to which he belonged was a polis. To
participate in e.g. the Olympics an athlete had not only to be a Greek but
also to belong to a community which had accepted and respected the
Olympic Truce; thus, in 420 the Spartan Lichas had to enter his hippic
team as public team of Boiotia256 since the Spartans had been excluded
from the Games by the Eleians because they had, allegedly, broken the
Olympic Truce.257 In other words, an athlete had to belong to a political
community which would in the overwhelming majority of the cases be a
polis.258 Poleis also sent sacred embassies of theoroi to e.g. Olympia and
“the theoroi of each polis conducted ritual acts in the Panhellenic sanc-
tuaries in the name of that polis”259 and the sending of such an embassy
was obviously a public concern260 and it seems to have been intimately
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demonstrates that such embassies were a polis matter; this is explicitly stated by schol. in
Ar. Pax 342b1: -�%�
J� �� !���
 � �
J� )�3 �$� ����%� ���
(	5 !�����
�8�
��
(��-�(
���� ��" (���������	(
���� (quoted inREV2: 2239).Andoc. 1.132 suggests that
at Athens theoroiwere officials proper and possibly elected, seeMacDowell (1962) ad loc.,
or that it was a liturgy (cf. RE II.1: 552). That theoroi acted on behalf of the polis is clear
from Dem. 21.115: )�1�-�%�
 ��’ ... )����4� �O c�" �O \���	P ��� �
���� 2��� �=�
����%� -�%�	��. Cf. Pl. Leg. 950e: ��-E�� �O ������%�� ��" �*� �+����	�� �O c�" ��"
�*� \��8�� ��" �*� �^(-�3� 1�� �8����� �
��%�
 ���� -�(�$� �� ��" )�E�%� �
��
��
�
4� -�
4�, �8����� �� �*� ������� 6�� ���	(�
�� y�� ��" ����	(�
�� �� ��" )�	(�
��,

_����� �������
� �������� ...�
�I(
�(� �
��4�. Lewis (1996) 40 calls the theoroi “sacred
embassies who were sent from the various poleis at public expense.” Cf. Perlman (2000)
13–14, 17.
261. Cf. Thuc. 8.10.1: !����8�-�(�� ��� [sc. 
� ��-���4
�]; cf.HCT ad loc.
262. For which see Perlman (2000).
263. See further Nielsen, Glimpses.
264. Not his ‘polis of origin’ as is clear from Pind.Ol. 12, composed for Ergoteles who

was a native of Cretan Knossos but belonged to the polis of Himera at the time of his
victory; cf. Simon. Ep. 50 (Page). The list P Oxy. 222 = FGrHist 415 uses the following
city-ethnics to describe the victors: u�4
�, A0������, W�����(�
�, '�&�4
�, �����4
�,
/�������4
�, S�����4�
�, /��%��	���, ]
��3� )�’ �^���	��, '�(�
�, �*���I���,
���������4�
�, �B�������
�, A^����4
�, /��I(�
�, W���
�, ��-���4
�, L
�	�-�
�,
�B�������
�, �
(���%������, �+�
����
�, S����-�
�, /�((I��
� )�3 W����	��,
L��%��4
�,]��������,L�����4
�,]���(�4
�,�0��4
�,L�������4
�,'�(�����.Against
these 30 city-ethnics, there are in the list eight ethnics denoting larger political units or
geographical regions: ]��%�, /������
�, �����(�
�, AV���
�, L�4
�, '8((��
�, L�I�,
]
����. The polis of a victor was also proclaimed during the victory ceremony at the site:
Lys. 19.63: !�	��(�� �^(-�
4 ��" \��85, G(�� ��� ����� ����1-=���. Diodorus Siculus
also gives the city-ethnics of the stadion winner in his Classical sections, for the fifth
century these: /�������4
� (11.48.1); �����4
� (11.53.1); �
(���%������ (11.65.1);
L
�	�-�
� (11.70.1); L�����4
� (11.84.1); A^����4
� (12.5.2); ��������E��� (12.37.1);
/�((I��
� )�3 W����	�� (12.49.1); W�����(�
� (12.77.1); ���������4�
� (12.82.1);
��-���4
�. Twoaredescribed'������� (11.77.1; 12.33.1).Cf. Soph.El. 693:�����4
����
)�����
����
�.

connected with receptance by the polis of the sacred embassy sent by the
authorities in charge of the games in question.261 The framework for e.g.
Olympic participationwas thus highly political and involved the poleis of
the athletes directly, as is indicated by the development of the institution
of theorodokia262 as well as by the curious fact that Elis abstained from
participating in the Isthmian Games.263 The athletes themselves represen-
ted not merely themselves, but also their poleis; mentions of victors, for
instance, commonly indicate the polis to which the victorious athlete
belongs.264 AndMiller says: “Thus Alkibiades’ son can say of his father in
regard to the Olympic Games that “although in no way untalented nor
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265. Miller (2000) 280. The crucial Greek runs: ��" ����#� ������ 
*�
 ���� = Isoc.
16.33.
266. Cf. Raschke (1988) 40: “Quickly athletes became the political representatives of

their cities and the focus of civic consciousness”; Hansen (1998) 72: “Victories in the
Olympic Games were won by athletes representing their polis”; ibid. 120: “Both in the
ancient and in the modern world victories in the Olympic Games are won by participants
representing, respectively, their state or their polis”.
267. See e.g.:CEG I no. 386 (ca. 450): ����
�8��� ����� ����	�’ H[-�--];CEG I no. 393

(ca. 450); Pind. Ol. 5.8ff.: �"� �� � �
� ,&�3�/ ����(��� )�8-���, ��" h ���8�’ ����%�’
!������ ��" �#� �8
��
� M����, “And, by his victory [sc. Psaumis of Kamarina in 448 =
Olympionikai no. 292] he hath set up for thee <Kamarina> a bright renown, and hath
caused to be proclaimed by the herald his father Acron and his newly-founded home <=
Kamarina>” (Sandys, Loeb); Ol. 10.66 where the primordial wrestling victor, Echemos,
is said to have won glory for Tegea (����	���� S��8��); Thuc. 6.16.2. Cf. [Andoc.] 4.26:
c�
�I��� D�-� ... �+����	�[� ... (�����$(�� ... ��� ����� ... &
������
�; ibid. 30:
!(�����%�R� ��������; ibid. 32:L���	���� �3�c����	
� �O(E���� ���I(����������
�
J� (���������
�� )�$��� ... h� )�3 �$� @���
 ���%� !�	��(� ��� �����; Lys. 19.3:
��3� �� �
��
�� ?��
� !�-���-=��� 
_�� ��(�� �.1�� b ���I�. 6(� �#� H�% �$�
)�����	%� !��-���(�� )���	(���� ����� ���I(���� �
�� �� 6-�� ��" �; ����� ����
H������ H(�(-��. ���	�� 6�� _������, 
� ���
� _��
�� !��I(��
 �����
J� )��# ��"
)-����4� !�	��(�� �^(-�
4 ��" \��85, G(�� ��� ����� ����1-=��� ��" ���3� (��-
���%-=���; Xen. Mem. 3.7.1: �
J� (�����	��� )�$��� ���F�, ��" ��# �
 �
 ����� ��
���F(-�� ��" ��� ����	�� !� �; AB����� ���
���
�8��� �
��4�; Isoc. 16.32: b�$� ... ��"
�
J� �’ )-���#� [��
��8�
�� ��" �#� ������ >�
��(�#� ����
�8��� �#� �$� ���E��%�;
Dem. 58.66: b ����
� b !�3� �+����	�(� ���I(�� ��4��� (����
� !(�����%(� ���
�����. P Oxy. 1607 fr. 13 (Hypereides). Cf. de Ste. Croix (1972) 355: “Olympic victors
brought glory to the State to which they belonged (see Thuc. VI 16.2; Lys. XIX 63; Pind.
Olymp. IV 10–12; V 4, 7–8; VIII 19–23; IX 19–22; X 97–9; XI 11–15; XIII 1–10; Isocr. XVI
32 ...).” Cf. also Herrmann (1988) 119 and Kurke (1993) 138-41.
268. From Sotades of Crete (Olympionikai nos. 390, 398), Paus. 6.18.6: W%����� �� !�"

�
�	1
��	���� >����������� !���<��" !�����
(�;L�I�,��-��������"D�,)����I-�,
�; !�" ����<����&R�1�I�������#�
 �B��(	%��
��
 �B��(	
�� !(��
	�(���2���.
Which of course implies that Ephesos was officially represented at the Games.
269. Cf. Burckhardt (1998) 178: “ ... the contests, in which not merely individuals were

weak of body, he held the gymnic games in contempt since he knew that
some of the athletes were lowborn and from small city-states ...”” (my
italics).265 The clear implication is that the (lack of) prestige of a given polis
reflected back on its athleteswhowere thus in a certain sense representati-
ves of the poleis to which they belonged.266 Athletic success in its turn was
thought of as reflecting back on the athlete’s polis.267 This is also clearly
indicated by the fact that a polis would buy a victory from a victorious
athlete as Ephesos did in 384,268 an incident which indicates that the
Gameswas a competition not only between athletes but between poleis as
well,269 and the Olympic Games could indeed be conceived of as a
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competing but also, it was felt, the poleis from which they came.”
270. Lys. 33.1–2; cf. Lewis (1996) 30 who cites this passage with the comment that the

Panhellenic shrines were “one of the principal theatres for officially-sanctioned contact
between poleis.”
271. A high standing for athletes is presupposed by Eur. Autolykos fr. 282 (Nauck)

which criticises athletes for being of no use to the polis. Cf. Isoc. 4.1; 16.25. Cf. Osborne
(2000) 16: “ ... cities gave special rights to citizens who scored success in the games, rights
that ranged from free meals to a special place in the battle-line.” For a special place in the
battle-line, see Plut. Lyc. 22 with Kurke (1993) 133.
272. Lycurg. Leoc. 51: �2�I(��� �� ���# ��� �
4� ?��
�� !� ��4� )�
��4� )-���#�

)������8�
��.
273. IG I3 131 (ca. 440–432); cf. Pl. Ap. 36d.
274. Diod. 13.82.7. On the significance of chariot processions, see Sinos (1993) 75-8.
275. See e.g. FGrHist 415 s.v. 480: �����	%� ����(�
� �8���; s.v. 472: �����	%�

����(�
� �8-����
�.
276. Hermesianax (Olympionikai no. 475, 320); Paus. 6.17.4. See further Krause (1838)

174 n. 32.
277. Xen.Hell. 3.2.21.
278. See further Nielsen, Glimpses.

gathering of poleis.270 And, of course, Classical poleis took great pride in
the victories achieved by its athletes:271 according to Lykourgos, some
poleis set up statues of victors in their agora;272 in Athens, Panhellenic
victors were entertained in the prytaneion and received other honours
which were codified by law;273 in 412, Exainetos of Akragas, victor in the
Olympic stadion, received a magnificent well-come at Akragas, being
escorted at his entrance into the town by all the chariots of theAkraganti-
nes, a clear testimony to the public importance attached to his victory.274

Some poleis even entered public teams of horses for the hippic contests,
again a clear testimony to the public importance attached to participation
and victory in the Games.275 One polis, Kolophon, financed the victory
monument set up at Olympia to commemorate the victory of one of its
sons.276 Conversely, poleis were greatly concerned if their athletes were
‘dishonoured’ by the Eleian authorities in charge of the Olympic Games;
according to Xenophon, a contributory reason for the Spartans to wage
war on Elis in the late fifth/early fourth century was the whipping of the
Spartan Lichas at the Olympics of 420;277 and in the later fourth century
the Athenian athlete Kallippos was convicted for bribing his opponents
and the Athenians sent the famous orator Hypereides to plead with the
Eleians to have his fine lifted; when this proved impossible the Athenians
boycotted the Games for perhaps twenty years.278 Nor were athletes who
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279. Cf. 205 n. 268 above.
280. No. 116 (Keos, a four-polis island); no. 128 (Thessaly); no. 158 (patris unknown);

no. 165 (Thessaly).
281. They are: Aigina, Apollonia Adriatica, Athens, Chalkis, Delphi, Elis, Epidamnos,

Epidauros, Gela, Heraia, Himera, Kamarina, Karystos, Korinthos, Korkyra, Kroton,
Lenos, Mantinea, Miletos, Naxos (Sicily), Opous, Pelinna, Pellene, Peparethos, Pharsalos,
Phigaleia, Samos, Sikyon, Sparta, Taras, Thebes.
282. For the possibility that victor statues were set up earlier, seeHerrmann (1988) 120.

let themselves be proclaimed under the name of another polis spared:
Sotades of Crete who did so in 384 was exiled!279

In other words, in the Classical period there was no sharp distinction
between athletics and politics, and the attestation of a Panhellenic victor
in this period is a good indication that the community of the victor was
a polis. But presumably we cannot place quite the same significance on all
Archaic victors. For instance, Lousoi may have produced an Olympic
victor in 708.Nobodywill seriously claim that the communitywas a polis
at that date. So there is a dividing line somewhere, which we cannot pin
down. But in general it seems safe to assume that by the sixth century
Panhellenic athletics had been politicised in the sense just described or
that this process was developing, and there is new evidence to suggest that
poleis were already by the second half of the sixth century intimately
connected with Panhellenic athletic participation.
It does, for instance, seem likely that by the sixth century the athletes

were identified with the poleis to which they belonged. Thus, in the list of
Olympionikai as compiled by Moretti, if we look at the victors assigned
to the sixth century (nos. 77–166), in all but four cases,280 Moretti is able
to indicate their local community/polis and not merely their regional
affiliation vel sim.,281 and though this is possible mostly on the basis of
later sources it probably does imply that there was an identification of
athletewith polis by the sixth century.According to Pausanias (6.18.7) the
pratice of erecting victorymonuments atOlympia began in themid-sixth
centurywhen statues of PraxidamasofAigina (Olympionikaino. 112) and
Rhexibios of Opous (Olympionikai no. 119) were erected.282 Pausanias
saw these statues – made of wood – and were able to identify them, pre-
sumably from inscriptions though he does not explicitly refer to inscrip-
tions as he does elsewhere (e.g. 6.15.8). If he did identify them from in-
scriptions the presumption is that these used the city-ethnic to describe
the athletes and this would confirm the impression that by the sixth cen-
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283. Other Archaic victory monuments which Pausanias presumably identified from
inscriptions include those of: Anochos of Taras (6.14.11/Olympionikai nos. 130–1);
Demaratos of Heraia and descendants (6.10.4/Olympionikai no. 132; an inscription is
quoted verabatim but not for the city-ethnic); Timasitheos of Delphi (6.8.6/Olympionikai
no. 140); Kleosthenes of Epidamnos (6.10.6/Olympionikai no. 141; an inscription stating
the polis, Epidamnos, of the athlete is quoted verbatim); Agametor of Mantinea
(6.9.9/Olympionikai no. 163). If such monuments were, as it seems they were, identified
from inscriptions, it seems to have been sixth-century habit to indicate the com-
munity/polis of belonging of the athlete on victorymonuments (cf. the Simonidean couplet
quoted at 6.9.9: ����"� ��� L������) and this supports the assumption that athletes
identified with their poleis and were perceived of as representing their poleis. Cf. Simon.
Ep. 43 (Page) identifying the multiple victor as a L
�	�-�
�.
284. On this dedication, see Hodkinson (1999) 173–6. The earlist surviving victory

dedication by an Arkadian, that of Tellon who won in 472 (Olympionikai no. 231),
describes the victor by his city-ethnic, �+��(-�(�
� (IvO 147.148). Meiggs-Lewis, GHI
no. 9, a ca. 560 commemoration of Nemean victories by one Aristis, describes the victor
as a L��
��4
�, but only indirectly since the ethnic is attached to his father’s name
(�	�
�
� Ch�3� �w
L��
��	
). Cf. Simon.Ep. 29 (Page) indicating the patris of the athlete.
Cf. also Lazzarini (1976) no. 852 (500–450); no. 853 (500–450), no. 854 (550–500); no. 866
(500–450); allOlympicdedications indicating the community towhich the victorbelonged.
Cf. the remark on the inscriptions accompanying victor statures byHerrmann (1988) 119:
“Mag die Inschrift der Siegerstatue noch so kurz sein – kaum je fehlt der Name der
Heimatpolis.”
285. Olympionikai no. 39 (Dyspontion). Cf. Simon. Ep. 43.11–12 (Page): !� ��

���
 ��� (����
� �� �� �8��� ����I(��/ �v������ ������� L����-
�.
286. Plut. Sol. 23.
287. Xenophanes fr. 2 (West). On this fragment, see Bowra (1938) which is a still useful

discussion of the status of the Panhellenic games in the Archaic period. Also of great
interest is Kurke (1993).
288. Bowra (1938) 258.
289. Astos is a synonym of polites, see Hansen (1997a) 10–11.

tury athletes were indeed identified with their poleis.283 That Archaic
victory commemorations used city-ethnics to describe the victors is
proved by SEG 11 1227 which describes the victor Akmatidas (Olympio-
nikai no. 160, 500) as E�
����������.284

That poleis took pride in Panhellenic victories is indicated by a possible
instance of a public hippic team as early as 672,285 and by the report, if
historical, that Solon of Athens legislated on the amounts of money to be
paid toPanhellenic victors.286 But thebest source is probablyXenophanes’
famous critique of the honours paid toOlympionikai.287 This critiquewas
probably composed before 520288 and its evidence is thus highly relevant
for the problem discussed here. Xenophanes criticises the high standing
of successful athletes in the eyes of the astoi, that is: politai.289 The issue
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290. Simon. Ep. 30.4 (Page): h� ���8�%� )��-$� !(�����%(� �����; cf. Molyneux
(1992) 87–92.Cf. Simon.Ep. 35.1–2 (Page):�����4
�c����� .../�	���� ����&
�
�����	�’
!������z(��.
291. Paus. 6.13.1: ��(���
� �� b L�
�%������ ��-����
� �8� !(�� H��
�, ���4� ��

!���=� �+����	�(� (���	
� �� ��" �����
� �	��� H(1��. 6�� �� !� ��
 ��4� 2(�8���� !�
1���� ��� A^8�%�
� �
 c���
�8�
�� )�������(�� �2�3� W�����(�
�, �
��%� M���� 
�
L�
�%��F��� ��� 
*�	�� ���
 ��(�%�I��
� �.��� ���8��%(�� ��" ��� �*���� ��-�4�
�
���# �; j0�5 �;]����	5 ����8���. This story also implies that by the lateArchaic period
the polis of the victor was proclaimed at the victory ceremony at the site. Cf. Raschke
(1988) 41.
292. Ebert & Siewert (1999).
293. I.e. the Eleian perioikoi, who lived in poleis, see Roy (1997) 285–9.
294. Ebert & Siewert (1999) 409.

adressed is thus that of the relation between athlete and polis and indeed
the term polis appears four times in the fragment (9, 19, 20, & 22) along-
side such words as �$������ (8) and �(���$ (19). It appears from the
fragment that Xenophanes knew of such rewards for victory as proedria
(7), public entertainment (8–9: �%�’ �c$ �$����� 
������ / D
 ������)
and cash payments (9: �S	�� J �# 
�������� �c$). A victor is not as
worthy as he, exclaims the poet – thus indicating thatmost people thought
otherwise and indeed probably considered athletic victory a great benefit
to the polis.290 Finally, at Kroton there stood in the important sanctuary
of Hera Lakinia a statue of the late Archaic victor Astylos (Olympionikai
nos. 178 etc.)which theKrotoniates pulleddownwhenAstylos let himself
be proclaimed as a Syracusan in order to please theDeinomenidHieron.291

It would, then, not be unreasonable to infer that in the sixth century
athletic success reflected back on the polis and that poleis identified with
their athletes.
So it seems that athletes (were) identified with their poleis and poleis

with their athletes by the sixth century.Most importantly, a newly-found
inscription of ca. 525–500 fromOlympia, which concerns regulations for
theGames, indicates that by that time poleis played a significant role in the
formal organisationof theOlympicGames.292 The inscription twice (l. 4/5
& l. 5/6) refers to a particular group of polities, the Eleians and their
symmachoi293, which seems to have held a peculiar position in the formal
arrangements concerning theGames and it furthermore refers generically
to a thearos, “einoffiziellerFestgesandter derHeimatpolis”.294 Thegeneral
tenor of the inscription led the editors to conclude, correctly in my view,
that “die herkömmliche Auffassung, die auswärtigen Athleten seien in
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295. Ebert & Siewert (1999) 410.
296. Ebert & Siewert (1999) 412.
297. Another example of the political organisation of athletics and of the identification

of athlete and polis, is provided but Herodotos’ report at 1.144 (if historical) that Hali-
karnassoswas excluded from theDorianhexapolisbecause of an anomia committed byone
of its athletes. Herodotos does not date this event very precisely: ������
� probably
simply means prior to the time of composing, but Jeffery (1976) 195 dates it to the Archaic
period, which seems not impossible. If unhistorical, then the report would be simply
evidence for Classical habits of mind, associating athlete and polis closely.
298. Perlman (2000) 18–29.
299. Wallace (1970) 194, 195–6.
300. SEG 11 1180a for which see Wallace (1970) 195.

Olympia völlig auf sich allein angewiesen, ist nach unserer Inschrift, wie
es scheint, nichtmehr aufrecht zu erhalten”295 and the new information on
the role of theoroi in the later sixth century “revidiert ... das herkömmli-
cheBild eines von derHeimatpolisweitgehend isoliertenAuftretens eines
Athleten beim olympischen Agon beträchtlich. Denn über die bislang
bekannte, sich in der Angabe seiner Bürgerschaft äußernde, also rein
formale oder allenfalls ideologische Bindung des Athleten an seine
Heimatpolis hinaus wird damit erstmals eine gesetzlich erlaubte Un-
terstützung des Athleten durch seine Polis am Festort deutlich. Die
Kompetenzen der als Vertreter ihrer Polis in Olympia anwesenden
Theoren sind offenbar noch längst nicht genügend bekannt, wie auch für
die ‘olympische’ InteressengemeinschaftAthlet-Poliswohl nochmancher
ergänzendeAufschluß erwartet werden darf.”296 In short, this ca. 525–500
inscription shows that in the sixth century the formal organisation of the
Olympic Games was already politicised or in the process of becoming
so.297 There was no system of theorodokia in the Archaic period,298 but it
has been suggested that Elis was one of the poleis pioneering the institu-
tion of proxenia “to facilitate the operation of an international sanc-
tuary”299 and indeed one of the earliest known grants of proxeny was
made by Elis.300

It seems, then, that already by the sixth century some of the features
which characterise theOlympicGames in theClassical period existed: the
athletes were distinguished from each other on the basis of the polis to
which they belonged, they identified themselves with their poleis which
in turn identified with the athletes, honoured them, and sent theoroi to
support them at the site, and it appears that the formal organisation of the
Games was political in the litteral sense of the word. We should, then,
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301.Olympionikai no. 163.
302.Olympionikai no. 132.
303. IG V.2 p. 92.53–6.

probably attach some significance to the series of Archaic Panhellenic
victors identified as coming from local communities of Arkadia.
However, this does not mean that this evidence is unproblematical. It

is, for example, difficult to know how much confidence we can place in
Hippias of Elis’ reconstruction of the victor list. But, the most serious
problem involved in using the information aboutOlympionikai collected
by Moretti is the problem of dating the victories. Moretti regularly gives
the reasons for his dates, but in some cases the date given cannot be but
a rough approximation. For instance, the victory of Agametor of Man-
tinea is dated to 500.301 The reason for this is that his statue is mentioned
by Pausanias among others which can be dated to the end of the sixth/the
beginning of the fifth century. Such an argument is hardly decisive. In
other cases, arguments which are not in themselves decisive enough to
establish a precise date, may nevertheless be good enough to place a
victory generally in the Archaic period. For instance, we know that
Demaratos of Heraia won the hopliterace in 520,302 and that his son
Theopompos gained two victories. These victories can reasonably be
thought to belong before the end of the Archaic period. Such cases can be
accepted. Another problem concerns the nationality of the victor of 708:
he was described as Lakedaimonian by some authorities according to
Philostratos; however, vonGaertringen accepted that hewas fromLousoi,
since this is, so to speak, the lectio difficilior.303 In practice, however, these
problems bear only on the status of Stymphalos, which is the only com-
munity whose political status must be inferred primarily on the basis of
a late Archaic victor.
Summing up all the evidence discussed above we can conclude the

following:
(i) Communities whichwere regarded as poleis by theArkadians them-

selves existed in Arkadia at the latest by ca. 550–500, when Kleitor de-
dicated at Olympia spoils taken ����W� D
 �����. Furthermore,
Herodotos describes communities of late Archaic Arkadia as poleis, both
in retrospective references to named communities and in general refer-
ences to the communities which fought in the Persian War.
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(ii) But, no individual Arkadian community is called polis in any source
of the Archaic period. It is however just possible that Lousoi is referred
to as a polis in the political sense of the word in a heavily fragmented
inscriptionof the lateArchaic period, and the settlement onGortsouliwas
probably named Ptolis.
(iii) To identify the poleis of Archaic Arkadia we must therefore pro-

ceed by inference, and a cautious evaluation of the evidence suggests that
the poleis of Archaic Arkadia should be sought among the following local
communities which may have been poleis before the end of the Archaic
period:
(1)Heraia. The community struck coins by ca. 510 (Williams [1970]);

the collective use of the city-ethnic is attested outside the community
itself (SEG 11 1045, ca. 500), and it was presumably a temple builder
(Voyatzis [1999] 158 no. 34). It is known to have waged war against
another Arkadian community (SEG 11 1045, ca. 500) and it produced
Olympic victors (Olympionikai nos. 132, 138, 189, 200, 205).
(2)Kaphy(i)ai. The crucial evidence for Kaphy(i)ai is Syll.3 48, dated to

500–450. If it belongs in the period 500–480 it attests: the collective use of
the city-ethnic outside the community itself; the waging of war; and a
communal dedication at Delphi.
(3)Kortys. Kortysmay have been a temple builder (Voyatzis [1999] 158

no. 33); IG I3 639 (ca. 525) attests to the existence of a city-ethnic, and if
Syll.3 49, dated 500–450, belongs in the period 500–480 it attests: the
collective use of the city-ethnic outside the community itself; the waging
of war; and a communal dedication at Delphi.
(4) Kleitor. Kleitor may just possibly have struck coins before the end

of the Archaic period (cf. 200 n. 238 above); and the collective use of the
city-ethnic is attested outside the community itself (Paus. 5.23.7, referring
to 550–500 cf. Maddoli [1992]). It is attested as having waged war against
other Arkadians (Paus. 5.23.7 with Roy [1972d] 339) and as having made
a communal dedication at Olympia (Paus. 5.23.7, referring to 550–500 cf.
Maddoli [1992]).
(5) Lousoi. Lousoi was a temple builder (Voyatzis [1999] 156 no. 26a);

the city-ethnic is used for two individuals in reference to the Archaic
period by late authors (Philostr.De gymnastica 12 referring to 708; Paus.
8.18.8 referring to 546); and Lousoimay actually be described as a polis in
an inscription of the early fifth century (Nomima I no. 27), an inscription
which is presumably a fragment of a treaty concluded by Lousoi with a
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foreign polis. The report of an Olympic victor as early as 708 (Philstr.De
gymnastica 12) may be suspect, perhaps, but Lousoi produced a Pythian
victor in 546 (Paus. 8.18.8).
(6)Mantinea. With Tegea, Mantinea is the best attested community of

Archaic Arkadia. Its existence was known at Delphi and by the mid-sixth
century Mantinea received an embassy from Kyrene and granted its
request, a fact which indicates that by this time it was a political commu-
nity (Hdt. 4.161). It may also be presumed to have been centered on a site
called Mantinea though its precise location is uncertain (above 168–71,
174). The collective city-ethnic is used byHerodotos on several occasions
in reference to theArchaic period (4.161, 7.202, 9.77) and it is even applied
to a person (4.162.2). The community was presumably a temple builder
(Voyatzis [1999] 155 no. 17a; 156 no. 18a, 19a, 20a) and its coinage is be-
lieved to have started ca. 500 (Head,Hist. num.2 449; Babelon,Traité II.1:
862). Mantinea is attested as a belligerent polity (Hdt. 7.202; Paus. 5.26.6,
referring to ca. 500–450) andwas amember of theHellenic League against
Persia (Hdt. 7.202). It producedOlympic victors (Olympionikai nos. 163,
193, 202) and may have made a collective dedication at Olympia (Paus.
5.26.6, ca. 500–450); in any case, relations with Delphi is presupposed by
Hdt. 4.161. Legal procedings may attested by the early fifth century
(Dubois, Corp. dial. p. 94; cf. IPArk no. 8 dating the inscription to the
mid-fifth century). An official called damiorgos may be attested also by
the early fifth century (Dubois, Corp. dial. p. 112; cf. IPArk no. 7 dating
the inscription to the mid-fifth century). Before the end of the Archaic
periodMantinea had developed a territory fromwhich it is known to have
exiled some military commanders (Hdt. 9.77). Finally, its existence was
recognised in theHomericCatalogue of Ships (Il. 2.607) andbyHekataios
(FGrHist 1, fr. 123).
(7)Nonakris. Nonakris is called a polis byHerodotos (6.74.1–2) in ref-

erence to ca. 490, in a passage which uses the term in the sense of ‘terri-
tory’, and this may indicate that before the end of the Archaic period
Nonakris developed into a polis controlling a territory.
(8)Orchomenos. ArchaicOrchomenos seems to have been centered on

a site of some substance (above 165), and it was a temple builder (Voyatzis
[1999] 156 no. 21b & 24). The collective use of the city-ethnic is attested
outside the community (Meiggs-Lewis,GHI no. 27 coil 4; cf.Hdt. 9.28.4,
31.3); and it is attested as a wager of war through its membership of the
Hellenic League against Persia (Meiggs-Lewis,GHI no. 27 coil 4; cf.Hdt.
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9.28.4, 31.3). Its existence was recognised in the Homeric Catalogue of
Ships (Il. 2.605).
(9) Paion. Paion is called a polis by Herodotos (6.127.3) in reference to

the 570s, but that is all that is known about Paion prior to the Hellenistic
period.
(10) Pheneos. Herodotos may implicitly describe Pheneos as a polis in

reference to ca. 490, but apart from the entry in the Homeric Catalogue
of Ships (Il. 2.605), nothing is known about it prior to theClassical period;
however, there is good evidence to show that it was probably a polis soon
after the Persian Wars (above 198–9).
(11) Phigaleia. Phigaleia was a temple builder and erected temples both

at the site itself (Voyatzis [1999] 159 no. 39a), at Bassai (Voyatzis [1999]
158 no. 36a) and at Mt. Kotilion (Voyatzis [1999] 158 nos. 37–8), the two
latter sites being at such a distance from Phigaleia itself that territorial
appropriation may be assumed. Phigaleia produced an Olympic victor
(Olympionikai nos. 95, 99, 102) and the city-ethnic is attested in reference
to ca. 490 (Hdt. 6.83.2).
(12) Psophis. Psophis had a mythical existence by the later Archaic

period (Hekataios [FGrHist 1] fr. 6; cf. Paus. 8.24.13). The collective city-
ethnic is used outside the community, by itself (SEG 24 299) and by an
outsider (Hekataios [FGrHist 1] fr. 6). It is known to have waged war
(SEG 24 299), to have made a collective dedication at Olympia (SEG 24
299), and its coinagemay have begun before the end of theArchaic period
(Babelon, Traité II.3: 566).
(13) Stymphalos. Stymphalos had a mythical existence (Hom. Il. 2.608)

and was a temple builder (Williams & Price [1995] 20; Williams et al.
[1997] 67); but apart from that the only evidence for the community of
Archaic Stymphalos is the Panhellenic victories of Dromeus which may
have been achieved at the very end of the Archaic period (Olympionikai
nos. 188 [484?] & 199 [480?]; Knab [1934] no. 3).
(14) Tegea. Archaic Tegea is quite well-attested: the community was a

temple builder and erected a temple at Tegea itself (Voyatzis [1999] 155
no. 16c) as well as one at Psili Korfi above Mavriki near the Dholiana
marble quarry (Voyatzis [1999] 155 no. 14a); the latter temple indicates
that Tegea was in possession of a territory and this is supported by
literary evidence (Hdt. 8.124.3; cf. 1.66.2; possibly Staatsverträgeno. 110).
The collective city-ethnic is attested by Herodotos in reference to the
mid-sixth century (Hdt. 1.66.3–4) and by epigraphical evidence from the
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time of the Persian Wars (Meiggs-Lewis, GHI no. 27 coil 3), and it is
applied by Hdt. 9.9.2 to an individual in reference to 479. It is known to
have waged wars (Hdt. 1.66.4; 7.202; 9.28.3), to have concluded a treaty
with Sparta (above 188–91) and to have entered the Hellenic League
against Persia (Meiggs-Lewis, GHI no. 27 coil 3). It produced a Pythian
victor (Paus. 10.7.7, referring to 554), it may have struck coins before 480
(Hesperia 24 [1955] 135–6), and it had a mythical existence (Hom. Il.
2.607; Hes. fr. 23a.33 [MW]).
(15) Thaliades. Its coinage (Babelon, Traité II.1: 869–74) is the only

evidence relating to its status, but this alone indicates that it may possibly
have been a polis.
(16) Thelphousa. Thelphousa was possibly a temple builder (Voyatzis

[1999] 159 no. 40); but apart from that, the only evidence for the com-
munity of Archaic Thelphousa is an early fifth-century dedication at
Olympia of a herald’s staff inscribed: 
W	)2 �������� .��'����� (SEG
11 1254a). Both the act of dedicating and the office of keryx implied
indicate that Thelphousa was a political community in contact with other
communities.304

3. The Significance of the Sixth Century

1. Limitations of the evidence

Apart from theCatalogue of Ships, the earliest temples and the problem-
atical Olympic victor from Lousoi in 708, not a single piece of evidence
antedates 572, the date of the first Olympic victory of Arrhachion from
Phigaleia. Prior to that date we have no idea of the local communities of
Arkadia. Furthermore, almost all other sources postdate ca. 550, the time
whenMantinea andTegea emerge as rather distinct local communities and
the time at whichKleitor dedicated spoils ����W� D
 ����� atOlympia.
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Even more markedly, almost all the material postdates 520, e.g. all
material on Heraia.
Furthermore, most of the evidence we do have is transmitted by later

sources with their own peculiar preferences in terms of subjects, interests,
geographical coverage, etc. We can illustrate this by imagining that the
works of Herodotos and Pausanias had been lost. We would then know
next tonothing aboutNonakris,Orchomenos, Paion,Phigaleia, Stympha-
los and Tegea. Heraia, Lousoi and Psophis would still have been quite
visible, but for Kleitor we would have had only some coins of very
uncertain date. Our sources allow us to infer that there were some poleis
in Arkadia by the mid-sixth century, and that by the end of the Archaic
period the region embraced quite a number of poleis. But we must of
course refrain from concluding e silentio that poleis arose in Arkadia only
in the late Archaic period.
It is useful to distinguish between sources that originate from Arkadia

itself (internal provenance), and sources which originate from outside
Arkadia (external provenance). Some sources, however, cannot be firmly
placed in one of these groups. For instance the epigram on the dedication
made by Kleitor in Olympia is internal in terms of the origin of the
dedicators, but external in terms of transmission and location of the
monument.Nevertheless, thedistinction is valuable, since it helps to show
that our picture of Archaic Arkadia is mainly generated by evidence
external to the region, e.g. all sources relating to the Persian Wars. This
creates problems. For instance, the Serpent Column in Delphi does not
mention Mantinea or the 1,000 hoplites “from the rest of Arkadia” who
fought at Thermopylai, and we cannot explain why. Herodotos discusses
Arkadian matters only in so far as they relate to his overall theme and
never in their own right. This means, for example, that almost allArchaic
material on Orchomenos and Tegea is external, which is why we can give
only the roughest of outlines of their organisation. Again, all material on
Panhellenic victors is external. Olympia has generated a substantial part
of this evidence and has contributed in other ways too. The important
dedications by Psophis and Kleitor were set up at Olympia. This means
that almost all material on Phigaleia, Psophis, Kleitor and Stymphalos is
external.Consequently, our perspective is that of the outsider and caution
is advisable.
The only communities to emerge independently of these limitations are

those attested by inscriptions found in Arkadia itself and those with civic
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mints, i.e. those attested by sources of internal provenance. Archaic in-
scriptions of Arkadia are not very numerous, and only one is of major
importance, the fragment of the treaty from Lousoi which actually may
use the term polis.
Coins are perhaps the least biased type of source in the sense that it is

reasonable to assume that we actually know all Archaic coinages of Arka-
dia. However, even this statement must be modified: according to
Williams, the Archaic coins of Heraia are “very rare”,305 Mantinea’s
coinage is described by Kraay as a “small coinage”,306 and from Thaliades
we have a mere handful of coins. This seems to indicate that the Archaic
coinages of Arkadia were struck in small quantities, and so it is not
impossible that new Archaic coinages may show up from areas that have
not yet been systematically excavated or surveyed. Numismatists, how-
ever, seem to think that this possibility is small.307

Nonetheless, just because coins lack biases in this sense, this does not
mean that coinage is free of problems.308 In an Arkadian context the most
serious problem is that of chronology.309 Only the coinage of Heraia has
been studied by a modern numismatist.310 It is still not definitely settled
whether the coinages of Kleitor and Psophis go back to the Archaic
period.311 Consequently, we have only three certain Archaic mints in
Arkadia, those of Heraia, Mantinea and Thaliades. However, for these
three communities, at least, the existence of a civic mint is a good in-
dication that they were poleis. However, it is an important problem that
there was apparently no simple connection between being a polis and
minting coins.312 We may confidently class a coin-striking community as
a polis, but, the absence of a mint proves nothing about the political status
of a community. Outside of Arkadia, we can draw up an impressive list
of poleis that never minted at all or began only late: Sparta, Amphissa,
Oiantheia, Naupaktos, Sestos, Argos, Epidauros, Megara, Perinthos,
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Gortyn, etc.313 Nor is there any connection betweenminting and being an
important and big community: Thaliades was an insignificant place, and
we shall never be able to explain why it chose to strike its own coins. So,
even the least biased group of our sources only informs us about a tiny
fraction of the poleis of Archaic Arkadia.
If we look at the geographical location of the Arkadian poleis of the

Archaic period, it is immediately apparent that not a single one is located
in the centre of the region and only Kortys to the south in theMegalopo-
litan basin. All others are concentrated along the western ‘border’ with
Elis and Olympia, and in the eastern plain ‘bordering’ on Lakonia and
Argolis.
One possible inference is that this was where the poleis were actually

situated, and that there were no poleis in the heart of the region. But, a
preferable explanation is that that it was only suchArkadian communities
that came into contact with important neighbouring centres such as
Olympia and Lakonia that generated the material we need to infer that
they were poleis.314

We have no detailed information about any Archaic constitution in
Arkadia.Military officials are attested forTegea,Mantinea andOrchome-
nos, and can be assumed for Kleitor, Psophis and Heraia, since they are
all attested as belligerents in the Archaic period. We can also infer the
existence of bodies of government in Lousoi,Orchomenos,Mantinea and
Tegea since they all concluded treaties in the Archaic period.
The reason for the absence of such information has to do, of course,

with the provenance of our sources.Most of themoriginate from contexts
external to the individual poleis, and it is not to be expected that they
would include information on constitutional matters. Accordingly, we
cannot e silentio conclude that there were no developed constitutions.
Some sources do in fact indicate Arkadian awareness of contemporary
constitutional thinking.The first isHerodotos’ description the reformsby
Demonax of Mantinea in Kyrene. Even if we cannot accept that his re-
forms reflect contemporary Mantinean institutions, we must admit that
they reflect a somewhat sophisticated political thinking, since he created
a system of civic subdivisions and defined the powers of the king and the
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people.315 The importance of Demonax’s activities may even be greater
than appears at first sight: Murray has argued that the manipulation of
civic subdivisions, or the creation of such structures, in short, phyletic
reforms, is an indication of the political rationality of the Greek polis, and
one of the most important features of sixth-century history.316 To see an
Arkadian involved in phyletic reforms is rather suggestive and may lend
support to the idea that sophisticated political thinkingwas not foreign to
Arkadians.
The second source is an inscription of ca. 525–500. Its provenance is

unknown, but it is generally believed to belong to Pheneos,317 although
Kleitor and Lousoi have also been proposed.318 So, it may come from
northern Arkadia. The important information is included in the phrase
bF�� ���� �����3�	,o�, “whoever at that time holds the office of damior-
gos”. This must be a reference to an official in charge of the sanctuary to
which the law refers. In fourth-centuryMantinea, the eponymous official
was a damiorgos,319 and the present damiorgos could be the chief ma-
gistrate as well.320 If so, we have an attestation of an official with tenure of
limited duration in an Archaic Arkadian polis, be it Pheneos, Lousoi or
Kleitor.
The third is a herald’s staff dedicated by Thelphousa at Olympia and

inscribed 
W	)2 �������� .��'�����.321 This implies both the existence
of a damos and of the office of keryxwhich in itself suggests that the com-
munity was in contact with other polities.
Moreover, inscription from Mantinea, dated by Dubois to the begin-

ning of the fifth century, uses some constitutional terminology.322 The
fragmentary text mentions a [�]���� (l. 7) and ��%� ���[���] (l. 12), and
uses the phrase P� �W��� twice (l. 11, 19), and ������[�] once. It has a
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reference to �!� �����	,�[�](l. 9), and seems to have a reference to the
possibility of exiling people (ll. 17–18: �P �’ " �G� '[��,�(�)/-] �!�
'�[�],�����). It also refers to "	
������, which according to Dubois is
a “vieux terme juridique désignant le juge lié par un serment.” Although
fragmentary, the inscription does seem to testify to an organised con-
stitution.
The conclusionmust be that the absence of constitutional details is due

to the provenance of our sources, and that the sources discussed above
point to the conclusion that there were actually organised constitutions
in (late) Archaic Arkadia.

2. Joining the Panhellenic network

Wemust, however, go on to askwhether it is accidental or significant that
evidence for local communities (which may even have been poleis) begin
to appear in the sixth century. I suggest that it is indeed significant and
that the importance is that almost all the evidence stems from the fact that
in the sixth century the local communities joined the Panhellenic network
of polis-interaction, something which was bound to have an influence on
their self-perception and way of organising themselves.
In a certain sense, almost all the evidence discussed in this chapter

orignates fromPanhellenic interaction. This is even to some extent true of
the two most distinctly local groups of evidence, temples and coins.
Temples are of course extremely local in the sense that they tend to stay
where they are erected,323 and coins are local in the sense that the small
Archaic coinages probablywere intended for purely local circulation. But
in another sense they are not local, but rather symptomsof an internation-
al outlook on the part of the temple building and coin striking communi-
ties. As we saw, there is almost an explosion of temple building in sixth-
century Arkadia. However, this wave of temple building was in no way
confined to Arkadia, but a phenomenon which was characteristic of the
whole Greek world in the sixth century which was “the great age of
temple building”.324 While Arkadian temples on occasion adopt unusual
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Akanthos; Akragas; Akraiphia; Andros; Argos; Athens; Barke; Chalkis; Chersonesos;
Chios; Dardanos; Delos; Delphi; Dikaia; Ephesos; Eretria; Erythrai; Euhesperides; Gela;
Golgoi; Haliartos; Himera; Hyele; Ialysos; Idalion; Idyma; Kalymna; Kameiros; Kar-
pathos; Karthaia; Karystos; Kaulonia; Kition;Klazomenai; Knidos; Kolophon;Korinthos;
Korkyra; Kos; Kroton; Kyme; Kyzikos; Kyrene; Lampsakos; Lapethos; Lete; Leukas;
Lindos;Magnesia;Mantinea;Melos;Mende;Messana;Metapontion;Miletos;Mykalessos;
Mytilene;Naxos;Naxos (Sicily);Neapolis;Olynthos;Orchomenos;Paphos;Parion;Paros;
Peparethos; Pharai; Phaselis; Phokaia; Poseidonia; Poteidaia; Priene; Rhegion; Salamis;
Samos; Samothrake; Selge; Selinous; Sermyle; Sikyon; Sinope; Siphnos; Siris; Skione;
Skyros; Stageira; Sybaris; Syracuse; Tanagra; Taras; Tegea; Tenedos; Tenos; Teos; Termera;
Thasos, Thebes; Thera; Therma; Torone; Zankle. Most of these were, of course, poleis.
328. Osborne (1996) 253–4 lists the following Archaic mints as on the Aiginetan

standard for their earliest activity at least: Akraiphia; Andros; Argos; Delphi; Haliartos;
Kameiros; Karthaia; Knidos; Lindos; Mantinea; Naxos; Mykalessos; Orchomenos; Paros;
Pharai; Sikyon; Sinope; Siphnos; Tanagra; Tegea; Tenos; Thebes; Thera.

architectural features and S.-E. orientation,325 they are firmly in theDoric
tradition, and as we saw some of them seem to consciously model them-
selves upon famous temples elsewhere in the Hellenic world. So, in
respect of temple building, though it is a vital source for Archaic Arkadia,
it should be noted that in constructing templesArkadian communities are
acting simply as sixth-century communities did in the Greek world.326

The same is true of coinage: introduced around 550, silver coinage was
produced by more than a hundred poleis before 480;327 and no Arkadian
community designed its own weight standard but simply did as e.g. Ar-
gos, Sinope, and the Boiotian communities did: used the Aiginetan
standard.328 Again, a few Arkadian communities did what a large number
of other Greek communities did. This point can be repeated from other
groups of evidence: in making communal dedications at Olympia and
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329. On the basis of Lazzarini (1976) and SEG after this date, the following list can be
compiled (the list includes onlyonededicationby each community): I.Olympia:Apollonia
(SEG 46 471); Argos (Lazzarini no. 993, early fifth century); Athens (Lazzarini no. 967,
ca. 490); Elis (Lazzarini no. 902, sixth century); Eretria (Lazzarini no. 899, ca. 480);
Hipponion (with Medma and Lokroi Epizephyrioi: Lazzarini no. 978, 550–500); Kleonai
(Lazzarini no. 889, 500–450); Koroneia (SEG 42 381, before 500); Kyrene (Lazzarini no.
911, sixth century); Letrinoi (Lazzarini no. 911bis, 550–500); Lokroi Epizephyrioi (with
Hipponion andMedma:Lazzarini no. 978, 550–500);Medma (withHipponion andLokroi
Epizephyrioi: Lazzarini no. 978, 550–500);Messana (Lazzarini no. 962, 500–475); Boiotian
Orchomenos (SEG 28 427, 550–525); Rhegion (Lazzarini no. 960, early fifth century);
Sikyon (Lazzarini no. 909, early fifth century); Sparta (Lazzarini no. 890, 600–550);
Tanagra (Lazzarini no. 958, 600–575); Thebes (Lazzarini no. 957, sixth century); Zankle
(Lazzarini no. 961, early fifth century); II. Delphi: Argos (Lazzarini no. 892, 500–450);
Athens (Lazzarini no. 969, ca. 480); Chios (Lazzarini no. 907, ca. 479); Hermione
(Lazzarini no. 893, 500–475); Knidos (Lazzarini no. 985, 550–500); Korkyra (Lazzarini no.
895, 500–475); Kroton (SEG 40 426, ca. 510); Lipara (Lazzarini no. 986, 500–475);Massalia
(SEG 38 416, ca. 549); Peparethos (Lazzarini no. 1000, late sixth century); Samos (Lazzarini
no. 906, 500–475); Taras (Lazzarini no. 971, 500–475).
330. Snodgrass (1986) 55.
331. For a list of mostly Archaic dedications of spoils, see Prittchet (1979) 290–1.
332. Guarducci, EG II: 459: “Simbolo ufficiale dello stato, il caduceo poteva, in certi

casi, essere offerto agli dèi e divenire perciò un ex voto. Tali erano, per esempio, i caducei
di ferro e i di bronzo che Dionisio di Alicarnasso ci descrive come esistenti nel venerando
santuario dei Penati a Lavinio.” Ibid. 459–63 there is a fine presentation with good photos
of this type of object. Cf. Hornbostel & Hornbostel (1988) esp. 234.
333. This list of Archaic Olympionikai gives simply the first known victor from each

community followed by the no. in Olympionikai: Aigina (112); Apollonia (162); Athens
(25); Chalkis (121); Delphi (140); Dyme (6); Dyspontion (2); Elis (1); Epidamnos (141);
Epidauros (19); Gela (151); Heraia (132); Himera (137); Hyperesia (28); Kamarina (125);
Karystos (134); Keos (116); Kleonai (12); Korinthos (13); Korkyra (111); Krannon (53);
Kroton (38); Lenos (89); Mantinea (163); Megara (16); Messenia (3); Miletos (79); Naxos

Delphi, the local communities of Arkadia followed a custom established
by the precedence of many such collective dedications.329 Such dedica-
tions, as pointed out by Snodgrass,330 were intended to communicatewith
other communities and they will “have impressed the citizens of other
poleis with the prowess of one’s own” if they were displays of enemy
spoils.331 So here again Arkadian communities are doing what Archaic
Greeks often did and in doing so they communicate with the Panhellenic
world.Even thehighly interestingkerykeiondedicatedbyThelphousahas
parallels: Syracuse made a similar dedication at Olympia ca. 475 (SEG 38
368: [��]������O)	�
����).332 Athletic victors in the Panhellenic games
are attested for many Archaic communities; if we concentrate simply on
the list ofOlympionikai as drawn up by Moretti for the period 776–500,
we may note that 45 communities produced Olympic victors.333
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in Sicily (94); Opous (119); Pellene (142); Pelinna (150); Peparethos (97); Pharsalos (107);
Phigaleia (95); Pisa (15); Samos (88); Sikyon (20); Smyrna (29); Sparta (17); Sybaris (71);
Syracuse (65); Taras (130); Thebes (33); Thessalia (128).
334. See Pritchett (1974) 190 and the table at 194–9, and in particular the analysis of the

Archaic battle formations at 194. See also Hanson (1999) 205–8.

So, in building temples, striking coins, making Panhellenic dedications,
and sending athletes to Olympia and Delphi, the local communities of
sixth-centuryArkadia acted like any otherHellenic community. Accord-
ingly, since most of the communities with which the local communities
of Arkadia came into contact in this way were constituted as poleis by the
sixth century, it may be said that by the sixth century the communities of
Arkadia were capable of participating in the intense interaction of the
Hellenic polis-culture. It is likely that this had an effect on the way in
which the Arkadian communities organised themselves.
Moreover, warfare suggests the same. As we saw it is probable that

Tegea became a Spartan ally ca. 550 and that Orchomenos, Mantinea, and
others did so as well. That is to say that they became members of the ‘Pe-
loponnesian League’; and in the Persian Wars these same three com-
munities, as well as other unidentifiable communities, fought the invader
as members of the ‘Hellenic League against Persia’. Most if not all other
members of these organisationswere poleis and so here is another example
of Arkadian interaction with communities constituted as poleis. When
such leagues fought battles, the phalanx was composed of contingents
from each member which were added one by one as units to the line,334

and the hoplites of the individual contingents were not mixed up with
each other: so, Herodotos (9.26.1–2) has the Tegeans claim that in the
sixth century they had always occupied �! 5��	�� 
�	�� when the Pe-
loponnesian League fought battles, thus implying that their contingent
had always been deployed as a single unit. And in the description of the
Hellenic battle line at Plataiai (Hdt. 9.28.3–31.5) it is quite clear that the
battle formationwas formed by adding polis-unit to polis-unit: next to the
Spartanswere theTegeans; next to theTegeanswere theKorinthians; next
to the Korinthians, the Poteidaians; next to them theOrchomenians; next
to them the Sikyonians; next to them the Epidaurians; next to them the
Troizenians; next to them the Lepreans; next to them the Mykenaians;
next to them the Tirynthians, and so on. In otherwords, alliances thought
tactically in terms of polis-units, not in simple numerical terms. Similarly,
“The dead in allied armies were collected 
��� ����� (Plutarch Mor.
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335. Pritchett (1985) 250. Cf. also Hdt. 9.85.1: 
� �� jB������ a� !� ������;(� ���
��	�� ���	�
��
, H-���
� �
J� @%��$� 1%�"� M��(�
�.
336. Hdt. 9.85.2: S���=��� �� 1%�"� ������ ,�8��.
337. See further Boedeker (1998).
338. Murray (1993) 242; cf. Osborne (1996) 262.
339. Morgan (1993) 35–6; Osborne (1996) 243–4.
340. Marinatos (1993) 231.

193B), and each city disposed of its own dead according to its wishes”;335

thus, the sixteen Tegeans killed at Plataiai were buried at Plataiai,336 a fact
which by the way must have provided the community with some inter-
national fame since Herodotos makes it clear quite how prestigious such
graves were:337 �S� �G Y���� J��� 
�* '������� D� 9�����4�� D�����
��'��, �����)� ��,h�D,-�)��������, D���� )������)� �4&�����% ���
�� $� \
����)�  8����  S��� 
���� �S� D��,�������� �_��
�� &�-
�	8���, D��* 
�* �P,��$���� D��* �(���� 
��������� ��'��, �!� D,-
&
��� 
�* ��
� >���� j���	�� ���� ��1�� ��$������ �S� �P,��$����
 S���
����$��!��(���
�)Y��	�9�������,�	�2����� D�����(�S�,
a wonderful example of inter-polis competitive rivalry. It seems highly
likely that membership of such organisations which operated with the
polis as its basic component will have fed back into the organisation of a
community like Tegea, especially if, as in the case of Tegea, fighting
battles in this way was a recurrent phenomenon.
In conclusion, it may fairly be said that from ca. 600 the local commu-

nities of Arkadia are visible in spheres of activity which were a part of the
intense inter-polis interaction of the Hellenic polis-culture and in which
the Arkadian communities interacted with a wide range of foreign com-
munities which were surely poleis. In almost every category of activity it
may furthermore reasonably be said that the sixth century was the time
in which these activities attained great significance: the century was “the
great age of temple building”,338 it was the century which saw the intro-
duction of coinage, it was the century in which the athletic periodos was
formalised339 and in which the significance of athletics at Panhellenic sites
increased enormously,340 and it was, importantly, the century in the
middle decades of which Sparta rose to become the hegemon of the major
part of the Peloponnese. This means that broadly speaking most of the
evidence that we have for local communities of Arkadia could not really
be expected much prior to the dates at which they appear. So in spite of
all the limitations of the evidence pointed out above it does seem that the
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341. The Greek foundations included by the Copenhagen Polis Centre in the Sicilian
Inventory are: Aitna (founded in 476); Akragas (founded ca. 580); Akrai (founded 664);
Euboia (date of foundation unknown, but prior to 485); Gela (founded 689/8); Heloron
(founded late eight/early seventh century); Herakleia (founded after 628, presumably in
the mid-sixth century); Himera (founded 648); Kallipolis (date of foundation unknown,
but possibly late eight century); Kamarina (founded 598); Kasmenai (founded in 644/3);
Katane (founded 729); Leontinoi (founded 729); Lipara (founded ca. 580); Megara
(founded ca. 728); Mylai (founded ca. 716); Naxos (founded in 735/4); Selinous (founded
ca. 628); Syracuse (founded in 733/2); Tauromenion (founded prior to 364); Tyndaris
(founded in 396); Zankle (founded prior to 730). The communities included the Inventory
which did not originate as Greek colonies are: Abakainon; Adranon; Agyrion; Alaisa;
Alontion; Apollonia (?); Engyon; Galeria; Henna; Herbessos; Herbita; Hippana; Ima-
chara; Kentoripa; Kephaloidion; Longane; Morgantina; Mytistratos; Nakone; Petra; Pia-
kos; Sileraioi; Stielanaioi; Tyrrhenoi. For details, see Fischer-Hansen, Nielsen & Ampolo,
Inventory.

appearance of specific types of evidence in the sixth century is significant
since it indicates that by then, at the time when the Panhellenic network
becomes formalised and increases in importance, the local communities
of Arkadia were able to log unto the web, so to speak.
It should be stressed again that we know next to nothing of Arkadian

local communities prior to ca. 600. This means that we cannot say
whether social, economic and political factors ultimately leading to polis-
formation were operative before that date. If they were, then they may
have gained great momentum in the sixth century when the Arkadian
communities began to engage extensively with a wide range of otherHel-
lenic communities constituted as poleis. If there were no ‘indigenous’
polis-formation going on in Arkadia prior to ca. 600, then it may perhaps
be suggested that the very fact that in the sixth century the communities
ofArkadia joined the network of Panhellenic polis-interactionwas at least
one factor igniting processes leading to polis-formation before the Persian
Wars.
Of course, such a suggestion amounts to a hypothesis that poleis arose

in Arkadia (at least partly) in emulation of poleis outside Arkadia with
which theArkadian communities came into close contact during the sixth
century. How significant such emulation can be may be illustrated by an
example from a colonial area. On Sicily, the Greeks founded twenty-two
colonial poleis; by the Classical period some twenty communities which
were originally not constituted as poleis and were not of Greek ethnicity
had come to resemble the poleis founded byGreeks to such an extent that
they may for all purposes be considered Greek poleis.341 Obviously, the
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342. See above 131–2.

suggestion is not that the Arkadians were originally not Greek; on the
contrary, as shown above 45–88, they were fully Greek, and their Greek-
ness will undoubtedly have eased their emulation of other Greeks; the
Sicilian example is intended merely as an illustration of the effects which
prolonged interaction with poleismay on occasion have on the organisa-
tion of communities of a different structure.
To sum up, the sixth century does seem to be an important period in

Arkadian polis-formation. It seems certain that by the end of the century,
poleis existed in Arkadia. Arkadian communities joined the Panhellenic
network in this century. On the processes leading to polis-formation in
Arkadia our evidence is silent. But it seems not unlikely that if develop-
ments in the direction of polis-formation were going on prior to ca. 600,
such developments gainedmomentum from interactionwith otherGreek
poleis during the sixth century, or that if such developments were not
going on, the Panhellenic interaction of the sixth centurywill have helped
paving the way for processes leading to polis-formation.
Havingnowdiscussed the relationswith thePanhellenicworld,wemay

conclude with a brief discussion of how the local Arkadian communities
interactedwith each other. Strange to say, there is no evidencewhatsoever
for any interaction in the sense of collaboration between the Arkadian
communities in the Archaic period: for example, we have no example of
a bilateral agreement between two Arkadian poleis. This may simply be a
reflection of the nature and provenance of our sources, and we cannot e
silentio conclude that the Arkadian communities did not collaborate in
any way. On the other hand, we do have evidence for hostile relations
between different Arkadian communities. This evidence comes primarily
from dedications made in Olympia, and we may reasonably assume that
the wars attested in this way represent only the tip of the iceberg and so
wars between Arkadian communities must have been relatively com-
mon.342
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343. This observation is, it must be emphasised again, based on very limited archaeo-
logical evidence.

4. Conclusion

Let me sum up the results of this chapter. By the sixth century a wide
range of local communities existed in Arkadia, communities which ob-
viously had their own identities andwere differentiated fromone another.
No named Arkadian community is described as a polis by an Archaic
source, except perhaps Lousoi. It is, however, almost certain that the
northern Arkadians by the late sixth century believed that they lived in
poleis. In addition, Herodotos implicitly describes several Arkadian
communities as poleis in his account of the Persian Wars, and in retro-
spective passages he explicitly describes others as poleis. Consequently,
the polis had developed as a political community in Arkadia by the late
Archaic period, and though it is not possible to point out a community
which was definitively a polis it is possible to point to a group of sixteen
communities which may very well have been poleis.
These poleis emerge as political communities in the second half of the

sixth century, when they become visible through their interaction with
other Greek communities. This interaction may have enhanced ongoing
developments in the direction of polis-formation if such there were, or it
may in itself have been one of the factors leading to polis-formation.
There is no evidence about forms of constitution, but there is some

evidence which suggests that sophisticated political thinking was not
foreign to Arkadians, and local magistrates are attested.
On present evidence it seems that the development of poleis as

significant urban centres came about somewhat later than the develop-
ment of poleis as political communities,343 and it seems that the ‘many
poleis’ defeated by Kleitor must have been poleis without a nucleated
centre, or rather, with a nucleated centre so modest that a Classical Greek
probably would not have used polis in the urban sense about them. In
most cases, some Archaic activity is present on the sites of the later
Classical urban centres of the poleis, but no large urban centre can
archaeologically be traced back to the Archaic period. Only in the
beginning of the fifth century does a concentration of habitation into
substantial urban centres seem to take place. If the polis as a political
community appeared in Arkadia before major urban centres had de-
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veloped, then the reason may be that the institution was copied from
poleis outside the region with which Arkadian communities came into
contact when they joined the Panhellenic network of polis-interaction.
There is no sign whatsoever of any unity among the Arkadian poleis in

the Archaic period, though the interests of the Arkadian communities do
seem to have been primarily of a local Peloponnesian stamp, and although
there is some evidence of connections with Delphi, the sanctuary of
Olympia seems to have been much more important for the Arkadians.
The military activities of the Arkadian poleis confirm this impression.
There is evidence of considerable inter-Arkadian warfare, and treaties
were probably concluded with Sparta. It was probably the bonds with
Sparta that brought a large number of Arkadian communities into The
Hellenic League against Persia, and so the only case of extra-Peloponnesi-
an warfare by Arkadian poleis was mediated by Sparta. But Arkadian
interests were not always purely Peloponnesian as is emphasised by
Mantinea’s sending of Demonax to Kyrene.



Chapter VI: The Triphylians

In Chapter VII below, I discuss one of the distinguishing features of the
polis structure of Classical Arkadia: the existence of ‘tribal states’/sub-
ethnic federations such as the Mainalians. Such sub-ethnic federations
existed from at least the fifth century down to the time of the synoecism
of Megalopolis when they disappeared, partly because a good number of
the ‘tribal’ communities were synoecized into Megalopolis. Though the
Triphylianswere incorporated into theArkadian ethnic group only in the
fourth-century – for good reasons, as well shall see – I prefix the
discussionof the sub-ethnic federations ofArkadia proper by adiscussion
of the Triphylians because this will provide the following discussion of
the Mainalians etc. with important comparative material.
The aim of the present chapter is to argue that Triphylia as a political,

ethnic, and geographical concept was a construct of the first half of the
fourth century. I begin by studying the concept of Triphylia as found in
Polybios, and go on to compare this concept with, first, our fifth-century
sources for the area, and, second, with our fourth-century sources. In this
way I show that Triphylia did not exist in the fifth century, but was
created in the fourth century on the basis of a number of pre-existing
poleis. In the fourth century the Triphylians were organised in a small
federal state comparable to, e.g., theArkadianMainalians. TheTriphylian
federal state conducted foreign policy, raised troops, levied taxes, held
assemblies, and had an eponymous official who headed a board, and there
was citizenship both at the federal and at the local polis level. Somewhere
in the period between the 360s and 219 the political organisation of the
Triphylians disintegrated, leaving behind only a geographical concept of
Triphylia.
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1. Polyb. 4.77.5, 77.7, 79.1, 79.5, 80.14, 80.15, 81.1; 5.27.4; 18.42.7, 47.10.
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5. Bölte (1948) 186; Walbank (1970) 529; Siewert (1987–88) 10; Tuplin (1993) 184;

Pritchett (1999) 80. In Strabo’s day the Neda formed the border against Messenia (8.3.22).
6. Livy 32.5.3–4: ... legatos misit [sc. Philip V] ... qui redderent ... <Megalopolitis>

Alipheran contendentibus numquam eam urbem fuisse ex Triphylia, quia una esset ex iis
quae ad condendam Megalen polin ex concilio Arcadum contributae forent.
7. Below 444–6 and Appendix IX no. 2.
8. Walbank (1970) 529.
9. H1�� �’ !� �2�; ������ ������.

1. Triphylia in Polybios

Polybios furnishes us with the following rather precise picture of
Triphylia in the Hellenistic period. The name of the area was �	�')��,1

a name derived from the mythical figure Triphylos who was considered
to be a son ofArkas,2 the eponymous hero of theArkadians.Accordingly,
Triphylia must have been considered a part of Arkadia; this is duly
confirmed by Polybios who states that Triphylia formed “the extreme
south-west portion of Arcadia”.3 The general location of the area is
described as “on the Peloponnesian coast between Elis and Messenia”.4

This presumably means that it was the district between the R.Neda to the
south and the R.Alpheios to the north, as most modern scholars hold.5

How far east the district stretched is not clear from Polybios, but a
passage in Livy indicates that Triphylia did not include Alipheira,6 which
fits all we know about this city.7 The conclusion is that Polybios thought
of Triphylia as the district of Arkadia lying west of Alipheira between the
R.Neda and the R.Alpheios.
At 4.77.9 Polybios gives a list of the poleis of Triphylia from which it

appears that the district comprised the following communities: Samikon,
Lepreon, Hypana, Typaneiai, Pyrgos, Ep(e)ion (= Aipion), Bolax, Sty-
langion, and Phrixa(i); however, Epitalion should be included too, as is
clear from 4.80.13.8 At 4.77.9 Polybios uses the present tense,9 and so the
list given there refers, strictly speaking, to the time of writing in the
middle of the second century. Yet, it appears from 4.79–80 that Triphylia
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10. Polyb. 4.80.14: �F(�� ... ��� S�����	��.
11. Prichett (1989) 1–78 is a complete study of Triphylian topography, most of whose

identifications are followed by Barr. Map 58.
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when theTriphylian communities fell victims toElis is unknown.However, Polyb. 4.77.10
(stating that Lydiadas ofMegalopolis gaveAlipheira toElis), forwhich seeWalbank (1970)
ad loc., indicates that Elis must have controlled most of Triphylia by 244. This Eleian
control is also indicated by SEG 25 448, an inscription of the second half of the third
century found in Alipheira, but in the Eleian dialect; the decree seems to be an Eleian
enactment arranging affairs in Alipheira; Alipheira, then, was probably subjected to Elis
at this time, and so presumably was Triphylia.
13. Polyb. 4.79.3.
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comprised these same communities and Epitalion in 219, and so we may
reasonably assume that the omission of Epitalion at 4.77.9 is due to a slip.
It is, furthermore, clear from 4.80.14 that these communities constituted
all of Triphylia.10 The geographical position of these communities – in so
far as they are known11 – fits the definition of the district as outlined
above.
According toPolybios, in 219 theTriphylian communities had recently

passed into dependency upon Elis,12 and as such they were allied with the
Aitolians.13 It seems to appear from Polybios’ description of Philip V’s
Triphylian campaign in 219 that the communities of Triphylia were not
politically united among themselves. When the news of the fall of
Alipheira spread, “all the inhabitants of Triphylia in amazement took
counsel for themselves and for their own communities.”14 Each city, then,
devised its own policy.15 This, of course, could have been due to force of
necessity, but the periphrasis �# 
��� �<� �	�')��� instead of �#
�	�'����� rather suggests that therewas no previous unity. Polybios goes
on to describe the surrender of, first Typaneiai, then Hypana, then Le-
preon, then Samikon, and finally Phrixa(i), Stylangion, Ep(e)ion, Bolax,
Pyrgos, and Epitalion, all of which sent embassies ���� #
��$	�� to
Philip. Accordingly, the presumption is that the Triphylians were not
politically united.
The last thing to be noted is that Polybios consistently describes the

Triphylian communities as poleis. The list at 4.77.9 is explicitly a list of
poleis,16 and although the Triphylian communities are not among the best
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17. For the date, see Perlman (1995) 130. Theorodokoi are attested in: Hypana (Oulhen
[1992] p. 43. l. 82), Typaneiai (Oulhen p. 43 l. 83), Lepreon (Oulhen p. 43 l. 86), Pyrgos
(Oulhen p. 43 l. 89), Phrixa(i) (Oulhen p. 43 l. 91), Samikon (Oulhen p. 43 l. 93).
18. See below 311–12.
19. Polyb. 4.80.1, 3, 4, 5, 6. For the collective use of city-ethnics to denote poleis, see
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20. Polyb. 4.80.7.
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22. F.Delphes III.4 173.
23. Head,Hist. num.2 418.

documented of ancient Greece we can, I think, show that Polybios’
classification of these communities as poleis is correct. Admittedly, Bolax
and Stylangion are known exclusively from Polybios, and so we cannot
test his information in these cases. Likewise, there is no other Hellenistic
material to illuminate the political status of Ep(e)ion, and the same is true
of Epitalion.
However, six of the nine communities catalogued by Polybios at 4.77.9

are listed in the long Delphic catalogue of theorodokoi dating to the later
third century (ca. 230–210).17 This clearly supports Polybios’ site-
classification,18 and in three cases we even have some additional material:
(i) The evidence for Lepreon is reasonably good. Polybios describes the

it as a polis again in 4.80.1bis, 2, 3, 5, and 7, and uses the collective city-
ethnic five times.19 He also relates how Lepreon sent an embassy to the
Makedonian king Philip V.20 The city-ethnic is found in the external
individual use in a third-century catalogue of names found in Arkadian
Phigaleia,21 and in the second century a citizen of Lepreon was awarded
Delphic proxenia.22 (ii) Typaneiai is described as a polis by Polybios again
at 4.79.4, in a passage where he also uses the collective city-ethnic, �#
�)����W���. (iii) The city-ethnic of Hypana is attested on the bronze
coinage inscribed �q�AlB e9�BlB which the city struck as a member
of the Achaian Confederacy.23 There can be no reasonable doubt that
Lepreon, Typaneiai, and Hypana were poleis, and Samikon, Pyrgos, and
Phrixa(i) were probably poleis too. We can thus accept Polybios’ clas-
sificationof theTriphylian communities as poleis in theHellenistic period.
To sumup: according to Polybios, Triphyliawas the southwestern part

of Arkadia along the Ionian Sea between Elis and Messenia, and took its
name from Triphylos, a son of Arkas. The area was subdivided into a
number of poleis which in 219 were not politically united among them-
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24. Niese (1910) 13; Siewert (1987–88) 8.
25. Strabo 8.3.30.
26. It is, actually, difficult to decide whether the expression �0��	� here is meant by

Thucydides to convey a political or geographical concept; Roy (1997) 311 n. 17 thinks that
the expression is purely geographical; but it might equally well refer to the ‘Herr-
schaftsbereiche’ of Elis. However, even if �0��	� is a constitutional/political designation
it does not follow that the ‘true’ name of the region was ‘Triphylia’; the obvious passage
with which to compare the present is Thuc. 4.3.2 where Pylos is described as !� �;
/�((��	5 �
�� 
v(< �;: here the ‘true’ name of the region is given, a relevant piece of
information since it was not the name the region carried in Thucydides’ day. So, on balance
it seems most likely that �0��	� was actually a purely geographical designation.
27. Diog. Laert. 2.52: D�-�� �*� W����
 ���, 1%�	
� �=� �0��	�� >�	�
� �=� ����%�

)�81
�. Cf. Plut.De exilio 605C where Xenophon is said to have resided during his exile
!� W����
 ��� �=� �0��	��.

selves. In other words, in Polybios Triphylia is essentially a geographical
concept covering a part of Arkadia, and in so far as it is an ethnic concept
the Triphylians are considered to be a sub-group of the Arkadians.

2. Did the Concept of Triphylia Exist in the Fifth Century?

I now turn to a consideration of the area in the fifth century and begin by
asking what its name was. It seems reasonably certain that its name was
not Triphylia. �	�')�� and its deritatives are not attested prior to the
fourth century.24 Admittedly, Strabo reports that the designation Tri-
phylia fell into disuse after the area had been conquered by Elis after “the
last Messenian war”,25 presumably the second. However, this strange
statement simply seems to betray the fact that Strabo was not able to find
the concept of Triphylia in early sources. The name of the area was, it
seems, �N���. At 5.34.1, Thucydides describes the geographical position
of Lepreon like this: E��	��� ... 
������ D�* ��� E�
���
�� 
�* ���
�N����. Lepreon was Triphylian, according to Polybios, and had the
name Triphylia existed in the fifth century, we would have expected it to
occur here.26 Since Lepreon was the southernmost of the Triphylian
communities, we may assume that all the communities north of it were
conceived of as situated in �N���. This assumption finds corroboration
in a passage of Diogenes Laertios, who in his life of Xenophon describes
Skillous as “a place in Eleia not far from the city.”27 Now, Skillous was
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28. Pritchett (1989) 67 and Barr. Map 58.
29. I may also draw attention to one of the entries on Makiston in Stephanos of

Byzantion.At 450.3–4, Stephanos states:/I��(�
�,�����S�����	��.AB����4
�B��E�<.
H(�� ��" ?��� �=� {0���
�. As Meyer remarks in RE XV: 363 s.v. /I��(�
�: “Die
angebliche andere elische Stadt diesesNamens ... dürfte dieselbe sein.” If so, we have a new
testimony to the effect that communities of what was Triphylia in Polybios’ day was once
thought of as situated in Elis. Now, Makiston is not mentioned by Polybios and the
presumption is that it no longer existed in the third century (cf., however, AR [1996–97]
49). Thus, the tradition that Makiston was situated in Elis probably refers to the first
period of Eleian domination (= the fifth century, see below), and so the idea that the
district was called Eleia (or Elis) prior to the fourth century is corroborated. Whether it
was Hekataios (= FGrHist 1, fr. 122) who located Makiston in Elis is less certain, but not
entirely impossible.
30. 
� �#� ��� ��� ���$� [sc. the Minyans] !����
��
 !� �
J� ���%������ ��"

L���%���, �
��
�� �� !����(����� !� �=� 1E��� (�8�� ���
J� |� �
	��� ���4�
�, ��"
H����� H���(�� ������ ��(�� !� ���
4(�, ]8���
�,/���(�
�, �	���, ����
�, �B��
�,
\
���
�. �
��8%� �� �#� ��� ��� !�’ !�8
 �0��4
� !���-�(��.
31. SEG 35 389.
32. Smith (1986) 24.

situated in what became Triphylia,28 and so, on the assumption that Dio-
genes is drawing on a good source, we may conclude that in the fifth
century and even somewhat later the areawhichwas later called Triphylia
bore the name Eleia.29

InPolybios’ day, aswe saw, theTriphylians ranked asArkadians.What
was the ethnic identity of the population in the fifth century? There was,
it seems, no single and firmly established ethnic identity in the area prior
to the fourth century. To show this, we must go first to Herodotos. The
crucial passage is 4.148.4,30 where he gives a list of Minyan foundations,
which includes four communities described as Triphylian by Polybios:
Lepreon, Phrixa(i), Pyrgos, and Ep(e)ion. Two other communities are
listed: Makiston and Noudion. Of these, Noudion is known exclusively
from Herodotos, but Makiston is described as Triphylian by a fourth-
century inscription.31 It is thus reasonable to infer that Herodotos’
catalogue is a list of poleis which later became Triphylian. But if we were
to describe the ethnic identity of the area on the basis of Herodotos we
would have to describe it as Minyan – not Triphylian or Arkadian. The
tradition that these poleis were Minyan foundations is obviously part of
a myth of origin, which is a constitutive feature of every ethnic group.32

Remarkably,Herodotos’ list does not include all communities of the later
Triphylia, since Bolax, Epitalion, Hypana, Typaneiai, Samikon, and
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33. Pritchett (1989) 46–58.
34. Xen. An. 5.3.7–13; Koerner (1993) no. 44.
35. Steph. Byz. 672.13–14: �	��, ����� <...> “K �� �	�� ��4��� ��� �=� �+����	��

)�81
�(� (����� �’”. �������� �� ������	�� ����� ������ (= Pherekydes [FGrHist
3] fr. 161).
36. Callmer (1943) 45–6; van der Valk (1958) 142; Hejnic (1961) 55. No proof that the

list is Classical (or Archaic) is possible. Callmer argues as follows: the list contains no
names which can be connected with Aigytis, Karyatis, or Skiritis, and thus it must post-
date the Spartan annexation of these areas; on the other hand, it contains a namewhichmay
be connected with Achaian Helike, which was destroyed in 373, and thus it must pre-date
373. These arguments, of course, are not compelling, but I think they do carry some
weight, especially the observation about jB���; almost all other sites whose eponym is
listed, are existing sites such as for example Mantineus � Mantinea, Stymphalos �
Stymphalos, Kleitor � Kleitor, Heraieus � Heraia, Pallas � Pallantion etc.; accordingly,

Stylangion are absent as well as Skillous. Of course, some of these may
not have existed in the fifth century, but others, such as for example
Hypana and Typaneiai, surely did,33 and so did Skillous.34 Since Herodo-
tos’ catalogue is explicitly a list of Minyan foundations the presumption
is that the communities not included in it did not rank as Minyan. If this
is accepted, then we must conclude that there was no ethnic unity in the
area in the fifth century. Finally, we should note that according to
Herodotos theMinyans drove the Paroreatans and theKaukonians out of
the country before they founded their cities. It thus appears that
Herodotos actually knew of three different ethnic groups connectedwith
the area. Accordingly, the fact that he does not use the term Triphylia or
any of its derivatives corroborates the idea that the concept of Triphylia
did not exist in the fifth century. In other words, the notion that the
concept of Triphylia did not exist in the fifth century is not a mere
argument from silence since it is actually possible to point to two passages
(Hdt. 4.148; Thuc. 5.34.1) in which the concept would have occurred had
it existed.
The conclusion is that the ethnic identity of the area changed from the

fifth century to the third century: whereas in the third century the
inhabitants of Triphylia were Arkadians, there was no ethnic unity in the
area in the fifth century, and we can only identify a Minyan identity,
which did not embrace all communities of the district. Moreover, even
Minyan identity seems not to have been firmly rooted. Thus Pherekydes
described Phrixa(i) – a Minyan community according to Herodotos – as
Arkadian.35 Furthermore, the list of Lykaon’s sons found in Apollodoros
3.8 is often thought to derive from a fifth-century source.36 Now, Lykaon
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it is probable that the list was composed with an eye to the situation in the Peloponnese
at the time of its composition. If we accept this as a probable working hypothesis, we may
point out (a) that Akontion and Makaria, Parrhasian communities, whose eponyms
Akontes and Makareus are found in the list, probably ceased to exist in the 360s as a
consequence of the synoecism of Megalopolis (see e.g. Demand [1990] 113); (b) that
Makistonprobably (for unknown reasons) ceased to exist somewhere in the fourth century
(apparently, the sherds found during the excavation of the cemetery at Makiston do not
go into the third century, see AAA [1972] 223); (c) that Euaimon disappears from our
record after the mid-fourth century (Theopompos being the last authority to mention it);
if we accept that these places existed at the time of the creation of the list, it must pre-date
theHellenistic period, and in particular it must pre-date 368. Van der Valk believes that the
list derives from Hellanikos; the reason is that Hellanikos is known to have given
genealogies of this kind, and that he seems to be the source for other information in this
section of the Bibliotheke. In itself this is of course not a substantial argument. The source
might as well be Pherekydes, the principal source of the Bibliotheke (see van der Valk
[1958] 117–31, and Fraser on p. xix of his introduction to the Loeb edition), for
Pherekydes is positively known tohave treated the descendants ofLykaon (seePherekydes
[FGrHist 3] fr. 156); the Bibliotheke at 3.8.2 specifically cites Pherekydes for a detail of
Arkadian genealogy; as Fraser notes ad loc., the detail for which Pherekydes is cited points
to the conclusion that Pherekydes knew some traditions of Tegean origin; now, Hejnic
(1961) 55 has pointed out that the list in the Bibliotheke shows the influence of local
Tegean traditions, and so I would say that Pherekydes is a better suggestion than
Hellanikos. The inclusion of the eponymous hero ofMakiston may even in a certain sense
point to Pherekydes too, for he is known to have described Phrixa(i) as Arkadian (see
Steph. Byz. s.v. �	�� = FGrHist 3, fr. 161); but since there was a general tendency to
consider the people of Triphylia as Arkadians also in the fourth century, this detail should
not be pressed. But, if the list was composed after ca. 370, when the Triphylians became
Arkadians (see below), one would have expected more Triphylian sites than Makiston to
appear in the catalogue, and if it was composed after the foundation of Megalopolis, it
should be expected to reflect this fact, which is does not, at least not compared to the
tradition found in Pausanias which Roy (1968b) believes to reflect the traditions existing
shortly after the foundation. In conclusion, I accept a Classical date for this list as a
probable working hypothesis. The terminus post quem for theBibliotheke as such is ca. 45,
since the work refers to Castor, a contemporary of Cicero; more precision is impossible.
37. Dowden (1992) 74–5; see also Roy (1968b).
38. It is possible that the sculptures from the temple at Makiston (= modern Mázi; cf.

Pritchett [1989] 65) are intended to connectMakistonwithArkadia. SeeRoy (1997) 315–16
n. 64.

is one of the key-figures in the Arkadian myth of origin,37 and it is
significant, then, that in this list we find�$
������, the eponymous hero
of Makiston, a Minyan community according to Herodotos. The
inclusion ofMakiston’s eponym among the sons of Lykaon indicates that
this community could be conceived of as Arkadian.38 In addition, the
catalogue includes :��
��, the eponym of the Kaukonians, one of the



Did the Concept of Triphylia Exist in the Fifth Century? 237

39. Later tradition made the Kaukonians descendants of Arkas, see Eust. Il. 1.133.17.
Strabo also knew a tradition which made the Kaukonians Arkadian, cf. 8.3.17.
40. According to Casevitz (1985) 81 
*�8% in the aorist signifies “la colonisation

ancienne d’un pays, en aucun cas la fondation d’une cité”. However, in the passage of
Stephanos it does seem to imply the foundation of Makiston, but if we accept Casevitz’
conclusion that the verb primarily describes “la colonisation ancienne d’un pays”, then
there is not necessarily any conflict between this tradition and the tradition transmitted by
Herodotos, since it is then possible that the Kaukonians were thought of as living at
Makiston until they were driven away by the Minyans who then founded (��	[���)
Makiston. – A similar tradition was known to Strabo, cf. 8.3.16.
41. Steph. Byz. 206.12–14.
42. Steph. Byz. 77.9.
43. Steph. Byz. 201.1.

ethnic groups associated with the area of the later Triphylia by Herodo-
tos. This indicates that the Kaukonians, too, could be conceived of as
Arkadians.39 We may thus conclude that the process by which the in-
habitants of the area ended up being considered Arkadians was already
underway in the fifth century.
Stephanos of Byzantion preserves another tradition which implies that

Minyan identitywas not securely established in the area.At 428.11–13,we
find: ��
�����, ����� ��� �	�')���, y� v
$��� :��
����, &�!
��
���) ��1 &���'�1 ?	2�), &'’ �H 
�* ; ?	2� �����. This passage
implies that Makiston and Phrixa(i) – Minyan communities according to
Herodotos – were Kaukonian foundations.40 Unfortunately, Stephanos
does not give his source for this information, but since he often quotes
earlywriters, such asHekataios,41 Pherekydes,42 andHellanikos,43 for such
details, it is not impossible that this tradition goes back to the fifth cen-
tury. If so, we may sum up like this: whereas in the Hellenistic period the
inhabitants of Triphylia were considered to be Arkadians, they were
apparently not so considered in toto in the fifth century. One group, the
Kaukonians, and some local communities, such asMakiston andPhrixa(i),
were perhaps sometimes considered Arkadian. The only ethnic identity
which embraced a larger part of the district was the Minyan, which was
apparently not firmly rooted. Another group associated with the district
was the Paroreatans. We thus have evidence to the effect that in ethnic
terms the population of the area was considered either Minyan, or Kau-
konian, or Arkadian, or Paroreatan, and there is no trace whatsoever of a
Triphylian identity. This supports the idea that the concept of Triphylia
did not exist in the fifth century.
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44. Hdt. 9.28.4; Meiggs-Lewis,GHI no. 27 coil 11.
45. “Some time previously Lepreum had been at war with some of the Arkadians, and

had gained the alliance of Elis by promising them half their land. At the end of the war the
Eleans left all the land to the people of Lepreum to be cultivated by them, and fixed a rent
of one talent to be paid to Olympian Zeus” (Warner).
46. Incidentally, the passage shows that Thucydides did not consider the Lepreans

Arkadians.
47. The relations between Elis and its perioikic dependencies are treated in detail by

Roy (1997), to which I refer the reader.

Were the communities of the area politically united among themselves
in the fifth century? Let us begin that discussion by considering the case
ofLepreon.Lepreonwas the only community of the districtwhich fought
in the Persian wars. According to Herodotos, Lepreon supplied 200
hoplites for the Battle of Plataiai, and it was duly listed on the Serpent
Column inDelphi, in its own right asE��	�W���.44 From this fact wemay
infer that in 479 Lepreon was an independent community and was not
subjected to the authority of any political organisation comprising all the
communities of the district. This inference is supported by Thucydides’
description of how Lepreon passed into dependency upon Elis: ������)
,�	 ,�������) ���G �	!� ��	
���� ����� E��	������ 
�* �N����
��	�
�$������ a�! E��	���S� D� 2)��� �� D�* �4 ;����Z ��� ,��

�* �)������ �!� ������� �N��%�� �<� ,�� ���������� �(��%� ��%� E�-
�	������ �������� >��2�� �k��* �k���)��[&��'�	��� (5.31.2).45 Le-
preon may well have undertaken this war against Arkadian46 enemies
entirely on its own and it seems significant that Thucydides does not re-
port any collaborationbetweenLepreonandother ‘Triphylian’ communi-
ties. Furthermore, the passage shows that Lepreon was capable of con-
cluding a treaty with a foreign power entirely on its own and that it could
arrange for its territory in the way the community itself decided. In con-
clusion, in the case of Lepreon we can conclude e silentio that it was not
part of any political organisation comprising all the ‘Triphylian’ com-
munities.
There is no comparable evidence for the other communities of the

district, but there is reason to believe that the conclusion relating to Le-
preon can be generalised to cover the other ‘Triphylian’ cities. It seems
clear from Thucydides that by concluding the treaty Lepreon passed into
dependency upon Elis, and there is evidence to show that several other
communities of the district were Eleian dependencies in the fifth cen-
tury.47 Having listed the Minyan foundations, Herodotos adds: ��)����
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48. Tuplin (1993) 55–6.
49. This is the first occurrence of any word derived from the stem S�����-; and, as

pointed out byNiese (1910) 13, Xenophonmay be using it slightly anachronistically here.

�G ��� ���1��� D�’ D��� �N��%�� D��	�$��� (4.148.4).9�	��� canmean
‘capture’, ‘destroy’, ‘ravage’, or ‘plunder’. The verb surely implies
aggressiveness on the part of the Eleians, but we cannot know exactly
what happened to the poleis listed or whether they all suffered the same
fate. Noudion, for instance, is never met with after Herodotos and so this
site may have been destroyed by the Eleians. But the rest of the poleis
listed appear in Xenophon’s Hellenika and later and so they clearly
survived the Eleian aggression. For further information about their
relations with Elis we must turn to theHellenika of Xenophon.
At the end of the fifth century, or early in the fourth century,48 the

Spartans decided to settle their score with the Eleians and, as Xenophon
puts it, “to bring them to their senses” (Hell. 3.2.21–3). They sent to the
Eleians and demanded that they leave their perioikides poleis free (Hell.
3.2.23: &'����� �(��I� ��� ��	���
��� ������ �(������)�). TheEleians
refused and the Spartans launched an unsuccessful invasion (Hell.
3.2.23–4).Anew invasion followed the next year.During this invasion the
Lepreans, theMakistians, and the Epitalians seceded from the Eleians and
joined the Spartans (Hell. 3.2.25: �(�I� �G� E��	�W��� &��������� �S�
�N���� �	��� 8	$��� �(�k [sc. king Agis], �(�I� �G ��
�����,
D ������ �’ �0�������%�). This seems to imply that these communities –
two of which are listed by Herodotos as Minyan, and all of which are
described as Triphylian by Polybios – were in some way bound to Elis,
but deserted the Eleians at the arrival of the Spartan troops. It also
suggests that Lepreon, Makiston, and Epitalion were among the com-
munities referred to atHell. 3.2.23 as Elis’ perioikides poleis. At the end of
this campaign the Spartans left a garrison and a harmost inEpitalion (Hell.
3.2.29). Next summer Elis sued for peace and proposed to renounce their
control of a number of specified communities, including the ‘Triphylian’
ones; Sparta granted peace on the condition – among others – that
Phrixa(i), Epitalion, Ep(e)ion and presumably the other communities of
the district were to be left autonomous (Hell. 3.2.30–1), which was a little
more than the Eleians had initially proposed.
There is, it has often been felt, a textual problem in Xenophon’s report

of this condition. The transmitted text reads: ��� �	�')����49 ������
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50. Steph. Byz. 89.19. Apart from Amphidoloi, it is only Lasion (Diod. 15.77.1, on
which see Stylianou [1998] ad loc.) and the Akroreians (Steph. Byz. 64.5) of communities
north of the Alpheios which are ever described as Triphylian, probably in plain error.
51. G. Grote, A History of Greece (edition of 1888) chap. 72, part two, p. 394–5.
52. The treaty ought to provide for all of Triphylia. In another passage of theHellenika

Xenophon states that the treaty deprived Elis of the S������
� (7.1.26) and this pre-
sumably means all of Triphylia.

&'�%��� ?	2�� 
�* �0�������� 
�* E��	��)� 
�* ���'�����)� 
�*
��	,�����. On a strict reading not only Phrixa(i) and Epitalion but also
Letrinoi, Amphidoloi, and Marganeis are here classified as Triphylian.
However, it appears fromHell. 3.2.25 & 29 that these communities were
situated north of the R.Alpheios; Triphylia is usually thought of as the
area south of the Alpheios, and only Amphidoloi is ever explicitly de-
scribed as Triphylian – by Stephanos of Byzantion who does not give his
source.50 It is therefore perhaps unlikely that Xenophon intended to des-
cribe the communities north of the Alpheios as Triphylian. Furthermore,
why are Phrixa(i) and Epitalion the only poleis south of the Alpheios to
be included in the Eleian peace proposal? What about, for example,
Lepreon andMakiston, bothmentioned at 3.2.25?As transmitted, the text
implies that the peace treaty provided for the freedom of Phrixa(i) and
Epitalion only. This could, of course, be so because the other communiti-
es of the district had been lost and were thus already de facto liberated
whereas the Eleians still held Phrixa(i) and Epitalion. But Epitalion is
explicitly mentioned by Xenophon as having defected (Hell. 3.2.25) and
been garrisoned by the Lakedaimonians (Hell. 3.2.29), and so this ex-
planation probably breaks down.
Georg Grote emended the passage by inserting 
� after &'�%���: ���

�	�')����������&'�%���<
�*>?	2��
�*�0��������; he comments:
“I incline to believe that the words in his text, 
�* ��� �	�')���� ������
&'�%���, must be taken to mean Lepreum and Makistus, perhaps with
some other places whichwe do not know; but that a 
� after &'�%��� has
fallen out of the text, and that the cities whose names follow are to be
taken as not Triphylian. Phrixa and Epitalium were both south, but only
just south, of the Alpheus; they were on the borders of Triphylia, and it
seems doubtful whether they were properly Triphylian.”51 This creates a
different problem, since it excludes Phrixa(i) and Epitalion – attested as
Triphylian by Polybios – from the concept of Triphylia. However, the
emendation makes good sense in as far as it makes the treaty provide for
the freedom of all the communities of Triphylia.52 Furthermore, atHell.
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53. For which see Thuc. 5.31–4; cf. Falkner (1999).
54. Tuplin (1993) 184.

6.5.2 Xenophon in a very similar way excludes Skillous – attested as
Triphylian by Pausanias (5.6.4, 6.22.4) – from the concept of Triphylia.
Grote’s emendation of the text leads to the conclusion that in the eyes of
the Eleians Epitalion and Phrixa(i) (and probably Skillous as well though
it is not singled out here) were not yet Triphylian in ca. 400 although they
became so later. This implies that the concept of Triphylia did exist by the
late fifth century. Consequently, it must have been created after the date
at which Herodotos wrote, around 425, and ca. 400. If so we should con-
nect the appearance of the concept with Lepreon’s attested attempt to rid
itself of Eleian dominance.53 So,with this interpretation, Triphylia did not
originally include the settlements immediately south of the R.Alpheios
(Epitalion, Skillous and Phrixa[i]), but they were probably added to Tri-
phylia in consequence of the peace settlement in ca. 400 and were ever
since Triphylian.
Tuplin accepts Grote’s emendation but concludes that the passage

“incorporates a self-contradictory and irrational separation of some
Triphylian towns from the rest of their ethnic group.”54 With this inter-
pretation, it is indeed very fortunate that Xenophon was careless here,
since his mention of Phrixa(i) and Epitalion allows us to conclude that he
thought of Triphylia in more or less the same terms as Polybios, that is,
as the communities south of the R.Alpheios. However, it is not very
satisfying to accept an emendation by which our authority must be taken
to have made a blunder.
It is hard to decidewhich interpretation is the best. The insertion of 
�

with Grote’s interpretation saves Xenophon from a mistake; it does not,
however, redeem him totally since he ought to have mentioned Skillous
as well, as he does at Hell. 6.5.2. Yet, there he leaves out Epitalion and
Phrixa(i)! But, on the whole I incline to accept the text as transmitted, i.e.
without 
�, even though the R.Alpheios seems to be a natural boundary.
It is, after all, not a major problem if the passage is taken at face value to
mean that all sites listed were Triphylian. It is not entirely inconceivable
that Triphylian identity was initially claimed by/for communities north
of the Alpheios. If so, later evidence which almost never refer to sites
north of the Alpheios as Triphylian (above 230, 240) shows that this was
a shortlived phenomenon and that Triphylia quickly came to be thought
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of as the area west of Arkadia and between the Neda and the Alpheios.
The slight anachronism involved in Xenophon’s use of �	�')���� in
reference to a peace proposal which slightly ante-dates the creation of
Triphylia is not very serious since the passage may have been composed
in a period when Triphylia had become a well-established concept.
What the status of being Eleian perioikoi meant has been explored in

detail by Roy (1997). Here I shall just briefly sketch what it meant for the
communities of the district in political terms. Siewert has suggested that
the perioikoi of Elis were in fact symmachoi of Elis.55 He refers to an
inscription of ca. 500 which twice refers to ��* 3���%�� 
�* & �)�� �.56

Since Archaic Eleian inscriptions seem rather fond of abstracts such as &
3	��	� ��%� 3������ for >��2� ��%� 3������ vel sim.,57 and & F����	,�
for �# �����	,�,58 we may take it that this expression equals �# �N��%��

�* �# ����� ��, and so the phrase is reminiscent of the way in which the
Greeks referred to the Peloponnesian League and the Delian League,59 as
E�
���������� 
�* �# ����� ��60 and���$��%�� 
�* �# ����� ��.61Con-
sequently, the inscription suggests that around 500 Elis was the hegemon
of a symmachia. There is good evidence at hand to suggest that Elis
remained the hegemon of a symmachic league throughout the fifth cen-
tury.Aswe have already seen, Lepreon passed into dependency uponElis
by concluding a treaty of symmachia with her.62 Elis was clearly the
superior partner in this agreement, for by it Lepreon ceded Elis half its
territory.63 It also appears from Thucydides that Elis soon began to treat
Lepreon as a subject community, since tribute was imposed on the city.
Lepreon was apparently dissatisfied with this arrangement, for it sought
Sparta’s support in order to overturn it.64 Furthermore, the alliance con-
cluded between, on the one hand Athens, and on the other Argos, Elis,
andMantinea in 420was concluded by these cities “for themselves and for
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the allies under their control”.65 Elis, then, concluded the treaty on behalf
of the allies; since the treaty contains stipulations of potentially great
importance for these allies,66 the presumption is that theEleian symmachoi
were not treated as separate entities in foreign affairs. Since freedom of
action in foreign affairswas one aspect of the concept of autonomia,67 Elis’
symmachoiwere not autonomoi. Now, when Sparta wanted to “bring the
Eleians to their senses” they demanded that they leave their perioikides
poleis �(������� (Hell. 3.2.23). In this respect, then, Eleian perioikoi and
symmachoi were in the same boat, perhaps because they were identical!
Unfortunately, there is no way of identifying the Eleian symmachoi

referred to in the texts above. It is impossible to prove that these symma-
choi were identical with the communities described as perioikic by our
sources.68 I may however draw attention to the following: (i) it is a safe
inference from Xen. Hell. 3.2.23 & 25 that Lepreon was among the
communities considered to be perioikoi of Elis, and it is actually described
as perioikic by Pausanias at 3.8.3. However, as we have seen, Lepreon
originally passed into dependency upon Elis by concluding a treaty of
2)��� � with her; (ii) Xenophon’s description of the war between Elis
and Sparta also suggests that communities such asLepreon,Makiston, and
Epitalion and others described as perioikicwere symmachoi of Elis. These
communities, we are told, defected from the Eleians when the Spartans
launched their second invasion.69 Xenophon uses the verb &'��$�� to
describe the defection; this verb is often used about defection from a
symmachia,70 and although the use of this verb is in no way proof that the
defectorswere formally symmachoi, it is highly indicative, especially since
we happen to know that Elis in fact was the leader of a symmachia. We
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should thus endorse Siewert’s suggestion that the Eleian perioikoi had the
formal status of symmachoi.
To sum up: in the fifth century there was no political unity among the

communities of ‘Triphylia’; on the contrary, they seem all to have been
subjected to perioikic status byElis. This presumablymeant that they had
been incorporated into ahegemonic symmachiabyElis and that theywere
not entitled to conduct their own foreign but had to follow the lead of the
Eleians.
Finally, we may note that there is some slight evidence that the Eleians

tried to suppress the local identity of their perioikoi in connectionwith the
OlympicGames: first, according to Pausanias, victors fromLepreonwere
regularly proclaimed Eleians in the victory ceremony;71 this is often
interpreted as an Eleian device to boost the prestige of Elis,72 but in
addition we may see in it a means of suppressing the local identity of
Lepreon. Second, a passage in the Aves of Aristophanes may be inter-
preted to mean that the Eleians had in fact succeeded in making Lepreon
Eleian in the eyes of other Greeks: a character says: “Can you point out
a Hellenic polis to me?” and is answered: “Why don’t you go and settle at
Eleian Lepreon?”73 In the context the joke is on the sound of the name of
Lepreon,74 and the ethnic specification seems to be utterly irrelevant.
Nevertheless, it may be indicative that Lepreon is here not described as
Minyan, Arkadian, or Kaukonian, but as Eleian.75 Third, as a territorial
term �N��� included what we call Triphylia: at 5.34.1 Thucydides
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describes the geographical position of Lepreon as D�* ��� E�
���
�� 
�*
��� �N����. SinceLepreonwas themost southerly ofElis’ dependencies,
it follows that the rest of ‘Triphylia’ was also thought of as being situated
in �N���.76 Taken together these three points may be interpreted to
indicate that the Eleians in oneway or anotherwere trying to suppress the
local identities of their perioikoi and turn them into Eleians in some sense.
In other words, what we can observe in fifth century Eleian history is a
region, Eleia, under ethnic formation – the formative processes were,
however, ended by the Spartan intervention in the late fifth century.
Whatwas the political status of the individual communities of ‘Triphy-

lia’ in the fifth century? Were they organised as poleis? Our evidence is
exiguous but sufficient to show that they were organised as poleis. We
may profitably begin by studying Lepreon which is the best documented
example. As already noted, Lepreon fought at the battle of Plataiai in 479,
supplying 200 hoplites; in other words, Lepreon was a member of what
modern scholars refer to as the ‘Hellenic League against Persia’.77 This is
important since it proves that Lepreon was organised as a state, that is, as
a polis, in 479 at the latest.78 The city-ethnic of Lepreon is found in the
collective plural on the Serpent Column,79 and this supports the conclu-
sion that Lepreon was a polis.80 Both Herodotos and Thucydides classify
Lepreon as a polis, Herodotos in the urban sense (4.148.4), and Thucydi-
des in the political sense (5.31.5). From Thucydides it also appears that
Lepreon was in possession of its own territory,81 and that it was in a
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position to conclude a treaty with Elis.82 Finally, Lepreon was, according
to Xen.Hell. 3.2.23 & 25, an Eleian perioikic community and Xenophon
explicity describes the perioikic communities as poleis.83 It is, then, certain
that Lepreon was a polis.
At 4.148.4 Herodotos classifies Ep(e)ion, Makiston, Phrixa(i), Pyrgos,

and Noudion as poleis in the urban sense. It has been demonstrated by
Hansen that Herodotos’ use of the term polis conforms to the ordinary
Archaic and Classical usage of the term, which means that with only two
demonstrable exceptions he uses the term in the urban sense to denote
only the urban centre of a town which was also a polis in the political
sense.84 We may then assume that these five communities were poleis in
the political as well the urban sense. This assumption is strongly suppor-
ted by the fact that Lepreon also appears in Herodotos’ list and was
demonstrably a polis in the political sense. But apart from that there is not
much corroborative evidence. Xenophon classifies Ep(e)ion as a polis
twice at Hell. 3.2.30, presumably in the urban sense, though possibly in
the territorial sense (cf.  8	� atHell. 3.2.30); however, since Xenophon
uses the term polis like Herodotos the presumption is that he thought of
Ep(e)ion as a political community too, and this is supported by the
context which shows that Ep(e)ion was constituted as an autonomos
community after thewarbetweenSparta andElis (Hell. 3.2.31).85 Phrixa(i)
and Epitalion (which latter is not listed by Herodotos) were among the
perioikides poleis of Elis too and are referred to again as poleis by Xe-
nophon atHell. 3.2.30, and again, theymust have become autonomoi after
the war. Xenophon also uses the collective city-ethnic of Epitalion (Hell.
3.2.25). In the case of Makiston, the collective city-ethnic is attested in
XenophonHell. 3.2.25, and in the Anabasis we find the city-ethnic used
as part of a personal name, O����!� ��
����� (7.4.16). It is furthermore
reasonable to assume thatMakistonwas among the communities referred
to as perioikides poleis (cf. Hell. 3.2.23 & 25). The conclusion is that
Ep(e)ion, Epitalion, Lepreon, Makiston, Noudion (if it still existed),
Phrixa(i), and Pyrgos were poleis by the second half of the fifth century.
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All the sources just discussed are external to the region, and it may thus
be objected that by following them and concluding that the ‘Triphylian’
communitieswere poleis in the fifth centurywe are imposing an outsider’s
view on the political structure of the district. There is, however, one
remarkable source originating from the district itself which classifies a
community of the area as a polis. An inscription from Olympia dated to
ca. 450–425 refers repeteadly to Skillous as a polis in the political sense and
testifies to the existence of a board of local officials.86 It furthermore
employs the collective city-ethnic O
����������.87

Let me sum up the discussion of fifth-century ‘Triphylia’. In the fifth
century, ‘Triphylia’ was not – as in the Hellenistic period – a part of
Arkadia, but rather a part of a region called �N��� and dominated by the
polis of the Eleians. The communities of the district were organised as
poleis and identifiable poleis are Ep(e)ion, Epitalion, Lepreon, Makiston,
Noudion, Phrixa(i), Pyrgos, and Skillous. There was no political unity
among the poleis of ‘Triphylia’, at least not until the very end of the
century (accepting Grote’s 
� atHell. 3.2.30); on the contrary, all, or at
least those about which we have any information, had been subjected by
Elis to the status of perioikoi. The political machinery throughwhich Elis
dominated its perioikic dependencies was probably a hegemonic sym-
machic league, and themembers were deprived of their freedomofmove-
ment in foreign affairs. Neither was there any ethnic unity among the
populations of the area. Some communities seem to have been thought of
as Minyan, but we also find groups such as Kaukonians and Paroreatans
associated with the district, and even the Minyan identity seems not to
have been firmly rooted; at least, there are indications that some ‘Minyan’
communities were considered Arkadian or even Kaukonian. On this
background it is perhaps not surprising that there are also a few indica-
tions that Elis was trying to create an Eleian identity for its subjects. If a
Triphylian identity came into existence in the fifth century, it can only
have developed late in the period.
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3. Triphylia in the Fourth Century

It is by now clear that a number of major changes took place in Triphylia
between the fifth and the third century. It was probably the fourth
centurywhich saw these changes and it was in this period that the concept
of Triphylia was created. We meet it for the first time in Xenophon’s
description of the peace concluded between Sparta and Elis in ca. 400 by
which Elis was deprived of its perioikoi. Xenophon here uses the
expression �	�')���� ������ but as pointed out by Niese, this usage is
probably slightly anachronistic.88 Of course, Triphylia could not have
come into existence before the perioikic communities had been liberated
from Elis; even if we accept that Triphylia was created in the late fifth
century, we must connect this with a gradual loosening of Eleian control.
It is certain that the concept was created before 394, for according to
Xenophon the �	�'����� supplied the Spartans with hoplites for the
Battle at Nemea (Hell. 4.2.16), and there is no reason to assume that the
use of �	�'����� in this passage is anachronistic. The first certain
occurrence of the toponym �	�')�� is in Demosthenes whose speech
was delivered in the late 350s.89 The regional ethnic �	�'����� is attested
several times in the collective use in the first half of the century;90 as part
of a personal name the regional ethnic is found only once, on a gravestone
fromAttika dating to the second half of the fourth century;91 the deceased
was then probably born in the first half of the century. There can thus be
no doubt that the concept of Triphylia was in existence in the first half of
the fourth century, and considering what we know about the district in
the fifth century it is a safe conclusion that it was a new concept.
What did the new concept cover? Here we must distinguish between

three different aspects of the concept: (1) the ethnic aspect; (2) the political
aspect; and (3) the geographical aspect.



Triphylia in the Fourth Century 249

92. Smith (1986) 22; above 54–66.
93. Smith (1986) 24.
94. Steph. Byz. 638.4 may preserve a trace of a third myth, since he explains the name

of Triphylia on the basis of S������, the mother of Klytios, Eleian figures.
95. CEG II 824.7. Later in the inscription this point is not stressed, cf. l. 13 & 18.
96. RE I: 2713–14; Nilsson (1951) 79.
97. RE II: 2638; Nilsson (1951) 79; on the Azanians, see Nielsen & Roy (1998).
98. RE V: 2241.
99. IG V.2 ix.93.

1. Triphylia as an ethnic concept

One of the features by which modern analysts identify ethnic groups in
the historical record is the existence of a collective proper name.92 As we
have already seen, the designation �	�'����� is attested in the first half of
the fourth century and it must surely have been used as the collective
name of the population inhabiting �	�')��. The single most important
constitutive feature of an ethnic group is, however, the existence of amyth
of common origin for its members; such a myth does not concern itself
“with actual descent, butwith the sense of imputed common ancestry and
origins.”93 In the ancient sourceswe find two different, but not necessarily
incompatible accounts of the origin of the Triphylians: (i) that they were
descendants of Triphylos, and (ii) that they had been created by a union
of three pre-existing peoples.94

Re (i) As we saw above, Polybios explicitly states that the name
�	�')�� was derived from that of �	')���, a son of the Arkadian
eponym Arkas. This tradition goes back at least to the year 369. In this
year the Arkadian Confederacy dedicated a large sculptural group at
Delphi to celebrate the invasion of Lakoniawhich occurred that year. The
accompanying epigram proudly proclaims the mythical genealogy of the
Arkadians, and Triphylos is mentioned as a son of Arkas (though by
anothermother than his other sons),95 and one of the sculptures represen-
ted Triphylos. In addition to Triphylos, the epigrammentions Apheidas,
Elatos, Azan and Erasos as sons of Arkas. These figures are connected
with different local districts inArkadia. Thus,Apheidas is connectedwith
southeasternArkadia, especially with Tegea,96 andAzan is the eponymof
the Azanians of northern Arkadia and connected specifically with Klei-
tor;97 Elatos is connected with Mt. Kyllene and Stymphalos,98 whereas
Erasos is presumably somehow connected with Orchomenos.99 Accord-
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ingly, the inclusion of Triphylos among the sons of Arkas is a statement
to the effect that the Triphylians were Arkadians and Triphylia a district
in Arkadia. In other words, the genealogy explains the origin of the
Triphylians by incorporating them into the Arkadian myth of origin, at
the same time providing them with common ancestry.

Re (ii) According to Polybios, Triphylia took its name fromTriphylos.
But obviously, Triphylos is a construct on the basis of the name of the
people, �	�'�����, created in order to make a specific statement.100 We
must, then, ask how the name �	�'�����/�	�')�� was explained. As is
well-known, Strabo explained the name ‘Triphylia’ as having arisen from
the union of three pre-existing ‘tribes’,101 and modern scholars tend to
accept this explanation as correct.102 There was, however, no agreement
among ancient scholars about the identity of the uniting ‘tribes’, and
unfortunately all our sources on this question are late. The ‘tribes’ men-
tioned by our sources are the Epeians, the Minyans, the Eleians, the
Arkadians and the Pylians,103 whereas Nilsson prefers to identify them
with the three groups connected with the district by Herodotos, the
Minyans, theKaukonians and the Paroreatans.104 Ifwe accept the idea that
the name refers to a union of three ‘tribes’ it does not really matter, in the
present context, exactlywhich ‘tribes’were supposed tohaveunited, since
all those proposedwere in oneway or another connectedwith the district.
What matters is that with this explanation the name is intended to explain
the origin of the Triphylians.
If the concept of Triphylia was really newwemay assume that it would

have needed justification through a myth of origin and preferably one
which projected its originway back in time. It is thus not a valid objection
against the idea of a new concept that “in der historischen Zeit gibt es in
dieser Gegend keine Stämme mehr, sondern nur autonome Gemeinden.
Deshalb muß ein Name, der die Existenz von drei Stämmen voraussetzt,
sehr alt sein.”105 What is needed is only that tradition associated such
‘tribes’ with the area, and Herodotos clearly knew of at least three
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different groups associated with the area. It is thus perfectly possible that
Triphyliawas a new ethnic concept and, consideringwhatwe knowof the
district prior to ca. 400, it is even highly likely. It should thus be conclu-
ded that there is good reason to believe that the ancients were correct in
deriving the name &�! ��1 �)�C�C$
����, as Strabo says, in the sense that
this is what the myth of origin told.
Itmay be objected that the two different explanations of the Triphylian

origin are in conflict with each other, since (i) claims that they descended
from Arkas, whereas (ii) claims that they originated in a different way.
There is nothing exceptional in this,106 but we may note the following: if
�	')���was actually a construct designed for a specific purpose (i.e. to
proclaim common ancestry and Arkadian identity for the Triphylians)
and coined from the name of the people, then (i) is a secondary develop-
ment, and (ii) must be primary. We can thus suppose that (ii) developed
contemporaneouslywith the concept of Triphylia, that is, in the 390s. The
development of (i) may have been eased by the fact that both the Kau-
konians and theParoreatans and even someof the individual communities
of the area were already by ca. 400 associated with Arkadia.107 The de-
velopment of (i) will have added to (ii) an element claiming common
ancestry which (ii) may perhaps be said to lack.
We may conclude that Triphylia possessed two of the constitutive

features bywhich we can identify ethnic groups: a collective proper name
and a mythical complex explaining its origin. But it may have possessed
more such features. Smith singles out a distinctive shared culture as
another marker of ethnic groups and one of the most common traits of
such a culture is religion. In a Greek context we can thus reasonably look
for cults which are intimately connected with a certain group. The
Triphylians may have possessed such a cult. According to Strabo, the cult
of Poseidon Samios at Samikonwas shared by all Triphylians.108Unfortu-
nately, the date of the institution of this Pantriphylian cult is unknown,
and more detail is impossible.109 Finally, a sense of solidarity is charac-
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110. If there were differences in dialect within Triphylia this did not, apparently,
constitute an obstacle to the emergence of an ethnic identity which is not surprising since
language was presumably not (always) a vital factor in the mapping out of intra-Hellenic
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their dialect was not Arkadian. Cf. Ruggeri,Dialetto who distinguishes between a south-
Triphylian tongue related to Doric and not Arkadian, and a north-Triphylian one which
was close to Eleian.

teristic of ethnic groups. Aswe shall see below, the creation of a Triphyli-
an federal state around400maybe said to exemplifyTriphylian solidarity.
Summing up, wemay conclude that the Triphylians after ca. 400 can be

considered to constitute an ethnic group: they possessed a collective
proper name, a myth of origin, perhaps a common cult, and – as will
appear shortly – they made this ethnic identity the basis of a political
organisation.110

2. Triphylia as a political concept

As we have seen, both in the fifth century and in the Hellenistic period
Triphylia was subdivided into a number of poleis among which there was
no political unity.Whatwas the political organisation of the district in the
fourth century? Although our fourth-century evidence for the individual
communities of Triphylia is very sparse, it does seem that in the fourth
century they were, as they were in the fifth and third centuries, organised
as poleis. The crucial evidence comes from Xenophon which is very
fortunate since he himself lived for a time in Triphylia and can, therefore,
be considered a well-informed witness. As we saw above, Xenophon de-
scribes the perioikic communities of Elis as poleis in connection with
Sparta’s dissolution of the Eleian perioikic empire ca. 400; he also, in a
slightly anachronistic way, uses the expression Triphylides poleis atHell.
3.2.30 and this implies that he considered the communities of Triphylia to
have been poleis after the creation of the concept of Triphylia, which is
extremely important. In connection with the negotiations for a Common
Peace inAthens in 371Xenophonnarrates how theEleians refused to take
the oath because that would mean a recognition of the independence of
Marganeis, Skillous and the Triphylians; these poleis, the Eleians claimed,
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were theirs.111 This implies that Xenophon was prepared to think of
Skillous as a polis. This is duly confirmed by Anabasis 6.3.9–10 where
Xenophon twice refers to the people of Skillous as ���%���. TheHelleni-
ka passage may also imply that Xenophon thought of Triphylia as sub-
divided into poleis as he did at 3.2.30.112 In another passage, which refers
to the 360s, Xenophon describes the communities detached by the
Spartans from Elis ca. 400 as poleis and it is clear from the context that the
Triphylian communities are among those referred to.113 And, of course,
the fact that there was a E��	���S� ������� among the 158 politeiai
committed to writing by Aristotle points to the conclusion that Lepreon
was a polis.114 Accordingly, we may conclude that Triphylia was subdivi-
ded into poleis in the period ca. 400–360s.115

It is, however, certain that the �	�'����� as such also constituted a
political unit. This is proved by two important inscriptions, usually dated
to the period 400–369.116 Themost straightforward of them is SEG 40 392
which reads:

.[��]. >��
�� ��* �	�'����� 9)����� 
�* p������ 
�*
9[�]	�� �����$�� 
�* &������� ������ �(��%�

�* ,����. �����	,�* ��* &�'* ���)������	��.

The body called ��* �	�'����� must be an important organ of state,
probably an assembly. The phrase�����	,� 
��. is a dating formula and
as such shows the existence of an eponymous official who was the head
of a board, which was probably an executive organ of state just like the
damiorgoi of the Arkadian Confederacy is supposed to have been.117 The
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ateleia panton which is granted may be taken to indicate that the Tri-
phylian state levied taxes.
But the important grant is of course the grant of politeia, citizenship.

Siewert comments that “da hier keine Untergliederung der Bürger
genannt ist, bedeutet������� die Zugehörigkeit zum (Gesamt-)Staat der
Triphylier”,118 and this is probably correct. Thus this inscription shows
the existence of a Triphylian assembly, a Triphylian executive under an
eponymous official, the levying of taxes and the existence of Triphylian
citizenship.
The other inscription, SEG 35 389, is a little more difficult to interpret.

It runs:

>��2� ��%	 �	�')���	. b���� D� ��% ���
� D�$,	�'�����, ��
��-
���	U���.�P �� ��	�)��� ������������c�� D
 ������&���������
��
��	 �������������	 
�* 
�� �!� <�����>, &��C��� �!� �W	
������	. ����� � �����	,o�, 
���
�� ��,$������, �� �$��� [a
list of names follows].

Here the assembly and the eponymous damiorgos appear again, this time
joined by a katakoos; whether this is a Triphylian or local Makistian
official is impossible to decide.
Siewert believes that Makiston was a civic subdivision (a phyle) in the

“(Gesamt-)Staat der Triphylier.”119 However, as we have seen, Makiston
was a polis in the fifth century, and there is good reason to believe that
Triphylia was subdivided into poleis 400–360s. The presumption is that
Makiston was not just a civic subdivision, but a polis. Thus, in contra-
distinction to the first grant of politeia, the present one is best interpreted
as a grant of citizenship in the particular polis of Makiston. Such a grant
of citizenship in a particular community by a larger organisation seems to
be rare, but is not entirely unparalleled.120 If we accept that the grant is
one of citizenship in the polis ofMakiston, thenwemust conclude that the
poleis of Triphylia were not autonomoi in every respect since the right to
control admission to one’s own body of citizens was one aspect of auto-
nomia,121 and that the ����� (‘magistracies’)122 and the ����� referred to
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probably are institutions of the polis of Makiston, not Triphylian in-
stitutions.
In Triphylia, then, there was both local and regional citizenship, and

both local and regional political institutions. Or in other words, the Tri-
phylian state strongly resembled a federation.
The inscriptions prove that the �	�'����� formed a political organisa-

tion and that this organisation fulfilled certain internal functions. How-
ever, it is clear from Xenophon’s Hellenika that the organisation also
conducted foreign policy. For instance, it appears that it was the Triphyli-
ans as suchwho provided a contingent of hoplites for the Battle ofNemea
in 394;123 accordingly, the Triphylians as such must have been members
of the Peloponnesian League.124 Furthermore, it can be deduced from
Xenophon that the Triphylians as such were a party to the Common
Peace concluded in Athens in 371.125 Finally, it is probable that the
Triphylians as such were members of the Arkadian Confederacy.126

To sum up, it is almost certain that in the period of ca. 400–360s the
political structure of Triphylia was the following: the district was sub-
divided into a number of local communities which were organised as
poleis. Together (some of?) these poleis formed a political organisation
called �	�'�����which fulfilled both internal functions, such as the levy-
ing of taxes, and external functions such as the conducting of foreign
policy. This organisation must have been formed from pre-existing poleis
such as Makiston.
Which poleis were members of the new Triphylian state? No fourth-

century list of Triphylian poleis has been transmitted, and we must piece
together a list fromdifferent sources. Theonly community attested as part
of the Triphylian state by a Triphylian source is Makiston.127 Since
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Makiston appears in Herodotos’ list at 4.148.4, we may suppose that the
other poleis listed there became member states too. Those listed in ad-
dition to Makiston are: Lepreon, Phrixa(i), Pyrgos, Ep(e)ion, and Nou-
dion. That Phrixa(i) became Triphylian is indicated by Xenophon Hell.
3.2.30, accepting the transmitted text; however, the very same passage also
attests Epitalion as Triphylian;128 accepting Grote’s 
� atHell. 3.2.30 we
must say that Phrixa(i) and Epitalion became Triphylian at an unknown
date between ca. 400 and 219 (where they are attested as Triphylian by
Polybios). So we cannot simply say that the Triphylides poleiswere those
listed by Herodotos. And, since Triphylia was essentially an artificial129

and political construct, we have to recognise the possibility that commu-
nities outside geographical Triphylia proper became Triphylian, and that
communities inside the region did not join the Triphylian state. Thus,
Diodorus Siculus describes Lasion as Triphylian,130 and Xenophon
mentions Skillous in awaywhich could be interpreted tomean that it was
not Triphylian.131 As we saw, Polybios’ concept of Triphylia is an ex-
clusively geographical concept, and so we cannot simply retroject his
informationback into the fourth centurywhen reconstructing the political
concept.
So the only securely attested Triphylian polis is Makiston, whereas the

affiliation of Phrixa(i) and Epitalion is a little doubtful, but on balance it
seems probable that they and all or some of the followingwere Triphylian
in the fourth century: Noudion (if it still existed),132 Lepreon, Ep(e)ion,
Pyrgos, and Skillous; but, of course, some or all of the communities
attested as Triphylian only in Polybios may have been so already in the
fourth century.133
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What was the motive behind the formation of the Triphylian state?
Siewert believes that Triphylia was a Spartan creation intended to supply
the Peloponnesian League armywith amore sizeable (and thereforemore
manageable) hoplite contingent than the individualTriphylianpoleis could
supply,134 and argues as follows: (i) Triphylia is first attested in connection
with the Spartan dissolution of the perioikic empire of Elis;135 (ii) the
Triphylian poleis were united by Sparta into a ‘Regionalstaat’ since they,
in contrast to other Eleian perioikics such as Marganeis and Letrinoi,
could supply hoplites;136 (iii) the Triphylian state was an ephemeral
phenomenon and broke down after Sparta’s defeat at Leuktra.137

Re (i) As we have seen, it is correct that Triphylia was created after
Sparta’s intervention against Elis, but from this it does not necessarily
follow that it was a Spartan creation. Since the Triphylians may well have
wanted toprotect themselves against futureEleian aggression the initiative
for the formation of the new state may equally well have come from
themselves andmembership of the Peloponnesian Leaguewas an obvious
means of furthering such protection. As noted already by Bölte, the
persistent theme of Triphylian history is the conflict with Elis.138 There
was good reason to fear renewed subjection to Elis, since Elis never
relinquished its claim to the former dependencies: the Eleians refused to
swear the oath of the secondCommonPeace in 371, since thatwould have
meant a formal recognition of the loss of Triphylia, among others, and in
the early 360s Elis restated its claim to the former perioikis, this time in the
Arkadian Confederacy.139 As we have seen, perhaps already by 244 and
certainly in 219 Triphylia had again been subjected to Elis, and in 146
Triphylia was incorporated into Elis for good.140 So even if Sparta wel-
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comedTriphylia, the initiative for the newstate-formationprobably came
from the area itself which had good reason to wish for unification. That
this was so is also indicated by the fact that Triphylia was not only a
political concept, but also an ethnic one. The creation of an ethnic identity
presupposes the active involvement of the people whose identity is being
created. Furthermore, the Triphylian identity survived Sparta’s defeat at
Leuktra, for it must have existed when the eponym Triphylos was
proclaimed as a son of Arkas in Delphi in 369.

Re (ii) It is true that the individual Triphylian poleis could field hoplites,
as is shown by the case of Lepreon which fielded its own contingent at
Plataiai in 479,141 which according toHerodotos comprised 200 troops.142

But, obviously, the wish for the creation of a more sizeable hoplite con-
tingent can be just asmeaningfully ascribed to the Triphylians themselves
as to the Spartans.

Re (iii) The last securely datable reference to the Triphylian state is at
Xen.Hell. 6.5.2, from which it can be inferred that the Triphylians took
the oath of the Common Peace concluded in Athens in 371 after Leuktra;
no Triphylian state existed in 219 (see above 231). It is, however, difficult
to establish the exact date of its disappearance. On the basis of Xen.Hell.
6.5.2 Siewert, followingultimatelyBölte, believes that theTriphylian state
broke down somewhat after Leuktra, when Elis is believed to have re-
conquered some of northern Triphylia,143 whereas Lepreon became a
member of the Arkadian Confederacy.144 However, Tuplin has shown
that the Xenophontic passage upon which this reconstruction is based
does not admit of Bölte’s interpretation.145 It is thus not proved by ancient
sources that Triphylia broke down as a consequence of Leuktra. Neither
canwe claim that Triphylia’s incorporation into theArkadianConfedera-
cy would necessarily lead to the dissolution of the Triphylian state, since,
for instance, the Mainalians (whose political structure resembled that of
Triphylia a great deal)146 were members of the Confederacy as Mai-
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of the important Panarkadian cult of Zeus Lykaios (Paus. 5.5.5, for which see Jost [1985]
269). Doublets of this cult are found also at Megalopolis and Tegea. The cult at
Megalopolis was, we may reasonably assume, established at the time of synoecism, i.e. ca.
368; Jost (1985) believes that the doublet at Tegeawas created ca. 370. If the cult at Lepreon
was roughly contemporaneous with these two, then we may take it as another indication
that Lepreon was considered to be the centre of Triphylia.

nalians147 andnot as, e.g., Aseans orPallantians.However, it is not entirely
clear in what way the Triphylians were incorporated into the Confedera-
cy. From Xen. Hell. 7.1.26 it is clear that Triphylians as such were
members of theConfederacy (see above 255 n. 126).Most scholars believe
that, while in the Confederacy, Triphylia was organised with Lepreon as
its centre.148 It is certainly striking that a decree of the Arkadian Confe-
deracy which contains an appendix listing federal officials, records the
Triphylian officials under the heading E��	�W���, not �	�'�����, al-
though the Mainalian officials, for instance, are listed under the heading
���������.149 Furthermore, in 367 a certain Antiochos, famed as a pan-
kratiast, served as federal ambassador. According to Pausanias this man
was a Leprean.150 Finally, chapter 44 in the periplous of Ps.-Skylax seems
to treatmost of the coast-line of Triphylia as belonging toLepreon.151 Ps.-
Skylax’ work is not a political hand-book but written as if it were a
manual for sailors, and so its evidence should only be treated as a further
support for the centrality of Lepreonwhich seems to appear from the fact
that the Confederacy drew its Triphylian officials from that city.152 That
the Confederacy did so must mean either (a) that Lepreon represented
Triphylia in the Confederacy, perhaps because the Triphylian federation
was of a hegemonic nature, or (b) that Lepreon was not in the political
sense a Triphylian city, or (c) that the Triphylian state had disintegrated.
I can see no way of deciding between these possibilities.
(a) The first possibility explains a good deal of our evidence, but leaves

the question of why Triphylia was treated differently fromMainalia; if it
is accepted there is no need to suppose that theTriphylian state disintegra-
ted as a consequence of its entrance into the Arkadian Confederacy.Why
would Lepreon ‘represent’ Triphylia in the Confederacy? A possible
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answer is that Lepreon held a position within the Triphylian federation
resembling that held by Thebes within the Boiotian Confederacy. The
Boiotian Confederacy was dominated by the Thebans who, in contra-
distinction to the other Boiotian poleis, retained their capacity to enter
into relations with foreign powers independently of the Boiotian Con-
federacy.153 If Lepreon, as is usually supposed, was the leading polis of
Triphylia it perhaps acted like Thebes and concluded treaties independ-
ently of the federation. If so, Lepreon did not really ‘represent’ Triphylia
but was a member of the Confederacy in its own right. Alternatively, the
Confederacy simply treated ‘Triphylia’ as equivalent to ‘Lepreon’ because
for all practical purposes the two entities were the same thing. Thebes and
Boiotianwill again provide uswith a parallel, since our sources often refer
to Thebes where we would expect a reference to the Boiotians.154 But in
these cases it is the documents which refer to Boiotia, whereas it is in
literature that we find the reference to Thebes. In the present case it is an
official document which treats Lepreon as a member of the Confederacy.
Thus, if we were to choose between the two possibilities outlined, I
should prefer to think that it was actually Lepreon, the hegemon of
Triphylia, that was a member since it is hard to believe that an official
document would employ the same (technically imprecise) language as
Xenophon. We may then assume that the other poleis of Triphylia were
dependent on the Arkadian Confederacy through their subjugation to
Lepreon.
As a matter of fact, the idea that the other poleis of Triphylia were

dominated by the Triphylian federation is supported by the observation
made above (254) that they were not completely autonomoi. With this
reconstruction it is unproblematical that Lepreon seems to act on its own.
(b) Lepreon is, in fact, a little difficult to fit into the overall picture of

a Triphylian state conducting the foreign policy of the region, since it
appears to have conducted its own foreign policy. Thus, even though it
was probably the Triphylians who swore to the peace in 371, it was the
Lepreans alone who joined Sparta in an attack onMantinea in 370.155 It is
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eration was created as a response to (primarily) Thessalian pressure.

a possibility that although Lepreonwas later considered part of Triphylia
as a geographical concept156 the city was not a part of the political concept
of Triphylia in the early fourth century, but constituted an independent
polis. This seems perfectly possible from the geographical perspective.157

This idea will also explain why the Lepreans seem to have been members
of the Arkadian Confederacy in the 360s in their own right.158 However,
as already demonstrated, Lepreon was probably the most important polis
of the area and so it may have acted on its own when it deemed it
necessary although formally belonging to the �	�'����� in which case
there is no problem.
(c) A final possibility is that it was this independent stance on the part

of Lepreon which caused the break-down of the Triphylian state. The
independent actions by Lepreon noted above are both posterior to the
peace of 371, whereas the last recorded act of the Triphylian state is
connected with exactly this peace; the presumption is that it broke down
shortly after. The independent actions on the part of the important city
of Lepreon may have contributed to the decline of the Triphylian state.
Why would Lepreon go on its own? One possibility is that the Arkadian
Confederacy, ofwhichLepreonbecame amember, offered a better prom-
ise of protection against Elis than did the Triphylian state. However, the
first recorded independent action by Lepreon was to join in a Spartan
attack onMantinea, an attack clearly designed to dissolve the newly foun-
ded Arkadian Confederacy!159 So the end of the Triphylian state and the
reasons for Lepreon’s independent actions must remain shrouded in
mystery.
To sum up: we need not suppose that the initiative for the formation of

the Triphylian state came from outside, although Sparta may indeed have
assisted; after all, Sparta admitted Triphylia as a member of the Pelopon-
nesian League. We can reasonably conclude that the motive behind the
new state was to attain protection against Elis.160 As long as the Pelopon-
nesian League guaranteed such protection Triphylia remained in the
League, butwhen the League disintegrated Triphylia joined theArkadian
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Confederacy; whether that meant the end of the new state is impossible
to decide.161

3. Triphylia as a geographical concept

As we have seen, the concept of Triphylia is exclusively geographical in
Polybios. It appears from Demosthenes that the geographical concept of
Triphylia existed at least in the 350s.162 What did the concept cover in the
fourth century? Probably the same as in Polybios’ day, but since we do
not have a good fourth-century description of the area the way of show-
ing this is circumstantial. We may begin by establishing the northern
border with Elis. This border was probably constituted by the R.Alphei-
os. At least, in 365/4when theArkadians gained control ofOlympia, they
constituted Pisa as an independent state,163 and this indicates that the
Pisatis was considered to be distinct from Triphylia. The border between
these two areas was thus almost certainly the R.Alpheios.
The eastern borderwithArkadia propermust, as in Polybios’ day, have

run west of Alipheira, for in 368 this city was part of Arkadian Kyn-
ouria.164 When Triphylia was created ca. 400, Messenia was still Spartan
territory upon which the new state could hardly encroach. The southern
border with Messenia must then have been the R.Neda. In other words,
Triphylia probably had the same extent in the fourth century as in the
Hellenistic period.
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4. Triphylia as a part of Arkadia

Was Triphylia a part of Arkadia in the fourth century? Here we must
distinguish between (i) Arkadia as an ethnic concept, (ii) Arkadia as a
political concept, and (iii) Arkadia as a geographical concept.

Re (i) As we saw above (249–50), the Triphylians must have been con-
sidered ethnically Arkadian at least by 369 when their eponymTriphylos
was proclaimed as a son of Arkas in Delphi. However, we have also seen
that some rapprochement between communities of fifth-century ‘Triphy-
lia’ and Arkadians can be traced (see above 100–5).What happened in 369
was thus only the culmination of a long process.

Re (ii) As we saw above (255 n. 126), Lepreon and the rest of Triphylia
joined the Arkadian Confederacy. The Confederacy was founded in 370,
and thus this is the earliest date at which Triphylia could have become po-
litically Arkadians. The Confederacy split into two factions in 363, but it
is unknown how the Triphylians reacted to this break-down. It is, also,
unknown for how long any Arkadian federation persisted after 362 and
whether Triphylia was a member of such an organisation after 362. Inci-
dentally, the Triphylians’ membership of the Confederacy supplies us
with further proof that theywere considered ethnicallyArkadians, for the
Confederacy was ethnically exclusive and admitted as members only
Arkadians.165

Re (iii) The chapter onArkadia in Ps.-Skylax’Periplous runs as follows:
�@:��A�.���� �G ^N��� ��	
��� >���� D��. 
���
�� �G ; ��	
���
D�* �������� 
��� E��	��� D
 ����,���. �P�* �G �(�S� ������ D�
����,�Z �# ��,���� �_��. ��,��, ��������, =N	��, ��	 ������,
O���'����. �P�* �G 
�* Y���� ������. ��	����)� �G ��� E��	���S�
 8	�� ������ 	’.166 This chapter clearly treats Triphylia as a part of
Arkadia and in particular Lepreon is treated asArkadian. So, here is proof
that geographically Triphylia became part of Arkadia. But when?
The only indication of when the chapter in Ps.-Skylax was composed

is a negative one, namely the striking omission of Megalopolis from the
list of the megalai poleis of Arkadia. This omission supplies us with a
terminus ante quemof 371–368.167 The terminus post quemought to be the
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390s, the date at which the Triphylian communities were liberated from
Eleian rule and the concept ofTriphyliawas created. In principle, anydate
within this period is possible.168 If Triphylia became a part of Arkadia
before the foundation of the Arkadian Confederacy in 370, then the uni-
ficationmust have taken place along purely ethnic and geographical lines,
whereas if they became so at or immediately after the foundation of the
Confederacy, the political and geographical unification was the final
culmination of the ethnic rapprochement which had been going on since
the fifth century.
The conclusion is that by the 360s Triphylia was part of both ethnic,

political and geographical Arkadia and thus had become Arkadian in
every sense of the word.

Let me sum up the discussion of Triphylia in the fourth century. It was a
new concept, created in the 390s and made possible by Sparta’s liberation
of theTriphylian communitieswhich had beenEleian dependencies in the
fifth century. The concept was both an ethnic, a geographical and a
political one. In the ethnic sense, the Triphylians were a people who
ascribed their origin to the unification of three unidentifiable ‘tribes’
previously connected with the area; they therefore called themselves
�	�'�����. Geographically speaking, the new region probably covered or
at least came to cover the same area as in the Hellenistic period: from the
R.Alpheios in the north to the R.Neda in the south with the eastern
border with Arkadian Kynouria running west of Alipheira. The political
organisation of Triphylia was federal. The district was, as in the fifth
century, subdivided into a number of local communities which were
organised as poleis of which Lepreon was the most important. Most or all
of these poleis were united in an organisation called �	�'�����, an
organisation which was probably dominated by Lepreon. The organisa-
tion conducted assemblies, had an executive under an eponymous official,
levied taxes, granted citizenship both at a local and a regional level and
conducted foreign policy. The organisation was designed to protect its
members against Elis and it joined the foreign power which offered the
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best promise of such protection, at first the Peloponnesian League and
later the Arkadian Confederacy. When the Triphylians through Lepreon
joined the Arkadian Confederacy their eponym Triphylos was either
invented as or now proclaimed as the son of Arkas and this was a
statement to the effect that the Triphylians were Arkadians and Triphylia
a part of Arkadia as well as a statement of common ancestry for the
Triphylians. In a text probably antedating 368 Triphylia is described as a
part of geographical Arkadia. Consequently, by the 360s Triphylia was
Arkadian in every sense of the word.

4. Conclusion

From the fifth century to the Hellenistic period there was in Triphylia a
number of communities organised as poleis. In the fifth century there was
no unity among these poleis, be it ethnic or political. On the contrary,
those communities of which we have any knowledge were dependencies
of the Eleians who had deprived them of their independence and pre-
sumably attempted to suppress their individual identities and make them
Eleian in onewayor another.However, around 400 the Spartans liberated
the communities from Eleian rule and they now created for themselves
both an ethnic identity and a political organisation of federal character.
The motive must surely have been to prevent renewed subjection to Elis.
The units of the new Triphylian state were the pre-existing poleis of the
area.
We do not know for how long the Triphylian state existed. The tra-

ditional view that it disintegrated when the Triphylians joined the Ar-
kadianConfederacy is not supported by any good evidence, butmay after
all not be far from the truth. By the 360s Triphylia was a part of Arkadia
in both the ethnic, geographical and political sense. Triphylia remained a
part of Arkadia until Polybios’ day, but in Polybios the concept of
Triphylia is purely geographical.
Triphylia is thus a remarkable example of a region which existed as an

independent unit for perhaps only thirty years, and it is a remarkable
example, too, of the way in which an ethnic identity and political
organisation could be created in the Classical period.
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The history of Triphylia provides us with a good example of how small
poleis struggled to survive politically in the confrontation with powerful
neighbours. But since its historical development is reasonably well-
documented it is also of great interest as comparative material for the
study of other similar groupings of small communities. Of particular in-
terest is a comparative study of the Triphylians and the so-called ‘tribal
states’, or sub-ethnic federations, of Arkadia such as the Mainalians and
Parrhasians.169 The designation ‘tribal state’ is not completely inappropri-
ate if by ‘tribe’ we understand a group of people claiming to be related
and possessing common cults and political organisations etc., in other
words, if by ‘tribe’ we understand an ethnic group as defined above
(48–52): Classical authors refer to these groups by the collective sub-
regional ethnic as a collective proper name, for instance ��������� and
9�		�����,170 and both the Parrhasians and the Mainalians had epony-
mous heroes.171 It is a fair conclusion that each ‘tribe’ considered them-
selves to have a common ancestry. That the belief in their common an-
cestrywas of some importance for themembers of the ‘tribes’ is suggested
by the use of sub-regional ethnics. The different ‘tribal’ subunits such as
for example Mainalian Oresthasion did possess local city-ethnics, and
their inhabitants did use them; for example, an Olympic victor from
Mainalian Oresthasion used the local city-ethnic ��	�������� on his
dedication set up inOlympia.172 But we also find ethnics derived from the
name of the ‘tribe’ used as parts of personal names, both on inscriptions
and in literature, for example:?�	��� ��	
�����������,173����2�����
���������,174 ��	$2�� 9�		�����,175 and ����	 �� ������� 9�		�-
����.176 Themostly private – in contradistinction toofficial political – con-
texts in which these sub-regional ethnics are found suggest that although
a political message cannot be completely ruled out, themessagewhich the
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sub-regional ethnics are intended to convey is a statement of the ethnic
affiliation of the persons carrying the sub-regional ethnics as part of their
names.
Moreover, it is certain that these ethnic units functioned as states.177 For

one thing, they had defined territories. Thucydidesmentions the territory
of the Mainalians; it was called �������.178 The territory of the Par-
rhasians was called 9�		���
�,179 and was described as ; ,� �S� 9�		�-
��� by Thucydides,180 and as ;  8	� by Xenophon.181

Second, armies were raised on a ‘tribal’ basis; thus the Mainalians
fought at the battle of Mantinea in 418.182 Third, coins were struck on a
‘tribal’ basis: the Parrhasians had their own coinage in the fifth century.183

However, the best evidence to show that the ‘tribes’ as such functioned
as states is provided by the way in which they interacted with foreign
powers. In the third quarter of the fifth century the Parrhasians had an
alliance of symmachia with Mantinea.184 They probably also had a treaty
with Sparta: the Spartansmade an intervention and liberated the Parrhasi-
ans from what was considered oppressive Mantinean rule, and this inter-
vention was probably based on a treaty between Sparta and Parrhasia.185

In other words, the Parrhasians were a member of the Peloponnesian
League. By its intervention Sparta made the Parrhasians autonomoi.186

Consequently, the Parrhasianswere entitled to enter alliances on a ‘tribal’
basis, and they could be considered a political entity in possession of
autonomia. In the fourth century the Parrhasians joined the Arkadian
Confederacy, as is proved by the fact that they provided two men for the
board of oecists who founded Megalopolis, a federal project.187

At the battle ofMantinea in 418,Mainalians participated on the Spartan
side. Thus they were allies of Sparta, that is, a member of the Pelopon-
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nesian League. In the fourth century theMainalians were members of the
Arkadian Confederacy and supplied officials for the confederacy on a
‘tribal’ basis,188 and, like the Parrhasians, they supplied members for the
board of oecists when Megalopolis was founded.189

Clearly, Triphylia may be called a ‘tribal state’ in the same sense as the
term is applied to theArkadian examples, since it resembled theArkadian
‘tribal states’ a great deal, particularly in the way in which foreign policy
was run. This is probably so because foreign policy is the only sphere in
which we have good evidence from both Triphylia and the Arkadian
‘tribal states’. In other repects we may profitly fill the lacunae in our
knowledge about Triphylia by analogy from our knowledge about
Arkadia, and vice versa. For instance, it is certain that the foundation of
the Arkadian ‘tribal states’ was a shared ethnic identity and that this
mattered to the members of the ‘tribes’. So even though our knowledge
about Triphylia is exiguous in this respect wemay suppose that the newly
created identitywas of greater significance than appears fromour sources.
On the other hand, the Arkadian ‘tribes’ may support the idea that the

Triphylian was state subdivided into poleis. The Mainalians, for instance,
surely lived in local communities organised as poleis,190 and so did the
neighboursof theTriphylians, theKynourians, in all probability.191Again,
the internal structure of the Mainalian ‘tribal state’ is completely un-
known. Here wemay outline the possibilities from our knowledge about
Triphylia, and suggest that theMainalians had a ‘tribal’ assembly, a ‘tribal’
executive, and, perhaps, ‘tribal’ citizenship as well as local citizenship.192

Moreover, we may envisage the possibility that the Arkadian ‘tribal
states’ originally united for the samepurpose as theTriphylians: to defend
themselves against strong neighbours. The Mainalians, for instance, were
neighbours of Tegea and Mantinea both of which were hegemonic poleis
in a regional context.193 Finally, it is often assumed that the poleis of the
Arkadian ‘tribal’ poleis developed within and in opposition to the
‘tribes’.194 However, as has become clear, the Triphylian state was created



Conclusion 269

from pre-existing poleis and may serve to demonstrate that ‘tribal’
disintegration is not the only possible model for the emergence of the
‘tribal’ poleis of Arkadia.





Chapter VII: The ‘Tribal States’ or Sub-Ethnic
Federations of Arkadia Proper: the Eutresians, the
Kynourians, the Mainalians, and the Parrhasians

After the discussion of Triphylia, it is time to return to Arkadia proper
and to open the investigation of the polis structure of the region, begin-
ning with the Classical period down to the synoecism of Megalopolis.
Compared with the Archaic period, the period until the synoecism of
Megalopolis is relatively well-documented. In addition to a growing
number of inscriptions, we have the historical works of Thucydides and
Xenophonwho both supply uswith valuable information aboutArkadia.
Herodotos also provides important information, and archaeology is at
least more helpful for this period than for the Archaic period. The picture
that can be drawn of the polis structure ofArkadia is thereforemuchmore
detailed.
It will appear from the investigation that there were in this period

basically two different types of polis, the poleis of the so-called ‘tribal
states’, and the poleis which did not form part of such sub-ethnic
federations as theMainalians etc. These latter poleis can be subdivided into
hegemonic andnon-hegemonic poleis. The difference betweenhegemonic
and non-hegemonic poleis will be illuminated in the following chapter,
whereas the discussion begins with the ‘tribal’ poleis since it is one of the
major results of the investigation that in this period the ‘tribal states’ of
Arkadia were, contrary to what has normally been held, subdivided into
poleis – and so I may as well begin by demonstrating this.
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1. The ‘Tribes’ as Ethnic Groups and as States

It is a well-recognised fact that there existed in Classical Arkadia in
addition to poleis proper a number of communities with a different
character. Communities which exemplify this different character are the
Eutresians, the Kynourians, the Mainalians and the Parrhasians.1 It is
modern convention to refer to these communities as ‘tribes’ or ‘tribal
states’ in English,2 or ‘Dorfverbände’ or ‘Komenverbände’ in German.3

Although the second part of the German compounds (-verbände) has
merits, as a whole the German designations will not do, as will become
clear, but we may keep the English, although the Classical Greeks them-
selves do not seem to have designated these communities >��$ vel sim.;
they refer to them by the subregional ethnic in the plural, e.g.���������,
9�		�����, 0(�	����� and :)���	���.4 However, Strabo does use the
designation >���� about the Parrhasians,5 and this may be the reason for
the English designation ‘tribe’.6

We may keep the term ‘tribe’, if by ‘tribe’ we understand simply a
group of people claiming to be related and having common cults and
political organisations, in other words if by ‘tribe’ we understand what
modern theorists call an ‘ethnic group’ or ‘ethnie’.7 As we have already
seen,8 Smith lists the following characteristics of an ethnic group:9 (1) a
collective proper name; (2) a myth of common ancestry; (3) shared
historical memories; (4) one or more differentiating elements of common
culture; (5) an association with a specific homeland; and (6) a sense of
solidarity for significant sectors of the population.
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Re (1) “This is the identifying mark of an ethnie in the historical
record”.10 This is literally true in the case of the Arkadian ‘tribes’: as
already pointed out, the Classical Greeks referred to them by the col-
lective subregional ethnics.

Re (2) “In many ways the sine qua non of ethnicity”.11 Smith emphasi-
ses that what is important here is “not any fact of ancestry”,12 but “myths
of common ancestry” (my italics), i.e. a belief in common descent.13 It is
almost certain that the Arkadian ‘tribes’ considered their members to be
related. Admittedly, there is no direct evidence to this effect, but the
conclusion is suggested by consideration of their eponymous heroes: ac-
cording to Pherekydes, Parrhasia was named after Parrhasos, son of
Pelasgos;14 according to a probable interpretation of a fragment of Hel-
lanikos, there was in Arkadian traditions a figure named Mainalos, who
was a son of Arkas; he must be the eponym not only of the mountain, but
also of the Mainalians;15 another tradition makes Mainalos a son of
Lykaon.16 The ‘tribes’ were eachmade up from several minor settlements,
and such settlements could have eponyms. In this connection we should
note that, for example, among the Eutresians the eponymous heroes were
related to each other. Thus Trikolonos, the eponym of the Eutresian
settlement Trikolonoi, was father of both Zoiteus and Paroreus, the
eponymsof theEutresian settlementsZoiteion andParoreia respectively.17
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With this basis it is safe to conclude that the Arkadian ‘tribes’ considered
their members to be related and as descendants of the eponymous heroes.
That the belief in their common ancestry was of some importance for

the members of the ‘tribes’ is suggested by the use of the ‘tribal’ ethnics.
The different ‘tribal’ subunits such as Pallantion did possess local ethnics,
and their inhabitants did use them; for example, an Olympic victor from
Mainalian Oresthasion used the local ethnic ��	�������� on his dedi-
cation set up at Olympia.18 But we also find ethnics derived from the
name of the ‘tribe’ used as parts of personal names, both on inscriptions
and in literature,19 for example: ?�	��� ��	
�� ���������,20 ����-
2����� ���������,21 9�,
W� 0(�	�����,22 ��	$2�� 9�		�����,23 ��-
��	 ���������9�		�����.24 At present,we have no example of a ‘tribal’
ethnic combined with the ethnic of a ‘tribal’ subunit (e.g. *������
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25. The only instance of a combination resembling this is found in Paus. 6.7.9, where
he mentions an Olympic victor described as Y��-%� c�����J� �=� /�����8%� 1E���.
26. This is especially so for the ethnics found inXenophon’sAnabasis, see the important

study by Roy (1972g).
27. Thuc. 5.33.
28. Hom. Il. 2.608.
29. Strabo 8.8.1.
30. Nothing is known of common cults among the Kynourians and the Eutresians;

considering the complete lack of sources, this does not, of course, mean that none existed.
31. Paus. 8.38.8. See Jost (1985) 186–7.
32. Jost (1985) 183.
33. SEG 17 150.6.

��������� ��	��������), and this combinationwas perhaps not in use.25

The mostly private – in contradistinction to official political – contexts in
which these ethnics are found suggest that although a political message
cannot be completely ruled out, the message which the ethnics are in-
tended to convey is a statement of the ethnic affiliation of the persons
carrying the ethnics.26

Re (3) Due to the almost complete lack of sources originating from
internal ‘tribal’ contexts, it is impossible to say whether each of them
shared their ownpeculiar historicalmemories. In termsof reality, theydid
share historical fate; the Parrhasians, for instance, were all subjected to
Mantinea in the later fifth century.27 But I think that it is only due to a
lack of sources that we cannot prove that the Parrhasians shared historical
memories. At least, it is worth pointing out that they are listed in the Ho-
meric Catalogue of Ships,28 which seems to indicate that they claimed to
have fought in the Trojan War. Likewise, Strabo’s statement that the
Parrhasians were one of the oldest ethne ofHellas suggests that in his day
tradition was able to take Parrhasian history way back in time.29

Re (4) At least the Parrhasians, but perhaps also the Mainalians, had
common cults.30We knowof anApollon Parrhasios,31 and the famous cult
of Zeus Lykaios was a Parrhasian cult before it took on a Panarkadian
significance.32 The Mainalians may have celebrated athletic games; a
catalogue of victories by an Argive athlete found in the theatre at Argos
and dated to the beginning of the third century lists a victory D� ���-
�����.33 In the Hellenistic period the Mainalian ‘tribe’ had disintegrated,
and the games cannot at this time have been handled by the ‘tribe’. But it
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34. Cf. Jost, Comm. 36.8. On the possibility that the Azanes all worshipped a female
deity Erinys, see Tausend (1993); cf., however, Nielsen & Roy (1998) 15–19.
35. Smith (1991) 23.
36. Smith (1991) 23.
37. Smith (1986) 30.
38. Roy (1972b) 43 states that they “were politically united and formed independent

states”, and at 47 that “each tribe, taken as a whole, acted as an independent state”. He
believes that they had a “constitutional structure”, and Gehrke (1986) 112 describes them
as “eigenständige politische Einheiten...., die eine Art föderative Organisation hatten”. At
154 Gehrke states that they were “wie Bundesstaaten organisiert” and describes them as
“Mini-Föderationen”.
39. Thuc. 5.64.3.
40. Thuc. 5.33.1.
41. Thuc. 5.33.2.

is not impossible that the games existed in the ‘tribal’ period and were
handled by the ‘tribe’.34

Re (5) “It is the attachments and associations, rather than residence in
or possession of the land that matters for ethnic identification. It is where
we belong”.35 Again, a lack of sources prevents us from investigating
whether the Arkadian ‘tribes’ endowed their land with a “mythical and
subjective quality”.36 It is a fact that they possessed territories. It is like-
wise a fact that the names of the territories were derived from the names
of the ‘tribes’, and in this we may perhaps be allowed to see an indication
that the land was “where they belonged”.

Re (6) In an ethnic community “there must also emerge a strong sense
of belonging and an active solidarity, which in time of stress and danger
can override class, factional or regional divisions within the commu-
nity”.37 Again, such a thing can only be demonstrated indirectly for the
Arkadian ‘tribes’. But the fact that a political organisationwas superimpo-
sed on the ethnic foundation andmade responsible for foreign policy (see
below) we may see an indication that there was indeed a sense of soli-
darity between some sectors of the ‘tribal’ populations.
Finally, it is certain that these ethnic unities functioned as states in the

broad sense of this word.38 For one thing, they had defined territories.
When Thucydides mentions the territory of the Mainalians, he calls it
�������.39 The territory of the Parrhasianswas called9�		���
�,40 and
was described as ; ,� �S�9�		���� byThucydides,41 and as ;  8	� by
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42. Xen.Hell. 7.1.28.
43. See schol. in Dionysium Periegetem 415, in G. Bernhard (ed.), Geographi Graeci

Minores (Leipzig 1828).
44. Thuc. 5.67.1.
45. Head,Hist. num.2 451.
46. Thuc. 5.33.2.
47. Thuc. 5.33.
48. Thuc. 5.33.3.
49. Paus. 8.27.3.
50. IG V.2 1.16.
51. Paus. 8.27.2.

Xenophon.42A late source speaks of:)��)	�
�, presumably the territory
of the Kynourians.43

Second, armies were raised on a ‘tribal’ basis; thus the Mainalians
fought at the battle of Mantinea in 418.44 Third, coins were struck on a
‘tribal’ basis: the Parrhasians had their own coinage in the fifth century.45

However, the best evidence to show that the ‘tribes’ as such functioned
as states is provided by the way in which they interacted with foreign
powers. In the third quarter of the fifth century the Parrhasians had an
alliance of symmachia with Mantinea.46 They probably also had a treaty
with Sparta: the Spartans intervened and liberated the Parrhasians from
what was considered an oppressiveMantinean rule, and such an interven-
tion was probably based on a treaty between Sparta and Parrhasia.47 In
other words, the Parrhasians were a member of the Peloponnesian
League. By the intervention Sparta made the Parrhasians autonomoi.48

Consequently, the Parrhasians were entitled to enter into alliances on a
‘tribal’ basis, and they could be thought about as a political entity in
possession of autonomia. In the fourth century the Parrhasians joined the
Arkadian Confederacy, as is proved by the fact that they provided two
men for the board of oecistswho foundedMegalopolis, a federal project.49

At the battle ofMantinea in 418,Mainalians participated on the Spartan
side. Thus they were allies of Sparta, i.e. a member of the Peloponnesian
League. In the fourth century theMainalians were members of the Arka-
dian Confederacy and supplied officials for the Confederacy on a ‘tribal’
basis,50 and, like the Parrhasians, they supplied members for the board of
oecists when Megalopolis was founded.51
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52. IG V.2 1.40.
53. Paus. 8.27.3. See Demand (1990) 113.
54. Roy (1972b) 49.
55. Above 253–5.
56. That these groups were Arkadian is undisputed; for the Arkadian identity of

Parrhasia: Hom. Il. 2.608; Xen. An. 4.1.27, Hell. 7.1.28; Diod. 15.72.4; for the Arkadian
identity of Mainalia: IvO 147.148 & POxy. 222 (cf. above 24); Thuc. 5.49.1 & Paus. 6.6.1;
IG V.2 1.16; Diod. 15.72.4; Paus. 5.27.2.

The Kynourians, too, were a member of the Arkadian Confederacy,52

and so were the Eutresians in all likelihood, since they were relocated to
Megalopolis at its foundation.53 Consequently, it is an inescapable con-
clusion that the ‘tribes’ functioned as states. So although the internal
“constitutional structure”54 of the ‘tribes’ is completelyunknownwith the
result that we do not even know if ‘tribal’ assemblies were held or
whether ‘tribal’ councils existed, etc., we must infer that therewas such a
thing as a ‘tribal’ political organisation which enabled the ‘tribes’ to act as
states, and that the Arkadian ‘tribal states’ resembled the Triphylians in
this respect.55

So, by the designation ‘tribal state’ we emphasise that groups such as
the Mainalians and the Parrhasians were in possession of a distinct ethnic
identity (hence ‘tribe’/‘tribal’) and that this identitywas politicised (hence
‘state’). This designation may be said to emphasise the ethnic character of
such states; an alternative designation would be ‘sub-ethnic federations’
which would emphasise (a) that the ethnic groups of e.g. the Mainalians
and the Parrhasians constituted subdivisions of the ethnos of the Arka-
dians;56 and (b) that the states formed by such groups had a federal char-
acter: that e.g. the Mainalians as such constituted a state has been de-
monstrated in the present section and it will be demonstrated below that
the individual communities of the Mainalian state, such as e.g. Asea and
Pallantion, were themselves organised as poleis and this means that the
Mainalian state was an organisation comprising poleis and thus that it was
of a federal nature. This designation is in fact the more precise one, but in
this study I generally use ‘tribal state’ which has become conventional.
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57. Roy (1972b) 43; see also Roy et al. (1988) 180: “Each tribe was made up of several
communities”. By ‘village’ Roy describes both the political status and the urban nature of
the ‘tribal’ communities. I treat political status and urban nature separately.
58. Forsén & Forsén (1997) and the description of Asea in Appendix IX no. 3.
59. Roy (1968a) 135 states that the ‘tribes’ “united several communities in an ethnic

relationship, without promoting any one settlement to a leading position”. It does, for
instance, seem that no ‘tribal’ community possessed a territory disproportionally larger
than those of the other ‘tribal’ communities.
60. Roy (1996) 107.

2. Settlement Pattern of the ‘Tribes’
and Local Identities of the ‘Tribal’ Settlements

Unlike a typical polis, the individual ‘tribes’ were not centred on a single
urban centre, but were “settled in several villages”,57 that is, in small
nucleated settlements. Some of these, such as Asea,58 deserve the label
‘town’, but in the present context I shall not go into a discussion about
whether these ‘tribal’ settlements were ‘villages’ or ‘towns’. As will
emerge from the discussion, the important fact is that they can be
considered nucleated centres. I shall therefore refer to them as ‘tribal
settlements’, ‘tribal towns’ or ‘nucleated centres’ without intending any
substantial differences between these terms.
Since we do not know anything about the internal political life of the

‘tribes’ as such, we cannot know if any one of these ‘tribal’ towns had a
leading position within a given ‘tribe’. Roy, however, assumes that no
individual settlement achieved a leading role59 and describes the ‘tribal
states’/sub-ethnic federations as “non-hegemonial associations”.60Nordo
we know if any ‘tribal’ town consisted of more than one settlement. In
principle they could have dependent settlements.
These ‘tribal’ towns developed both particular local identities and

rudimentary urban centres. To show this it is necessary first to identify
the settlements of the ‘tribes’. In Appendix IV a list is given of 50 ‘tribal’
settlements and their known or assumed ‘tribal’ affiliations.
Two things are immediately striking. First, not one of the major poleis

of Arkadia is described as belonging to a ‘tribal’ group by the ancient
sources. In his list of the ��,���� ������ of Arkadia at 44, Ps.-Skylax
names the following: Tegea, Mantinea, Heraia, Orchomenos and Stym-
phalos, and these big poleis are never described as belonging to any of the
‘tribal’ groups. These poleis (Heraia excepted) are all situated in eastern
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61. I follow the readings of Maria Helena Rocha-Pereira in the Teubner edition. The
most important consequences of this is that Asea and Iasaia are included, but Alea is left
out.
62. See further below 434–42.

Arkadia and this area, then, was an area of ‘ordinary’ poleis only. Second,
it is worth noticing the scarcity of contemporary evidence relating to the
‘tribal’ affiliations of these communities: we find only three communities,
namely Dipaia, Oresthasion and Paion, whose ‘tribal’ affiliations are
attested in Classical sources. In one case, that of Dipaia, the Classical
source is only transmitted via Pausanias. Hellenistic sources attest to the
‘tribal’ affiliationof onlyone community, Psophis.Roman sources, on the
other hand, attest to the ‘tribal’ affiliation of no less than 29 communities,
counting Enispe. Pausanias alone is responsible for 27 of these 29
attributions; and 26 of these are found in one single passage (8.27.3–4) that
records the decree listing the participants in the synoecism of Megalo-
polis.61

On the basis of the locations of the attested ‘tribal’ communities,
modern scholars have placed on the map a total of 17 more communities
and the ‘tribes’ to which they are believed to have belonged. To sum up,
the ancient sources assign 33 communities to various ‘tribal’ groups and
for 26 of these attributions we depend on one single source; in 17 cases we
rely on modern inference.
The keypassage contained in Pausanias is the list of communities that

were to be synoecised intoMegalopolis. The list is laid out on the basis of
the different Arkadian ‘tribes’. Pausanias himself believes that it is a
genuine list representing a decision passed by the Arkadian Confederacy.
Modern opinions, however, are divided on the issue of the authenticity of
this list. Some, such as Callmer, Hejnic, Dušani�c and Roy, accept that the
passage does ultimately reflect the original federal decision, whereas
others, likeMoggi andDemand, hold that it is later and perhaps a forgery
made to justifyMegalopolitan claims to communities acquired subsequent
to the original synoecism.62

However, in both cases the list must have originated from local sources
and this fact ought to guarantee the authenticity of the ‘tribal’ affiliations
expressed in the list. Moreover, the ‘tribal’ affiliations of Dipaia and
Oresthasion expressed in Classical sources correspond to those of
Pausanias’ list. In addition, a combination of IvO 147.148 and P Oxy.
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63. Nielsen (1995b) 61.
64. Livy 32.5.4–5: itaque et in Achaiam legatos misit (i.e. Philip V) ... qui redderent ...

<Megalopolitis> Alipheran, contendentibus numquam eam urbem fuisse ex Triphylia, sed
sibi debere restitui, quia una esset ex iis, quae ad condendam Megalen polin ex Concilio
Arcadum contributae forent. See Moggi (1974) 90, 98–9.
65. For the view that ‘tribal’ borders fluctuated, see Callmer (1943) 50. Roy (1972b) 46

with n. 22 (the source of the quotation) dismisses this idea.

222.29 also supports the authenticity of the ‘tribal’ affiliations expressed
in Pausanias’ list: IvO 147.148 is a dedication of a victorious athlete in
Olympia, who describes himself as ��	
�� ��	��������; P Oxy. 222 is
a fragment of a list ofOlympionikai; in l. 29 the victor who dedicated IvO
147.148 appears and here he is described as ���������, which fits Pau-
sanias’ list.63 Furthermore, the list betrays a high degree of local geo-
graphical knowledge: a number of sites, such as Iasaia, Lykaia, Ptole-
derma, Knauson and Proseis, are known exclusively from this list. This
detailed geographical knowledge should be considered to support the
conclusion that the list is reliable as regards the ‘tribes’ and the ‘tribal’
affiliations of the communities included in the list.
Finally, it seems certain, as pointed out by Moggi, that a decree re-

sembling or similar to the one used by Pausanias existed around 200; the
decree is mentioned by Livy, who describes it as having been passed by
the Arkadian Confederacy andmakes clear that it mentioned Alipheira.64

Alipheira is listed by Pausanias too, and this seems to support the belief
that Pausanias’ list is a reliable guide to the ‘tribal’ geography of Arkadia
before the synoecism, no matter whether it is a forgery or not.
One community, Thisoa, is ascribed to two different ‘tribal’ groups by

Pausanias: to Kynouria in the list at 8.27.4, and to Parrhasia at 8.38.3. This
may perhaps be an indication that ‘tribal’ borders fluctuated, but it is
more likely that we are dealing with an error on the part of a late source.
The attribution to Kynouria in the list at 8.27 should be considered the
correct one, since this list is probably derived from local sources. The
attribution of the city to Parrhasia at 8.38 must then be considered “a
mere slip byPausanias”.Accordingly,we can accept the ‘tribal’ affiliations
set out in Appendix IV, though we cannot, of course, be sure that the
table includes all the communities that belonged to the ‘tribal states’/sub-
ethnic federations.65
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66. Asea and Pallantion, twoMainalian communities, even appears with a distinct local
identity in the sixth century (above 181–2).
67. Furthermore, at Diod. 15.94 patris is used twice to describe some of the ‘tribal’

settlements and the inhabitants’ emotional attachment to them. Pausanias too uses patris
in this way, see 8.27.3.
68. Hansen (1996b) 190–1.
69. We may tentatively add the ethnics of the Mainalian Peraitheis, and the Parrhasian

Thokneis and Proseis, since Pausanias at 8.27 lists these communities, not by their
toponyms, but by their ethnics. However, in view of Pausanias’ highly idiosyncratic style
it cannot be excluded that he varies between toponyms and ethnics in this list simply in
order to attain variatio. See Hägg (1992).
70. Hes. fr. 162 (MW) (= Steph. Byz. 498.8: ��������
�, ����� ������	��. )�3

�������
�, @�3� �$� ]���
�
� ��	�%�, a� A0(	
�
�).

It is rather certain that the ‘tribal’ towns developed distinct local
identities in the Classical period.66 Thus they developed local names. Not
all ‘tribal’ communities are referred to in Classical sources, but Classical
sources doprovide uswith the following toponyms as namesof individual
‘tribal’ towns: �����, p�	�)�, �����, =0����8�, 0d����, E�
��(�)�,
��	�������, 9��������� and �	���F�1� (see Appendix V).
Such a named ‘tribal’ settlement could be considered the patris of a

man. For instance, at 6.126.3Herodotos states that the suitors ofKleisthe-
nes’ daugther Agariste were =0������ J��� �'�� �� �(��%�� U��� 
�*
���	6 D2�,
������.He goes on to list ��������E)
��	,�) ��	
�� D

�	���F�1���� as among the suitors.67

The attestation of ethnics related to the toponyms indicates even more
strongly than the toponyms themselves that the ‘tribal’ settlements
developed their own local identities.68 For the following ‘tribal’ settle-
ments ethnics are attested: Alipheira, Asea, Dipaia, Helisson, Kortys,
Lykaia, Lykosoura,Oresthasion, Pallantion, Paroreia, Thisoa, Trapezous
and Trikolonoi (see Appendix VI). Considering how poorly documented
the ‘tribes’ are, this is an impressive list of local ethnics, and the conclu-
sion must be that the ‘tribal’ towns were conscious of the distinction
between themselves and that this distinction was felt to be of some
consequence.69

Another indication that local indentities were important is the fact that
each individual ‘tribal’ town may have had an eponymous hero. As early
a writer as Hesiod seems to have treated 9����� as the eponymous hero
of Mainalian Pallantion.70 Apollodoros’ list of the sons of Lykaon at 3.8
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71. Above 235–6 n. 36.
72. Frazer’s note ad loc. For the idea thatOresthasionwas named afterOrestes, see Eur.

El. 1273–5: (� �’ ������%� 1�� ����� !�’ ������
 A�
�4� / 
*��4� ]���	
� ���(	
� (�-
�E���
�. / !�E���
� �� (
 ����� ����I(����. See also Pherekydes (FGrHist 3) fr. 135a.
73. SEG 11 1139.2, a third-century funerary epigram fromAlipheira, describes the city

as )�1�4
� <�>�<	>(�� A��	�
�
; is Aliphos an epichoric form?
74. Roy (1968b).

probably goes back to a fifth-century source,71 and includes: ��
�	���,
presumably the eponym of Parrhasian Makaria; ��
���$�, the eponym
of Parrhasian Akontion; 9�����, the eponym of Mainalian Pallantion;
��	������,72 the eponymofMainalianOresthasion;�������, probably
the eponym of the Mainalian ‘tribe’, but possibly of the homonymous
town; ���'$	��, the eponym of Kynourian Alipheira;73 and�_���, the
eponym of Mainalian Haimoniai. In addition we have the testimony of
Pausanias. Roy has argued that the tradition about Lykaon’s sons as
found in Pausanias dates to the fourth century and was canonised in
connection with the synoecism of Megalopolis.74 But of course it may
reflect the pre-synoecismperiod aswell, or later tradition. Pausanias gives
the following eponyms, or oecists, to ‘tribal’ communities: to Parrhasian
Lykosoura, Lykaon himself (8.2.1); to Parrhasian Trapezous, Trapezeus
(8.3.1); to Mainalian Pallantion, Pallas (8.3.1); to Mainalian Oresthasion,
Orestheus (8.3.1); to Parrhasian Dasea, Daseates (8.3.2); to Parrhasian
Makaria, Makareus (8.3.2); to Mainalian Helisson, Helisson (8.3.2); to
Parrhasian Akakesion, Akakos (8.3.2); to Parrhasian Thoknia, Thokneus
(8.3.2); to Eutresian Hypsous, Hypsous (8.3.3); to Eutresian Thyraion,
<Thyraios> (8.3.3); to Mainalian Haimoniai, <Haimon> (8.3.3); to
Mainalian Mainalos, Mainalos (8.3.3); to Eutresian Chairisia, Chairisios
(8.3.4); to Eutresian Trikolonoi, Trikolonos (8.3.4); to Mainalian Pe-
raitheis, Peraithos (8.3.4); toMainalianAsea, Aseates (8.3.4); toMainalian
(or Kynourian?) Lykaia, <Lykeus> (8.3.4); to Mainalian Soumateion,
Soumatheus (8.3.4); to Kynourian Alipheira, Alipheros (8.3.4); to
Kynourian Kortys, Gortys, a son of Stymphalos (8.4.7); to Eutresian
Zoiteion, Zoiteus, a son of Trikolonos (8.35.6); to Eutresian Paroreia,
Paroreus, a son of Trikolonos (8.35.6); to Eutresian Phalanthos, Phalan-
thos, a grandson of Stymphalos (8.35.9); to Kynourian Thisoa, Thisoa, a
nymph (8.38.3); finally, wemay suppose that the Iasos, father ofAtalante,
mentioned in Apollodoros 3.105, was the eponym of Mainalian Iasaia.
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75. Paus. 8.36.7.
76. Paus. 8.30.6, 36.10.
77. IG V.2 441.
78. SEG 11 1168, dated to 500–450.
79. REG 62 (1949) 6–7.
80. SEG 14 455.
81. Olympionikai no. 231 (the inscription on the dedication describes this victor as

�+��(-�(�
�, not/������
�, see IvO 147.148), no. 314 (apparently the inscription on the
monument of this victor described him as c�����J� !� �=� /�����8%� 1E���, see Paus.
6.7.9), nos. 362+377 (the inscription of the monument of this victor presumably em-
phasised his local origin, since Pausanias [6.8.5] uses the unique phrase !� ���=�/�����
�
in order to indicate that he was not merely from the Mainalian ‘tribe’, but also from the
particular local community called Mainalos; see Roy [1972b] 49). See further above 274
n. 21.

Since it is difficult to evaluate the tradition found in Pausanias, the
crucial observation must be that eponyms of the ‘tribal’ communities are
already found in the Archaic period and are reasonably well attested for
the fifth century via Apollodoros.
Some ‘tribal’ communities had local divinities carrying their names as

epikleseis: Artemis Lykoatis (Mainalian Lykaia),75 Hermes Akakesios
(ParrhasianAkakesion),76 andAsklepiosKortynios (KynourianKortys).77

All sources are late, and consequently we cannot be sure that these di-
vinities carried these epikleseis in the ‘tribal’ period, but it is not impos-
sible.
Some ‘tribal’ towns cultivated their own relations with Panhellenic

sanctuaries; Kynourian Kortys made a communal dedication at Delphi in
the early fifth century,78 Mainalian Pallantion had a Delphic theorodokos
in the late fifth century,79 and it is just possible that Kynourian Thisoa had
a Delphic proxenos in the first half of the fourth century.80 Inhabitants of
Mainalian Dipaia, Oresthasion and Mainalos competed in the Olympic
Games and emphasised their local origin on their victory dedications.81

It must be concluded that each ‘tribal’ settlement had its own distinct
local identity emphasised through local toponyms and ethnics, local
eponyms, local deities, and local relations to major sanctuaries.
This local identity was intimately connected with the site of the ‘tribal’

settlement. In 361, after they had been incorporated into Megalopolis, a
number of relocated ‘tribal’ communities rebelled against the synoecism.
They did so, according to Diodorus, because they were dissatisfied that
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82. Diod. 15.94.1: 2�=�1
� �� ����
��
 (�� ������ ���P��(�8��� ��" ��(1��$�
�8�
�(�� ��� !� �=� ����	�
� ����(��(��.
83. Paus. 8.27.5: 
� �#� (���1E�
�� H�� �# ?(�� �# )�1�4� !�����4�.
84. Paus. 8.27.6; it is not clear whether the rebellion recorded by Pausanias is the same

as the one recorded in Diod.; Demand (1990) 115 believes that there were two rebellions,
one at the foundation of Megalopolis, and one in 361. But it is worth pointing out that
Pausanias’ description at this point is without chronological indications.
85. See however Roy et al. (1988)who argue that although nucleated settlements existed

in the ‘tribal’ areas, there was also a considerable number of dispersed farmsteads.
86. Xen.Hell. 5.6.12; the existence of an agora is perhaps indicated by the fact that the

Lakedaimonian army went shopping in Eutaia (o�
����
� !��&��
� 6(%� �8
���
).
Diodorus Siculus uses polis in the urban sense about Mainalian Helisson: ]����������
�
�’ �*� ��� ������	�� !�&������� ��" ����� AB��((
 ��� ���# ����
� @������ ��"
������(����� !���=�-
� �*� ��� W������ (16.39.5). The source of Diodorus must have
considered Helisson an urban centre; how else could it be looted?
87. SEG 37 340.6–7.
88. SEG 11 1139.

they had had to leave their patris.82 Pausanias gives a similarmotive for the
rebellion that he records.83 So the inhabitants of the ‘tribal’ towns must
have been emotionally very strongly attached to their local community.
This is expressed in an almost symbolic way by the form that the people
of Lykosoura gave to their resistance: they took shelter in the local
sanctuary of Demeter and Despoina.84

The ‘tribal’ settlements surely developed small urban centres. This can
be shown from literary sources, from inscriptions and fromarchaeological
evidence.85When the ancientwriters refer to the ‘tribal’ communities they
regularly use words which show that they considered them to be nuc-
leated settlements, however modest. For instance, Thucydides refers to
the Parrhasian settlements in general as poleis in the urban sense of the
word: &������� �’ b���� [sc. �# ��������] ����S��� �� �� D� :�X�����
��% �� 
�* ��� D� 9�		������ ������ &������ (5.33.2). Xenophon uses
polis in the urban sense about Mainalian Eutaia, and it appears from his
description that the townwaswalled, that therewere private houses in the
town, and possibly an agora.86 An inscription from the earlier part of the
fourth century explicitlymentions theurban centre ofMainalianHelisson
and describes it as polis.87 A third-century poetic inscription from Al-
ipheira describes the town as a 
����, presumably a poetic equivalent of
polis in the sense of ‘town’.88 Furthermore,Diodorus Siculus describes the
‘tribal’ settlements as komai in one passage (15.72.4), and as poleis or
polismata in another (15.94.1–3). Bothpassages are retrospective, and even
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89. See Forsén & Forsén (1997) and the description of Asea in Appendix IX no. 3; see
also above 164.
90. Loring (1895) 50–2; Pikoulas (1988) 70–6 with plates 12–22.
91. Jost (1985) 199. Østbye, pers. comm.
92. Jost (1985) 199.
93. Lawrence (1979) 461.
94. Jost (1985) 78–9, 81.
95. Jost (1985) 81.

if we cannot use Diodorus’ site-classifications, we must accept that the
sources he drew on in these passages considered the ‘tribal’ settlements to
be urban communities in some sense. In his description of the synoecism
Pausanias refers to the ‘tribal’ settlements as poleis (8.27.3) or aste (8.27.5).
This passage too is retrospective, and again we must conclude that the
source on which Pausanias drew for his description regarded the ‘tribal’
settlements as urban communities.
So the written sources strongly indicate that the local identities of the

‘tribal’ towns were focused on nucleated centres, however modest. How
does this conclusion square with the archaeological record? It is beyond
the scope of this section to give an archaeological review of all fifty
settlements in the ‘tribal’ areas; instead I want to draw attention to a few
siteswhich confirm the conclusiondrawn from thewritten sources.Aswe
have already seen, the Swedish survey at Asea has confirmed that this
Mainalian settlement can be considered a small nucleated centre from the
Classical periodonwards.89Anumber of other settlements also (likeAsea)
confirm the conclusion drawn from thewritten sources.Archaeology, for
example, confirms Xenophon’s description of Mainalian Eutaia; it was
actually a small town.90 Mainalian Pallantion can surely be considered a
town in the Classical period: in the lower town beneath the akropolis
Classical sherds have been found, and architectural fragments of the
Classical period that were reused in a church indicate the existence of
Classical buildings.91 A cemetery was also found in the lower city.92 So
Pallantion can be considered a small town. Kynourian Alipheira too may
be considered a nucleated centre in the Classical period. The impressive
fortifications of the town may belong to the fifth century, and were
certainly constructed before 370.93 The temple ofAthena on the akropolis
was constructed 500–490, a colossal statue of Athena was erected in the
fifth century,94 and a temple of Asklepios was constructed in the second
half of the fourth century.95 This testifies to continued religious activity
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96. For a plan of Alipheira, see Jost (1985) pl. 18.1.
97. PECS s.v. Lykosoura 537.
98. Roy (1996) 109; for a more detailed description of the site identified as Haimoniai,

see Roy (1992) 185–90.
99. PECS s.v. Gortys 363.
100. PECS s.v. Gortys 363; at least one fourth-century private house was excavated by

the French, see Reekmans (1995) 335, 337–40, Reekmans (1956) 402. Reekmans uses the
expressions “ville” and “quartier d’habitations”.
101. PECS s.v. Gortys 363.
102. PECS s.v. Gortys 363.
103. Jost (1985) 203; see also the plan pl. 55.
104. Thuc. 4.134.
105. SEG 37 340.5.

on the hill in the Classical period, and there was probably also habitation
on the hill.96Notmuch is known about the town of ParrhasianLykosoura
– the chief feature of the community seems to have been the famous
sanctuary ofDespoina – but the fortificationwall presumably dates to the
Classical period.97 Archaeological evidence also suggests the existence of
“significant nucleated settlement[s]” at Mainalian Haimoniai and Mai-
nalian Oresthasion.98 The evidence here primarily consists of sherds.
Kynourian Kortys may be another example of a town centred primarily
on a sanctuary. Three Classical temples dedicated to Asklepios have been
found,99 along with fourth-century houses.100 The fortifications of the
akropolis have several phases, one ofwhich is “earlier 4th c.”101Associated
with the fortifications is one of the temples of Asklepios, which has been
dated to the fifth and fourth centuries.102 Here we probably have the
urban area proper.103Wemay conclude that archaeology does not contra-
dict the conclusion suggested by the written evidence: that the ‘tribal’
settlements developed small nucleated centres in the Classical period.
Within the ‘tribal’ territories each ‘tribal’ town seems to have held and

controlled its own territory. Thucydides mentions the territory of
Mainalian Oresthasion; it was called ��	����.104 An inscription of the
earlier fourth century mentions the territory of Mainalian Helisson; the
term used is  8	�;105 it may be added that Xenophon in one passage uses
the term polis about Eutaia in a way which makes it very likely that he
considered it to have a territory: ����� J��	�� �V��� 0d����� (Hell.
6.5.12). Another passage ofXenophon refers to the territories ofAsea and
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106.Hell. 7.5.5 for which see below 349–50.
107. also Roy (1972b) 48.
108. Roy (1972b) 48–9.
109. Roy (1972b) 48. See, however, his modifications of this view in the light ofNielsen

(1996a) which he expresses in Roy (1996).
110. Jost (1986) 151 (italics original).
111. Gehrke (1986) 154.

Pallantion.106 From these instances we may conclude that each ‘tribal’
settlement held its own territory.107

So the ‘tribal’ settlements were communities with a distinct local
identity: each settlement not only had a name, but in addition to the
toponymswe find ethnics derived from these toponyms. Each settlement
had its local eponym (often a son of Lykaon), its own cults, its own
territory (which in the single known case carried the name of the local
community), and some of them cultivated their own relations with the
Panhellenic sanctuaries. Finally, theywere centred on small urban centres
which were often fortified, and the inhabitants were strongly attached to
their ‘village’.

3. Political Status of the ‘Tribal’ Communities

I now turn to the crucial questions: what was the political status of the
‘tribal’ communities? Were they poleis? The traditional view is that they
were not poleis. Roy is very explicit in this matter. Even though he
recognises that the individual ‘tribal’ communities developed their own
identities,108 and although he is aware that a number of Classical sources
actually describes the ‘tribal’ settlements as poleis, he states that “The use
of ‘polis’ in such a context is unlikely to be precise”.109 He is followed by
Jost who states that although the ‘tribal’ communities were “plus que des
villages”, theywere also “moins que des cités”.110 Gehrke believes that the
‘tribes’ were “Mini-Föderationen aus denen sich kleinere Poleis zuneh-
mend herauslösten”.111 Thus the ‘tribal’ communities were not at first
poleis, but some became so and then left the ‘tribal’ organisation.
However, on the assumption argued above that Pausanias’ list of com-

munities that were to be relocated into Megalopolis genuinely reflects
which communities belonged to the ‘tribes’ in 368 (an assumption shared,
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112. See e.g. Roy (1996) 107 n. 2.
113. W����1	� at Thuc. 5.33 is an emendation of (����1	�, the MSS reading. If kept,

the MSS reading does not affect the argument here.
114. Thuc. 5.33.3.
115. Thuc. 5.67.1. See alsoHCT III: 625 ad 4.134.

for example, by Roy),112 it is, I believe, possible to show that during the
existence of the ‘tribal states’ at least the Mainalian ‘tribe’, but probably
also theParrhasian andKynourian ‘tribes’,were subdivided into anumber
of poleis. In the following I shall discuss the evidence for the political
status of the ‘tribal’ communities focusing on the Mainalians, since they
are by far the best documented of the ‘tribes’.

1. A general reference to poleis in Mainalia

At 4.134 Thucydides briefly describes a battle fought in 423/2 between
�������� ...
�*��,�W��� 
�* �# 2���� �� \
���	��.Hedoesnot specify
who these allies were. It is, however, likely that theMantinean allies were
(at least) the Parrhasians, since it appears from 5.33 that the Parrhasians
were hypekooi of Mantinea and their territory could be considered
Mantinean �)��� �.113 This state of affairs was however brought to an
end by the Lakedaimonians, who made the Parrhasians autonomoi.114

Considering the context, where 2���� �� and a��
��� are taken to be
more or less the same thing, the liberation of the Parrhasians must equal
the dissolution of their symmachia with the Mantineans. The allies of
Tegeawere perhaps theMainalians, sinceMainalians were fighting along-
side the Tegeans in the battle of Mantinea in 418.115

If this reconstruction is correct, who were the Arkadian allies of Man-
tinea in 418, mentioned by Thucydides at 5.67.2? It is not very likely that
theywere the Parrhasians, since we have not heard of any further changes
in the foreign policy of Parrhasia since 5.33. They were almost certainly
at least some although probably not all of theMainalian communities, and
perhaps the Orchomenians. This is very strongly indicated by the treaty
between Argos and Sparta presented in 5.77.1, which stipulates that the
Argives are to return �-� ��%��� ��%� ��	 ������� 
�* �-� Y��	�� ��%�
���������. These Orchomenian children must be the hostages given by
Orchomenos toMantinea,whenOrchomenos surrendered shortlybefore
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116. For Orcohomenos’ surrender to the quadruple alliance of Mantinea, Argos, Elis
and Athens, see Thuc. 5.61.5, andHCT IV: 136. We do not know why the hostages were
kept at Argos, but it is reasonable to suppose that they had been transferred there because
of the war in Arkadia.
117. That Mantinea subduedMainalian communities is also assumed by Gehrke (1986)

110. Mantinean aggression against the Mainalians is also suggested by the transference of
the bones of the hero Arkas from Mt. Mainalon to Mantinea. The transference is men-
tioned by Pausanias at 8.9.3 and 8.36.8 and explained as ordered by Delphi and an oracle
to this effect is quoted. Pausanias does not date the transference, but the fifth century is
assumed by Hejnic (1961) 29 and by Jost (1985) 128. The fifth century is the most likely
date, since it is reasonable to interpret this transference as a diplomatic expression of
aggression and of a Mantinean claim to the leadership of Arkadia. Since the period ca.
425–418 is the only period for which Mantinean aggressiveness of this kind is attested in
good sources, the date ought to be the fifth century. For the transference of the bones of
a hero as a diplomatic expression of aggressiveness, the history of Sparta offers two good
parallels in the transferences of the bones of Orestes and Teisamenos: see de Ste. Croix
(1972) 96, and Leahy (1955).
118. Cf.HCT IV: 148
119. Hansen (1995a) 39–45.

the battle of Mantinea.116 Likewise we must suppose that the Mainalian
men were hostages taken from the Mainalians in question to ensure their
loyalty; this may have been deemed necessary, because they were to face
other Mainalians in battle, namely those who were allies of Tegea and
Sparta.
If this is accepted, the Mainalian ‘tribe’ was clearly divided into two

parts in 418, one allied with Tegea and Sparta, and one allied with Man-
tinea. This division can of course have been the result of force, but may
perhaps also be explained by the fact that some of the Mainalian commu-
nities acted as poleis on their own.
All this leads to the conclusion that theMantinean ‘empire’ mentioned

by Thucydides in 5.29.1 and 81.1 at least in its later phases included some
of the Mainalians.117 Clearly, then, it must be these Mainalian subjects
(and perhapsOrchomenos) that are referred to at 5.81.1. Thucydides here
states that the Mantineans came to terms with Sparta and �<� &	 <�
&'�%��� �S� ������. The Mainalian subjects of Mantinea must be
included in �S� ������.118 So, Thucydides could refer to the Mainalian
communities in general as poleis. Hansen has shown that whenever Thu-
cydides uses the term polis about a named urban site, this ‘town’ is also the
political centre of a polis = political community (or city-state).119 If we can
assume by analogy that this rule applies also when the term polis is used
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120. We know nothing of importance about the political status of Iasaia, Peratheis,
Soumateion or Haimoniai. They are not considered here.
121. Olympionikai no. 362 (and no. 377). For the significance of participation in the

Olympics, see Hansen (1996a) 18 and above 203–11.
122. For the possibility that Stephanos reproduces polis correctly from Theopompos,

see Whitehead (1994) 119, and Roy (1968a) 160.
123. Hdt. 9.35.2; Isoc. 6.99.
124.Olympionikai no. 314.
125. Paus. 6.7.9.
126. SEG 23 179.
127. Nielsen (1996a) 131 and above 39–40.
128. Bradeen (1966) 321.

generally without reference to any specific named community, then
Thucydides clearly considered (someof) theMainalian communities to be
poleis in the political sense of the word.

2. Individual Mainalian communities

Thucydides’ site-classification is supported by an examination of the
individual Mainalian communities.120 The community ofMainalos is not
very amply documented. The only evidence that suggests polis status for
it is theOlympic victor it produced in 400.121 There is possibly a reference
to the Mainalian community of Lykaia in Theopompos; Stephanos of
Byzantion has the following s.v. Lykaia: E�
���, ����� ��	
����,
.�������� ��’. The probability that Theopompos did describe Lykaia as
a polis is not bad,122 but the referencemight aswell be to the homonymous
Kynourian city. The ethnic may be attested too (see Appendix VI).

Dipaia is not actually called polis in any source from the Classical
period. It is mentioned both by Herodotos and Isocrates in connection
with the battle fought there in the 460s; it was thus a distinct locality, but
neither of them says anything about the status of the community.123 It
produced anOlympic victor in ca. 440,124 who erected a statue inOlympia
and decribed himself as a ������I� ��� ���������  8	��, according to
Pausanias.125 An inscription dating to the first half of the fourth century
mentions the �������,126 and provides us with an attestation of the city-
ethnic in its external collective use which is a very strong indication of
polis status.127 The nature of the inscription is not clear, but it may be a
verdict in a case involvingDipaia.128 If correct, the nature of the document
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129. Head,Hist. num.2 418.
130. Xen.Hell. 6.5.12.

may lend support to the idea that Dipaia was a polis. In the Hellenistic
period it was a member of the Achaian Confederacy.129 Thus Dipaia was
perhaps a polis already in theClassical period; it surely developed into one
in the Hellenistic period.

Asea is poorly documented in the written sources. It is, however,
mentioned by Xenophon in an extremely important passage where he
seems to think of Asea as not an unimportant polis: " ������ �0�����-
�8���� D��,F��� 
�* D� 9���������[ �'��� a��	 ��� ��	,��)� ��

�* ����$��)� 
�* ��	
���� ��I� �� �'���	� '	���1����. U��� �’
�H��� ��,�W��� 
�* ��,������%��� 
�* ����W��� 
�* 9�������%�, 
�*
�P ����� �< ������ ��� �! ��
	� �� �K��� 
�* D� ������ ������� �P
�%�
+��,
�F���� (Hell. 7.5.5).Asea is here listedwithTegea,Megalopolis and
Pallantion, all of which were demonstrably poleis, and all four are con-
trasted with small poleis forced to side with Thebes. This must mean that
Asea is a polis siding with Thebes not due to force, but due to its phro-
nesis. The conclusion must be that Xenophon considered Asea to be a
somewhat important polis, both in the territorial sense and in the political
sense as is indicated by the use of the collective city-ethnic and the
implication that it was able to raise troops.
In the case of Eutaia Xenophon is again the only source of any im-

portance. He describes the activities of Agesilaos in Eutaia in 370 as
follows: " �G ��,$�����, D��* D,����� �(�k �� ���C���	��, �(�I�
D 8	�� D�* �<� ��	
����. 
�* 
�����C-� ����� J��	�� �V��� 0d-
�����, 
�* �a	-� D
�% ��I� �G� �	��C)��	�)� 
�* ��� ,)��%
�� 
�* ��I�
��%��� �P
�1���� D� ��%� �P
���, ��I� �’ D� �4 ��	���)��[ ;��
Z
�P �����)� �P� �! ��	
���
!�, J��� �(
 +�
$�� �<� �����, &��’ �c� ��
�(��I� �P
�%�, 
�* {�������� D���C���� J��� �������. �P �� �� 
�*
;	����$, J�� �P�|�� �P� �<������, D2�)	-�&����
�. 
�* D�[
������ �!
��% �� �(�S� J�� D��%�� 
��.130 From the description it appears that
Eutaia was walled, that there was a number of private houses there, and
that the community had placed troops under the command of the Arka-
dian Confederacy. Xenophon thrice uses the word polis about Eutaia,
once perhaps primarily in the sense of ‘territory’, once primarily in the
sense of ‘town’ and once in the sense of ‘political community’. I have
shown elsewhere that Xenophon commonly uses the word polis in
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131. Nielsen (1995a) 94.
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(1995) 135.
133. Hdt. 9.11.2.
134. Pherekydes (FGrHist 3) fr. 135a; Eur. El. 1273–5.
135. Thuc. 4.134.1.
136.Olympionikai no. 231.
137. IvO 147.148
138. SEG 20 716 (a payment by the city of Kyrene to c����-	��� �+��(-�(�
�).
139. REG 62 (1949) 6–7.
140. Head,Hist. num.2 and Babelon, Traité II.3: 665–8 nos. 994–6. Head believes that

the coinage begins ca. 400, whereas Babelon thinks it was somewhat earlier (ca. 421); the
coins are silver obols and hemiobols on the Aeginetan standard. The types represent the
eponym Pallas, according to Babelon. Hemiobols carries the legend ��] (no. 994),
whereas an obol is inscribed ��]]�\ (no. 996).
141. CID II 5.I.21.

precisely the same way as Thucydides: to denote the urban centre of a
city-state.131 Consequently, the conclusion must be that Xenophon
thought of Eutaia as a polis = political community (= city-state).132

Oresthasion, or Orestheion, is mentioned by Herodotos, but he does
not give any information on its status.133 It is, however, called polis by
Pherekydes andEuripides,134 thoughboth times, it seems, in amore or less
mythological context. There is, however, good evidence to support the
description of Oresthasion as a polis. The territory of Oresthasion is
mentioned by Thucydides; it was called Oresthis.135 The community
produced an Olympic victor in 472136 and the inscription of the monu-
ment which he dedicated after his victory has survived: the victor is
referred to as ��	
�� ��	��������.137 The same victor is listed by POxy.
222.29, but here he is described as���������. So, the victor himself seems
to have placed emphasis upon his being an Oresthasian. In the fourth
century there is one more external attestation of the city-ethnic used as
the third part of a name.138 To sum up, the community was called polis,
had its own territory, and anOlympic victor, and the city-ethnicwas used
as the third part of personal names; the presumption is that Pherekydes
and Euripides were right in their classification of Oresthasion as a polis.

Pallantionwas surely a polis. In the fifth century, Pallantionhad its own
Delphic theorodokos139 as well as its own coinage.140 In the fourth century
��������� 9��������� donated money in Delphi.141 That the town was
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a polis appears both from the passage of Xenophon discussed above in
connection with Asea (Hell. 7.5.5), and from an Argive decree in which
it is described as a polis in the political sense.142 This decree furthermore
contains an Argive grant of proxenia and theorodokia to seven named
Pallantians, and it uses the city-ethnic in its external collective use.143 The
decreee probably belongs to the period after the disintegration of the
Mainalian ‘tribal state’ (i.e. ca. 318), but there is no reason to believe that
the information of the inscription cannot be projected back into the
‘tribal’ period, since Xenophon clearly considered the town to be a polis.
In the Hellenistic period it was a member of the Achaian Confederacy144

and had aDelphic theorodokos.145 Hence, Pallantionwas already a polis in
the Classical period and continued to be so in the Hellenistic period.
ThatHelissonwas a polis in the first half of the fourth century has been

definitely proven by the discovery of an inscription recording an agree-
ment betweenHelisson andMantinea whereby the Heliswasians become
citizens of Mantinea.146 The inscription twice refers to Helisson as a polis.
It also mentions its territory, its laws, its magistrates, and uses the city-
ethnic in its external collective use.147 It further appears that itwas possible
to prove that a man was not a Heliswasian,148 which must mean that
Helisson was a community with its own body of citizens. All this refers
to the period prior to the inclusion of Helisson in Mantinea, that is (ac-
cording tomost scholars) to the period before 385, and for that period the
polis status of Helisson cannot reasonably be doubted. The city-ethnic of
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Helisson is found in the external collective use in an inscription of ca. 300
and in Polybios.149 In the Hellenistic period it was a member of the
Achaian Confederacy, and had its own territory.150 Helisson was un-
doubtedly a polis in the Classical period and again in the Hellenistic
period.151

In conclusion: in the Classical period, even after the synoecism of
Megalopolis, there existed a Mainalian ‘tribal state’, which included a
number of communities referred to by Thucydides, Xenophon and other
literary and epigraphic sources as poleis. These Mainalian poleis show
some features characteristic of ordinary poleis such as defined territories,
city-ethnics, coinage, proxenoi, theorodokoi, participation in theOlympic
Games, city walls, magistrates, laws and so on. It must, then, be conclu-
ded, that these Mainalian communities not only were called ������ in a
rather loose sense,152 but that they were ������ in the sense of political
communities.
It is worth emphasising that the evidence reviewed above is very varied

and does not originate only from sources external to Arkadia. On the
contrary, among the sources is the local coinage of Pallantion and an
inscription recording an agreement betweenHelisson andMantinea. Nor
is the external evidence provided exclusively by Athenian historical
writers. Delphi, for instance, provides an important inscription. This of
course supports the view that the classificationof theMainalian communi-
ties as poleiswas shared by theMainalians themselves, by the other Arka-
dians, by theAthenians (to whomwe owe a good deal of our sources) and
by the other Greeks at large.
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3. The other ‘tribes’

The Azanians. No traces have been left of an Azanian ‘tribal state’ if it
ever existed.153 All three communities called Azanian by good ancient
authorities are described by Classical sources as poleis or were probably
poleis.154Paion is called polisbyHerodotos.155 But apart from that the only
source pointing to the polis status of Paion is the existence there of a
Hellenistic theorodokos.156 Psophis refers to itself as a polis on a fourth-
century dedication set up in Olympia,157 and its city-ethnic is attested
from the sixth century onwards.158 Pheneos is not actually called polis by
any Archaic or Classical source, but it was probably a polis since its city-
ethnic is found in good sources.159 It also has a coinage from the fifth
century160 and it produced an Olympic victor in 392.161 The communities
described as Azanian were poleis in the Classical period, but it is im-
possible to decide whether they became poleis only after the ‘tribal’
structure had broken down, or whether ‘tribalism’ and a polis structure
ever coexisted for a time.162

TheEutresians. The onlyEutresian community forwhich any evidence
points to polis status is Trikolonoi: this community developed its own
ethnic,163 and in Arkadia such an ethnic is indicative of polis status.164
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The Parrhasians. For the Parrhasians, the situation is a little better. At
5.33.2, Thucydides refers to the Parrhasian communities as poleis: &��-
����� �’ b���� [sc. �# ��������] ����S��� �� �� D� :)X����� ��% �� 
�*
��� D�9�		����� ������ &������.Here theword polis is probably used
in the sense of ‘town’, but as already noted, Thucydides only describes
towns as poleis when they are centres of political communities, at least
when he is dealing with named urban sites.165 If we can rely on analogy
here, Thucydides probably did think of the Parrhasian communities as
poleis in the sense of political communities. The fact that his general
description of the Mainalian communities as poleis can be proved to be
correct suggests that his classification of the Parrhasian communities as
poleis would have been confirmed if only we had had better sources.
We are, however, not in a position to test whether Thucydides was

right, sinceour sources for the individual Parrhasian communities are very
few, almost non-existent. The only Classical reference to any Parrhasian
community is found in Herodotos who mentions Trapezous. In his
description of the suitors of Agariste he lists two Arkadians, one being
�������� E)
��	,�) ��	
�� D
 �	���F�1����. SinceHerodotos states
that =0������ J��� �'�� �� �(��%�� U��� 
�* ���	6 D2�,
������
D'����� ��$���	��, we can perhaps assume that Herodotos (or rather
his source) did not consider Trapezous to be completely negligible com-
munity.166 But unfortunately this does not throw light on the political
status of Trapezous. However, at 8.27.5–6 Pausanias twice uses the city-
ethnic of Trapezous collectively to denote the community; if, as seems
likely,167 Pausanias is here using a historiographical source and if that
source used the ethnic as Pausanias does, then Trapezousmay have been
a polis since inArkadia the external collective use of a city-ethnic is a good
indication of polis status.168

For Lykosourawe now have epigraphical evidence that it was a polis in
the Hellenistic period. SEG 41 332 records a decree of Lykosoura dating
to 223–190. The decree refers to Lykosoura as a polis six times, gives the
city-ethnic five times, refers to the citizen body, to envoys of the city, and
it contains a grant of proxeny.169 Lykosoura was clearly a polis in the late
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third/early second century. This seems to be a nice confirmation of Pau-
sanias’ statement that Lykosoura was not absorbed by Megalopolis.
Unfortunately, the decree does not throw any light on the question of
whether Lykosoura only developed into a polis after the foundation of
Megalopolis or whether it was already a polis prior to the foundation of
Megalopolis. The study of the Mainalians points to the latter possibility.
It is reasonable to assume that it was a polis at least from 368, since it is
hard to see how else it could have been organised when the rest of the
Parrhasians had been synoecised into Megalopolis.170 Even though cer-
tainty is impossible, the example of Lykosoura supports the impression
conveyedbyThucydides, that theParrhasianswere settled in poleisduring
the existence of their ‘tribal state’.

The Kynourians. The ‘tribal state’ of the Kynourians survived the syn-
oecism of Megalopolis, since they appear on the Phylarchos decree side
by side withMegalopolis. The decree lists five damiorgoi of the Kynouri-
ans, the same number that Tegea and Mantinea supplied.171 This may
mean that no Kynourian communities took part in the synoecism of
Megalopolis. We know of only four Kynourian communities, and ac-
cording to Pausanias all but Alipheira were incorporated intoMegalopo-
lis.172 If this is correct, the five damiorgoi must have been supplied by
Alipheira alone, in which case we should have expected the heading
����'��	�%�, not :)���	���; or else they must have been supplied by
Alipheira and a number of other Kynourian communities of which not a
single shred of evidence has survived. The most likely solution to the
problem is that no Kynourians were incorporated into Megalopolis and
that Pausanias (or rather his source) iswrong.Alternatively, theKynouri-
ans had not yet been physically relocated to Megalopolis when the
Phylarchos decree was passed, but were so shortly afterwards.173

Although it cannot be proved, it is indeed possible that theKynourians
were settled in poleis like the Mainalians. As we have already seen, it is
possible that Theopompos referred to Kynourian Lykaia as a polis (see
above 291), and Kynourian Thisoa may have had a Delphic proxenos in
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the fourth century.174 Kortys set up a dedication of spoils in Delphi in the
early fifth century.175 The dedication uses the city-ethnic and can be
considered proof that Kortys took action independent of the ‘tribe’: “The
Gortynians certainly dedicated their spoils without reference to the
Cynourian tribe, and it seems entirely likely that they had undertaken
independently of the tribe the war from which the spoils came”.176 Such
an external attestation of the city-ethnic is a very strong indication of polis
status.177 In theHellenistic periodKortyswas certainly a polis, since it was
a member of the Achaian Confederacy.178

It is not entirely clear whether Alipheira participated in the synoecism
ofMegalopolis. According to Pausanias 8.27.7, Alipheira remained a polis
in spite of the synoecism. This is probably correct, as we shall see, but it
is unclear whether it means that Alipheira was not synoecised. Both
Polybios and Livy state that it was,179 but the evidence relating to the
Kynourian ‘tribe’ as suchmay point in the opposite direction (see above).
Alipheira is not attested in written sources before the Hellenistic

period. The community must, however, have existed in the fifth century,
since the colossal statue of Athena at Alipheira mentioned by both Po-
lybios and Pausanias must be dated to that period.180 Furthermore, the
construction of the temple of Athena on the akropolis took place ca.
500–490,181 and some votives found at the temple go back to the sixth
century182 and the walls probably belong to the fifth century.183 The
temple of Asklepios was constructed in the second half of the fourth
century.184 In conclusion, the existence of the community in the Archaic
and Classical periods is proved by archaeological evidence. However, as
already stated, it is not attested in written sources until the third century.
Polybios describes an attack on the city during the Social War
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(221–217);185 he calls it a polis twice andmentions the walls, the akropolis,
the proasteion, and then relates how the people of Alipheira negotiated a
settlement with Philip V. A little earlier he had given a short review of
third-century Alipheireian history. The city had been controlled by the
tyrant of Megalopolis, Lydiadas, who gave it to the Eleians for private
reasons. Polybios uses the phrase ; �S� ����'��	��� ����� in this con-
nection, and he probably does not regard it as a kome ofMegalopolis, but
as a dependency. It is proved beyond doubt by inscriptions from the city
that Alipheira was a polis in the political sense of that word early in the
third century: IPArk no. 24 records an amnesty of (possibly) 273, which
contains detailed regulations for a return to peaceful conditions after a
period of stasis. It refers to Alipheira as a polis three times, and contains
references to officials, and possibly to a boule.186 Alipheira also had a
dispute withHeraia that was settled by arbitration. The city with its well-
defined territory became a member of the Achaian Confederacy, and had
a Delphic theorodokos.187

To conclude, Alipheira was clearly an urban site and certainly a polis in
the political sense in the third century. It is not knownwhether Alipheira
developed into a polis only when the Kynourian ‘tribal’ structure broke
down (presumably in the fourth century), orwhether itwas already a polis
at the time the ‘tribal’ structure existed. The latter cannot be excluded, as
has become clear from the discussion of the Mainalians.

4. Conclusion

The ‘tribal states’/sub-ethnic federations were made up of ‘tribal’ popu-
lations sharing ethnic identities based on a belief in common descent
which found its expression in eponyms, common cults, and in the wide-
spread habit of using the ‘tribal’ ethnic as part of personal names. Upon
this ethnic foundation was superimposed a political organisation. No
‘tribal’ constitution is known, and we do not knowwhether there existed
‘tribal’ assemblies, ‘tribal’ councils, or ‘tribal’magistrates orwhether there
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was such a thing as ‘tribal’ citizenship. The ‘tribes’ did, however, provide
officials for the Arkadian Confederacy and these were presumably
selected by a ‘tribal’ authority. Furthermore, we must infer the existence
of such institutions on a ‘tribal’ level, since the ‘tribal states’ were able to
control sanctuaries, raise armies, strike coins, enter into alliances and join
the Arkadian Confederacy in 370.
The ‘tribal’ territories were subdivided into a large number of minor

settlements. These settlements clearly developed local identities, which
were expressed by the development of toponyms as names for the
settlements, by eponymousheroes, by specific local deities, andby ethnics
derived from the local toponyms. Such a local ‘tribal’ settlement was
considered the patris of its inhabitants, and it was entitled to establish its
own relations with the great Panhellenic sanctuaries of Olympia and
Delphi. The ‘tribal’ communities were even capable of waging war on
their own.
These local identities were attached to small urban centres which

controlled a territory named after the urban centre. Modern scholars
ought not to be as surprised as they often are when, on closer inspection,
local communities of this kind turn out to be poleis; for they fit prettywell
most standard definitions of what the Greek polis was. Raaflaub, for
instance, suggests as a working definition of polis a “community of
persons” consisting in a “unity of urban centre and territory”, and “of
cults, customs and laws, and a community that was able to administer
itself (fully or partly)”, and he singles out “the mentality and loyalty of
the citizens – their sense of community and identification with it”, as the
single most constitutive characteristic of a polis.188 It is obvious that the
‘tribal’ settlements meet these requirements.
And in fact, examination of the sparse source material at our disposal

shows that the ‘tribal’ settlements were believed by the Greeks to be
poleis. TheMainalian ‘tribe’was demonstrably subdivided into poleis, and
we have good reason to believe that theKynourian and Parrhasian ‘tribes’
were subdivided into poleis too, whereas the evidence for the Eutresians
is too sparse to allow any inference. We cannot safely assume that every
‘tribal’ settlement was a polis since some settlements may have been
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subordinate to other settlements. But the following conclusions emerge
from the investigation:
Of theMainalian communitiesAsea,Eutaia,Helisson,Oresthasion and

Pallantion are indisputably attested as poleis, whereas Dipaia, Lykaia and
Mainalos were probably poleis. Of the Kynourian settlements Alipheira
and Kortys were probably poleis, whereas Lykaia and Thisoa were
possibly poleis. Of the Parrhasian settlements Lykosoura was probably a
polis, whereas Trapezouswas possibly a polis.Of the Eutresian communi-
ties Trikolonoi was possibly a polis. Of the other 35 attested ‘tribal’
settlements many may have been poleis, but lack of evidence forces us to
suspend judgement.

4. Origin and Disappearance

1. Emergence of the ‘tribal’ poleis

Wemay end the discussion of the ‘tribal’ poleis by considering how they
emerged as political communities. The common opinion is that the poleis
of, for example Parrhasia, arosewithin and in opposition to the Parrhasian
‘tribe’. Roy has devoted an article to the discussion of this question.189 He
argues the following: (1) The ‘tribal’ identities appear to be older than the
local identities of the individual ‘tribal’ communities. Thus 9�		��$ is
listed in the Homeric Catalogue of Ships (Il. 2.608), and Strabo says that
the Parrhasian ‘tribe’ constituted one of the oldest Greek ethne (8.8.1). So
the ‘tribes’ existed in the Archaic period. “It is difficult to believe that any
‘tribe’ emerging in Arkadia at so early a date was a coalition of poleis”;190

(2) the development of ‘tribal’ identities should be considered to antedate
Spartan influence in southern Arkadia, since Sparta would hardly admit
it once it was powerful in the area. “This argument, so far as it has weight,
also suggests that the construction of tribal identity would belong well
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before 500 BC”.191 I believe that these arguments are not decisive in
themselves.

Re (1) First, with what is Strabo comparing? Since we do not know, it
is hard to say what he is stating. Second, Roy himself notes that we have
an Archaic tradition relating to Parrhasian Trapezous, which thus “had a
developed identity before the Classical period.”192 This is correct. But
Trapezous is not the only case that can be cited. Kynourian Kortys
developed its own city-ethnic in the Archaic period (attested ca. 525),193

the eponymous hero of Mainalian Pallantion was known to Hesiod, and
Stesichoros referred to Pallantion.194 Hesiod probably also knew a myth
explaining the name of Trapezous.195 So the local identity of some of the
individual ‘tribal’ communities may be of considerable age, as is also in-
dicated by the extensive Archaic temple building activity by Asea and
Pallantion. To this may be added that we have no Archaic tradition about
the Mainalian ‘tribe’, a fact which must be contrasted with the Archaic
traditions aboutMainalian Pallantion. In the present state of our evidence
this line of approach cannot settle the question. Third, inChapter V it was
shown that by the end of the sixth century there existed in northern Ar-
kadia of number of minor communities described as poleis by the people
of Kleitor. Such minor poleis may have existed in southern Arkadia as
well.

Re (2) As Roy himself notes, it is hard to assess the value of this line of
thought. To put it into perspectivewemay note that it is indisputable that
Sparta allowed the creation of Triphylia in the early fourth century.196

Still, it may well be felt that Roy’s idea is inherently likely. If it is ac-
cepted, then we may say that the different ‘tribal’ poleis arose when the
individual ‘tribal’ communities had reached a degree of local identity
which prompted a separatist spirit.
Other models are, however, imaginable, and the Mainalians are worth

comparing to the Triphylians. The Mainalians are not mentioned in the
Homeric Catalogue of Ships like the Parrhasians are, nor are they
mentioned in any other Archaic source. Our earliest indications of the
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existence of the Mainalians belong to the first half of the fifth century.
Thus a dedication was set up in Olympia by ?�	��� ��	
�� ���������.
Since he served as a mercenary under Gelon, the dedication must belong
to the first half of the fifth century.197 An Olympic victor of 464 was a
Mainalian.198

A glance at the map reveals the fact that the Mainalian communities
were all situated close to expansionist communities such asOrchomenos,
Mantinea, Tegea and Lakedaimon. A number of Mainalian communities
had developed different polis attributes by the sixth century, for example
Pallantion andAsea.199 It is not entirely unthinkable that the proximity of
dangerousneighbours prompted anumberofminor communities tounite
in, say, the later sixth or earlier fifth centuries, in the way that the Tri-
phylians did in the early fourth century. Or, in other words, that the
Mainalian ‘tribe’ was an artificial construct from pre-existing poleis de-
signed to protect the members against, for instance, Tegea, Mantinea, and
Orchomenos. This is to suggest that the Mainalian ‘tribal’ structure may
have emerged in the way which was suggested for the Triphylians above
233–61.
Another possibility is that the ‘tribes’ did not all follow the same line

of development, some disintegrating into poleis, some coming together
from pre-existing poleis. The conclusion must be that with the evidence
at our disposal it is not possible to describe how the ‘tribes’ came into
existence or how the ‘tribal’ poleis developed in relation to the ‘tribal’
structure.

2. The date of the disappearance of the ‘tribal states’

Since the ‘tribal’ states did not survive into the Hellenistic period, a brief
discussion of the date of their disappearance is within the scope of this
investigation. As will be shown in the next chapter, a substantial number
of ‘tribal’ communitieswere synoecised intoMegalopolis. The synoecism,
in fact, seems to have meant the end of some of the ‘tribal states’/sub-
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ethnic federations. As noted by Dušani�c, the Eutresians are not attested
after the synoecism, and it is reasonable to assume that the ‘tribe’ as a
wholewasmerged intoMegalopolis.200 Likewise, theParrhasians arenever
met with after the Tearless Battle of 368, and this ought to mean that they
were synoecised intoMegalopolis.201Of theParrhasian communities, only
Lykosoura was allowed to persist.202

So the synoecism of Megalopolis probably meant the end of the ‘tribal
states’/sub-ethnic federations of the Eutresians and the Parrhasians. But
both the Kynourians and the Mainalians survived the synoecism. IG V.2
1 is a grant of proxenia by the Arkadian Confederacy to an Athenian,
Phylarchos. Beneath the actual text of the decree is appended a list of fed-
eral damiorgoi. Since damiorgoi ofMegalopolis are listed, the decreemust
belong after the synoecism of this city, and it was probably passed in the
mid-360s.203 The list includes damiorgoi of both the Mainalians and the
Kynourians.204 So these two ‘tribal states’ survived the synoecism. This
decree is, however, the last source mentioning any ‘tribal state’ as an
existing political system. So the terminus post quem for the final dis-
appearance of the ‘tribal states’ is 368–363. There is no obvious terminus
ante quem, but I would like to draw attention to SEG 11 1084 which is a
regular bilateral treaty between Argos and Mainalian Pallantion of ca.
318.205 The text (which is complete) has no reference to the Mainalian
‘tribe’. Since no ‘tribal’ community is known to have concluded a bilateral
treaty of this kind during the existence of the ‘tribal state’, we may
suppose that the ‘tribal state’ was no longer in existence when Pallantion
concluded this treaty.206 This suggests that the Mainalian ‘tribal state’
ceased to exist in the period ca. 365–318. In the case of Kynourian Al-
ipheira I may draw attention to an inscription possibly dating to 273.207 It
is an inscription regulating the return to peaceful conditions after a period
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of civic unrest. It has no mention in the surviving text of the Kynourian
‘tribal state’, and sowemay assume that it no longer existed. This suggests
that the ‘tribal state’ of the Kynourians was dissolved in the period
368–273. On balance, it seems likely that the last Arkadian ‘tribal
states’/sub-ethnic federations disappeared in the second half of the fourth
century. If, for example, the Mainalian state had originally come into
existence in order to protect its members against big and expansionist
poleis, then a general reason for its disappearance may be that this
function, and hence the political organisation which performed it, was no
longer necessary because the big poleis had weakened themselves by
continuous warfare in the fourth century.
However, it should not be completely ruled out that it was in fact the

synoecism of Megalopolis which ended ‘tribalism’ in Arkadia. True, the
Mainalians and Kynourians are attested after the synoecism. But if the
Phylarchos decree, as is probable, dates to 366–363, and if the synoecism
was a process rather than an event, then the Mainalians and Kynourians
may have been finally synoecised later than 363, for example in connec-
tion with the Theban intervention in 361.

5. Conclusion

Let me sum up the discussion of the ‘tribal’ poleis. In Arkadia there
existed right down to and even somewhat beyond the synoecism of
Megalopolis a number of states which we can reasonably describe as
‘tribal states’ (or sub-ethnic federations), namely the Eutresians, the
Kynourians, theMainalians, and the Parrhasians. Themembers of each of
the ‘tribes’ were united in an ethnic relationship, and claimed to be
descended from an eponymous hero after whom the ‘tribe’ was named.
They had common cults, and often used the ‘tribal’ ethnic as part of their
personal names.
This ethnic unity provided the basis for political organisations em-

bracing the constituent communities of each ‘tribe’. The ‘tribal states’ had
defined territories, and in the case of the ‘tribal states’ of Arkadia proper
we can infer the existence of ‘tribal’ political institutions such as assembli-
es, magistrates, etc. In the case of the Triphylians, these institutions are
actually documented by two important inscriptions and this suggests by
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analogy that such institutions existed in the sub-ethnic federations of
Arkadia proper as well.
In the case of the ‘tribal states’ of Arkadia proper, the sphere of

influence of the ‘tribal’ institutions seems on present evidence to have
been largely restricted to foreign policy. It was on a ‘tribal’ basis that the
‘tribes’ entered larger organisations such as symmachiai and federations.
However, in the case of the Triphylians we see the ‘tribal’ insitutions
fulfilling internal functions by granting citizenship, both ‘tribal’ and local,
and by levying taxes, and it cannot be excluded that the sub-ethnic
federations of Arkadia proper fulfilled similar functions.
The ‘tribal states’ of Arkadia proper were settled in several minor

communities. Such a ‘tribal’ community could be described as the patris
of a man, and it is certain that each ‘tribal’ community developed its own
distinct local identity. They developed their own names, their own
ethnics, local eponyms and local cults. Furthermore, some of them
cultivated their own relations with Panhellenic sanctuaries. In other
words, they formed distinct communities, andwe should not be surprised
that upon close investigation they turn out to be poleis in the political
sense of the word.
For this they do. The best evidence is offered by the Mainalian com-

munities. Quite a number of the Mainalian communities are actually
called polis in Classical sources. At least two of them had defined ter-
ritories, and such territories are indirectly attested for threemore, and can
be inferred for all communities. One community struck coins and had a
Delphic theorodokos, and one had its own laws andmagistrates, etc. In the
case of the Mainalians it is certain that the ‘tribal state’ was subdivided
into poleis, and in the cases of the Kynourians and the Parrhasians it is
very likely.
Given the present state of our evidence we cannot decide whether or

not the ‘tribal’ poleis arose as a consequence of the disintegration of the
‘tribal states’, as Roy believes. The case of the Triphylians clearly shows
that this is not the only possible model, and at least the Mainalians may
have developed in a way similar to that of the Triphylians.





1. This note includes the most important passages and aims to register both the urban
and political sense of the word polis, if attested. For the communities whose names are
printed in bold type, the note is a complete collection of sources using the term polis,
whereas for communities printed in simple plain type the catalogue is only a selection of
sources: (1) in Ps.-Skylax 44 (Müller) Heraia is listed as the third toponym after the
heading ������ ������� �_�� (followed by �*(" �� ��" ?���� ������) where polis is used
in the urban sense; (2) Kleitor is referred to as a polis in the political sense at Xen. Hell.
5.4.36–7: �* �8 ��� ����� (�����F� 
v(�� H�% !�" ����� (������(
�, !�" ������ ... ��$�
�
*8��� ���# �3 ����� �$� (����1%�, a message sent by Agesilaos to Orchomenos to

Chapter VIII: Great and Small Poleis
in the Classical Period Prior to
the Foundation of Megalopolis

In addition to the ‘tribal’ poleis discussed in the previous chapter there
existed in Arkadia proper in the period 479–368 a number of poleiswhich
were not part of a ‘tribe’/sub-ethnic federation or similar structure, but
were more ‘ordinary’ poleis. Some of these, such as Mantinea and Tegea,
were large and are reasonably well-documented, whereas others, such as
Methydrion and Alea, were small and are not very well attested. For a
number of the latter we will have to rely on inferences in order to es-
tablish their political status. The present chapter begins with a short
section aiming to identify the ‘ordinary’ poleis from 479 to 368 and then
proceeds to the historical analysis.

1. Identification of Poleis

In this period ten communities are explicitly described as poleis by our
sources. Six communities are described as poleis in the urban sense
(Heraia, Mantinea, Orchomenos, Paion, Tegea and Stymphalos); three of
these are described as poleis in the political sense too (Mantinea, Orcho-
menos and Tegea); whereas three are described as poleis in the political
sense only (Kleitor, Lasion and Psophis) and one, Nonakris, is described
as a polis in the territorial sense.1
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temporarily end awar betweenOrchomenos andKleitor; (3)Lasion is referred to as a polis
in the political sense at Xen. Hell. 3.2.30; (4) Mantinea: urban sense: Thuc. 5.33.2, Xen.
Hell. 5.2.4; political sense: Thuc. 5.47.4, Xen. Hell. 5.2.3; (5) Orchomenos: urban sense:
Xen. Hell. 6.5.11; political sense: Xen. Hell. 5.4.37 (by implication); (6) Nonakris is
described as a polis in the territorial sense at Hdt. 6.74.1, 2bis; (7) Paion is described as a
polis in (presumably) the urban sense at Hdt. 6.127.3; (8) Psophis is called a polis in the
political sense in IvO 294; (9) Tegea: urban sense: Thuc. 5.62.2; political sense: Xen.Hell.
6.5.6; (10) in Ps.-Skylax 44 (Müller) Stymphalos is listed as the fifth and last toponym after
the heading ������ ������� �_�� (followed by �*(" �� ��" ?���� ������) where polis is
used in the urban sense.
2. The source attesting the individual use for Thelphousa does not in the strict sense

attest to an ethnic, since the word is not used as part of a personal name; it is an inscription
on a kerykeion dedicated in Olympia in the early fifth century (500–475): �F��� ���
(�
�
'���
	(�
�. It may in fact belong to the Archaic period and was highlighted in Chapter
V, 215, 222. If it cannot be accepted as Classical, we will have to refer of coin legends
('B]) or IG V.2 1.64 of the 360s as evidence for the ethnic of Thelphousa; both of these,
of course, are collective uses.
3. The date of the inscription attesting Euaimon (= IPArk no. 15) has not been con-

clusively established; proposed dates range from ca. 378 to ca. 350 (IPArk p. 138–40); if it
dates to ca. 350, then all that is said on Euaimon here should be moved to the next chapter;
I have placed Euaimon in the present chapter partly because I tend to accept an earlier date
than ca. 350, partly because the discussion of the contents of the inscription fits in
organically with the discussion of the sympoliteia treaty between Mantinea and Helisson.
4. Nielsen (1996a) 117–32, and above 39–40.
5. Roy (2000b).

In Appendix VII each type of source upon which an inference of polis
status can be based is set out in the form of a table. City-ethnics are
attested for eleven communities not explicitly classified as poleis by our
sources: in six cases both the individual and the collective use of the ethnic
is attested (Alea, Kaphy(i)ai, Lousoi, Methydrion, Phigaleia and Thel-
phousa2); in three cases only the collective use is attested (Euaimon,3

Pheneos and Torthyneion); and in two cases the individual use only is
attested (Pylai and Thisoa). As I have shown elsewhere the existence of an
ethnic related to the name of an Arkadian community is a very good
indication, though not proof, that the community in question was a polis.4

Consequentlywe can identify elevenmore communities, whichmay have
been poleis. Not all inscriptions cited here antedate the foundation of
Megalopolis. For instance, IG V.2 1 is a decree of the Arkadian Confed-
eracy mentioning Megalopolis; but since it dates to the 360s,5 we can
reasonably use its evidence for the period before 368.
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6. The date of the coinage is uncertain; Head does not date it. It is, however, possible
that it should be dated to the fourth century. The reason for this date should be that the
types of the coinage are identical to types found on the coinage of Orchomenos (see the
descriptions by Head,Hist. num.2 451 s.v. Methydrion and Orchomenos), which refer to
a peculiar epichoric version of the Kallisto myth. This Orchomenian coinage is dated by
Head to the fourth century, more specifically the period immediately following the foun-
dation of Megalopolis. See RE s.v. Methydrion col. 1390 and Weil (1912) 139–46; for a
short review of the proposed dates, see Moggi (1974) 93 n. 72. See also below 355–7, 450.
7. It is unknown to which communities the proxenoi appointed by Lousoi belonged.
8. Above 40–1.
9. Perlman (1995) 113–17.
10. Perlman (1995) 116.

Coins dating to 479–368 are known from Alea, Methydrion,6 Pheneos
and Thelphousa. Since the existence of a mint is a very good indication
that a given community was a polis, we can identify four possible poleis
from this type of source.
Two communities are known to have granted proxenia in this period

(Alea and Lousoi7) and three communities are known to have received
grants of proxenia (Alea, Kaphy[i]ai, and Thisoa). Since this type of
interstate relation is a good indication of polis status,8 we can identify four
possible poleis from this type of source.
An inscription dating to the late fifth or early fourth century attests to

the existence of a Delphic theorodokos in five communities (Halous,
Koila, Methydrion, Phara and Torthyneion).Theorodokoiwere a kind of
official. Their duty was to receive and assist the theoroi sent out by the
great international, or Panhellenic, sanctuaries to announce upcoming
festivals and proclaim the sacred truce. Some sanctuaries, such as Delphi,
published great lists of the theorodokoi, who served their theoroi, and a
number of these lists have survived. They are regularly laid out as a kind
of itinerary, and the entries consist of toponyms followed by one ormore
personal names identifying the person(s) holding the theorodokia in the
community in question.
It is still debated whether the places listed in these catalogues of theo-

rodokoi were simply places where the theoroi found lodging, or whether
the appearance of the toponym of a given community in such a catalogue
is an indication of the political status of the community.9 So far, it has not
been possible to prove that any community appearing in a catalogue of
theorodokoi was merely a subdivision of a greater state such as an Attic
deme.10 In addition to this negative observation there are at least three
positive indications that theorodokoi resided in political communities, i.e.



312 Great and Small Poleis

11. Perlman (2000) 33.
12. Perlman (1995) 121; Perlman (2000) 45ff.
13. Perlman (1995) 123; Perlman (2000) 49.
14. Perlman (2000) 60–2.
15. Perlman (2000) 38 n. 3.
16. Perlman (1995) 135.
17. See above 203–7.

poleis (or larger units, such as federations): (1) the places where theorodo-
koi residedwere placeswhere epangelia by the theoroi from the sanctuari-
es had to be made,11 and this means that they were places capable of
committing themselves to respect a sacred truce; (2) theorodokoi seem to
have been in charge of public money to be used for a sacrifice on behalf
of their community;12 and (3) the theorodokoi were responsible for
introducing the theoroi to the local authorities.13

A theorodokos was sometimes appointed by the sanctuary whose
theoroi he was to serve, but very often he was appointed by the commu-
nity in which he resided,14 and in some cases it was even the community
itself which served as theorodokos.15 So, the existence of a theorodokos in
an Arkadian community can be considered to be a very good indication
that this community was an entity with some political organisation of its
own, that it had authorities whom the theoroi needed to approach, and
organs empowered to appoint a man for a magistracy and promising to
respect a sacred truce. Thus probably it was a polis, although the attesta-
tion of a theorodokos perhaps does not amount to a decisive proof of polis
status.16

So, since we may take the existence of a theorodokos in a given com-
munity as a good indication that the community was a polis, we can
identify five possible poleis from this type of source.
In the period 479–368 citizens of Methydrion, Pheneos and Phigaleia

achieved Olympic victories. Since we may take participation in the
Olympics in this period as a good indication of polis status,17 we can
identify three possible poleis from this type of source.
To sum up: in addition to the ten communities actually called polis in

our sources, another fourteen communities show different indications of
being poleis. Some of these were undoubtedly poleis and it must be mere
chance that they are not referred to as such by our sources. Alea, for
example, had one of its citizens appointed proxenos by Athens and Alea
itself appointed an Athenian its own proxenos. Alea also had its ownmint
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18. The eponym of Euaimon is found in Apollod. Bibl. 3.8; Theopompos referred to
Euaimon, see Theopompos (FGrHist 115) fr. 61.
19. Roy (1972c) 78.
20. IG V.2 510–11, and below 453–5.

and city-ethnic. It can hardly be doubted that Alea was a polis in the sense
of political community, and that holds true aswell forKaphy(i)ai, Lousoi,
Methydrion, Pheneos, Phigaleia and Thelphousa. Consequently, I con-
clude that these seven communities were probably poleis.
The remaining seven communitiesmayneed somecomments.Euaimon

is referred to in a single inscriptionwhich contains the ethnic.18 The nature
of the inscription is enough to class Euaimon as a probable polis, since it
is a record of sywoikia between Euaimon and Orchomenos, which sug-
gests that Euaimon was a political community in its own right entitled to
conclude a treaty with a foreign power. This conclusion is supported by
the formal appearance of the document, since it is ostensibly an agreement
between equal partners: .���. �� � &,��[�]. O)3��
� 0(�������
�0	 ������� D�* ��%� 3�3��� 
�* ��%� a����� (IPArk no. 15.2–6).
Accordingly, Euaimon was probably a polis. Halous on the other hand
should be classified merely as a possible polis since the only indication of
its polis status is the attestation of a Delphic theorodokos. The same is true
of Koila and Phara.
On the other hand, the existence of a theorodokos in Torthyneion is of

value in supporting the inference of its polis status which may bemade on
the basis of the appearance of its ethnic. Again, the type of source in
which the ethnic is found supports the idea that Torthyneion was a polis.
The inscription contains a delineation of the borders of Orchomenos,
presumably drawn up by the Arkadian Confederacy. The point of de-
parture for the description of the territory of Orchomenos is given as
follows: &�I �S� "	�� �S� �!� �S� ����������� �S� ��	 ������ 
�*
�S� ��	�)���� 
�* �����	���� 
����% 
��. (IPArk no. 14.4–7), which
shows that Torthyneion (and Methydrion) had recognised borders and
consequently a defined territory. Torthyneion was thus probably a polis.

Thisoa is a little problematical, since a Kynourian settlement bore the
same name. It is possible that the inscription attesting a grant of Delphic
proxenia to a man of Thisoa belongs to the Kynourian Thisoa. However,
it is usually assumed that it belongs to the Thisoa at modern Karkalou
near Methydrion.19 If so, this Thisoa was probably a polis in this period.
It certainly was in the Hellenistic period.20
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21. Roy (1996) 110. For the possible sites of Tripolis, see Meyer (1939a) 48–59 and Jost
(1985) 216–19. One of the sites described by Meyer (p. 50) was a fortified town; the walls
run for ca. 900 meters and enclose an area of 2 ha; sherds and tiles were noted by Meyer,
but he does not give their dates.
22. Livy 42.53.5.
23. Liampi (1990).

Pylai can only be classed as a possible polis since the ethnic is the only
source for this city.
In conclusion, from 479 to ca. 368 we find the following poleis in

Arkadia: (1) Certain poleis: Heraia, Kleitor, Lasion,Mantinea, Orchome-
nos, Nonakris, Paion, Psophis, Stymphalos and Tegea, i.e. ten certain
poleis. (2) Probable poleis: Alea, Euaimon, Kaphy(i)ai, Lousoi, Methy-
drion, Pheneos, Phigaleia, Thelphousa, Thisoa and Torthyneion, i.e. ten
probable poleis. (3) Possible poleis: Halous, Koila, Phara and Pylai, i.e.
four possible poleis.
To the number of possible poleis should be added Teuthis; this com-

munity is listed retrospectively as a polis participating in the synoecism of
Megalopolis by Pausanias at 8.27.4; the other communities grouped with
Teuthis are Methydrion and Thisoa, and since they were probably poleis,
it is possible that Teuthis was also a polis. We thus have five possible
poleis. But the number of possible poleis is perhaps even greater than five,
for in the same list (which must rely on epichoric sources, see above
280–1) Pausanias (8.27.4) mentions a community called Tripolis, which
consisted of Kallia, Dipoina and Nonakris (different from the Nonakris
listed as a certain polis above). This Tripolis is otherwise completely
unknown, which is very frustrating since – interestingly – its very name
suggests a coalition of poleis (unless it refers to some remarkable features
of the landscape).21 Whether we should count it as one or three possible
poleis is a moot point, but its existence increases the number of possible
poleis to six or eight. What the Arkadian Tripolis may have been is
perhaps indicated by the Perrhaibian Tripolis in Thessalia. The Perrhaib-
ian Tripolis consisted of Azoros, Doliche and Pythion.22 In the first half
of the fourth century, it struck coins inscribed �@A9�EA��B23 and so
clearly functioned as a political unit. But its constituent parts presumably
did so as well:Azoros is described as a polis in the urban sense in reference
to 316 by Diod. 19.52.6 and an inscription of the late third century calls
it a polis as well (Gonnoi 93.B.28). In the first half of the fourth century,
Doliche controlled its own territory, as appears from a document dating
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24. Wace & Thompson (1910–11) 195, ll. 16–18, 198; Lucas (1992) 132–4; Lucas (1997)
148–9.

from the reign of Trajan: the document concerns a territorial conflict
betweenDoliche and theElimiotes and refers to a similar conflict between
the same communities during the reign of Amyntas III (390–371), the
father of Philip II.24 Furthermore, in ca. 365–311 a citizen of Pythion
served as theorodokos for Epidauros (IG IV2.1 94.I.b.39). So, the Per-
raibian tripolis seems to have possibly been a union of three minor poleis,
and it cannot be excluded that the Arkadian tripolis was so as well.
The sources for the present period are, obviously,muchmore abundant

than those for theArchaic period.Most importantly, we nowhave a good
deal of literary sources at our disposal, among which Thucydides and
Xenophon are of prime importance. Inscriptions, too, grow in number
and quite a few important inscriptions originate from Arkadia itself. But
Delphi and Athens also produce important inscriptions. In other words,
our sources provide us with more varied and reliable information than
they did in the Archaic period.
Accordingly, there is reason to believe that the sources of the period

here under scrutiny present us with quite an accurate picture of the actual
number of poleis in Arkadia. For instance, although our sources are even
better for the Hellenistic period, only one city of Arkadia proper, Kyn-
aitha, which is unattested in the Archaic and Classical periods, appears as
an important polis in theHellenistic period. This seems to suggest that not
many poleis can be unattested in the period presently under discussion.
Still, it is worth noting that some communities are attested in only one

source, Euaimon being themost obvious example. Consequently, it is not
completely impossible that a few poleis are actually missing from the
record. But since no new poleis – except Kynaitha, as already pointed out
– emerge in the Hellenistic record, the risk that some communities are
actuallymissing fromour record is probably not very great. Two possible
cases may however merit some attention. Thaliades was, as shown in
Chapter V, possibly a polis with its own mint in the Archaic period.
Thereafter it disappears until Pausanias, who simplymentions it at 8.25.2.
Of its fate in the intervening period we are ignorant. It may have been
absorbed by Kleitor or it could have lived on as a polis. At 8.13.5 Pau-
sanias mentions a place called Amilos and adds: ����� �G �<� �������
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25. Alcock (1995); Rubinstein (1995).
26. Flensted-Jensen & Hansen (1996) 137.
27. For the likely date of the source on which this chapter of Ps.-Skylax is based, see

above 100.

���� �K��� ��,�)��. We cannot use Pausanias’ site-classification,25 and
since he gives no date for the alleged polis status of Amilos, we do not
know to which period this tradition refers. We can simply note that a site
which later Arkadian tradition claimed was once of some significance has
left no trace in our record.
But on balance it seems unlikely thatmany poleis can be unattested, and

we can conclude that the picture given here of the number of poleis in
Arkadia from 479 to 368 probably is a genuine reflection of the number
of poleiswhich actually existed, in addition to the poleis of the sub-ethnic
federations.

2. Were the Classical Poleis Centred on Towns?

1. Literary evidence

As we saw in Chapter V, the political communities of Archaic Arkadia
cannot at present be shown to have been centred on significant urban
centres; some evidence however suggested that a concentration of habi-
tation in larger urban structures took place in the early fifth century. In
the following Iwill briefly survey the question ofwhether the poleis of the
pre-368 period were centred on nucleated settlements.
The word polis is used in this period in the sense of ‘city’ or ‘town’

about a number of Arkadian communities. Herodotos uses the word in
this sense about Paion (6.127.3). Ps.-Skylax is an author who uses polis
exclusively in the urban sense.26 His chapter on Arkadia runs as follows
(ch. 44): �P�* �G �(�S� ������ D� ����,�Z �# ��,���� �_��. ��,��,
��������, =N	��, ��	 ����!�, O���'����. �P�* �G 
�* Y���� ������.
The five communities named could evidently be considered cities in the
first half of the fourth century,27 but the passage shows that other com
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28. There is no need here to go into a discussion of the vexed problem of the meaning
of Aristotle’s remark about the Arkadians in Politics 1261a27–9; I agree with Walbank
(1976–77) 31–2 that Aristotle is here distinguishing two types of ethnos, one in which the
people lives kata komas, and one, the Arkadian type, it which it does not live like that, but,
e contrario, in poleis, i.e., in cities. See also Walbank (2000) 21 and Hansen (1999).
29. IG V.2 p. 75 l. 74; Dušani�c (1970) 332 n. 9.
30. Williams & Price (1995) 8.
31. Thuc. 5.61.5: 
� �� �+�1
�8��
� ��	(����� �I� �� �
 ��	1
�� )(-8����� ���.

munities could be considered cities too. So, six or more communities are
described as cities in the literature.28

In addition to the use of ����� in the urban sense there are some
literary and epigraphical references to urban structures such as walls and
agoras:

Heraia. As pointed out above (174), the use of the toponym =N	�� by
Xenophon and Ps.-Skylax strongly suggests that Heraia was considered
a town in the first half of the fourth century. A passage in Xenophon
suggests that not all habitation was in the town, and that the town was
walled in 370. At Hell. 6.5.22 Xenophon describes an attack by the
ArkadianConfederacy onHeraia in 370: �# �G ��	
���� ... ��	�����)���
D�* ��I� =N	��W� ... D�C������� �’ D�����	�� �� ��� �P
�� 
�*
>
����� �� ����	�. The context here seems to prove that the houses
destroyed were in the fields. Where was the population? A reasonable
guess is that they had taken refuge behind the walls of the town. But, as
mentioned above (164), the walls of Heraia are undated.

Stymphalos. InOl. 6.99 of 468, Pindar uses the phrase&�!O�)�'����
��� ���, which seems to indicate that Stymphalos was walled in the first
half of the fifth century. And, Strabo at 8.8.4 quotes Eratosthenes as
saying that the Athenian general Iphikrates once besieged Stymphalos.
This siege (which was unsuccessful) is usually dated to 369.29 If correct, it
is a reasonable inference that Stymphalos was still walled ca. 370. The
building technique with which the extant walls at Stymphalos were con-
structed supports the idea that the city was walled ca. 370.30 But, the
passage fromPindar suggests that the fourth-centurywall had a predeces-
sor.

Orchomenos. In 418 Orchomenos was besieged by the quadruple
alliance of Mantinea, Athens, Argos and Elis, and in his description
Thucydides explicitly refers to the wall of the city.31
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32. Thuc. 5.47.11.
33. Xen.Hell. 5.2.5, 7.
34. Xen.Hell. 5.2.1, 3, 4, 5ter, 6 (pylai), 7.
35. Xen.Hell. 5.2.7.
36. Xen.Hell. 5.2.7.
37. Xen.Hell. 6.5.7–8 (references to a ��41
� and to � ���).
38. Xen.Hell. 7.5.8.
39. Xen.Hell. 7.5.8
40. Xen.Hell. 7.4.36.
41. SEG 42 293.

Mantinea. The text of the treaty between Athens, Argos, Elis and
Mantinea recorded by Thucydides at 5.47 has a reference to a sanctuary
of Zeus in the agora of Mantinea.32 In the treaty between Mantinea and
Helisson from the first half of the fourth century there is a reference to the
bouleuterion inMantinea. InXenophon’s description of the dioikismos of
Mantinea in 385 we find two references to private houses, oikiai, in
Mantinea.33 Xenophon’s description provides ample evidence that Man-
tinea was walled at this time.34 One of the conditions which the Mantine-
ans had to fulfil at their surrender was to pull down their houses, cease
living in town and move to villages in the countryside (����
��%��� 
���

8���).35 Habitation 
��� 
8��� was, according to Xenophon, the old
way of theMantineans,36 given up by 385. The inference is thatXenophon
believed that the Mantineans lived in the city. In conclusion, the written
evidence alone points to the conclusion that the Mantineans lived within
a city that was walled, and which contained both an agora and a bouleu-
terion.

Tegea.Aspointedout above (167–8) the archaeological evidence for the
city of Tegea is very sparse. But Xenophon allows us to draw an, albeit
vague, picture of the city. By 370 it was walled.37 The circuit enclosed an
area large enough for an army to set up its camp38 and Xenophon seems
to believe that an army could buy its provisions in the city.39 Xenophon
furthermore refers to a prison and to a buildingwhich he labels ; �$����
�P
�.40 Xenophon attests to the public aspect of the city of Tegea, but
unfortunately we do not know to what degree the population of the state
resided in the city. An inscription from Epidauros mentions a fish-dealer
who transported fish to Arkadia. It seems that he went to Tegea to sell his
fish.41 Accordingly, there must have been a marketplace in Tegea.
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42. Euaimon,Koila, Phara andPylai have not been located. See, however,Howell (1970)
82 for a site which is possibly to be identified with Euaimon.
43. Meyer (1939a) 19–30. Meyer gives a plan of Alea as plan II.
44. Meyer (1939a) 25–6.
45. Meyer (1939a) 28.
46. Meyer (1939a) 23.
47. Hejnic (1961) 12. Meyer found fifth-century sherds in a nearby sanctuary (29); a

study of the sherds found at Alea would clearly be useful.

All in all it seems safe to conclude from this short review of the written
evidence that Classical sources think of the Arkadian poleis as centred on
towns.

2. Archaeological evidence

As we saw, the written evidence treats the Arkadian poleis as centred on
cities. But this evidence is not, of course, of nearly the same value as ar-
chaeological evidence in deciding whether the Arkadian poleis had urban
centres. The archaeological evidence is as follows:42

Alea. The basic study of Alea is that of Meyer.43 The acropolis was
fortified, and so was the lower city in the plain. According to Meyer, the
fortifications could be late fourth century, but are probably Hellenistic.44

The wall is ca. 2,300m long and encloses an area of ca. 29ha.45 On the
akropolis Meyer noted the foundations of an ancient building, which he
believes to have had a military function;46 for this building he gives no
date. Sherds and roof tiles are numerous in the lower city, and so are
fragments of houses; unfortunatelyMeyer does not give any dates for the
sherds.Wemust conclude that while it is reasonably certain that Alea was
a city in the Hellenistic period, we cannot at present exclude the possibil-
ity that it was also so in the Classical period.47

Halous. Meyer again provides us with the basic material. He identified
Halous with the Palaiokastro at Syriamu. The site consists of a small
walled hill with the habitation area,whichwas unwalled, below.This type
of city iswell-known inArkadia; Paion andPallantion are other examples.
The wall runs for ca. 640 meters and encloses an area of 1.7ha. The
fortifications date to the fourth century, according to Meyer. Sherds and
tiles from the walled area date to the Classical and Hellenistic periods. In
the habitation area outside the wall Meyer made “massenhaften Ziegel-
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und Scherbefunde”. The inhabited area was considerable according to
Meyer, but he does not estimate the size of the city proper.48 Halous can
therefore be said to have been centred on a small urban centre.

Heraia. In the absence of any systematic investigation of Heraia, we
cannot date the emergence of its urban centre; see above 164.

Kaphy(i)ai. Kaphy(i)ai is located south of the modern village of
Chotoussa.49 Although the site has not been systematically excavated, it
seems reasonably certain that Kaphy(i)ai had developed into an urban
centre by the fifth century. Pritchett states that the site of the city “for an
area of over 500 square meters50 is filled with sherds. I saw black-glazed
pottery whichmight be as early as the fifth century B.C. There are clearly
many fragments of the fourth and later centuries”.51 Earlier travellers
noted ruins of walls and column drums, and according to Pritchett such
fragments are seen today built into terrace walls in the fields.52 In the
absence of excavation these structures are not dated, but the evidence of
the sherds is so impressive that Pritchett concluded that Kaphy(i)ai must
have been “of some affluence”.53 We may conclude that the Kaphy(i)aian
state was centred on a town, possibly already by the fifth century.

Kleitor. The development of an urban centre at Kleitor cannot be dated
archaeologically. See below 561–2.

Lasion. Lasion seems to have been fortified in the fourth century, since
the masonry of the city wall resembles that of Messene.54 The akropolis
was separately fortified. The ruins of twobuildings, perhaps temples, have
been identified in the city (no dates).55 Pritchett notes no sherds vel sim.
which could date the urban complex, but if the fortifications are fourth
century, we may accept that Lasion had developed into an urban centre
in this period.56
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Lousoi. The earliest remains of habitation at Lousoi date to the late
fourth century; thus it is uncertain whether Lousoi had an urban centre
in this period. See above 165.

Mantinea. The earliest remains of Mantinea in the plain go back to the
fifth century. Due to the rebuilding of the city in 370, fifth-century re-
mains are few, but combined with the written evidence they allow us to
conclude that Mantinea was centered on an urban centre in this period.
See above 168–71.

Methydrion. According to von Gaertringen & Lattermann the city of
Methydrion covered an area of 11ha. They noted some foundations and
tiles inside the town, but give no dates.57 The town was fortified, and ac-
cording to von Gaertringen & Lattermann the city wall is Classical,
perhaps to be dated to the fifth century.58 The evidence is not conclusive,
but it seems probable that Methydrion had developed an urban centre in
this period.

Nonakris. At the presumed site of Nonakris Archaic and Classical
pottery has been found along with some poor architectural fragments.59

Orchomenos. Orchomenos perhaps developed an urban centre already
in the late Archaic period, and in this period it was certainly a city. See
above 165.

Paion. Most of the remains of Paion are late Classical or early Hellen-
istic.60

Pheneos. The remains at Pheneos are scanty, but allow the conclusion
that the site was a town in this period. See above 166.

Phigaleia. There was Archaic activity at Phigaleia, and it seems certain
that Phigaleia had developed an urban centre at latest in the period pres-
ently under discussion. See above 166–7.

Psophis. The development of the urban centre at Psophis has not been
dated archaeologically. See below 589.

Stymphalos. Stymphalos was laid out on a regular grid ca. 375–350, but
sinceArchaic activity is attested at the site, wemay assume continuity and
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conclude that the Stymphalians possessed an urban centre in this period.
See above 167.

Tegea. The urban centre of Tegea is largely unknown and we cannot
date its development archaeologically. See above 167–8.

Thelphousa. Although there are considerable ancient remains at Thel-
phousa, such as an agora and scattered architectural fragments, they have
not yet been systematically investigated and published, and it is im-
possible to date the development of the urban centre.61

Thisoa. Thisoa atKarkalou (different fromKynourianThisoa atLavda)
has been archaeologically investigated, but only poorly published; most
of the remains are Hellenistic or Roman.62 The site was fortified, but the
date of the fortifications is disputed; they may date to the late fourth cen-
tury.63 It is impossible to decide whether there was an urban centre here
or not in the period under discussion.

Torthyneion. Torthyneion has been located by Pikoulas at the Kolinos
hill west of Lasta, i.e., north of Methydrion and southwest of Orchome-
nos. The site was fortified, but the fortifications are not dated. Pikoulas
notes that “the abundant sherds from the area can be dated from the
Geometric to theHellenistic period,” but he does not elaborate the point.
We may, albeit with due caution, assume that Torthyneion was a town in
this period.64

So, in six cases (Heraia, Kleitor, Nonakris, Psophis, Tegea and Thel-
phousa), archaeology cannot help us to establish the date at which the
urban centre was developed. Two communities, Lousoi and Thisoa, may
have developed their urban centres only in the period after Megalopolis’
foundation, but nine poleis, Halous, Kaphy(i)ai, Mantinea, Methydrion,
Orchomenos, Pheneos, Phigaleia, Stymphalos and Torthyneion, were al-
most certainly, and three, Alea, Lasion, and Paion, were probably centred
on urban centres in this period, and in the Classical period a typical
Arkadian polis seems to have had an urban centre which was big enough
to deserve the label ‘town’ rather than ‘village’.
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65. Hdt. 9.77.

3. Conclusion

To sumup: a number of written sources describe theArkadian communi-
ties of this period as towns, and the archaeological evidence (insofar as it
exists) tends to support the conclusion that in the period prior to 368 the
Arkadian communitieswhichweredemonstrablyorprobablypoleis in the
political sense possessedurban centres, howevermodest. This in turn sup-
ports the conclusion fromChapterV that therewas a concentration of ha-
bitation into urban centres in the early fifth century (see above 175, 227).

3. Territory and Population

1. Territory

There is only limited evidence relating to the sizes of population and
territory of the poleis of late Archaic and Classical Arkadia. As we saw in
the Chapter V, some passages in Herodotos prove that by the end of the
Archaic period both Tegea (above 183–4) andMantinea (above 184) pos-
sessed well-defined territories. We have no pre-368 inscriptions that can
show whether or in what ways the two states controlled their territories,
but from the Herodotean passage on Mantinea it appears that this state
was able to exile people from its territory. This fact shows that Mantinea
held the jurisdiction within its territory.65 Although we have no reliable
information of this kind relating to the other inferred Archaic poleis, it is
reasonable to assume that they too possessed defined territories over
which they exercised control.
We have no direct information on the size of such territories, and we

can give only rough estimates. Estimates are best based on the excellent
map found in Jost (1985). On this map Jost has been bold enough to in-
dicate the probable borders of each ‘cité’. She comments: “Il va de soi que
les limites tracées en pointillé sont approximatives: elles marquent la zone
frontalière dont seuls quelques points ... sont assurés”. We may add that
these points are most often known from Pausanias, and so the borders
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indicated reflect the Roman period. There is no way of knowing whether
this corresponds to Archaic and Classical conditions. The problem is
further complicated by the fact that we do have some information which
may suggest that borders could fluctuate in the Archaic and Classical
periods: Pausanias states that both Karyai and Oion were originally
settlements of the Tegeans.66 But we know that in the Classical period
these sites were Lakedaimonian perioikic settlements.67 If they did at one
time belong to the Tegeans, Tegea’s territory must have been reduced
when these two settlements and their hinterlands were conquered by the
Lakedaimonians, presumably sometime in the sixth century.68 On the
other hand, the territory of Mantinea was enlarged in the first half of the
fourth century when Helisson was absorbed by Mantinea.69 But our
information about such territorial variations is very scant and we can
simply note that they occurred.

The late Archaic period. With all this in mind the territorial sizes
calculated on the basis of Jost’s map must be taken as very rough ap-
proximations indeed. The territorial sizes calculated for the communities
whose borders are indicated by Jost are the following:

Territorial sizes of late Archaic poleis on the basis of the map in Jost
(1985)

Territory of Size in km2

Kleitor 625
Tegea 385
Pheneos 345
Mantinea 295
Psophis 280
Thelphousa 275
Heraia 265
Kaphy(i)ai 220
Stymphalos 185
Orchomenos 145
Phigaleia 125
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These seem to be rather large territories. In Phokis, for instance, the
average territorial size is 65 km2, and in Triphylia 42 km2, according to
Ruschenbusch.70 However, Arkadia was a large region (ca. 4700 km2

according to Jost’s map),71 and since we can reasonably believe that the
most importantArkadian poleis (before the foundation ofMegalopolis, at
least) are among those listed above, it is perhaps not surprising that they
possessed large territories. Nonetheless, the following should be noted:
It is perhaps not impossible that there were in mountainous Arkadia

some kind of no-man’s-land between the different poleis.72 There is,
however, no evidence to this effect.73 But if such areas existed, the ter-
ritorial sizes should be reduced. This should be done in any case for a
number of states. For instance, as outlined by Jost, the territory ofKleitor
includes those of Lousoi, Paion andThaliades, and others such asHalous.
At least the three first ones were probably poleis in the Archaic period,
and consequently their territories should be subtracted from the 625 km2

of Kleitor. But since they were almost certainly small poleis, Kleitor
would in any case have a territory larger than, say, 500 km2. The territory
of Pheneos includes that ofNonakris andwas thus somewhat smaller than
the 345 km2 given. The territory of Orchomenos probably includes at
leastEuaimonandAmilos.74 Euaimonwasprobably a polis in theClassical
period, and so the 145 km2 given for Orchomenos is a maximum. The
same is probably true of all the other territorial sizes: they are rough
maxima.Nevertheless, they are still considerable, as is clearwhen they are
compared to Pallantion for example, whose territory can be calculated to
roughly 55 km2. According to Xenophon, Pallantion could be considered
a somewhat important polis.75
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The ‘new’ poleis of the period 479–368. The territorial sizes which can
be calculated on the basis of Jost’s map are the following:

Territorial sizes of the ‘new’ poleis prior to 368

Territory of Size in km2

Alea 110
Alipheira 100
Pallantion 55

These territories are smaller than those tabulated above as befits the fact
that none of these three poleis can be considered major communities. In
the case of the ‘tribal’ poleis, Jost has outlined the territories of Pallantion
and Alipheira only. The territory of Alipheira is estimated at ca. 100 km2.
If theKynourian ‘tribal state’ includedonly the four communities attested
asKynourian (Alipheira,Kortys,Lykaia andThisoa), thenKortys,Lykaia
and Thisoa may well have been of the same order of size as Alipheira; at
least, there is room for such territorial sizes as these in Kynouria. The
territory of Pallantion is calculated at ca. 55 km2. Pallantion seems to have
been one of the more important communities of southern Arkadia.76

Nevertheless, if Mainalia included only the twelve communities attested
as or assumed by modern scholars to have been Mainalian, the other
eleven communities could have had an average territorial size of ca. 40
km2. But some variation is of course to be expected and the territory of
Asea has been estimated at 60km2 by Forsén & Forsén (1997) 175.

2. Population

The late Archaic period. Not surprisingly, there is no direct evidence for
the size of population in the poleis of the Archaic period. For the Archaic
period, all that survives are some army figures. According to Herodotos,
Mantinea supplied 500hoplites for theThermopylai campaign,Orchome-
nos supplied 600 hoplites for Plataiai, andTegea fielded 1,500 hoplites and
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1,500 psiloi, also at Plataiai.77 It is notoriously difficult to calculate popu-
lation sizes on the basis of army figures.78 On the assumption that Hero-
dotos got his numbers right we can, however, translate them into numeri-
cal figures in the way this is commonly done.
Hansen has argued that in ancient Greek societies a full draft of the

armed forces by year classes involving men aged up to 40 or 50 will at
most affect 80% of all citizens within the specified age groups.79 If we
assume that Orchomenos and Tegea fielded all their available forces of
men aged between 20 and 49 for Plataiai, then the ‘hoplite-class’ of men
up to age 49 in these two poleiswill have comprised ca. 750 and 1,875men
respectively. Assuming further that this group will have constituted 75%
of all members of the ‘hoplite-class’,80 then the total of hoplites in Or-
chomenos and Tegea will have reached 1,000 and 2,500 respectively.
Assuming that the ‘hoplite-class’ constituted half of the citizen popula-
tion, the adult male citizen population of Orchomenos will have been
2,000, and that of Tegea 5,000. Adding women and children, we reach a
citizen population of ca. 7,000 in the case of Orchomenos, and one of ca.
17,500 for Tegea.
For Mantinea the same type of calculation produces a citizen popula-

tion of ca. 6,000. However, on its own terms, this is surely too low.
Mantinea was not present at Plataiai, but at Thermopylai it put 500
hoplites into the field and so did Tegea. Thermopylai was clearly not a full
draft as is clear from a comparison between the forces fielded by Orcho-
menos and Tegea in these two campaigns: the Tegean hoplite contingent
at Plataiai was tripled in comparison with Thermopylai, and that of
Orchomenoswas five times bigger at Plataiai than at Thermopylai. So, the
Mantinean population size as calculated on the basis of the 500 hoplites
at Thermopylai should be multiplied by a factor ranging from 3 to 5, i.e.
it must have been around 18,000–30,000, on these premises.

The period 479–368. In the Classical period too, the population sizes of
the Arkadian communities must be calculated on the basis of figures
transmitted by or inferred from literary sources. Such figures are available
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only for Tegea and Mantinea. According to the calculations of Roy, the
Tegeans fought with 2,400+ hoplites at the battle of Nemea in 394.81

Assuming that these 2,400 hoplites constituted 80% of all hoplites aged
20 to 49, the total number of hoplites in this age group will have been
3,000. Assuming further that this age group constituted 75% of all adult
males of hoplite status, we reach a total of 4,000 for this class. The hoplite
class probably included half of themale population. The entire adult male
population will thus have been 8,000. Adding women and children, we
reach a citizen population of ca. 28,000. Allowing a wide margin of error,
we may assume that the citizen population of Tegea numbered
25,000–30,000 in the early fourth century.82 The corresponding figure for
the late Archaic period was ca. 17,500, and thus the population of Tegea
would seem to have increased markedly in the fifth century.83

Another piece of information about Tegea is worth mentioning. At
Hell. 6.5.10Xenophon states that 800 anti-federal Tegeanswent into exile
in 370 in connection with a stasis in Tegea concerning whether or not to
join theArkadianConfederacy. This is a considerable number it points to
the conclusion that Tegea had a large population. Unfortunately, we have
no way of knowing how many Tegeans resided in the city.
ForMantinea there is a difficult passage in Lysias. At 34.7 Lysias states

that the Mantineans did not number 3,000. This has sometimes been
considered a population figure, not a hoplite figure.84 But the context of
brave resistance to Sparta may perhaps suggests that the reference is to an
army figure, and the fact that Tegea has been thought to be able to raise
ca. 2,400 hoplites in 394 would also support the conclusion that Lysias’
number is an army figure.85 Thus Mantinea was able to raise less than
3,000 hoplites (�(�G �	�� ���)�). If we assume 2,500 hoplites for Man-
tinea on the basis of the passage in Lysias the inference is that the popu-
lation of Mantinea was of the same order of size as that of Tegea.
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Unfortunately, we have no way of knowing how many Mantineans
resided in the city, although, as pointed out above, it seems that Xe-
nophon believed that residence in the city was the norm in Mantinea.
Mantinea and Tegea were (prior to the foundation of Megalopolis) the

two most powerful and important poleis of Arkadia, and it is safe to
assume that no other Arkadian polis had a citizen population of the
Mantinean-Tegean order of size.
It is, however, almost certain that the population figures calculated here

on the basis of army figures are much too high.86 It may be that the re-
ported or constructed figures are wrong, that a larger proportion of the
population of Arkadian poleis belonged to the ‘hoplite-class’ than usually
assumed; or that e.g. Lysias’ figure is not an army figure, but a citizen
figure. A close reading of the passage does in fact indicate that the figure
is a citizen figure and not an army figure: "	S ,�	 �G 
�* ��	,��)� 
�*
��������� �<� �(�<� > ����� ,�8�$� �<� �a�S� �P
�1����, ��I� �G�
"��	�)� b���� E�
����������, ��I� �G D,,I� �P
�1����, 
�* ��I� �G�
�(�G� ;�S� ����)�, ��I� �G �(�G �	�� ���)� b���� (Lys. 34.7). Since
the speech is in formal terms a speech before the ekklesia, the ;�S� to
which the size of the Argive population is compared should be the
Athenians as such, and not only the hoplites, and that would mean that
the Argive figure is not a hoplite figure but a citizen figure, and if so, the
Mantinean figure should be a citizen figure too. If it is thought of as a
citizen figure, then the entireMantinean population could be estimated at
ca. 9,000, i.e. less than half the number produced by the assumption of a
hoplite figure.87 This suggests, of course, that the figures forOrchomenos
and Tegea should be lowered considerably as well. But by how much is
impossible to say. The result is, perhaps not unexpectedly, that we really
cannot estimate the order of size of population in anyArkadian poliswith
any precision.88
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4. Constitutional Matters

No Arkadian polis constitution is known in detail. However, we have
some extremely interesting information about Mantinea, and there is a
little information about Heraia, Tegea, Orchomenos and – most import-
antly – about the Mainalian polis Helisson. Since Helisson was not (like
the other poleis mentioned) among the greater poleis of Arkadia, the in-
formation about this community is of the utmost importance, because we
can believe that the situation in Helisson may be considered an example
of the probable constitutional conditions in other minor Arkadian poleis.
So let me giveHelisson pride of place and beginwith the evidence relating
to this community.

Helisson. All our information about constitutional matters inHelisson
is provided by a single inscription.89 The inscription probably dates to the
first half of the fourth century, although the precise date is disputed.90 It
records a treaty betweenHelisson andMantinea, whereby all the citizens
of Helisson were to become Mantineans.91 Basically, the inscription is a
list of stipulations concerning how to handle the actual incorporation of
Heliswasians in Mantinea, concerning the status of Helisson after the
implementation of the treaty, and concerning problems arising in this
connection. However, the text does shed some light on the constitutional
condition in Helisson prior to the agreement.
The enactment formula is simple: >��2� ��%� �������1��� 
�* ��%�

=0���3����� (IPArk no. 9.3). It is not possible to establish which He-
liswasian body negotiated or ratified the treaty; we can simply conclude
that there was a Heliswasian body empowered to conclude such a treaty.
It may be felt that the plural of the ethnic is an appropriate way to
describe a primary assembly, but as is well-known, this is also the regular
way of naming a community,92 and so the use here does not prove the
existence of a primary assembly. On the other hand, this loose formula
does not exclude the existence of a council, since we have examples of
communities possessing a councilwhose enactment formuladoesnot refer
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to it.93 In fact, Mantinea is just such a city. The existence of a council in
Mantinea is known from Thuc. 5.47.9. However, the enactment formula
of the present treaty does not refer to it, although the text probably does.94

Consequently, the enactment formula is, unfortunately, not very in-
formative.
It seems that Helisson had to adopt the constitution of Mantinea as a

consequence of the treaty. At least, this is a probable interpretation of the
phrase '�	[�]���� ���  8	�� 
�* ��� �[����] P� ������[�]�� P� �!�
����� �!� ��������� (ll. 5–6). However, it appears from ll. 14–16 that
prior to the treaty Helisson had its own body of law: J�� �G �)�C��[�]��
D��, ���� > ����� �# =0���3����� �(��* �! �a�!� ��	�� ��������
D,�����), 
�	�� �'���� U��� 
� �!� ����� �!� �(��* U �� J�� >C���
��
P����������. These laws must have laid down rules for at least symbola,
which presumably = private contracts. But there is no reason to assume
thatHelisson possessed only laws governing symbola. For instance, it can
be deduced from another passage that there must have been a law at He-
lisson governing admission to the citizen body. At ll. 21–4 we find the
following stipulation: L� �� ��� �S� &�),	�'����� �< 'W��� ���� U���
=0���3�����, >2���[�]� P�'W��� ��%� ��������	��� P� �S� j���	��
3��[�]� m B�
<� D�����	,$. �![� �G P�]'������� D����
�������� P� ��%�
[�]	��
����� �(��% ...95 I take this to mean that a Heliswasian enrolled as
a Mantinean can initiate a process through the thesmotoaroi against
another person enrolled as a Mantinean in consequence of his claim of
beingHeliswasian. The indicted person can be deprived of hisMantinean
citizenship, if it can proved that the indicted person was not a Heliswasi-
an. The indicted person, however, can appeal to another body, ‘TheThree
Hundred’, and retain his Mantinean citizenship, if he is able to prove that
hewas aHeliswasian.Now, howwould it be possible to prove that some-
one was or was not a Heliswasian? Presumably by establishing that his
admittance to theHeliswasian citizen body had taken place in accordance
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96. te Riele (1987) 170 offers the following translation: “Que tous les Héliswasiens se
fassent enregistrer aupres des épimélètes avec leur nompaternel, selon leur âge, dans les dix
jours après que les graveurs seront venus”.
97. So te Riele (1987) 180, commenting: “Les épimélètes de notre inscription tiennent

apparemment les registres de l’état civil, probablement à Hélisson même; ils notent les
citoyens avec mention du père et de l’âge et, par la suite, sont obligés de les transmettre aux
‘gardiens des lois’ à Mantinée”.
98. Nielsen (1996a) 120–1.

with or in violation of a rule expressing the qualifications needed to
become a Heliswasian. Or by establishing that he had not even been
enrolled as a Heliswasian. The inescapable conclusion is that there must
have been a law at Helisson governing admittance to the citizen body.
Finally, the inscription probably attests the existence of a board of

magistrates inHelisson.At ll. 16–18we find the following stipulation: �!�
=0���3���� ������ &�),	�X����� P� �!� D�����$��� ���	�W'� 
��
[&]��
�� P� ��
’ &��	���}��� �# �����,	�'�� �������.96 It is themost
reasonable interpretation that the D�����$�� referred to are magistrates
of Helisson,97 not Mantinea, because the very next sentence mentions the
coming of officials from Mantinea to Helisson. This indicates that the
epimeletai are supposed already to be in Helisson, and this suggests that
they are Heliswasian magistrates. It was perhaps their duty to prevent
metics and slaves from fraudulently getting themselves enrolled as Man-
tinean citizens and to supervise the registration in general (for instance by
confirming aman’s patronymic), a duty forwhich localmagistrateswould
clearly be better qualified than Mantinean magistrates.
The same stipulation may perhaps be said to show that there was no

system of civic subdivisions such as phylai (known from other Arkadian
poleis) in Helisson, since Heliswasians were to register under patronymic
and according to age, not according to for example phylai or other kinds
of civic subdivision.98

To sum up: in early fourth-centuryHelisson there must have been one
ormore bodies, whether a primary assembly or a councilvel sim., or both,
capable of negotiating and ratifying a treaty with a foreign power.
Furthermore, therewas demonstrably a body of law,which included laws
regulating private contracts and admittance to the citizen body. Finally,
Helisson probably had a board ofmagistrates called D�����$��. In short,
Helisson had a developed constitution. However, this constitution was
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99. See further below 367–72.
100.HCT ad 5.33.1 on !������(��8�%�.
101. Thuc. 5.29.1.

abolished and the Mantinean constitution was adopted by the agreement
of sympoliteia with Mantinea.
This evidence is, as already pointed out, very important since it il-

luminates a polis which cannot by any means be considered to have been
among the most powerful or politically developed poleis of Arkadia. On
the contrary, Helisson has a much better claim than, say, Mantinea to be
considered an average Arkadian polis. Therefore, Helisson can be con-
sidered to be an example of what a constitution of a minor Arkadian polis
may have looked like.
In particular we may assume that other Mainalian poleis resembled

Helisson constitutionally speaking. Some organisations which consisted
of poleis imposed a particular constitution upon each individual polis. The
Boiotian Confederacy as described by the Oxyrhynchus historian at
19.2–4 is an obvious and contemporary example.We can thus askwhether
the Mainalian ‘tribal state’ imposed a particular constitution upon its
member poleis. Unfortunately, we cannot answer the question, since
Helisson is the onlyMainalian polis forwhich any constitutional detail has
survived. But there is one literary passage which merits a little attention
in this connection. It does not, however, relate to the Mainalians, but to
the Parrhasians.
During the PeloponnesianWar,Mantinea succeeded in creating a small

empire in the shape of a hegemonic symmachia.99 One of the allies sub-
jected to Mantinea was the ‘tribal state’ of the Parrhasians. In 421 a stasis
raged among the Parrhasians, and one party called in the Lakedaimoni-
ans.100 The Mantineans also took the field, presumably to support a loyal
faction among the Parrhasians. Now, at this time Mantinea was a demo-
cracy.101 Sparta, of course, was not a democracy. If the Parrhasians at this
time were subdivided into poleis, then it is a possibility that the stasis con-
cerned whether or not to adhere to the symmachia with Mantinea, and
that some democratic poleiswanted to favour the alliancewith democratic
Mantinea, whereas some oligarchic poleis wanted to have it dissolved. If
so, the Parrhasian poleis did not all have the same form of constitution.
However, Thucydides does not tell us what the stasis concerned. The
general thrust of his narrative does suggest that it concerned the alliance
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103. Arist. Pol. 1303a2: Taras, slighty later than the Persian Wars; 1303a6–8: Argos,

early fifth century; 1303a8–10: Athens, the PeloponnesianWar; 1303a18: Oreos, probably
377 (Jowett/Newman).

withMantinea, but the idea that the conflict was also ideological is simply
suggested by the choice of supporters of the two factions. However, it is
doubtful whether this kind of reasoning carries any weight and consequ-
ently, we cannot answer the question of whether the ‘tribal states’ im-
posed a particular kind of constitution upon their member poleis.

Heraia. Aristotle mentions Heraia once in the Politics (1303a15–16) as
an example of city whose constitution changed Y��) �������. According
to Aristotle, the appointment of magistrates was originally by election,
but was changed to sortition, because the voters tended to elect those
candidates who had canvassed (most efficiently).102 This brief note by
Aristotle justifies the inference that there was a system of magistrates at
Heraia, that these magistrates were originally elected by an unknown
body, and that the procedure of election was at one point changed to
sortition. We may assume that this reform was democratic in nature.
Unfortunately, Aristotle does not provide us with any date, neither for
the original system, nor for the reform.However, the other examples used
by Aristotle in the immediate context belong to the period before 368,103

and the example from Heraia may also date to this period.
Mantinea. Mantinea is the best documented Arkadian polis in respect

to constitutional matters, although even the Mantinean constitution is
known only in a vague outline.
An inscription dated to ca. 460 mentions �# ��
����� (sic); we may

thus assume that the administration of justice had been formalised by the
first half of the fifth century, but no further details are known.
A large number of officials are known from Mantinea:

1.a A board of �$���)	,� (Thuc. 5.47.9).
1.b An eponymous damiorgos (SEG 37 340.20, 23).
2. A board of ���	� (Thuc. 5.47.9).
3. A board of ������	 �� (Thuc. 5.47.9).
4. A C�)�� (Thuc. 5.47.9)
5. A board of �����,~�'�� (SEG 37 340.18).
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104. For which see Larsen (1950) 180 and Amit (1973) 139–47.
105. Arist. Pol. 1318b27: G(��� !� /���	���5 �
�’ D�.
106. Larsen (1950) 180.
107.Hell. 5.2.7: )��(�
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108. Arist. Pol. 1318b26–7: ��" ��4 �
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109. Larsen (1950) 180; Amit (1973) 140.
110. te Riele (1987) 185; IPArk p. 105.
111. IG V.2 3.20; 6.8.
112. IPArk p. 17; the context in which the S�����(�
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strongly suggests that they should be identifiedwith a council; it is stated in the inscription
that if a war hinders contracted work or destroys finished work, 
� ������(�
� ��������%
�	 ��4 �	��(-��.

6. A board of ��������	�� (SEG 37 340.20, 22).
7. A board called �# �	��
����� (SEG 37 340.24).
8. A body of electors responsible for the election of officials (Arist.

Pol. 1318b23–7).104

We cannot be certain that all these officials existed at the same time, but
it is likely. The Thucydides passage covers the year 420 and SEG 37 340
probably dates to the early fourth century. There is no reason to assume
major constitutional innovations between 420 and the early fourth cen-
tury, and the presumption is that most of these officials existed contem-
poraneously. The board of electors mentioned by Aristotle is, however,
a little hard to date. Aristotle uses the imperfect,105 which indicates that it
did not exist any longer in his own day.106 When it did exist is impossible
to say, but we can probably exclude the period of the dioecism (385–370);
in this periodMantineawas an aristocracy, according toXenophon,107 and
according to Aristotle the electoral body was a democratic feature.108 So
the electors existed either before 385, or after 370 when Mantinea was
resynoecised. Most scholars believe that the board dates to the period
before the dioecism,109 a hypothesis supported by the fact that Aristotle
takes Mantinea to be an example of a democracy of the old and moderate
type. It seems, then, that the board of electors was contemporarywith the
other bodies of magistrates listed.
The board of the �	��
����� is probably to be identified with the

C�)��;110 but they may have been a court. In Tegea, another body of
�	��
����� is known.111 The Tegean body seems to be the council,112 and
if this is correct it supports the identificationof theMantinean�	��
�����
with the council.
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113. SEG 37 340.23: *� �$� n(���
� C8��� : \���� !��������; Dubois (1988) at 284
translates this passage as follows: “dans l’année qui suit celle pendant laquelle Nikès était
damiurge”. See also te Riele (1987) 170: “dans l’année qui suit celle où Nikês était
démiurge”.
114. In IG V.2 ad 278 it is assumed that the inscription is a catalogue of damiorgoi;

Jones (1987) believes that we are dealing with two boards of five; this produces the number
five for the damiorgic board. But it is not at all clear that the inscription is a list of
magistrates.
115. So Larsen (1950) 180.

The eponymous damiorgos held office for one year.113 If (as seemsmost
probable) the eponymous damiorgos was the head of the board of dami-
orgoi, the boardmust have held office for one year. The thesmotoaroi, too,
seem to have held office for one year. In SEG 37 340.19–20 we find the
expression ��%� ��������	��� D�* B�
�� �����	,�%, i.e. a reference to a
particular board of thesmotoaroi classified by way of their year of office.
If we can generalise from these few instances, it seems that magistracies in
Mantinea were held for a period of one year.
The sizes of the individual boards of magistrates are unknown, except

for the �	��
�����.114 It is also unknown whether there were special re-
gulations for their recruitment. However, it is possible that the board of
thearoi was composed (at least partly) by representatives of the local
communities of the Mantinike. In SEG 37 340.8–9 we find a stipulation
to the effect that Helisson was to supply a thearos after the sympoliteia
with Mantinea, “just like the other poleis”: ���	!� U��� D2 =0����[�]��

�����	 D� ��%� Y����� ������. The identity of the “other poleis” is un-
fortunately unknown, but it seems a fair conclusion that they must have
been minor communities which were somehow parts of Mantinea. They
apparently all supplied a thearos. Accordingly, the thearoi were not, at
least not all of them, elected D
 ������, as we can assume some other
magistrates were (see below).
Ifwe accept that the passage fromAristotle’sPolitics (1318b23–7) refers

to the period before 385, then we can conclude that the officials of
Mantinea were elected, but not by the popular assembly. According to
Aristotle the magistrates of Mantinea were elected by ����� �#	���* 
���
��	�� D
 ������. So the magistrates were elected by a board of electors
who were themselves elected. Every citizen was qualified for election to
the board of electors (D
 ������).115 It is not clear who elected the elec-
tors, but one may feel that the general context and the expression D




Constitutional Matters 337

116. Amit (1973) 141–7 gives a detailed interpretation of ���# �8�
�: according toAmit
at 144 “all the citizens of Mantinea were divided into twenty-five composite �8��.” Such
ameros had its own well-defined seating in the theatre as is shown by an inscription there:
/B 0 = �8�
� �� (142–3). Each citizen had a tessara with his name and meros indicated
(141–2); numerous such tessarae have been found at Mantinea; they date from ca. 425–ca.
226. When officials were about to be elected, each meros chose from within itself a re-
presentativewho thenparticipated in the electionofmagistrates (144). This reconstruction,
thoughperhapspossible, is highly conjectural. Furthermore,Aristotle treats theMantinean
system as a thing of the past, but on Amits reconstruction it must have been in use down
to ca. 226. Thus it is simply best to note that Aristotle left the principle of rotation
unexplained.
117. Arist. Pol. 1318b25: �
 �� &
�����(-�� ����
� �(��. See Larsen (1950) 180.
118. The wording here may be an echo of the enactment formula of Mantinea; it is

known that in Orchomenos and Tegea the enactment formula was H�
�� �F� ���� (see
Dubois, Corp. dial. no. O.3; SEG 11 1051).

������ points to the popular assembly. A principle of rotation (
���
��	��) was applied in the election of electors, but how is left unexplained
by Aristotle.116 As shown in the previous section, it cannot have been all
magistrates who were elected in this way; at least the thearoi were not so
elected (at least not all of them).
The passage fromAristotle’s Politics (1318b25) implies the existence of

a popular assembly in Mantinea.117 We know next to nothing about its
powers, except that it did not elect magistrates during the existence of the
electoral collegium discussed above. Xenophon gives us a glimse of the
assembly inHell. 6.5.4–5. It was apparently the assembly which voted to
reconstitute and fortify the city of Mantinea in 370 (�)������ �� ������

�* DX$'����� 
��.). At this time the assembly was presumably the
sovereign body in Mantinea. At least, the archontes refused the Spartan
demand that the building of the walls be stopped by pointing out that this
was impossible because of the decision of the assembly (&��
	����� J��
&������� �c$ D��� �%�, ��,����� ,�,��$����) ���6 �4 �����118 g�$
��� F���). Meetings of the assembly seem to have been called by magi-
strates labelled simply archontes by Xenophon (�!� �G� ����� �S�
����������#&	 ����� �(
g������)���2�� 
��.). It is impossible to say
whether this information can be projected back into the pre-dioecism
period, since we do not know whether the Mantineans adopted their old
or a new constitution in 370.
In the early fourth century there was a body of laws in Mantinea

referred to in SEG 37 340.11–12 as �# ����� �S� ���������. Whether
these laws were put down in writing is unknown, but not unlikely, since
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we know that other documents were published in writing.119 A certain
Nikodoros who may have been active around 425,120 is said by Ailianos
to have given laws inMantinea in collaborationwith the sophist Diagoras
ofMelos.121 But nothing is known about these laws. Finally, wemay note
that the treaty betweenMantinea andHelisson shows that citizenship and
the corresponding duties and rights were defined at Mantinea,122 and that
there was a system of five phylai in the city, the function of which is
unfortunately unknown.123

Tegea. A sacred law dating to the late fifth or very early fourth cen-
tury124 uses the expression ���� 2���� ���� 3�����,125 “neither stranger
nor citizen”, enough to show that at Tegea distinctions were being made
between citizens and foreigners.
The following magistrates are attested in Tegea:

1. A h��	�� (IPArk no. 2.1).
2. A single h��	������� (IPArk no. 2.3).
3. A board of h��	��������� (IPArk no. 2.22–3, 26, 27).
4. A h��	��)��� (IPArk no. 2.5, 7).
5. A body called �# 9����
���� (IPArk no. 2.20).
6. A body called �# �	��
����� (IPArk no. 2.20–1).
7. A board of �����	,� (IPArk no. 2.28).
8. A board of ���	� (Xen.Hell. 6.5.7).126

Some of these officials may have been purely religious; nos. 1–4 are at-
tested in a sacred law dealing with the sanctuary of Athena Alea, and they
may have been (part of the) administrative personnel of the temple. But
even so, theymay still have been appointed by the polis, not the sanctuary.
The inscriptiondoes not seem todistinguishbetween religious and secular
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officials, and, in any case, all officialsmentionedmay have been appointed
by the polis.
The �	��
����� were presumably the boule of the city, and the

9����
���� a committee of the �	��
�����.127

Nothing is known about the recruitment of these officials, and their
functions are largely unknown. However, it can be deduced from Xe-
nophon that the thearoi constituted an important organ of state, since
they were the ones who would decide whether Tegea was to join the
Arkadian Confederacy, or at least the ones who would give this question
its preliminary treatment.128

According toXenophon therewas inTegea ca. 370 a bodyof lawwhich
could be referred to as �# ���	��� �����,129 and a system of four phylai is
attested.130

The evidence for Tegea is limited, but sufficient enough to show that
the city possessed a developed constitution by the first half of the fourth
century, the period to which almost all the evidence belongs.

Orchomenos. An inscription found in Orchomenos and dated to
369–361,131 ends by listing two boards of Orchomenian magistrates; the
first is a board of ����	�, the second one of ������	 ��; both boards
comprise five members.132 Thus there was a developed system of magi-
strates inOrchomenos in the first half of the fourth century, but this is all
we know about the Orchomenian constitution.

Forms of constitution. The only community whose constitution is
classified by ancient sources isMantinea. According to ThucydidesMan-
tinea was a democracy in 421, and Xenophon says the same in reference
to the year 385.133 In the period 385–370 (i.e., during the dioecism, for
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which see below 390–1) Mantinea was not a democracy; Xenophon
describes the constitution of this period as an aristocracy.134

When Helisson (presumably before 385) concluded an agreement of
sympoliteia with Mantinea, it adopted the Mantinean constitution and
became a democracy (although it may have been one before).
This completes the direct evidence for forms of constitution in the pre-

368 period, and we must approach the question from other angles if we
want to give an outline of the constitutional situation in the Arkadian
poleis. Two lines of approach may be of interest: a survey of the evidence
for domination by rich upper classes, which may be thought to indicate
an oligarchy or aristocracy, and a survey of the evidence for the relations
between the individual communities and Sparta, where opposition to
Sparta may indicate a democracy, whereas adherence to Sparta may
indicate an oligarchy.
In a number of Arkadian communities we can trace the ‘history’ of

important upper-class families for several centuries. The best evidence is
as follows: in Heraia the family of Demaratos seems to have been
prominent from the sixth into the fourth century.135 The first known
member of the family, Demaratos, won an Olympic victory in 520, and
a second in 516.136 His son, Theopompos, won in 484 and 480,137 and his
grandson, another Theopompos, in 440 and 436.138 A Theopompos was
theorodokos of Delphi in the late fifth or early fourth century,139 and a
Theopompos represented Heraia on a board of magistrates of the
Arkadian Confederacy in the 360s.140 The family possibly claimed to be
related to the famous Messenian hero Aristomenes.141

In Phigaleia the family of Tharyxmay have occupied a similar position.
According to tradition, Tharyxwas the brother-in-law ofAristomenes;142

a [Tha?]rykidas was Olympic victor in the early fourth century,143 and in
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244 a Tharykidas served on a Phigaleian embassy to Messene.144 The
family shared the name ‘Demaratos’ with the Heraian family discussed
above, and it is supposed that the two families had close connections.145

In Stymphalos the familyofDromeus is conspicuous.Dromeushimself
won two Olympic victories in the fifth century,146 and Delphic proxeny
and theorodokia were hereditary in the family.147

This is very interesting material, especially when considering the social
structure of Arkadian communities.148 Nevertheless, it may be of some
interest in the present context too. Admittedly, the case for the conspicu-
ous position of these families is cumulative, and rests primarily on pro-
sopographic assumptions which cannot always be verified. But Roy’s
general conclusion seems inescapable: families such as these enjoyed fairly
stable domination over their communities, some of them for centuries.149

So it may perhaps be suggested that a number of Arkadian communities
were politically dominated by a small upper class, and that these commu-
nities were, in a broad sense of the terms, oligarchic or aristocratic. How-
ever, the value of this conclusion is very questionable, since a comparable
survey of the position of the Athenian nobility in the fifth century would
lead to the –wrong – conclusion thatAthenswas an oligarchy. Itmay also
be noted that in Arkadia itself Mantinea was in fact a democracy even
though a group of citizens stood out as particularly wealthy.150 Conse-
quently, the evidence cannot be used to shed light on the question of the
formalities of constitutional forms, but it does suggest that someArkadian
poleis were de facto dominated by small wealthy upper classes.
If (with Roy)151 we assume that a democratically governed community

would naturally be opposed to Sparta, whereas an oligarchy would sup-
port Sparta, the following data may be of interest in determining forms of
constitutions:Mantineawas often opposed to Sparta.152We know that the
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city was a democracy, and thus the assumption of a correlation between
democratic government and an anti-Spartan stance is confirmed in this
particular case.
Heraia supported Sparta at the battle of Mantinea in 418, and it also

joined Sparta in an attackonMantinea shortly afterLeuktra.153Heraiawas
also unwilling to join the anti-Spartan Arkadian Confederacy.154 As we
saw above, there is reason to believe that Heraia was dominated by a rich
upper class, and thusRoy’s assumption is perhaps corroborated, although,
as pointed out, the value of the evidence in the present context is ques-
tionable.Moreover, if the passage fromAristotle’sPoliticsdiscussed in the
previous section belongs to the period before 368, there must have been
at least some democratic tendencies in Heraia.
Orchomenos seems to have been strongly pro-Spartan. In 418 the

Spartans deposited hostages fromotherArkadian communities inOrcho-
menos.155 The origins of the hostages are unknown, as are the reasonswhy
the Spartans had taken them. But the fact that the Spartans entrusted them
to the Orchomenians seems to show that Orchomenos was considered a
loyal ally.
In the same year Orchomenos was attacked by the democratic alliance

of Mantinea, Elis, Argos and Athens. The city did not surrender at first
and was besieged. However, since no help was forthcoming, the city
surrendered and joined the alliance.156 Although it is not explicitly stated,
the missing help alluded to by Thucydides must be missing Spartan help.
The news of the fall of Orchomenos was received with great alarm in
Sparta.157 Furthermore, Orchomenos opposed the anti-Spartan Arkadian
Confederacy at its foundation, and it is reasonable to conclude that the
city was pro-Spartan.158

Early in the fifth century, Tegea seems to have been strongly opposed
to Sparta. A battle was fought in Tegean territory between Tegea allied
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with Argos and Sparta.159 Tegea and Argos were defeated in this battle,
and Callmer has suggested that Sparta actually brought about a change of
constitution in Tegea in connection with this battle.160 The source for this
idea is Polyainos 2.10.3, in which it is stated that the aristoi – in connec-
tion with a war between Tegea and Sparta – betrayed the city to the La-
kedaimonians.161 Polyainos does not give his source, but it is believed that
it was Ephoros.162 If it is accepted that this betrayal of the city led to a
shift in power, then we may assume that the shift was from a democratic
to an oligarchic constitution.
After this shift of government, Tegea was apparently strongly pro-

Spartan. Like Heraia, Tegea supported Sparta at the battle of Mantinea in
418, and it appears from Thucydides’ narrative that the Spartans con-
sidered Tegea an ally of crucial importance.163 In 370, it took a democratic
revolution in Tegea to make the city join the anti-Spartan Arkadian
Confederacy.164 So the city was probably an oligarchy prior to 370.
Kleitor is believed by Roy to have been a democracy, since the city

fought a war in 378withOrchomenos,165 supposedly an oligarchic city.166

However, this line of argument is not very strong, and Roy himself has
shown in an article that this war was probably caused by the conflicting
geopolitical interests of the two cities.167 But Kleitor was probably a
democracy, since the city seems to have been prominent in the democratic
Arkadian Confederacy and since it provided oecists for Megalopolis.168

In 374 therewas an unsuccessful attempt by exiled oligarchs to conquer
the city of Phigaleia.169 Phigaleia was thus a democracy at this time. Since
the oligarchs set out fromHeraia, the incident may be seen as supporting
the idea that Heraia was an oligarchy. On the other hand, although a
democracy in 374, Phigaleia is one of the communities believed to have
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been dominated by a small rich upper class, and so it may be taken to
show that domination by a stable upper class was not incompatible with
democracy.
This discussion shows first of all that we simply do not have enough

evidence to determine the form of constitution for the different cities, nor
to describe diachronical variations. However, if we accept the main con-
clusion, that some communities were democracies, others oligarchies, we
should emphasise this variation and note that there were apparently
different forms of constitution in the different communities.
To conclude. No Arkadian constitution is known in detail. The Man-

tinean constitution, however, has been roughly sketched out and seems to
have been a relatively well-organised democracy, possibly a hoplite
democracy, since Aristotle considers it to be a conservative democracy.
In a number of communitiesmagistrates are attested, andweoftenmeet

boards of magistrates. This may in a general way be taken as proof that
there were developed constitutions in Arkadia in the period 479–368. But
apart from that we only have glimpses of Arkadian constitutions.
Some Arkadian communities seem to have been dominated for cen-

turies by a stable upper class which in a general way indicates that they
were oligarchies. But one of these cities, Phigaleia,was in fact a democracy
in 374, as was Mantinea prior to 385.
It seems certain that each community had its own constitution and that

no uniform constitution was adopted. The chief forms of constitution
were apparently democracy and oligarchy. This is as far as we can go.
Interestingly, no Arkadian community seems ever to have been a

monarchy, for we have no evidence about traditional kingship nor about
tyrants, and considering the kind of sources at our disposal, amongwhich
are the three great historians, we can confidently conclude e silentio that
such institutions were absent from Arkadia, although attested in neigh-
bouring regions and cities such asArgolis, Lakonia and Sikyon.Only two
sources of any value mention kings in Arkadian poleis. Herodotos has a
Tegean speaker refer to the mythical figure Echemos as commander and
king of Tegea at the time of the first, unsuccessful return of the Heraklei-
dai.170 Hardly enough to claim that therewere kings in Tegea at any point.
P Oxy. 1367 twice describes Demonax of Mantinea as C�����I� ���-
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������ (col. I, 19–21, 27–8). Demonax was a reformer sent by Mantinea
to settle a stasis in Kyrene in the middle of the sixth century. He is men-
tioned by Herodotos, who does not describe him as a king, but as the
most distinguished citizen.171Diodorus describes him as distinguished for
his wisdom and righteousness.172 According to Athenaios, Hermippos
mentioned Demonax and described him as a polites.173 P Oxy. 1367 is an
epitome byHerakleides Lembos ofHermippos’ workOnLawgivers, the
one referred to by Athenaios. It is possibly Herakleides who is respon-
sible for C�������; even if it is Hermippos, the designation is presumably
just an inference based on Herodotos, and not enough to establish the
existence of kingship in Mantinea.

5. The Hierarchy of the Arkadian Poleis

Itwas demonstrated inChapter IV that therewas very little political unity
in Classical Arkadia prior to 370, and that what unity there was consisted
primarily in a short-lived unification through a symmachy and, possibly,
in a religious association centred on Mt. Lykaion.
The present section explores in what way the Arkadian communities

did interact. It will emerge from the discussion that although in this
period Arkadia was fragmented into a considerable number of political
communities, certainpatternsof unification among these communities can
be established. One of these patterns has already received considerable
attention, namely the ‘tribal states’ or sub-ethnic federations. In the pre-
sent context they will be considered in contrast to the two other common
patterns: (a) that of the local hegemonic symmachia, and (b) that of the
direct incorporation ofminor poleis into larger poleis through for instance
sympoliteia. These two patterns promote one major polis to a superior
position through the subjection of one or more minor poleis to the po-
sition of dependent poleis.
It is usually considered obvious that an ancient Greek polis was auto-

nomous or independent, and this independence is often considered one of
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the constitutive characteristics of theGreek polis.174However,Hansenhas
in several papers argued that autonomia was not a necessary prerequisite
for being a polis.175 Not only does no ancient authority single out
autonomia as a fundamental characteristic of the polis,176 but the empirical
study of Boiotia, for example, has shown that there existed in this region
a number of communities best described as dependent poleis.177 Charac-
teristic of such dependent poleis is that they did not possess autonomia
and were often situated inside the territory of a major Boiotian polis. An
example of this isMykalessos. Itwas situatedwith its hinterland inside the
territory of Tanagra. Nevertheless, it is called polis several times by
Thucydides, who also uses the city-ethnic�)
��������.178 Furthermore,
Mykalessos struck coins from theArchaic period onwards.179 Thus, it was
clearly a polis in that it was political community, although it must have
been dependent on the larger polis of Tanagra.180 Another example is
Siphai, which was situated within the territory of Thespiai,181 but was
nevertheless a polis.182 Such dependent poleiswere not considered separate
entities in the context of the Boiotian Confederacy, and they did not
supply Boiotarchs or councilors for the federal institutions. Some sources
express the relation between the small, dependent polis and themajor polis
upon which it depends with the phrase �)�����%� �P�, a phrase which in
a general way expresses that a minor entity is subsumed within a larger
entity.183 Examples areChaironeia,whichdependedon (Boiotian)Orcho-
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menos,184 but was nevertheless a polis,185 and Skaphai, which depended on
Thebes, but was probably a polis.186

So, a community did not have to enjoy autonomia in order to be a polis,
and The Copenhagen Polis Centre has established the dependent polis as
an analytical concept.187 The following sections explore in what ways
minor Arkadian communities depended upon larger poleis.

1. Minor poleis incorporated into larger poleis

The concept of the dependent polis is useful in the analysis of the inter-
action of the poleis of Arkadia, and puts a lot of problems on a new
footing. For instance, in his discussion of the position of Orchomenos in
relation to the minor poleis in its neighbourhood, Roy notes that, al-
though Methydrion was very probably dependent on Orchomenos
shortly before 368, it cannot have been so around 400, since at that time
it had its own Delphic theorodokos, and since one of the Arkadian mer-
cenaries mentioned by Xenophon in the Anabasis carried the city-ethnic
of Methydrion as a part of his personal name.188 Roy concludes that
Methydrion must have been subjected by Orchomenos after 400 and
before 368.189According toRoy, this subjection ofMethydrion toOrcho-
menos meant that it was “reduced to a status incompatible with the
exercise of an independent state’s functions”.190 That Methydrion will
have lost its independence by being subjected toOrchomenos is true, but
it does not follow that it lost its status of being a polis, which is clearly
whatRoymeans. But it was now a dependent polis. Such a dependent polis
could however very well have its own city-ethnic and theorodokos,191 and
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we must conclude that we cannot by using this line of approach decide
when Methydrion was subjected to Orchomenos.
The concept of the dependent polis should also at least be considered in

connection with some other problems of Arkadian history. Roy noted
(correctly) that the subjection of minor communities to larger ones was
a very common phenomenon inArkadia.192 Among the cases he noted are
the following: Nonakris was at some point absorbed by Pheneos; it is
described as “an independent polis”193 by Herodotos, “and in Pausanias’
day [it] was in Pheneos’ territory”.194 Herodotos uses the phrase �����
�	!� ?���k about Nonakris, and if this is taken as an indication of
independence (which is not obvious), then clearly the polis of Nonakris
was at some point after the early fifth century absorbed by Pheneos; but
alternatively it may be supposed thatNonakris alreadywas a dependency
of Pheneos early in the fifth century, but still a polis, that is a dependent
polis within the territory of Pheneos.
Kleitor is assumed to have absorbed the communities ofHalous, Paion,

Thaliades and Lousoi.195 The date of these absorptions cannot be es-
tablished, but Roy concludes, for example, that Paion must have been
absorbed after ca. 200, since at that time it had a Delphic theorodokos.196

Again, this does not follow if we allow for the concept of the dependent
polis, and Paion may conceivably have been subjected to Kleitor as early
as ca. 500, a date at which Kleitorian aggression towards minor poleis in
its neighbourhood is securely attested.197

Unfortunately, in these two cases we can only assume that the small
poleis in question were turned into dependent poleis by the larger ones. It
cannot be proved because we lack sources. But the possibility should be
considered. However, we do have sources which demonstrate that: (a)
minor poleis could be thought of as situated inside the territories of larger
poleis, and (b) that Orchomenos was probably a large polis controlling
minor poleiswithin its territory, and (c) that Mantinea was certainly one.
It is to these sources that I now turn.



The Hierarchy of the Arkadian Poleis 349

198. Warner (1979) 397.
199. Breitenbach (1876) ad loc.

(a) Xenophon’s Hellenika 7.5.5. Let me begin this discussion of small
poleis situated inside the territories of larger poleis by drawing attention
to a literary passage, which seems to indicate that small poleis could be
conceived of as situated inside the territories of larger poleis in Arkadia.
At 7.5.4 in the Hellenika Xenophon gives a short review of the forces
available to Epameinondas for his invasion of the Peloponnese in 362. He
goeson:"������ �0������8���� D��,F���
�* D�9���������[�'���
a��	 ��� ��	,��)� �� 
�* ����$��)� 
�* ��	
���� ��I� �� �'���	�
'	���1����. U��� �’ �H��� ��,�W��� 
�* ��,������%��� 
�* ����W���

�* 9��������%�, 
�* �c ����� �< ������ ��� �! ��
	� �� �K��� 
�* D�
������ ������� �P
�%� +��,
�F����. The passage is translated as follows
by Warner: “Epaminondas, however, could reckon on support in the
Peloponnese itself from the Argives, the Messenians and those of the
Arcadianswhowere on his side. Thesewere the Tegeans, theMegalopoli-
tans, the Aseans, the Pallantians and other cities which had to follow this
line because they were small and surrounded by the abovenamed
peoples”.198 The Loeb translation by Brownson runs as follows: “Epa-
minondas reflected, however, that his people had supporters in the Pelo-
ponnesus also – the Argives, theMessenians, and such of the Arcadians as
held to their side. These were the Tegeans, the Megalopolitans, the
Aseans, the Pallantians, andwhatever citieswere constrained to adopt this
course for the reason that they were small and surrounded by these
others”. The crucial question here is the meaning of the expression D�
������ ������� �P
�%� the subject of which is ����� �< ������. The
translators seem to interpret the expression to mean to be situated
between, which is then paraphrased by to be surrounded by. This is
presumably also the interpretation behind Breitenbach’s comment: “Die
kleinen zwischen den grösseren Städten liegenden Ortsschaften waren
natürlich (�<) der Politik der letzteren zu folgen gezwungen.”199 It seems
rather obvious that ������� is equivalent with ��%� ������� and is a
reference to Tegea, Megalopolis, Asea and Pallantion. But does the ex-
pression really mean between these poleis? It ought to mean in the middle
of these poleis, since the meaning of D� is in or inside; for although D� can
perhaps mean surrounded by, the addition of ������makes this meaning
impossible here. It is abundantly clear that the singular of this expression,
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D� ���6 �4 �����, means in the middle of the polis.200 So, the plural ought
tomean in themiddle of the poleis. There is however noClassical instance
of the plural of the expression. Later instances, however, surely mean in
the middle of the poleis.201 Now, since one town cannot be situated in the
middle of another town, themeaning of theXenophontic expressionmust
be in the middle of the territories [sc. of these poleis]. So, let me offer this
translation of the crucial part of the passage from Xenophon: “ ... and if
therewere other poleis forced to take this line because theywere small and
situated in themiddle of these territories” (namely of Tegea,Megalopolis,
Asea andPallantion).On this interpretationwe have literary testimony to
the effect that small poleiswere sometimes conceived of as situated inside
the territories of larger poleis. Whether the factual information provided
by Xenophon on a strict reading, namely that small poleis were situated
inside the territories of Asea, Pallantion, Megalopolis and Tegea, is true,
is another matter. There is no evidence supporting this. But to Xenophon
it was apparently not unthinkable. Unfortunately we cannot but guess at
the identity of the mikrai poleis referred to by Xenophon.
(b.i.)Orchomenos andEuaimon. An inscription found inOrchomenos

and dated by the editors to the period 378–350 records an agreement of
�)3��
� betweenOrchomenos and the community of Euaimon.202 Since
the inscription refers to the Arkadian Confederacy,203 which ceased to
exist as a vigorous entity after the battle of Mantinea in 362, it probably
dates to the period before 362.204 In principle, the inscription records a
treaty between two partners of equal status: �)3��
� 0(������� �0	-
 ������� D�* ��%� 3�3��� 
�* ��%� a����� (ll. 2–5). It has been suggested
byDušani�c that the community ofEuaimonwas by this agreement turned
into a dependency of Orchomenos, but allowed to continue in ex-
istence.205 The argument is thatEuaimonwasmentionedbyTheopompos:
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About this place he adds the following: ����� �� ��� ������� �
�� �.��� �8�
�(�. The
verb is the only ‘source reference’. If this information is correct, Amilos may have been a
polis with a status similar to that of Euaimon after the sywoikia, or it may have been an
independent polis. However, we cannot rely on Pausanias’ site-classifications; see Alcock
(1995) and Rubinstein (1995). For two sites one of which is possibly to be identified with
Amilos, see Howell (1970) 83.

0(����, ����� ��	 ������, .�������� D� 5
�[;206 Dušani�c believes
that this is a fragment of the Philippika and that it does not belong to a
retrospective digression, and thus the continued existence of Euaimon
after the treaty is assured.207 Jacoby (comm. ad loc.) also thinks the
fragment could refer to the period after the treaty, and this is probably
correct, sinceEuaimonmust havebeen independentofOrchomenosprior
to the treaty, because it is an agreement between equal partners, whereas
the fragment of Theopompos can reasonably be said to show Euaimon in
subordination to Orchomenos (by describing it as as ‘polis of the
Orchomenians’). So the Theopompos fragment attests the existence of
Euaimon subsequent to the agreement of �)3��
�.
But what was the status of Euaimon after the �)3��
�? Before the

agreement Euaimon was in all probability a polis: the nature of the
agreement recorded by the inscription and the use of the city-ethnicmake
it reasonable to assume this;208Dubois has restored the expression [P�����
3�]
���	�� in ll. 56–7. For the status of Euaimon after the agreement
Theopompos is our only source. The chance that Theopompos actually
described Euaimon as a polis is not bad; Whitehead has shown that
Stephanos of Byzantion was reasonably accurate when quoting the site-
classifications of prose historians, and that he reproduces the site-
classification correctly in more than 60% of the cases which can be
checked.209 So if (and I stress if) Theopompos did describe Euaimon as a
polis in a passage that probably refers to the period after the agreement
between Euaimon and Orchomenos, we may conclude that by this
agreement Euaimon was turned into a dependency of Orchomenos, but
kept its status as a polis, and was henceforth a minor polis inside the
territory of Orchomenos.210 If this is unacceptable, then, since there is no
other evidence for the status of Euaimon after the treaty, wemust assume
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that Euaimon was absorbed by Orchomenos and ceased to exist and an
individual polis.
(b.ii) The Orchomenian synteleia. It is possible that prior to 368

Orchomenos was the head of an organisation that could be described as
a synteleia. An inscription dated to the 360s outlines a demarcation by the
Arkadian Confederacy of the borders of Orchomenos with another
community.211 Beginning fromapointwhere theborders ofOrchomenos,
Methydrion and Torthyneion meet,212 the text proceeds to draw up the
lines of the borders between Orchomenos and one of the two other
communities mentioned in the text, although which one is not clear. But
it may have been the border with Methydrion that was fixed. In the 360s,
the most likely occasion at which the Arkadian Confederacy would need
todrawup theborders betweenMethydrion andOrchomenos,was in 368
when Megalopolis was synoecised.
According to Pausanias, the Arkadian Confederacy planned to in-

corporate Methydrion into Megalopolis. At 8.27 Pausanias gives a list of
the communities whichwere to be synoecised intoMegalopolis. At 8.27.4
it is stated that D
 �S� �)���������� D� ��	 ������ it was planned to
incorporate Thisoa, Methydrion and Teuthis. Moggi has argued at length
that the document contained in Pausanias is not the genuine decree of the
Confederacy whereby Megalopolis was founded, but a later fabrication
made in order to legitimate the territorial ambitions ofMegalopolis in the
late third century.213 This may be so, but Moggi himself realises that such
a forgery would probably include as much authentic material as possible.
The inscription just mentioned seems to support Pausanias’ claim that it
was planned to incorporate Methydrion into Megalopolis. So this
particular piece of information given by Pausanias may very well reflect
what happened in 368. If we accept this, we ought also to accept that prior
to 368 Orchomenos was the head of an organisation, that the position of
the members in relation to Orchomenos could be described by the
expression �)�����%� �P�, and that Thisoa, Methydrion and Teuthis were
among the members.
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What was the status of Thisoa, Methydrion and Teuthis prior to 368?
These communities are not among the best documented in Arkadia, and
in fact we know nothing about Teuthis except for the information pro-
vided by Pausanias.214 But we do have a little information about Methy-
drion and Thisoa.

SEG 14 455 is a dedication from Delphi set up by =0��	� �� .�[��-
�%]�� ��	
�� and dating to the first half of the fourth century. It appears
from the inscription that this manwas a proxenos ofDelphi. If Thisoawas
synoecised, the grant ought to pre-date 368. However, there were two
communities named Thisoa in Arkadia, the one under discussion and
another belonging to the Kynourian ‘tribe’ and situated at modern
Lavda.215 It is not impossible that Hetairichos was a citizen of Kynourian
Thisoa, but “it is altogether more likely that he belonged to the more
northerly Thisoa near Teuthis andMethydrium”.216 Both the fact that this
man was a proxenos, and the use of the city-ethnic of Thisoa as part of his
personal name indicate that Thisoa was a polis in the political sense.217

Methydrion was called polis by Theopompos, but we do not know to
what period he referred.218 In the late fifth/early fourth century Methy-
drion had its own Delphic theorodokos (see Appendix VII). In Xe-
nophon’sAnabasiswemeet��	���8�)������)�	���� several times, and
according to Pausanias Methydrion produced at least two Olympic
victors prior to its inclusion in Megalopolis.219 It is also possible that
Methydrion had a civic coinage prior to 368.220 The existence of a
theorodokos inMethydrion, the use of the city-ethnic as part of a personal
name, the existence of a civic mint, and the participation in the Olympic
Games all point to the conclusion that Methydrion was a polis prior to its
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223. On (������4�, see Hansen (1995a) 23–4 with n. 42, and the endnote in Tuplin

(1986a) 339–40.

inclusion in Megalopolis.221 The presumption is that the communities
�)�����1���� �P� ��	 ������ were poleis.
What did it mean to be a polis syntelousa eis Orchomenon? The

expression �)�����%� �P� is used about a variety of relations between
communities. For instance, it is used about membership in the Arkadian
Confederacy, as well as the subordinate position of communities syn-
oecised into a larger community, and about the position of the Lakonian
perioikoi with regards to Sparta.222 So although the expression does not
seem to entail the physical disappearance of a community, �)�����%� �c�
���� does seem to denote a subordinate position incompatible with
autonomia.223 But this, I think, is as far as we can get, and so the conclu-
sion to this section must be that it is possible that Orchomenos prior to
368 dominated a number of minor poleis, among which were Teuthis,
Thisoa and Methydrion, whose relation to Orchomenos could be des-
cribed by �)�����%� �P�, and that this probably meant that they were
subordinated to Orchomenos in one way or another and were not auto-
nomoi.
Someminor problems, however, remain. It is clear from Pausanias that

the Orchomenian synteleia comprised other members than the three
supposedly synoecised into Megalopolis. There is no way of identifying
these other members. Neither is there any way of establishing the date of
the foundation of the synteleia. There is also no way of knowing whether
the members of the synteleia were conquered by force of Orchomenian
arms, or if their dependent status was the result of treaties concluded
between each individual polis and Orchomenos. Of course, it is also pos-
sible thay Orchomenos employed a mixture of violence and negotiation
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224. Head,Hist. num.2 451.
225.RE s.v.Methydrion col. 1390;Moggi (1974) 93with n. 72;Nielsen (1996a) 125, 154

with n. 23.
226. Borgeaud (1988) 29–34.

when subduing other poleis. The fact that dependent status could result
from a treaty is shown by the example of Euaimon discussed above
(350–1) and by the example of Helisson discussed below (359–63). If the
members of the synteleia like Euaimon had concluded treaties with
Orchomenos, then there was perhaps no difference between them and
Euaimon.Whether the territories of the poleis syntelousai eisOrchomenon
were considered part of Orchomenian territory is impossible to say.
Admittedly, the demarcation of the border between Methydrion (if it is
Methydrion) and Orchomenos may point in this direction. On the other
hand, it must have been necessary in any case to establish the border
between Orchomenos and Megalopolis if neighbours of Orchomenos
were to be absorbed by the synoecism, and so we cannot conclude, for
example, thatMethydrion likeEuaimonwas situated insideOrchomenian
territory, though it is obviously a possibility.
Let me end this discussion of the Orchomenian synteleia by drawing

attention to some facts which seem to show that it was attempted to
strengthen the bonds betweenMethydrion andOrchomenos bymeans of
common communal traditions. Head describes the type of a coin bearing
the legend �0.e�@A0lB like this: “Kallisto pierced by the arrow of
Artemis, her child Arkas on the ground beside her”.224 There is no
agreement about the date of this Methydrian coinage, but it is often
considered to belong to the fourth century.225 In my opinion it ought to
be contemporary with the coin whose type Head describes as follows:
“Kallisto falling back pierced in the breast by arrow of Artemis; on the
ground beside her, the infant Arkas stretching out his arms towards his
mother.” The types of the two coins are obviously closely connected. As
Head notes: “The story of the death of Kallisto as represented on these
coins differs from the common version of the tale”. In other words, the
coins depict what may be a peculiar epichoric version of the Kallisto
myth.
The myth of Kallisto is extremely multiform and variable in its nature.

The best analysis is probably that of Borgeaud.226 He divides the myth
into two principal groups. In one group, “Kallisto devotes herself to
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227. Borgeaud (1988) 30.
228. Borgeaud (1988) 29.
229. Borgeaud (1988) 30.
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the infant Arkas, in his r. caduceus; behind the child, sometimes �VL�W”.
231. Head,Hist. num.2 451.
232. See e.g. a Mantinean coin described by Head, Hist. num.2 449. For the myth of

Kallisto, see Gantz (1993) 725–9, esp. 727 where it is pointed out that Apollodoros may
preserve a trace of a variant in which Kallisto was not transformed into a bear, a variant
which was perhaps told by Pherekydes; at 728 Gantz describes a fifth-century red-figure
amphora which perhaps shows Artemis killing Kallisto in the shape of a woman. So this
variant may also be attested by non-Arkadian sources, which makes it only more re-
markable that Orchomenos and Methydrion are the only Arkadian localities from which
it is known.

Artemis. Seduced by Zeus, she becomes a bear andmother of the ancestor
[i.e. Arkas]; she is in this case not killed by the goddess [i.e. Artemis], but
rather continues her animal existence, while her son is rescued by goat-
herds.Once grownup,Arcas pursues the bearKallisto,whomhedoes not
recognize as his mother; this pursuit takes them into a forbidden en-
closure, an abaton consecrated to Zeus on Mount Lykaion. The people
who live around it wish to kill the mother and son, whom Zeus trans-
forms there respectively into the constellation of theGreat Bear and of the
Herdsman (Arktophylax, the Guardian of the Bear)”.227 This version
centres onMount Lykaion, and it is obviously not the group towhich the
depictions on our coins belong.
In the other group, “Kallisto, a nymph devoted to Artemis, is seduced

by Zeus; changed into a bear, she is pregnant with Arcas when Artemis
kills her with an arrow. Hermes is sent by Zeus to rescue the infant; he
turns him over toMaia, who brings him up. Zeus puts among the stars an
image of Kallisto, who becomes the constellation of the Great Bear”.228

This version originated in the northern part ofArkadia,229 and is represen-
tative of the group to which the depictions of our coins belong. Scenes
from this group are found on the coinage of Pheneos.230 What is striking
about the depictions on the coins described above is that Kallisto is not
depicted as a bear but as a woman.231 This peculiarity in the depiction of
the myth allows us to conclude that the types of the two coins draw on
the same variant of the myth, a variant not found elsewhere in Arkadia, as
far as we know; Kallisto is normally represented as a bear on Arkadian
coins.232
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233. Head,Hist. num.2 451.
234. For the impossibility of dating coins in this way, see Martin (1995) 257.
235. Paus. 8.3.3, 8.36.1; that this tradition goes back to the fourth century is argued by

Roy (1968b) 289.
236. Douris (FGrHist 76) fr. 9, Steph. Byz. 306.5.
237. For some good remarks on the significance of such shared traditions, see Perlman

(1996) 236.

Now, the second of the coins described above carries the legend0@q�-
�0BAlB. Head dates this Orchomenian coin to shortly after 370, on the
grounds that “the town stood aloof from the confederacy of the Arka-
dians on the foundation of Megalopolis”.233 I must admit that I do not
understandHead’s argument here.Why shouldOrchomenian aversion to
the Confederacy trigger the introduction of coinage? For this is the
earliest Orchomenian coinage. We may well accept that the coinage be-
longs to the first half of the fourth century, but we should not attempt a
more precise date by employing such a weird historical argument.234 The
coinage could very well pre-date 368 and thus belong to the period when
Methydrion was a member of the synteleia. We should date the Methy-
drian coinage to this period aswell. If so, wemay interpret the resemblan-
ce between the Methydrian and the Orchomenian types as an indication
that these two communities shared a peculiar version of the myth de-
picted, i.e. that the traditions of the two communities were held (made?)
in common.
There are other indications of this. Thus, fourth-century traditions

claimed that Methydrion had been founded by the hero Orchomenos,
who also founded Orchomenos the city.235 The appearence of Arkas on
the coins may be a reminder of the tradition that Orchomenos, the
founder of Methydrion andOrchomenos, was sometimes considered the
father of Arkas!!236 – another truly striking tradition.
So itmaybe concluded thatMethydrion andOrchomenos shared some

strikingly individual variants of Arkadian myths,237 and that, of course,
may have helped to create a feeling between the two communities that
they shared more than merely a political community.
(c.i) Mantinea and Nestane. In Arkadia, there is not a single demon-

strable example of a sub-ethnic like the Attic demotics; I have argued
elsewhere that the existence of an ethnic derived from an Arkadian top-
onym is a very strong indication, though not proof, that the toponym in
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238. Nielsen (1996a) 117–32, and above 39–40.
239. Steph. Byz. 478.8 = Ephoros (FGrHist 70) fr. 234.
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246–8; Demand (1990) 68.
241. See further Roy (2000b) 309 n. 5.
242. Four: Xen.Hell. 5.2.7; five: Ephoros (FGrHist 70) fr. 115; Diod. 15.5; Strabo 8.3.2.
243. Jost (1986a) 155–6.
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245. For �E�� in the sense of dependency, see Hansen (1995b) 73–5.

question was the name of a polis.238 This being so, it is very interesting to
note that Stephanos of Byzantion cites Ephoros for the ethnic ofNestane,
B��������.239 Nestane is normally considered a kome – that is a village –
of Mantinea.240 But the existence of the ethnic may indicate that Nestane
was in fact a dependent polis of Mantinea, and there may even be some
evidence to support this hypothesis: At 4.27.6 the Arkadian Polybios
states that at the dioecism in 385 the Spartans had dioecoised the Man-
tineans “from a single polis into several” (D
 ��W� ������ �P� ����)�
�(��I� ����
������). That would seem to mean that after the dioecism
the Mantineans lived in a plurality of political communities, i.e. poleis.
Such a reconstruction may be supported by Xenophon’s report that
during the dioecism the Spartans sent a separate xenagos to eachMantine-
an locality when Peloponnesian League troops were levied (Xen. Hell.
5.2.7).Nowwe know that the dioecismwas conceived of as a return to the
old settlement pattern which was kata komas (ibid.). It may, then, be
suggested that during the dioecism the Mantinean komai functioned as
tiny poleis.241

According to our sources, therewere four or five villages, 
S���, in the
Mantinike in 386, one probably being Nestane.242 They have not all been
located;243 Nestane, however, has. The citadel was fortified, and the walls
probably date to the late Classical or Hellenistic period; it has been pro-
posed that the walls were built in connection with the second synoecism
of Mantinea in 370. From literary references it appears that Nestane was
inhabited in the mid-fourth century, and the sherds found at Nestane are
Classical and Hellenistic.244 So we may assume that Nestane was consti-
tuted as a polis during the dioecism and that its polis status was recognised
in connection with the new synoecism in 370,245 if that is what Ephoros’
use of its ethnic means. The likelihood that the agreement between Man-
tinea andHelisson discussed in the next section is roughly contemporary
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246. SEG 37 340; 38 351; 39 392; 40 371; L. Dubois, BE (1988) 621; “Comme l’on ne
connait avant cette date aucun autre document épigraphique qui présente comme celui-ci
la notation différenciée des voyelles, cette inscription est, soit légèrement antérieure à 385,
soit de quelques années postérieures à 370, date de la restauration de la cité”. Thür &
Taueber, however, are prepared to go down to 350–340; see IPArk pp. 98–100.
247. SEG 37 340.3–9: “TheHeliswasians are to beMantineans, with the same and equal

rights <as theMantineans>, participating in all that theMantineans do, incorporating their
territory and town into Mantinea <and> into the laws of the Mantineans, while their
community remains as it is, for all time, being themselves a kome of theMantineans. There
is to be a thearos from Helisson, in the way there is from the other communities”.

with the synoecism supports this date and reconstruction. Alternatively,
the poleis constituted by the old komaimay simply have sunk to the rank
of komai again in 370. But the source to be discussed now shows con-
clusively that there was at one point in the fourth century a number of
communities inside the Mantinike which could be described as poleis.
(c.ii)Mantinea and Helisson. The most important evidence pertaining

to the question of dependent poleis in the Mantinike is contained in an
inscription recording an agreement between Helisson and Mantinea, by
which the citizens of Helisson are made citizens of Mantinea. The date of
the inscription is not yet firmly established, but it could very well date to
ca. 370.246

The crucial passages are these: �!� [=0]�[��]3����� ��������� U���
3%��� 
�* (��%��, 
[�]���F����[� ���]��� J��� 
�* �# ��������,
'�	[�]���� ���  8	�� 
�* ��� �[����] P� ������[�]�� P� �!� ����� �!�
���������, �������� �W� [��]���� �S� =0���3���� i���	 > �[�] P�
�����  	����, 
8��[�] >���� �!� =0���3����� �S����������. ���	!�
U��� D2 =0����[�]�� 
�����	 D� ��%� Y����� ������.247

The phrase '�	[�]���� ���  8	�� 
�* ��� �[����] P� ������[�]��
clearly shows that prior to this agreement Helisson was not a part of the
Mantinike (it was a constituent polis of the Mainalian ‘tribal state’), but
that by this agreement the Mantinike was enlarged to cover the chora of
Helisson. Accordingly, Helisson was henceforth situated within the
territory of Mantinea. The question is whether it was at the same time a
polis in the political sense of the word. According to Rhodes, it was not.
He says: “I take this to mean that the polis = political unit of Helisson is
to be absorbed into the polis = political unit of Mantinea, and to become
a kome of Mantinea, but that the polis = urban centre of Helisson is to
remain as it was, i.e. that the word polis denotes a political unit at its first
occurrence but not at its second; and the final sentence ... does not
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according to Xenophon it was this board of magistrates which would decide whether
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� �� ���" �3�
W��(���
� H�����
� !F� �� ���# 1E��� ��� ����� ��" �
4� ����	
�� ���
�� 1�=(-��.
K��E���
� �� 
� ���" �3� ������
� ��" L���	&�
� !� �
4� -���
4�, �
�	(�����, �* (��-
8�-
� > �=�
�, �
�J 7� �O ��I-�� ����=(��, !��8�
���� �# T��� (Hell. 6.5.6–7). In
Orchomenos too the board of thearoimust have been important. Thewhole board is listed
at the end of an inscription recording the border of Orchomenos as defined by the
Arkadian Confederacy (Dubois, Corp. dial. no. O.1.29–31). In the third century, thearoi
appear as eponymous officials of Orchomenos (Dubois, Corp. dial. nos. O.3.9; O.4.8–9;
O.6.11; O.10.8; O.11.1–2). — The Mantinean board of thearoi is known from one other
source. The treaty betweenMantinea, Elis,Argos andAthens recordedbyThucydides 5.47
contains stipulations about who is to take the oath on behalf of the different states. In
Athens, the council and the H����
� )�1�	 will take the oath, while the ��������� will
“administer the oath” (!�
��
 �). In Mantinea, the oath will be taken by the demiourgoi,

necessarily imply that Helisson after the change is still a polis.”248 Rhodes
is here drawing a very sharp distinction between the different meanings
of theword polis, i.e. between themeaning ‘state’ and themeaning ‘town’.
But according to the investigations of the Polis Centre, theGreeks did not
distinguish sharplybetween thedifferentmeanings of theword, andwhen
they used the word polis in the sense of ‘town’ about an urban centre, it
was invariably implied that the community in question was also a polis in
the political sense of the word.249 This leads Hansen to the following
interpretation of the passage: “By this treatyHelisson becomes a kome in
Mantinea, but at the same time it persists as a polis and is accordingly
allowed to regulate its own affairs. Helisson has the right and duty to
provide a theoros – just as the other poleis do. ... In this text the terms polis
and kome are used – not synonymously – but about the same community
in different contexts: From an external point of view Helisson is a kome,
depending on Mantinea, but seen internally it is still a polis”.250

It seems relatively clear that Helisson remained a political community
in some sense, since it was to supply a thearos. This probably means that
it was to supply a thearos for theMantinean board of thearoi, presumably
among the chiefmagistrates ofMantinea, just like in Tegea andOrchome-
nos.251 Helisson was not the only dependent community in that position,
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the council and the other )�1�	, while the thearoi and the polemarchoiwill administer the
oath. Thus, since the Athenian prytaneis constituted the most important organ of state in
the transaction of day-to-day business, we may assume that the same is true of the
Mantinean thearoi. The function of the Tegean thearoi also seems to support this.
252. “<They [sc. the Heliswasians]> are to make the sacrifices at Helisson and receive

the sacred embassies in the traditional manner”.
253. See e.g. IG V.2 389; Perlman (2000) 158–60.
254. “From the time when the Heliswasians became Mantineans, the Heliswasians and

the Mantineans are to settle their legal disputes in accordance with the laws of the Man-
tineans; earlier quarrels cannot be taken to court. All mutual contracts between Heli-
swasians, which they happened to have, before they becameMantineans, are to retain their
validity with them in accordance with the laws, they themselves had, when they joined
Mantinea”.
255. Hansen (1995b) 74; Hansen (1995a) 39.

as appears from the phrase 
�����	 D� ��%� Y����� ������. Accordingly,
the word polis seems to be used deliberately, and it would be odd to call
local communities polis twice in the same document if it was not to be
taken literally. The fact that Helisson had the right to supply one of its
own citizens for one of the most important boards of magistrates in
Mantinea shows that the city also retained some influence in affairs
outside the kome since the thearoi were clearly sometimes involved in
foreign policy, and Helisson was thus not completely dependent.
In ll. 9–10 it is stipulated that ��� �)��� ������� ��� P� =0������� 
�*

��� ���	�� ��
����� 
� �� ���	��.252 This presumably means that
Helisson will keep its place in the theorodokia system of Arkadia, but the
reference need not be to the theorodokia system of the major Panhellenic
sanctuaries, but could be to some local system of theorodokia such as that
attested for the sanctuary ofArtemis atLousoi.253 But even the connection
with such a system of theorodokia would be an additional argument in
favour of Helisson’s being a polis in the political sense after this agree-
ment.
Another important stipulation is found at ll. 10–16: ��� [�]
��

��S[2]�� �!� =0���3����� 
�* �!� ��������� 
� �!� ����� �S� ���-
������, &'S�� �������� D,�����) �# =0���3�����, �S� j���	��. �� �G
�	���	���� �< c���
� U���. J�� �G �)�C��[�]�� D��, ���� > ����� �#
=0���3����� �! �a�!� ��	���������� D,�����), 
�	�� �'���� U��� 
�
�!� ����� �!� �(��* U �� J�� >C���
�� P� ���������.254 Hansen inter-
prets this to mean that the laws of Helisson (which they had before the
agreement) will remain in existence after the agreement.255 He writes:
“... in the treaty it is stipulated that all disputes between Heliswasians are
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256. Xen.Hell. 5.2.12, speech by Akanthian envoys.
257. Xen.Hell. 5.2.13–14.
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�
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to be settled in accordance with Helisson’s own laws”. A preferable
interpretation is that �)�C��[�]�� – that is, presumably, private contracts
– are to remain in force subject to the rules of theHeliswasian laws which
existed at the time of the concluding of the contracts. The past tense of the
verbs in the phrase �!� �(��* U �� J�� >C���
�� P� ��������� suggests
that these laws were no longer in force. But this is only what we should
expect, since it has already been stated that the Heliswasians are to
becomeMantineans'�	[�]���� ��� 8	��
�* ����[����] P����������
P� �!� ����� �!� ���������. This should be interpreted to mean that the
constitution of Helisson will be abolished and the constitution of Man-
tinea adopted in its place. But this does not mean that Helisson was from
now on just a subdivision of Mantinea, since a community does not
necessarily lose its identity as a polis by being forced to adopt a particular
constitution. It only means that the polis in question is not independent.
An almost contemporary example of poleis adopting foreign constitutions
under pressure, but without losing their own identity as poleis, is found
in the Hellenika of Xenophon. It concerns the communities forced into
the Chalkidic Confederacy by Olynthos. This entailed the adoption of a
new set of laws (those of Olynthos?): J�� �G� ,�	 �S� D�* .	�
$� ��,-
��$ ����� ���)���� � ��!� ������ D�������. �H��� �S� ������ �	�-
�$,�,���� D'’��� ������ ��%� �(��%�  	����� 
�* �)�����������.256 A
little later in the speech it is explicity stated that the acceptance of the
Olynthian terms did not mean that a polis ceased being a polis. But it
meant that a community was no longer a polis on its own, i.e. an inde-
pendent polis: ���X����� �G 
�* �	!� ;�W� 
�* �	!� ������������� �#
��������� �	��%��� ;�%� J�� �P �< ��	������� �)��	���)�������,
D
�%��� D'’ ;�W� c����. ;��%� ��, � Y��	�� E�
����������, C�)������
�G� ��%� ���	��� ������  	����� 
�* �(�����%��� �K���.257 Autopolitai
is an emendation, but one entirely in the style of Xenophon, who uses for
example ��
	����%��� at Hell. 2.2.10; and although it is a hapax, the
meaning is clear: “we want to be politai on our own”, i.e. not dependent
on Olynthos. Nothing is said or implied about ceasing to be a polis.258



The Hierarchy of the Arkadian Poleis 363

259. Polyb. 11.11.6: ... ��# �8(
� �
 �$� /�����8%� ���	
� ��" (�����
�(�� �
4�
T��(� �
4� (������
�
 (� �; �$� �B��(��(	%� 1E�5. On this form of the city-ethnic, see
Dubois (1988) 288–90. On the membership of the Achaian Confederacy, see Head,Hist.
num.2 418. See also IG IV2.1, 42 (late fourth-century attestation of the city-ethnic,
indicating perhaps that by then Helisson was no longer a dependent polis of Mantinea).

It is perhaps not entirely irrelevant to note here that Helisson appar-
ently broke away fromMantinea again at some point in its history, since
it appears in Polybios as a community independent of Mantinea and,
furthermore, since it became a member on its own of the Achaian
Confederacy.259 The inference to be made from this evidence is that after
some years of dependence onMantinea,Helissonmust have broken away
again. Consequently, the agreement with Mantinea cannot have meant
that Helisson’s tradition of being a polis in the political sense of the word
was completely forgotten.
I conclude that Helissonwas in fact a poliswhile included inMantinea.

This clearly supports my suggestion that the same was true of Nestane
and (some of?) the other komai situated in the Mantinike. So all in all the
evidence discussed here points to the conclusion that there was in the
Mantinike an unknown number of dependent poleis, which could also be
designated by the term kome. Only two, Nestane and Helisson, can be
identified, while the rest must remain anonymous.

All theminor poleisdiscussed above, all ofwhichwere possibly eventually
situated inside the territory of a big polis, have one characteristic in com-
mon: they were probably all poleis that before the dependence upon the
larger poleis, were more or less independent. This cannot be proved in
every case, but it is likely: in the cases of Euaimon and Helisson it is
abundantly clear from the agreements by which they were made de-
pendencies ofOrchomenos andMantinea, respectively, that they had not
been dependent on these poleis before the agreements, and thus they had
probably been independent poleis. However, in the case of Helisson this
statement needs a qualification: before the agreement with Mantinea,
Helisson was a constituent polis of theMainalian ‘tribal state’; but, as will
be shown below (374–7), such a ‘tribal state’ was probably a rather egal-
itarian organisation, and so Helisson can be considered a more or less
independent polis in its ‘tribal period’.
Wedonot knowwhenMethydrion, Thisoa andTeuthiswere subjected

toOrchomenos, but if it happened after ca. 400, as is entirely possible and
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as has been suggested by Roy,260 then they probably were independent
poleis before this subjection.
In the case of Nestane is it not so obvious that the town was once an

independent polis. Nestane was probably one of the communities par-
ticipating in the original synoecismofMantinea.261However, the status of
Nestane at that time is unknown. If Nestane was at any period more or
less independent, it must have been in the period 385–370, i.e. during the
dioecism, when the city of Mantinea was uninhabited and the population
lived in the villages in the territory.262 So I suggest thatNestane developed
into a polis during the dioecism and that this was recognised when Man-
tinea was synoecised again in 370. One sign that the villages in which the
Mantineans lived after the dioecismattained a certain level of individuality
is the fact that each village had its own 2���,�� in the Peloponnesian
League.263

Another noteworthy thing is that in those two cases where we know
how the minor polis became dependent upon the larger, this happened
throughnegotiation (Helisson andEuaimon).TheOrchomenian synteleia
may also have been based on treaties resembling the one between Euai-
mon and Orchomenos. This confirms the idea that the minor poleis
developed into poleis on their own, and were subjected only later when
they were already more or less fully developed poleis.

2. Local hegemonic leagues

Ahegemonic league is a symmachia comprising severalpoleis and acknow-
ledging one of these as the hegemon, i.e. the poliswhich directs the policy
of the league and provides the overall commander(s) of the troops during
campaigns.
To be a member of such a league is not necessarily incompatible with

being an autonomos polis. In the Peace of Nikias, for example, it is sti-
pulated that the six Chalkidic poleis handed back to Athens are to be
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autonomoi “paying the tribute fixed by Aristeides”.264 It is doubtful
whether the concept of autonomia existed when the Delian League was
founded in 478,265 but it was later believed that the League was initially a
union of autonomoi states and that it developed into an empire only later,
when Athens with a few exceptions turned the members into hypekooi.266

Another aspect to be taken into account is the allies’ consent to the
leadership of the hegemon. If they do consent, some decisions by the
hegemonwhich in principle run counter to the autonomiaof the allies, can
be made without infringing upon this autonomia.267 Other decisions may
on the other hand represent infringement of allied autonomia, if they are
made according to generally recognised procedures but are not in ac-
cordance with the will of the allies. This seems often to have been the case
with the Peloponnesian League in the fourth century.268

In Classical Arkadia there were at least two, and possibly three, such
hegemonic leagues: (1) Kleitorwas possibly the hegemon of such a league;
(2) Tegea was certainly the hegemon of a league; and so was (3) Mantinea.
(1) Kleitor. Let me begin this section by a brief discussion of Kleitor.

The evidence for Kleitor is not very good, and there is no evidence that
the city headed any formal organisation of poleis. The evidence just shows
thatKleitorwas aggressive towards small poleis in its neighbourhood. The
source is an inscription on a dedication set up by Kleitor in Olympia in
the period of 550–500.269 The crucial passage in the inscription reads:

:�����	��� ���’ Y,���� ��S� ��
���� &���$
��,
����W� D
 �����  �	�* C����������.

Strictly speaking, this source shows only that Kleitor was victorious in
battle against more than one enemy city. Who these ‘many poleis’ were,
it is only possible to guess. Traditionally, it is thought that they must be
sought among Arkadian poleis, and Paion and Thaliades have been men-
tioned in this connection.270 Paion is called a polis by Herodotos, and it
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had aDelphic theorodokos in the late third century; if it ever was attacked
by Kleitor, it clearly survived. Thaliades is a possible attribution for an
Archaic silver obol inscribed .�EA;271 Head considers the attribution
“very doubtful”, but the attribution is upheld by Six, who argues that “il
n’y a pas d’autre ville grecque connue, dont le nom commence en
Thali”.272 A silver tetrobol, uninscribed, but with the same obverse type,
is also attributed to Thaliades, which then seems to have had a small local
mint which stopped minting before the Persian War. There is, however,
no evidence that these (and/or other) small Arkadian communities were
included in a formal hegemonial organisation headed by Kleitor, but it is
indeed a possibility, since the evidence relating to e.g. Mantinea clearly
shows that hegemonial leagues existed in Arkadia.
The evidence for this possible Kleitorian League is in fact Archaic, but

if a formal organisation existed it may of course have persisted into the
Classical period. It has been suggested byRoy that the expansive interests
of Kleitor collided with those of Orchomenos (supposedly head of a
hegemonial organisation, i.e. the synteleia described above) in 378 in the
war alluded to by XenophonHell. 5.4.36–7. Roy goes on to propose that
thiswarwas indecisive but thatKleitor, a leadingmember of theArkadian
Confederacy, exploited this position in 368 to weaken Orchomenos by
detaching from itMethydrion,Thisoa andTeuthis, a detachment reported
by Pausanias to have taken place at the foundation of Megalopolis.273 But
even if this is correct, it does not, of course, throw much light on the
possible existence of a Kleitorian hegemonial league.
(2)Tegea. I argued above (142–5) that in the period 479–465 Tegea was

the leader of a symmachia comprising almost the whole of Arkadia.
Whether this symmachia survived the defeat at the hands of the Spartans
at Dipaia is unknown. However, it is certain that by 423 Tegea was
(again? or still?) the leader of a symmachia. At 4.134 Thucydides narrates
a battle between this symmachia and the rivalling symmachia headed by
Mantinea: D� �G �k D������  ���S�� �� �G� ���$���� 
�* E�
����-
����� ;�� �F� ��� �<� D
� ��	��, �������� �G 
�* ��,�W��� 
�* �#
2���� �� \
���	�� 2)��C���� D� E����
�[ ��� ��	������ ... ���-
'��	����� ������ ����S� \
���	��� 
�* &, �����) ��� �� $� ,���-
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274. A better restoration would be [SBYB�S�\] ���., see Dubois, Corp. dial. p. 119,
and Nielsen (1996b) 48.

���$� 
�* &'������$� �)
�!� �! >	,�� �# ��,�W��� �G� D�$)������ ��

�* �(�I� >��$��� �	���%��, �������� �G &�� 8	$��� �� D� 7�)
�-
��S�� 
�* j���	�� &�����$���.
This passage clearly shows that Tegea had allies. Who these allies were

is unknown, but they were probably Arkadians, and we should presum-
ably seek them among the southernMainalian communities such as Asea,
Eutaia, Oresthasion, and Pallantion. Strictly speaking, our passage does
not prove that Tegea was the leader of the symmachia fighting Mantinea
and its allies, but the phrasing “the Tegeans ... and allies”, and the way in
whichThucydides focuses attention onTegea to the exclusion of the allies
clearly point to this conclusion. That Tegea was considered the leader of
this symmachia by the Mantineans as well as by Thucydides is perhaps
shown by an inscription from Mantinea: IG V.2 282 is inscribed on a
statue base and reads [........] ��������� 
�* �)��� �� ��
����. Since it
dates to the fifth century it is often restored [&�I ��,���] 
��., and inter-
preted as a dedication of spoils from the battle described by Thucy-
dides.274 If correct, the Mantineans must have considered the Tegeans the
leader of the symmachia. Furthermore, it can be definitely proven that
Mantineawas the hegemon of the opposing symmachia, and this of course
strongly supports the idea that Tegea had a similar position within ‘its’
symmachia. We do not know how long this Tegean League existed.
(3)Mantinea. There can be no doubt that Mantinea on some occasions

succeeded in forcing other Arkadian communities into a subordinate
status, and that this Mantinean dominance at least sometimes took the
form of a hegemonial symmachia. Due to the work of Thucydides, the
evidence is best for the fifth century. He refers to the Mantinean sym-
machia in the following passages:
(i) 4.134.1–2.: see above s.v. (2) Tegea.
(ii) �# �G� �V� ��	,�%�� �j��� D� �<� 2)��� �� �	����� ���� ��I�

D�������� �S� =0������, �������� �’ �(��%� 
�* �# 2���� �� �(�S�
�	S��� �	��� 8	$���, �������� ��I�E�
��������)�. ��%� ,�	�����-
��1�� ��	�� �� ��� ��	
���� 
�����	���� a��
��� >�� ��1 �	!� ���$-
���)� ������) b����, 
�* D����F�� �( ��	��X����� �'W� ��I� E�
�-
�������)� Y	 ���, D����< 
�* � ��<� U,�� (5.28.3–29.2).
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(iii) E�
���������� �G ��1 �(��1 ��	�)� ����$��* D��	���)���,
9���������
��� ��1 9�)����) E�
��������� C������� ;,�)����),
��� ��	
���� D�9�		���)�,��������� a�$
��)� b���� ... �# �G���-
����� �<� ����� ��	,���� '���2� ��	������� �(��* �<� �)��� ��
D'	��	�)�.&������� �’ b���� ����S��� �� �� D�:)X����� ��% �� 
�* ���
D� 9�		����� ������ &������. E�
���������� �G ���� �� 9�		���)�
�(������)����������� 
�* �! ��% �� 
���������&�� 8	$��� D�’�c
�)
(5.33.1–3).
(iv) 5.47 = Staatsverträge no. 193.
(v) �# �’ D������ �(��%� ��2�!� �G� 
�	�� �������� �K ��, J�� D� �4

D
���� �! >	,�� D,,����,��	� �’�(��I� �# 2���� �� ��	
���� U���
.... 
��. (5.67.2).
(vi) 5.81.1:�����G �<� �S���	,���&�������� D
 ��� 2)��� �� 
�*

�# ��������, �! �G� �	S��� &��� �����, >����’ �( �)������� Y��) �S�
��	,���, 2)��C$��� 
�* �(��* ��%� E�
���������� 
�* �<� &	 <�
&'�%��� �S� ������.
Let me begin with a succinct account of the Mantinean symmachia in

order to ease the reading of the analysis given below. From the first pas-
sage quoted it appears that by 423/2Mantinea (like Tegea)was the leading
power in a local symmachia. This symmachia had been created during the
period 431–424 (ii: >�� ��1 �	!� ���$���)� ������) b����). From
passage (iii) we learn that the symmachia included the Parrhasians, and it
will be explained below that it must also have included some Mainalians.
Since they feared that the Lakedaimonians would not tolerate their

dominance of their allies (described by the verb Y	 ���), the Mantineans
in 421 allied themselves to Argos, which meant secession from the Pelo-
ponnesian League. Mantinea was supported by Argos during the Lake-
daimonian invasion of Parrhasia, which occurred later in the summer of
421.During this invasion, theLakedaimonians succeeded in detaching the
Parrhasians from the Mantinean symmachia.
In 420 Mantinea and its remaining allies entered into an alliance with

Argos, Athens and Elis. This quadruple alliance was defeated atMantinea
in 418. After the defeat Argos came to an understanding with Sparta and
left the quadruple alliance (vi). After a while Mantinea too reached an
agreement with Sparta and had to give up its &	 �, i.e. the city had to
dissolve its symmachia.
The Mantinean symmachia was thus not of long duration, since it

existed from 431 to ca. 418 at the most, and probably for a somewhat
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shorter period. It is nevertheless of great interest, since we can draw a
reasonably detailed picture of the position of the allies towardsMantinea.
But let us begin by asking who these allies were.
It is clear from (iii) that the Parrhasians were among the Mantinean

allies. The Parrhasians were, however, detached from the symmachia in
421 (iii). But from (v) it appears that Mantinea still had Arkadian allies at
the battle of 418. Who were these allies? As demonstrated above 289–91,
they were almost certainly some of the Mainalians.275 So before 421 the
symmachia included (at least) the Parrhasians and some Mainalians, and
after 421 it included (at least) some Mainalians. What was the position of
these allies towards Mantinea?
From (i) it seems to appear that Thucydides considered Mantinea the

leading power of the symmachia, since his interest is focused onMantinea
and the allies are not even named. From (ii) it is again clear that Thucydi-
des consideredMantinea the most important of the communities referred
to as �������� ... 
�* �# 2���� �� �(�S�. If these 2���� �� are the
inhabitants of the ��	�� �� ��� ��	
����made a��
��� byMantinea,276

this interpretation is supported, and the use of the verb Y	 ��� is sig-
nificant, just as the use of 
�����	�'����� a��
��� shows that the
alliance had been created by use of force.277 That the symmachoi of
Mantinea were the inhabitants of the part of Arkadia subdued by Man-
tinea is also indicated by Thucydides’ use of ,�	 to introduce his ex-
planation of the reason for the Mantinean fear of Sparta.
Furthermore, I believe that the symmachoi and the hypekooi are iden-

tical, because of the passage quoted as (iii). It is clear from this passage that
Thucydides considered the Parrhasians to be both symmachoi and hyp-
ekooi ofMantinea, and accordingly their liberation meant the dissolution
of their symmachia with Mantinea. So the symmachoi of Mantinea were
considered by Thucydides to be hypekooi. The Mantineans furthermore
had a garrison in Parrhasian territory. There can thus be no doubt that the
Mantineans subjected theirParrhasian allies to a subordinate position.But
in 421 the Parrhasians were lost by Mantinea to the Spartans, who made
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H�� ��" �����4
� ��" /�����=� ��" �0��4
� 2��� (�$� ���$� ��" �$� �����1%� q�
?�1
�(�� @�����
�. The use of @�����
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� (which necessitates that all four parties had allies): �$�
�����1%� q� ?�1
�(�� M��(�
�, and this indicates that every city involved in the treaty
had allies.
280. Thuc. 5.47.2bis, 8.
281. Thuc. 5.47.11.
282. Thuc. 5.47.8.

them autonomoi; accordingly, they cannot have enjoyedautonomiaunder
Mantinean rule.
Even so, Mantinea still had Arkadian allies, and these were demon-

strably subjected to a subordinate position (iv). Thus, when Mantinea
entered into an alliance with Argos, Athens and Elis in 420, Mantinea
clearly acted on behalf of its allies: O������ D��������� \
��!� ���$-
��%�� >�$ 
�* ��	,�%�� 
�* �������� 
�* �N��%�� <�	!� &�����)�>,
a�G	 �'S� �(�S� 
�* �S� 2)��� �� u� Y	 �)��� \
���	��.278 That
Mantineawas indeed exercising&	 � and one of the cities acting onbehalf
of its allies279 is demonstrated by the repeated phrase��������� 
�* ��I�
2)��� �)�.280 Furthermore, the treaty contains stipulations concerning the
publication of the text: ��� �G 2)���
�� ��� ��	* �S� �����S� 
�* �S�
J	
�� 
�* ��� 2)��� �� &��,	�X�� D� ����6 ����6 ���$���)� �G�
D� �����, ��	,��)� �G D� &,�	� D� ��1 ���������� �k #�	k, ���-
������ �G D� ��1 ��!� �k #�	k D� �4 &,�	�.281 So the treaty will be pub-
lished only in Mantinea, not in the poleis of the Mantinean symmachoi.
This is good evidence ofMantinea’s hegemonic statuswithin its own sym-
machia. The same can be deduced from the stipulations concerning the
swearing of the oath: ]����� �G ��� ������� ���$���)� �G� a��	 ��
�'S� �(�S� 
�* �S� 2)��� ��, ��	,�%�� �G 
�* �������� 
�* �N��%��

�* �# 2���� �� ������ 
��� ������ ]�������.282 TheHCT comments
on 
��� ������: “this is not in contrast with ���. �G� a��	 �� �'S�
�(�S� 
�* �S� 2)��� ��, giving the right to the several “allies” of Argos,
of Elis, and of Mantinea, to a part in the decision that was denied to those
of Athens; it is only “each one of the three cities separately”.” That this
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cydides at 5.33 concerned the alliance with Mantinea, we may conclude that some Par-
rhasians were satisfied with Mantinean leadership.

is indeed the correct interpretation is proved by the detailed list of the
officials who will actually take the oath for the different parties of the
agreement: D� �G �������Z �# �$���)	,�* 
�* ; C�)�< 
�* �# Y����
&	 �, D2�	
������ �� �# ���	�* 
�* �# ������	 ��.283 There is no
mention of the Mantinean allies here, and the obvious inference is that
Mantinea took the oath on their behalf just as Athens did on behalf of its
allies, although the treaty was clearly binding on theMantinean allies and
contained stipulations of potential importance for their control over their
territories, etc.284 To take an oath on behalf of one’s allies is a sign of one’s
superior status in relation to these allies.285

The conclusion is thatMantinea entered this quadruple alliance as head
of a hegemonial symmachia and that the allies were not considered as sep-
arate entities in foreign affairs. Unfortunately, there is no information
about the structure of the symmachia, and thus we do not know whether
the Mantinean allies were able to influence the policy of the Mantinean
hegemon through a League assembly or similar institutions; and, of
course, there is no way of knowing whether the allies consented to Man-
tinean leadership.286

As pointed out above, the allies on whose behalf Mantinea concluded
this alliancemust have been (at least) some of theMainalians.Now, I have
argued at length above that the Mainalian ‘tribe’ was subdivided into a
number of poleis, such as Pallantion, Eutaia, Asea, Dipaia and Helisson.
Since some of the Mainalians were among the allies of Mantinea in 421
when it allied with Athens, Argos and Elis were, there is no escaping the
conclusion that a number of Mainalian poleis were at the time of the
Mantinean alliance subjected toMantinea, and thus they provide a perfect
example of dependent poleis.
The Mantinean symmachia, or empire as we might well call it, was dis-

solved, surely at Sparta’s command, when after the battle of Mantinea in
418 the Mantineans rejoined the Peloponnesian League: �# �������� ...
2)��C���� 
�* �(��* ��%� E�
���������� 
�* �<� &	 <� &'�%��� �S�
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������.287 Here Thucydides describes theMantinean alliance as an &	 �,
and in this way he once again demonstrates that he considered the poleis
in this alliance Mantinean dependencies.
Let me sum up the results of the discussion of the Mantinean symma-

chia:
(1) By 423 at the latest Mantinea was the head of a hegemonial sym-

machia. The symmachia included some of the Mainalians and the Par-
rhasians until 421. The symmachia continued to exist, however, until its
dissolution at the hands of Sparta after the battle in 418, with at least the
Mainalians as members. Both the Parrhasians and the Mainalians were
‘tribes’ subdivided into poleis. Mantinea had created this alliance by force,
and maintained a garrison in the territory of the Parrhasians. In the case
of the Parrhasians, Thucydides uses the term hypekooi to describe the
position of the allies under Mantinea, and it can be concluded from his
narrative that the Parrhasianswere not autonomoiwhile underMantinean
rule.
(2) Thucydides uses the verb Y	 ��� and the noun &	 � to describe the

Mantinean alliance, thereby showing that he considered the Mantineans
as rulers of an empire.
(3) When Mantinea allied with Argos, Athens and Elis in 420, it acted

on behalf of its allies (= some of the Mainalian poleis), who accordingly
werenot considered independent entities in respect to their foreignpolicy.
The text of the treaty uses Y	 ��� with the genitive to describe the re-
lations betweenMantinea and its allies.Mantinea alone took the oath, and
the text was to be published only in Mantinea, although it included sti-
pulations concerning the territories of the allies, who were thus deprived
of complete control of their own land.
Thus, it appears that Mantinea ruled its allies in much the same way as

Athens ruled her allies in the Delian League.288

Wars between the local leagues. The big poleis of Arkadia competed with
each other for control over the minor poleis of the region. At least, we
have evidence for a good deal of warfare between the big poleis and their
dependencies.We have already seen that in 423 Tegea andMantinea, with
allies on both sides, fought an indecisive battle in the territory of Mai-
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nalian Oresthasion. Thucydides does not state the reasons for the battle,
but the inference can be made that the Mantinean expansion in Parrhasia
and elsewhere noted by Thucydides led to a clash of interest between
Tegea and Mantinea.289

In 418 the quadruple alliance, of which Mantinea was a member, at-
tacked and took over Orchomenos. Thucydides does not state who pro-
posed to attackOrchomenos, but it was probablyMantinea; at least it was
Mantineawho suggested that Tegea should be the next target.290Mantinea
clearly tried to use the forces of the alliance to further its own local in-
terests. Xenophon records that there existed a ‘hatred’ between Orcho-
menos and Mantinea,291 and the background to this > �	� was presum-
ably again a clash of interests in respect to the control over minor poleis.
Finally, Xenophon has a brief reference to a war between Kleitor and

Orchomenos;292 Roy has suggested that this war arose out of conflicting
geopolitical interests of the two cities.293 This makes eminent sense and
clearly fits the pattern.
In conclusion, we can identify two different ways in which the major

Arkadian poleis subjected the minor Arkadian poleis: they either headed
hegemonic leagues comprising minor poleis, or they incorporated minor
poleis directly into their own territory (but may have left them with their
status of being poleis). In both cases the minor poleis lost their independ-
ence, especially in foreign affairs.
It is interesting that all evidence of hegemonic leagues belongs to the

fifth century (or earlier), whereas most or all evidence for direct incor-
poration belongs to the fourth century. Is this a significant observation or
mere coincidence? Did one system take over from the other?
It is hard to answer this question. First we may note that it is not im-

possible that Mantinea after the synoecism of Megalopolis became once
again the head of a hegemonic league,294 and so it is perhaps simply by
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has before this referred to some Arkadians of unknown identity and to the Eleians, and so
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Achaia, Elis and Phleious after the battle of Mantinea in 362 (= Staatsverträge no. 290).
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295. IG V.2. 1.16, 40.

chance that we have no information about hegemonic leagues in Arkadia
ca. 418–370. Second wemay note that almost all information about direct
incorporation comes from inscriptions or from Pausanias. Fifth-century
writers did not pursue the same interests as Pausanias, and fifth-century
inscriptions are rare indeed. So, again, it may be simply a reflection of the
nature of our sources that we have no information about direct incorpor-
ation in the fifth century. We cannot conclude that direct incorporation
took over from hegemonic leagues as a new way of domination.

3. Organisations of a more egalitarian nature

The ‘tribal states’ of Arkadia and Triphylia may be considered an al-
ternative way of interacting and of creating some unity. In this section I
briefly explore what membership in such a ‘tribal state’ meant for the in-
dividual polis, especially in relation to its independence or autonomia.

The ‘tribal states’ of Arkadia proper. There is no evidence whatsoever
concerning the ‘tribal’ institutions. Thus we do not know, among other
things, if there were ‘tribal’ assemblies or how ‘tribal’ armies were re-
cruited and commanded. We have to rely on what related scattered
evidence happens to survive. There are, however, good reasons to believe
that the ‘tribes’ had some kind of political institutionswhichwere capable
of acting on behalf of the ‘tribes’. In the fourth century the Parrhasians,
the Mainalians and the Kynourians were members of the Arkadian Con-
federacy, for which they provided officials, and these were presumably
appointedby some ‘tribal’ authority;295 in addition,whenMegalopoliswas
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founded theMainalians and the Parrhasians each contributed two oecists
to the board of ten oecists.296 Furthermore, we must infer that the ‘tribes’
could enter into larger organisations on a ‘tribal’ basis, which clearly
presupposes that there were ‘tribal’ political organisations. This inference
is based on information about some fifth-centurymilitary alliances. From
Thucydides it appears that around 421 the Parrhasians were allied to
Mantinea on a ‘tribal’ basis. This symmachia, however, had been forced
upon the Parrhasians by Mantinea, and a Spartan army brought the al-
liance to an end. Presumably the Parrhasians thereafter allied themselves
to Sparta, although Thucydides does not mention it.297 In 418 there were
��������� among the allies of Sparta at the battle of Mantinea. I have
argued that there were also Mainalians among the Arkadian allies at this
battle.298 But since these Mainalian allies of Mantinea probably had been
annexed byMantinean force of armswhenMantinea created its empire,299

it is reasonable to assume that before this division of the ‘tribe’ the Mai-
nalians had been amember of the PeloponnesianLeague on a ‘tribal’ basis.
Wemay also assume that the ‘tribe’ allied itself with Sparta again after 418
when Mantinea had to give up its empire when forced to rejoin Sparta.300

Consequently, the presumption is that the ‘tribes’ were political units
which could enter larger organisations such as leagues and confederacies.
In connection with the Spartan liberation of the Parrhasians from

Mantinean rule Thucydides states that the Lakedaimonians 9�		���)�
�(������)� ���������� ... &�� 8	$��� D�’ �c
�) (5.33.3). This passage
seems to admit of at least two interpretations. Either it was the ‘tribe’ as
such which was made autonomos, or it was the individual poleis of the
‘tribe’. Thucydides describes other, admittedly non-Greek ‘tribes’ as
autonomoi; thus at 2.29.2 he states that the Odrysai were a ��	�� �(��-
����� of the Thracians, and at 2.96.2–4 a number of autonomoi ‘tribes’ are
listed. So it is quite possible that the passage in question should be taken
to mean that autonomiawas bestowed on the ‘tribe’ of the Parrhasians as
such. If so, we cannot on the basis of this passage deduce anything about
the autonomia of the poleis of which the Parrhasian ‘tribe’ was made up.
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301. Thuc. 5.33.
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of Megalopolis (see below 435), the ]����F��� mentioned by Pausanias at 8.27.4 are
probably the people of theMainalian communityLykaiamentioned at 8.27.3; but certainty
is not possible.

It is, however, not impossible that Thucydides used the term9�		���)�
tomean ��� D�9�		����� ������, perhaps for the sake of variation since
he uses this very expression in the sentence immediately preceding the one
quoted (5.33.2). If so, it can be concluded that, in the eyes of the Lakedai-
monians andThucydides, the ‘tribal’ poleis couldpossessautonomiawhile
being members of the ‘tribe’.
Our evidence does not shed much light on the question of whether

‘tribal’ membership in larger organisations ever led to internal conflicts
within the ‘tribes’. There are, however, some passages which ought to be
discussed in this context. As we saw, the Mainalian ‘tribe’ was split into
two in 418, some Mainalians being allied to Sparta, others to Mantinea.
But since this division was the result of Mantinean aggression, we cannot
knowwhether it was (also) an expression of real internal conflicts. In 421
the Parrhasian ‘tribe’ suffered from stasis. Some called in the Spartans, and
the result was that the Parrhasians’ alliancewithMantineawas brought to
an end.301 Thucydides does not clarify whether this stasis concerned the
alliancewithMantinea, but the general thrust of his narrative suggests that
it did. So this may be an example of an internal conflict arising from com-
munal ‘tribal’ decisions. If so, ‘tribal’ enactments were probably binding
on the members, and accordingly the autonomia of the poleis within the
‘tribal’ states could in some cases be limited by the ‘tribal’ membership.
Another case of internal conflict is reported byPausanias in connection

with the foundation of Megalopolis. According to Pausanias, the Par-
rhasian communitiesLykosoura andTrapezous, theEutresian community
Trikolonoi, and the Mainalian302 community Lykaia resisted their incor-
poration into Megalopolis. Force was used to annihilate Trapezous and
incorporateTrikolonoi andLykaia,whileLykosourawas left in existence.
Since the ‘tribes’ were represented in the Confederacy bymagistrates and
supplied oecists for the foundation of Megalopolis, they presumably had
a say in the question of whether or not they should participate in the
synoecism. So this incident could be seen as an example of the ‘tribal’
poleis resisting a ‘tribal’ decision. But it is, of course, an equally possible
hypothesis that the ‘tribal’ representativeswere not really in a position vis
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à vis the great cities of Tegea, Mantinea and Kleitor to influence the
decisions made regarding the synoecism. And so the incident may simply
reflect the fact that membership in the Confederacy could on occasion be
oppressive.
There is good evidence to show that ‘tribal’ poleis did have the ability

to act as poleis on their own. Thus, early in the fifth century, the city of
Kortys conducted a war on its own and put up a dedication in Delphi
without any reference to the ‘tribe’.303 And, while the Parrhasians issued
a ‘tribal’ coinage, the Mainalian community of Pallantion had its own
coinage.304 Pallantion furthermore had its ownDelphic theorodokos in the
late fifth century,305 and in 370 Pallantion handed over to theConfederacy
some Tegean refugees, presumably without reference to the Mainalian
‘tribe’.306 In the late fourth century Pallantion concluded a treaty of
friendship with Argos.307 The treaty was clearly concluded without ref-
erence to the ‘tribe’, which, however, may well have been no longer in
existence. But the treaty between Helisson and Mantinea, presumably
concluded in the period of 418–370 (see above), was in all likelihood
concluded while the Mainalian ‘tribe’, of which Helisson was a part, still
existed. However, the treaty has no reference in the surviving text to the
‘tribe’.308 By this treaty Helisson surely left the ‘tribe’, but we cannot say
whether this was possible only because the Heliswasians had Mantinean
backing.
So the picture is a complicated one; the ‘tribal’ poleis could perhaps be

considered to be autonomoi and they were clearly able to handle some
affairs on their own, but they seem to have entered larger organisations on
a ‘tribal’ basis, not as individual cities. There is some slight evidence that
‘tribal’ decisions (however they were reached) were binding on the
members, and that this sometimes led to internal conflicts. It is, however,
important to note that both attested cases of internal conflicts occur in
connectionwith pressure from outside. And sowemay perhaps conclude
that ideally ‘tribal’ membership was not oppressive, but sometimes
became so, due to circumstances beyond ‘tribal’ control.
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The ‘tribal state’ of the Triphylians. Like the Mainalians, the Triphyli-
ans conducted their foreign policy on a ‘tribal’ basis. Thus, it was the
Triphylians, not the individual poleis, who supplied hoplites for the battle
of Nemea, and it was the Triphylians as a unified political entity who
swore to the Common Peace of 371.309 The Triphylians as such also had
the power to make foreigners citizens of a particular Triphylian polis, and
the Triphylian ‘tribal’ state exacted taxes.310

Consequently, theTriphylian state had powerswhich in principlewere
incompatible with the autonomia of the individual poleis of the region: it
could direct foreign policy,311 it could impose taxes,312 and it could control
admission to the citizen bodies of themember poleis.313 So in principle the
poleisofTriphyliawere not independent during the existence of the ‘tribal
state’.However, if the reconstructionof thehistoryofTriphylia presented
in Chapter VI is accepted, then the presumption is that the poleis of the
newTriphylian state willingly joined the state andwillingly gave up some
of their own authority in these fields. If so, they cannot be considered
dependent poleis, since they obviously must have consented to these
limitations in their autonomia; and poleis consenting to limitations in their
autonomia do not thereby lose this autonomia.314 So the Triphylian state
should be considered as kind of egalitarian organisation based on the
consent of the member poleis.
Lepreon is difficult to fit into this overall picture, since it appears to

have conducted its own foreign policy. Thus, even though it was the
Triphylians who swore to the Peace in 371, it was the Lepreans alonewho
joined Sparta in an attack on Mantinea in 370.315 Also, the Lepreans were
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members of the Arkadian Confederacy in the 360s in their own right.316

Nevertheless, the city is commonly thought of as Triphylian.317 There is
no obvious way of explaining this independent stance of Lepreon, but we
may consider the following: one possibility is that although Lepreon was
later considered part of Triphylia as a geographical concept318 the city was
not a part of the political concept of Triphylia in the early fourth century,
but constituted an independent polis. This seems perfectly possible
geographically speaking.319

Another possibility is that it was this independent stance on the part of
Lepreon which caused the breakdown of the Triphylian state. The in-
dependent actions takenbyLepreonnoted above are bothposterior to the
peace of 371, whereas the last recorded act of the Triphylian state is
connected with precisely this peace; it could be concluded that it broke
down shortly thereafter. The independent actions on the part of the
important320 city of Lepreon may have contributed to the decline of the
Triphylian state. Why would Lepreon act on its own? One possibility is
that the Arkadian Confederacy, of which Lepreon became a member,
offered a better promise of protection against Elis than did the Triphylian
state. However, the first recorded independent action by Lepreon was to
join in a Spartan attack onMantinea, an attack clearly designed to dissolve
the newly foundedArkadianConfederacy!321 So the endof theTriphylian
state and the reasons for Lepreon’s independent actions must remain
clouded in mystery.
So in addition to the hegemonic patterns there existed a third pattern

of interaction and unification, the ‘tribal states’. These were presumably
of an egalitarian nature and designed to protect the members against the
hegemonic powers.
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6. Extra-Arkadian Relations

In this section I discuss how the poleis of Arkadia interacted with powers
and sanctuaries outside the region. The discussion is subdivided into five
sections: (1) Military treaties; (2) Lasion and Elis; (3) Proxenoi; (4) Inter-
national arbitration; and (5)Relationswith the sanctuaries atOlympia and
Delphi.

1. Military treaties

This is the most important and best documented type of foreign relations
to be discussed here. Of prime importance is, of course, the relations with
Sparta through the Peloponnesian League. Other powers with which
Arkadian poleis concluded military treaties are Argos, Athens and Elis.
(a) Sparta and thePeloponnesianLeague. It is generally believed that by

the beginning of the Classical period the communities of Arkadia were
members of the Peloponnesian League.322 This belief is supported by the
interpretation of the ‘Arkadian adventure’ of Kleomenes presented above
(127–9). It is thus imperative that we explore what such membership
meant and how it interfered (if it did) with the independence of the
Arkadian poleis. This question must be discussed under two headings: (1)
the formalities of membership, and (2) the relations between Sparta and
the individual Arkadian communities.

1. The formalities of membership. The Peloponnesian League was a
hegemonic league.323 The members of the Peloponnesian League seem to
have been obliged to follow Sparta’s lead in war, and to have had per-
manent alliances with Sparta.324 But whether membership in the League
infringed upon the autonomia of the members must have depended on
how decisions were made. For example, the Spartans held the supreme
command of the Hellenic League against Persia as a consequence of a
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decisionmade by the allies;325 Spartan commandwas thus not unilaterally
imposed upon the allies in this case.
What needs to be briefly discussed here is whether the Peloponnesian

Leaguehadgenerally acknowlegdedprocedures fordecision-making.This
amounts to the question of whether there was a League assembly which
could veto Spartan policy proposals. On this question opinions are
divided, but one line of thought – to which I subscribe – holds that there
was indeed a League assembly, and that action by the League was con-
ditioned by having to be ratified in the League assembly where Spartan
policy proposals would be presented.326 In this way the allies were able
not only to influence the policy by debate in the assembly, but also to
veto Spartan proposals. Thus, Sparta had “the right of initiative and the
executive power; and the allied poleis were bound to follow Sparta’s lead
when a congress of allies agreed to do so but not otherwise”.327 This
procedure for decision-making may be said not to have constituted a
serious limitation of allied autonomia, since each ally actually was in a
position to influence the decisions. Such limitations of autonomia as arose
from membership resulted from the fact that majority decisions were
binding on members who voted against a certain policy.328

Does this reconstruction square with the sources? Meetings between
Sparta and Spartan allies are indeed on record:
(i)Hdt. 5.91–3: In 507 the Spartans summoned their allies andproposed

to them that Hippias be restored to Athens. Herodotos describes the
meeting as held on Spartan initiative and the invitées as allies (����-
���X������ 
�* �S�Y�����)��� ��&,,���)�, 5.91.2). TheKorinthian
envoy spoke against the Spartan plan (5.92�–$). There was more debate
and everyone preferred the Korinthian’s ,�8�$ (5.93.2). The result was
that the Spartan plan was not converted into action.
(ii) Thuc. 1.67–125: In this passage Thucydides describes how the

Spartans and their allies came to declare war on Athens. Prompted by the
Korinthians, allied envoys arrived in Sparta to convince the Spartans that
the Athenians had broken the Thirty Years Peace (1.67.1). Sparta then
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summoned the allies and others, and allowed these to speak in the Spartan
assembly (1.67.3). Having heard the complaints, the Spartans went on to
deliberate the matter on their own. The Spartans decided by vote that the
peace had been broken (1.87.3). A new meeting of the allies was then
called (1.119). According to Thucydides, the question to be settled was �P
 	< ������%� (1.119). The Korinthians must have expected a meeting of
this kind and with this agenda, for, according to Thucydides, they had in
advance agitated among the poleis to make them vote for war: �# :�-
	����� ��$������ �G� 
�* 
��� ������ �	���	�� \
����� P�Z i���
X$'������ �!� ������� 
��. (1.119). At the meeting they spoke again,
and then the vote was taken (1.125.1). The vote went in favour of war, but
other decisions were made too. Thus, it seems that we have here an in-
stance of a recognised bicameral procedure of decision-making: first a
decision is made by the Spartan state, which is then voted on by an allied
congress.
(iii) Xen.Hell. 3.4.2: In 396 the Spartans received news to the effect that

the Great King was manning a large fleet. According to Xenophon, the
Spartans called a meeting of the allies in order to deliberate on what was
to be done (��I� �)��� �)� �)��,����� 
�* C�)��)������ �  	< ���-
�%�, 3.4.2). However, Xenophon does not record any debate, and his nar-
rative suggests that the policy adopted was designed by Lysandros and
Agesilaos.
(iv) Xen.Hell. 5.2.11–22: In 382 envoys fromAkanthos and Apollonia

arrived in Sparta and demanded that the Spartans check the ambitions of
Olynthos. According to Xenophon, the Spartan ephors brought the en-
voys �	�� �� �<� D

�$��� 
�* ��I� �)��� �)� (5.2.11).Who called the
meeting is not clear, but it was presumably the Spartans.When the envoys
had presented their case, the Spartans opened the floor and debate ensued.
Xenophon records two resolutions by the allies: (a) that war was to be
declared (5.2.20), and (b) that it should be possible to contribute money
instead of men (5.2.21). Both resolutions are described by the verb >��2�.
It is clear fromXenophon’s narrative that the Spartans favoured war, and
that the allies acted in knowledge of this, but apart from this we seem to
have here an allied assembly deciding by debate and vote what policy to
adopt.
(v) Xen.Hell. 5.4.60: In 376 a meeting of the allies was held in Sparta.

It is not clear who called the meeting, but it is remarkable for the frank
outspokenness of the allies who accused the Spartans of being soft
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(5.4.60), and decided to man a fleet in order to blockade Athens. Here the
allies, not the Spartans, seem to take the lead.
We must conclude that the Spartans often consulted with their allies

before the declaration of League wars and that League assemblies were
indeed a feature of the workings of the League. At least twice the League
assembly decided to adopt Spartan policy, at least once, and presumably
both times, by a vote (ii and iv). At least once the allies put down the
Spartan proposal (i), presumably by a vote. The other meetings attested
seem rather similar, and we may thus believe that this was the regular
process of decision-making in the League. Whether it was an obligatory
procedure is a different matter. We have Xenophon’s testimony that it
was not always followed.329 However, this may simply mean that Sparta
did not always act in accordance with procedure. The procedure was
probably obligatory, since the Korinthian behaviour in 431 can only be
explained on that assumption.
The preceding considerations all concern the declaration of League

wars. But we should also briefly consider how League wars were ended.
We have knowledge of three fifth-century treaties which ended League
wars, and four such treaties of the fourth century.
Ryder believes that in the fifth century League wars were ended by

treatieswhichwere essentially bilateral agreements betweenSparta and (in
all three cases) Athens. The Thirty Years Peace of 446/5 he decribes as “a
bilateral agreement between the Spartans and the Athenians”.330 This is
probably correct. Admittedly, Thucydides describes the treaty as con-
cluded by theAthenians �	!� ��I� E�
��������)� 
�* ��I� 2)��� �)�,
but Pausanias saw a stele carrying the text of the treaty in Olympia, and
from his description it appears to have been a treaty between Athens and
Sparta.331

Ryder also describes the Peace of Nikias as “a simple bilateral agree-
ment between the Spartans and the Athenians”.332 However, this state-
ment needs some qualifications. According to Thucydides, when the
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Spartans were prepared to make peace, they sent for their allies and there
was a vote on whether to make peace.333 Nor is it strictly true that it was
a simple bilateral agreement between Sparta and Athens, at least not in
form. Rather, it was an agreement between, on the one hand, Athens, and,
on the other, Sparta and its allies: O������ D��������� ���$��%�� 
�*
E�
���������� 
�* �# 2���� ��.334 Each Spartan ally was to take the
oath;335 a few, as is well-known, refused to do this.336 So the conclusion of
this peace seems to have followed a procedure similar to that by which
wars were declared: having made up their own minds, the Spartans called
a League assembly, which voted on the proposal made by the Spartans.
The conclusion must be that at least in this situation the allies had an
opportunity to influence the declaration of peace.
An assembly is also attested in connection with the peace made with

Athens in 404. According to Xenophon, there was an D

�$�� in Sparta
at which the Thebans, theKorinthians and others spoke against peace and
for the annihilation of Athens.337 Unfortunately, Xenophon does not
make clear whether those opposed to peace constituted a majority. Ac-
cording to him, it was the Spartans who refused to annihilate Athens and
concluded peace with her. No vote is recorded, but Xenophon’s des-
cription does not preclude that one was taken. So there are two possibilit-
ies: either the Spartans put a proposal to the assemblywhichwas opposed
by some allies but finally passed, or the Spartans concluded the peace
without taking the opinion of the allies into account.
The peace treaties of the fourth century are different, since they were

all koinai eirenai. Such treaties were multilateral.338 The King’s Peace of
386 was presided over by King Agesilaos; representatives of the Greek
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poleis met in Sparta and swore to the terms of the Great King.339 The
individual cities were not in a position to negotiate the terms. We do not
know how the allies of Sparta swore to the peace. They probably took the
oath individually,340 but certainty is impossible, sinceweknow that Sparta
took the oath on behalf of its allies at the peace conference in Sparta in
371.341

There is no good evidence about how the Common Peace of 375 was
concluded, but as already stated, in 371 Sparta took the oath on behalf of
its allies, which can be considered an infringement of their autonomia.342

On the other hand, the allies were represented at the negotiations.343

After Leuktra, when a Common Peace was concluded in Athens, the
situation was different. At the negotiations the Eleians disputed the right
of Triphylia to swear to the peace.344 Now, in 394 Triphylian hoplites
fought alonside Sparta at Nemea.345 So the Triphylians were probably
members of the Peloponnesian League. It can be deduced from Xe-
nophon’s narrative that the Triphylians in the end did take the oath.346

Accordingly, we may assume that the members of the Peloponnesian
League at this peace conference took the oath in their own right. This
interpretation is supported by the fact that the Mantineans proceeded to
refound their city and create the Arkadian Confederacy since, as Xeno-
phon puts it, “they were now in every respect autonomoi”.347

The conclusion is that in the fifth century concluding a peace was
probably conducted with procedures resembling those with which war
was declared, namely ratification of the proposals put forward by the
Spartans in a League assembly by a majority vote. In the fourth century
we still find a reference to a League assembly negotiating peace,348 but the
way peace was concluded seems to have depended largely on how strong
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Sparta felt itself to be. Before Leuktra Sparta controlled its allies and took
the oath on their behalf, but after Leuktra she had lost control and the
allies were parties to the peace of Athens in their own right and acted
accordingly.
To sum up, we cannot take membership of the Peloponnesian League

per se to represent an infringement of the autonomia of the allies, since
these allies were able to influence League policy through recognised pro-
cedures, and were able to veto Spartan proposals of war and peace in
addition to influencing strategy in important ways.349

It was Sparta’s way of handling the position as hegemon towards its
allies that determined whether membership of the League constituted a
limitation on the autonomia of the allies. So we must investigate the
relations between Sparta and theArkadian allies, and it is to this investiga-
tion that I now turn.

2. The relations between Sparta and the individualArkadian communi-
ties. Heraia. Heraia is not mentioned in Herodotos, although it cannot
have been a completely unimportant community, since it was the first
Arkadian community to strike coins at ca. 510.350Heraia appears as an ally
of Sparta in Thuc. 5.67.2 at the battle of Mantinea in 418. When the anti-
Spartan Arkadian Confederacy was founded in 370, Heraia was opposed
to the project: it joined Sparta in an attack on Mantinea that year,351 and
was in turn itself attacked by the Arkadian federal army and probably
forced into the Confederacy;352 at least, on the Phylarchos decree it
appears as a member.353

Thus, Heraia seems to have appreciated its membership in the Pelo-
ponnesian League. We can only guess why Heraia appreciated member-
ship of the League, but it is likely that the reason should be found in the
internal affairs of Arkadia. In the first part of the fifth century, an
Arkadian community was able to defeat Heraia in battle and set up an
offering of spoils inscribed #�	!� �)���	���)� &�’ �0	����. The
victorious city was probably either Kleitor or Mantinea, since the cult of
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the Dioskouroi is attested in these two cities.354 The presumption is that
Heraia sought protection against major regional powers via membership
of the League.

Kleitor. Kleitor ismentionedneither byHerodotos nor byThucydides.
AtHell. 5.4.36–7 Xenophon briefly mentions a war between Kleitor and
Orchomenos, and it can be deduced from the passage that both were
members of the League.355 The first observation to be made is that
membership of the League did not prevent these two states from con-
ducting their own wars.356 Secondly, since Kleitor put its mercenaries at
the disposal of Sparta, there was obviously a danger that Orchomenos
would try to take advantage of the opportunity provided in this way.
Consequently Sparta sent the following message to the Orchomenians:
�K��� [sc. " ��,$�����] 5�� ��	���� �c$, ��������� ��1 ������). �P
�� ��� ����� ��	���W� �d�$� >2� D�* ����� ��	�������, D�* ����$� >'$
�	S��� P���� 
��� �! ��,�� �S� �)��� ��. So members were not free
to wage war upon each other when a League war was going on. This is of
course a restriction of autonomia, since freedom of action in foreign
affairswas one aspect of the concept of autonomia.357However, according
to Xenophon, this rule had been voted by the allies themselves (��,��
�S� �)��� ��), and the rationale behind it is obvious. This restriction in
the autonomia of the allies was in accordance with their own will, and
consequently cannot be considered a Spartan infringement upon the
autonomia of the allies.358
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Kleitor became amember of the anti-SpartanArkadianConfederacy,359

and it was presumably an important and enthusiastic member since it
provided two oecists for the foundation of Megalopolis.360 So we may as-
sume that Kleitor welcomed the opportunity to free itself frommember-
ship of the Peloponnesian League, but we cannot point to any Spartan
violation of Kleitorian independence.

The Mainalians. The Mainalians are not mentioned by Herodotos.
They occur in Thucydides as allies of Sparta at the battle of Mantinea in
418 (5.67.1). However, it is also clear from Thucydides that other Mai-
nalians had been subdued by Mantinea.361

In 418 the two treaties concluded between Argos and Sparta stipulated
that all poleis in the Peloponnese, great and small, were to be autonomoi.
Mantinea, at this time still in possession of its empire,362 did not rejoin
Sparta at the time of these agreements, but after a while felt forced to do
so, since it could not resist Sparta without Argive support.363 Thucydides
states that when (exactly when is uncertain) the Mantineans rejoined
Sparta they 
�* �<� &	 <� &'�%��� �S� ������. As argued above
(289–91), these poleis now freed from Mantinean rule must be Mainalian
poleis. It is reasonable to assume that it was the Lakedaimonians who de-
manded the dissolution of the Mantinean empire, and that they did so in
accordancewith the general principle laid down in the treatieswithArgos:
that all poleis of the Peloponnese were to be autonomoi. The Mainalians
achieved autonomia with Spartan assistance, and it is reasonable to sup-
pose that they now became members of the Peloponnesian League.
The Mainalians are not mentioned by Xenophon, but they became

members of the anti-Spartan Arkadian Confederacy,364 and provided
oecists and communities for the synoecism of Megalopolis.365 So we may
assume that by 370 the Mainalians welcomed the opportunity to free
themselves from their membership in the League, but we cannot point to
any Spartan violation of their independence.
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The Mainalian community Oresthasion seems to have been an
important centre for the assembling of League troops. It is mentioned in
connection with troops by both Herodotos and Thucydides.366 It must
have been an ally of Sparta, but presumably the alliance had been neg-
otiated through the ‘tribal state’ of the Mainalians.

Mantinea. Mantinea’s relations with Sparta were complex and varied,
and theywere apparently to a large extent determined by the stance taken
by Tegea, the chief rival of Mantinea within Arkadia: “Sharing the high
eastern plain with no mountain frontier between them, Tegea and
Mantinea are normally at odds, and their domestic quarrel seems to take
precedence over their other interests. If one is friendly to Sparta, the other
makes common cause with Argos ...”.367 So the special treatment given to
Tegea during thePersianWarmaybe the reason forMantinea’s reluctance
to commit its troops at Plataiai. But during the crisis of the Third
Messenian war, Mantinea, in marked contradistinction to the rest of
Arkadia, remained loyal to Sparta.368 Tegea, on the other hand, was allied
to Argos!
However, the period of greatest interest in this connection is the time

from ca. 423–370. In 423 Mantinea was free to wage war upon Tegea.369

But when Mantinea in 420 concluded an alliance with Argos, the city did
so because it feared that Sparta would not tolerate the empire, which it
had recently acquired.370 Sparta did oppose Mantinea in this respect by
liberating, first the Parrhasians (see below392–3), and then theMainalians
(see above 388) fromMantinean rule. It is however difficult to determine
whether this constituted a violation of Mantinean autonomia, since it is
possible that before thewarwithAthens themembers of thePeloponnesi-
an League had agreed to respect their respective territories.371 If so,
Sparta’s liberation of the Parrhasians fromMantinean rule may have been
legally justified. The same is true of the dissolution of the Mantinea
empire after 418: it may have been a contractual requirement which
Mantinea had to comply with when it rejoined Sparta, who in collabor-
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ationwithArgos hadmade autonomia a principle to be respected in inter-
state relations (see above 388–9).
It seems that from 418 to 385 the Mantineans lived under a democratic

constitution. At least,Mantineawas a democracy in 421,372 and there is no
reason to assume that this constitutionwas abolished after 418,373 since the
fact that Mantinea was a democracy at the time of the dioecism (385) is
explicitly stated by Xenophon.374 Sparta, then, was prepared to accept a
democratic state as a member of the League.
In 385 Sparta imposed a dioecism on Mantinea: the Mantinean walls

were pulled down, the settlement pattern of the state was changed, and a
new constitution was adopted. According to Xenophon, the Mantineans
resented the dioecism.375 It was imposed against their will, and must have
been considered a grave violation ofMantinean autonomia. The dioecism
was later adduced as a standard example of Spartan brutality towards its
own allies.376 It seems that in the period from the dioecism until the peace
in Athens in 371, Mantinea was not considered autonomos, since Xe-
nophon opens his account of the reconstititution of Mantinea in 370 like
this: D2 u� [sc. the peace sworn to in Athens] �< 
�* �# �������%�,h� g�$
�(������� ���������� b����, �)������ �� ������ 
�* DX$'����� 
��.
From this passage we can conclude e contrario that Mantinea was not
autonomos during the dioecism.
The dioecismwas a violation ofMantinean autonomia.Was it justified?

Perhaps. According toXenophon, the Lakedaimonians accused theMan-
tineans of not having loyally fulfilled their obligations towards Sparta.377

Since we do not know the terms of the alliance between Sparta and Man-
tinea, it is impossible to exclude the possibility that Sparta was justified in
bringing the Mantineans to terms. Furthermore, again according to
Xenophon, Sparta andMantineawere perhaps not allied at the time of the
dioecism.378 Xenophon may be wrong that the old alliance expired in the
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very year of the dioecism, but the alternative is that it had expired before
the dioecism.379 So the siege and dioecism may be considered as clear-cut
acts of war between two states that were not in alliance at the time. If this
line of thought is accepted, Spartan action against Mantinea was taken
simply as a retaliation against Mantinea’s rather impressive record of
hostility towards Sparta, a retaliation postponed to a time when it was
legally defensible. It was only later that the war was seen as the first
instance of a long series of Spartan aggressions towards its own allies. This
suggestion presupposes that the treaty concluded between Sparta and
Mantinea after the battle of 418 was the only agreement that formally
governed the relations between the two states. This, in fact, is Cartledge’s
position,380 and is based on the evidence available to us.
Alternatively, it would have to be supposed that in addition to the

spondai concluded after the battle of 418, Sparta and Mantinea had one
more (unattested) agreement by which Mantinean membership in the
Peloponnesian Leaguewas formalised. Such an agreement could conceiv-
ably have been in force in 385, in which case Sparta violated the auto-
nomia of an ally, not an enemy.
According to Xenophon,381 Mantinea was a much more compliant ally

of Sparta after the dioecism, but small wonder that the city took the lead
in establishing the anti-Spartan Arkadian Confederacy in 370!382

Thus, until Spartan dominance had become too oppressive, Mantinea
was a loyal member of the Peloponnesian League, especially when
membership afforded protection against Tegea.Whenmembership stood
in the way of the Mantineans’ own policies, they defected, as in 421. The
events of 418 and 385 seem to have turned Mantinea into an embittered
enemy of Sparta, and as soon as possible the Mantineans defected again,
supported a democratic revolution in Tegea, and founded the Arkadian
Confederacy.

Orchomenos.Nothing is knownaboutOrchomenos’ relations to Sparta
in the earlier fifth century apart from the fact that the city accepted
Spartan hegemony of the Hellenic League. But generally speaking, we
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should expect the city to be a Spartan ally, and so themissing help alluded
to at Thuc. 5.61 as the reason for Orchomenos’ surrender to the quad-
ruple alliance of Argos, Athens, Elis andMantinea, is probably assistance
that was expected from Sparta. However, the city must have been lib-
erated from Mantinean rule by the agreement between Sparta and Man-
tinea recorded at Thuc. 5.81, bywhichMantineawas forced to dissolve its
empire. Thereafter, presumably, Orchomenos became an ordinary
member of the Peloponnesian League. It is attested as a member in 390,
and in 378;383 at this time it was free to wage war upon Kleitor, although
the occurrence of a Leaguewar, by the dogma of the allies, ended thiswar.
Orchomenos was opposed to the foundation of the anti-Spartan

Arkadian Confederacy due to hatred of Mantinea, and it actively helped
the Spartans to fight theMantineans andotherArkadians.384However, the
city was finally brought into the Confederacy.385 Thus, Orchomenos
seems to have appreciated its membership in the Peloponnesian League,
but perhaps mainly because of the security it afforded against Mantinea.

TheParrhasians. TheParrhasians are notmentionedbyHerodotos, but
Thucydides provides some interesting evidence. It is fair to infer from
Thucydides that the ‘tribal state’ of the Parrhasians was a member of the
League during the Peloponnesian War, since they relied on Sparta to rid
themselves of Mantinean dominance.386 The Parrhasians had passed into
Mantinean domination as a consequence of the expansion of Mantinea
during the first part of the PeloponnesianWar.387 In 421 a stasis broke out
among the Parrhasians and one faction called in the Lakedaimonians. It
is not clear what this stasis was about, but the general thrust of Thucy-
dides’ narrative suggests that it concerned relations with Sparta and
Mantinea, and thus that there was a pro-Spartan and a pro-Mantinean
faction. According to Thucydides, the Lakedaimonians had their own
motives to heed the call, namely to destroy a Mantinean fortress close to
Lakonia.388 Nevertheless, the result of the campaign was that the Par-
rhasians were made autonomoi. This event in fact amounts to a liberation
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of the Parrhasians by Sparta. Sparta respected the autonomia of the
Parrhasians, although perhaps not without having its own interests in
mind. However, if there was a pro-Mantinean faction among the Par-
rhasians, this faction will of course have resented the Lakedaimonian
interference.
TheParrhasians supplied twooecists and perhaps all their communities

for the founding of Megalopolis, and were considered enemies of Sparta
in 368,389 and so it is a reasonable assumption that they welcomed the op-
portunity to free themselves from theirmembership in the Peloponnesian
League.

Phigaleia. We know next to nothing about the political history of
Phigaleia in the Classical period. If the city was amember of the Pelopon-
nesian League ca. 374 (as is almost certain),390 and if the unsucessful
oligarchic coupd’etat inPhigaleia recordedbyDiodorus Siculus at 15.40.2
is correctly dated to 374, then it emerges that Sparta in the 370s was
prepared to accept a democratically governedArkadian state as amember
of the League.391 We do not know whether Phigaleia joined the Arkadian
Confederacy,392 and sowe cannot form any opinion about what Phigaleia
thought about the membership in the Peloponnesian League.

Tegea. Tegea was perhaps Sparta’s first ally in the Peloponnese and it
is often assumed that it was the confrontation with Tegea, and the battles
lost to her, that made Sparta change its policy from one of conquest to
alliance.393 In what is generally considered the first treaty between Sparta
andTegea, supposedly concluded in themiddle of the sixth century,394 the
Tegeans agreed, on Jacoby’s interpretation,395 to expel Messenians from
their territory and not to make Messenians citizens. Since control over
one’s own citizen body and the population of one’s territory is an
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essential aspect of a city’s polis-identity, this treaty clearly violated the
autonomy of Tegea in this respect.396

However, both the date and the traditional interpretation of this treaty
have recently been challenged. Cawkwell and Braun independently
arrived at a date in the first half of the fifth century.397 Braun furthermore
questioned Jacoby’s interpretation of the content. He suggested that the
treaty was not meant to prevent Tegea from granting citizenship to Mes-
senians, but to protect a Laconising faction in Tegea by banning the use
of the death sentence against supporters of this faction.398 What the treaty
stipulates is that Tegea must expel Messenians from its territory and
refrain from death sentences against the assisters of the ��
��F�����.
Braun’s argument seems compelling, but even on his interpretation the
treaty restricts Tegea’s autonomia, since the stipulation warrants Spartan
interference into the internal affairs ofTegea, thus violating two important
aspects of the concept of autonomia: the right to have the sole jurisdiction
within one’s own territory and the right to admit to it only those whom
you want.399

If we accept the down-dating of the treaty, then evidence for Spartan
interference in Tegea’s internal affairs begins only in the fifth century and
probably in the period 479–465 in connection with the battles of Tegea
and Dipaia, recorded by Herodotos at 9.35.2. It has been suggested by
Callmer that Sparta actually brought about a change of constitution in
Tegea in connection with these battles.400 The source for this idea is
Polyainos 2.10.3, who stated that the aristoi of Tegea betrayed the city to
the Lakedaimonians.401 Polyainos does not give his source, but it is be-
lieved that it was Ephoros.402 The action described must pre-date 445,
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since the protagonist is Kleandridas. The hypothesis is thus possible. We
know from Thucydides that it was a Lakedaimonian principle to support
oligarchies among the allies,403 and he himself reports at least two in-
stancesof oligarchies installedwithLakedaimonian support.404 The change
of the Mantinean constitution from a democracy to an ‘aristocracy’
reported by Xenophon is a similar case.405 Callmer’s suggestion is thus in
accordance with what we know about Spartan foreign policy, andmay be
tentatively accepted. If it is accepted that this betrayal of the city led to a
shift in power, then we may say that Sparta in the mid-fifth century
interfered markedly in Tegean internal affairs, thereby severely violating
the autonomia of the city. But, from this time until the foundation of the
Arkadian Confederacy after Leuktra, the relations between Tegea and
Sparta were apparently friendly. At least, no conflict is on record; in 430
a Tegean served on a League embassy sent to theGreat King,406 and in 370
it took a revolution in Tegea tomake it join the Arkadian Confederacy.407

Spartan violation of Tegean autonomia seems to be restricted to a critical
period in the mid-fifth century, during which Tegea had in fact defected
from the League. In 423, for instance, membership in the League did not
prevent Tegea from conducting a war against Mantinea, incidentally
another League member,408 and there is no evidence that Sparta tried to
dissolve Tegea’s local hegemonic league,409 possibly because this league –
in contradistinction to the Mantinean League – was loyal to Sparta. For
example, Tegea fought with Sparta in 418 at Mantinea against (among
others) the Mantineans.
So, Tegea broke away from Sparta and allied with Argos sometime in

the period 479–ca. 465, and subsequently fought two battles against
Sparta. But it was brought back to camp prior to 445 and suffered severe
infringements of its autonomia, presumably because of its revolt. None-
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theless, hereafter Tegea was a loyal ally of Sparta until the Spartan defeat
at Leuktra in 371.
Summing up, we may say that the relations between Sparta and the

individual Arkadian communities were varied and that they cannot be
reduced to a simple pattern. However, it seems clear that Sparta did not
tolerate defection; both Tegea and Mantinea were brought back to camp
after their defections. Neither did Sparta tolerate it when local power
bases were created by allies whose loyalty was in doubt. On the other
hand, Sparta did not always interfere to put down democracies; both
Phigaleia and Mantinea are known to have had democratic constitutions
while members of the League.
Some Arkadian poleis, such as Orchomenos and Heraia, seem to have

been very loyal to Sparta and to have appreciated their membership in the
League. The reason for this was probably that they sought protection
against their enemies in Arkadia. On the other hand, most of Arkadia
seem to have defected after Leuktra and joined the newly founded
Arkadian Confederacy, and this seems to show that Sparta’s leadership
had come to be strongly resented in the period after the victory in the
Peloponnesian War.
(b) Argos. Both Tegea and Mantinea concluded an alliance with Argos

in the fifth century, Tegea in the first half of the century, andMantinea in
421.
At 9.35Herodotos lists the five victorious battles at which Teisamenos

of Elis acted as mantis for the Lakedaimonians. One of the victorious
battles was fought D� ��,�6 �	!� ��,����� �� 
�* ��	,��)�. It seems
safe to assume that Argos and Tegea were allies at this battle.
At 8.6.19 Strabo gives the following information: ���� �G �<� D�

O����%�� ��)�� �� ��	,�%�� ���� :������� 
�* ��,���S� D���-
������ Y	�$� ��� �)
���� &��%��� 
�* �<�  8	�� ����������.
Both actionsprobablybelong in the sameperiod (479–465)410 andTegea

seems to have sought rapprochement with Argos to gain strength in an
attempt to break away from Sparta. Argos, on the other hand, sought
Tegea’s support for its expansion in the Argolid. If accepted, we may say
that Tegea’s only (attested) alliance outside Arkadia besides that with
Sparta was in fact conditioned by its relations with Sparta.
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The same is true of Mantinea. During the first part of the Peloponnesi-
an War Mantinea subdued a part of Arkadia.411 Since it feared that Sparta
would not tolerate this, it allied itself with Argos.412 Argos for its part
hoped to exploit the unrest caused by the Peace of Nikias among Sparta’s
allies to win the hegemony of the Peloponnese.413 So Mantinea’s first
attested alliance outside Arkadia besides those we must assume that the
city had concluded with Sparta, was – like Tegea’s – conditioned by its
relations with Sparta.
(c) Argos, Elis and Athens. The treaty between, on the one hand,

Athens, and on the other, Argos, Elis, and Mantinea recorded by Thu-
cydides at 5.47, was, like the treaty between Argos and Mantinea dis-
cussed above, directed against Sparta.414 Thus, the first attested treaty
between an Arkadian state and a non-Peloponnesian power was condi-
tioned by the relations between that state and Sparta.
In conclusion: In this period, the foreign policy of the Arkadian states

towards states outside Arkadia is completely conditioned by the fact that
Sparta was the hegemon of the Peloponnese. All Arkadian states were
presumably allies of the Spartans, who did not tolerate defection.
Nevertheless, both Tegea and Mantinea tried to throw of the Lakedai-

monian yoke, Tegea by allying with Argos, andMantinea by allying with
Argos, and through Argos with Elis and Athens. Both attempts failed.
As allies of Sparta the Arkadian poleis could influence the policy of the

Peloponnesian League through the League assembly, which was called
both to declarewar and conclude peace. In the fifth century this bicameral
system seems to have functioned reasonably well, but in the fourth
century Sparta sometimes actedwithout reference to the allies. By 370, the
ways of Sparta had made the Arkadian ground fertile enough for the
creation of an anti-Spartan Arkadian Confederacy, and the days of
Spartan hegemony were over.
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a man of Orchomenos, but it is dated simply to the fourth century.

2. Lasion and Elis

In the fourth centuryLasionwas considered anArkadian city.415Whether
it was also Arkadian in the fifth century we do not know, but it is not
impossible, since the Arkadian claim to Lasion is attested for the 390s.416

In the fifth century Lasion was a perioikic polis dependent on Elis.417

But, this is about all we know, and in order to illuminate what this
perioikic status meant for Lasion wemust assume that the city’s relations
with Elis were similar to those of the communities situated in Triphylia.
If the relations between Lasion and Elis were similar to those between

the poleis in Triphylia and Elis, then we may assume that the Eleians had
conquered it by force of arms418 sometime in the fifth century,419 that it
perhaps had serious economic consequences for Lasion,420 and that the
community owed the Eleiansmilitary support.421 It was probably also the
case that Lasion had been deprived of its autonomia and was not in a
position to conduct a foreign policy of its own,422 and indeed, it could
expect Eleian interference in its internal affairs.423 All these consequences
were the result of Lasion’s membership of a hegemonic league led by the
Eleians.

3. Proxenoi 424

There is not much evidence for the institution of proxenia that relates to
the present period. What little we have is, however, very interesting since
it relates to communities which are otherwise badly documented.
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Citizens of at least one, and most probably two Arkadian states, Alea
andKaphy(i)ai, were appointed as Athenian proxenoi in the fifth century.
IG II2 66c is a very fragmentary decree of the early fourth century.425 The
ethnic:�')W (= :�')��) is preserved in l. 4; the decree thus surely dealt
with a citizen of Arkadian Kaphy(i)ai. Ll. 4–5 have been restored to read:
[D���/]�< 
��$�	[��$ D�* �S� �	��
���� ; �/](���$); a number of other
renewals of decrees anulled by the junta of the Thirty are known, and
they all renew grants of proxenia. Walbank interprets the present decree
as a similar case.426 If correct, a citizen ofKaphy(i)ai was grantedAthenian
proxeny prior to 403.

IG I3 80 is a fully preserved decree of 421/0 granting proxeny to a
citizen of Alea. The proposer of the decree is one Thrasykles, probably
the same as the man mentioned by Thucydides at 5.19.2 & 24.1 as being
involved in the negotiation which lead to the Peace of Nikias. From this
it is generally assumed that the honorand had assisted an Athenian em-
bassy on its way to Sparta.427 A similar reason is suggested for the grant to
Kaphy(i)ai.428 If correct, these grants of proxeny reflect Athenian interest
in northeastern Arkadia.
However, some citizens of Alea must have interests in Athens. IvO 30

is a grant of proxeny by Alea to an Athenian. It dates to the fifth or early
fourth century,429 and it could be contemporary with the Athenian grant
to Alea. If so, the two grant may be said to represent a rapprochement
between Alea and Athens.430
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A citizen of Thisoa (presumably the one south of Methydrion, not the
homonymousKynourian city)431 was a proxenos ofDelphi in the first half
of the fourth century.432

So, most of the evidence for proxenia bulk around the Peace of Nikias,
and the remaining example attests to a tiny polis as having relations with
Delphi, which is not surprising since a fragmentary fifth-century cata-
logue of Delphic theorodokoi shows that a number of minor Arkadian
communities were connected with Delphi (see Appendix VII). In other
words, the evidence suggests that the Arkadians made use of the proxenia
institution only in exceptional circumstances.

4. International arbitration

An inscription of 450–425, which contains a text whereby the Eleians
arrange the affairs of the polis Skillous in order to avoid new attempts at
defection by this polis, contains a reference to the Mantineans.433 The
context in which we find the reference is unclear, but the phrase ]�
D��{�}�	���� ��%	 ������o��� seems to show that Mantinea in one way
or another acted as arbiter between Elis and Skillous.434 Why Mantinea
was chosen is impossible to discover.

5. Relations with Delphi and Olympia

Olympia. As pointed out in Chapter V, the sanctuary at Olympia was a
focus of much Arkadian attention in the Archaic period (above 192–3).
This tendency is also conspicuous in the present period. Tradition, as
recorded by Pindar in his tenthOlympian Ode 80–4 (composed in 476),
related that Echemos of Tegea and Samos ofMantinea competed andwere
victorious (in wrestling and the four-horse chariot race, respectively) in
the first Olympic Games arranged by Herakles. This seems to show that
Arkadian involvement in the games was strong enough to influence the



Extra-Arkadian Relations 401

435. Farnell (1932) 84.
436.Olympionikai nos. 263, 355, 400.
437.Olympionikai nos. 321, 416.
438.Olympionikai nos. 210, 222, 223, 241, 244, 260, 273, 298, 335, 358, 370, 415.
439.Olympionikai nos. 302, 352.
440.Olympionikai nos. 296, 367b, 390.
441. Olympionikai nos. 211, 216, 237, 305, 311, 315, 324, 327, 332, 339, 342, 373, 381,

386, 396, 418.
442.Olympionikai no. 209.
443.Olympionikai nos. 252, 287, 299, 322, 326, 330, 354.
444.Olympionikai nos. 226, 399.
445. Olympionikai nos. 219, 220, 221, 224, 234, 246, 251, 271, 280, 285, 292, 294, 306,

312, 325, 328, 334, 341, 346, 388–9.
446.Olympionikai nos. 258, 259, 281, 291, 316, 348, 351, 367a, 384.
447. Olympionikai nos. 284, 310, 318, 323, 337, 350, 353, 364, 367, 369, 374, 375, 383,

387, 391, 401, 404, 412–13.
448.Olympionikai nos. 267, 276, 309, 331, 338, 360, 405.

tradition surrounding the games. Farnell believed that Pindar in Ol. 10
gave the official tradition about the first games, and if correct, this con-
firms the conclusion that Arkadian involvement with the Olympics was
important.435

The victor list as compiled by Moretti (Olympionikai) shows an im-
pressive number ofArkadian victors prior to 368, and they originate from
all over Arkadia, not just big cities like Mantinea: 26 victories by Arka-
dians are on record for the period of 479–368 (cf. Appendix VIII). This is
an amazing number. Achaia, for instance, achieved 3 victories in the same
period;436 Akarnania achieved 2 victories;437 Argolis (including Sikyon)
achieved 12;438 Boiotia 2;439 Crete 3;440 Lakonia 16;441 Lesbos 1;442 Megaris
0; Rhodos 7;443 Samos 2;444 Sicily 20;445 Thessalia 9;446 Elis 19;447 and Tri-
phylia 7.448 Since the hazards of transmission must have affected all
regions equally, there is no escaping the conclusion that Arkadia was the
most victorious region in the period 479–368. This suggests that Arkadia
must have been verywell represented among the competitors. The reason
for this cannot be only the simple fact that Arkadia was a neighbour of
Elis, for so was Achaia with its poor record of three victories. We must
conclude that the Arkadians invested quite a lot of energy and resources
in the Olympics.
Now, even thoughparticipation in theOlympicswas conditionedupon

citizenship in a recognised Greek state and was thus in a broad sense of
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the word political,449 and even though a victory was glorious for the polis
as well as for the individual,450 it is of course not possible to conclude that
the Arkadian poleis (as opposed to individuals) invested energy and re-
sources inOlympic participation just because a great number ofArkadian
individuals were victorious. No Arkadian polis, be it noted, built a
treasury in Olympia, as did Sikyon for instance.451 However, I do believe
that competingArkadians had the support of their home poleis, in view of
the close identificationof athlete and polisdiscussed inChapterV, 203–11.
And, as already noted, whenAlea made anAthenian proxenos in the fifth,
perhaps fourth century, it was resolved to publish the decree in
Olympia.452 I cannot explain this other than by assuming that the Aleans
considered publication in Olympia an additional honour for their
proxenos.
To conclude: in the Archaic period the Arkadian communities already

paid a great deal of attention to the sanctuary at Olympia. This trend
continues in the period 479–368; one community published a state docu-
ment in Olympia, and individual Arkadians competed intensely in the
games and made Arkadia the most victorious region.

Delphi. As we saw in Chapter V, there was some contact between
Arkadia and Delphi in the Archaic period (above 192–3), though not
nearly as much as between Arkadia and Olympia. In the present period,
however, it seems thatDelphiwas almost as important asOlympia for the
Arkadians. In connection with the celebration of the Pythian Games,
Delphi developed the system of theorodokia. In what is probably a
(fragmentary) list of theorodokoi dating to the late fifth or early fourth
century,453 no less than sevenArkadian communities are listed: Pallantion,
Phara, Koila, Methydrion, Torthyneion, Halous, and Heraia. Interest-
ingly, these are primarily minor communities, and there is no other
evidence for connections between them andDelphi. This may be taken as
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an indication that the connectionsbetweenDelphi and theArkadian poleis
were of more importance than it appears from other sources. And, as
noted above, a citizen of Thisoa was a proxenos of Delphi in the early
fourth century.454 But apart from that there is no evidence for relations
between the polis (as opposed to the sanctuary) of the Delphians and the
Arkadian poleis.
The evidence for the Arkadians’ participation in the Pythian Games is

far from as full as the evidence relating to the Olympics. However, we
know that in the Archaic period Arkadia had already produced three
Pythian victors.455 In the period 479–368 two Arkadians, Dromeus of
Stymphalos and theMainalian Ephoudion,456 were periodonikai and thus
must have competed at Delphi. Since victors can only, I suppose, re-
present a tiny fraction of the actual number of participants we may
assume that the PythianGames did attract Arkadian attention, something
which is also indicated by the fact that even minor communities had
theorodokoi to assist the Delphic theoroi with the epangelia for the
Pythian Games.
There is no unquestionable case of an Arkadian polis consulting the

oracle of Apollo. There is, however, one oracle (classed as ‘quasi-histor-
ical’ by Fontenrose)457 which merits some discussion here. In his des-
cription of Mantinea Pausanias speaks about the grave of Arkas found
there. In order to explain why Arkas was buried in Mantinea, Pausanias
quotes a Delphic oracle which bids the Mantineans transfer the bones of
Arkas to their asty and establish a sanctuary and offerings for him.458 The
date or occasion of the oracle is not given.
We do not have to consider the text of the oracle as given by Pausanias

to be authentic in order to believe that an oracle to the effect that the
bones of Arkas should be transferred to Mantinea was given by the
Pythia. Butwhen? In order to answer that questionwemust first establish
the significance of the oracle. Transferences of bones of heroes are known
from Spartan history, and they are commonly interpreted to represent
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Spartan claims to hegemony.459 On the same line of approach the Man-
tinean acquisition of the bones of Arkas may be interpreted to represent
a claim to hegemony in Arkadia. The period for which Mantinean ag-
gression and expansion in Arkadia is best documented is 431–418 (see
above 367–72); so we may assume that the oracle (if it was given) was
given in this period.460 Mantinea already had relations with Delphi in the
Archaic period (see 192) and made a dedication there in 423 (see below).
It seems, then, that Mantinea exploited its connections with Delphi in
order to get the support of Apollon for the programme of expansion in
Arkadia.
The importance attached toDelphi by Arkadian communities is neatly

demonstrated by communal dedications set up by Arkadian poleis. The
following dedications are known fromDelphi: (1) Tegea, 423; dedication
of spoils; seeThuc. 4.134:�
1�� D����'�I� &�����X�� [sc. �# ��,�W���];
(2.a) Mantinea, 423; dedication of spoils; see Thuc. 4.134: �
1�� D�
���'�I� &�����X�� [sc. �#��������]; (2.b)Mantinea, undated: seePaus.
10.13.6: D
 �G��������� ��� ��	
���� ��������  ��
�1� D���� &��-
�$��. This may be the same dedication as 2.a; (3) Tegea, 369: After the
raids onLakonia in 370/69, Tegea erected a porticus close to theArkadian
base. The building carries several inscriptions, ofwhich the best preserved
read: (a) [��,�W�]�� &�! [E�]
�����[��� ���]����[��] 9)[�]�[�] &��-
�$
�� �0�������	� ��[
����]; (b) �� #��� / \������ / E[�]
���� /
��,�W��[�] // ��	
���� / ������[���] / [�]�
����; (c) �� J��� / \������
/ E�
���� / ��,�W��[�] // ��	
��[��] / ������[���] / [-]. Later, several
proxeny decrees for citizens of Tegea were engraved on the building.461

Wemay take this to indicate that in this period theArkadian poleismoved
beyond the exclusively Peloponnesian context in which they had pri-
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462.CEG II 824. Like the Tegean porticus, the so-called Arkadian Base was later used
as a convenient and appropriate place to publish decrees in honour of Arkadians.

marily operated in the Archaic period. This assumption finds corrobora-
tion in the fact that it was inDelphi that the ArkadianConfederacy in 369
dedicated a monumental group of sculptures representing the key figures
of Arkadianmythology and proclaiming the Arkadian claim to Triphylia
(= the Triphylian claim to be considered part of Arkadia) for the whole of
the Greek world to see.462

So, in the period 479–368 Olympia was still a centre of prime import-
ance to the Arkadian communities. Citizens of Arkadia competed in the
games and one community published a state document there. But Delphi
became important too. Delphi attracted more dedications than Olympia,
andMantinea presumably succeeded in getting the support ofApollon for
its hegemonial ambitions. It should be noted that it was not only the great
poleisofArkadiawhich cultivated relationswithDelphi andOlympia.On
the contrary, small communities such as Alea, Kortys, Methydrion,
Pallantion, Thisoa and Torthyneion seem to have been active there too.
Delphi can, in fact, be considered the centre through which the Arkadian
poleis entered into contact with the Greek world outside of the Pelo-
ponnese.

6. Conclusion

In this period the foreign policy of the Arkadian states was completely
conditioned by the fact that they were allies of Sparta, the great power of
the Peloponnese. All Arkadian communities were allies of Sparta. Some
of them, such as Heraia and Orchomenos, seem to have appreciated their
alliances with Sparta and to have been loyal allies. The reason for this, we
may assume, was that they sought protection against their regional
enemies. Others, such as Tegea and Mantinea, sometimes tried to throw
off the Spartan yoke. Why Tegea did so is unclear, but in the case of
Mantinea the reason was that it wished to maintain its little empire. It is
only in connection with these two attempts at breaking away from Sparta
that Arkadian poleis are known to have concluded extra-Arkadian al-
liances with powers other than Sparta.
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If the freedom of movement of the Arkadian poleis in the sphere of
foreign policy was restricted, they clearly entered into contact with the
rest of the Greek world through the sanctuaries at Olympia and Delphi.
In the Archaic period Olympia was already a centre of great importance
to the Arkadians. This trend was continued in the pre-368 period. In fact,
there is reason to believe that Arkadia was the region which produced the
most competitors for the Olympic Games. It was, at least, the most
victorious region, and its Olympic ardour seems to have been recognised
in the official tradition about the games.
Delphi attracted someArkadian attention in the Archaic period. In the

479–368 period Delphi rises in importance and attracts as much, if not
more,Arkadian attention asOlympia.However, onlyonepolis,Mantinea,
is known to have possibly consulted the oracle. But dedications were
made at Delphi, and a number of Arkadian communities had Delphic
theorodokoi.
It should be noted that it was not only the big poleis which cultivated

relationswith these sanctuaries.On the contrary, a large number ofminor
poleis are attested as having had relations with Delphi and Olympia.
Compared with military treaties and relations with Delphi and

Olympia, other kinds of interactionwith foreign powers are ofminor im-
portance. Nonetheless, two cities, Alea and Kaphy(i)ai, had citizens
appointed proxenoi by Athens, and Alea itself appointed an Athenian
proxenos; one city, Lasion, was subjected to perioikic status by Elis, and
another, Mantinea, seems to have acted as arbiter between Elis and
Skillous.

7. Conclusion

The larger poleis of Arkadia are to be found among the non-tribal poleis,
although this group also includes minor poleis such as Alea and Methy-
drion. Securely attested non-tribal poleis are: Heraia, Kleitor, Lasion,
Mantinea, Orchomenos, Nonakris, Paion, Psophis, Tegea and Stympha-
los.Communitieswhichwith ahighdegreeof probability canbe classified
as poleis are: Alea, Euaimon, Kaphy(i)ai, Lousoi, Methydrion, Pheneos,
Phigaleia, Thelphousa, Thisoa andTorthyneion. The following fourwere
possibly poleis: Halous, Koila, Phara and Pylai (cf. above 311–14).
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Althoughwecannot be absolutely certain, there is reason tobelieve that
almost all Arkadian poleis of the Classical period are attested in the extant
sources.
The present archaeological evidence indicates that the Arkadian poleis

in this period were all centred on a town, and this is true of both the
‘tribal’ and the non-tribal poleis. Most of these towns, however, were not
very large, but they are nevertheless called poleis in the written sources.
The size of the population of the various Arkadian poleis is completely

unknown; army figures of Tegea andMantinea by traditional procedures
produces population figures of 25,000–30,000 citizens of both sexes and
all ages. These are surely too large, but by how much is unknown. Here
we must simply exercise the ars nesciendi.
No polis constitution is known in detail. What evidence we have does,

however, suggest that the Arkadian poleis had advanced and formalised
constitutions in this period.Even aminor polis such asMainalianHelisson
had a formalised constitution. But the most interesting case is without
questionMantinea.Herewe have enough evidence to conclude that it was
a rather well-organised democracy which included in its constitution,
among other things, features characteristic of representative democracy.
The forms of constitution that are attested or can be inferred in this period
are democracy and oligarchy, and there was no uniformity in respect to
types of constitutions between the cities. Monarchy is unattested.
In the period covered by this chapter the poleis of Arkadia were never

firmly politically united.What little unity there was, was provided by the
hegemonic leagues of the big poleis such as Tegea and Mantinea, and by
the ‘tribal states’. These two kinds of unity were fundamentally different,
one being hegemonic, the other being of a more egalitarian character.
In 423 Tegea was unquestionably the head of a local symmachia, as it

had probably been before at some point in time during the period
479–465. The earlier symmachy was directed against Sparta, but was
defeated by Sparta. Whether the symmachy survived the defeat is un-
known, but not impossible. In that case the symmachy attested by
Thucydides for 423 is the same as that attested byHerodotos for 479–465.
But if so, it must have experienced important changes in repect of its
membership. According to Herodotos, the early symmachy comprised
the whole of Arkadia except Mantinea. The detail about Mantinea is
confirmed by Xenophon, and so we can believe that the information
provided by Herodotos is substantially correct and that Tegea’s early
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symmachy did comprise nearly all Arkadia. However, in 423 when Tegea
and its allies fought a battle against Mantinea with allies, there existed
another symmachy headed by Mantinea and rivalling that of Tegea. The
inference is thatMantineamust have detached some of Tegea’s allies from
its alliance. These detached allies were certainly the Parrhasians, but
probably also a substantial part of the Mainalians. The almost complete
unification of Arkadia in a symmachia achieved by Tegea in the earlier
fifth century was either ephemeral (if it was dissolved after the defeat), or
very short-lived (if it was diminished byMantinea from ca. 431 onwards).
Instead, we find two rivalling symmachiai in the later fifth century (and
there may in principle have been more).
We have no knowledge about the organisation of the Tegean symma-

chy. Butwe are rather well-informed about theMantinean League thanks
to the narrative of Thucydides and to a document he quotes. The evidence
shows thatMantinea acted on behalf of its allies in foreign affairs, and that
it made important decisions on their behalf, in short, that the city was the
hegemon of the League and the allies were in fact Mantinean subjects.
Accordingly, Thucydides describes the allies as a��
���, and uses the
term 
�����	�'����� about theway inwhich theyweremade dependent
onMantinea. Also, &	 � and Y	 ��� are used to describe the alliance and
the position of Mantinea within it.
LikeTegea andMantinea,Kleitormayhave been thehegemonof a local

symmachy in northern Arkadia. The evidence is, however, inconclusive.
Another way in which some unity was achieved was by incorporating

minor poleis directly into larger poleis, leaving them as dependent poleis
within the territories of the larger poleis. A passage in Xenophon suggests
in a general way that minor poleis could be conceived of by contemporar-
ies as situated within the territories of larger poleis, and we are thus
justified in singling out this form of dependency, or unification, as a
separate category.
The best evidence again concernsMantinea, but it is very probable that

Orchomenoswas anotherbigpoliswhich incorporated anumberofminor
poleis into its territory. Euaimon may have been turned into a dependent
polis inside the territory ofOrchomenos by a treaty concluded before 362.
Euaimon may have been included among the poleis of the Orchomenian
synteleia. If we can trust, not the site-classifications, but the facts of
Pausanias’ narrative at 8.27, then Orchomenos was the head of an
organisation described as a synteleia before 368. This synteleia included
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more poleis than the three whose identity is known: Teuthis, Thisoa and
Methydrion. Thisoa and Methydrion were in all probability poleis,
whereas the status of Teuthis can only be established by analogy. The
expression �)�����%� �P� which Pausanias uses about their relationship
withOrchomenos, indicates that theywere subordinated toOrchomenos
and not autonomoi. We cannot date the foundation of the synteleia, but
in 368 it may already have existed for a longer period, since it seems that
some of the traditions ofMethydrionwere heavily influenced by those of
Orchomenos.
The best evidence about territorial incorporation relates to Mantinea.

A treaty was concluded betweenMantinea andMainalianHelisson in the
first half of the fourth century. By this agreement, the citizens ofHelisson
became citizens of Mantinea, and the territory and city of Helisson was
absorbed into Mantinike. Helisson however may have kept the status as
a polis, and it appears from the inscription that there was an unknown
number of poleis in the same position asHelisson.Nestanemay have been
one these, but apart from this we cannot establish the identity of the
Mantinean dependencies. Helisson had the right to supply one of its own
citizens for the important board of thearoi inMantinea, and it adopted the
Mantinean constitution.
It seems to be characteristic that territorial incorporation was effected

by treaties, and that the minor poleis incorporated into larger ones were
independent poleis before the incorporation.
All our evidence about hegemonic leagues relate to the fifth century,

and all our evidence about territorial incorporation concerns the fourth
century. This circumstance is probably not of historical importance;
rather, it is a reflection of the nature of our sources.
Minor poleiswhichweredominatedby largerpoleis throughhegemonic

leagues or through territorial incorporation, lost their independence. The
third pattern of unification, the ‘tribal state’, probably did not entail
severe limitations on the independence of the ‘tribal’ poleis, and in any
case we can reasonably assume that the ‘tribal’ institutions were willingly
accepted by the ‘tribal’ poleis, as is clearly shown by the case of the
Triphylians.
In the sphere of foreign policy, it is noteworthy that it was only the

large and hegemonic poleis of Tegea and Mantinea who concluded
alliances with non-Arkadian powers other than Sparta. It is also signifi-
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cant that all cases of such alliances are found in the context of resistance
to Sparta.
AllArkadian communitiesweremembersof thePeloponnesianLeague.

As League members they were able to influence the policy of the League
through the League assembly, which was regularly called by Sparta both
to declare war and to make peace, but they were bound to accept a
decision made by a majority of the League members.
When wemove from the constitutional aspects of League membership

to the relations between Sparta and the individual states of Arkadia, there
is no single pattern to which these relations can be reduced. Some states
had good relations with Sparta and were loyal allies, others were
sometimes in serious conflict with Sparta. Indeed, in some cases a state
would fluctuate between these two conditions, being sometimes an ally
and sometimes an enemy of Sparta. In these situations it seems that the
reasons for a state’s particular relationship with Sparta are to be found in
the internal affairs of Arkadia.
But of course, Sparta’s hegemony of the Peloponnese was a serious

obstacle to the poleis of Arkadia, and they were not able to conduct an
active foreign policy of their own. As noted, it was only states which
opposed Sparta’s hegemony which concluded military alliances with
powers such as Athens and Argos. Even the proxeny relations between
Athens and Alea and Kaphy(i)ai may be fitted into this overall pattern,
since it is likely that citizens of these two states were appointed Athenian
proxenoi in connection with the negotiations which led to the Peace of
Nikias, and thus in a period when Sparta sought rapprochement with
Athens.
The context in which the poleis of Arkadia did come into contact with

the rest of the Greek world was the Panhellenic sanctuaries at Olympia
and Delphi. Arkadians competed intensively in the Olympics; at least,
Arkadia produced more victors in this period than any other region, and
theArkadian involvement in the games seems to have been strong enough
to influence the mythical traditions about the games. Competing
Arkadians probably had the support of their home poleis. Whereas
Olympia was of great importance already in the Archaic period, in seems
that it was only in the period 479–368 thatDelphi rose to attract Arkadian
attention great enough to rival that of Olympia. Several dedications were
made at Delphia, and one polis, Mantinea, presumably succeeded in
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getting the support of the oracle for its programme of expansion in
Arkadia.
So the picture of the Arkadian poleis in the period 479–368 is more

detailed than the one which can be drawn for the Archaic period, but it is
still one of a region which politically was firmly rooted in Peloponnesian
soil.





1. Except for the fact that it possibly was contemporaneous with the final dissolution
of the Arkadian Confederacy.

Chapter IX: Transformation:
from the Synoecism of Megalopolis
to the End of the Classical Period

The chronological limits of this chapter should not be taken too literally:
it is the main aim of the chapter to show how the polis structure of
Arkadia changed in comparison with the previous period, and I will
discuss some sources which do not pre-date the death of Alexander. In
some cases this is necessary due to a lack of contemporary sources. For
instance, the discussion of the synoecismofMegalopolismust be basedon
the accounts of Diodorus Siculus and Pausanias, and it must even take
note of an author like Plutarch. In other cases, Hellenistic sources can be
used retrospectively to identify poleis, and here pride of placewill be given
to some important inscriptions; but Polybios is also too valuable to be
brushed aside simply because he is not Classical. In other words, since the
death of Alexander does not mark an important change in Arkadian polis
history,1 sources post-dating this event will be included in the discussion
where it is appropriate. On the other hand, a full discussion of the polis
structure of Arkadia in the Hellenistic period is outside the scope of the
present study. So the emphasis of this chapter is on the fourth century
after 368 and on those aspects of the polis structure of Arkadia which are
new in comparison with the period 479–368. Since these new develop-
ments in the polis structure of the region are closely linked with the
creation of Megalopolis, we must begin by studying the great synoecism
by which this��,��� ����� was created.
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2. Roy et al. (1988) 179.

1. The Evidence for the Synoecism of Megalopolis

Although it has been said that the synoecismofMegalopolis is “unusually
well attested”,2 a reconstruction of the synoecism is nearly impossible.
This is mainly due to fact that we have no full contemporary account of
the event, but only the accounts of later sources. In the present context the
crucial question is which communities, if any, ceased to be poleis by being
absorbed by Megalopolis. To answer this question we must obviously
know which communities were affected by the synoecism. But this is
precisely the problem! Our two most important sources for the synoe-
cism are Diodorus Siculus 15.72.4 & 15.94.1–3, and Pausanias 8.27.1–7.
Broadly speaking it may be said that Diodorus Siculus describes a rather
limited synoecism which was carried out, whereas Pausanias presents a
plan for one of enormous dimensions, a plan which was, however, not
carried out in its entirety. Before we move on to discuss the synoecism it
will be useful to present each account on its own in order to understand
exactly what information they convey.

1. Diodorus Siculus: a purely descriptive source

(1) Diod. 15.72.4 reads as follows: ���� �<� �� $� (i.e. the Tearless Battle
of 368) �# ��	
����, '�C$������ ��� �S� E�
��������� �P�C����,
>
����� D� ����� D��
�	�) ����) �<� ]����F����$� ��,��$� �����,
�)		X����� �P� �(�<�
8��� �c
��� �S�]����F��������������
�*
9�		���� ��	
����.

(2) Diod. 15.94.1–3 reads as follows: 1. 
��� �G �<� 9������$���� ��%�
��	
��� ,������$� �P	��$� 
����� ���� �<� D� �������Z �� $�,
D���)�!� ����� D��������� ��%� J	
��� ����� 
�����$��� <�P�>
�������. D� �G� ,�	 ��%� J	
��� U� ,�,	������� \
����)� �P� �<�
\�)�S� &������ ���	�� ���� �<� �� $�, �P� �G �<� ��,��$� �����
a��	 �� �# ��	���
�1��� ������ ���[
������� 
�* �)� �	S� '�	�)���
�<� D
 ��� ���	��� ����������. �����	 �(�S� D����������� �P� ���
�	�,�,��$����� ������ �#��,������%��� �)�$��,
�F�� D
����%� ���
���	���. 2. ��� �G ����$� �<� �P��� ,������$� ���'�	W�, �# �G� D
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3. Cf. Stylianou (1998) 472.
4. LSJ s.v. (���	��%; McDougall (1983) s.v. (���	��%.
5. Hornblower (1990a) 73 translates ‘by combining to form it’.

�S� ���������� +2�)� �(��%� C�$��%� �������%� 
�* �S� Y����
��	
����<�����>, >�� �G �N���)� 
�* ��I� Y���)� ��I� ����� $
����
��%� �������1�� �)��� ��. �# �G ��,������%��� ��I� .$C��)� ��	-
�
���)� �)��� �%�. �Q� &��������� �)������ "����� �G� �	�� ���)�,
#���%� �G �	��
���)�, u� �<� ��	��$,�� �K � 9�����$�. 3. �H��� �G
��	���-� �P� ��,��$� ����� 
�* �S� ���������� � �G� D
��	�����,
��G
�����$2�������)�$��,
���� �P� �<���,��$�����������
����.

�* �� �G� ��	* �!� �)���
���!� �S� ������ D�* ����1�� ��	� ��
D������ >�) �� D��� ����$� 
���������.

Re (1)Diodorus begins by giving the date of the foundation ofMegalopo-
lis; the citywas founded after theTearless Battle (���� �G �<� �� $�), that
is in 368. He then gives themotive for the foundation: themotive was fear
ofLakedaimonian raids intoArkadia (��� �S�E�
��������� �P�C����).
According to Diodorus, the city was founded by the Arkadians (�# ��	-

���� ... >
�����) which must mean that the foundation was a federal
project.3 It seems a fair deduction that Diodorus believes that the actual
site of the city was chosen with a view to the military function it was to
fulfil (D� ����� D��
�	�) ����)). Furthermore, it seems almost certain
thatDiodorus intends to describe the foundation as a physical synoecism;
the verb �)		���, ‘to throw together’,4 is, admittedly, a hapax, but the
meaning seems clear: to bring together.5 The object of �)		X����� is

8��� �c
���, and this must mean ‘the inhabitants of twenty villages’. So
a straightforward interpretationof the text is thatMegalopoliswas created
by a physical synoecism of twenty communities, and these villages be-
longed, according to Diodorus, to the Mainalians and the Parrhasians. It
is not, however, entirely clear whether the perception of the synoecism as
a complete physical relocation derives from the source Diodorus is using
or from his own interpretation of it. Furthermore, it would be wrong to
interpret the passage to mean that the ‘tribal states’ of the Parrhasians and
theMainalians disappeared as a consequence of the synoecism, since these
states need not have beenmade up of these twenty communities only; the
absence of the definite article in front of 
8��� seems to me to support
this caveat.
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6. For the meaning of this term here, see Nielsen (1996b) 75.
7. Again, this must mean ‘the inhabitants of the poleis’.
8. Again, this confirms that the synoecism is thought of as a physical relocation of

people.

Apart from this, it should be stressed that the passage is very short and
clearly does not claim to aim at comprehensiveness. Thus, Diodorus does
not name his source, does not give the oikistai, and does not give a single
detail about which particular Mainalian and Parrhasian settlements were
absorbed by the synoecism, nor, be it noted, does he say anything about
how the actual synoecism corresponded to the original federal plan. Fi-
nally, Diodorus does not state anything about the status of the relocated
communities after the synoecism, and the presumption is that in his view
the siteswere abandoned and the citizens turned intoMegalopolitans, and
that the old communities simply disappeared.
Finally, since Diodorus returns to the synoecism again later, it may be

said that the present passage is not a full account of the synoecism. Ac-
tually, it may simply be the initial measures of founding Megalopolis
which are recounted.

Re (2) This passages refers to the year 361 (,������$� �P	��$� 
�����
���� �<� D��������Z�� $�, D���)�!������ D��������� ��%� J	
���);
by this time the relocation of the inhabitants of the komai had taken place
(a��	 �� �# ��	���
�1���6 ������7 ���[
������� 
�* �)� �	S� '�	-
�)��� �<� D
 ��� ���	��� ����������). This passage thus confirms that
Diodorus thought of the foundation of Megalopolis as a physical syn-
oecism, by which inhabitants of some communities were relocated to
Megalopolis.
So the synoecism was in a sense completed by 361. The core of Dio-

dorus’ narrative is an account of a rebellion against the synoecism. The
reason for this rebellion was, according to Diodorus, that the relocated
communities were annoyed that they had had to leave their patris (�)�-
 �	S� '�	�)��� �<� D
 ��� ���	��� ����������).8 Accordingly they
returned to their former cities (D����������� �P� ��� �	�,�,��$�����
������). If this ‘separatistmovement’ had affected all relocated communi-
ties, Megalopolis would have ceased to exist; however, Diodorus himself
goes on: �#��,������%��� �)�$��,
�F�� D
����%� ��� ���	���, “The
Megalopolitans tried to apply force to make them leave their countries”,
and so, obviously, the movement affected only part of the relocated
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9. It is not entirely clear what alliance, if any, Diodorus here refers to; see Ryder (1965)
140–2 and Stylianou (1998) ad loc.
10. �E�� is often used in a socio-economic sense, see Hansen (1995b) 81.
11. Arist. Pol. 1252b27; see Demand (1990) 14–27 and Hansen (1995b) 52–61.

communities, a detail which shows that this account too is a little vague
since is it not specified exactlywhich communities it was which rebelled.
This ‘synoecistic crisis’ was, apparently, serious, since theMegalopolitans
were not themselves able to suppress the rebels, who had called upon the
Mantineans and their allies for support9 (thoughDiodorus does notmake
it clear whether they actually received any support). Indeed, the Megalo-
politans had to call in the Thebans, who sent a considerable force.
The Theban forces quelled the rebellion by pillaging some of the com-

munities and by frightening others (�S� ���������� ��G� D
��	�����,
� �G 
�����$2������), and made the rebels relocate once again to Mega-
lopolis (�)�$��,
���� �P� �<� ��,��$� ����� �����
����). This, ac-
cording to Diodorus, was the end of the events connected with the syn-
oecism.
So the passage is an account of an unsuccessful rebellion against the

synoecism, and like the first passage the present one gives the picture of
a physical relocation. But like the first passage, the account of the re-
bellion is very short and omits many details. Thus Diodorus once again
does not mention his source, nor does he identify the rebellious com-
munities. Again, we must infer from this account that the relocated
communities disappeared after the synoecism.
There is a striking discrepancy between the two passages in respect to

site-classification. In the first passage the relocated communities are
described as 
S���, but in the second they are classified as ������ or
�������� (no distinction seems intended). As we saw in Chapter VII,
the ‘tribal’ settlements were actually ������, and so we need to explain
why they are classified as komai in 15.72.4. One possible explanation is
that the term kome is here used as a socio-economic, not political term;10

this possibility is strongly suggested by the context of synoecism, for
according toAristotle poleis arose through a synoecismofkomai.11 So this
discrepancy in terminology is not a seriousproblem for the reconstruction
of the political structure of the ‘tribal states’, but it does suggest the
possibility that Diodorus does not follow the same source in both
passages. There is no however way of deciding this, since his source may
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12. Textual note: In general, I follow the Teubner text of M.H. Rocha-Pereira. This
means that I accept the reading: ��(8�, ��������
�, W
������
�, �^�(�	� for the initial
part of the Mainalian section of 8.27.3. However, Rocha-Perira’s text should be corrected
on the following points: 8.27.2: K��8-�(�� �’ ��" 2�3 �$� ������%� 
*��(��" ]��
�I���
��" A+�
�8�� ��" S	�%� �� ��" ������
�, 
9�
� ��� !� S��8��, ]��
�I��� �� ��"
A+�
�8�� /������4�. The first occurrence of ]��
�I��� ��" A+�
�8�� is obviously a
diplography, and should be emended; see e.g. Larsen (1968) 185, and Demand (1990) 112.
8.27.4: ���# �� �*���$� *** ��" W����E��
� ���. The MS reading of this section listing
Lakedaimonian perioikoi is ���# �� �*����	%� ��" W����E��
� ���. This is clearly
wrong. I followNiese (1899) 540 n. 1 in reading ���# �� �*���$� ��" W�����$� +.
� ��"
/��8� ��" L�$�
� ���.; see also Andrewes inHCT IV: 34 ad 5.33.6, andCartlegde (1979)
300. Finally, I accept Jost’s reading of c����� = c	���� (following the mss) instead of
c����� = c	�
��� at 8.27.7; see Jost (1986a) 152 n. 69.

have contained the same terminological discrepancy and for the same
reason.
To sum up: according to Diodorus, Megalopolis was founded as a

federal project in 368; the reason for the foundation was Arkadian fear of
Spartan raids, and the site of the city was chosen in order to facilitate the
military functions it was intended to fulfil. The ��,��$ ����� was
founded by a physical synoecism by which the inhabitants of twenty
unidentified Parrhasian andMainalian communities were relocated to the
site of the new city. This relocation was completed at the latest by 361. In
this year, an unknown number of relocated communities (whose identity
is also unknown) rose in rebellion against the synoecism, returned to their
former towns and enjoyed some initial success, perhaps due toMantinean
support. Eventually, however, the armed Theban intervention forced the
rebels to relocate to Megalopolis again, and this was the end of matters
connected with the synoecism. The old sites were left, and the communi-
ties disappeared. In other words, Diodorus’ account as it stands is purely
descriptive and it does not follow from it that the synoecism was ori-
ginally planned to be carried out as described by Diodorus.

2. Pausanias: a prescriptive and descriptive source

Pausanias’ account of the synoecism ismuch longer than that ofDiodorus
and includes many more details. It is found at 8.27.1–8.12

Pausanias begins his account of the synoecism with a personal note:
“Megalopolis”, he says, “is the youngest city-state, not only of Arkadia,
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13. Paus. 8.27.1.
14. Demand (1990) 112.
15. Hall (1995b); Piérart (1997).

but of Greece, except for those whose inhabitants have changed under
Roman rule as the consequence of misfortune”.13 This comment, of
course, comes from a man looking back on Greek history from the
Roman imperial age, and thus it cannot go back to a Classical source.
He then goes on to give the motive for the foundation: �)������ �G

a�G	 P� ��� D� �(�<� [sc. �<� ��,��$� �����] �# ��	
���� }�� 
�*
��	,��)� D���������� �� �G� >�� ��������	� ����� �( 
��� ���
;��	�� \
���$� 
���)�������� a�! E�
��������� ��	������� �k
�����[, D����< �G &��	8��������� �!��	,�� D�$�2$��� 
��������-
��� �	)��� 
�* =e���� �� 
�* ��	���� 
�* �)
���� 
�* ������ 
�* �P
�� �� Y��� ������� �(
 &2����,�� D� �4 ��	,���� U�, �� �� &�! E�
�-
�������� &������	� ��%� ��	,���� a��	2���� 
�* }�� D� ��I� ��	�-
�
�)� P� I� ,������$� �(��%�. ,�8�6 �G� ������6 �)�[
F���� �#
��	
���� 
��. So according to Pausanias the synoecism was intended as
apower-buildingmeasure.14 Themodelwas theArgivebehaviour towards
the other communities of the Argive plain. No other source describes the
process bywhichArgos subdued its neighbours as a synoecism, and since
this process is far from being completely illuminated,15 it is not clear
exactly what the comparison with Argos is intended to convey. But from
the expression 
����������� 
��., it seems that Pausanias saw in Argos
a model of physical synoecism. If so, the idea of the synoecism as a com-
plete physical relocation as expressed in Pausanias’ text may actually be
his own idea and not one that he derived fromhis source(s).However that
may be, the main point is clear: the intention of the synoecism was a con-
centration of resources. From the expressions �)������ ... �# ��	
����
and �)�[
F���� �# ��	
���� it appears that Pausanias considered the
synoecism a federal project. It is, however, not clear whether this passage
derives from a written source or whether it constitutes a personal com-
ment by Pausanias; we should not exclude the possibility that it does in
fact represent his own understanding of the situation, since he clearly
opens the account with a personal statement, and since, as we shall see, it
is possible to identify other personal comments in his account.
Pausanias goes on to state the following: ��� ������ �G �P
��$�

�0�����8���� " .$C�%�� �I� �k ��
�[ 
���%�� Y�, “it would be fair to
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16. Transl. by W.H.S. Jones in the Loeb edition.
17. The verse 'I&�� �’ 6��
�(�� /����� ����� !(�����%��� (“By the arms of Thebe

was Megalopolis encircled with walls”, transl. byW.H.S Jones in the Loeb edition) which
Pausanias quotes at 9.15.6, need not be taken to imply that the Thebans claimed that
Epaminondas founded Megalopolis, see below 421.
18. Xen.Hell. 6.5.3–5; the new synoecism was decided by a decree of �F(� K �����.
19. Demand (1990) 117.
20. Demand (1990) 118. See also Hornblower (1990a) 77.

call Epaminondas of Thebes the oecist of the city”. Pausanias expresses
similar opinions elsewhere: at 8.52.4 we find this: �0�����8���� �G 
�*
������� �(
 &'�����, ������6 
�* ��,��6 ����� �4 ��	
����,
��,�����	���<�=0�����D��$���, “By founding cities too, of no small
fame, Messene and Arkadian Megalopolis, Epaminondas made Greece
more famous;”16 and at 9.14.4 we read: " �0�����8���� ...��������� �G

��� 
8��� a�! ��,���������� ��[
������)� D� �<� &	 ��� �)�-
�,�,�� �V��� �����. �� �G �������� �� ��	
���� "���� �K ��
&����S� 
����1��� ����� ��I� ��	
����, ���	�� D� 
���k �'����
v
����, y��,��$ 
�* D� ;�W� >�� 
���%��� �����.17 The passage at 8.52.4
is simply an evaluation of the deeds of Epaminondas in very general terms
and it need not imply that Pausanias considered him the founder of
Megalopolis except in the very general sense that the Theban victory at
Leuktra could be considered the necessary prerequisite for the founda-
tion. The passage at 9.14.4 should not be taken very seriously, since the
claim that Epameinondas was behind the resynoecism of Mantinea is
flatly contradicted by the detailed narrative of Xenophon.18 So we must
agree with Demand that the traditions about Epameinondas as the
founder of Megalopolis “must be assessed in the light of the well-known
tendency of ancient sources to attach anecdotes to famous men and to
credit them with involvement in any significant events that could in any
way be connected with their lives”.19 In fact, the comment ��� ������ ...

���%�� Y� is best interpreted as a personal judgment by Pausanias. Then
he goes on to substantiate it in the following way: �0������8���� "
.$C�%�� ... ���� �� ,�	 ��	
���� �H��� U� " D��,�	�� D� �!� �)���-

���!�.$C����� ���)���,����
�*9�����$�&���������;,�����
&������ ��%� ��	
����, �P 
������ ���	S���� �# E�
���������� �!�
�P
�����. So we may again conclude with Demand that the traditions
connecting Epameinondas with the synoecism arose from the fact that
Theban troops at one point helped protect the building site.20
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21. Pausanias was well-educated and “extremely well-read”; see Habicht (1985) 142.
22. Xen.Hell. 7.1.23, 39, 4.2; Diod. 15.59.1, 62.2, 67.2.
23. If the Tegean oecist Proxenos is identical with the active Tegean federalist Proxenos

mentioned by Xenophon at Hell. 6.5.6, this line of reasoning is supported; but the iden-
tification of the twoProxenoi depends on the date of the synoecism;Xenophon’s Proxenos
was killed in Tegea before 368, and so the identification is not certain. In general, see
Hornblower (1990a); Hornblower doubts that Tegea could have produced two federalists
by the name of Proxenos; however, at least one more fourth-century carrier of the name
Proxenos is known from Tegea (IG V.2 41.35). But the board of oecists may have been
appointed before Proxenos was killed, though it seems that he was killed during the civil
war which paved the way for Tegea’s entry to the Confederacy.

So the passage ��� ������ ... 
���%�� Y� is a personal statement by
Pausanias, and this of course strengthens the possibility that both some of
the preceding and some of the following statements are in fact the per-
sonal opinions of Pausanias; such judgements will presumably have been
based upon his own wide reading.21

Pausanias knew very well that Epameinondas was not the oecist of the
city, for he goes on with this: �	��$��� �G 
�* a�! �S� ��	
���� �P-

����. Thus the oecists of the citywere chosen by ‘theArkadians’, which
mustmean by theConfederacy. This again shows that the foundationwas
a federal project. Pausanias then lists the oikistai; they were:

from Tegea: Timon and Proxenos
from Mantinea: Lykomedes and Opoleas
from Kleitor: Kleolaos and Akriphios
from Mainalia: Eukampidas and Hieronymos
from Parrhasia: Possikrates and Theoxenos

Pausanias does not state his source for this information, but whereas all
the preceding information could represent his personal assessment of the
situation, there is reason to believe that the list of oecists genuinely reflects
a federal document. The reason for this belief is – in addition to the formal
appearance of the passage – that Lykomedes of Mantinea is known to
have been a prominent federal leader,22 and an obvious choice as oikistes.23

It is thus possible, even probable, that this passage marks a change from
the personal comments of Pausanias to the reproduction of a written
source. But if so, Pausanias does not indicate this, nor does he identify this
possible source.
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After the list of oecists, Pausanias gives a list of the communities al-
legedly relocated intoMegalopolis.He prefaces the listwith the following
sentence: ������ �G ������ U��� "����� a�� �� �	��)��� 
�* ��� �!
> ��� �! E�
��������� ���	��� �'��� �d��� D
����%� D������� �#
��	
���� (follows the list), “Somanywere the citieswhich theArkadians
were eagerly consenting to abandon of out hate of the Lakedaimonians,
in spite of the fact that they were their fatherlands”. This seems to be
Pausanias’ (or his source’s) introductory comment on the list, and ob-
viously it never formed part of a document. From D
����%�wemay infer
that the synoecism is thought of as a physical relocation by which a
number of communities were abandoned, although this idea (being found
in the introductory statement) cannot derive from the actual text of a
federal decree. Furthermore, from the imperfect D������� we cannot
conclude that the communities listed in the decree were, in fact, synoeci-
sed as planned. In other words, from the fact that the Arkadian Confed-
eracy made a decision about which communities were to be synoecised,
it does not follow that this plan was put into effect. For example, even if,
when the decree was passed, it was intended to incoporate all the com-
munities listed, it may in a number of cases have proved impossible for
some reason. This is an extremely important observation and itmeans that
these sections of Pausanias are purely prescriptive and not descriptive.
So between the list of oecists and the list of relocated communities,

both of which have a formal appearance which seem to indicate that they
originate from federal documents, we find an introductory passagewhich
cannot have been a part of a federal document, and which shows that
Pausanias thought of the synoecism as a physical relocation; whether the
alleged decree was put into effect is not clear from this passage.
The communities to be relocated intoMegalopolis were the following,

according to Pausanias:
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Origin and identity of relocated communities according to
8.27.3–4

I
Mainalian communities

1. �����
2. 9���������
3. 0(���
4. O�)�������
5. �A����
6. 9�	����%�
7. =0����8�
8. ��	��������
9. �����
10. E�
���

II
Eutresian communities
11. �	�
������
12. �������
13. q�	���
14. 9������	��
15. :��1���
16. 9�	8	���

III
Aigytan and Skiritan communities
17. �K��
18.�����
19. :	S���
20. 7������
21. E�1
�	��

IV
Parrhasian communities
22. E)
���)	�%�
23. .�
��%�
24. �	���F�������
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24. Nielsen (1996a) 133 with refs.

25. 9	���%�
26. ��
�
�����
27. ��
������
28.��
�	�
29. �����

V
Kynourian communities
30. p�	�)�
31. .����� <;> �	!� E)
�[
32. E)
��W���
33. ���'$	�

VI
D
 �S� �)���������� D� ��	 ����!�
34. .�����
35.�����	���
36. ��1���

VII
Communities of Tripolis
37. :����
38. ������
39. B8��
	��

It was shown above (280–1) that there is good reason to believe that this
list does ultimately depend on epichoric sources. In addition, it has a
formal appearance whichmakes it tempting to assume that Pausanias is in
fact reproducing a source claiming to be the original federal document;
many scholars have concluded that this is indeed the case.24 It should,
however, be noted that Pausanias probably does not reproduce his source
verbatim. At least, it seems to me very striking that the list varies between
toponyms and ethnics to identify the communities to be relocated: 33
communities are listed by toponyms, whereas 6 (underlined above) are
listed by ethnics. This, of course, does not change the value of the in-
formation transmitted, but it does suggest that Pausanias has imposed his
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25. For which seeHägg (1992). The samemay be said for the list of oecists which shows
the same variation: !�S��8��,/������4�,L����
�	%�, !�/�����
�, and�����(	%�. The
only surviving federal document which can be compared with Pausanias in this respect is
IG V.2 1; to the actual text of this decree is appended a list of 50 ����
��
	 from ten
different communities. All subsections of the list are headed by the collective ethnic of the
community, e.g.S���F���,/������
�,]����F���, ���. See alsoDušani�c (1970) 330 n. 111.
26. Paus. 8.27.5: �3 ��� �� ?��
 ��������3� 
v�� �� ���8��� �
 �
��
 ������
� ��"

(����8�
��
 !� ��� /������ ����� (�
��;.
27. Paus. 8.27.5: 
� �#� (���1E�
�� H�� �# ?(�� �# )�1�4� !�����4�.

own linguistic habits upon his source, and thus I would suggest that this
variation between toponyms and ethnics should be seen as a reflection of
Pausanias’ well-known striving for variatio.25 This, in turn, implies that
we should not press the wording of any particular passage unduly, since
the wording is probably that of Pausanias himself, not his source.
Having given the list, Pausanias goes on to comment on the implemen-

tation of the synoecism, i.e. the account changes from prescription to
description. Most of the Arkadians, Pausanias states, accepted the federal
decision and eagerly assembled atMegalopolis.26 This comment, of course,
cannot have formed part of the original federal document. It must either
be a personal statement by Pausanias or taken over from a historiographic
source. If the latter is the case, Pausanias does not name his source.
Pausanias now goes on to modify his opening statement. The E)-


��W���, the �	�
�����%�, the E)
���)	�%� and the �	���F�������
changed their mind (����C������). The reason was, according to Pau-
sanias, that they no longer were prepared to leave their old towns.27 Thus,
it is once again demonstrated that Pausanias thinks of the synoecism as a
complete physical synoecism. Furthermore, we may note that apart from
the imprecise chronological reference implied in >��, Pausanias’ descrip-
tion of the rebellion is without chronological indications, and so we
cannot determine whether this is the same rebellion as the one recorded
by Diodorus as occurring in the year 361, or an initial rebellion passed
over byDiodorus. Furthermore, Pausanias, although he does seem to aim
at identifying all rebellious communities, does not specify which Lykaia
itwas that resisted relocation:was itMainalian orKynourianLykaia?The
best way of explaining these two peculiarities is probably to assume that
Pausanias has lifted his account of the rebellion from a historiographic
source in which the context made the chronology of the rebellion and the
identity of Lykaia clear.
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28. Paus. 8.27.5: 
� ��� ���$� ��" ?�
���� )����< ���I�
��
 !� ��� /������ �����.
29. Realised by Roy et al. (1988) 180.
30. Sallares (1991) 106.

Having identified the rebellious communities, Pausanias goes on to
relate their fates. Some of them were relocated against their will by use of
force,28 while Trapezous ceased to exist, some inhabitants being killed,
others leaving the Peloponnese entirely; the people of Lykosoura were
spared and apparently allowed to remain in their city �$�$�	�� �� 5��
�

�* ������$�. Thus, Lykaia and Trikolonoi were relocated, Trapezous
annihilated, and Lykosoura left in existence. Unfortunately, Pausanias
does not clarify what status Lykosoura enjoyed after this event. All this
informationprobablyderives fromtheunidentifiedhistoriographic source
tentatively assumed as the source in the previous paragraph.
The next section of Pausanias’ textmust be personal commentary, built

upon personal observation in Arkadia of his own day. It runs “Of the
other poleis listed, some are completely deserted in our day (D'’ ;�S�)
and the Megalopolitans hold Gortys, Dipaia, Thisoa by Orchomenos,
Methydrion, Teuthis, Kalliai and Helisson as komai”. Clearly, this is a
comment for which Pausanias is personally responsible; thus, we cannot
use it in our reconstruction since the abandonment of some sites and the
degrading of others to komai need not have happened in the fourth
century,29 but can have happened anywhere in the period from371 (which
is Pausanias’ date for the synoecism) to the time of writing in the late
second century AD. For example, it is generally assumed that the popu-
lation ofArkadia declined in theHellenistic period, and the abandonment
of the sites listed by Pausanias may well have happened in connection
with this.30 So, matters are far from simple!
Having listed the communities surviving as komai, Pausanias goes on

to comment onPallantion andAlipheira.AboutPallantionhe states:���$
�G D2 �(�S� 9��������� >������ Y	� +�����	�) ���	W���� 
�* ����
�������. This is an enigmatic statement. First, it is unclear what the
chronological reference of ���� is. It can hardly be a reference to the re-
bellion, in which Pallantion did not participate. Nor can it really be a
reference to the time of foundation, since the logic of Pausanias’ exposi-
tion this far prompts the conclusion that it was actually synoecised.
Rather we should see in ���� a reference to the period indicated by D'’
;�S�, i.e. a reference to Pausanias’ own day. This would also explain the
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31. So Jost, Comm. ad loc.
32. Paus. 8.27.7, transl. byW.H.S. Jones (Loeb): �
4� �� �������� (� �������8�����

!� )�1=� ����� (�F� ��" !� ���� �
�	[�(-��.

otherwise completely obscure statement +�����	�) ���	W���� ... ��-
�����. This is probably to be understood in opposition to the com-
munities degraded to komai, and so Pausanias seems – in a very idiosyn-
cratic way – to be saying that Pallantion was a polis and not a kome in his
day. This interpretation is borne out by 8.43.1, where it is stated that
Antoninus Pius changed the status of Pallantion from that of kome to that
of polis. So, the comment about Pallantion is a personal comment of
Pausanias’ and does not reflect the synoecism. But 
�* is perhaps an
indication that Pallantion was treated leniently also at another occasion,
which then ought to be the time of foundation.31 If so, the train of
thoughts is really awkward and if accepted it would mean that Pausanias
knew of more modifications to the plan he outlines that appears from his
account of the rebellion.
About Alipheira Pausanias makes this statement: “Alipheira has

continued to be regarded as a city from the beginning to the present
day”.32 This, of course, is a statement for which Pausanias is personally
responsible and it must reflect his personal observations in imperial
Arkadia. Whether the historical claim ‘from the beginning to the present
day’ is true we cannot decide on the basis of Pausanias’ text, but the
statement does support the idea that Pausanias knew of more modifica-
tions to the original plan than he indicates in his account of the rebellion,
and the passage does seem to suggest that Pausanias was prepared to
accept that not all communities in the list he gives were actually synoeci-
sed. But since Alipheira is the only case singled out by Pausanias (unless
Pallantion is a similar case), the presumption is that he was of the opinion
that Alipheira was unique in remaining a polis from the time of the
synoecism andonwards.And thismeans that the synoecised communities
lost their polis status, something we would conclude anyway, since they
were abandoned according to Pausanias.
Pausanias ends by giving the date of the synoecism. He does so by

giving the battle of Leuktra as a post quem, the Athenian archon-date, and
an Olympic date. His date is 371. Pausanias does not give his source or
sources, and it/they need not be the same as the historiographic source
identified above.
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33. It should be emphasised here that I have chosen the reconstructions by Roy and
Moggi for their merits and because when confronted they bring out clearly the problems
at issue here.

To sum up: Pausanias’ description of the founding of Megalopolis is a
mixture of personal comments and a reproduction of one or more
unidentifiable historiographic sources or documents, and it contains both
prescription and description. Pausanias has imposed his own linguistic
habits upon his material, and the result is that his statements sometimes
border on the unintelligible. He believes the synoecism to have been a
complete physical relocation, but the passages in which this view is ex-
pressed may all be personal statements or derived from a historiographic
source and not a document. The passages which must derive either from
historiographic sources or documents are: (a) the list of oecists, (b) the list
of relocated communities, and (c) the account of the rebellion. In the pres-
ent context the important conclusion is that the list of relocated com-
munities seems to be derived from an actual document, presumably via a
historiographic source. An important observation is that the synoecism
was not carried out as originally planned though it is a little unclear pre-
cisely how many modifications of the original plan Pausanias knew.

2. The Main Interpretations of the Evidence

The crucial question in the present context is which communities ceased
to be poleis by being absorbed by the synoecism. To answer this question
we must obviously know which communities were affected by the syn-
oecism. But, as we have seen, there is, apparently, a glaring conflict be-
tween our sources on precisely this question: according to Diodorus
twenty communities of theMainalians and the Parrhasianswere absorbed
by the synoecism, but according to Pausanias the synoecismwas planned
to absorb no less than thirty nine communities from seven different
political groupings.
How do we solve this problem? In the end I believe that we have to

throw up our hands in despair; it is, however, possible to outline different
possibilities. The best way of doing this is by giving a critical review of the
reconstructions proposed by two different scholars.33
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34. Roy (1968a) 147.
35. Roy (1968a) 146. Roy has restated his view that Pausanias’ list is derived from an

authentic fourth-century document in Roy (1996) 107 n. 3.
36. Roy (1968a) 159.
37. Roy (1968a) 159. If the territory of Megalopolis really covered the areas listed in

Pausanias, the size of the territory will have amounted altogether to ca. 1,500 km2 (see Roy
et al. [1988] 179).
38. Roy (1968a) 166.
39. Roy (1968a) 159.
40. Roy (1968a) 160.
41. Roy (1968a) 159–66.

1. An ambitious, but unstable synoecism

In his dissertation of 1968 Roy paid considerable attention to the syn-
oecism and he has published several studies on related themes since then.
Roy believes that Pausanias’ testimony “is more reliable than Diodo-
rus’”,34 and that his list genuinely reproduces “the original list, drawn up
by the Arcadian League, of communities whose inhabitants were to be
transplanted to the new city”.35 However, inside the area covered by the
list were other communities, such asHaimoniai, notmentioned in the list.
Roy proposes that “it must have been intended to leave them as sub-
ordinate communities within Megalopolitan territory”.36 In addition, he
believes that although it may initially have been intended to leave only
some specified settlements inhabited, “Megalopolis, given the size of its
territory, clearly needed subordinate communities apart from the city”,
and assumes that remnants of populations remained behind even in the re-
located communities.37

Roy assumes that the communities absorbed byMegalopolis, although
remaining inhabited, were degraded to subordinate, second-order settle-
ments “positively dependent on Megalopolis”.38 In other words: a com-
munity incorporated into Megalopolis lost its polis status. But since (at
least some of) the relocated communities remained inhabited it was pos-
sible for them to regain their independence and re-emerge as poleis.39 Roy
reviews the post-synoecism histories of Pallantion (a special case thought
to have escaped inclusion),40 Lykosoura, Methydrion, Alipheira, Asea,
Dipaia, Kortys, Teuthis and Thisoa, all of which act as poleis after the
synoecism.41 Some of them, such as Asea, Dipaia, Kortys, Teuthis and
Thisoa, were – presumably – liberated by a reform carried by Philopoi-
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men around 200.42 Others, such asMethydrion,43 re-emerged as poleis for
unknown reasons, but presumably because they were situated at a
considerable distance from Megalopolis.44

Roy thinks that the foundation of Megalopolis was a complicated pro-
cess which covered the period from 368–361 and takes the suppression of
the rebellion in 361 to be “the turning-point, for the synoecism was then
completed and stabilised”.45 This helps to explainwhy somecommunities,
such as the ‘tribal state’ of the Kynourians, appear in the troubled period
368–361.46 After 361 they disappear.
Roy’s view can thus be summarised as follows: Pausanias’ list reflects

a genuine federal document listing the communities which it had been
decreed to abandon, whereas other communities known to have existed
within the area covered by the list do not appear in the list because it had
been decided that they were to remain inhabited. The foundation was a
rather long and complicated process which ended only in 361 with the
suppression of a rebellion. Some communities, such asPallantion, escaped
incorporation in the synoecism, but eventually the territory ofMegalopo-
lis really covered the area indicated by Pausanias’ list. However, because
of the huge size of the territory, it was necessary to let a number of com-
munities, such asMethydrion, remain inhabited. Someof the communities
thus left in existence were later able to re-emerge as poleis, but the ‘tribal
states’ disappeared as a consequence of the synoecism. The synoecism
thus meant the creation of a giant polis. However, the structure of the
territory created quite a lot of political tension between the new city and
its second-order settlements, some of which occasionally broke away and
reestablished themselves as poleis again. So the creation of Megalopolis
meant that a new dynamic appeared in Arkadian political history. The
inclusion of communities which had earlier been Spartan perioikic com-
munities, such as Skiritis, meant that the city was doomed to eternal
conflict with Sparta.
On its own terms, this is in fact a coherent reconstruction. It is, for

instance, not a serious problem that Roy assumes that some settlements
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were deliberately left inhabited and others remained inhabited even
though it had been formally decided to abandon them. Admittedly, it was
shown above that both Diodorus and Pausanias appear to think of the
synoecism as a complete physical relocation. However, it was also shown
that the idea of a complete physical relocation occurs in passages for
which Diodorus and Pausanias are probably personally responsible and
which cannot derive from any official document. Furthermore, it must be
admitted that the idea of a territory measuring ca. 1,500 km2 and empty
of second-order settlements cannot be taken seriously. That the Megalo-
politan territory needed second-order settlements is clear from the work
of Jost.47 A comparison with Attika may serve to underline this point.
Attika measures ca. 2,500 km2. The urban focus was of course the city of
Athens.But even though in theClassical periodmanyAtheniansprobably
did not live in their deme of origin, most demeswere probably centred on
an inhabited ‘village’48. This means that Attika will have had more than a
hundred second-order settlements, which was clearly essential for the ex-
ploitation of the land. It thus goes without saying that Megalopolis too
will have needed second-order settlements. Furthermore, such a second-
order settlement has been found, preciselyHaimoniai, and it seems not to
have been affected by the synoecism, but to have declined only in the
Hellenistic period,49 at which time a drop in the Arkadian population is
normally assumed.50

So the assumption of a settlement pattern that differs from the one our
sources seem to imagine is unproblematical. This, of course, is important
since the assumption of several inhabited sites in theMegalopolitis is vital
to Roy’s reconstruction. Likewise the assumption that Megalopolis, like
Rome, was not built in a day is unproblematical; Diodorus actually states
that the synoecism was not complete before 361 and Pausanias’ account
of a rebellion is without chronological indication and may be the same as
Diodorus’ rebellion.This assumption furthermorehas the great advantage
of being able to explain why the Kynourians and the Mainalians occur in
a source side by side with Megalopolis in the 360s: they may have been
among the last to be synoecised. Thus, it was actually the synoecism
which spelled the end of ‘tribalism’ in Arkadia.
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The weakness of Roy’s reconstruction is that it does not demonstrate
convincingly why Pausanias’ testimony should be preferred to that of
Diodorus. Surely, the idea that Pausanias really reproduces the original
federal decree whereas Diodorus does not, is not supported by any con-
clusive evidence. There is, however, one argument which could be used in
favour of Pausanias. As we saw, Diodorus’ account is very short and does
not aimat comprehensiveness. Joneshas suggested thatDiodorus’ account
is simply an abbreviation of the account given by Pausanias, or in other
words, that they follow the same source.51 If so, Diodorus will probably
have named only the most prominent of the synoecised communities.
Now, when the Megalopolitan phyletic system was reformed, probably
shortly after 223,52 there appear a ')�< �������� and a ')�< 9�	-
	����.53 This suggests that these twogroups enjoyed a favouredposition
in Megalopolitan traditions, possibly because they had provided the
majority of the relocated populations. It is exactly the Mainalians and
Parrhasians who are mentioned by Diodorus. So the idea that Diodorus
simply gives an abbreviated version of the source which Pausanias
reproduces more fully is attractive, and if accepted it eliminates the need
to argue in favour of Pausanias. Another way of putting this is to say that
Pausanias’ account of which communities were (to be) relocated is
basically prescriptivewhereas Diodorus’ is descriptive and incomplete. It
may thus be assumed that they illuminate two different aspects of the
synoecism: Pausanias’ emphasis is primarily on the ambitious plan,
whereas Diodorus simply describes what happened without aiming at
comprehensiveness; there need not be any contradiction between these
two sources.
Finally, the assumption that communities absorbedbyMegalopolis lost

their polis statusmay need some comment. In general, this seems to be the
accepted idea.54 It may be correct. But it should at least be pointed out
that synoecisms are known in which the synoecising parties did not lose
their polis status.55 Whether the communities which were situated in the
territory ofMegalopolis after the synoecismwere all degraded to second-
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order settlements thatwere entirelydependent onMegalopolis orwhether
some of them remained poleis, albeit dependent poleis inside the territory
of the Great City, cannot be decided from present evidence. But let us
consider the case of Lykosoura. According to Pausanias the people of
Lykosoura were allowed to remain in their city. But after the synoecism
Lykosoura must have been situated in the territory ofMegalopolis. What
was its status? The first source which mentions Lykosoura after the
synoecism is a recently published decree found in Messene, dating to the
period 223–190. It is an honorary decree passed by the polis of Lykosoura
for the sculptor Damophon of Messene, which refers to Lykosoura as
polis six times, uses the city-ethnic five times, refers to ������ �# ���%���,
mentions an #�	� C�)��, and contains a grant of proxeny.56 Thus Ly-
kosoura was clearly a polis in the political sense in 223–190. It is not
impossible that Lykosourawas a polis right from synoecism onwards, but
due to a lack of evidence on the topic we cannot determine this. But it is
of course equally possible that Lykosoura, like others perhaps, only re-
emerged as polis in a specific context long after the synoecism. The sack
of Megalopolis by king Kleomenes of Sparta in 223 may, for example,
have made such a re-emergence possible.
So, Roy’s reconstruction does actuallywork. In the present context the

main problem created by it is that we cannot use it to point to the com-
munities which lost their polis status as a consequence of the synoecism;
we can only say that they must be sought among the communities listed
by Pausanias.57 Megalopolis of course had a history after the synoecism
and to see the re-emergence of some communities as poleis in a diachroni-
cal perspective is quite attractive.
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2. An initially limited but expanding synoecism

Whereas Roy’s reconstruction centres on the testimony of Pausanias,
Moggi builds his reconstruction primarily onDiodorus. To put it briefly,
Moggi belives that the original synoecism comprised only Mainalian,
Eutresian, and Parrhasian communities, but that once created,Megalopo-
lis grew to be an expansive city which around 200 laid claim to all the
communities listed in Pausanias.58 In other words, the testimony of Dio-
dorus reflects the original synoecism, whereas the list preserved in
Pausanias – though it includes the sites originally relocated – is a later
forgery created to justifyMegalopolitan claims to areas acquired after the
initial synoecism. He argues as follows:

I. Arguments in favour of Diodorus Siculus
(1) A number of sources seem to indicate that the synoecism originally
affected only the ‘tribal’ groupings of the Eutresians, the Mainalians, and
the Parrhasians. These sources are the following:
(a)The list of oecists. According to Pausanias the oecists ofMegalopolis

were the following:

Oecists Origin of oecists
Lykomedes and Hopoleas Mantinea
Timon and Proxenos Tegea
Kleolaos and Akriphios Kleitor
Eukampidas and Hieronymos Mainalia
Possikrates and Theoxenos Parrhasia

There is no difficulty in explainingwhyMantinea, Tegea andKleitorwere
represented on the board of oecists: theywere themost powerful poleis of
Arkadia and without them there would have been no federation and no
synoecism. But if the synoecism was as comprehensive as indicated by
Pausanias, it is difficult to explain why only two of the seven synoecising
groups were represented on the board. On the other hand, the testimony
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of Diodorus matches the oecist list perfectly, since he names exactly the
Parrhasians and the Mainalians.59

(b) The list of �����	,� appended to the Phylarchos decree. The
Phylarchos decree (IGV.2 1) is a proxeny decree passed by the Arkadian
Confederacy in the 360s (probably in 366–363).60 To the actual text of the
decree is appended a catalogue of federal officials (�����	,�); the cata-
logue is organised on the basis of the origin of the officials. The list con-
tains 50 names and is probably complete.61 The catalogue can be summar-
ised as follows:

Number of damiorgoi Origin of damiorgoi
5 Tegea
3 Mainalia
2 Lepreon
10 Megalopolis
5 Mantinea
5 Kynouria
5 Orchomenos
5 Kleitor
5 Heraia
5 Thelphousa

Clearly, five damiorgoi is the norm. Moggi emphasises two points:
(i) Kynouria is present in the catalogue with a full quota, whereas the

Mainalians appear with a reduced quota; from this he concludes that the
Kynourians had not been affected by the synoecism, but that Mainalia
“avevaparzialmente contribuito al sinecismoed avevapertanto subitouna
riduzione”.62
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(ii) The Parrhasians and the Eutresians are not represented at all, from
which he concludes that they had been absorbed by the synoecism.63

This again leads to the conclusion that the communities absorbed by
the synoecism belonged to the Eutresians, the Mainalians and the Parrh-
asians, and thus Diodorus is again supported against Pausanias.
(c) The ‘tribal’ affiliations of the rebellious communities. The ‘tribal’

affiliations of the rebellious communities recorded by Pausanias at 8.27.5
may be said to support the idea that the synoecism affected only Eutresia,
Parrhasia and Mainalia:

Rebellious community Tribal affiliation of rebel
Lykaia Mainalia
Trikolonoi Eutresia
Lykosoura Parrhasia
Trapezous Parrhasia

On the assumption that only those communities affected by the syn-
oecism would have rebelled against it, we have here another indication
that the synoecism affected those areas mentioned by Diodorus.64

(d) The ‘synoecism of the gods’. Drawing on Nilsson,65 Moggi suggests
that the heavy concentration of Parrhasian cults featured in Pausanias’
description of Megalopolis indicates that this area was synoecised;66 the
cults referred to are those of Apollon Parrhasios (originating on Mount
Lykaion which was in Parrhasia), Demeter and Kore (from Trapezous or
Lykosoura), Hera, Apollon, and the Muses (from Trapezous), and Zeus
Lykaios (from Mount Lykaion).
(2) On the assumption that the synoecism truly involved a complete

physical relocation, Moggi makes the observation that, according to
Pausanias, not a single community of Eutresia, Parrhasia or western
Mainalia survived the synoecism as a physical settlement, and in this he
sees a reflection of the supposed fact that the original synoecism involved
exactly and only these areas, as stated by Diodorus.67 On the other hand,
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the communities that actually existed in Pausanias’ day belong to the areas
excluded by Diodorus and included by Pausanias only: eastern Mainalia
(i.e. Pallantion, Helisson and Dipaia),68 Kynouria, and the synteleia of
Orchomenos. So, Moggi takes the settlement pattern of the late second
century AD to support the idea that the synoecism involved a complete
physical relocation that affected only the areas mentioned by Diodorus.
(3)Combining all these observationsMoggi suggests that the following

communities were absorbed by Megalopolis:

Eutresian Mainalian Parrhasian
1. Trikolonoi 7. Oresthasion 12. Lykosoura
2. Zoiteion 8. Peraitheis 13. Thokneis
3. Chairisia 9. Lykaia 14. Trapezous
4. Ptolederma 10. Soumateion 15. Proseis
5. Knauson 11. Haimoniai 16. Akakesion
6. Paroreia 17. Akontion

18. Makaria
19. Dasea
20. Thisoa
21. Basilis

In thiswayhe produces an almost perfect correspondencewithDiodorus.

II. Arguments in favour of later expansion reflected in Pausanias
(1a) On the assumption that the communities originally absorbed by the
synoecism (which, in any case, he considers to have been entirely aban-
doned and thus no longer in existence) had no legal justification for aspir-
ing to polis status again, Moggi draws attention to a passage in Plutarch’s
Life of Philopoimen (13.5): ... ?������$� &����$��� ������ �S� ��	�-
��
��� 
��S�, ��,��� ����2�� h� �( �)������)� �(�G U��� D2 &	 ��
D
����. He takes this passage to prove that Megalopolis had expanded
after theoriginal synoecismand subjugated communitieswhichhencefor-
ward could be said to have a justified claim to independent polis-status.69

(1b) Assuming that the communities liberated by Philopoimen can be
identified by a combination of Pausanias’ list and the Achaian federal
bronze coinages issued by cities found in that list,70 Moggi identifies the
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following communities as later acquisitions of Megalopolis: from eastern
Mainalia: Pallantion, Asea, and Dipaia (to which we may actually add
Helisson)71; fromKynouria:Alipheira andKortys; from theOrchomenian
synteleia: Methydrion, Teuthis and Thisoa.72 These communities appear
only in Pausanias’ list, and Moggi goes on to show that many of them
show polis behaviour subsequent to the original synoecism.73 Further-
more, Moggi is able to show that Aigytis and Skiritis may also be later
acquistions of Megalopolis.74

(2) On the basis of two passages in Livy,75 Moggi proposes that ca. 200
there existed a false decree claiming to be the original decree by which
Megalopolis was founded,76 “lo stesso decreto che sta alla base del
raccontodiPausania”.This decreewas forged after theoriginal synoecism
in order to justify the later expansion of the Great City, and it proved its
usefulness in the negotiations with Philip V of Makedonia.77 The decree
contained as much authentic material as possible,78 and this, of course, is
why Diodorus’ account looks like an abbreviation of Pausanias’.

Moggi’s reconstruction is a fascinating piece of scholarly work. It ac-
counts for all the evidence we have and produces a clear picture of a new
hegemonicArkadian polis resembling fifth-centuryMantinea a great deal.
It is thus very tempting to accept it in its entirety, as Demand (1990) 113
does. It deserves the following comments:

General remark. Moggi’s reconstruction is built on the unstated assump-
tion that if Pausanias’ decree is the original one, it must have been im-
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plemented. There is no basis at all for this in Pausanias’ text, as demon-
strated above. The passage from Livy (32.5.4–5) seems to show that a
decree similar to the one found in Pausanias was in existence around 200.
It may have been the genuine decree, but it need not have been put into
effect. In fact, Livy does not state that it was ever implemented, but
simply that it included Alipheira. Polybios’ claim that Alipheira was D2
&	 �� a part of Megalopolis79 also points in the direction of a document
that included Alipheira. But it does not prove that it was ever implemen-
ted. Now, this is extremely important, for if we regard Pausanias’ decree
as a genuine document, but one which was never fully implemented, all
Moggi’s arguments lose their weight. But since we cannot prove the
authenticity of ‘Pausanias’ decree’ beyond doubt,Moggi’smodel remains
a possibility. Moggi’s model, however, is also built on the unstated
assumption that Diodorus describes a synoecism which was carried out
in the way it was planned, and for this, too, there is no support in the text.
It may thus be said that the two central assumptions of the model are not
supported by the evidence. In addition, the following specific points
should be mentioned:

Re I.1.a: This is undoubtedly Moggi’s best argument. There are,
however, two serious problems: first, the Eutresians are not represented
on the board of oecists.WithMoggi’smodel, they ought to have provided
oecists. Moggi believes that the Eutresians were a dependency of the
Mainalians, and assumes that this is why they had no oecists.80 But as
Moggi himself realises there is no evidencewhatsoever to support the idea
that the Eutresians were a dependency of the Mainalians,81 and so the
problem remains. Second, the Eutresians – who Moggi believes were
synoecised – are not mentioned by Diodorus. Moggi supposes that it is
either by mistake or because of their insignificance that Diodorus has left
them out.82 Since Diodorus is far from being comprehensive, this is per-
haps a minor problem, but for Moggi it remains nonetheless.

Re I.1.b: The two parts of this argument do not carry equal weight,
since appearance in the damiorgic catalogue is a great dealmore significant
than non-appearance. Roy has recently noted that “the damiorgoi, as they
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appear here, are a puzzle.”83 The problem is that many Arkadian com-
munities do not appear in the catalogue, even though they are known to
or are likely to have been members of the federation: Stymphalos was
clearly a member of the federation since one of its citizens, Aineias Stym-
phalios, is known tohaveoccupied themost important federalmagistracy,
that of strategos.84However, Stymphalos does not appear in the damiorgic
catalogue. Furthermore, it is highly likely that by 369 all of Arkadia was
united in the federation, but nevertheless we do not find communities
such as Phigaleia, Pheneos, Alea, Lousoi, Kynaitha, Psophis, etc. in the
damiorgic catalogue.85 The inescapable conclusion is that non-appearance
in the damiorgic board does not prove anything about a community’s
standing. Thus, the Phylarchos decree does not prove that Eutresia and
Parrhasia had ceased to exist.
Appearance in the damiorgic board is however another matter. Ap-

pearance must be taken as proof of existence, and that means that a
community appearing in the catalogue cannot have been absorbed by
Megalopolis at the time when the decree was passed, i.e. probably 366–
363. Since it is reasonable to take five damiorgoi as the norm, it follows
that the reducedMainalian quota of only threemust be significant, andwe
ought to followMoggi in assuming that at least at the time of the passing
of the decree only a part of Mainalia can have been absorbed by Megalo-
polis. As shown above (415), this does not conflict with Diodorus. So it
is a possible conclusion that Mainalia was only partially synoecised. But,
it serves to underline, again, how incomplete Diodorus is.
Likewise it is a possible conclusion that Kynouria was not synoecised

at all: we know of only four Kynourian communities,86 and since the
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Kynourians appearwith a full quota it is reasonable to assume that all four
were still in existence, in which case they cannot have been synoecised, at
least not at the time when the decree was passed. However, if we view the
synoecism as a process rather than as an event these considerations lose
much of their force, since in that case all we can deduce from the dami-
orgic catalogue is that at the time when the decree was passed the syn-
oecism was still not completed.
So this argument only carries weight in so far as it may be interpreted

to point in the same direction as the oecistic catalogue, i.e. if it has any
weight, it is cumulative.

Re I.1.c: There are two minor problems with this argument. The first
is that Moggi takes for granted that the rebellious Lykaia is theMainalian
community; therewas, however, a homonymousKynourian community.
If the rebellious Lykaia was the Kynourian one, the argument collapses.
There is no way of knowing which Lykaia Pausanias is referring to.
Second, it does not follow that the synoecism affected only Eutresia,
Parrhasia, and part of Mainalia just because the rebellious communities
can reasonably be supposed to belong to these areas. Other communities
may havewelcomed their relocation. So again, if this argument carries any
weight, it is cumulative.

Re I.1.d: It cannot be denied that the concentration of Parrhasian cults
in Megalopolis is striking; to the cults mentioned byMoggi we may even
add the temple of ParrhasianApollonAkakesios.87However, nobodywill
deny that the Parrhasians were among the chief contributors to the
synoecism. But other cults of the general area of southern Arkadia are
found duplicated in Megalopolis,88 and so this line of inquiry – however
interesting in its own right – does not contribute positively to the question
under scrutiny in the present context.

Re I.2: This is a very weak argument. It was shown above in the
discussion of Roy’s reconstruction that the idea of an empty territory
must be abandoned, and in the discussion of Pausanias’ testimony it was
pointed out that it is not legitimate to use the settlement pattern of Roman
imperial Arkadia to reconstruct the synoecism.



442 Transformation

89. Errington (1969) 91. Chantraine (1972) 182 has since shown that the coins in
question post-date 190; thus the series did not exist prior to Philopoimen’s reform, and so
we cannot know whether they were subsequently struck as a consequence of that reform.

But even acceptingMoggi’s assumptions, this argument can be refuted.
Moggi claims that Haimoniai and Lykosoura were both synoecised; they
thus ought, on his own premises, to have been abandoned at the event of
the synoecism and to have disappeared. However, as shown above,
Lykosoura was surely inhabited and even a polis in 223–190, and
Haimoniai (situated very close to the city and as far as we know not
associated with any particularly important sanctuary as Lykosoura was)
was not abandoned as a consequence of the synoecism.

Re II.1a+b: As explained above, we have no information about the
status of the relocated communities after the synoecism; the case of
Lykosoura shows that we cannot even exclude the possibility that some
persisted as dependent poleis inside Megalopolitan territory. So Moggi’s
reconstruction of the legal status of the relocated communities must be
abandoned. That of course somewhat weakens the idea that only
communities not included the original synoecism would aspire to polis-
status again.
However, no matter whether the statement from Plutarch (�( �)�-

�����)� �(�G U��� D2 &	 �� D
���� [quoted above s.v. II.1a]) is his-
torically true or not, the passage is important, because it shows that it was
possible to claim that Megalopolis around 200 controlled territory which
had not originally belonged to it. If we judge from Plutarch alone the
reform even seems to have been carried, and this indicates, at least in my
opinion, that Megalopolis probably did expand after the original syn-
oecism. In so far as this is accepted, it confirms Moggi’s overall idea.

Re II.1b: Errington has set forth several reasons why it is impossible to
identify those communities liberated by Philopoimen from the federal
coinage.89 So, this line of argument must be dropped.

Re II.2: Clearly, there existed ca. 200 a decree resembling the one used
by Pausanias. On the basis of the cumulative weight of the arguments
I.1.a–c and II.1a, we cannot exclude the possibility that it was a forgery as
Moggi claims.However, positive proof that it was a forgery is impossible.
It may just as well have been the original, but never fully implemented
decree.



The Effects of the Synoecism 443

3. The Effects of the Synoecism on the Arkadian Polis
Structure: the Post-Synoecism History of some of

the Communities Listed by Pausanias

As we have seen, it is possible to reconstruct two different and almost
diametrically opposed models for the synoecism of Megalopolis: ac-
cording to the first model, the synoecism hadmore or less the dimensions
postulated by the list found in Pausanias, but itwas an unstable synoecism
which did not really succeed in uniting this enormous area and through-
out its history it suffered fromnumerous defections bywhich constituent
communities broke away and constituted themselves as poleis once again.
According to the second model, the initial synoecism was rather limited,
but successful, and meant the creation of a new hegemonic poliswhich in
the course of its history grew to claim all the communities listed by
Pausanias. What are the implications of these two models for the polis
structure of Arkadia after the synoecism?
If we accept Roy’s reconstruction, the ‘tribal states’ disappeared as a

consequence of the synoecism, sincewe can regard the Phylarchos decree,
which is the last document referring to any ‘tribal state’ as an existing
entity, as belonging to a phase where the synoecism was in the process of
being implemented. On this model the synoecism spelled the end of one
of the truly distinctive features of the polis structure of Classical Arkadia.
If we acceptMoggi’s reconstruction, then the whole of the ‘tribal state’

of the Kynourians survived the synoecism, and the Mainalians survived
it but suffered losses. With this model we cannot regard the synoecism as
such to be the phenomenon responsible for the disappearance of all the
‘tribal states’; instead, we must seek other explanations. Some other
possible explanationswere reviewed above (ChapterVII, 304–6).But even
with Moggi’s model the synoecism may be said to have been the factor
responsible for the dissolution of the Mainalian ‘tribal state’, since it was
probably a seriously weakened Mainalia which survived the synoecism.
But we still have to account for the dissolution of the Kynourian ‘tribal
state’. With Moggi’s model, later expansion by Megalopolis is, of course,
the obvious solution to this problem.
The non-tribal poleis appearing in Pausanias’ list, i.e. those of the

Tripolis and the Orchomenian synteleia, were, in Roy’s model, also
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90. Since there is no obvious way of organising this account, I have simply arranged it
by alphabetical order. Three minor pieces of possible evidence may be pointed out here:
an entry in the great third-century list of theorodokoi from Delphi is sometimes restored
to read: !� �[��]%�[	�]� (see IG V.2 xxxvii l.59); this restoration is, J. Oulhen has assured
me, possible, but he himself refrains from proposing any restoration. If the reading is
accepted, we would have to class Paroria as possibly a polis in the late third century.
Oulhen has proposed the restoration: [!� B�?]�85 in the Delphic catalogue col. II, l. 113;
if accepted we would have to class Eutaia as possibly a polis as well. Finally, Theopompos
mentioned Lykaia (which one is uncertain) (see [FGrHist 115] fr. 244); Jacoby ad loc.
(followed by Roy [1968a] 160) believed that this fragment comes from a part of the work
which relates to the year 337; since it is not impossible that Theopompos used the term
polis (the fragment survives in Steph. Byz.), we should class a Lykaia as possibly a polis.
91. 273 is argued by Schwertfeger (1973), followed by IPArk no. 24, p. 279; SEG dates

it “s.IIIa p. post.”; Roy (1972f) 44 dates it to 199/8 or later.

incorporated intoMegalopolis at the time of its foundation. Any of these
communities appearing as poleis after the synoecismmay be thought of as
symptoms of Megalopolitan weakness.
With Moggi’s model, the apperance of some of the Mainalians, the

Kynourians and the other communities in Pausanias’ list may be taken to
imply the success of the new city. If any of these communities appears as
a polis after the synoecism, it means either (1) that it had not yet been
subjected by Megalopolis, or (2) that it had been subjected but had
defected again, or (3) if it is one of the communities (such as Lykosoura)
thought to have been relocated in 368, that the original synoecism suffered
a crisis at the time in question. The best we can do is to give a succinct
review of the post-synoecism histories of the communities listed by
Pausanias, focusing on the question of their polis status and spelling out
the conclusions to be drawn according to Roy and Moggi.90

Alipheira. Alipheira,which in the ‘tribal’ periodbelonged to theKynouri-
ans, is well-attested as a polis after the synoecism. The most important
evidence is found in an inscription from Alipheira itself, which records
measures taken to restore order after a period of civic unrest (SEG 25
447). The date of the inscription is not securely established, and the dates
proposed vary from 273 to the second half of the third century to the
190s.91 Since the decree is in pure Arkadian dialect, and since the dialect
fell out of use in the second century, but was still commonly used in the
third, we should probably accept a date in the third century, but more
precision seems impossible. The decree describes Alipheira as a polis (in
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92. �����: l. 4, 9, 18bis; magistrates: �3� �� ����
��3� �3� ���" X��
�$��� ��" 1��
-
���
� �3� ���" X��
������; �������: l. 22. For an undated grant of proxeny by Phigaleia
to a citizen of Alipheira, see Arapogianni (2001) 304.
93. See commentary to SEG 25 449.
94. IvO 48.
95. IG V.2 xxxvii l. 28; for the date, see Perlman (1995) 148.
96. Boeck describes the monument:Monumentum est victoribus militibus qui in aliqua

pugna ceciderant extructum.

the political sense) four times, mentions two boards of magistrates, and
refers to people in exile.92

Two other inscriptions of the late third/early second century – also
found at Alipheira – confirm that Alipheira acted as a polis after the syn-
oecism. One, SEG 25 448, is a decree of uncertain substance, but it refers
to �W	�����	 �W	 �[S�����'��	���], to���%��� and to �! ��
����	���.
The second, SEG 25 449, is very fragmentary, but has been interpreted to
be an arbitrium de finibus Aliphiraeorum et Lepreatarum.93 If correct, it
proves that Alipheira at this time had its own territory.
From Olympia comes an inscription of the third century;94 it is ex-

tremely mutilated, but has been interpreted as a record of arbitration
between Alipheira andHeraia. If correct, it proves that Alipheira acted as
a state. Furthermore, Alipheira had a Delphic theorodokos in the 220s.95

Finally,CIG 1936 is aHellenistic catalogue of somekind; it begins after
the fracture by listingArkadians.The firstman listed remains anonymous,
but his ethnic can be read; it is ����'$	���.96 We must conclude that the
epigraphical records show Alipheira as a polis after the synoecism, and
that it does not show Alipheira as a part of Megalopolis. The problem
with the epigraphical record is its lack of chronological precision. On
balance, however, it seems likely that all the inscriptions reflect the second
half of the third century, or are later.
When we move to the literary record, things change slightly. The most

important passage is found in Polybios at 4.77.10. Polybios tells us that
the Megalopolitan tyrant Lydiadas had, for private reasons, handed over
to the Eleians �<� �S� ����'��	��� �����, �V��� D2 &	 �� ��	
����

�* ��,��������. The text is clearly corrupt and Polybios does not
elsewhere use the formMegalopolis (in contrast toMegale polis). But any
emendation which takes account of the MS presence of Megalopolis in
this passage should produce a text which describes Alipheira as a part of
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97. The Loeb text reads: 
k(�� !� )�1=� 2�’ ������	�� ��" /������ �����;
Schweighauser reads: (�����
 (�� !� )�1=� �*� ������	�� ��" /������
���; Buettner-
Wobst deletes Megalopolis: 
k(�� !� )�1=� 2�’ ������	�� [��" /������
���] and so
does de Foucault; but to remove Megalopolis completely from the passage is very un-
satisfactory in the light of Livy 28.8.6 & 32.5.4–5, quoted above in 438 n. 75.
98.Head,Hist. num.2 418; formembership of theAchaianConfederacy as proof of polis

status, see Nielsen (1996a) 158–9.
99. This entails accepting a very low date for SEG 25 447.

Megalopolis97 which is in any case the inference to be made from the fact
that Lydiadas controlled the city. So Polybios too thought of Alipheira as
a polis, but presumably as one subjected to Megalopolis. From the pas-
sages in Livy quoted above (438) it appears thatMegalopolis did lay claim
to Alipheira at the end of the third century. Consequently, in contra-
distinction to the epigraphical record, the literary record does connect
Alipheira with Megalopolis. Lydiadas’ gift of Alipheira to the Eleians
must belong to the early part of the second half of the third century.
Finally, the numismatic record shows Alipheira as a member of the

Achaian Confederacy in the second century.98

If we follow Roy, we must explain this evidence in the following way:
Alipheirawas a constituent part ofMegalopolis fromca. 361 until the time
when Lydiadas handed it over to the Eleians.99 This was a crucial event in
the post-synoecism history of the city, and after that date it strove to
remain independent of Megalopolis and was often successful in this
respect.
If we followMoggi, wemust explain the evidence in the followingway:

until the time when Lydiadas gave away Alipheira, we cannot prove that
it was subjected to Megalopolis; Polybios’ statement that the city was D2
&	 �� ... a�! ...��,��������, if the text is accepted, cannot be considered
impartial, since he was himself aMegalopolitan. If we accept an early date
for SEG 25 447, we have proof that in the first half of the third century
Alipheira acted as a polis independent of Megalopolis. It must then have
been subjected by Megalopolis some time after 273.

Asea. The evidence for Mainalian Asea after the synoecism is very sparse.
However, it appears from Hellenika 7.5.5 that Xenophon was of the
opinion that Asea was an independent polis in 362.
A passage in Plut. Cleom. reads: =N	��� 
�* ������� ��� ������

���������� a�! �� ���%� �Q�� (7.5), referring to ca. 227. ������� is
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100. Head,Hist. num.2 418.
101. IG V.2 xxxvii.64.
102. Head,Hist. num.2 418.

obviously corrupt; ������ seems an easy emendation, but ������ is just
as easy. If we restore the text to read Asea, it is possible to conclude that
at ca. 227 Asea was not a part of Megalopolis, but a member of the
Achaian Confederacy. This is not entirely impossible; at least we know
that it was a member in the second century, for it struck federal bronze
coins.100 In the 220s Asea had a Delphic theorodokos.101 The conclusion
must be that Asea did act as a polis after the synoecism.
However, Pausanias is not alone in connecting Asea withMegalopolis;

in Strabo we find Asea classified as a 
8�$ �����,����������� (8.3.12,
referring to the first century).
Following Roy, we must explain this evidence in the following way:

Asea was not among the communities relocated into Megalopolis until
361, and Xenophon’s testimony is thus irrelevant. The passage from
Plutarch can be ignored, since the reading is uncertain; the Delphic
theorodokos and Asea’s membership of the Achaian Confederacy fell in
a period of instability in Megalopolis, due to the sack by Kleomenes in
223 and Philopoimen’s reform ca. 200, but order was soon restored and
Asea was henceforward again a regular part of Megalopolis, a fact
reflected in Strabo.
Following Moggi, one is tempted to restore ������ in Plutarch, and

conclude that from 368 to at least the 190s Asea was not a part of Me-
galopolis, which succeeded in subjecting Asea only in the Roman period.

Dipaia. The only evidence which proves that Dipaia acted as a polis after
the synoecism, is the Achaian federal bronze inscribed �q�AlB �A-
9�A0lB.102

Following Roy, this coinage must be connected with the reform of
Philopoimen ca. 200 and seen as a re-emergence of Dipaia as polis.
Following Moggi, Dipaia need not have been subjected to Megalopolis
until the Roman period.

Helisson.Most scholars date the by now famous agreement of sympoliteia
between Helisson and Mantinea (= SEG 37 340) to the early fourth
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103. IPArk pp. 99–100 for a discussion of the date (in my view the arguments put
forward in IPArk are not at all compelling, and I prefer the ‘traditional’ date of the early
fourth century).
104. Diod. 16.39.5 (after an undecided battle against the Megalopolitan alliance) 
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Dubois (1988) 288–90.
106. IG IV2.1 42.2, 16.
107. Nielsen (1996a) 131–2.
108. Head,Hist. num.2 418 with Dubois (1988) 288–90.
109. This is the view of IPArk p. 99.

century, but recently IPArk has argued for a date as late as 350–340.103 If
correct, Helisson clearly survived the synoecism as a polis. In fact,
Diodorus Siculus refers to Helisson as a polis in reference to the year 351;
in that year, the city was sacked by the Lakedaimonians who with the
Mantineans fought a war against, among others, the Megalopolitans.104

Around 300, we meet Helisson again; an inscription from Epidauros
records a payment made by the Epidaurians to the people of Helisson;105

the inscription uses the city-ethnic of Helisson twice,106 and such an
external use of the city-ethnic is a very good indication that Helisson was
a polis in the political sense ca. 300.107

In 207 we meet Helisson again; in his description of the battle at
Mantinea of this year, Polybios mentions ; �S� �0���'����  8	�
(11.11.6), which must be a reference to the territory of Helisson. The
existence of a territory and the occurrence of the ethnic in the external
collective use strongly suggests that Helisson was a polis in the political
sense around 207.
Finally, Helisson was a coin-striking member of the Achaian Confed-

eracy;108 we must conclude, then, that Helisson acted as a polis after the
synoecism.
Following Roy, we must explain this evidence as follows: the treaty of

sympoliteia with Mantinea does not prove that Helisson survived the
synoecism as a polis, since it probably pre-dates the synoecism; further-
more, the Spartan attack on the city in 351 should be taken to indicate that
Helisson was pro-Megalopolitan in this war, and thus probably a part of
theGreat City.109 The evidence relating to the years 300, 207, and the 190s
must reflect later re-emergences of Helisson as a polis, and the fact that
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112. Weil (1912); Head,Hist. num.2 451; Moggi (1974) 93 n. 72.

Helisson was situated at a considerable distance from Megalopolis must
have facilitated such re-emergences.
Following Moggi, there is no problem in accepting a late date for the

sympoliteia; this will merely prove that it was not an original part of
Megalopolis. The Lakedaimonian attack on the city in 351 is more
difficult, but it could be argued that even if it means that the city was pro-
Megalopolitan, this does not necessarily mean that it was a part of
Megalopolis, since it could have been an ally, just as the tiny Argolic polis
of Orneai was, according to Diodorus.110 The rest of the evidence may
simply be taken to prove that Helisson from 368 to the 190s was never a
part of Megalopolis, but became so only in the Roman period, a fact
reflected in Pausanias.

Kortys. The only indication that Kortys acted as a polis after the syn-
oecism is its attested membership of the Achaian Confederacy in the
190s.111 With Roy’s reconstruction, this must be seen as a later re-
emergence of the city and connected with the reforms of Philopoimen.
Following Moggi, we may simply say that it is on present evidence
impossible to decide when Kortys was subjected to Megalopolis.

Lykosoura. The decree discussed above (433) proves that the once
Parrhasian Lykosoura was organised as a polis in the period 223–190. On
Roy’s reconstruction there is no problem here, since this evidence can be
explained as a reflection of a crisis in the history of the synoecism, caused
either by the sack ofMegalopolis by Kleomenes in 223, or by the reforms
of Philopoimen ca. 200. FollowingMoggi, we face a serious problemhere,
since in his view Lykosoura was one of the communities originally re-
located and abandoned. The only solution is to accept that the synoecism
was not as successful as held by Moggi, and that it did suffer crises, of
which the evidence of the decree is a reflection.

Methydrion. A number of sources suggest thatMethydrion acted as a polis
ondifferent occasions subsequent to the synoecism. First, theMethydrian
coinage112 discussed above (355–7) which I tentatively dated to the period
before 368, may be later, in which case it proves that Methydrion was a
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113. Dubois,Corp. dial. O.1.6–7. The legend of the corresponding Orchomenian coins
does use the epichoric form BVu+/B\^t\, not +Vu+/B\^t\, which is found only in
the Roman period.
114. Head,Hist. num.2 418.
115. F.Delphes III.1 83 (with p. 384).
116. IvMagn 38.61; IG V.2 344.18 (dated to 235 by IPArk p. 153, with refs. to other

views which date it to ca. 200).
117. The text is IvMagn 38, but is best studied in Dubois, Corp. dial. pp. 273–83.
118. Head,Hist. num.2 418.

polis after the synoecism: the coinage in question uses the legend
�0.e�@A0lB, which is not theClassical epichoric form (which survives
exactly in the genitive plural as�0�A�@ANlB).113 By the time theAchaian
federal bronze coinage was struck (that is, in the 190s or later), Methy-
drion uses the legend �q�AlB �0.e�@A0lB.114 This fact may indicate
that the civic coinage inscribed �0.e�@A0lB is Hellenistic. If so, the
coinage can be taken as proof that Methydrion acted as a polis after the
synoecism.
Second, the city-ethnic is found in good external sources after the syn-

oecism, both as a part of a personal name in 274,115 and in the collective
use in the late third century.116 These uses of the city-ethnic strongly sug-
gest that Methydrion was a polis both around 274 and in the late third
century.
In 205Methydrion responded positively to an embassy fromMagnesia

which invited it to recognise the sanctuary of Artemis Leukophryene, the
city and territory ofMagnesia as asylos; the actual decree is not preserved,
butMethydrion is one of the communities listed in theMagnesian edition
of the correspondingMegalopolitan decree under the heading&
�������
�G >��2�� X$'������ 
�* ��%� Y����� ��	
����. If this heading is to be
trusted, then Methydrion must have possessed an organ of state (an
assembly, a council or a board of magistrates) capable of receiving an em-
bassy and empowered to pass a decree binding the community to parti-
cipate in the cult of Artemis, and must have appointed a theorodokos,
since this is what Megalopolis did. If this is so, Methydrion must have
been in 205 a polis in the political sense of the word.117

Finally, the Achaian federal bronze coinage shows Methydrion as a
federal member and thus a polis in the 190s or later.118 It is, in conclusion,
beyond doubt that Methydrion appears as a polis on numerous occasions
after the synoecism.
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119. IPArk p. 125.
120. IPArk p. 128.
121. Urban (1979) 84–5.
122. “Bezüglich der goldenen Nike des Zeus Hoplosmios, welche die Methydrier, die

sich im Orchomenos angesiedelt hatten, als Pfand hinterlegt und (dafür) das Geld emp-
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sie das Geld den Megalopoliten nicht zurückzahlen, so wie es (diesen) die polis der
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paragraph is paraphrased like this in Staatsverträge III at p. 192: Leute ausMethydrion, das
mit Unterbrechungen zuMegalopolis gehörte, hatten bei ihrer Übersiedlung nachOrcho-
menos eine goldene Nike-Statue aus dem Heiligtum des Zeus Hoplosmios verpfändet,
deren Gegenwert nun von Megalopolis beansprucht wurde.
123. Jost (1985) 214–15.

On the other hand, another set of sources point to the conclusion that
Methydrion was after the synoecism, at least on occasion, part of Mega-
lopolis.One sourcemay even be interpreted tomean that stepswere taken
in the 360s to incorporate Methydrion into Megalopolis: an inscription,
dated by IPArk to 369–361,119 is a demarcation by the Arkadian Confed-
eracy of the border of Orchomenos, possibly the border with Methy-
drion. This can reasonably be connected with the “Konstituierung des
Gebiets von Megalopolis”.120 If accepted, it was actually planned to in-
corporate Methydrion into Megalopolis and steps were taken to imple-
ment the decision.
Furthermore, we can be certain that Megalopolis did in one way or

another lay claim toMethydrion. This is the conclusion to be drawn from
the inscription IG V.2 344. It is an inscription recording the admittance
ofOrchomenos into theAchaianConfederacy anddated variouslywithin
the period 235–200.121 It endswith stipulations concerning the repayment
of a debt owed by Methydrion to Megalopolis: ��	[* �G �W� B]
�� �W�
 	)��[�]� ��1 ��!� ��1 =�������), �, 
��������� D�� )	� �# ���)-
[�	��%� �# �����
�]������ �[P]� ��	 ����!� �������� �! &	,�	��� 
�
����� �(�S� &���[�,
�� �P� �����	]�[�]�, D�� �< &�����S��� �!
&	,�	��� ��%� ��,����������, 
��-� D2[� 8	$��� z ��]��� �S� ��	-
 ������, a���
�)� �K��� ��I� �< ����1���� �� �
���.122 The cult of
Zeus Hoplosmios is attested in Methydrion from the Archaic period
onwards,123 and so Megalopolis must at some point have been in pos-
session of Methydrion in order to lay claim to this sanctuary. But we
cannot determinewhen this was, except that it must have been before 200,
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the latest possible date for the inscription. It is noteworthy that Megalo-
polis apparently was able to convince both the polis of Orchomenos and
the Achaian Confederacy that the claim to items from the sanctuary was
justified. It is not unreasonable to see in this an indication that Methy-
drion at some point was fairly well integrated into the Megalopolitan
state.
Finally, in a passage referring to the year 219 Polybios describes

Methydrion as situated in Megalopolitan territory.124

So the evidence shows that after the synoecismMethydrionwas at least
sometimes a polis and at least sometimes a part of Megalopolis.
The complex post-synoecism history of Methydrion is an almost

perfect illustration of Roy’s theory:125 originally a part of Megalopolis, it
often broke away and re-emerged as a polis; the considerable distance
between Methydrion and Megalopolis will only have facilitated such re-
emergences.
Methydrion does not fit in so well withMoggi’s reconstruction, and in

particular this theory has difficulties in explaining the inscription dis-
cussed above detailing the apparent demarcation of the border between
Methydrion and Orchomenos carried out by the Arkadian Confederacy
in the 360s, which seems to show that steps were taken to incorporate
Methydrion into Megalopolis. Moggi does not discuss the inscription at
all because Methydrion is one of the communities Moggi holds to be a
later aquisition of Megalopolis. SinceMethydrion is situated to the north
of both Teuthis and Thisoa, the inference to be made is that these com-
munities were planned to be relocated as well. But this may not be an in-
soluble problem; the connection between the inscription and the foun-
dation ofMegalopolis is, after all, based on an argument fromprobability.
Once this source is discounted, the rest of our sources are compatiblewith
Moggi’s view: Methydrion was not an original constituent of the Great
City, whose encroachment on Methydrion may have begun as late as the
second half of the third century.

Pallantion. Pallantion is the community which Roy believes to have
escaped incorporation into Megalopolis although its inclusion was
planned. The evidence for the post-synoecism polis status of Pallantion is
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126. Xen.Hell. 7.5.5.
127. CID II 5.I.21.
128. SEG 11 1084 (this decree furthermore contains an Argive grant of proxenia and

theorodokia to seven named Pallantians, and uses the collective city-ethnic of Pallantion
several times).
129. IG V.2 xxxvii col. III.7; Head,Hist. num.2 418.
130. Head,Hist. num.2 418.

unambiguous: in 362 it was a somewhat significant polis according to
Xenophon;126 in 358 one of its citizens appears as a donor in the naopoiic
accounts from Delphi;127 in 318 the city concluded a treaty with Argos,
which describes Pallantion as a polis in the political sense;128 in the 220s the
it had a Delphic theorodokos;129 and it appears as a coin-striking member
of the Achaian Confederacy in the 190s or later. It is uncertain when
Megalopolis finally subjected Pallantion, but it was probably only in the
Roman period.

Teuthis. The only source proving the polis status of Teuthis after the
synoecism is the Achaian federal bronze coinage of the city.130

If Megalopolis really did possess Methydrion in the second half of the
third century (or earlier), then it probably also possessed Teuthis which
is situated south ofMethydrion. If so, Pausanias is not alone in connecting
Teuthis with Megalopolis.
This evidence will fit both models: in the inferred dependence of

Teuthis upon Megalopolis Roy will see a confirmation of the idea that
Pausanias’ list truly reflects the synoecism, and the polis status of Teuthis
in the 190s or later can be explained as resulting from the reforms of
Philopoimen. Moggi, on the other hand, will claim that Megalopolis
subjected Teuthis only in the late third century, along with Methydrion.

Thisoa by Orchomenos. Thisoa surely appears as a polis after the synoe-
cism.Onepieceof evidence is, admittedly, somewhat ambiguous: an entry
in the naopoiic accounts from Delphi referring to the year 358 (=CID II
5.I.23–4) reads: 7��)
��� .����%�� D, ��,���� 9�����, followed
immediately by ten citizens ofMegalopolis listed just with the city-ethnic
of Megalopolis, e.g. =�,$������ ��,���������. According to Pau-
sanias 8.27.4, Thisoa was one of the poleis synoecised into Megalopolis.
The naopoiic entry may perhaps be taken to confirm that by 358 a com-
munity called Thisoa was incorporated into Megalopolis. Regardless of



454 Transformation

131. Rhodes (1995) 98.
132. E.g. SEG 37 340.17 (in Helisson or Mantinea).
133. Head, Hist. num.2 418; IG V.2 xxxvii.60. Warren (1997) argues that the Achaian

League bronze coins of Thisoa belongs not to this Thisoa but to Kynourian Thisoa (at
modern Lavda); on this point certainty seems impossible, but even if accepted it does not
affect the fact that the Thisoa under discussion here acted as a polis after the synoecism.

whether this wasKynourian orOrchomenian Thisoa, this would support
Roy/Pausanias against Moggi/Diodorus. But why is Bathykles not, like
ten other people in the very same inscription, simply listed as a ��,�-
������$�? This must be explained, and one possible answer is that he
was a metic in Megalopolis, in which case the entry supports Moggi/
Diodorus rather than Pausanias/Roy! Another possibility is that Thisoa
was a rather newly relocated community in 358, and we may suggest that
it relocated only in 361, even though there is no support for this in
Diodorus.Another possibility is thatThisoa somehowhad a special status
(that of dependent polis?) inside the Megalopolitis. In conclusion, this
piece of evidence is open to more than one interpretation.
Two decrees of the late third or early second century prove that Thisoa

was a polis by that time: IGV.2 510–511 are two decrees containing grants
of proxeny. The decrees also grant D��2)�� (510.3) and D������ (511.8),
which may resonably be interpreted as an indication that the community
controlled its own territory and perhaps had publicly owned land. The
decrees consistently refer to Thisoa as a polis (510.4, 511.2, 4, 5, 7, 9) and
have references to a board of officials called epimeletai (510.7, 511.10).We
find officials called epimeletai in Lykosoura too, and it has been suggested
by Rhodes that these officials were appointed to Lykosoura by Megalo-
polis.131 If correct, we might suggest the same for the Thisoan epimeletai
and see in this a sign of Thisoan dependence on Megalopolis. However,
the title epimeletai for officials is found also outside Megalopolis,132 and
so this similarity in nomenclature may not mean anything. The first
decree contains a grant of citizenship (l. 4: �K��� �G �(�!� 
�* .����%��)
and a stipulation that the honorand choose whatever'��	� he wants. So,
Thisoa had a system of civic subdivisions and its own citizen body. There
is thus no doubt that it was a polis in the political sense of the word. This
is confirmed by the fact that Thisoa became a member of the Achaian
Confederacy and possibly had a Delphic theorodokos in the late third
century.133
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However, the wording of some phrases in the first decree seems to
indicate that Thisoawas not an independent polis. Thus it contains a grant
of &������ ������ u� z [��]��� z z����	� 
)	����� and of �� �����
'�����	��� �S� �# .����%�� 
)	�������; the wording here seems to
suggest that somematters were not under the control of Thisoa itself. The
obvious explanation is that Thisoa was a dependent polis. Those matters
clearly under the control of Thisoawere, according to the decree, the right
to grant D��2)�� and the right to control admission to its own body of
citizens (�K��� �� �(�!� 
�* .����%��). The restrictions concern &������
and'�����	���. The apparent restrictions on &������ aremost likely of
a financial nature, and we may assume that citizens of Thisoa were sub-
jected to some financial obligations outside the power of their own polis.
The natural inference is that Thisoa was a dependent polis of either a
major polis, possibly Megalopolis, or federation, probably the Achaian
Confederacy, empowered to impose taxes and levies on the citizens of
Thisoa.
Thisoa was situated at modern Karkalou (where the two decrees have

been found), which means south of Methydrion; so, if Megalopolis ever
possessed Methydrion, it probably also possessed Thisoa, and thus the
connection between Thisoa and Megalopolis found in Pausanias is sup-
ported.
This rather complicated post-synoecism history can be accommodated

to both models: following Roy, we may take the naopoiic entry to show
that Thisoa was actually incorporated into Megalopolis at the original
synoecism, and then go on to emphasise that the evidence for the post-
synoecism polis status of Thisoa all dates to the late third/early second
century and interpret it as a re-emergence of Thisoa as a polis caused by
the crisis of the synoecism created by the sack of Kleomenes or the
reforms of Philopoimen. With this interpretation the power upon which
the decrees show Thisoa to have been dependent must be identified with
the Achaian Confederacy.
Following Moggi, the naopoiic accounts must be interpreted to mean

that Thisoa was not a part of Megalopolis in 358. The rest of the evidence
poses no problems for this theory, and following it we may assume that
Thisoa was subjected by Megalopolis at the same time as Methydrion;
following this reconstruction the power upon which the decrees show
Thisoa to have been dependent may well have been Megalopolis.
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134. All described in Appendix X.
135. Mauersberger (1956) translates !(1����% “am äussersten Rande liegen”.

4. Poleis not Affected by the Synoecism

The communities directly or indirectly affected by the synoecism have
now been identified and discussed. We must now identify those poleis of
post-synoecism Arkadia not affected by the synoecism. In the previous
period, the following poleis not discussed above were identified: (i)
Certain poleis: the poleis of Triphylia, and: Heraia, Kleitor, Lasion, Man-
tinea,Orchomenos,Nonakris, Paion, Psophis, Tegea and Stymphalos; (ii)
probablepoleis:Alea,Kaphy(i)ai, Lousoi, Pheneos, Phigaleia,Thelphousa,
Euaimon and Torthyneion; and (iii) possible poleis: Halous, Koila, Phara
and Pylai. (cf. above 309–16).

1. Disappearance of poleis

Let us begin by asking whether any polis, certain or otherwise, disappears
from our record? As was explained above (255–6), it is not certain exactly
which poleis ranked as Triphylian before 368; but the following were
probably Triphylian: Ep(e)ion, Epitalion, Lepreon, Makiston, Noudion,
Phrixa(i), Pyrgos and Skillous.134 It was demonstrated inChapter VI (100)
that Triphylia was an area which becameArkadian in the fourth century.
The area continued to be regarded as Arkadian well into the Hellenistic
period. Witness Polybios: ... �P� �<� �	�')���, y ��� �G� �	��$,�	��
���) � ����$� &�! �	�'���) �S� ��	
���� ����� \�!�, 
�%��� �G ���
9����������) ��	� �������� ����2I ��� �N���� 
�* ����$���
 8	��, ���	����� �’ �P� �! E�C)
!� ����,��, D� �����)�� ��� ��	
�-
��� (4.77.10). Thus, in the Hellenistic period Triphylia was considered
to be “forming the extreme part of Arkadia.”135 Polybios is our best
source for the communities of Triphylia after 368; in the fourth book he
describes a Peloponnesian campaign by the Makedonian king Philip V.
During that campaign, according to Polybios, Philip conquered “the
whole of Triphylia in six days” (4.80.14). If we can trust Polybios when
he says “the whole of Triphylia” (�W�� ; �	�')��), then it can be
deduced from his narrative that there were the following poleis in
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136. So also Niese (1910) 36.
137. Euaimonmay be attested in this period if the inscription IPArk no. 15 dates to this

period; see above 350.
138. Polyb. 4.77.5; Strabo 8.3.32.

Triphylia in 219 (set out here in a table to ease comparison with fourth-
century Triphylia; in italics are those communities attested in both
periods):

Classical Triphylia Hellenistic Triphylia

Ep(e)ion Bolax (4.77.10)
Epitalion Ep(e)ion (4.77.10)
Lepreon Epitalion (4.80.1)
Makiston Hypana (4.77.10)
Noudion Lepreon (4.77.10)
Phrixa(i) Phrixa(i) (4.77.10)
Pyrgos Pyrgos (4.77.10)
Skillous Samikon (4.77.10)

Stylangion (4.77.10)
Typaneiai (4.77.10)

It thus appears that Makiston,136 Noudion and Skillous were no longer in
existence. As to what had happened to them, we are completely ignorant,
and so we cannot date their disappearances.
Some other poleis may have disappeared too. Nonakris, Euaimon,137

Halous, Koila and Pylai are notmetwith after 368. Some of these, notably
Nonakris (see above 348) and Euaimon (see above 350–1), may have dis-
appeared as a consequence of being incorporated into larger poleis; they
may, of course have persisted as dependent poleis, but there is no way of
showing this, except perhaps in the case of Euaimon (see above 351).
However, since even the pre-368 evidence for these communities is ex-
tremely exiguous, we should not e silentio jump to the conclusion that
they did not exist after 368.
The case of Phara is a little different. It is possible that the site is men-

tioned by Polybios and by Strabo, but without site-classification.138 It is
thus uncertain whether it was a polis.
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139. At Makiston, the archaeological remains go down into the late fourth century, see
Pritchett (1989) 66–9; Noudion is not yet positively located; for Skillous, see the des-
cription in Appendix X no. 8.
140. Whitehead (1994) 119.
141. See above 399 n. 430.
142. Urban (1979) 175.
143. Dubois, Corp. dial. no. O.14. For an undated grant of proxeny by Phigaleia to a

citizen of Alea, see Arapogianni (2001) 304.
144. IvMagn 38.65.
145. Head,Hist. num.2 418.

Since all other communities identified as poleis in the previous period
continue to exist, we can conclude the following: the evidence relating to
Triphylia must be held to be of such quality that we can e silentio con-
clude that Makiston, Noudion and Skillous ceased to exist sometime in
the period after the synoecism.139 For Euaimon, Nonakris and Pylai etc.
the evidence is not good enough to conclude e silentio that they did not
exist, but the probability is that they disappeared; Phara probably con-
tinued to exist but its status is unknown.

2. Persistence of poleis

Most of the communities identified as poleis in the previous period
continued in existence. Did they persist as poleis? Let us have a look at
each individual community:

Alea. There is no sourcewhich unquestionably classifies Alea as a polis;
however, attention may be drawn to Steph. Byz. 69.20: �����, �����
��	
����, .�������� �����
���4;140 and especially to IvO 295, a
dedication dating from around 275–250, set up at Olympia by z �����
�S� ������, since there is good reason to believe that the dedicator was
Alea, not Elis.141 Finally, at Plut. Cleom. 7.5 �������may be a corrup-
tion of ������.142 Furthermore, around 330Alea had anArgive theorodo-
kos, in the third century one of Alea’s citizens was granted proxenia by
Orchomenos,143 in ca. 205 Alea passed an asylia decree for Magnesia,144

and in the 190s or later struck Achaian federal bronze.145 There can thus
be no doubt that Alea was at least a probable polis after the synoecism.

Ep(e)ion. Polybios is our only evidence for the status of Ep(e)ion. He
lists it as a polis in reference to the year 219 (4.77.10), and describes how
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146. On Ep(e)ion, see Nielsen (1995a) 88 and the description in Appendix X no. 1.
147. Polyb. 2.54.12; 4.78.2; 18.42.7, 18.47.10.
148. IG II2 687.25; the text is best studied in Staatsverträge no. 476.
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476.85, 92.
150. Dedications: IG V.2 543 (second half of the third century); SEG 39 391; �����:

Polyb. 2.52.2; 4.12.13, 4.70.5; �3 �$� L���8%� ���	
�: Polyb. 4.11.3, 13.3.
151. Dubois, Corp. dial. nos. O.4 & O.6.
152. Sear (1978) 252; civic coinage: Head, Hist. num.2 446; Achaian federal bronze:

Head,Hist. num.2 418.

it came to terms with Philip V (4.80.13). From these passages we can con-
clude that it was a polis in 219. We know that it was a polis ca. 400 (Xen.
Hell. 3.2.31), and so we may assume that it was so throughout the
Classical and Hellenistic period.146

Epitalion. Polybios mentions Epitalion at 4.80.13 as among the com-
munities which came to terms with Philip V in 219; he does not call it a
polis, and (surely by a slip) it is not listed among the Triphylian poleis at
4.77.10. However, the action described at 4.80.13 implies that Epitalion
was a political community, and since we know that it was a polis ca. 400
(Xen. Hell. 3.2.30) the presumption is that it was so in 219, and thus we
may assume that it was so throughout the Classical and Hellenistic
periods.

Heraia. Polybios repeatedly describes Heraia as a polis and there no
reason to doubt that it was a polis throughout theClassical andHellenistic
periods.147

Kaphy(i)ai. In 266 Kaphy(i)ai was an ally of Sparta with which it then
allied with Athens for the Chremonidean War.148 The text of the treaty
stipulates that each contracting party is to remain in possession of its
territory, to remain autonomoi and keep the ancestral constitution; the
text refers to the contracting parties as poleis at least twice, and in
combinationwith the nature of the document thismakes it certain that the
contracting parties and thus Kaphy(i)ai were poleis.149 Two Hellenistic
dedications set up by Kaphy(i)ai classify the city as a polis; furthermore,
the city is repeatedly described as a polis by Polybios, who also twice
refers to �! �S�:�')��� �����.150 Twomen ofKaphy(i)ai were granted
proxenia by Orchomenos in the third century.151 Finally, in the third
century (280–240, according to Sear)Kaphy(i)ai struck a civic coinage and
in the 190s or later it struck Achaian federal bronze.152 There is thus no



460 Transformation

153. ����� in Polyb.: 4.18.12, 19.3; 9.38.8; IG V.2 367.7, 20, 31.
154. SEG 20 719.
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160. For which see Nielsen (1996a) 122.
161. Xen.Hell. 7.4.12.

doubt that Kaphy(i)ai was a polis in the third century, and since it was
probably a polis before 368, we may assume that it was so throughout the
Classical and Hellenistic periods.

Kleitor. Polybios and a Hellenistic inscription repeatedly refer to
Kleitor as a polis.153 We see Kleitor act as a political community in an
extremely interesting fourth-century inscription: at a date after the
foundation of Megalopolis, Kleitor received an embassy from Kyrene,
who complained about one of its citizens. The Kleitorians then exiled his
man and his property was confiscated.154 Aman of Kleitor was appointed
proxenos by Delphi in the second half of the fourth century, and another
received a grant of Delian proxenia in ca. 300–250.155 A third-century
inscription found at Kleitor presents an enormous catalogue of people
appointed proxenoibyKleitor itself.156Around 330,Kleitor had anArgive
theorodokos, and in 300–250 an Epidaurian one.157 Finally, Kleitor was a
coin-striking member of the Achaian Confederacy.158 There is thus no
doubt that Kleitor was a polis from 368 onwards, and since it was already
one before 368, wemay assume that it was a polis throughout theClassical
and Hellenistic periods.

Lasion. The post-368 evidence for the status of Lasion is sparse.
Polybios does, however, classify it as a polis at 4.73.1. That it was a polis
in the third century is also indicated by the fact that it had a Delphic
theorodokos,159 and by the occurrence of the city-ethnic.160 According to
Xenophon, Lasion was a member of the Arkadian Confederacy in 365,
and this also indicates that it was a political community.161 So, the prob-
ability is that Lasion was a polis throughout the Classical and Hellenistic
periods.

Lepreon. Lepreonwas a polis before 368, and there can be no doubt that
the city remained so throughout the Classical and Hellenistic periods: it
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162. IG V.2 1.20.
163. A unique form of the ethnic.
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�3� �=�
����	�
�, !���8(����� ���(&���#�, !�1���	[
� �O ��	��P ��� �����; Delphic theo-
rodokos: seeOulhen (1992) p. 43 l. 86; for the date, see Perlman (1995) 130. For an undated
grant of proxeny by Phigaleia to a citizen of Lepreon, see Arapogianni (2001) 304.
166. For the date of the decrees, see Perlman (2000) 158.
167. IG V.2 389; 396.
168. Proxenia: IG V.2 388, 389, 390, 391, 392, 393, 394, 396; theorodokia: IG V.2 389,

390, 391, 392, 394; epinomia: IG V.2 389; ateleia: IG V.2 394, 396; gas impasis kai oikias:
IG V.2 391, 394.
169. IG V.2 388 (a damiorgos); 389 (a board of damiorgoi); 390 (two damiorgoi); 393 (a

board of hieromnamones); 395 (a board of damiorgoi).

was amember of theArkadianConfederacy,162 and its politeiawas among
those described by Aristotle; the only surviving fragment of the treaty
reads: E��	��%�163 �t� L� ��C��� ��� �I� ��	��,�)�� ,’ ;��	�� �<�
����� ��������)� 
�* &����1�� ��� C�), �<� �G ,)��%
� �� D�’ &,�	W�
YF����� D�  ��S�� ���'���% #��W�� 
�* &����1��.164 This tiny fragment
(which to judge from the present tense of the verbs comes from a passage
describing a contemporary institution) shows that Lepreon was a polis,
that it had a law on adultery, and that it was capable of controlling its own
citizen body. Polybios describes Lepreon as a polis several times, uses the
city-ethnic, and describes an embassy sent by Lepreon to king Philip V.
In the third century, a Delphic theorodokos resided in Lepreon (ca.
230–210).165

Lousoi. A series of decrees dating perhaps from the late fourth century
to the early second and found during the excavations of the temple of
Artemis Hemera at Lousoi,166 proves beyond doubt that Lousoi was a
polis after 368: two decrees, for example, preserve the enactment formula
>��2� �W� ���� �S� E�)����W�,167 several of them grant proxenia, theo-
rodokia, epinomia, ateleia, and gas impasis kai oikias.168 Eponymous
officials are referred to,169 and among the officials listed one carries the
name ���������� O�)�'�����. This curious fact is explained by the
agreement of sympoliteia between Lousoi and Stymphalos, a badly
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mutilated copy of which has been found at Stymphalos.170 It is thus fair to
conclude that Lousoi was a polis from the Archaic to the Hellenistic
period.

Mantinea. Mantinea, of course, survived the synoecism as a polis; it is
unnecessary to list sources to prove this; it is enough to point out that it
was a member of the Arkadian Confederacy in the 360s and an ally of
Sparta in 267.171

Orchomenos. Just as obviously, Orchomenos survived the synoecism
as a polis. This demonstrated by the long series of inscriptions now ad-
mirably collected, edited and discussed by Dubois.172

Paion. In the case of Paion, it is not so obvious that it persisted as a
polis, since the only source throwing light on its status is the great Delphic
list of theorodokoi, in which we find the entry D� 9����, ��	����C�)���
at II.77.173 However, since Paion was a polis in the previous period, it was
possibbly one in this period as well.

Pheneos. Polybios describes Pheneos as a polis in a passage referring to
225, andmentions the territory,?���
�, of the city.174 Although Polybios
is in fact the only source of any note to use the term polis about Pheneos,
it is beyond doubt that the city was a polis in the political sense after the
synoecism: the mint at Pheneos continued to strike after 368 and into the
third century, a theorodokos of Argos resided in Pheneos ca. 330, a Phe-
neate was appointed proxenos by Argos ca. 300, several citizens were ap-
pointed proxenoi or theorodokoi by Epidauros ca. 300–250, and several
Delphic decrees granting proxenia and/or theorodokia to citizens of the
city survive. Furthermore, in 230–210, two Delphic theorodokoi resided
in Pheneos, in ca. 205 the city passed an asylia decree for Magnesia, and
in the second century the city was a coin striking member of the Achaian
Confederacy.175
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176. �����: Polyb. 4.3.5, 31.1, 79.6, 79.7, 79.8; 5.4.5. For a series of proxeny decrees
passed by Phigaleia from the fourth century onwards, see Arapogianni (2001).
177. FGrHist 319.
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alliance with Sparta: IG II2 687.
179. IvMagn 38.64.
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181. Oulhen (1992) p. 43, l. 91.
182. Polyb. 4.70.5bis, 70.7, 70.9, 71.1, 71.4, 71.5bis, 71.6, 71.9, 71.11, 71.12, 72.1, 72.5,

72.6, 72.8, 72.9.

Phigaleia. Phigaleia is listed (as ?�,���%� ��	
����) as a polis in the
political sense in the accounts of the Delphic naopoioi atCID II 4.III.1 &
45 (ca. 360) under the heading ���� ������ 
�* P��S��� D��	2����.
Polybios uses ����� about Phigaleia in several passages,176 and uses ���-
%��� about the inhabitants at 4.79.6. The Hellenistic writer Harmodios of
Lepreon wrote a work entitled 9�	* �S� 
��� ?�,������ �����S�; the
fragments describe the city as a polis, mentions choral performances,
communal sacrifices, and twoofficials, a���	 �� and a �	$,��.177 There
is, in fact, no doubt that the city was a polis after 368: in the 360s it
donated money towards the rebuilding of the temple at Delphi, in ca. 270
the Aitolian Confederacy granted proxenia, etc. to a man from Phigaleia,
and in 266 it was an ally of Sparta.178 Furthermore, IG V.2 419 is a treaty
of isopoliteia concluded ca. 240 with Messene and describing both cities
as poleis (l. 13), SGDI 4646 & 4647 of the third century demarcate the
border betweenMessene and Phigaleia, and SGDI 4648 is a third-century
grant of proxenia byMessene to a citizen of Phigaleia. In ca. 205, Phigaleia
passed an asylia decree for Magnesia.179 Finally, in the 190s or later,
Phigaleia was a coin-striking member of the Achaian Confederacy.180 We
may thus conclude that Phigaleia was a polis in the present period.

Phrixa(i). The evidence for the status of Phrixa(i) after 368 is sparse, but
sufficient to suggest that it remained a polis: it is listed as a polis by
Polybios at 4.77.10, and at 4.80.13 he describes how it gave itself over to
Philip V ���’ #
��$	��. That it was a political community is also sug-
gested by the fact that a Delphic theorodokos resided there 230–210.181

Psophis. Polybios describes Psophis as a polis in numerous passages,182

and uses ���%��� in contradistinction to 2���� about the inhabitants at
4.72.3. At 4.70.3 he refers to some kind of political union betweenPsophis
andElis ca. 220: D��
�%��� [sc. ;n�'�] �’ �(')S� �4 �S� �N����  8	Z,
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183. Roy (2000a) 139.
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ancient city at modern Bambes ca. 5 km west of Phrixa(i) (see Pritchett [1989] 73–5), the
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Boiotian Plataiai, for which see Oulhen [1992] 99: La rubrique Platées est un ajout gravé
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186. Taueber (1981) esp. 189–91.
187. All in IGV.2: �����: 351.7, 352.1, 4, 6; citizenship: 351.4–5, 352.5; proxeny: 353.4,

354.2–3, 356.2; council: 351.10, 356.1 (restored); officials: 351.10 (a ��
����%�), 351.10
(��
(����� &$���), 351.11 (a ���[�����J� ���%]), 351.12 (a board of ����
��
	); 355.1
(a �����[��-]), 355.2 (a [��
��]�%�); 356.5 (a board of ����
��
	), 356.6 (a ����������),
356.7 (two ��
(�����), 356.8 (a ��
����%�); assembly: the enactment formula of 356 has
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[�� �
4 ���
�] ��" �F[� &%�F�].
188. Dubois, Corp. dial. no. TE.4.3 (, �����), 23 (, �����), 38 (, �����), 58 (H�
�� �F�

����), 62 (!� �
��
4 �F� ����
�), 64 (�F� ����).

���’ u� �)��C���� ���� ������������ �(��� (the Eleians supported
Psophis during Philip’s attack, 4.70.11); Psophiswas possibly at this point
a dependent ally of Elis.183 It seems certain that Psophis was a political
community, that is a polis, in this period: the mint at Psophis continued
to function after 368 and into the third century; in 230–210 a Delphic
theorodokos resided in the city, ca. 205 the city passed an asylia decree for
Magnesia, and in the 190s or later the city was a coin-striking member of
the Achaian Confederacy.184

Pyrgos. The evidence for the status of Pyrgos in this period is exiguous,
but sufficient to suggest that it was still a polis: it is listed as a polis in Tri-
phylia by Polybios at 4.77.10, and described at 4.80.13 as one of the com-
munities that surrendered to Philip V. That it was a political community
is also suggested by the fact that a Delphic theorodokos resided there in
230–210.185

Stymphalos. Stymphalos surely was a polis after 368; it is sufficient to
point out that Taeuber has succeeeded in dating an important series of
decrees from Stymphalos (IG V.2 351–6) to the period 330–303.186 These
decrees use ����� about Stymphalos several times, grant citizenship,
proxenia, demonstrate the existence of a boule, several officials, and pos-
sibly an assembly.187

Tegea. Just as obviously, Tegea remained a polis, as is abundantly clear
from the famous decree it passed in 324 regulating the return of exiles.188
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federal coins: Head,Hist. num.2 418.
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194. Oulhen (1992) p. 45, ll. 126–7.

Thelphousa. A decree passed by Thelphousa in 242 (SEG 12 371) refers
to the city as a polis thrice, refers to a �����, and records the election by
the city of a theorodokos forAsklepios atKos.189 Thelphousa furthermore
agrees to participate in the sacrifices to Asklepios.190 So, in the third cen-
tury Thelphousa was clearly a polis, and most probably it was so
throughout the Classical and Hellenistic periods: in the 360s Thelphousa
was a member of the Arkadian Confederacy, and the mint at Thelphousa
continued to function after 368 and into theHellenistic period; in 230–210
a Delphic theorodokos resided in Thelphousa, and from Delphi we also
have three late third-century grants of proxeny to citizens of Thelphousa,
in ca. 205 Thelphousa passed an asylia decree for Magnesia, in ca. 200 a
man of Thelphousa was granted proxenia by Thisoa, and in the 190s or
later it was a coin-striking member of the Achaian Confederacy.191 Fi-
nally, IG V.2 411 records the text of an inscription on an honorary staue
set up by z ����� �[S]� .��'�)��� in the second century.

Torthyneion. There is no definite proof that Torthyneion was a polis in
any period, but it probably was one before 368 and probably remained so
afterwards: in 262 a man called Damonikos Eurydikou Torthyneus was
appointed proxenos by Thermos in Aitolia,192 in the third century a man
whowas probably his son,Eurydikos Damonikou Arkas ek Torthyneiou,
had his patrios proxenia and theorodokia renewed by Delphi.193 This man
then appears alongside another called Eurymachidas Kratyiou as Delphic
theorodokos in the great cataloguedated 230–210.194 So at least three grants
of proxenia to people of Torthyneion, and at least three Delphic grants of
theorodokia. Thus, Torthyneion was probably a polis.
In conclusion, apart from the poleis affected by the synoecism of

Megalopolis and a few others, such as Euaimon, there is no reason to
believe that the number of Arkadian poleis was reduced in this period.
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195. One such may be Phorieia whose ethnic is found in Steph. Byz. 670.7, who cites
Ephoros (= [FGrHist 70] fr. 55) for the ethnic 
������; since sub-ethnics are practically
unknown in Arkadia, the ethnic may be a city-ethnic (cf. Nielsen [1996a] 117–32), and
Phorieia thus may possibly have been a polis. Nothing else is known about it and the
chronological context in which Ephoros mentioned it is uncertain. Euaimonmay emerge
in this period if IPArk no. 15 dates after 368, see above 350.
196. = Aristox. fr. 135 (Wehrli). In addition, Apollodoros lists the eponymous hero of

Kynaitha as a son of Lykaon (3.8).
197. Nielsen (1996a) 131–2.
198. Polyb. 4.16.11, 17.5, 17.6bis, 17.7, 17.8, 17.9, 17.12, 18.6, 18.7bis, 19.5, 19.6, 21.10,

29.6; 9.17.1bis, 17.2, 17.6, 17.7, 17.8, 38.8.
199. Oulhen (1992) p. 41, ll. 70–2.

3. Emergence of poleis

Another question which needs to be answered is whether any new poleis
– apart fromMegalopolis – appear after the synoecism? There are actually
some new poleis that appear in our record for this period, although a few
of them are archaeologically attested before their name first appear in the
written evidence.195

Kynaitha. The most conspicuous and important example of this is the
city of Kynaitha. Because of Polybios, Kynaitha is one of best known
Arkadian poleis of the Hellenistic period, although there is only one
Classical source pertaining to the city: in theDeipnosophistai at 14.638b,
Athenaios quotes verbatim the fourth-centurymusical theorist Aristoxe-
nos: ��	����2���� ��'$��� “i���	 �S� \2����	�� ���G� D�* �! ,���%��
��	[��� �H	��, �j��� 
�* ��� 
���	[��� �	S��� �P�8���, r� DF��-
���� 9����)
��� �� �� ��!� 
�* ���
��� " :)�������”.196 This piece of
information is enough to show that Kynaitha existed in the fourth
century, and that it probably was a polis, since we find its city-ethnic used
as part of a personal name.197 But this is all we know about Kynaitha in
the Classical period!
In Polybios, however, Kynaitha is a prominent city. It is described as

a polis in numerous passages,198 a board of ������	 �� is mentioned
(4.18.2–4), and a stasis is described which led to, among other horrors,
phygai and ges anadasmoi (4.17.4–5). That Polybios’ description of Kyn-
aitha as a poliswas correct, is supported by a number of facts: in 230–210
a number of Delphic theorodokoi resided in the city,199 an asylia decree
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passed by Kynaitha in ca. 205,200 and it was a member of the Achaian
Confederacy.201

Ancient Kynaitha lies hidden beneathmodernKalavryta, whichmeans
that no useful inscriptions or archaeological material are at our disposal.
Nonetheless, it seems likely that Kynaitha was a polis throughout the
Classical and Hellenistic periods.202

In his list of the poleis of Triphylia, Polybios catalogues five cities not
metwith in earlier sources.Were they poleis and did they exist prior to the
Hellenistic period?

Bolax. Bolax is known only from Polybios and has not been located;203

it is thus impossible to know whether it existed prior to the Hellenistic
period. Polybios lists it as a polis at 4.77.9, and at 4.80.13 as one of the
communities which gave itself up to Philip V in 219. Accordingly, it was
possibly a polis in the year 219.

Hypana.Hypana existedprior to theHellenistic period;204 accordingly,
it did not come into existence in theHellenistic period, but is a communi-
ty which emerges in our written record only in the Hellenistic period.
Polybios lists Hypana as a polis at 4.77.9, and at 4.79.5 states that �# �<�
/e����� 
����
�1���� handed the site over to Philip V. In the passage
describing the transaction, Polybios does not use the term polis nor the
city-ethnic, and consequently it may look as if Hypana was just a town,
not a polis. However, Polybios is probably trying to attain variatio, since
he has just described how the �)����W��� handed over their ����� to
Philip. He goes on: ������� �G �! ��	�������� D��$��� �# �<� /e��-
��� 
����
�1����. Hypana was probably a polis in the political sense,
since it had a Delphic theorodokos ca. 230–210,205 and was a coin-striking
member of the Achaian Confederacy in the 190s or later.206

Samikon. The site of Samikon has not been excavated; to know if the
site was inhabited prior to the Hellenistic period, we must accordingly
turn to surface finds; these include fourth-century coins and a fourth-
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century lamp. It thus seems that Samikon existed in the fourth century,207

and consequently, it did not come into existence in theHellenistic period,
but is a community which emerges in our written record only in the Hel-
lenistic period.
Our sources for the political status of Samikon are sparse indeed;

Polybios lists it as a polis in Triphylia at 4.77.10, but in the following
narrative he refers to the site as a  �	�� (4.80.11). This, of course, is not
incompatible with polis status, but the only fact in favour of polis status
for Samikon is the fact that it had a Delphic theorodokos ca. 230–210.208

Consequently, Samikon was possibly a polis but when it became so, if it
did, is impossible to determine.

Stylangion. Stylangion has not been definitely located, but if the site
proposed by Pritchett really is Stylangion, then it existed prior to the
Hellenistic period, since some of the abundant pottery to be seen there is
“definitely classical”.209 The only source for the political status of Sty-
langion is Polybios. He lists it as a polis at 4.77.10, at 4.80.13 it is listed
among the communities which sent to Philip and gave themselves up.
Since that action is a political action, and since Polybios uses polis about
Stylangion, we cannot exclude the possibility that it was a polis.

Typaneiai. Typaneiai existed prior to theHellenistic period.210 Accord-
ingly, it did not come into existence in the Hellenistic period, but is a
community which emerges in our written record only in the Hellenistic
period. Polybios lists Typaneiai as a polis at 4.77.9, and at 4.79.4 states that
the �)����W��� handed over their ����� to Philip V. So Typaneiai is
called polis and has its own city-ethnic. Therefore, it was probably a polis
in the political sense. This conclusion is supported by the fact that ca.
230–210 it had two Delphic theorodokoi.211

In conclusion: Typaneiai and Hypana existed prior to the Hellenistic
period; in the third century they were probably poleis. Samikon and
Stylangion probably existed before theHellenistic period, and in the third
century they were possibly poleis. About Bolax we must suspend judge-
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ment. The ‘new’ Triphylian communities are thus new only in the sense
that they emerge in our record only in the Hellenistic period. At what
point in time they became poleis in the political sense, if they did, we do
not know. They may have been poleis throughout the Classical and Hel-
lenistic periods.

5. Identification of the Arkadian Poleis after the Synoecism

As has become clear, it is – due to the difficulties involved in reconstruct-
ing the synoecismofMegalopolis – impossible to identify preciselywhich
communities ranked as poleis after 368. One model proposes that Mega-
lopolis was a giant polis which faced enormous difficulties in controlling
its second-order settlements because they often broke away and consti-
tuted themselves as poleis again. The other model sees Megalopolis as an
expansive polis which in time came to dominate many more poleis than
those originally affectedby the synoecism.Accordingly, this sections uses
a new category of poleis, called Communities with polis status after 368
inside the Megalopolitan sphere of interest; the Megalopolitan ‘sphere of
interest’ is defined as the area that Pausanias claims was synoecised. This
gives the following Arkadian poleis after 368:

1. Communities not affected by the synoecism

Certain poleis: Alea (?), Ep(e)ion, Heraia, Hypana, Kaphy(i)ai, Kleitor,
Kynaitha,Lasion,Lepreon,Lousoi,Mantinea,Megalopolis,Orchomenos,
Pheneos, Phigaleia, Phrixa(i), Psophis, Pyrgos, Stymphalos, Tegea, Thel-
phousa and Typaneiai, i.e. 22 certain poleis. Probable poleis: Epitalion,
Paion and Torthyneion, i.e. three probable poleis. Possible poleis: Bolax,
Samikon and Stylangion, i.e. three possible poleis.
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2. Communities with polis status after 368
inside the Megalopolitan sphere of interest

Certain poleis: Alipheira, Helisson, Lykosoura, Pallantion and Thisoa by
Orchomenos, i.e. five certain poleis. Probable poleis: Asea,Dipaia,Kortys,
Methydrion and Teuthis, i.e. five probable poleis. Possible poleis: Eutaia
(?), Lykaia and Paroria (?), i.e. three possible poleis.

3. How representative are our sources?

The material at our disposal for the identification of poleis in the present
period is even richer than in the preceding period. The identification of
poleis is based mainly on inscriptions, and these originate from almost all
of Hellas proper: Delphi, Olympia, Athens, Argos, Epidauros, Kos,
Messene and Arkadia itself. Being also very numerous, the inscriptions,
especially the great Delphic list of theorodokoi, probably do give us in-
formation about most Arkadian poleis. So the picture given above is
probably by and large representative of the actual number of poleis in
Arkadia after 368.
In addition to the inscriptions we have the invaluable testimony of

Polybios, himself an Arkadian. His evidence about Triphylia is of crucial
importance. The combination of the inscriptions and Polybios practically
assures us that no polis is missing from the record. Certainty is, however,
impossible, and it is worth pointing out that we sorely miss a contem-
porary third century history dealing with Peloponnesian matters, as well
as a continuation of Xenophon.

6. Constitutional Matters

As we saw above (330–45), there is reason to believe that most Arkadian
poleis had organised constitutions in the period before 368, although the
Mantinean constitution was the only one for which anything resembling
a description could be given. For the period after 368 the evidence is both
better andworse; better, becausewe get glimpses of constitutional interest
more often, andworse because no constitution is known as thoroughly as
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the Mantinean constitution of the previous period. Since the essential
point in the present context is that we can demonstrate or infer the
existence of organised constitutions in almost every polis in the post–368
period, I will not go into detail about every city, but simply review and
exemplify the types of institutions attested.
Among the communities whose politeiai were recorded by Aristotle

and his pupils were at least two Arkadian cities, Tegea and Lepreon.212

TheTegean fragments all seem to belong to a diachronical sketch,whereas
the one about Lepreon seems to belong to a systematical description.
Tegea, of course, was one of the major poleis of Arkadia; Lepreon, how-
ever, was not, and the fact that its politeia was recorded may indeed be
taken as support for the idea that organised constitutions were to be
found all over Arkadia.
Laws regulating admission to the citizen body are known or can be

inferred in several places: grants of citizenship are attested in Tegea,213

Thisoa by Orchomenos,214 Stymphalos,215 and Lousoi,216 and a law on
citizenship can be inferred in Lepreon since a law prescribing the sentence
of atimia is known to have existed there.217 Laws on other subjects are
known too: in Lepreon there was a law on adultery;218 an inscription
recording a decree by Megalopolis repeatedly refers to �# ����� among
which must have been one on xenia;219 in Tegea a law regulating public
building contracts has survived,220 another inscription refers to a law con-
cerning taxes on gardens,221 and in a fragmentary third-century honorific
decree occurs the expression [
]� �!� �����;222 a law on xenia is attested
in Thelphousa too.223
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234. Epinomia: IGV.2 10.6, 11.9, 13.5, 17.3, 18.3; gas kai oikias empasis: IGV.2 10.5–6,

11.8–9, 13.6–7, 17.2–3, 18.2.
235. Epixylia: IG V.2 510.3; epinomia: IG V.2 511.8.
236.Alea,Alipheira,Heraia,Kaphy(i)ai,Kleitor,Kynaitha,Lousoi,Lykosoura,Methy-

drion, Orchomenos, Pheneos, Phigaleia, Psophis, Stymphalos, Tegea, Thelphousa, and
Thisoa are attested as having passed decrees.

Systems of civic subdivisions intowhich the citizenswere incorporated
are attested in Mantinea,224 Megalopolis,225 Phigaleia,226 Tegea227 and tiny
Thisoa byOrchomenos.228 It is presumably significant that such a system
is attested at Thisoa, which was an insignificant polis whose population
must have been small. The presumption is that such systems existed
elsewhere as well. Concerning the functions these subdivisions may have
servedweare completely ignorant, and themost interesting conclusionwe
can draw from the study of them is a negative one: they were never used
to coin sub-ethnics in the way that the Attic demes were.229

The right to ownership of land and property, as well as exploitation of
land owned by the polis, seems in most poleis to have been the preserve of
citizens. This, at least, is the inference to be made from a number of hon-
orary decrees which grant these rights to non-citizens: grants of impasis
(= egktesis),230 epinomia (presumably the right to graze animals on public
land),231 and epixylia (presumably the right to cut wood)232 are attested in
Orchomenian decrees, as well as in decrees from Lousoi233 and Tegea;234

even Thisoa grants epixylia and epinomia, once each.235 Again, it seems
significant that such grants are attested in minor poleis such as Thisoa and
Lousoi; the presumption must be that these rights were regularly the
preserve of the citizens.
Numerous poleis passed decrees,236 and so they must have possessed

organs such as assemblies, councils, etc. However, the most common
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enactment formula of Arkadian decrees is >��2� �W� ���� (�S� �����),237

and this does not enable us to decide what kind of institutions were
involved in the passing of a decree. However, this simple formula was not
universal and practice may vary evenwithin the same polis. Orchomenos,
for example, often uses the simple formula, but we also find >��2� �W�
C��W� 
�* �W� ���� �S� ��	 ������,238 showing (presumably) a pro-
bouleutic council collaboratingwith an assembly called�����. Sowemay
assume that elsewhere ����� in this formula actually means ‘assembly’. A
council is attested at Stymphalos too,239 and possibly at Alipheira.240

Officials are attested in many poleis; for example: in Alipheira we find
boards of damiorgoi and chreonomoi;241 in Lousoi we find an eponymous
damiorgos,242 who was probably the head of a board of damiorgoi,243 an
oikonomos,244 and a board of hieromnamones;245 in Orchomenos we find
an eponymous damiorgos as the head of a board,246 an eponymous thearos
as head of a board (which seems to indicate a constitutional reform),247 a
prostatas tas haliaias,248 a secretary,249 adiastatas,250 aprostatas tas boulas,251

and a cheroskopos (“counter of <raised> hands”, which indeed seems to
make certain the existence of an assembly);252 in Phigaleia we find
tamiai,253damiorgoi,254 and a general reference toarchontes;255 in Stympha-
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los we find a promnamon,256 a board of prostatai tas bolas,257 a secretary,258

and a board of damiorgoi;259 and in Thisoa we find a board of epi-
meletai.260 Again, the existence of boards of magistrates in minor com-
munities such as Alipheira, Lousoi and Thisoa seems significant, and
allows us to conclude that most communities had magistrates in their
service. It thus seems legitimate to say that most Arkadian poleis in this
period had developed and organised constitutions.

7. Interaction of the Arkadian Poleis

1. The Arkadian Confederacy

The Arkadian Confederacy was founded in 370.261 There is no doubt that
the Confederacy was anti-Spartan in character as has been generally
recognised.262 The history and character of the Confederacy is extremely
interesting and has attracted considerable interest.263 In the following, I
shall set out the received opinion and discuss some new questions.

1.2 Was the Confederacy a confederacy?
The first question which needs to be discussed is whether the organisa-

tion founded in 370 was a true confederacy or simply a league. According
to Larsen, a confederacy, or a federal state, is “a state in which there is a
local citizenship as well as a joint or federal citizenship and in which the
citizens are under the jurisdiction both of federal and local authorities”.264

We cannot prove that the organisation founded in 370was an organisation



Interaction of the Arkadian Poleis 475

265. I rely here on theXenophontic, not theDiodorean account of the foundation, since
the latter is clearly seriously confused; see Roy (1974).
266. Xen.Hell. 6.4.18: ��
-��%� �’ ���O [sc. ���1����P] (���(������
��
 S���F���.

H�� �#� H[%� 
� ���"W��(���
�,���%�	[
���� ��" 
�� !��1�(�
� �������
� !� �;�����.
267.Xen.Hell. 6.4.18: !��%�8�%��� ��" 
�/������4� !� �$��%�$�(���(������
��
.

)��(�����
����
� �#� !���1��
�.
268. Roy (1971) 570.

corresponding to this definition of ‘confederacy’, since there is no direct
evidence to prove the existence of double citizenship or federal authorities
with unambiguous jurisdiction over the citizens of the individual com-
munities. However, a decree of 366–363 (IG V.2 1) proves the existence
of a federal assembly, and from this fact we can infer that federal citizen-
ship existed. Therefore, I take the organisation to be a confederacy anduse
this term, which has become a convention in this connection.

1.3 Foundation of the Confederacy265

The Confederacy was, as already pointed out, anti-Spartan, and its
foundationwas undoubtedly occasionedby the Spartan defeat at Leuktra.
However, it was not founded immediately after Leuktra. AtHell. 6.4.18
Xenophon states that both Tegea and Mantinea provided troops for the
army sent into the field by Sparta upon arrival of the news of the disaster
at Leuktra. However, it should be noted that Xenophon proceeds to
explain this remarkable fact. Tegea, he explains, was loyal because the
partisans of Stasippos, who were ��
��F�����, still held power;266 the
Mantineans,Xenophonnotes,were still ruledby the aristocratic regime(s)
installed by Sparta after the dioecism.267 In other words, the political con-
ditions in these two important poleis were not yet ripe for defection;
change was needed.
InMantinea, change came about through a peaceful revolution.268 After

the Common Peace concluded in Athens in 371, the Mantineans, accord-
ing to Xenophon, “all came together and decreed to make Mantinea a
single polis and to fortify the town” (Hell. 6.5.3). Sparta sentAgesilaos and
tried to stop the new synoecism. TheMantinean archontes, however, told
him that this was impossible “since a decree had been passed by all of the
polis” (Hell. 6.5.5). Xenophon emphasises that all of theMantineans were
involved in this redirection of Mantinean policy, writing �# �������%� ...
�)������ �� ������, and ��,����� ,�,��$����)���4 �4�����. It seems
certain that the aristokratia had been abolished and a democracy intro-
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duced, and since Xenophon does not record any civic strife in this
connection (as he does in the case of Tegea), it seems legitimate to infer
that the ‘revolution’ in Mantinea was peaceful, perhaps even constitu-
tional.269 Xenophon ends his account of the refoundation of Mantinea by
noting that someArkadian poleis sentworkers to helpwith the rebuilding
of the walls.270 This may mean that a Panarkadian organisation was al-
ready in existence, or, at the very least, that the situation was ready for
extensive Panarkadian collaboration.
In Tegea, matters were different. The chronology is somewhat un-

certain, but I take it that Xenophon’s narrative is roughly chronological.
As we saw, there was a powerful faction supporting Sparta, referred to as
“those around Stasippos”. This faction was now opposed by another
faction, referred to as “those around Kallibios and Proxenos”, who were
in favour of a Panarkadian union. FromXenophon’swording, �# �G���	*
�!� :���C��� 
�* D��,�� D�* �! �)������ �� �W� �! ��	
���
!�, 
�* J
�� ��
�$ D� �k 
���k, ��1�� 
�	��� �K��� 
�* �S� ������ (Hell. 6.5.6),
it is not entirely clear whether Kallibios and Proxenos wanted Tegea to
join an existing organisation, or to put in its lot with Mantinea for the
founding of such an organisation.
The situation in Tegea erupted into a bloody civil war, which was won

by the unionists who received support fromMantinea. However, ca. 800
Tegeans fled to Sparta, who then decided to intervene. It is during the
following Spartan campaign in southern Arkadia that we first get explicit
proof of the existence of the Confederacy: �# �G� �V� Y���� ��	
���� �P�
������ �)����,����. ��	 ������ �G �(
 D�������� 
������%� ��1
��	
���
�1 ... >����� �c
�� �# �������%� ������ D����������� (Hell.
6.5.11). So, an organisation referred to as ��	
���
�� was in existence,
but did not yet include Orchomenos. It was this organisation which or-
ganised the resistance to Sparta, asXenophon explicitly states in reference
to the polis of Eutaia whose able-bodied citizens had gone �P� �! ��	
�-
��
��. It is consequently clear that after the revolution in Tegea an or-
ganisation was either greatly strengthened by the incorporation of Tegea,
or that it was then created by Tegea and Mantinea.
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271. Xen.Hell. 6.5.11.
272. IG V.2 1.
273. Xen.Hell. 6.5.13 for Orchomenos; Xen.Hell. 6.5.22 for Heraia.
274. IG V.2 1.
275. Roy (2000b); above 439.
276. Xen.Hell. 7.3.1; see Dušani�c (1970) 332.

As we saw, Orchomenos was originally opposed to the Confederacy.
So were Heraia and Lepreon, since they both participated in the Spartan
attack onArkadia.271However, all three are known to have beenmembers
of the Confederacy by ca. 366.272 We know that both Orchomenos and
Heraia were attacked by federal forces,273 and so we may assume that
these two communities were forced into the Confederacy. Why Lepreon
eventually joined is unknown.
In conclusion, the Confederacy was founded after the Common Peace

of 371, and involved a peaceful revolution in Mantinea and a bloody civil
war in Tegea; some communities must have joined willingly either before
or soon after the revolution in Tegea, but force had to be used against
both Orchomenos and Heraia. Thus the foundation of the Confederacy
was accompanied by considerable warfare and bloodshed.

1.4 Who were members of the Confederacy?
The most valuable single source for the membership of the Confeder-

acy is the so-called Phylarchos decree.274 This is a federal grant of proxeny
to an Athenian by the name of Phylarchos, probably passed in the period
366–363. To the actual text of the decree is appended a list of federal
damiorgoi. The list is arranged by communities with headings using the
‘tribal’ ethnic or the city-ethnic in the plural, for example ��,�W��� (five
personal names), and ��������� (three personal names). This decree
attests to the federal membership of the following communities: Tegea,
the Mainalians, Lepreon, Megalopolis, Mantinea, the Kynourians, Or-
chomenos, Kleitor, Heraia and Thelphousa. The function of these federal
damiorgoi is unknown, and the list presents another puzzle, namely the
general absence of communities from northernArkadia, such as Pheneos,
Lousoi, Stymphalos andKaphy(i)ai amongothers.275However, the federal
membership of Stymphalos is strongly suggested by the fact that in 366
�P����O�)�'�����was��	��$,!� �S���	
����.276 This suggests that
the Phylarchos decree does not present us with a complete list of the
federal members. Probably, the damiorgoiwere drawn from the different
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(2000b).

communities on a rotational basis. In any case, if the damiorgoi were an
important board of magistrates, it is hard to believe that Stymphalos was
never represented on it.277

Other attested or probable members are: Lasion, attested as a member
byXenophon;278 theParrhasians,whocontributed anumberof communi-
ties to the foundation ofMegalopolis and two of its ten oecists and whose
membership is perhaps epigraphically attested;279 Eua in the Thyreatis,
described as a ����� ��	
���� by Stephanos of Byzantion with refer-
ence to Theopompos;280 Eutaia and Pallantion, treated by Xenophon and
Diodorus Siculus, respectively, in a way which suggests membership281

(the fact that these two communities do not appear on the Phylarchos
decree perhaps only means that they were represented on the damiorgic
board through the ‘tribal’ grouping of the Mainalians, since they both
belonged to the Mainalian ‘tribe’).282 The Triphylians, who were perhaps
all members (or at least possible members since they claimed to be Arka-
dians), were perhaps represented by Lepreon.283 In all likelihood, the
Confederacy eventually included the whole of Arkadia.284 As pointed out
in Chapter IV, 117–19, the Confederacy was ethnically exclusive and
admitted only Arkadians as members.

1.5 Federal institutions
We do not know much about the federal constitution,285 but even

though our sources are sparse, some institutions are attested, and we can
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glimpse a rather refined political structure. In the following I set out our
evidence.

The assembly. One federal institution was the federal assembly, called
�# ��	���. This name was probably not intended to reflect a census on
federal citizenship; rather, this number “represented for Classical Greeks
theborder between the countable and theuncountable”; thenameperhaps
also represents Arkadian federal propaganda just like the name ��,���
9���� chosen for another grand federal project.286 So the federal assembly
was probably a primary assemblyopen to allArkadianswhowere citizens
of an Arkadian community and thus of the Confederacy.
Not much is known about the powers of the assembly, but they were

probably considerable:287 the assembly, at least, had the power to overrule
decisions taken by the federalY	 �����, it sent out embassies,288 and it had
the initiative in foreign policy.289 The assembly probably had the right to
elect magistrates (see below), and it is possible that the assembly conduc-
ted the audits of magistrates upon expiration of their office.290 It may also
have been entitled to sit as a court.291

It is not known how often or where the federal assembly met or if it
met regularly on the same spot or at different places. Traditionally, on the
basis of a passage in Pausanias and one in Harpokration,292 Megalopolis
is considered the regular meeting-place of the federal assembly, but as
pointed out by Roy, Tegea is in fact the only meeting-place attested in
Xenophon, and the Phylarchos decree was found in Tegea.293
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The council. The assembly was served by a probouleutic council,294 but
nothing is known of its composition; Larsen assumes that the federated
cities were represented in the boule in proportion to their populations.295

Officials. Xenophon has references to federal Y	 �����, who seem to
have had considerable powers, including the power to bring city-officials
to court.296Whether they are identicalwith thedamiorgoi appearing in the
Phylarchos decree is unknown.Nothing is known about the recruiting of
these officials, but they were apparently elected by the assembly. This, at
least, seems to be the inference to be made from Xenophon’s account at
Hell. 7.1.23–5; Xenophon here reports a strongly patriotic speech by
Lykomedes of Mantinea, clearly delivered to the assembly, and reports
the enthusiastic response by the assembly, a��	�'��)� �!� E)
����$�

�* ����� Y��	� ;,�1���. i��� Y	 ����� >������ �j������ D
�%��� 
�-
�����. It was, it seems, the assembly which formally elected the officials,
but this time it did so following Lykomedes’ recommendations.

The strategos. We also hear of a federal strategos. Although we do not
know how he was appointed,297 election by the assembly seems probable.
The strategos presumably served for one year and could be re-elected.298

The origin of two federal strategoi is known: Lykomedes, who served
twice (and was one of the oecists who founded Megalopolis and who
negotiated a treaty with Athens), was aMantinean, and Aineias, recorded
to have served once, was a Stymphalian; it thus seems that de facto the big
poleis normally supplied the federal strategos.299

Audits. Magistrates themselves were subject to �d�)���, though we do
not knowwhat body conducted these audits;Xenophon’s narrative seems
to suggest that they were conducted by the assembly.300

Army. The Confederacy maintained a standing army, the eparitoi or
epilektoi.301 These troops numbered 5,000 according to the testimony of
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Diodorus (15.62.2), but Pritchett believes that it was in fact a smaller force
comparable to the Theban Sacred Band.302 They served both as regular
fighting troops and as a police force, and in this capacity they served the
officials of the Confederacy. The troops were paid for their service, until
payment was abolished by the assembly.303 In addition to the eparitoi, the
Confederacy was served by the citizen levies of the members.304

Taxes. To meet its financial needs the Confederacy exacted taxes from
the members, and perhaps the amount to be paid by each member was
determined by the size of its population.305

1.6 The egalitarian nature of the Confederacy
Someconfederacieswere so completelydominatedby a singlemember-

city that the federal institutions can almost be regarded as an instrument
by which this dominant city subjected the other cities of the region. The
Boiotian Confederacy dominated by Thebes, and the Chalkidic Confed-
eracydominatedbyOlynthosprovide examples of this kindof hegemonic
confederacy.306 Was the Arkadian Confederacy dominated by a single
city?
The answer to this question must be in the negative based on the fol-

lowing considerations: we are not in a position to decide whether the
federal institutions formally favoured the larger poleis such as Tegea,
Mantinea and Megalopolis, since we do not know how officials were re-
cruited, what their powers were, or where the federal institutions were
based. There is only one slight indication that Megalopolis was favoured
in the organisation of the federal institutions: this city provided ten of the
fifty federal damiorgoi listed in the Phylarchos decree, whereas the Mai-
nalians provided three, and Tegea and Mantinea five each. But this large
number of Megalopolitan damiorgoi could also be seen as an “act of
propaganda like the verynameofMegalopolis itself (MegalePolis – ‘Great
City’)”.307 It is, however, crucial to note that Tegea andMantineawere not
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favoured; both provided five damiorgoi, just as, among others, Thelphou-
sa and the Kynourians, neither of which were regional super-powers.308

The best explanation for the composition of the damiorgic board is
probably that each city was alotted a quota of five members, when they
were to be represented on the board; in the case of Megalopolis the basic
quota was for unknown reasons doubled, and the Mainalians and Le-
preon, both presumably insignificant members, shared a quota. We may
conclude, therefore, that no city had a hegemonic position in the Con-
federacy.
But de facto the big poleismay of course have dominated the Confed-

eracy, as is indicated by the origins of the known federal strategoi (see
above 480). The same is perhaps indicated by the list of oecists who
founded Megalopolis. The list is found in Pausanias,309 and includes two
men each from Mantinea, Tegea, Kleitor, Mainalia and Parrhasia. If
Megalopolis, as commonly assumed, was founded in 368, then this list
cannot merely reflect the number of federal members at the time of the
foundation, unless the composition of the oecistic board had been de-
termined in advance of the implementation of the synoecism-decree at
which date the membership of the Confederacy is uncertain. It is reason-
able to assume that the Mainalians and the Parrhasians provided oecists
because they were to supply all or at least most of the communities to be
synoecised into Megalopolis. The presence of oecists from the big poleis
ofMantinea, Tegea andKleitor, on the other hand, must be interpreted as
a reflection of the importance of these cities, and again as an indication
that the big cities did in reality dominate the Confederacy. The impor-
tance of the big cities for the federation is also shown by the fact that
when a major city such as Mantinea fell out with Tegea and Megalopolis,
the day of the united Arkadia was over (see below).
Despite the fact that the Confederacy may have been dominated by its

larger and therefore naturally more influential poleis, nonetheless, its
character, particularly as exemplified by the assembly, was more egalitar-
ian than the other confederacies that we know of. One possible explana-
tion of the somewhat egalitarian nature of the Confederacy may be that
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the members were firmly united by their common interests, thus
eliminating the need for major poleis to press a certain line of policy. At
least, the policy of the Confederacy in its heyday (370–363/2) seems very
coherent,310 which suggests a high degree of unanimity; perhaps the entry
of Heraia and Orchomenos into the Confederacy produced shifts of
government in these cities. The consistently democratic and anti-oli-
garchic nature of the foreign policy of the Confederacy also suggests that
this policy was directed and determined by the Confederacy, not the
individual cities. That the foreign policy of Arkadia was run by the
Confederacy is also suggested by the fact that whereas only one city
seems to have concluded a treaty with a foreign power before the split of
theConfederacy in 363, a number of treaties concludedby theConfedera-
cy are attested:311 Stymphalos may have concluded an agreement of
symbola with Athens 368–364,312 but in contrast with this one, the
following federal treaties are attested:
(1) In 370, the Arkadian Confederacy, Elis and Argos concluded a

treatyof symmachiawithBoiotia (Staatsverträgeno. 273=Diod. 15.62.3);
Diodorus’ wording �# �G ��	
���� suggests that this treaty was conclu-
ded by the Confederacy.
(2) In 366, Lykomedes of Mantinea persuaded the federal assembly to

begin negotiations with Athens; the negotiations ended with a treaty of
symmachia (Staatsverträge no. 284 = Xen.Hell. 7.4.2, 7.4.6).
(3) During the period 365–362, the Confederacy concluded treaties of

alliance with Pisa, Sikyon and Messene (SEG 22 339 = Staatsverträge no.
285a); according toRoy, this alignment of states represents amodification
of the treaty between Elis, Argos and Arkadia in existence before the
conclusion of no. 1 (see below).313

(4) In 364, the Confederacy concluded a peace treaty with Elis (Xen.
Hell. 7.4.35–6).
Roy has suggested that before the conclusion of the treaty between

Boiotia and Arkadia, Elis and Argos, the latter were already allied among
themselves, which is quite possible.314 If so, the Confederacy concluded
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treaties with Elis, Argos, Boiotia, Athens, Pisa, Sikyon andMessene. This
is a remarkable record of treaties concluded within less than seven years,
and it suggests that only theConfederacywas entitled to conclude treaties
with foreign powers in matters of war and peace. In fact, Diodorus states
that the federal assembly had the power ��	* ������) 
�* �P	��$� C�)-
��������.315 This of course constitutes a limitationof the autonomiaof the
member states,316 but it will only have been a real violation of the auto-
nomia of the member states if a certain line of foreign policy was forced
on the members. There is no sign of this in the Arkadian Confederacy. If
the treaty of symbola between Stymphalos and Athens is correctly dated
to the federal period, then the individual cities were apparently allowed
to have their own foreign relations outside the sphere of war and peace.317

The Confederacy seems to have been characterised by a high degree of
unanimity and by an egalitarian structure. This is not to deny that it did
sometimes resort to violence against its (future) members; as we saw
above, it is likely thatOrchomenos andHeraiawere originally forced into
the Confederacy. There is, moreover, at least one example of a decision of
great importance which was enforced by the Confederacy on some of its
minor members, assuming that the rebellion reported by Pausanias
occurred at the synoecism and not in 361 when the Confederacy had split
into twoparts: Pausanias reports that four small communities of the ‘tribal
states’, which were among those that were supposed to be incorporated
into Megalopolis, resisted this federal decision. Nevertheless, the Con-
federacy enforced the inclusion of two of these communities against their
will, and annihilated the third by use of force; only the fourth, Lykosoura,
was allowed to continue its separate existence.318 This act must have been
a serious infringement of the autonomia of these minor members of the
Confederacy. Nonetheless, the action may have been legally defensible,
since the synoecism had been voted by the Confederacy, and some of the
‘tribes’ towhich the small communities belongedwere represented on the
oecist board which founded the new city. Another possible example of
federal infringement of local autonomia is the delineation of the frontiers
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of Orchomenos discussed above (451), perhaps also to be connected with
the synoecism. But no details are known and thus we do not know
whether Orchomenos was dissatisfied with the arrangement. But if the
inscription is to be connected with the synoecism, the drawing up of the
borders was necessitated by the federal decision to found Megalopolis,
and accordingly it was legally defensible.
The conclusion must be that although the importance of the big poleis

was recognised by the Confederacy and though they did dominate it by
filling important magistracies, there is no sign that any single city had a
hegemonic position within the Confederacy. Furthermore, although the
Confederacy couldpotentially violate the autonomiaof itsmember states,
for example by enforcing decisions on them in the spheres of taxation and
foreign policy, there is no sign that it actually did so. Outside the sphere
of war and peace it was probably possible for the members to have their
own foreign relations, as shownby the treaty of symbolawhich Stympha-
los concluded with Athens, and that is an important aspect of autonomia
not attested in the Boiotian or the Chalcidian Confederacies. But the
Confederacy did sometimes violate the autonomia of its (future) mem-
bers: in one case the Confederacy forced an important decision on some
of its minor members, and some communities were perhaps originally
forced into the Confederacy by federal attacks.

1.7 Political orientation of the Confederacy
The opposition to Sparta. The only contemporary source which allows

any inference about what functions the Arkadians intended the Confe-
deracy to fulfill is a speech by Lykomedes of Mantinea reported by
Xenophon atHell. 7.1.23–4.XenophonhasLykomedes begin bydrawing
attention to some peculiar characteristics of the Arkadians such as their
claim to autochthony and their military prowess (7.1.23), reported in
oratio obliqua. The emphatic conclusion of the speech is then given in
oratio recta: D�� �V� ��'	�����, ��1 J��� Y� ��� ��	�
��4'������.h�
�	���	�� �� E�
���������� &
���)��1���� D
���)� $(2�����, �1� �G
L� .$C���� �P
4 &
���)���� 
�* �< 
��� ��	�� ;,�%��� &2�S��, c���
�� � �����)� Y���)� E�
��������)� �a	����� (7.1.24).What Lykome-
des seems to be saying is that the Confederacy should avoid dependence
upon any hegemonic power. It can be taken for granted that the hegem-
onic power the Confederacy was originally intended to curb must have
been Sparta.
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The Spartans were perfectly aware of this, as is indicated by their
abortive attempt to nip the federation in the bud (see above 476), and it
has been taken as self-evident bymost modern scholars.319 But taking Ly-
komedes’ speech into account we should perhaps rephrase this slightly
and say that the goal of the Confederacy was Arkadian independence.
Sparta being the most obvious obstacle to this, the Confederacy became
anti-Spartan. That it was anti-Spartan we need not doubt. The attested
warfare between Sparta and Arkadia proves this abundantly,320 and ac-
cording to the unanimous testimony of our sources, even the grandest
federal project, the foundation of Megalopolis, was an anti-Spartan
move.321

Democratic unanimity or factions?. Whereas the anti-Spartan nature of
theConfederacy is beyond doubt, there has been some debate concerning
to what extent the Confederacy can be described as wholly committed to
a democratic policy.
Thompson has argued that there were in fact both a democratic faction

and an oligarchic faction among the federal leaders.322 The oligarchic
faction,which collaboratedwith thebeltistoiof other city-states, included
such men as Lykomedes of Mantinea and Aineias of Stymphalos (both
known to have served as strategoi) and its goal was Arkadian independ-
ence of both Sparta and Boiotia. The democratic faction actively sup-
ported democracies in the rest of the Peloponnese and was willing to
accept a high degree of Theban influence in Arkadia.323 Thompson con-
centrates on three episodes in which he believes that factionalism can be
discerned:
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(1)Euphron of Sikyon: some time after Sikyonhad left thePeloponnesi-
an League, a certain Euphron invited the Argives and the Arkadians to
help himbring about a democratic revolution in Sikyon. Thiswas done,324

and its success can surely be credited to the democratic faction inArkadia.
Later, however, whenAineias of Stymphalos was strategos, he intervened
in Sikyon and recalled the exiles. According to Thompson, this act by
Aineias represents a reversal of Arkadian policy and was in fact a re-
insertion of the oligarchy. It thus represents the work of another,
oligarchic, Arkadian faction.325

(2) The Theban subjection of Achaia: in 367 Epameinondas invaded
Achaia and forced the region to conclude a treaty of symmachia with
Thebes, but promised that there would be no exiling or changes of
constitution.326 The Arkadians then complained that this meant turning
over Achaia to Sparta, whereupon the Thebans decided to send harmostai
to Achaia to install democracies. On the assumption that the oligarchic
faction in Arkadia, allegedly led by the Arkadian patriot Lykomedes of
Mantinea, would never invite Thebes to interfere in the Peloponnese,
Thompson interprets this reversal of Theban policy as prompted by the
democratic faction in Arkadia.327

(3) The eparitoi: in 364 a serious crisis developed in the Confederacy
over the problem of the financing of the so-called eparitoi.328 Thompson
believes (in contrast to received opinion) that the eparitoi were a new
institution created by officials belonging to the democratic faction and
that these democrats intended to pay the eparitoiwith sacredmoney taken
from Olympia. Thompson explains the refusal of Mantinea to go along
with this as the response of the oligarchic faction which succeeded in
overturning the decisions of the officials.329

Though not an entirely impossible reconstruction of federal politics,
Thompson’s line of argument is open to a number of objections: it
assumes personal motives which are not attributed to the actors by our
sources. For instance, according to Xenophon, Aineias of Stymphalos
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intervened in Sikyon because things there had become intolerable.330

According to Thompson he interfered to restore the ancestral constitu-
tion. Furthermore, the supposed factional affiliations of certain actors are
used to identify the factional motivation of certain events. Thus the
embassy to Thebes complaining about the settlement in Achaia cannot
have been thework of the oligarchic faction for Lykomedes was a patriot,
and a rich one at that! However, no names are given by Xenophon in the
brief accountof theArkadian complaint.Likewise, factions arediscernible
in the Sikyonian incidents only on the assumption that Aineias was trying
to defeat the policy of a rival faction. Thompson pays no attention to the
facts that Argos as well was involved in the initial arrangements at Sikyon
and that fear of Sparta is explicitly mentioned both in this connection,331

and in connectionwith the Achaian complaint.332 Thompson’s discussion
of the eparitoi, interesting and valuable as it is, defies refutation because
it is built on too many unprovable assumptions and because Xenophon,
as in many other cases, is too brief to allow any certainty.333

Roy believes that it is possible to detect a common denominator for the
foreign policy of theConfederacy, and that this denominatorwas support
of democracy. He draws attention to the following incidents:334

(1) The exiles of Phleious: with the Argives, the Arkadians in 369 colla-
borated with Phleiasian exiles in an unsuccesful attempt to take the city
of Phleious.335 These exiles were probably336 democrats. The ultimate aim
was to have Phleious join the anti-Spartan alliance.337

(2) The interference in Sikyon: with the Argives, the Arkadians in 369
helped Euphron to create a democracy in Sikyon.338

(3) The Theban settlement of Achaia: in 366, Epameinondas brought
Achaia into alliance with Thebes, but did not interfere with the existing
constitutions; theArkadians complained that thismeant giving upAchaia
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to Sparta, and the Thebans then expelled the beltistoi and created demo-
cracies in Achaia.339

(4) Support of theEleiandemocrats: in 365, theArkadians supported the
democratic faction in a stasis in Elis.340

(5) Support of the Pellenean �����: in 365/4, the Arkadians went to the
support of the ����� of Pellene which struggled with a faction consisting
of ���� ]�,��.341

Noneof these interventionswas successful; only in Sikyonwas a demo-
cracy actually set up, but the real leader was Euphron whose personal
ambitionsmade it necessary for theArkadians todeposehim.342However,
I think we must agree that although not a successful record, it is a record
of support for democracy,343 and that, since there is no comparable record
of support for oligarchy, the Confederacy was committed to democracy.
This is, after all, not very strange. Xenophon himself in several places
emphasises the connection between oligarchy and a pro-Spartan stance,
and between democracy and an anti-Spartan stance: (a) when the Arka-
dians complained about the Theban settlement of Achaia, their point was
that leaving the oligarchies in existence meant giving up Achaia to Sparta;
some Thebans must have agreed, for Thebes proceeded to put down the
oligarchies and set up democracies (Hell. 7.1.43); (b)when discussing how
Euphron invited the Argives and Arkadians into Sikyon, he made the
point that if the rich got control of Sikyon, they would join Sparta again,
whereas a democracy would mean that Sikyon remained in the Arkadian
alliance (Hell. 7.1.44); (c) Xenophon makes a similar point in connection
with the break-up of the Confederacy (see below). Furthermore, Xeno-
phon clearly connects Arkadian support with democratic ideals in at least
two passages: (a) in connection with the stasis in Elis he states that the
Arkadians �)��� �� D��
�)� �K��� ��%� �$��
	���%���� C�)��������
(Hell. 7.4.15), and this encouraged the democratic faction (ibid.); (b) in his
description of the Pellenean incident, Xenophon makes an implicit con-
nectionbetweenoligarchy and apro-Spartan stance: the faction supported
by the Arkadians is described as �W� " �����, whereas the faction in
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power is described as being ���� ]�,��, and indeed it was this faction
that had brought back Pellene to the Spartan alliance (Hell. 7.4.17).
Consequently, since the Confederacy was decidedly anti-Spartan, we
should expect it to be democratic. Finally, the Confederacy was created
by Mantinean and Tegean democrats, as is clear even from Xenophon’s
description of its foundation (see above 475–6). It remained democratic at
least till 363.

1.8 The splitting of the Confederacy
It was, however, the emergence of an oligarchic faction within the

Confederacy that brought about the fracture which occurred in 363.
Xenophon gives a reasonably detailed description of the processes which
split the Confederacy. Having effectively established themselves in con-
trol of the sanctuary at Olympia, the Arkadian federal officials (�# D� ��%�
��	
���� Y	 �����) began using �� #�	�  	����� to pay the eparitoi.344

Before the use of the sacredmoney, the eparitoiwere paid by funds raised
from the individual cities.345 Mantinea objected to the use of the sacred
money, and paid what it used to pay towards the maintenance of the ep-
aritoi.346 This act set the crisis going. The archontes, being of the opinion
that Mantinea was spoiling the Confederacy, summoned the Mantinean
prostatai to appear before the assembly. This the Mantineans refused. A
trial was nonetheless conducted and the Mantineans were condemned in
absentia.347 The eparitoi were sent to arrest the responsible Mantineans,
but were not allowed into the city (ibid.). The eparitoi are here acting as
the tool of the archontes.
However, a new federal assembly was held and it voted to stop using

the sacredmoney.348 This, according toXenophon, changed the composi-
tion of the eparitoi: those who could not serve without pay dropped
out.349 Theywere replaced bymen ofmeans (�)�������), and the political
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importance of this shift in personnelwaswell recognised: �# �G �)�������
��	�
���)��������a��%� 
�������� �P� ��I� D��	��)�,J����<�(��*
D�’ D
�����, &��’ D
�%��� D�* �'��� �K��. In other words, the new ep-
aritoiwanted the corps to become an instrument of the �)������� against
men of lesser means. So the change of personnel more or less meant an
oligarchic take-over.
The archontes now feared that they would be convicted at their euthy-

nai, and sent to Thebes the message that the Confederacy was about to
join Sparta.350 Thebes prepared to invade Arkadia. Officially, the Con-
federacy, i.e. the assembly, sent Thebes the message that they should not
appear under arms on Arkadian territory unless called upon.351 Further-
more, the Confederacy/assembly concluded peacewith Elis, even though
that meant giving up Olympia; what happened to the ally Pisa is un-
known.352 Clearly, the policy of the Confederacy had taken a completely
new direction.
But the archontes were not beaten yet. When the Eleian peace was

sworn to and celebrated in Tegea, they collaborated with a Theban com-
mander who “happened to be there with 300 Boiotian hoplites”353 and
with �# "��,�8����� �S� D��	��� to arrest and imprison the beltistoi
from the otherArkadian poleis. Theywere especially keen on getting hold
of the Mantineans, who, however, had gone home. The next day, the
Mantineans and the other Arkadian poleismobilised and demanded their
prisoners back. They said that they were willing to hand over for trial in
the Confederacy anyone whom the archontes accused of a crime but that
none of these men should be held in prison or put to death without a
trial.354 The Theban commander then released the prisoners and made
excuses. After this affair, Epameinondas decided to invade Arkadia.
The Confederacy then sent to Athens for help and concluded a treaty

with Sparta!This treatywasnegotiatedby�	��C��� &�! �S�D��	���.355

According to Xenophon, Epameinondas counted on the support of
Tegea, Megalopolis, Asea and Pallantion and some other small poleis
(Hell. 7.5.5). It is thus clear that the Confederacy was now divided into
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two factions: one headed by Mantinea, who with the beltistoi of other
Arkadian states had taken over the Confederacy and allied with the devil
herself, and one headed by Tegea and Megalopolis who represented the
democratic faction which the archontes had stood for.356 These two
factions then faced each other in battle atMantinea and the day of a firmly
united Arkadia was over.

1.9 Why did the Confederacy break up?
Can we explain why the Confederacy broke up? This question has

attracted some scholarly attention. It has been pointed out that behind the
split one may in fact discern the old antagonism between Tegea and
Mantinea.357 It has been emphasised in this connection that these two
cities followed different paths to democracy in 371/70: in Tegea, the
oligarchy was deposed after a bloody civil war which sent some 800
oligarchs into exile, while in Mantinea the democracy was introduced
peacefully, which meant that potential oligarchs remained among the
citizens.358 It was clearly this latent threat to the unity of the democratic
Confederacy which materialised in 363.
In addition to this, Dušani�c has pointed out that there may have been

severe economic problems in southern Arkadia caused by continuous
warfare the area had seen and the interruptions in the cultivation of the
land following the synoecism of Megalopolis.359 This, he believes, rad-
icalised the democratic sentiments in Tegea and Megalopolis, but there is
in fact no evidence to support this. If there were economic problems
behind the split, one would rather think that they stemmed from the
continuous warfare carried out by the Confederacy, which must have
severely taxed its resources. The financing of all this warfare may have
fallen on the wealthier citizens in the individual poleis such as those who
are known to have existed in Mantinea360 and Heraia.361 In the end the
burden may have become/been felt to have become too heavy. So if we
want to look for an economic explanation, we should probably accept as
a possible explanation that such a wealthy class in different poleis found
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a common cause in no longer feeling capable of financing the continuous
federal warfare. But there is no direct evidence to support this suggestion,
and it runs counter to the fact that the Mantineans made a demonstration
of their willingness to pay their share. Therefore, we must admit that we
cannot fully explain why the Confederacy broke up.

1.10 Did the Confederacy re-unite?362

It is generally believed that once split the Confederacy never re-
united.363 Certainly, there is no evidence to show conclusively that the
Confederacy ever came to include thewhole ofArkadia again;364 however,
there is evidence to show that the Confederacy did survive 362 and was
henceforward centredonMantinea. It is, furthermore, possible thatMega-
lopolis headed a rival Confederacy. The evidence is as follows:365

(1) Staatsverträge no. 290: A treaty probably concluded after the battle
ofMantinea lists the ��	
���� as one of the contracting parties, the others
being Athens, Achaia, Elis and Phleious; thus, the Confederacy existed,
but from this text we cannot deduce who its members were.
(2) Polyb. 4.33.8: in discussing the negotiations for a Common Peace

after the battle of Mantinea in 362, Polybios mentions a group which he
describes as��,������%��� 
�* ������ �# 
������1���� ��	
���� ���
�(�S��)��� ��. Since theMegalopolitans in 361 appealed toBoiotia for
help againstMantinea and Elis, it was hardly the Polybian groupwho had
allied with Athens and Elis etc., but the Mantinean group; the split which
we see before the battle thus persists after the battle,withMantinea posing
as the head of an Arkadian Confederacy.366

(3) Diod. 15.94.1–3: in 361, the separatist movement which developed
inMegalopolis appealed for help to�������%� 
�* �S� Y���� ��	
����
<...>, >�� �G �N���)� 
�* ��I� Y���)� ����� $
���� ��%� �������1��
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�)��� ��,367 while the unionists of Megalopolis called in the Thebans
and prevailed. It thus seems that the split of 363 persisted in 361.
(4) Dem. 16: it is noteworthy that Demosthenes in this speech (=e�G	

��,��������S�) sometimes refers to theMegalopolitans asMegalopoli-
tans,368 but at other places refers to them as ��	
����,369 exactly as if there
was no difference between the two terms and as if Megalopolis was the
centre of a confederacy.370 So perhaps Megalopolis did pose as the capital
of a rival confederacy. It would be no surprise if this was the case, since
the city after all originated as a federal project.
(5) Diod. 16.39.1–3: in 352 there was again war in the Peloponnese.

According to Diodorus it arose from a dispute between Megalopolis and
Sparta.371 It appears from Diodorus that initially Megalopolis was on its
own, 
��’ \�)����, against Sparta. Thus Megalopolis was probably not a
member of any Arkadian Confederacy, at least not one including Man-
tinea. Since the city was not able to copewith Sparta on its own, it sent for
its allies. ThesewereArgos, Sikyon,Messene, Thebes andOrneai.372Man-
tinea was possibly on the Spartan side, for the Spartan army camped in
Mantinean territory.373 Any Arkadian Confederacy thus did not include
Megalopolis, or there were two organisations.
(6)Dem. 19.10&Aeschin. 2.157: according toDemosthenes, Aischines

in 348/7 as an Athenian ambassador delivered a speech in Megalopolis to



Interaction of the Arkadian Poleis 495

374. Roy (1968a) 243.
375. Roy (1968) 242.
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��%� �)	���, and the detail about the speech being delivered to the
Myrioi is confirmed by Aischines himself. This must mean either that the
Confederacy now had come to include Megalopolis, or that Megalopolis
had kept the federal institutions and posed as head of an Arkadian
Confederacy. In the light of (4), the latter possibility seems the most
likely.374

(7) Diod. 16.63.4–5: in ca. 344, Eleian phygades attacked Elis with
mercenaries; Elis was supported by ��	
����, and the attack was beaten
off. Diodorus thrice refers to ��	
���� in his narrative, and we may take
this tomean ‘TheArkadianConfederacy’, but it is not clear whowere the
members thereof.
(8) Syll.3 244: in ca. 344, Megalopolis sent to the Delphic Amphictyony

and asked to become a member. Although certainty is impossible, this
seems to suggest that Megalopolis was at this time not a member of any
Arkadian Confederacy, since in that case the request for membership
would probably have been made in the name of the Confederacy.
(9) Staatsverträge no. 337: according to a scholion to Aeschin. 3.83,

Athens in 342 concluded treaties of symmachiawith several Peloponnesi-
an states, among which were ��	
���� �# ���� ��������� and ��,�-
�����%���. Thus Arkadia was divided into at least two political units, and
a Confederacy did not unite the region. From this information one may
perhaps conclude that the situation of 363 persisted, with a Confederacy
centred on Mantinea and Megalopolis opposing this Confederacy.375

(10) Aeschin. 3.240: in 335, all Arkadians marched out to join the
Theban revolt;376 from Din. 1.18–21 it appears that this Arkadian army
made it as far as the Isthmos, where they received embassies from both
Makedonia and Thebes.377 The army did not, however, cross the Isthmos,
and after the fall of Thebes its leaders were sentenced to death.378 It thus
seems certain that an Arkadian Confederacy existed in 335, but it is not
clear who its members were. Admittedly, Aischines states that all the
Arkadians marched out, and this may be taken to mean that the Confed-
eracy now united the whole of Arkadia again. But, the passage in
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379. Larsen (1968) 181 n. 3.
380. McQueen (1978) 49.

Aischines is highly polemical andwe should not expect detailed accuracy.
Furthermore, as pointed out by Larsen,379 ������ in such a context may
mean ‘of every division’ or ‘of every community’ and thus even this
apparently unambiguous testimony to renewed unification is open to
more than one interpretation. But, on the other hand, the possibility does
remain that at that time the Confederacy again united the region.
(11) Aeschin. 3.165: according to Aischines, the whole of Arkadia

(��	
��� �W��) apart fromMegalopolis joinedAgis in his revolt in 331.
Whatever Aischines’ phrase is intended to mean, it is hardly conclusive
evidence for renewed unification, polemical as it is.380

(12) Hyp. I.xviii.13–17: see below 497.
(13) [Plut.] Vit. dec. Or. 846C–D, Dem. 27.8: according to Plutarch,

Demosthenes spoke to �! 
���!� �S� ��	
���� in the begining of the
LamianWar. If true, the Confederacy still existed, but we cannot tell who
its members were.
No. (13), in fact, is the last explicit reference to the Confederacy as an

existing institution, and so we may end our survey here, and sum up the
evidence: four passages (1, 7, 12 and 13) show that a federation existed
after 362; three passages (2, 4 and 6) suggest thatMegalopolis was the head
of a federal organisation; and two passages (3 and 9) suggest thatMantinea
headed a federal organisation. In contrast, the remaining four (5, 8, 10 and
11) suggest that Arkadia was not united in a federation. To conclude: the
Confederacy surely survived 362, but henceforward itwas anorganisation
centred on Mantinea, which probably never came to unite the whole
region again. In particular, there is reason to doubt whether Megalopolis
ever rejoined the Confederacy. In fact, Megalopolis (like Mantinea) may
have posed as the head of a rival Confederacy, and in that case there will
have been twoArkadian Confederacies after 362!However, our evidence
is not full enough to allow a detailed description of this state of affairs. So,
after 362 and at least until 322 there existed one or two organisations
claiming to be the Arkadian Confederacy, but neither of them united the
entire region.
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1.11 When was the Confederacy finally dissolved?
The final question which needs to be addressed is the date of the final

dissolution of the Confederacy. Two dates have been proposed: (1) 324 at
the orders of Alexander the Great, and (2) ca. 235 as a consequence of the
inclusion of all theArkadian communities into theAchaianConfederacy.
The evidence for these two dates is as follows:

Re (1) In his speech Against Demosthenes, Hypereides mentions two
epitagmata by Alexander the Great which were communicated to the
Greeks atOlympia in 324; one of these concerned the phygades, the other
onewas ��	* ��1 ��I� �)���,�)� �� ��S� �� 
�* ��	
�[�]�� [
�* 7]��-
[�]�S[�--]. This seems to suggest that an Arkadian Confederacy existed
in 324; but, about its membership this passage leaves us ignorant, and
since an infinitive has been irretrievably lost, we do not know what
happened to it. However, Dušani�c believes that Alexander ordered the
dissolution of the Confederacy,381 and sees the attestation of the Confed-
eracy in connection with the initial phase of the Lamian War as a short
and final reappearance. Certainty is, however, impossible.382

Re (2) Roy believes that it is possible to establish the existence of the
Confederacy after 323 by studying the use of the regional ethnicArkas in
those inscriptions which can be held to use it in a constitutionally sig-
nificant way.383 His study suggests that a Confederacy existed after 323
right down to ca. 235, and that it dissolved only gradually as more and
more Arkadian communities joined the Achaian Confederacy. It should
be noted that the Confederacy is attested only by non-Arkadian sources,
and we cannot determine how precise these are. If, however, we accept
Roy’s conclusion we should remember his concomitant conclusion too:
“The membership of this later (i.e. third-century) League fluctuated
considerably” and “it was apparently only rarely that most of Arkadia
was within the League”;384 in fact, on Roy’s premises, a city such as Tegea
was never a member.385

In conclusion, it is at the present impossible to establish the precise date
at which the Confederacy was finally dissolved.
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1.12 Conclusion
The history of the Arkadian Confederacy is best subdivided into two

periods, the period before the split in 363, and the period after the split.
The first of these periods is reasonably well-attested due primarily to the
Hellenika of Xenophon, whereas the second period is very poorly illu-
minated by our sources.
TheConfederacywas founded in 370 byMantinean andTegean demo-

crats, and was intended as a means of protection against Sparta. The
constitution of the Confederacy is known only in outline, but may be
described as democratic with a powerful primary assembly that was re-
sponsible for foreign policy, and which elected officials and subjected
them to audits at the expiration of office.
The Confederacy quickly came to include all of Arkadia. In its foreign

policy it consistently opposed Sparta and backed democrats. Internally,
it seems to have been of an egalitarian rather than hegemonic nature, and
there is no evidence that any single city formally dominated the Confed-
eracy. In reality, however, large cities such as Mantinea attained great
importance by supplying leaders such as Lykomedes and by filling the
office of strategos. The Confederacy seems to have admitted the import-
ance of the larger cities in certainways, for examplewhen the oecist board
forMegalopoliswas filledwith people fromTegea,Mantinea, andKleitor.
For reasons which are still not fully illuminated, the Confederacy split

into two factions in 363. One faction, which seems to have represented an
oligarchic reaction originating in Mantinea, was led by none other than
Mantinea, whereas the other was led by Tegea and Megalopolis. These
two factions faced each other in battle at Mantinea in 362.
The history of the Confederacy in the second period is, as already

pointed out, not very well-known. In fact, there may have been two
organisations claiming to be the Arkadian Confederacy, one headed by
Mantinea, and one headed byMegalopolis, who presumably retained the
federal institutions.With the evidence available to uswe cannot show that
these two factions ever united again. If the Confederacy existed in the
third century, itwaspresumably characterisedby frequently shifting com-
binations of members. Finally, it is unknown when the Confederacy
ceased to exist; it may have been as late as ca. 235.
The fourth-century Confederacy is interesting as the first successful

attempt at uniting all the communities of Arkadia in a political and mil-
itary organisation. The fifth century saw several such attempts by Tegea
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386. Note, however, that the treaty betweenOrchomenos and Euaimonmay belong in
the present period; see above 350.

andMantinea, none of themespecially successful.However, even in terms
of unification, the fourth-centuryConfederacywas in some sense a failure
since it united Arkadia effectively for a few years only. After 362 Arkadia
more or less reverted to the old tradition of extreme political fragmenta-
tion, and presumably never succeeded in uniting itself again.
In terms of the impact of the Confederacy on contemporary history,

the picture is somewhat similar. In the period 370–363, the Confederacy
achieved remarkable success in the area of resistance to Sparta; the foun-
dation ofMegalopolis is the most eloquent witness to this. However, this
success was possible only because of the alliance with Boiotia. The great
invasions of Lakonia were led by Epameinondas, and on their own the
Arkadians lost the ‘Tearless Battle’, which is clearly not an Arkadian
name. But since the Confederacy itself was responsible for the alliance
with Boiotia, some of the credit for the breaking of Sparta’s power must
be given to it, and this Spartan loss of power was decisive: Arkadia never
became a Spartan puppet again.
After 362 theConfederacy seems not to have had any special impact on

contemporary history. This may in part be a picture which is due to the
sources at our disposal. In them, Arkadia does not figure prominently.
But the reason for this is surely the insignificant position the region held
at the time. And the reason for this may at least in part be that it was not
able to recover from the split of 363.

2. Other Forms of Interaction

Apart from the Confederacy, other forms of interaction between the
Arkadian poleis are poorly documented in the post-368 period, and we
cannot, for example, study the hierarchy of the Arkadian poleis as we
could in the previous period.386Admittedly,Mantinea seems to have taken
on a hegemonic positionwithin the remnants of theConfederacy, but this
is about all we know. Tegea more or less drops out of the record, and the
relations betweenMegalopolis and its second-order settlements/depend-
encies cannot be studied in detail (see above 444–55). Hegemonic leagues
are unattested, and the ‘tribal states’ disappear.
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387. IPArk no. 15.19–20, and pp. 142–3. The precise date of the inscription is uncertain,
see above 350.
388. IPArk no. 5.31–5.

There are probably several reasons for this. One reason is surely that
we do not have a good historian of this period. The previous period was
privileged by being illuminated successively by all the three extant his-
torians of the Classical period. Their testimony was of the utmost im-
portance in analysing the interaction of the poleis of the region. In the
present period we depend for this kind of information on later historians
such as Polybios, Diodorus Siculus, and the periegetic work of Pausanias.
None of them is really interested in the internal polis structure ofArkadia.
Wemust, then,work almost exclusively from inscriptions. Inscriptions

originating from outside of Arkadia cannot be expected to throw much
light on the present problem. We are thus reduced to inscriptions origin-
ating fromArkadia itself. Generally, the number ofArkadian inscriptions
grows in the normal way and they become quite numerous in the Hel-
lenistic period. However, although there are some inscriptions which are
of importance in the present context, most of them are not.
We are left with very little material of any importance, but from what

little we have it appears, interestingly, that Arkadian poleis still concluded
treaties among themselves that provided for close political collaboration
with each other. Apart from this, it seems to be an innovation of this
period that the communities of the region began to grant each others’
citizens proxenia.

2.1 Inter-city arbitration
When Orchomenos and Euaimon ca. 378–350 concluded a treaty of

�)3��
�, it was decided to call in Heraia as arbitrator if the ownership of
a specific piece of land fell into dispute.387 This treaty is not securely dated
to the present period, but, when Tegea in 324, following the order of
Alexander the Great, issued a decree with regulations concerning the res-
toration of property etc. to the exiles who had returned, it was decided
that if anyone returned after a specified date and had complaints to make,
Mantinea was to act as dikasterion.388

It may have been normal to call in a fellow Arkadian polis to give legal
assistance, but the following consideration suggests that it was done only
in extraordinary circumstances. In both Orchomenos and Tegea the
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citizen population was about to be enlarged by a new group that had a
specific identity and history, and in both cases the state must have
recognised thepossibilityof conflicts overpropertyownership.389 Inother
words, bothOrchomenos and Tegea had to face the possibility of serious
conflict within the citizen body, i.e. stasis, and it was presumably in an
attempt to avoid this kind of conflict that the calling in of foreign
assistance was envisaged. If correct, legal assistance of this kind cannot
have been called in on a regular basis.

2.2 Stymphalos and Lousoi
A fragmentary inscription found in Stymphalos and dated to the first

half of the third century,390 is clearly a treaty between Lousoi and
Stymphalos whose city-ethnics can both be confidently restored. The
exact content of the treaty is unknown, but it is believed to have been a
mutual grant of citizenship. This proposal finds some support in the fact
that an inscription fromLousoi lists aman calledAnthesilaos Stymphalios
among the magistrates of the city;391 he must have been a citizen of
Lousoi, but the striking use of the ethnic Stymphalios of course suggests
that he was also a citizen of Stymphalos.
Lousoiwas one of theminor poleis, whereas Stymphaloswas one of the

major poleis of Arkadia. The treaty between them is however different
from that betweenHelisson andMantinea, bywhichMantinea practically
absorbed Helisson. For one thing, it was apparently a mutual grant of
citizenship during which Lousoi obviously kept its identity as a polis
without restraints since the city issued its own decrees etc. Second,
between the territories of Lousoi and Stymphalos lay the territory of
Pheneos, and so the treaty was not between neighbouring poleis. This
means that we should not see in the treaty a sign of Stymphalian empire-
building on the Mantinean pattern, for we have no evidence that
Stymphalos controlled Pheneos.
There are no other sources after 368which throw any light on this kind

of interaction, and this makes it impossible to determine whether this
single instance is representative of a common phenomenon of polis inter-
action in the region after the synoecism.
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2.3 Proxenia392

As we saw (Appendix VII), only three Arkadian communities are
known to have had proxeny relations with foreign powers before 368,393

and two of the known cases seem to be connected with the complicated
political situation surrounding the Peace ofNikias. Therewas no example
of two Arkadian communities connected via proxeny. If grants of
proxeny in fifth- and fourth-century Arkadia were, as in Athens and
Boiotia,394 primarily tools of foreign policy, wemight explain the absence
of proxeny relations by pointing out that (1) the foreign policy of most of
Arkadia was for long periods determined by the fact that they were allies
of Sparta, and (2) that internal political fragmentation was a prime char-
acteristic of fifth century/early fourth century Arkadia; when rising
against Sparta, Tegea and Mantinea normally looked outside of Arkadia
for support. That the known examples of pre-368 proxeny relations
cluster around the Peace of Nikias suggests that proxeny was used as a
political tool. In addition, the only known federal grant of proxeny was
to anAthenian andmay reasonably be connectedwith the attested federal
collaboration with Athens in the 360s. So in this case absence of evidence
may actually be evidence of absence. However, since both Mantinea and
Tegea must have conducted an active foreign policy inside Arkadiawhen
they created their leagues, theypresumablywouldhaveusedproxeny, and
so it is perfectly possible that such grants simply have not left any trace in
our record, perhaps because they were not put down on stone.
However that may be, the situation is a little different after 368, since

a few fourth century decrees of proxeny have survived. From the third
century we have even more decrees of proxeny, which may be used to
determine whether the information from the few fourth-century decrees
is representative of a regional pattern. The decrees, of course, are inter-
esting since they may reveal some of the interests of the issuing states.
A Stymphalian decree of ca. 330–303 grants proxeny with &�'�����


�* &�)�� 
�* ������ 
�P	���� to a man of Tegea.395 A late fourth-
century decree from Tegea grants hereditary proxeny with [&�)�]� 
�*
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&������ 
�[* D� P	���� 
D��]������ to a man of Orchomenos.396 Both
decrees are grants by amajor polis to a citizen of anothermajor polis. Does
this pattern persist in the following period? A long third-century
(fragmentary) catalogue of (presumably) proxenoi from Kleitor lists
proxenoi in 13 different communities from various part of the Greek
world;397 the only two Arkadian communities listed are Mantinea and
Tegea.398 This fits the fourth-century evidence.Decrees fromOrchomenos
grant proxeny to men of Megalopolis399 and Tegea.400 This fits too; but,
Orchomenos also grants proxeny to people of Kaphy(i)ai (twice),401

Alea402 and Lousoi,403 and these areminor poleis. However, bothAlea and
Kaphy(i)ai are neighbours of Orchomenos, and this may explain the
grants, two ofwhich explicitly include pasture rights.404 In the grant to the
man from Lousoi the title of proxenos may be secondary to the title of
theorodokos which is also conferred upon the honorand.405 If this is
accepted, the evidence fromOrchomenos fits the pattern, but shows that
another pattern may have existed: that of granting to neighbouring
communities with which one had economic ties, a pattern also found in
the inland cities of Boiotia.406 That this latter pattern really existed in
Arkadia is supported by the fact that the only known proxenos of tiny
Thisoa was a man from neighbouring Thelphousa, whose grant included
epinomia.
To conclude, thebigArkadian communities primarily grantedproxenia

to other big cities, but proxeny was also granted to people of minor, but
neighbouring cities. The first pattern can be traced back to the fourth
century, the latter is known only in the Hellenistic period. But, our
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sources are very scanty, and it is not certain that the conclusions based on
them can be generalised.

3. Conclusion

The most important form of interaction between the poleis of Arkadia
after 368 is constituted by the Confederacy, which is, moreover, the only
well-documented type of interaction. However, even the Confederacy is
well-documented only in its early phase, i.e. 370–363,when it successfully
united all of Arkadia for the first time in the history of the region. Some
basic questions are still without answers. We do not know, for instance,
if the Confederacy ever recovered from the split of 363, reflections of
which are visible as late as 341. Nor do we know when the Confederacy
was finally dissolved; it may already have ceased to exist in 324, or it may
have persisted into the Hellenistic period only to disintegrate when the
Arkadian communities joined the Achaian Confederacy in the later part
of the third century.
Luckily, we can get a fairly close look at the Confederacy in its heyday

thanks primarily to Xenophon. The Confederacy was founded by Man-
tinean democrats, possibly in collaboration with Tegean democrats who
emerged victorious from a violent stasis thanks to Mantinean assistance.
The constitution of the Confederacy was in broad terms democratic with
a powerful primary assembly, and internally the Confederacy seems to
have been of an egalitarian nature. In its foreign policy the Confederacy
supported democrats elsewhere and consistently opposed Sparta. This
latter aspect of the policy of the Confederacy was particularly successful,
in part because of the alliance with Boiotia, and Sparta was never able to
subdue Arkadia again.
In addition to this, the Confederacywas based onwhatmust have been

an articulated idea ofArkadian ethnicity, for it allowed only communities
which were by common consent Arkadian to become members.
For reasons still obscure, the Confederacy broke into two parts in 363.

The burden of financing the continuous warfare may have created an
oligarchic reaction.However thatmay be,Mantinea emerged as the leader
of one faction, Megalopolis of another. This division is visible for a long
time, and it is probable thatMantinea posed as leader of a or theArkadian
Confederacy and it is possible that Megalopolis led a rival Confederacy.
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Wehave nearly no details about these two rival organisations, and so their
history remains obscure.Wemay, however, confidently assume that they
were opposed to each other: the Megalopolitan separatist movement of
361 counted on Mantinean support, and Mantinea did not come to the
rescue of Megalopolis in 352 when the city was hard pressed in war
against Sparta. So in terms of unification the Confederacy was an eph-
emeral success.
Compared to theConfederacy, all other forms of interaction pale. This

is probably due to our general lack of sources, for even the Confederacy
after 362 is a mere shadow. But we do know, for instance, that the ‘tribal
states’ disappeared in this period, largely, but possibly not exclusively,
because of the foundation ofMegalopolis, and so because of the develop-
ment of the polis structure of the region.
One possible new formof interaction is the granting of proxeny by one

large polis to another large polis.Our sources are, however, few, and so the
phenomenon may not have been very significant. When confronting a
situation which could potentially lead to stasis both Orchomenos and
Tegea provided for the calling in of fellow Arkadian poleis to give legal
assistance.
Finally, we cannot describe a hierarchy of poleis as we could in the

previous period. The only treaty providing for close political collabor-
ation between two poleis of the regionwas not of a hegemonic nature, but
since other evidence relating to this question is completely lacking it does
not mean that there was no hierarchy. What we know about Megalopolis
in the third century, for example, proves that it was a hegemonic polis, but
no detailed account is possible.
In conclusion, in respect to the interactionbetween theArkadian poleis,

our sources are not very good and the account is doubtless full of lacunae.
We sorely miss a good contemporary historian.

8. Extra-Arkadian Relations

As we saw in the previous chapter, before 370 the poleis of Arkadia were
– due to their position vis à vis Sparta – not in a position to conduct an
active foreign policy or collaborate with states outside Arkadia. Only
Tegea and Mantinea attempted this, both in connection with an attempt
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to free themselves from Sparta. This meant that the interaction of the
Arkadians with Greeks other than Spartans was largely in the non-
political sphere of life and centred on the great Panhellenic sanctuaries
such as Olympia and Delphi.
The cultural interaction of course continues in the post-368 period. A

man from Kleitor, for instance, was Olympionikes in 336,407 and ca. 330
Argive theorodokoi resided in Kleitor, Pheneos, Stymphalos, Alea and
probably elsewhere in the region.408 Arkadian states were also attached to
the sanctuary in Epidauros,409 and Delphi was still important; actually,
Megalopolis tried to become a member of the Amphictyony.410 This, of
course, is only what could be expected. The important new feature of
Arkadian foreign relations after 370 is that military and political treaties
were now freely concluded with powers other than Sparta. This, of
course, was made possible by the humbling of Spartan power which the
Arkadians themselves had been co-instrumental in bringing about. In
other words, after Sparta was crushed, Arkadia became fully integrated
into the political world of theGreeks.We can demonstrate this simply by
reviewing the military treaties concluded by Arkadians from 370 to 318
with powers other than Sparta. In the heyday of theConfederacy, treaties
were concluded with Argos, Athens, Boiotia, Elis, Messene, Pisa and
Sikyon.411 Immediately after the battle of Mantinea in 362, theMantinean
part of the Confederacy concluded a multilateral alliance with Achaia,
Athens, Elis and Phleious.412 This treaty had nothing whatsoever to do
with Sparta, with whom the Mantinean Confederacy (as we may call it)
was also allied.413 Before 352, Megalopolis had concluded alliances with
Argos, Sikyon, Messene, Thebes and Orneai.414 In 342 the Mantinean
Confederacy concluded a treaty with Athens, and so did Megalopolis.415

When the Makedonians appeared on the scene, anti-Spartan Arkadians
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probably alliedwith them.416 In ca. 318 Pallantion concluded a treatywith
Argos.417

A review of grants of proxeny received by Arkadians from foreign
powers tell the same story. Before 353, two men from Megalopolis had
been appointed proxenoi by Athens.418 In comparison with this, it is
perhaps less important that a Megalopolitan was appointed proxenos by
Delphi in 336.419 Delphi also appointed proxenoi in Kleitor,420 Orchome-
nos,421 Tegea422 and Stymphalos.423 But a grant by Argos to a man from
Pheneos is suggestive.424

So Arkadians could move more freely after they threw off the Spartan
yoke. This does not mean, however, that Sparta sank to complete
insignificance. Thus the Mantinean Confederacy considered Sparta a
suitable ally for the battle of Mantinea, and accordingly concluded an
alliance with her.425 But the very fact that it was the Confederacy itself
which asked for the alliance shows how different things were. Later,
Sparta was sometimes able to lead the Arkadians again. Agis III was
backed by “all Arkadia except Megalopolis” in his revolt of 331,426 and
Areus I was backed by Tegea, Mantinea, Orchomenos, Phigaleia and
Kaphy(i)ai in the Chremonidean War.427 We may, however, confidently
assume that both times the Arkadians willingly joined Sparta.
ForMegalopolis in particular Sparta remained a perpetual threat. In 353

kingArchidamos proposed to theGreeks that ancestral territories should
be restored to the rightful owners;428 the intention was to regain Messene
and dioecise Megalopolis, as pointed out by Demosthenes.429 A Spartan
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attack on Megalopolis followed the next year and inflicted some damage
on the land of the city, before an indecisive battle was fought.430 During
the revolt of Agis III, Megalopolis was besieged by the allied Greeks, and
the destruction of this city was, according to Cartledge, Agis’ principal
objective.431 In 262 a battle was again fought between Sparta and Mega-
lopolis,432 and in 223, Megalopolis was sacked by Kleomenes III.433 So
even though after 370 the Arkadian communities were no longer political
puppets of Sparta, they still had to take the former giant seriously.

9. Conclusion

The polis structure of Arkadia after 368 differs from the situation before
that date in several important ways. For one thing, the ‘tribal states’
disappear. We meet them for the last time during the 360s. What hap-
pened to them is, unfortunately, not entirely clear. It is, however, virtually
certain that theParrhasians, except perhapsLykosoura, and theEutresians
were absorbed by Megalopolis. It may also in the last instance be the
synoecism which is responsible for the disappearance of the Kynourians
and theMainalians, but this is less certain, sincewe cannot reconstruct the
original synoecism in all its details.What seems certain is that at least some
Mainalian communities were absorbed by Megalopolis at its foundation.
It was thus at best a weakened Mainalian state which existed after the
synoecism. But, it is not entirely impossible that Megalopolis did in fact
absorb all the ‘tribal states’ of Arkadia proper, since the synoecismmight
have been a process of some duration which was completed only some
time after we meet the Kynourians and the Mainalians for the last time.
The Triphylians, on the other hand, were not affected by the synoecism.
Nevertheless, the Triphylians as such aremetwith for the last time during
the 360s too. We can simply observe that their ‘tribal’ structure disinte-
grated without any obvious reason. With the disappearance of the ‘tribal
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states’, the Arkadian polis structure lost one of its truly distinctive
characteristics.
Before 368 Arkadia, because of the ‘tribal states’, resembled regions

such as Epeiros andAitolia, but post-368Arkadia looksmore like regions
such as Boiotia and Achaia. There were now a great number of poleis
some of which were somtimes united in a Confederacy, sometimes not.
Exactly howmany poleis therewere after 368 is impossible to know, since
we cannot reconstruct the synoecism of Megalopolis. What is certain is
that a big new poliswas created by this synoecism. If we followMoggi in
preferring Diodorus’ account of the synoecism, then the new polis was
created by the relocation of all Parrhasian and Eutresian and someMai-
nalian communities, and even in that case it constituted a large polis, al-
though not the giant one envisaged in the plan transmitted in Pausanias.
But it was an aggressive and expansive polis that went on to subject to
itself a steadily growing number of new poleis such as Alipheira, Methy-
drion, Asea and Pallantion.We cannot follow this expansion in its details,
but it was a long process which ended only in the Roman period.
If we follow Roy in assuming that the initial synoecism more or less

had the enormous dimensions indicated by Pausanias, then the polis that
the synoecists tried to create was huge, with a territory of ca. 1,500 km2.
Since this giant territory could not be exploited and controlled without
secondary settlements,many siteswhichwere politically a part of the new
citywere left inhabited.Manyof those, such asMethydrion, had formerly
been poleis; some, such as Lykosoura, may perhaps even when they were
part of Megalopolis have been organised as poleis, but this cannot be
definitely shown. In practice it proved more or less impossible to unite
this large area under the control of a single polis, and many secondary
settlements were able to break away at different points in time and con-
stitute themselves as (independent) poleis again.
After 368, most Arkadian poleis had formalised constitutions which

distinguished between citizens and non-citizens, most of them had a de-
veloped system of officials at their disposal, and we meet councils and
assemblies in many places. These poleis interacted freely with each other
and with the world beyond Arkadia. This was possible mainly because
Sparta’s power had been crushed in the 360s, an accomplishment towhich
the Arkadian communities themselves contributed significantly.
This they did by means of the Arkadian Confederacy. This Confeder-

acy for the first time united all Arkadians in a common political and
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military organisation of more than temporary duration. The basis of the
Confederacy was a strong sense of Arkadian ethnicity, since only states
considered to be Arkadians were allowed into the Confederacy. The
Confederacywas createdbyMantinean andperhapsbyTegeandemocrats
in 370, and its constitution can reasonably be described as democratic.
Internally, it seems to have been of an egalitarian nature, and no individual
city dominated it, although the megalai poleis did naturally have great
influence. The chief aim of the Confederacy was to oppose Sparta, but it
also backed democrats elsewhere. The opposition to Sparta was quite
successful, not least because of the alliance with Boiotia.
In 363 the Confederacy split into two parts. We do not really know

why, but oligarchic reaction (perhaps caused by the prepetual and pre-
sumably expensive warfare) was at least one of the factors. A form of the
Confederacy continued to exist and was led by Mantinea who seems to
have had an almost hegemonic positionwithin the remnants of the union.
Megalopolis was presumably the leader of another organisation which
also claimed to be the Arkadian Confederacy; at least it seems to have
retained the federal institutions since Aischines addressed the Myrioi in
Megalopolis in the 340s. We have no decisive proof that these two
organisations ever united again, and we do not know when the organisa-
tion(s) ceased to exist; proposed dates vary from 324 to ca. 235.
Other forms of interaction between the Arkadian poleis are virtually

unheard of in this period, during which the internal situation in Arkadia
only seldom is reflected in our sources.
WhereasArkadian poleisbefore 370hardly ever concluded treatieswith

outside powers other than Sparta, they did so freely in this period, and
this, of course, was possible because Spartan power had been broken.
Thus the poleis of Arkadia had by the end of the Classical period finally
been fully integrated into the world of the Greek poleis as individual
actors.



Chapter X: The Results of the Investigation

One of the central insights to emerge from this study is that Arkadia was
not a genuine unity, neither in political terms, nor really in geographical
terms. Why, then, study Arkadia in isolation? Our reason for doing so is
that the Arkadians constituted a distinct ethnic group. Admittedly, they
were Greeks, and they did not differ from other Greeks to any great
degree. But they did differ. They shared a common name, and this name
was also used by outsiders. In external contexts an Arkadian would often
add the regional ethnic ��	
�� to his name, thus emphasising his ethnic
identity. At home, this was only done in connection with the Lykaian
games, the only major international event to take place in Arkadia at
which ethnic demarcation was sensible, especially so since the Lykaian
sanctuary was intimately connected with Arkadian identity.
The Arkadians were not included in the ordinary Hellenic myth of

origin as found in Hesiod. But already in Hesiod we find traces of a
specific Arkadian myth of origin, which claimed that the Arkadians had
sprung from the earth itself, and that their eponymous ancestors had
brought civilisation to the land, in which the Arkadians had resided since
time immemorable. The Arkadians also believed that they shared a
common (pre)history. This history was being codified and subjected to
new interpretations as late as the fourth century. Likewise, the Arkadians
shared a distinct common culture, with epichoric traditions in the spheres
of religion, architecture, music and mercenary service. Their land carried
their name, and it was endowed with a mythical and symbolical quality.
They had always been there and they were children of the earth and
descendants of Zeus whose son Arkas was.
Arkadia was thus primarily an ethnic concept and the geographical

concept of Arkadia was, accordingly, identical with the area inhabited by
the Arkades. Since the ethnic group of the Arkades was an open unit
capable of expansion the extent of Arkadia was subject to diachronical
changes. As a geographical concept, Arkadia was a Peloponnesian region
subdivided into a number of local communities. We encounter this geo-
graphical concept as early as theHomericCatalogue of Ships, whichmust
certainly be Archaic. The next source which enables us to determine the
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borders of the region is the fourth-century ‘geographer’ Ps.-Skylax. The
extent of Arkadia changed from the Archaic to the Classical period. In
both descriptions we find the communities of the eastern plain described
as Arkadian. But in Homer, Arkadia does not possess a coastline; in Ps.-
Skylax, on the other hand, Arkadia reaches the sea via Lepreon. In other
words, Arkadia extended further west in the Classical period than in the
Archaic period.
By the end of the Archaic period most of what was later considered

Arkadia was already Arkadian. From Psophis in the northwest Arkadia
extended south via Heraia to Phigaleia. Going east from Phigaleia,
Arkadia included Parrhasia with Trapezous, Pallantion in what was later
Mainalia, and Tegea in the southeastern corner of the region. In a line to
the north of Tegea were Mantinea, Orchomenos, Stymphalos, Pheneos
and Nonakris with the river Styx. In a line southwest of Nonakris in the
direction of Psophis were Kleitor and Paion. We may assume that other
communities such as Lousoi and Alea were also Arkadian, although this
is explicitly attested only in the Classical period.
In the Classical period Arkadia seems to have been ill-defined only

along the border with Elis, and it is here that we find areas which
definitely became Arkadian only in this period. Around 400, Arkadians,
accordingXenophon, ‘laid claim to’Lasion,which in the fifth centurywas
an Eleian dependency. The Arkadian claimwas successful, for in the 360s
Lasion was a member of the ethnically exclusive Arkadian Confederacy.
However, the most remarkable territorial expansion of Classical Arkadia
was the incorporation of the area between the R.Alpheios and the
R.Neda. This area included communities such as Lepreon, Skillous,
Makiston, andEpitalion. The areawas later known asTriphylia, but in the
fifth century it was apparently not recognised as a region in its own right.
Like Lasion, the communities of the area were subjected to dependency
status by Elis, and this seems to have had important economic, political
and military consequences. The ‘Triphylian’ communities were, presu-
mably, incorporated by Elis into a hegemonic league, and thus they lost
their independence. Elis even seems to have suppressed the local identities
of the communities, and accordingly in the fifth century they were not
united in having a shared ethnic identity. Around 400, Sparta intervened
and dissolved the Eleian League. This made it possible for the former
Eleian dependencies to create a small federal state based on a newly
created ethnic identity, and that is how Triphylia was created. In the 360s
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the Triphylians were considered Arkadians, as is proved by several
sources. However, the process by which the Triphylians came to be
considered Arkadians probably had already begun in the fifth century.
For example, Phrixa(i) was described as Arkadian by Pherekydes, and the
list of sons of Lykaon which Apollodoros copied from a fifth-century
source included the eponymous heroes of the – presumably mythical –
people of the Kaukonians, which Herodotos, too, associated with the
area, as well as the eponym of Makiston.
The inclusion of Triphylia in Arkadia was extremely successful. In the

360s, the Triphylians were members of the Arkadian Confederacy, and
their eponymous hero, Triphylos, came to be considered a son of Arkas,
the eponymof theArkadians. In Polybios’ day, Triphylia was considered
to form the south- westernmost part of Arkadia. By comparison with
Triphylia, other territorial claims or expansions dwindle to insignificance.
It is possible that Arkadians in the early fifth century claimed Hysia(i) in
theArgolid, but if so, the claimwas probably ephemeral andunsuccessful.
In the later fourth century Arkadia at one time perhaps included Eua in
the Thyreatis, but we do not know for how long this community
remained Arkadian, if it ever was Arkadian. Megalopolis somewhere in
the period 368–338 absorbed some areas, notably the Skiritis and the
Aigytis, which before 368 had been Spartan perioikic territory; these areas
may, however, have been Arkadian in the early Archaic period – the
evidence is exiguous.
In a certain sense we may say that Arkadia was defined negatively as

more and more neighbouring communities became settled with fixed
borders. The expansion ofArkadia usually occurredwhen a neighbouring
power for some reason was experiencing a crisis. Thus, the incorporation
of Triphylia was possible only because Sparta had effectively curbed
Eleian power. The claim to Hysia(i) probably belongs shortly after the
battle of SepeiawhenArgoswasweak, andMegalopolis profited from the
general decline in Spartan power after Leuktra.
To sum up: by the late Archaic period Arkadia had come to include all

of what we usually consider Arkadian, but – and this should be stressed
since it seems not to be universally recognised – in the Classical period
Arkadia grew to include Triphylia and Lasion.
Inside the area inhabited by theArkades the primary political unit was

not the ethnos but the local community, the polis. When we look for
organisations which united the ethnos, i.e. all local communities of
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Arkadia, we are almost at a loss until 370when theArkadianConfederacy
was founded. Admittedly, scholars have claimed that a confederacy
already existed ca. 490. But the argumentation is extremely weak, and in
particular the �@:��A:�B coinage is hard to interpret. It was hardly a
federal coinage. Rather, it was struck by an organisation which organised
the cult of Zeus on Mount Lykaion and presided over the famous games
held there. Wemay call this assumed organisation an ‘Arkadian Amphic-
tyony’, but it remains a shadowy organisation. The Tegean League of
479–465 came close to uniting Arkadia, but did not achieve complete
unification, and was, anyway, either dissolved after the Battle of Dipaia
or soon rivalled by the Mantinean League.
The Confederacy of 370 is, then, the first well-attested and truly

Panarkadian organisation. In the period 370–363 the Confederacy
successfully united all Arkadians in resistance to Sparta and in the pursuit
of democracy. It was founded by democrats from Mantinea and, prob-
ably, Tegea. The constitution of theConfederacy is only sketchily known
but may be described as being democratic with a powerful primary
assembly which was responsible for foreign policy, and which elected
officials and subjected them to audits at the expiration of their office. The
Confederacy was probably of a rather egalitarian nature and was not
dominated by any single community, although – as could be expected –
the big poleis such as Mantinea did de facto achieve great importance by
supplying important officials, and although on at least one occasion force
was used against recalcitrant – minor – members. The Confederacy
admitted only Arkadians as members and was thus ethnically exclusive.
Arkadian ethnicity seems, in fact, to have been a vital factor for the
coherence of the Confederacy. Pisa, for example, would have made an
ideal member, but – not being Arkadian – it was not absorbed by the
Confederacy, but made an ally instead.
In 363 the Confederacy split into two factions which then faced each

other in battle at Mantinea in 362. There is no conclusive evidence that
these two factions ever united again. The probability is that they did not
reunite, and that after 363 there were two organisations which described
themselves as the Arkadian Confederacy, one headed by Mantinea, and
the other by Megalopolis. It is unknown when the Confederacy or Con-
federacies were finally dissolved. 324 is one possible date; the dissolution
will then have occurred at the order of Alexander the Great. Another
possible date is ca. 235; the dissolution will have then been the result of
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the increasing incorporation of Arkadian poleis into the Achaian Con-
federacy. If the Confederacy survived into the Hellenistic period, it was
probably a weak organisation characterised by frequently shifting com-
binations ofmembers, and a city such as Tegea probably always remained
outside the organisation. Thus, real political unification was extremely
rare and occurred effectively only in the period 370–363! So even the
Confederacy was a failure in terms of unification.
The picture of the political organisation of the region is thus one of

extreme fragmentation. The basic political units were the local communi-
ties which by the Classical period were certainly organised as poleis. Such
local communities become visible in the sixth century when a wide range
of local and self-differentiated communities appear in the record. The
term polis is not applied by Archaic sources to a name local community,
except possibly to Lousoi at the very end of the Archaic period. It does,
however, seem certain that in the second half of the sixth century
communities in northernArkadia could reasonably be referred to as poleis
as the Kleitorians did when making a dedication at Olympia.
The polis, then, had developed as a political community in Arkadia by

the late Archaic period, and it is possible to point to a group of sixteen
communities which may very well have been poleis. These poleis emerge
as political communities in primarily the second half of the sixth century,
when they become visible through their interaction with other Greek
communities. This interactionmayhave enhanced ongoing developments
in the direction of polis-formation if such there were, or it may in itself
have been one of the factors leading to polis-formation.
There is no direct evidence about political institutions and forms of

constitution, but there is some evidencewhich suggests that sophisticated
political thinking was not foreign to Arkadians, and local magistrates are
attested. From the attested wars we can infer that the local communities
of late Archaic Arkadia were capable of raising troops and providing
commanders for these troops. For three communities, namely Tegea,
Mantinea and Orchomenos, military officials are attested in connection
with the Persian Wars. In addition to these three communities, as many
as ten other Arkadian communities may have joined the Hellenic League
against Persia. This is very important, since a communitywhich joined the
League had to select its own representatives and entrust them with the
power to make decisions that were binding on the community, and they
had to raise troops and provide commanders for these troops. In other
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words, a community which joined the League had to be organised as a
state, and in fact Herodotos refers to the members as poleis.
We can thus believe that by the end of the Archaic period Arkadia had

a large number of local political communities. There is also reason to
believe that these states had developed political institutions. Admittedly,
we do not have any direct evidence to this effect, but the conclusion is
suggested by some scattered pieces of information. For example, ca. 525
an unknown community of northernArkadia had an official called dami-
orgoswho held office for limited period, and the reforms of Demonax of
Mantinea in Kyrene suggest that even sophisticated political ideas were
known in Arkadia in themiddle of the sixth century, and in the early fifth
century Thelphousa had a damosios karyx. The emergence of civic mints
in Arkadian communities ca. 510–500 also points in this direction too.
The Archaic Arkadian communities are known to have concluded

treaties with powers outside of Arkadia. Lousoi probably concluded a
treaty with an Achaian community, and we can confidently assume that
by the end of the Archaic period all Arkadian communities had alliances
with Sparta. The adventure of kingKleomenes inArkadia in 490 confirms
this, since it is a probable interpretation of Herodotos’ text that Kleome-
nes was actually trying to transfer the allegiance of the Arkadian states
away from the Lakedaimonian state to himself.
The communities of sixth-century Arkadia had relations with both

Olympia and Delphi, and produced victors in both the Olympics and in
the Pythian games. Mantinea was probably well-known in Delphi, since
the oracle advised the Kyrenaians to get an arbitrator fromMantinea. But
most communities seem to have made Olympia their priority. Here
dedications were set up by several Arkadian communities.
There is thus no doubt that political communities existed in Arkadia in

the second half of the sixth century, and the Kleitorian dedication in
Olympia – which speaks of �����* ������ – indicates that the term �����
was used to describe them.
There is no sign whatsoever of any unity among the Arkadian poleis in

the Archaic period, though the interests of the Arkadian communities do
seem to have been primarily of a local Peloponnesian stamp, and although
there is some evidence of connections with Delphi, the sanctuary of
Olympia seems to have been much more important for the Arkadians.
The military activities of the Arkadian poleis confirm this impression.
There is evidence of considerable inter-Arkadian warfare, and treaties
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were probably concluded with Sparta. It was probably the bonds with
Sparta that brought a large number of Arkadian communities into The
Hellenic League against Persia, and so the only case of extra-Peloponnesi-
an warfare by Arkadian poleis was mediated by Sparta. But Arkadian
interests were not always purely Peloponnesian as is emphasised by
Mantinea’s sending of Demonax to Kyrene.
The sources at our disposal for the description of the polis structure of

Arkadia are very unevenly distributed among the different chronological
periods. Almost all sources post-date 520, and so the description of
Archaic Arkadia is basically a description of the region in the late Archaic
period. Most of the material, furthermore, comes from late authors or
from other contexts external to Arkadia itself, and inscriptions are very
few indeed. The result is that the description of the polis structure of
Archaic Arkadia is nothing more than a vague outline. In contrast to this,
the period 479–368 is verywell-attested. In addition to a growing number
of inscriptions – some of which are extremely important and some of
which originate from Arkadia itself – we have at our disposal the works
of Herodotos, Thucydides, and Xenophon. They all provide important
material, and in particular Thucydides and Xenophon offer decisive
evidence about the internal structure of Arkadia. So the description of the
polis structure inArkadia in the period 479–368 is reasonably detailed and
comprehensive, and we can with some justification believe that we know
almost every polis that existed in this period, except for the special case of
Triphylia. The evidence for the period after 368 is both better and worse.
Worse, because we do not have sources which allow us to reconstruct the
synoecism of Megalopolis, one of the decisive events in Arkadian polis
history, in any definitive way; worse, because we do not have the account
of a historian interested in Arkadia, and worse because the sources we do
have in general do not throw much light upon the poleis of Arkadia.
Better, because we can combine the testimony of Polybios with a con-
stantly growing number of inscriptions and thus be almost sure that we
have identified every polis; and better, in particular, because Polybios and
the great Delphic list of theorodokoi allow us to identify all the poleis of
Triphylia.
On present evidence it seems that the development of poleis as sig-

nificant urban centres came about somewhat later than the development
of poleis as political communities, but this observation is, it must be em-
phasised, based on very limited archaeological evidence. In most cases,
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some Archaic activity is present on the sites of the later Classical urban
centres of the poleis, but no significant urban centre can archaeologically
be traced back to the Archaic period. Only in the beginning of the fifth
century does a concentration of habitation into major urban centres take
place.Accordingly, from theClassical periodonwards theArkadianpoleis
had urban centres, and this is true of both the ‘tribal’ poleis and the non-
tribal poleis. These are the two types of poliswhich we find in Arkadia in
the period 479–368.
The ‘tribal’ poleis were united into larger organisations which we can

reasonably call ‘tribal states’ or sub-ethnic federations depending on
whether want to emphasise their ethnic character or their political form.
Such a ‘tribal’ state was made up of a ‘tribal’ population sharing an ethnic
identity based on a belief in common ancestry, which was expressed in
eponymous heroes, common cults and in thewidespead habit of using the
‘tribal’ (sub-regional) ethnic as a part of a personal name. This ethnic
identity was the basis upon which a political organisation was built. No
‘tribal’ constitution is known in any detail except that of the Triphylians,
who during the existence of their ‘tribal’ state were or came to be
considered Arkadians. A Triphylian popular assembly is attested, and so
is an eponymous official whowas the head of a board. Furthermore, there
was citizenship both on a ‘tribal’ level and on a local level; grants of
citizenship on both levels are attested by inscriptions. In addition to this,
the ‘tribal state’ exacted taxes and conducted the foreign policy of the
Triphylians. The ‘tribal states’ of Arkadia proper, too, conducted the
foreign policy of the ‘tribes’. Thus, in the third quarter of the fifth century
the Parrhasians hadmilitary alliances with both Sparta andMantinea, and
in the fourth century they probably became members of the Arkadian
Confederacy. The Mainalians and the Kynourians demonstrably became
members of the Arkadian Confederacy at this time. So, although the
internal constitutional structure of the ‘tribal states’/sub-ethnic federa-
tions of Arkadia proper is completely unknown, we must infer that there
was such a thing as a ‘tribal’ political organisation which enabled the
‘tribes’ to act as states.
We have knowledge about five ‘tribal states’: the Eutresians, the

Kynourians, theMainalians, the Parrhasians, and theTriphylians. Each of
them acted as a state in its own right. What is truly remarkable, however,
is that each ‘tribe’ was subdivided into a number of smaller communities
which were organised as poleis.
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Each ‘tribal’ community was centred on a small town which had its
own name. A city-ethnic was derived from the name of the town, and the
‘tribal’ city-ethnics were used in exactly the same way as the city-ethnics
of large non-tribal poleis such as Mantinea and Tegea: in the singular as a
part of personal names and in the plural to denote the citizen body.
Furthermore, each ‘tribal’ town controlled a territory which was named
after the town, and its citizens often competed in the Olympics. Finally,
each ‘tribal’ town had an eponymous hero, and we even find gods
carrying an epiklesis derived from the name of the town. There is thus no
doubt that each ‘tribal’ town was a distinct local community and not just
a place of residence. Actually, a ‘tribal’ town could be considered the
patris of a man.
In the case of the Triphylians and theMainalians there can be no doubt

that each ‘tribal’ townwas organised as a polis. The sources relating to the
Mainalians – the best documented of all the ‘tribes’ in this respect – show
beyond dispute that the Mainalian communities were organised as poleis.
The Mainalian poleis show the features characteristic of ordinary poleis
such as defined territories, city-ethnics, coinage, proxenoi, theorodokoi,
participation in theOlympics, fortificationwalls, magistrates, laws and so
on. It should be noted that a good deal of them are actually classified as
poleis by our sources.
It is worth emphasising that the sources relating to the Mainalians are

very varied and do not all originate from contexts external toArkadia.On
the contrary, among the sources are the local coinage of Pallantion and an
inscription recording an agreement betweenHelisson andMantinea. Nor
is the external evidence restricted to what Athenian historians write.
Delphi, for example, provides an important inscription. This of course
supports the view that the classification of the Mainalian communities as
poleis was shared both by the Mainalians themselves, by the other
Arkadians, and by the other Greeks at large. Our sources for the political
status of the constituent communities of the other ‘tribal states’ are not
very good, but it is highly likely that both the Parrhasian and the Kyn-
ourian townswere, like the towns of Triphylia andMainalia, organised as
poleis.
With the present state of our evidence we cannot determine how these

‘tribal’ poleis came into being. The standard view is that they arose as the
‘tribes’ disintegrated. This may be so. But at least the Triphylian state was
an artificial construct from pre-existing poleis, designed to prevent new
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subjection to the powerful Eleian neighbour. We cannot exclude the
possibility that some of the ‘tribal states’ of Arkadia proper were created
in a similarway. TheMainalians, for example, lived close toOrchomenos,
Mantinea and Tegea, and they may have formed their state in order to
protect themselves against these powerful neighbours.
The ‘tribal states’ and the ‘tribal’ poleis constitute a distinct feature of

the polis structure of Arkadia prior to 368. In addition to the ‘tribal’ poleis
we find more ordinary poleis which were not included in any ‘tribal’
structure. Some of these, such as Mantinea, were great and are well-
known, whereas others, such as Methydrion, were small and are not very
well-known. Prior to 368, we can identify ten non-tribal communities
which were definitely poleis, ten which were probably poleis, and at least
four and perhaps as many as six or eight which were possibly poleis.
The decisive event in the history of theArkadian poleiswas the creation

by synoecism of Megalopolis, which took place in 368 at the latest.
Unfortunately, we cannot reconstruct this synoecism in detail. It is, how-
ever, possible to outline two different models for the synoecism. One
model takes the testimony of Pausanias as its point of departure, and sees
the synoecism as an enormous project which was – at least in the initial
phases – intended to include all 39 communities listed by Pausanias. Some
communities, such as Pallantion, managed to escape incorporation into
Megalopolis, but in the end – perhaps even by 361 – the city included
most of the areas in Pausanias’ list. The city, however, had serious
problems in uniting under its sway its enormous territory of ca. 1,500
km2. Many of its second-order settlements were communities which had
previouslybeenpoleis, andonnumerousoccasions throughout thehistory
ofMegalopolis theywere able to break away and constitute themselves as
poleis again. With this model the orginal synoecism – whenever it was
completed –meant, initially, a great reduction in the number of Arkadian
poleis. But at different points in time after the synoecism the number will
have risen again as relocated communities reconstituted themselves as
poleis. However, in the case of Lykosoura we have evidence to show that
it was organised as a polis in the late third century. It may have been so
right from 368, and this suggests that there may have been some commu-
nities within Megalopolitan territory that were poleis, or in other words,
that Megalopolis included a number of dependent poleis.
The second model takes the testimony of Diodoros Siculus as its point

of departure, and assumes that the original synoecism was smaller than
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envisaged in the plan transmitted in Pausanias – including only the
Eutresian andParrhasian communities, alongwith someMainalians – but,
on the other hand, was carried out as planned. Once created,Megalopolis
became a powerful and expansionist poliswhich subjectedmore andmore
communities to itself, and finally – perhaps only in the Roman period –
came to include all the communities listed by Pausanias. On this model,
too, the initial synoecism must have meant a notable reduction in the
number of Arkadian poleis, and the reduction will have become greater as
time went by.
After 368,we can identify 22 communities – includingMegalopolis and

theTriphylian poleis –whichwere demonstrably poleis, three communiti-
es which were probably poleis, and three which were possibly poleis. In
addition, 13 communities inside the Megalopolitan sphere of influence –
defined as the area indicated by Pausanias’ list at 8.27 – show different
indications of polis status after the synoecism; of these 13 communities,
five demonstrably appear as poleis after 368, five probably do so, and three
possibly do so.
As we saw, there is reason to believe that developed political institu-

tions already were known and existed in Archaic Arkadia. From the fifth
century onwards, all Arkadian communities had political institutions.
Prior to 368,weget constitutional glimpses inHelisson,Heraia,Mantinea,
Tegea and Orchomenos. The Mantinean democracy is reasonably well-
attested as is its thoroughoutly organised constitution. But it should also
be noted that Helisson had its own constitution. This picture does not
change markedly after 368, but now constitutions are attested also in for
example Stymphalos, Thisoa and Lousoi, the two last of which are small
poleis. The known formsof constitution are democracy andoligarchy.No
Arkadianmonarchy is knownuntil theHellenistic tyrants appear, and the
presumption is that monarchy never existed in the Arkadian poleis prior
to the Hellenistic period.
As pointed out, allArkadian communities had concluded allianceswith

Sparta by the end of the Archaic period. In the Classical period prior to
370 all Arkadian communities were members of the Peloponnesian
League, i.e. they were still allies of Sparta. Membership in the League
meant that the Arkadians had to follow Sparta’s lead in foreign policy.
Admittedly, it was possible for them to influence Spartan policy through
the League assembly, but in reality their freedom of action was severely
restricted in foreign policy. Prior to 370, only Tegea and Mantinea are
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know to have concluded treaties with non-Arkadian powers other than
Sparta. Both cities did so in connection with unsuccessful attempts at
breaking away from Sparta.OtherArkadian communities, such asHeraia
and Orchomenos, seem to have appreciated their membership of the
Peloponnesian League, perhaps as a means of protection against regional
powers such as Tegea andMantinea. In fact, the relations between Sparta
and the individual Arkadian communities cannot be reduced to a single
pattern. Some communities were even allowed to retain their democratic
constitutionswhile theyweremembers of theLeague.What Sparta clearly
did not tolerate was defection; Tegea, for instance, was violently brought
back to camp after its defection somewhere in the period 479–465. In this
connection Sparta interferedmarkedly in the internal affairs of Tegea and
perhaps even brought about a change of constitution. Nor did Sparta
allow allies whose loyalty was in doubt to create strong local powerbases,
as the Mantineans learned when their empire was dissolved by the
Spartans in the late fifth century.
So the foreign policies of the Arkadian communities were completely

conditioned by their membership in the League. The context through
which they entered into contact with the rest of the Greek world was the
Panhellenic sanctuaries at Olympia and Delphi. In the period 479–368
Arkadia produced more Olympionikai than any other region, and its
Olympic ardour was strong enough to influence the mythological
traditions about the first games ever held.
However, after the victory in the Peloponnesian War, Sparta seems to

have become an object of hatred on the part of the Arkadians. Not long
after the Spartan defeat at Leuktra the Arkadian Confederacy was
founded despite a Spartan attempt to prevent it. The Arkadians went on
to form an alliance with Argos and Boiotia. This coalition decisively
finished off the remnants of Spartan power, and part of the credit for this
must surely fall to the Arkadian Confederacy. The breaking of Spartan
power meant that Arkadia had unrestricted freedom of action in foreign
affairs and numerous treaties were concluded both by the Confederacy
and the individiual poleis after 370.
Inside Arkadia the Arkadian communities seem to have had a greater

freedom of action than outside even prior to 370. A successful unification
of the region was not achieved until 370, but different patterns of sub-
regional unification appear before that date. One such pattern was con-
stituted by hegemonic leagues headed by a major polis, by which minor
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poleis were more or less subjected to the political authority of the major
polis. One such symmachy nearly achieved a complete unification of the
region. In the period 479–465 Tegea broke away from Sparta and joined
Argos. Tegea also succeeded in uniting all Arkadians – except Mantinea
– into a symmachy which was, however, defeated by Sparta in the battle
at Dipaia.We do not knowwhether Sparta after the victory dissolved this
Tegean League. If it did, this nearly complete unification of Arkadia was
an ephemeral phenomenon indeed. Even if it was not dissolved by Sparta,
its power of unification was soon destroyed by the emergence of a new
league headed by Mantinea. These two leagues met in battle in 423, at
which date, then, the Tegean League was far from uniting Arkadia.
The internal structure of the Mantinean League is known in outline.

Mantinea had conquered at least some of its allies by force, and ruled
them in a way which Thucydides thought could be described by the verb
Y	 ���; the same author described the position of the allies in relation to
Mantinea with the word a��
���. It is abundantly clear from a document
quoted in extenso by Thucydides thatMantinea conducted foreign policy
on behalf of its subjects and on occasion made decisions of great impor-
tance for them. In other words, Mantinea ruled its subjects in much the
same way as Athens ruled the Delian League. The Mantinean League
included both the Parrhasians and some Mainalians.
Another pattern of sub-regional unification is found in the form of the

direct incorporation of minor poleis into larger poleis. The minor poleis
thus absorbed by major poleis may at least sometimes have continued to
be poleis. Major poleis known to have incorporated minor poleis directly
into themselves are Mantinea and presumably Orchomenos. In the first
half of the fourth century,Mantinea had incorporated a number of minor
poleis into itself. The citizens of the poleis thus incorporated counted as
Mantineans, but at the same time they may have been citizens of their
own polis. It was thus on the basis of the old polis that they supplied an
official for one of the most important boards of officials in Mantinea. So
formally the communities were not subjected to Mantinea. Furthermore,
such incorporations seem to have been effected via treaties, and this must
have meant that the minor communities at least negotiated their new
position.
It is possible that Orchomenos prior to 368 was the head of an

organisation described as a synteleia. This organisation included among
others Methydrion, Teuthis, Thisoa and perhaps Euaimon. If Euaimon
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was part of the organisation, then at least some of the members were
incorporated into the organisation through treaties, for a treaty between
Euaimon and Orchmenos has survived, and seems to record an arrange-
ment very similar to that between Mantinea and Helisson.
Whereas the patterns of the hegemonic league and the territorial

incorporation are patterns whereby unification was achieved at the
expense of the independence of the minor poleis involved, the ‘tribal
states’ may be said to represent a pattern of unification based on more
egalitarian principles. From the history of the Triphylians it is clear that
their state was based upon the consent of the member poleis, and since all
examples of internal conflict within the ‘tribal states’ of Arkadia proper
are connected with pressure from outside, we can reasonably assume that
ideally a ‘tribal state’ was an egalitarian organisation.
For the period after 368 not much is known about organisations of the

kind just described. The synoecism of Megalopolis spelled the end of the
‘tribal states’ of theEutresians and theParrhasians. But both theKynouri-
an and the Mainalian states survived the synoecism, although we do not
know for how long. If the synoecism was a process rather than an event,
then these two ‘tribal states’ may simply have been synoecised after the
passing of the Phylarchos decree – the last source tomention them. In that
case, the synoecism of Megalopolis effectively ended ‘tribalism’ in
Arkadia. If they were not synoecised, we cannot date their disappearance
precisely, nor can we give the reason for it. We can only say that the
Mainalian state had probably disappeared by 318, and the Kynourian
probably by 273, and suggest that they disappeared because their mem-
bers no longer needed them to protect themselves against other powers.
A similar vague explanation must be given for the disappearance of the
Triphylian state.
Wewould like to knowmore about the relations betweenMegalopolis

and the communities inside its territory. In the future, new inscriptions
may provide us with information, but at the present time we know next
to nothing. The only treaty between twoArkadian communities after 368
which we have some information about, is a mutual grant of citizenship
between Lousoi and Stymphalos, and this is very different from the
patterns described above.
As emphasised above, Arkadia was not primarily a geographical or

political concept, but an ethnic concept. Arkadian ethnic identity was
fully developedby the early fifth century, andprobably somewhat before,
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since signs of Arkadian ethnicity are already found in the Homeric and
Hesiodic poetry. It is thus highly likely that the development ofArkadian
ethnicity preceded or accompanied the development of poleis in Arkadia.
We must, then, ask the interesting question: did Arkadian ethnicity
influence the form which the polis took on in Arkadia?
The polis as we meet it in Arkadia is not markedly different from the

polis in the rest of thePeloponnese.Mantinea, for instance, resembles both
Argos and Elis a great deal. All three were in their local contexts major
poleis which aimed at and sometimes succeeded in suppressing minor
neighbouring poleis. In the Argolid a small polis like Orneai or Kleonai
had to fear subjection to Argos, in the western Peloponnese the poleis of
Triphylia had to fear Elis, and inArkadia the poleis ofMainalia had to fear
Mantinea. Nor is there any sign, for example, that the right to citizenship
was defined in Arkadia in any specifically Arkadian way. The poleis of
Arkadia did not, as far as we know, develop specifically Arkadian con-
stitutions. Rather, in political terms they – on present evidence –
resembled poleis elsewhere in Greece. Even the distinct feature of the
‘tribal’ poleis cannot be shown to have derived from Arkadian ethnicity;
rather, they were built upon the polis which was itself the medium of
ethnicity.
For it may reasonably be said that once developed, the polis became the

medium through which Arkadian ethnicity was articulated. The sons of
Lykaon, for instance, became eponymous heroes of poleis and it was
presumably the poliswhich controlled the local cults and temples of Pan.
We even have the unambiguous testimony of Polybios to the effect that
the distinctmusical customs of theArkadianswere kept up in and by each
polis. The people of Kynaitha, he explains, regressed to beasts, since they
did not preserve these musical traditions. Furthermore, although the
Confederacy was surely built upon Arkadian ethnicity, the basic unit of
organisation, the federal atom,was the polis, whether as an individual unit
or after having been organised into ‘tribal states’.
It may thus be concluded that although Arkadian ethnicity must have

been an important cultural factor, it was not a determinant factor in the
shape the polis took on in Arkadia: ethnicity was subsumed into the polis.
Indeed, the Arkadian poleis were another instance of that ubiquitous
phenomenon, the Greek polis.





Appendix I: The Victors Listed in IG V.2 549.550

Argos
1. ��������	 �����
�� ������	 (549 I.7–8)
2. ���
����	 ���
�� ������	 (549 I.13–15)
3. ����������	 �������	 ������	 (549 I.16–17)
4. ����
������	 ���
�� ������	, (549 I.17–18)
5. ����������	 ����������� ������	 (549 II.26–7, 550 VI.23)
6. ��������	 ���
� ������	 (549 II.27)
7. ���������	 � �����!�� ������	 (550 V.10–11)
8. ������
��	 ������	 (550 VI.19)
9. �����"����	 ������	 (550 VI.25)

Arkadia
10.  #$�����	 %�����	 ����	 (549 I.4–5)
11. &���
��	  #������ ����	 (549 I.6)
12. '���(��	 )����
$$� ����	 (549 I.8–9, 550 VI.21)
13. )��
�	 *���
�� ����	 (549 I.11–12)
14. ��
���$$�	 �����������	 ����	 (549 I.12–13, 549 II.24–5)
15. %�
��� %���
�� ����	 (549 I.15–16)
16. �������	 �������	 ����	 (549 I.21–2)
17. %���
�	 �������� ����	 (549 II.25)
18. +������	 ���!
� ����	 (549 II.30–1)
19. %�,���	 � $����� ����	 (549 II.32–3)
20. %��,��	 -���������� ����	 (549 II.33–4)
21.  #����  #���� ����	 (549 II.34)
22. ��.�
����	 �������� ����	 (549 II.35)
23. ���������	 %������ ����	 (549 III.40)
24. /���
�	 ����	 (550 VI.16)
25. ���0
1��	 ����	 (550 VI.18)
26. '����
��� ����	 (550 VI.22)
27. /�������	 ����	 (550 VI.24)
28. '���
��	 ����	 (550 VI.28)





Appendix II: Attestations of the Regional Ethnic
Dating to the Federal Period

Attestations of the ethnic dating to the period 370–323:

1. [2��]���	 3$�
��� ����	 (369; CEG II 824)
2. 2
1����	 ����	 (361; CID II 1.II.39)
3.  4!�	 ����	 (361; CID II 1.II.39)
4. [--��]��	 (360s; CID II 1.6742)
5. 2������	 ����	 (360; CID II 4.I.42)
6. 5����1�	 ����	 (360; CID II 4.I.43)
7. � $
�����	 ����	 (360; CID II 4.I.48)
8. ��1���	 ����	 (360; CID II 4.III.5)
9. ���0�$$�	 ����	 (360; CID II 4.III.8)
10. 5���
����	 ����	 (360; CID II 4.III.44)
11. [--]���� ���6	 3� ���[��7] (ca. 350; SEG 41 935)
12. [-]
� ��.�������	 ������	 !�[�����] (350–340; IG II2 8379)
13. ���0
��	 ���0������ ����	 (350–340; IG II2 8380)
14. 5��������	 5�.���8	 ����	 (sic) (341; CID II 12.II.1)
15. ����0���� ����0��
�� ������ *�����$��
��� (336/5; F.Delphes III.4 380)
16. [- ������ *�����$��
�]�� (336/5; F.Delphes III.4 382)
17. '��[--] �����[� 3� + community ... �]� (333/2; F.Delphes III.4 382)
18. &�������� ��
� ������ 5������
�� (332; Syll.3 291)
19. [-] ������ (ca. 330; IG II2 1578)

Attestations of the ethnic possibly dating to the period 370–323:

20.  #!������  #�(���	 ������ 3� 5�.�9� (4th cent.; Michel, Recueil 489)
21. %
.���	 -���� ����	 (4th cent.; IG IX.2 773)
22. [5��]�������� ����[�]� (4th cent.; CID II 62.I.B & 79.B.3)
23. � ��
����	 '�[����]�	 ����	 (400–350; SEG 14 455)
24. �
��� /����� ����������	 ����	 (4th cent.; BCH 63 [1939] 145).



Appendix III: Synoptic Table for Individualised
Communities in Archaic Arkadia

Community I II III IV V VI VII VIII IX X

Alea

Alipheira + +

Asea + +

Dipaia

Euaimon

Eutaia

Halous

Helisson

Heraia (+) + + + + +

Kaphy(i)ai (+) + + + +

Kleitor (+) + + + + +

Koila

Kortys (+) + + + +

Kynaitha

Lousoi + + + + +

Lykosoura +

Mantinea + + + + + + + + + +

Methydrion + +

Nestane
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Community I II III IV V VI VII VIII IX X

Nonakris + +

Orchomenos + + + + + + + +

Oresthasion + + +

Paion + + +

Pallantion + + + +

Phara

Pheneos + +

Phigaleia (+) + + + +

Phorieia

Psophis (+) + + + + + +

Pylai

Stymphalos + + + + +

Tegea + + + + + + + + + +

Teuthis +

Thaliades (+) + +

Thelphousa (+) + + +

Thisoa

Torthyneion +

Trapezous +
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The Evidence Summarized in the Synoptic Table

I. Toponyms
HERAIA: suggested by city-ethnic; KLEITOR: inferred from city-ethnic; KORTYS:
inferred from city-etnic; LOUSOI: cf. IG V.2 399 of the early fifth century;
MANTINEA: Hom. Il. 2.607 & Hekataios (FGrHist 1) fr. 123; NONAKRIS: Hdt.
6.74.2 (referring to ca. 490); ORCHOMENOS: Hom. Il. 2.605 (and inferred from
city-ethnic);ORESTHASION:Hdt. 9.11.2 (in reference to 479); PAION:Hdt. 6.127.3
(referring to 570s); PALLANTION: Stesichoros fr. 85 (Davies) = fr. 5 (Page) [cf. Hes.
fr. 162]; PHENEOS: Hom. Il. 2.605; PHIGALEIA: suggested by city-ethnic;
STYMPHALOS: Hom. Il. 2.608; PSOPHIS: inferred from city-ethnic; TEGEA: Hom.
Il. 2.607&Hes. fr. 23a.32&Hdt. 1.66.2 (reffering to ca. 550); THALIADES: inferred
from city-ethnic; THELPHOUSA: inferred from city-ethnic; TRAPEZOUS: Hdt.
6.127.3 (referring to 570s).

II. City-Ethnics
HERAIA: SEG 11 1045 (ca. 500) & coins ca. 525 (Williams 1970); KAPH(I)AI: Syll.3

48 (ca. 500–450); KLEITOR: Paus. 5.23.7 (referring to ca. 550–500; cf. Maddoli
1992); coins of Kleitor may begin in the late Archaic period, cf. Babelon, Traité
II.1: 878–80;KORTYS: IG I3 639 (ca. 525) uses the personal name ‘Kortynios’which
is “ab ethnico Arcadico deductum” (eds.) and in this way the inscription provides
evidence for the existence of a city-ethnic for Kortys; cf. SEG 11 1168 of ca.
500–475; LOUSOI: Philostr. De gymnastica 12 (referring to 708) & Paus. 8.18.8
(referring to 546);MANTINEA: coins ofMantineamay begin ca. 500, cf.Head,Hist.
num.2 &Babelon,Traité II.1: 862;Hdt. 4.161 (referring to ca. 550);ORCHOMENOS
(Meiggs-Lewis, GHI no. 27 coil 4 [Persian Wars]); PHIGALEIA: Hdt. 6.83.2
(reffering to the 490s); PSOPHIS: SEG 24 299 (ca. 550–500) & Hekataios (FGrHist
1) fr. 6; the coins of Psophis may begin in the late Archaic period, cf. Babelon,
Traité II.3: 566 & Sear (1978) 249; Tegea: Meiggs-Lewis,GHI no. 27 coil 3 &Hdt.
1.65.1–2 (referring to ca. 550); THALIADES: archaic coins (Head,Hist. num.2 456);
THELPHOUSA: SEG 11 1254a (early fifth century).

III. Archaic finds from sites of Classical poleis (excluding temples)
The evidence summarised in this column is set out in detail in Appendix IX below;
see also Morgan (1999) and Ødegård, Report. For Asea in particular, see Forsén &
Forsén (1997). For Arkadian urbanism, see the study by Jost (1999).
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IV. Mythical existence
MANTINEA: HomericCatalogue of Ships; ORCHOMENOS: HomericCatalogue of
Ships; PAION: epiphany of Dioskouroi = Hdt. 6.127.3; PALLANTION: eponymous
hero in Hesiodic Catalogue of Women fr. 162 (MW) & mentioned by Stesichoros
in the Geryonis fr. 85 (Davies); PHENEOS: Homeric Catalogue of Ships; PSOPHIS:
Hekataios (FGrHist 1) Genealogiai fr. 6; TEGEA: Homeric Catalogue of Ships,
HesiodicCatalogue ofWomen fr. 23a.33 (MW),Hekataios (FGrHist 1)Genealogi-
ai fr. 29a; STYMPHALOS: Homeric Catalogue of Ships.

V. Coinage
HERAIA:Williams (1970) ca. 525;KLEITOR:Babelon,Traité II.1: 878–80 (500–470);
MANTINEA: Head, Hist. num.2 449 (ca. 500), Babelon, Traité II.1: 862 (ca. 500);
PSOPHIS: Babelon, Traité II.3: 566 (prior to 480), Sear (1978) 249 (ca. 500–480);
TEGEA: Hesperia 24 (1955) 135–6, reporting a hoard buried prior to 480 and
claimed to contain two coins struck by Tegea; THALIADES: Babelon, Traité II.1:
869–74 (prior to 480).

VI. Temples
The fundamental work of reference for Arkadian temples is now Voyatzis (1999)
with full discussion and full references. Cf. in particular Catalogue of Temples in
Arkadia 800–400 BC in Voyatzis (1999) 153–61.On the particular case of Asea, see
also Forsén & Forsén (1997).

VII. Communities attested as belligerents
HERAIA: seeRichter (1939);KAPHY(I)AI:Syll.3 48 (500–450);KLEITOR:Paus. 5.23.7
with Maddoli (1992); KORTYS: Syll.3 49 (500–450); MANTINEA: Hdt. 7.202, Paus.
5.26.6 (referring to ca. 500–450); ORCHOMENOS: Meiggs-Lewis, GHI no. 27 coil
4 (PersianWars); TEGEA: Hdt. 1.65–7 (referring to ca. 550) &Meiggs-Lewis,GHI
no. 27 coil 3 (Persian Wars); PSOPHIS: SEG 24 299 (of the late sixth century).

VIII. Interstate relations
LOUSOI: IG V.2 410 (a fragment of treaty with an unknown partner, dating to ca.
500–470); MANTINEA: Hdt. 7.202 (membership of Hellenic League against Persia)
& Hdt. 4.161 (reception of embassy from Kyrene in ca. 550); ORCHOMENOS:
Meiggs-Lewis,GHI no. 27 coil 4 (membership of Hellenic League against Persia);
TEGEA: Staatsverträge no. 112 (treaty of alliance with Sparta, ca. 550) & Meiggs-
Lewis, GHI no. 27 coil 3 (membership of Hellenic League against Persia).
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IX. Pythian and Olympic victors
Pythian victors: LOUSOI: in 546 (Paus. 8.18.8); TEGEA: in 554 (Paus. 10.7.7).
Olympic victors: HERAIA: Olympionikai nos. 132, 138, 189, 200, 205; LOUSOI:
Olympionikai no. 22; MANTINEA: 163, 193, 202; PHIGALEIA: Olympionikai nos.
95, 99, 102; STYMPHALOS:Olympionikai nos. 188, 199.

X. Communal relations with Olympia and Delphi
KAPHY(I)AI: dedication at Delphi = Syll.3 48 (500–450); KLEITOR: dedication at
Olympia = Paus. 5.23.7 (referring to ca. 550–500; cf. Maddoli 1992; KORTYS:
dedication at Delphi = Syll.3 49 (500–450); MANTINEA: inferred from Hdt. 4.161
(Delphi); ORCHOMENOS: dedications via the Hellenic League against Persia =
Meiggs-Lewis, GHI no. 27 coil 4 (Delphi) & Paus. 5.23 (Olympia); PSOPHIS:
dedication at Olympia = SEG 24 299 (ca. 550–500); TEGEA: dedications via the
Hellenic League against Persia =Meiggs-Lewis,GHIno. 27 coil 3 (Delphi)&Paus.
5.23 (Olympia); THELPHOUSA: dedication at Olympia = SEG 11 1254a.



1. Alipheira is treated as Azanian by Jost (1985) 77, but is here considered Kynourian.
– Heraia is treated as Azanian by Callmer (1943) 50, but this has not won general
acceptance. – In general, see Nielsen & Roy (1998) with refs.
2. Cf. Nielsen & Roy (1998) 7–12.
3. Stephanos of Byzantion at 271.1 states that Enispe was thought to have been situated

Appendix IV: The Communities of the ‘Tribal
States’ and their ‘Tribal’ Affiliations

Azania1

The following communities are ascribed to the Azanes by

Classical sources
1. Paion (Hdt. 6.127.3)

Hellenistic sources
2. Psophis (Polybios 4.70.3)

Roman sources only
3. Pheneos (Steph. Byz. 662.6)
4. Phigaleia (Paus. 8.42.6)2

Modern scholars
5. Bouphagion (Hejnic [1961] 61)
6. Kaphy(i)ai (Hejnic [1961] 18)
7. Kleitor (Hejnic [1961] 19, Jost [1985] 25)
8. Kynaitha (Hejnic [1961] 21, Jost [1985] 26)
9. Lousoi (Hejnic [1961] 103, Jost [1961] 26)
10. Nonakris (Jost [1985] 36)
11. Pellana (Jost [1985] 26)
12. Thelphousa (Hejnic [1961] 58, Jost [1985] 26)
13. Teuthis (Hejnic [1961] 61)

Perhaps we should add

14. Enispe3
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in the territory of either Kleitor or Psophis: �B�	(��, ����� ������	�� ... � � 
�� H(��.
��(" �� : �=� L����
�	�� �=� �.��� : p%�4�
�.

Eutresia
The following communities are ascribed to the Eutresians by

Roman sources only
15. Chairisia (Paus. 8.27.3)
16. Knauson (Paus. 8.27.3)
17. Paroreia (Paus. 8.27.3)
18. Ptolederma (Paus. 8.27.3)
19. Trikolonoi (Paus. 8.27.3)
20. Zoiteion (Paus. 8.27.3)

Modern scholars
21. Hypsous (Hejnic [1961] 26)
22. Phalanthon (Hejnic [1961] 42)
23. Thyraion (Hejnic [1961] 60)

Kynouria
The following communities are ascribed to the Kynourians by

Roman sources only
24. Alipheira (Paus. 8.27.4)
25. Kortys (Paus. 8.27.4)
26. Thisoa (Paus. 8.27.4)
27. Lykoa (Paus. 8.27.4)

Mainalia
The following communities are ascribed to the Mainalians by

Classical sources
28. Dipaia (Paus. 6.7.9, cf.Olympionikai no. 314)
29. Oresthasion (Thuc. 5.64.3)

Roman sources only
30. Asea (Paus. 8.27.3)
31. Eutaia (Paus. 8.27.3)
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32. Helisson (Paus. 8.27.3)
33. Iasaia (Paus. 8.27.3)
34. Lykoa/Lykaia (Paus. 8.27.3; see Meyer in RE s.v. Lykaia 1)
35. Pallantion (Paus. 8.27.3)
36. Peraitheis (Paus. 8.27.3)
37. Soumateion (Paus. 8.27.3)

Modern scholars
38. Haimoniai (Hejnic [1961] 24)
39. Mainalos (Callmer [1943] 18, Hejnic [1961] 29, 81)

Parrhasia
The following communities are ascribed to the Parrhasians by

Roman sources only
40. Akakesion (Paus. 8.27.4)
41. Akontion (Paus. 8.27.4)
42. Dasea (Paus. 8.27.4)
43. Lykosoura (Paus. 8.27.4)
44. Makaria (Paus. 8.27.4)
45. Proseis (Paus. 8.27.4)
46. Thoknia (Paus. 8.27.4)
47. Trapezous (Paus. 8.27.4)

Modern scholars
48. Bathos (Callmer [1943] 18, Meyer [1968] 1031, Hejnic [1961] 15, Jost [1985]

170).
49. Basilis (Callmer [1943] 18, Meyer [1968] 1031, Jost [1985] 170)
50. Kypsela (Meyer [1968] 1031).





Appendix V: Toponyms of ‘Tribal’ Settlements
in Archaic and Classical Sources

Toponym Source Tribe
���� Xen.Hell. 6.5.11 Mainalians
:����	 Pl. Leg. 708a7 Kynourians
%
$��� Hdt. 9.35; Isoc. 6.99 Mainalians
� ����"� SEG 37 340.10 Mainalians
 ;���� Xen.Hell. 6.5.12 Mainalians
�,���(!)� Theopompos fr. 244 Mainalians/

Kynourians
�����!���� Hdt. 9.11; Thuc. 5.64.3 Mainalians
���������� Stesichoros apud Paus. 8.3.2; Mainalians

REG 62 (1949) 6–7; Xen.Hell. 6.5.9
/��$�<�7	 Hdt. 6.127 Parrhasians





1. orKynourians: therewas aKynourian aswell as aMainalian community by the name
of Lykaia (see Paus. 8.27.3, 4); to which ‘tribe’ the rebel belonged is impossible to decide.
2. The earliest documentary attestation is Hellenistic (see SEG 41 332); but Pausanias

used the ethnic in his description of the revolt against the synoecism ofMegalopolis (Paus.
8.27.5). Even those who believe that the document transmitted by Pausanias as a whole
must be a post-synoecism fabrication are prepared to believe that this particular passage
genuinely reflects the time of the synoecism (see Moggi [1974] 78–9). Consequently, we
can use the passage in Paus. 8.27.5 to make the existence of ethnics belonging to Lykaia,
Lykosoura, Trapezous and Trikolonoi likely for the mid-fourth century.
3. Steph. Byz. 509.8 citing Nikolaos of Damascus for this particular form.
4. There were two communities called Thisoa in Arkadia: one is situated slightly west

of Methydrion at Karkalu; the second is the Kynourian, probably located at modern
Lavda, where excavations have been carried out recently (see BCH 104 [1980] 610 for a
plan of the site, BCH 110 [1986] 693, and AR 1986–87 21, 1987–88 23, 1988–89 33). It is
impossible to decide to which Thisoa the Classically attested ethnic belongs. For a certain
Hellenistic attestation of the ethnic of Kynourian Thisoa, see SEG 45 338.

Appendix VI: ‘Tribal’ Settlements
with Attested Ethnics

Settlement Ethnic Earliest Attestation Tribe
Alipheira ���.����,	 Hellenistic Kynourians
Asea ������	 Classical Mainalians
Dipaia %�$��,	 Classical Mainalians
Helisson � ���=����	 Classical Mainalians
Kortys 5���,���	 Archaic Kynourians
Lykaia ��������	 Classical Mainalians1

Lykosoura ����������	

���������,	 Classical2 Parrhasians
Oresthasion �����!����	 Classical Mainalians
Pallantion ��������,	 Classical Mainalians
Paroreia ���������	 Roman3 Eutresians
(Thisoa '������	 Classical Kynourians ?)4

Trapezous /��$�<�,����	 Classical Parrhasians
Trikolonoi /��������,	 Classical Eutresians





Appendix VII: Sources Dating to 479–368 from
which Polis Status can be Inferred

1. City-ethnics

Community Individual use Collective use
1. Alea IG I3 80 IvO 30
2. Euaimon IG V.2 343 = IPArk no. 15
3. Kaphy(i)ai IG II2 66 Syll.3 48
4. Lousoi Xen. An. 7.6.40 IG V.2 387
5. Methydrion Xen. An. 4.1.27 IPArk no. 14.6–7
6. Pheneos SEG 39 1365
7. Phigaleia IvO 161 CID II 2 4.III.45
8. Pylai SEG 18 157
9. Thelphousa SEG 11 1254a IG V.2 1.64
10. Thisoa SEG 14 455
11. Torthyneion IPArk no. 14

2. Civic mints

Community Head/date Babelon/date
1. Alea 446/430–370 2.III 629–632/421–370
2. Methydrion 451/370(?)
3. Pheneos 452/421–362 2.III 597–600/421–370
4. Thelphousa 456/400–370 2.III 619–622/400–370

3. Proxenia

Community Proxenia granted Proxenia received
1. Alea IvO 30 (5./4. cent.) IG I3 80 (5. cent.)
2. Kaphy(i)ai IG II2 66c (5. cent.)
3. Lousoi IG V.2 387 (5. cent.)
4. Thisoa SEG 14 455 (4. cent.)
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4. Theorodokoi

Community Theorodokos of Source
1. Halous Delphi REG (62) 6 l.10
2. Koila Delphi REG (62) 6 l.4
3. Methydrion Delphi REG (62) 6 l.6
4. Phara Delphi REG (62) 6 l.3
5. Torthyneion Delphi REG (62) 6 l.8

5. Olympic victors

Community Moretti no. Moretti date
1. Methydrion 410–11 before 372
2. Pheneos 380 392
3. Phigaleia 392 384

6. Synoptic table of evidence from which polis status is inferred

Type of evidence

1 2 3 4 5
Community
1. Alea + + +
2. Euaimon +
3. Halous +
4. Kaphy(i)ai + +
5. Koila +
6. Lousoi + +
7. Methydrion + + + +
8. Phara +
9. Pheneos + + +
10. Phigaleia + +
11. Pylai +
12. Thelphousa + +
13. Thisoa + +
14. Torthyneion + +



Appendix VIII:
ArkadianOlympionikai 479–368

Origin of victor Date of victory Olympionikai no.
1. Oresthasion (Mainalia) 472 231
2. Parrhasia 468 243
3. Mainalia 464 253
4. Mantineia 464 254
5. Mantineia 464 256
6. Mantineia 460 265
7. Dipaia (Mainalia) 440 314
8. Heraia 440 313
9. “Azania” 436 319
10. Heraia 436 317
11. Mainalia 420 336
12. Heraia 416 344
13. Mainalia 416 343
14. Mainalos (Mainalia) 400 362
15. Parrhasia 400 359
16. Tegea (?) 400 366
17. Mainalos (Mainalia) 392 377
18. Pheneos 392 380
19. Heraia 384 394
20. Mainalia 384 393
21. Phigaleia 384 392
22. Kleitor 384 395
23. Kleitor 376 406
24. Mainalia 372 408
25. Methydrion prior to 368 410
26. Methydrion prior to 368 410





1. I have excluded from consideration here some communities whose polis status is
suggested only by city-ethnics found in Paus. 8.27.5: Lykoa and Trikolonoi, about which
very little is in any case known. Also excluded is Mainalos which produced an Olympic
victor in the early fourth century (Olympionikai no. 377) but which is otherwise poorly
known.
2. The letter (A, B, or C) immediately following the entry no. indicates the degree of

certainty with which the described community can be identified as a polis = A: a certain
polis; B: a probable polis; C: a possible polis.
3. In these descriptions, as in the descriptions of the Triphylian poleis in the following

Appendix, all dates are again BC; centuries are abbreviated C6, C5, C4 etc. (= sixth, fifth,
fourth century); C5e = early fifth century; C5f = first half of fifth century; C5m = middle
of fifth century; C5s = second half of fifth century; C5l = late fifth century, etc. In citations
of retrospective sources, ‘r’ followed by a date indicates the date to which the source cited
refers, e.g.: Diod. 16.39.5 r352 means that the passage cited refers to the year 352 BC.
4. All territorial sizes given in this inventory are based on the map in Jost (1985); see

further above 323–6.

Appendix IX: The Poleis of Arkadia
(including Lasion)1

(1). B.2 Alea (Aleos, Aleatas). The toponym is ����, > (IG IV2.1 103.45, C4m3;
SEG 23 189, ca. 330). The city-ethnic is ����	 (IG I3 80, 421); IvO 30 (C5s/C4f)
has �����	 (cf. above 399 n. 430); Classical coins use the form ������	 (often
abbreviated) in the legends (below; cf. Roy [1972a] 331).
There is no certain attestation of polis in reference to Alea, but Theopompos

(FGrHist 115) fr. 242 (= Steph. Byz. 69.20) may have classed Alea as a polis (cf.
Whitehead [1994] 119) and the $���	 �?� ����?� of IvO 295 (ca. 275–250) is
probably our community (cf. above 458).
The collective use of the ethnic is attested internally in Classical coin legends

(below; cf. Roy [1972a] 331) and externally in IvO 30 (C5s/C4f) for which see
above 399 n. 430. The individual use is found externally on IG I3 80 (421).
The territory measured ca. 110km2.4 A temple (?) is found at Anemomilo, in the

pass leading toOrchomenos; with it are associatedClassical sherds (Meyer [1939a]
29; Jost [1985] 108). The well-preserved walls of Alea are probably C3: so Meyer
(1939a) 26, who gives a plan of the walls as plan II. They originally ran for 2.3km
and enclosed both the akropolis and the city proper. The akropolis measured
14.3ha and contained a building which Meyer identified as a military barrack. The
city below the ‘Stadtberg’ measured 14.6ha; no substantial remains are extant, but
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scattered remains seem to show houses. See Meyer (1939a) 19–29 and Papahatzis
(1994) 265–6. Alean coins seem to indicate cults of Athena Alea and Artemis (Jost
[1985] 107–9).

IvO 30 (C5s/C4f), a grant of proxenia, is the oldest known public enactment of
Alea; from its enactment formula (@��0� ������	) the existence of an assembly
may be inferred, but otherwise the political institutions of the community are
unknown.
Head, Hist. num.2 446 dates the inception of the coinage of Alea to ca. 430;

Babelon,Traité II.3: 630 proposes 421. The legend abbreviates the ethnic ������	
(Roy [1972a] 331) to �, � , � ; Lacroix (1968) 325 n. 4 cites the legend
� []/) (C4 according to Jost [1985] 526). The types showArtemis (Babelon,
Traité II.3 nos. 946–9), Athena (Babelon, Traité II.3 no. 950), Herakles (Babelon,
Traité II.3 no. 951) and Helios (Lacroix [1968] 325 n. 4). Both bronze and silver
coins are attested. Attested denominations are: triobol (Babelon, Traité II.3 no.
951), obol (Babelon, Traité II.3 no. 946), and tritartemorion (Babelon, Traité II.3
no. 947). SNG Cop. Argolis 213–14.
It may be assumed that Alea was a member both of the Peloponnesian League

(Nielsen [1996b] 87) and the Arkadian Confederacy (Nielsen [1996b] 94–5). IG
IV2.1 103.45 (C4m) records a payment of 3.���� to two people 3	 ����� and the
presumption is that Alea received an embassy from Epidauros. IvO 30 (C5s/C4f)
is a grant of proxenia by Alea to an Athenian (cf. above 399 n. 430) and IG I3 80
(421) is a grant by Athens of proxenia to a man of Alea.

SEG 23 189.25 (ca. 330) records an Argive theorodokos in Alea. It may have
consulted the oracle at Delphi before 300 (cf. Paus. 8.23.1 with Fontenrose [1978]
353); IvO 295 (ca. 275–250) may be an Alean dedication and IvO 30 (C5s/C4f),
although an Alean document (cf. above 399 n. 430), was published at Olympia.

(2). C. Alipheira (Alipheireus). The toponym is ��
.����, > at Polyb. 4.78.3 and
SEG 25 448.15 (C3s), but ��
.��� at Paus. 8.27.4. The city-ethnic is ���.����,	
at Polyb. 4.77.10 and SEG 25 449.2 (C2), but ���.���,	 inCIG 1936 (Hell.) and
at Paus. 8.27.7. For a review of toponym and ethnic, see Orlandos (1967–68) 9–10.
Alipheira is well-attested only in Hellenistic sources: Polybios calls it a polis in

the urban sense at 4.78.11 (r219) and SEG 25 447.9 (C3) uses polis in the political
sense about it and SEG 25 448 refers to the politai; at 8.27.4–7 r371 Pausanias uses
polis retrospectively about Alipheira. Since Alipheira certainly existed before C3
(below), it may possibly have been a polis.
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The collective use of the city-ethnic is attested internally in SEG 25 449 (C2f)
and externally in Polyb. 4.77.10 and IvO 48 (C2); the external individual use is
found in CIG 1936 (Hell.).
The territory measured ca. 100km2; SEG 25 449 (C2f) has been interpreted as a

demarcation of the border of Alipheira. The city was centred on a hill rising to
686m above sea-level. The hill measures 800 × 65m and was fortified before 370
(Orlandos [1967–68] 32). The city proper seems to have been outside these walls
and to have occupied the area north-east of the akropolis (Orlandos [1967–68] 41).
The lower city too was fortified (Pritchett [1989] 44, no dates). In the eastern part
of the akropolis was the sanctuary of Athena which comprised a temple construc-
ted ca. 500–490; votives go back to C6m (Jost [1985] 80). In addition to the temple,
the sanctuary comprised a colossal statue of Athena dating to C5 (Jost [1985] 81).
In the north-western part of the hill was a sanctuary of Asklepios with a C4s-
temple (Jost [1985] 81).
According to Paus. 8.27.4, Alipheira was in 371 a part of the ‘tribal state’ of the

Kynourians (Appendix IV), and it can be inferred from a combination of IG V.2
1.40 (360s) & Paus. 8.27.4 r371 (with Nielsen [1996a] 132–4) that it was a member
of the Arkadian Confederacy. Membership of the Peloponnesian League may also
be assumed (Nielsen [1996b] 87).
According to Paus. 8.27.4, Alipheira was one of the cities which the Arkadian

Confederacy had voted to incorporate intoMegalopolis; whether this decisionwas
implemented is not certain. According to Paus. 8.26.5, a part of the population
actually relocated toMegalopolis, but is is certain that the city was not abandoned.
In C3 Alipheira was, at least sometimes, controlled by Megalopolis (Polyb.
4.77.10); but it also appears as a polis (SEG 25 447). In ca. 230–210 a Delphic
theorodokos resided inAlipheira (BCH 45 [1921] II.80). IPArk no. 24 (C3) restores
[1���] at l. 18, and the same inscription (which is the earliest surviving public
enactment) refers at l. 10 to a board of ��������
 and one of ���������.

(3). A. Asea (Aseates). The toponym is ����, > (Xen. Hell. 6.5.15); in the great
Delphic catalogue of theorodokoi (ca. 230–210) we find the entry 3� �����, but
this form is unique (BCH 45 [1921] III.9). The city-ethnic is 2 /) on the
Achaian federal bronze coinage of the city (Head,Hist. num.2 418; date ca. 190s);
this enables us to emend the A!�9���/A�!�9��� of the MSS. at Xen.Hell. 7.5.5 to
���9���.
Asea is classified as a polis in the territorial sense (with the political sense as a

possible connotation) at Xen.Hell. 7.5.5, a passage which also provides an instance
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of the external collective use of the city-ethnic. Strabo 8.3.12 classifies Asea as a
�"�� �B	 *�����$����
��	, but the reference is to C1.
The name of the territory is unknown, but Strabo 8.3.12 andPaus. 8.54.2 suggest

that the toponym could be used as the name of the territory. The territory is
implicitly referred to at Xen. Hell. 7.5.5 as polis (above 349–50). The size of the
territory has been estimated to ca. 60km2 by Forsén & Forsén (1997) 175. The city
of Asea was not the only place of habitation: Forsén & Forsén (1997) 173 report
that they have found 20–30 sites dating from the Archaic to the Hellenistic period
in the chora. Some of these were presumably isolated farmsteads, but at least four
seem to have been small villages connected with sanctuaries: one is situated only
1.5km from the Vigla temple, whereas another was probably situated close to a
temple of Athena of which Forsén & Forsén have found a scattered architectural
member dating to C4; in addition, two other sites may have been villages and one
of these was possibly also connected with a sanctuary (Forsén & Forsén [1997]
172–4).
Two important temples have been excavated in the territory of Asea: I. At Vigla,

at the border with Pallantion (Forsén & Forsén [1997] 170) is a temple dedicated
toAthena and Poseidon; it dates fromC6 (Østby [1995b] 348–50). This templewas
preceded by a smaller temple constructed in wood and clay which was constructed
ca. 630–620 (Voyatzis [1990] 34). II. At Agios Elias, at the border with (presu-
mably) Peraitheis, is found a large temple dating from ca. 500 (Forsén, Forsén &
Østby [1999]).
Asea was centered on a fortified akropolis rising to 54m and measuring 240 ×

120m; the fortification may be C4e (Forsén & Forsén [1997] 169). The lower city
was fortified too, but the wall here seems to be later than the akropolis wall,
probably C3 (Forsén & Forsén [1997] 167–8). The wall was constructed in local
limestone and is described byHolmberg (1994) 132–42; it probably enclosed all of
the lower city. Forsén & Forsén (1997) 166–7 report that they found Archaic and
Classical pottery around the akropolis and that the area yielding finds was at least
13ha, but perhaps twice as large (the eastern area of the site having been covered
with alluvium brought by the R.Alpheios). The area inside the wall was built-up
for habitation; some of the houses containedHellenistic finds, but other contained
nothing and may thus possibly be older (Forsén & Forsén [1997] 169).
Forsén&Forsén (1997) 176 estimates that the urban population could have been

max. 2,000–3,000 and probably lower. The total population of the polis is estimated
to 2,500–3,500 at best. It is impossible to give any estimate of the number of adult
male citizens.



Appendix IX 553

Asea was a Mainalian community (Paus. 8.27.3; cf. above 280–1). Membership
of the Arkadian Confederacy can be assumed, both on the basis of Xen. Hell.
6.5.11 where Asea is described as the rallying-place of the federal army in 370, and
because the Mainalians as such were members of the Confederacy (IG V.2 1.16,
360s); membership of the Peloponnesian League may also be assumed, probably
mediated by the Mainalian ‘tribal state’ (Nielsen [1996b] 87, 100).
According to Paus. 8.27.3, Asea was among the communities which the

ArkadianConfederacy voted to relocate toMegalopolis; it is not, however, known
whether this relocation was ever wholly or partly carried out (Moggi [1974] 87–8
& above 446–7).

(4).C.Dipaia (Dipaeus). The toponym is the plural of the ethnic at Hdt. 9.35.2 (3�
%�$���7��, cf. the comment by Steph. Byz. 234.14–15), but at Isoc. 6.99 we find
%
$���, >. The city-ethnic is %�$��,	 in SEG 23 179 (C4f); at Paus. 6.7.9 %�$���,	
is an emdendation of %�$��,	; Paus. 8.30.1 has %�$���,	 and the C2 coinage of the
community uses the legend %C�C D) (Head,Hist. num.2 418).
At 8.27.3 (r371) Pausanias retrospectively lists Dipaia as a polis, and at 3.11.7

(rC5f) it is classified as a polisma. The collective use of the ethnic is attested
externally in Hdt. 9.35.2 and in SEG 23 179 (C4f); the individual use of the ethnic
is attested externally at Paus. 6.7.9 r440 (Olympionikai no. 314).
The name of the territory is unknown; Paus. 8.30.1 refers to it, contemporane-

ously, as > %�$����� �"��. In the 460s an apparently major battle was fought near
Dipaia between Sparta and anArkadian alliance (Hdt. 9.35.2; Isoc. 6.99).Dipaia has
not been securely located, but it is clear from Paus. 8.30.1 that Dipaia must have
been situated in the upper Helisson valley; thus it is probably to be identified with
the ancient remains near Davia (Jost [1973] pl. 9.1–3; Pikoulas [1992–93] 204;
Pikoulas [1999c] 126). IfDipaia is to be identified with the remains at Davia, then
the city was centered on a fortified akropolis.
A C4f inscription (SEG 23 179) mentions the %�$���	; the nature of the

inscription is not clear, but Bradeen (1966) 321 thinks that it is a fragment of a
record of a judgement by a foreign board of arbitration in a dispute involving
Dipaia. Dipaia was a Mainalian community (Paus. 3.11.7, 6.7.9, 8.27.3; for the last
passage, see above 280–1), but this is the only explicitly attested membership of a
larger organisation; however, membership of the Arkadian Confederacy can be
inferred from a combination of Paus. 8.27.3 (r271) & IGV.2 1.16 (360s, see further
Nielsen [1996b] 95–6, 100–1) and membership of the Peloponnesian League may
be assumed (Nielsen [1996b] 87). According to Paus. 8.27.3 r371, Dipaia was
among the communities which the Arkadian Confederacy voted to relocate to
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Megalopolis; however, it is unknown whether this decision was implemented
(Moggi [1974] 83–4 & above 447).
In C5m, ca. 440 according to Olympionikai no. 314, Dipaia produced an

Olympic victor.

(5).B.Euaimon (Euaimnios). Unlocated (but see Howell [1970] 82). The toponym
is  #�
��� (IG V.2 343 = IPArk no. 15.7, 49–50, C4f/m; Steph. Byz. 283.14). The
city-ethnic is  #�
����	 (IG V.2 343 = IPArk no. 15.3, C4f/m).
NoArchaic or Classical source describes Euaimon as a polis, though Theopom-

pos (FGrHist 115) fr. 61 (= Steph. Byz. 283.14–15) may have done so (cf.
Whitehead [1994] 119); IG V.2 343 = IPArk no. 15 is a treaty between Euaimon
and Orchomenos, concluded 3$E ���	 =
�=��	 ��E ���	 F��
��	 (l. 4–6) and the
nature of the document thus suggests that Euaimonwas a polis; Dubois,Corp. dial.
pp. 148, 159 proposes to restore [+� $��� =�]������� in ll. 56–7. The same treaty
uses the collective ethnic to refer to the community of Euaimon (2–3, 53–4, 75–6,
83).
The treaty IPArk no. 15.2 describes itself as an agreement of ��=���
� and

provides for the inclusion of the Euaiminians into the Orchomenian citizenbody
(IPArk p. 135); however, Euaimon probably continued to exist (cf. Steph. Byz.
283.14–15 & Dušani�c [1978] 338 and above 350–1) and may henceforward have
been a dependent polis of Orchomenos.
In IPArk no. 15.6–7, �6 �G H��6 �6 +�  #����� is presumably a reference to

communal cults in Euaimon which were to be preserved after the agreement, but
the local pantheon is otherwise unknown (Jost [1985] 115, 120).

(6).A. Eutaia. TheMSS of Xen.Hell. (at 6.5.12, 21) vary between  ;����,  #��
�,
and  #���, > (Tuplin [1986b] 27–8); since later sources such as Paus. 8.27.3 and
Steph. Byz. 287.19 use the t-form, this form has become customary in scholarly
literature.
AtHell. 6.5.12 Xenophon thrice uses polis about Eutaia, presumably primarily

in the sense of ‘town’, although themeaning ‘territory’may be a connotation in the
phrase $���� I����� �4��� and ‘political community’ in �#� J�
���� �K� $����.
The name of the territory is unknown, but the territory is probably referred to

as polis by Xen.Hell. 6.5.12. To the south Eutaia bordered on Lakonia (Xen.Hell.
6.5.12). Eutaia was situated at modern Lianos; the site has not been excavated. Xen.
Hell. 6.5.12 mentions houses, and Loring (1895) 50 as well as Pikoulas (1988)
report numerous antiquities at Lianos; Pikoulas (1988) reports an abundance of
sherds and minor architectural members in the fields. At Hell. 6.5.12 Xenophon
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mentions a �����	. The reference may be to the poor fortification found on the hill
of Agios Konstantinos which overhangs the site (Pikoulas [1988] 75). If so, the
lower city proper was possibly unfortified.
Eutaia was aMainalian community (Paus. 8.27.3; cf. above 280–1). Membership

of the Arkadian Confederacy is proved by Xen. Hell. 6.5.12; membership was
probably mediated by the ‘tribal state’ of the Mainalians (Nielsen [1996b] 95).
Membership of the Peloponnesian League may be assumed (Nielsen [1996b] 87).
At Hell. 6.5.12 Xenophon mentions that in 370 Eutaia raised troops which were
put under the command of the Arkadian Confederacy.
According to Paus. 8.27.3, Eutaia was among the communities which the

Arkadian Confederacy voted to relocate to Megalopolis. It is unknown whether
the relocation was ever carried out: the site seems not to have been abandoned,
since coins of the Arkadian and Achaian Confederacies have been found there
(Loring [1895] 50; Pikoulas [1988] 70–3).

(7). C. Halous. The toponym is ���7	 (-�7���	), L at Paus. 8.25.2; the entry 3�
h�����	 in the Delphic catalogue of theorodokoi of C5l/C4e (ed. by Daux inREG
62 [1949] p. 6 l. 10) may refer to this site, using an older form of the toponym
(Daux ad loc. and Meyer [1957a] 86). An ethnic is not attested.
Halous deserves inclusion among the poleis ofArkadia only because it may have

had aDelphic theorodokosC5l/C4e (above), and thuswas possibly a polis (Perlman
[1995] 116, 121, 135).Meyer (1939a) 78–83 identifiedHalous with the Palaiokastro
at Syriamou, southwest of Thaliades. The site consists of a small walled hill with
the habitation area, unwalled, below. The wall runs for ca. 640m and encloses an
area of 1.7ha; it dates from C4, according to Meyer; sherds and tiles from the
walled area date from the Classical and Hellenistic periods. In the habitation area
outside the wall Meyer made “massenhaften Ziegel- und Scherbefunde”. The
inhabited area was considerable, according to Meyer, but he does not estimate the
size of the city proper.

(8).A.Helisson (Heliswasios). The toponym is � ������� in SEG 37 340.9–10 (C4f)
which points to the nominative � ���(�)�7	 or � ���(�)?� (< � ���=-), L, for
which see te Riele (1987) 171–2 and Dubois (1988) 289; Paus. 8.27.3 r371 has
� ����"� and Diod. 16.39.5 r352 � ���(�)�7	. The city-ethnic is � ���=����	 in
SEG 37 340; it is later written � ���.����	 (IG IV2.1 42.2, 16–17, ca. 300; Polyb.
11.11.6); see Dubois (1988) 288.
Helisson is called polis in the urban sense by SEG 37 340.6–7 (C4f) and Diod.

16.39.5 r352 and in the political sense by SEG 37 340.5 (C4f). The individual use
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of the ethnic is unattested, but the collective use is found externally in SEG 37 340
(C4f), IG IV2.1 42.2 (ca. 300), and in Polyb. 11.11.6.
The name of the territory is unknown; it is referred to as �"�� by SEG 37 340.5

(C4f) and Polyb. 11.11.6 (r207). For its location, see Bölte (1913a); Pikoulas
(1992–93) 204; and Pikoulas [1999c] 125–6).
Helisson was a Mainalian community (Paus. 8.27.3 r371; cf. above 280–1) and

it can be inferred by a combination of IGV.2 1.16 (360s) & Paus. 8.27.3 r371 (with
Nielsen [1996a] 132–4) that it was a member of the Arkadian Confederacy.
Membership of the Peloponnesian League may be assumed (Nielsen [1996b] 87).
In C4f, Helisson concluded a treaty with Mantinea (SEG 37 340), by which all

citizens of Helisson became Mantinean citizens; the city of Helisson was left in
existence as a �"�� of Mantinea, but continued being a polis nonetheless (SEG 37
340.6–7); it is debatable whether Helisson was to persist as a polis merely in the
urban sense (so Rhodes [1995] 97), or whether the city was constituted as a
dependent polis inside theMantinike (soHansen [1995a] 39; Hansen [1995b] 73–4;
above 359–63). The treaty does not designate itself as a sympoliteia, but simply as
a �,�!���	 (SEG 37 340.2); it has, however, become customary to refer to the
agreement as a sympoliteia, for which concept see Hansen (1995b) 56. After the
treaty, Helisson – like the other Mantinean dependencies – was entitled to send a
thearos to the Mantinean board of thearoi (8–9: !���M� N��� 30 � ����[�]��
����$�� 3	 ���	 O����	 $�����).
According to Paus. 8.27.3 r371,Helissonwas among the communitieswhich the

ArkadianConfederacy voted to relocate toMegalopolis; it is not known, however,
whether this decision was implemented and the city still existed in 352 when it was
captured and pillaged by the Spartans (Diod. 16.39.5).
No theorodokos is attested for Helisson, but SEG 37 340.9–10: �6	 !���
�	

�����!�� �6 �6 $����� suggests that Helisson was connected to some system of
theorodokia. By the treaty SEG 37 340 (C4f) Helisson adopted the Mantinean
constitution and thus became a democracy (above 331); it is, however, clear from
the inscription (which among other things mentions a body of local laws, ����� [l.
15]) that Helisson had its own constitution before the agreement, although what
form it took is unknown. The treaty is the only surviving public enactment of
Helisson; at l. 17 it refers to a local board of 3$����B��� (te Riele [1987] 180; above
332).
The local pantheon is unknown, but in SEG 37 340.9–10 �6	 !��
�	 ... �6	 +�

� ����[�]/�� is presumably a reference to local communal cults which were to be
preserved after the unification ofHelisson andMantinea. For aC4 hero-relief from
Helisson, see Damaskos (1990–91).
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(9).A.Heraia (Heraieus). The toponym isP��[�
]� inREG 62 (1949) p. 6 l. 11–12
(C5l/C4f); �P��
�, > is found at Xen.Hell. 2.30.9, 6.5.22, Ps.-Skylax 44 (Müller),
and IPArk no. 23.7 (C3). The city-ethnic is � ���,	 in SEG 11 1045 (ca. 500);
IPArk no. 15.19 (C4m) and Xen.Hell. 6.5.11 has �P���,	; Thuc. 5.67.1 and Xen.
Hell. 6.5.22 have �P����,	; coins have PQ D) (Babelon, Traité II.3 no. 1015).
In Ps.-Skylax 44 (Müller) Heraia is listed as the third toponym after the heading

poleis megalai haide (followed by eisi de kai allai poleis) where polis is used in the
urban sense; at Arist. Pol. 1303a15–16 there is a reference to a change of politeia in
Heraia, in a passage (1302b40–1303a15) where Heraia is listed as the fourth of six
examples of the observation that a polis (in the political sense) consists of
sometimes disproportionate parts. At Paus. 8.26.1 there is a reference to a temple
of Dionysos Polites, but its date is unknown. At Paus. 6.17.4 rC5f $����	 is used
about Heraia.
The collective use of the city-ethnic is found internally on coins (Babelon,Traité

II.3 no. 1015), and externally in SEG 11 1045 (ca. 500), Thuc. 5.67.1, IPArk no.
15.19 (C4m) and Xen.Hell. 6.5.11; the individual use is found externally on IG II2

2327 rC6 and IG IV2.1 96.35 (C3f).
The name of the territory is �P������	 at Paus. 5.7.1, but the passage at Xen.

Hell. 6.5.22 (A$����������� [sc. the Arkadian federal troops] 3� �B	 �P��
�	)
suggests that the toponym could designate the territory as well as the city, since it
is a reasonable inference from the context that the federal troops were operating,
not in the city, but in the territory of Heraia (so Bölte [1913b] 415). Its size was ca.
265km2. Bölte (1913b) estimated the citizen population at min. 2,000.
According to Strabo 8.3.2 Heraia was synoecized (at an unknown date: Bergese

[1985]) from nine �B���. These demes were perhaps minor settlements in the
territory. Their identity is unknown, but Bölte (1913b) 412 counted Melainai and
Bouphagion among them. A site which he identified with Bouphagion is described
byMeyer (1939a) 103–6 (Jost [1985] 76–7 rejects the identification of this site with
Bouphagion). The impressive fortifications of the site and its akropolis are
Hellenistic (Meyer [1939a] 106; Jost [1985] 76 states that they are Classical), but a
large amount of Archaic and Classical sherds is found at the site (Meyer [1939a]
102) which perhaps had a temple on the akropolis (Meyer [1939a] 106). Meyer
(1957b) 20 identified another site, Loutra Ireas, near Betsi as another Heraian
‘Dorf’.
A number of fortresses in the territory is known; one at Ochthia on the border

with Thelphousa is described by Meyer (1939a) 100–1: sherds at the site go back
to the Archaic period. Near Paloumba is another fortified site (including a temple)
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with sherds going back to the Archaic period, for which seeMeyer (1939a) 102 and
Pikoulas (1999a) 304–5 (suggesting that this may be Melainai).
At Diod. 15.40.2 (r375) a Heraia is described as a ���
�� R�����; if this is a

reference to this city (which has been disputed, cf. Stylianou [1998] ad loc.) it may
mean that the citywas fortified (Bölte [1913b] 414): early travellers saw the remains
of well-constructed walls, but these may have been Hellenistic (Bölte [1913b] 408
& 415). The city of Heraia seems to have occupied a large area (Jost [1985] 73), but
since the site has not been systematically investigated no urban sketch is possible
(Philadelpheus [1931–32] reviews the remains at Heraia).
Heraian coinage begins ca. 510; the earliest coins are hemidrachms and obols,

obv.: head of Hera, rev.:  ,  Q,  Q or  QC; see Williams (1970) & SNG Cop.
Argolis 231–3. C5s–C4 Heraia struck in both silver (SNGCop. Argolis 234–6) and
bronze (SNGCop.Argolis 236–41), and possibly even in iron (forwhich seeKöhler
[1882a]). Attested denominations are: triobol, diobol, trihemiobol, obol and
hemiobol; the legends are:  ,  Q,  Q,  QC,P,PQ,PQ D) (Head,Hist. num.2

448, Babelon, Traité II.1 nos. 1211–23 & II.3 nos. 1000–15). The most common
types depict female deities (Artemis and Athena), but Pan is found too (Imhoof-
Blumer & Gardner [1964] 103). The pantheon of Heraia is studied by Jost (1985)
70–7.
The symmachy treaty Meiggs-Lewis, GHI no. 17 (ca. 500) was traditionally

thought of as concluded between Elis and Heraia; however, Dubois (1985)
correctly pointed out that the form � �=����� (the then accepted reading) would
be unique for the Heraian ethnic (cf. Roy [1997] 293–4); a recent reexamination of
the text (by Roy & Schofield [1999]) has established that the name of Elis’ partner
was in fact � =����� which should probably be thought of as an otherwise
unknown minor community in Eleia (see the entry for Ewaoioi by Roy, Inven-
tory).
Heraia fought with Sparta at Mantinea in 418 (Thuc. 5.67.1) and was thus a

Peloponnesian League member. It was loyal to Sparta even after Leuktra (Xen.
Hell. 6.5.11) although it eventually joined the Arkadian Confederacy (IGV.2 1.58,
360s). Heraian military activity is attested, in addition to Thuc. 5.67.1, by Xen.
Hell. 6.5.11 and SEG 11 1045 (ca. 500), a dedication of spoils taken from the
Heraians and set up by an unknown Arkadian community.
No individual Heraian diplomat is known. IPArk no. 15.19 (a treaty of

sympoliteia between Euaimon and Orchomenos) stipulates that the Heraians are
to act as arbiters in case of conflicts over property rights. A Delphic theorodokos
resided in Heraia C5l/C4e (REG 62 [1949] p. 6 l. 11–2); a C3f grant of proxenia to
an Heraian is recorded by IG IV2.1 96.35. Nothing is known about the form of
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constitution at Heraia, but from the passage at Arist. Pol. 1303a15–16 it can be
inferred that at some point there was a constitutional reform at Heraia by which
the procedure for the appointment of magistrates was changed from election to
sortition. Bölte (1913b) 415 dates the reform to 370. The only known magistrates
are a board of 3��[�<���>] listed on C3 stele (IPArk no. 23.11–13.) which is the
earliest Heraian public document.
Heraians achieved two Olympic victories in C6 (Olympionikai nos. 132, 138)

and six in C5 (Olympionikai nos. 189, 200, 205, 313, 317, 344).

(10). B. Kaphy(i)ai (Kaphy[i]eus). The toponym is 5�.���
, �H in IG IV2.1 122
(C4); it is5�.,�� inMichel,Recueil no. 489 (C4) and Theophr.Hist.pl. 4.13.2. The
city-ethnic is 5�.���,	 in F.Delphes III.4 191 (C5f) and CID II 12.I.2 (341/40);
5�.��,	 is found IG II2 66c (ca. 400); cf. Roy (1972a) 333–4.
There is no certain attestation of polis in any Archaic or Classical source: in

Theopompos (FGrHist 115) fr. 77.3 $���	 hardly stems from Theopompos. The
earliest sources which classify Kaphy(i)ai as a polis is, in the political sense,
Staatsverträge no. 476.25 & 92 (ca. 265), IG V.2 534.1 (C3s) and SEG 39 391
(Hell.), and, in the urban sense, Polyb. 4.12.13.
The city-ethnic is found externally in the collective use in F.Delphes III.4 191

(C5f) and in the individual use in IG II2 66c (ca. 400) and CID II 12.I.2 (341/40).
The territorymeasured ca. 220km2 and is referred to as �M �?� 5�.���� $��
��

at Polyb. 4.11.3, 13.3. AClassical sanctuary in the territory is reported byArchDelt
37 (1982 [1989]) 116 andAR 37 (1991) 25; for another, see Pritchett (1969) 125 and
Jost (1985) 112. For a possible fortress, see Jost (1985) 112. The city of Kaphy(i)ai
was, like Mantinea, situated in a plain and not centred on an akropolis (Pritchett
[1969] 123–4). It was situated southeast of themodern village of Chotoussa and the
site is filled with Classical sherds and other remains (Pritchett [1969] 123–4;
Howell [1970] 81; Jost [1985] 111). There are remains of fortifications too at
Kaphy(i)ai, but they have not been investigated (ibid.). Among isolated finds from
the city is an Archaic bronze statuette, reported by von Gaertringen & Latterman
(1911) 42 with Taf. XIII.2.
The Kaphy(i)an pantheon is almost unknown (Jost [1985] 110–11); Theophr.

Hist.pl. 4.13.2 reports that Agamemnon was held to have planted a platanos in the
city.
Kaphy(i)ai was a member of the revived Peloponnesian League of King Areus

of Sparta for the Chremonidean war (Staatsverträge no. 476.25), but membership
of the early Peloponnesian League may be assumed as well (Nielsen [1996b] 87).
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Membership of the Arkadian Confederacy is not explicitly attested, but may be
assumed (Nielsen [1996b] 95).
Kaphy(i)an military activity can be inferred from F.Delphes III.4 191 = Syll.3 48

(C5f), a dedication of spoils taken /�) [��]� *C�) and set up at Delphi. A
citizen ofKaphy(i)ai wasAthenian proxenos inC5l and had the grant renewed after
the fall of the Thirty (IG II2 66c with Walbank [1978] 151–3).

(11). A. Kleitor (Kleitorios). The toponym is found as [5��(�)]��� in IG IV 510
(C5f); as5��
���, L in Pind.Nem. 10.47, SEG 20 716 (C4); and as5�(��� in SEG
23 189 (ca. 330). The city-ethnic is 5��������	 (Paus. 5.23.7 rC6s [Maddoli (1992)
260]; Syll.3 291, 332), or 5�������	 (Xen. Hell. 5.4.36; IG V.2 1.52, 360s),
abbreviated 5� /� on C5 coins (Head,Hist. num.2 446).
No Archaic or Classical source explicitly calls Kleitor a polis, but at Xen.Hell.

5.4.37 it is referred to as a polis in the political sense; Polyb. 4.18.12 rC3s calls
Kleitor a polis in the urban sense.
The collective use of the city-ethnic is attested internally on C5 coins (Head,

Hist. num.2 446) and externally in Paus. 5.23.7 rC6s (cf. Maddoli [1992] 260), IG
V.2 1.52 (360s), and Xen. Hell. 5.4.36. The individual use is attested externally in
IvO 167 (C4f) and CID II 51.7 (C4m).
The name of the territory was 5������
� (Theophr. Hist.pl. 9.15.6; Polyb.

4.11.2); it is termed �"�� by Paus. 8.23.9. Pausanias mentions a number of sites
inside the territory: Leukasion, Mesoboa, Nasoi, Oryx, Halous, Thaliades
(8.23.8–24.3), Soron, Paion, Seirai, Argeathai, Lykountes, and Skotane (cf. Jost
[1985] 42–6). Of these, Paion and Thaliades were probably, and Halous possibly,
poleis at points in time (see the respective entries); but whether they were
dependent poleis inside Kleitorian territory in the Archaic and Classical periods is
unknown, though not impossible. About the other toponyms, nothing is known.
On the basis of the map in Jost (1985), the size of the territory can be estimated at
ca. 625km2, but this includes Lousoi, Paion, Thaliades and Halous: it is unknown
whether all of these ever formed part of Kleitor prior to the Roman era. For two
C4s fortresses, see Pikoulas (1999b) 144–53.
Like Mantinea, Kleitor was situated in a plain and had no akropolis (Jost [1985]

40; Winter [1989] 198 with Fig. 3). The Hellenistic fortification wall runs for
2,500m and encloses an area of ca. 58ha (Petritaki [1996] 83–4) and is constructed
in stone throughout (Winter [1989] 198); it is “among themost advanced anywhere
in the Peloponnese” and so Winter (1989) 199 dates them to ca. 300. Inside the
walled area are numerous ancient remains and a theatre is discernable (Petritaki
[1996] 85); ceramic evidence found in connection with recent excavations of the
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theatre includesmaterial dating fromC4 and the earliest phases of the construction
may go back to C4 (Petritaki [2001]). Outside the wall are late Archaic and Clas-
sical graves (Petritaki [1996] 84).
According to Head, Hist. num.2 446, the mint at Kleitor began to function ca.

C5m;Babelon,Traité II.1: 877–8 dates its inception somewhat earlier (cf. above 200
n. 238). Kleitor struck in both silver (SNGCop. Argolis 217–25) and bronze (from
C4; SNG Cop. Argolis 226–30). Known denominations are: triobol, obol, hemio-
bol, and possibly tetartemorion (SNG Cop. Argolis 218). Recurrent types show
Athena, horses and Helios (cf. Lacroix [1968]). Legends are 5�, 5�P, 5� /�.
The Kleitorian pantheon is imperfectly known; Athena Koria was probably the

most important divinity (Jost [1985] 41–2). Prestigious games were celebrated at
Kleitor (Pind.Nem. 10.47; Lazzarini [1976] no. 865, C5f).
Kleitor was almost certainly an Azanian community (Tausend [1993] 15);

however, if the Azanians ever formed a political unit, this had broken up before C5
(Roy [1972b] 44; Nielsen [1996a] 139; Roy [1996] 110). Kleitor may just possibly
have headed a small hegemonic league in northern Arkadia (above 365–6). It was
amember of the PeloponnesianLeague (Xen.Hell. 5.4.36–7) before the foundation
of the Arkadian Confederacy of which it was a member (IG V.2 1.52, 360s), and
probably a leading one since since it, likeMantinea and Tegea, provided two of the
ten oecists who founded Megalopolis (Paus. 8.27.2 r371).
C6s military activity can be inferred from Paus. 5.23.2 (Maddoli [1992] 260),

referring to spoils dedicated at Olympia and, according to the accompanying
epigram, taken by the Kleitorians $���9� 3� $��
�� ����E 1����������. AtHell.
5.4.36 Xenophon has a brief reference to a war in 379 between Kleitor and
Orchomenos (for which see Roy [1972c]); for this war the Kleitorians had hired
mercenaries (ibid.), but it is not clear whether they conducted the war exclusively
with mercenaries. Xen.Hell. 5.4.37 refers to the O���� �?� $��6 ���	 5�����
��	
0����, but it is not clear whether he was a citizen or a mercenary as well.
Xen. Hell. 5.4.36 mentions negotiations between Sparta and Kleitor, and SEG

20 716.14–15 refers to an embassy which travelled from Kyrene to Kleitor; a
Kleitorian was appointed Delphic proxenos in 332 (Syll.3 291) and IG V.2 368 is a
long C3e catalogue of proxenoi of Kleitor. IPArk no. 30, a sacred law of ca. 525,
may belong to Kleitor. In C4f the constitution was presumably democratic (Roy
[1972c] 79). SEG 20 716.18–19 (C4m) mentions a sentence of exile passed by the
Kleitorians.
Ca. 330 an Argive theorodokos resided at Kleitor (SEG 23 189.II.22). Delphic

promanteia is granted to a Kleitorian by Syll.3 291 (332). Two Olympic victors
fromKleitor are on record, in 384 (Olympionikai no. 395) and in 376 (Olympioni-
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kai no. 406). In C6s (Paus. 5.23.7, for which see Maddoli [1992] 260), Kleitor set
up a dedication of spoils at Olympia.

(12). C. Koila. Unlocated (Meyer [1957a] 86). The toponym is 5�
�� in REG 62
(1949) p. 6 ll. 4–5 (C5l/C4e); an ethnic is not attested. Koila deserves inclusion
among the poleis of Arkadia solely because it may have had a Delphic theorodokos
in C5l/C4e (REG 62 [1949] p. 6 ll. 4–5), and thus was possibly a polis (Perlman
[1995] 116, 121, 135).

(13). B. Kortys (Kortynios). The toponym is 5����	, > (Hsch. s.v. 5���,����), or
:����	, ���	, > (Pl. Leg. 708a); Paus. 5.7.1 and Hsch. s.v. � �����1���	 have
:������, �	, >. The city-ethnic is 5���,���	 (Syll.3 49, C5f); 5�Q/S) D) from
*5������,	 is found on C2 coins (Dubois, Corp. dial. p. 287).
The only source which classifies Kortys as a polis is Paus. 8.27.4 r371 and 28.1

(�"�� �6 3$’ 3��7, �6 �G @�� A��������� $���	), but the external collective use of
the city-ethnic is found on a C5f dedication of spoils in Delphi (Syll.3 49). The
ethnic is attested already in C6 (Nielsen [1996a] 122).
Kortys was a Kynourian community (Paus. 8.27.4). Membership of the Pelo-

ponnesian League can be assumed (Nielsen [1996b] 87); membership of the Arka-
dian Confederacy is proved by a combination of IGV.2 1.40 (360s) & Paus. 8.27.4
(cf. above 280–1). C5f military acitivity by Kortys can be inferred from Syll.3 49
(5���,���� ������� $����
��), a dedication of spoils set up at Delphi.
The site of Kortys is situated on the western bank of the R. Lousios/Gortynios

near the modern village of Atsicholo. It is dominated by two sanctuaries: an upper
sanctuary with a fortified ‘akropolis’, and a lower sanctuary. The upper sanctuary
was dedicated to Asklepios and contains a C4e stoa (Jost [1985] 204), a C5l–C4e
fountain-house (ibid.), and a C5l–C4e prostyle Doric temple (ibid.). The akropolis
measures 425 × 160/100m. The fortifications were constructed in local stone in its
entirety, at least some of which was quarried on the akropolis itself (Martin
[1947–48] 112). In general, archaeology points to a date after 370 for the fortifica-
tions. Martin (1947–48) 139 believes that the fortifications were constructed by
Megalopolis/the Arkadian Confederacy as a military out-post protectingMegalo-
politan territory; a large number of C4 Arkadian federal coins have been found on
the akropolis (ibid.), pointing to a C4m date for the fortifications. Furthermore,
there are no remains on the akropolis linking the fortifications to the city of Kortys
(Martin [1947–48] 142). If Martin is right, this is not really the akropolis of Kortys,
but a military fort; this interpretation is accepted by Jost (1999) 197, but the
fortification may also have served the local population, turning Kortys into a
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settlement on the ville acropole type described by Jost (1998) 193–8. The lower
sanctuarywas 500mnorth of the akropolis and the residential areawas presumably
situated between the two sanctuaries (BCH 79 [1955] 335): at least one house
excavated here dates from C4 (BCH 80 [1956] 402), but in distinction to the
sanctuaries the city proper is notwell-known and no urban sketch can be given (for
a plan, see Papahatzis [1994] 298). The lower sanctuary was likewise dedicated to
Asklepios and contains a stoa of, possibly, C4 (BCH 79 [1955] 340), a C4s bath
(Jost [1985] 205) and a large temple, laid out ca. 370 but apparently never finished
(Jost [1985] 206–7). There is no obvious explanation for the existence of two
Asklepieia, and apart from Asklepios the local pantheon is not well-known (Jost
[1985] 202–3, 205).
According to Paus. 8.27.4 Kortys was among the communities which the

Arkadian Confederacy voted to relocate to Megalopolis. It is, however, unknown
whether this decision was implemented, and the site seems not to have been
abandoned (Moggi [1974] 91–2 & above 449).

(14). C. Kynaitha (Kynaitheus). The toponym is 5,���!�, �	, > (Polyb. 4.17.3,
9.17.1). The city-ethnic is 5����!�,	 (Aristox. fr. 135 [Wehrli]; Polyb. 4.16.11);
Paus. 5.22.1 has 5����!��,	 and Steph. Byz. 393.4 cites 5����!���,	 in addition
to the two forms listed here.
NoArchaic or Classical sourcementions Kynaitha, but Polybios at 4.16.11 calls

it a polis in the political sense, and at 9.17.1 in the urban sense; at 4.17.10 he uses
$���
	, and at 17.11 $�����
�. However, since there is a C4 occurrence of the city-
ethnic in the external individual use (Aristox. fr. 135 [Wehrli]), the community
existed in theClassical period andwas possibbly a polis (Nielsen [1996a] 131–2 and
above 466–7), as it certainly was in C3 (see, e.g., the description of a stasis given by
Polyb. 4.17–18, and 9.17).
The name of the territory is unknown; at 4.17.5, Polybios terms it �B. It

measured ca. 125km2. There are no important remains in the territory (Jost [1985]
53), and the major part of the city itself is probably hidden beneath modern
Kalavryta (Meyer [1939a] 107 and Howell [1970] 96; but see Petropoulos [1985]
65–6).

(15). A. Lasion (Lasionios). The toponym is ����?�, L (Xen. Hell. 3.2.30; Polyb.
4.73.1; Diod. 15.77.3 r365/4; BCH 45 [1921] II.126, ca. 230–210). The city-ethnic
is ����"���	 (Xen.Hell. 4.2.16).
At Xen.Hell. 3.2.23 & 30 Lasion is classified as a polis in the political sense; in

the urban sense, it is called a polis by Polyb. 4.73.1 (r219/8). Diod. 14.17.8 r400
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describes Lasion as a .��,����, but this term is not an antonym of polis (Nielsen,
Phrourion). The external collective use of the city-ethnic is found in Xen. Hell.
4.2.16; the external individual use is found only in the Hellenistic period (Eupho-
rion of Chalkis fr. 184 [Gronningen]/fr. 47 [de Cuenca], apud Ath. 44f; Anth.
Graec. 6.111).
The name of the territory is ������
� in Strabo 8.7.5; here a battle was fought

in 365/4 between theArkadianConfederacy supportedbyAthenian cavalry (Diod.
15.77.3; cf. Stylianou [1998] ad loc.) and Arkadian exiles supported by Elis (ibid.;
Xen.Hell. 7.4.12–13); Lasionian troops are not mentioned in this connection, but
hoplites of Lasion are attested for 394 by Xen. Hell. 4.12.16. Elis and Arkadians
were frequently engaged in conflicts over the possession of Lasion (Xen. Hell.
3.2.30; 7.4.12–13; Polyb. 4.74.1; Diod. 15.77.2; cf. also Diod. 14.17.8 r400 where
Lasion seems to be described as in Elis at a time when, according to Xen. Hell.
3.2.30, Arkadians also laid claim to the city). Lasion has been located at Kouti near
Koumani (Pritchett [1989] 28–30; followed by Barr.); for the site, where remains
of buildings and fortifications are found, see Pritchett (1989) 28–30 with refs.
From Xen.Hell. 3.2.23 & 30 it appears that by C5s (at the latest) Lasion was a

perioikic dependency of Elis (Roy [1997] 283–5). Ca. 400 it was liberated by Sparta
(ibid.) and by 394 it was a member of the Peloponnesian League (Xen. Hell.
4.12.16). In the 360s, it was a member of the Arkadian Confederacy (Xen. Hell.
7.4.12; cf. 7.1.26where ��8	 O����	 probably refers to the Lasionians). In 230–210,
a citizen of Lasion served as Delphic theorodokos (BCH 45 [1921] II.126).

(16). B. Lousoi (Lousiatas). The toponym is �����
 in IG V.2 399 (C5e); Bacchyl.
Ep. 11.96 has ��7��	, but this refers to a spring at the sanctuary of Artemis
Hemera, and need not be the form behind the locative ������ found in IG V.2
394.132 (ca. 200); see Bölte (1927) 1891. Arist.Mir. ausc. 842b2 and IG V.1 1387.2
(C3) have �����
, �H. Theophr. Hist.pl. 9.15.8, 16.8 has 2�7��, commonly taken
to be a corruption of ��7��, �6, see Bölte (1927) 1891. In C5, the ethnic is found
both as��������	 (IGV.2 387.8, C5s) and as��������	 (IGV.2 387.2, C5s); later
only ��������	 is found, e.g. Xen. An. 7.6.40; Xen. An. 4.2.21, 7.11–12 has
������,	 (cf. Philostr. De gymnastica 12 r708); Paus. 8.18.8 uses �����,	
retrospectively (rC6).
Lousoi may be called a polis in a treaty dating to 500–475 (Nomima I no. 57, but

cf. Dubois, Corp. dial. p. 220); a series of decrees from Lousoi dating to C4l
onwards (IGV.2 388–96) frequently refers to it as a polis in the political sense. The
collective use of the city-ethnic is found internally in IG V.2 387 (C5s) and
externally in IG V.2 358 (C3) and Polyb. 4.18.11. The external individual use is
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found in Xen. An. 7.6.40 (cf. Philostr. De gymnastica 12 r708 and Paus. 8.18.8
r546).
The name and size of the territory is unknown; IPArk no. 22 (C3) may be a

delimitation of the border between Lousoi and Achaian Boura. Stangl (1999b)
estimates that the territory could support max. 1,000 individuals. For a Classical
watch-tower in the territory, see Tausend (1999b) 306–7.
The akropolis of Lousoi is crowned by a C4 fortification wall, possibly mud

brick on a polygonal stone foundation, and encloses an area of 0.3ha (Petropoulos
[1985] 67–73). South of the akropolis is the most important feature of the
community of Lousoi: the sanctuary of Artemis Hemera (Jost [1985] 47), the pre-
eminent divinity of the community. The temple is Hellenistic, but an older
structure probably existed (Jost [1985] 49; Voyatzis [1990] 36). For a plan of the
sanctuary, see Jost (1985) pl. 5.1. Tausend (1993) suggests that the sanctuary at
Lousoi was originally the cultic centre of the Azanian ‘tribe’, and owed its
continual importance to this fact. The city was situated ca. 1km west of the
sanctuary, at Phournoi; here are numerous ancient remains (Jost [1985] 48). Private
houses of C4–C3 have been found, see AR (1984–85) 23, AR (1985–86) 28, AR
(1988–87) 34, and Mitsopoulos-Leon (1985) 96.
Apart from Artemis, no other divinities are securely attested at Lousoi (Jost

[1985] 50) unless IPArk no. 20, attesting Demeter, belongs to Lousoi. The
community certainly celebrated games in honour of Artemis by C3 (IG V.1 1387)
but may already have done so in C4 when the series of decrees granting theorodo-
kia commences (IG V.2 388–96); cf. S. Tausend (1999) 372–3 and Perlman (2000)
158–60.
Lousoi was probably an Azanian community (Tausend [1993] 15); however, if

the Azanians ever formed a political unit, this had broken up before C5 (Roy
[1972b] 44; Nielsen [1996a] 138; Roy [1996] 110). It may have been party to a
treaty as early as 500–475 (Nomima I no. 57, but cf. Dubois,Corp. dial. p. 220). A
C3f treaty with Stymphalos is preserved as IG V.2 358 (= Staatsverträge no. 560).
The earliest public enactment of Lousoi is a C5s list of proxenoi (IG V.2 387);

IPArk no. 20, a sacred law of ca. 525, may belong to Lousoi. The decrees IG V.2
388–96 (C4l onwards) attests to an eponymous damiorgos, a board of damiorgoi
and an oikonomos. From the enactment formulas (e.g., @��0� �9� $��� �?�
�������9� [IG V.2 389], @��0� �?� ����(�) �?� ����[�]��9� [IG V.2 390] the
existence of an assembly may be inferred. An enktesis grant is found in IGV.2 394
(C3l).
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According to Paus. 8.18.8, Agesilas of Lousoi was victorious in the Pythian
Games in 546; Eurybatos of Lousoi is recorded as Olympic victor as early 708
(Olympionikai no. 22); cf. S. Tausend (1999).

(17). C. Lykosoura (Lykourasios). The toponym is ���������, > (SEG 41 332.45,
ca. 230–190); the MSS of Pausanias have different variants of this form (Meyer
[1927] 2417–18). The city-ethnic is ����������	 in SEG 41 332.1 (ca. 230–190);
Pausanias (e.g. 8.27.6 r371/0) uses ���������,	 (Meyer [1927] 2417).
The collective use of the city-ethnic is found internally in SEG 41 332.22–23 (ca.

230–190) and externally in Paus. 8.27.5 (r371, probably taken over from a
historiographic source, see above 425). No Archaic or Classical source mentions
Lykosoura. At 8.27.4 r371 Pausanias states that Lykosoura was among the
communities which the Arkadian Confederacy voted to relocate to Megalopolis;
however, he goes on to explain that this decision was not implemented (8.27.6),
because Lykosoura resisted the relocation. Since the very first source which
mentions Lykosoura (SEG 41 332, ca. 230–190) describes it as a polis (in the
political sense, e.g. l. 3) and refers to the politai (ll. 7–8), it is possible that the city
was at the foundation ofMegalopolis left as a dependent polis insideMegalopolitan
territory. Three other cities which resisted the synoecism (Lykaia, Trikolonoi and
Trapezous) were either forced to relocate (Lykaia and Trikolonoi) or annihilated
(Trapezous). It is thus rather remarkable that Lykosourawas spared andwe should
look for an explanation. According to Paus. 8.27.6, the inhabitants of the city took
shelter in the sanctuary of Despoina and were spared “%(�����	 �� T���� ��E
%��$�
��	”. The best explanation, then, seems to be that the city was allowed to
exist in order to run the important sanctuary at which it was situated (see also the
judicious remarks by Meyer [1927] 2431 on the importance of the sanctuary in
comparison with the city). And in fact, the decree SEG 41 332 (ca. 223–190) which
shows Lykosoura acting as a polis concerns business related to the sanctuary. This
points to the conclusion that after the synoecism Lykosoura was a dependent polis
in charge of an important sanctuary inside the polis of Megalopolis (see Meyer
[1927] 2431–2 suggesting that citizens of Lykosoura were also citizens of
Megalopolis; cf. Jost [1999] 194).
The date atwhich themonumental buildings in the sanctuary at Lykosourawere

constructed is not certain, but may be C4 (Jost [1985] 178). Above the sanctuary
is the walled akropolis of the city; Meyer (1927) 2426 dates the wall C5/C4 (so
PECS). Ancient temple remains are found reused in a chapel (Meyer [1927] 2426).
The city proper (termed O��� by Paus. 8.27.5) was on the northern slope of the
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akropolis, west of the sanctuary; Meyer (1927) 2426 reports that “der ganzeNord-
und Ostabhang ist mit antiken Trümmern übersät.”
Before the synoecism of Megalopolis, Lykosoura belonged to the Parrhasian

‘tribe’ (Paus. 8.27.4; cf. above 280–1). In C5s the Parrhasians, and thus probably
Lykosoura, were members of a local hegemonic league led byMantinea (for which
see above). Membership of the Peloponnesian League may be assumed; it was
probably mediated by the Parrhasian ‘tribe’ (Nielsen [1996b] 97, 89, 100–1).
Membership of the Arkadian Confederacy through the Parrhasian ‘tribe’ can be
inferred from Paus. 8.27.4 (cf. Nielsen [1996b] 87, 89, 100–1).

(18). A.Mantinea (Mantineus). The epichoric and Doric form of the toponym is
*�������, > (SEG 37 340.6, C4f; IG V.1 1124, C5l); the regular Ionic form is
*������� (Hom. Il. 2.607; Hdt. 4.161.2), but Hekataios (FGrHist 1) fr. 123 (=
Steph. Byz. 13.8) apparently used the synaloiphic form *���
��. The Attic form
is*���
���� (Eupolis fr. 99.30 [K&A]; Thuc. 5.55.1). The city-ethnic is invariably
*������,	 (Hdt. 4.162.2;CID II 1.II.24, 360). For ethnic and toponym, see further
Bölte (1930b) 1290–2.
Mantinea is called polis in the urban sense at Thuc. 5.33.2, Ephoros (FGrHist 70)

fr. 79, Ps.-Skylax 44 (Müller) (listing it as the second toponym after the heading
poleis megalai haide (followed by eisi de kai allai poleis) where polis is used in the
urban sense), and Isoc. Paneg. 126; in the territorial sense at Xen.Hell. 5.2.6; and
in the political sense at Hdt. 7.202 & 204, Thuc. 5.47.3, and IG I3 83.15–17 (420).
Hermippos ap. Ath. 4.41 rC6 uses $������ (Hdt. 4.161.2 rC6m has A���
), Isoc.
Paneg. 125 uses $�����
� (opposed to ���������), Ael. VH 2.23 rC5s uses
$�����,��!��, and Polyb. 6.43.1 $�����,�� (achronic reference). At 5.69.1
Thucydides uses $���
	 (cf. CEG II 887, C4).
The collective use of the city-ethnic is found internally in SEG 37 340 (C4f), and

externally at Hdt. 4.161.2 rC6m, Bacchyl. fr. 21, Thuc. 3.107.4, IvO 16.17 (C5m)
and IG I3 83.4 (420); the individual use is attested externally only, e.g., Hdt. 4.162.2
rC6m, SEG 26 330 (C4), CID II 1.II.24 (360) and Xen. Hell. 7.1.23. The earliest
epigraphical attestation of the external individual use of the city-ethnic is IG IV2.1
149, a C5 dedication at Epidauros by 5������ *�������� (for other examples of
ktetic forms serving as feminine city-ethnics, see CPCPapers 3 [1996] 196
Appendix 2: e.g. � ������(,*������(, ��������().
The territory measured ca. 295km2 (cf. Hodkinson & Hodkinson [1981] 275 n.

128) and its namewas >*�������( (Thuc. 5.64.5; Xen.Hell. 6.5.15). However, the
passages at Thuc. 5.64.4 (1��!��� �G ��E �!���
��	 3	 ...*���
�����) and Polyb.
2.53.6 ($���������	 �K�$���
�� ��6*������
�	) suggest that the toponymcould
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also designate the territory. The territory is termed �B byHdt. 9.77.3, Thuc. 5.64.5,
and Xen. Hell. 5.2.4, and �"�� at Xen. Hell. 6.5.15; Polybios refers to �M �?�
*�������� $��
��. There is a valuable short description of the territory in
Hodkinson & Hodkinson (1981) 242–6. The neighbours were, to the north,
Orchomenos; to the east, Argos; to the south, Tegea; and to the west, Mainalia.
Extra-urban sanctuaries are known, e.g. one ofHeraklesmentioned at Thuc. 5.64.5
(for which see Pritchett [1969] 46–9); see also Jost (1985) 132–41. The important
sanctuary of Poseidon Hippios, the tutelary god of the community (Brackertz
[1976] 68–71), was situated 1.3km south of the city; it has been located but has not
yet yielded substantial finds, see Jost (1985) 136. For a cemetery with at least one
Classical grave at Melia just south of the city, see Hodkinson&Hodkinson (1981)
294–6. For a group of four C4 fortified watch-towers in the territory, see Pikoulas
(1995) Cat. nos. 38–41.
The town of Mantinea (the date of whose foundation is uncertain, see

Hodkinson&Hodkinson [1981] 256–61)was not the only settlement inMantinean
territory. A number of sources state that at the dioikism in 385 (below) the
Mantineans were dispersed to the old villages, komai, which was their old pre-
synoecistic way of life. Xen.Hell. 5.2.7 reports settlement in four villages, whereas
Ephoros (FGrHist 70) fr. 79 states that five villageswere settled. It seems likely that
these villages were the ones fromwhich the citywas originally synoecized (below),
but it is unknownwhether theywere inhabited between the original synoecism and
the dioecism (Hodkinson&Hodkinson [1981] 261–3), although it seems probable
(Bölte [1930b] 1318; Hodkinson & Hodkinson [1981] 264; Jost [1986a] 155). The
identity of these komai is not clear fromClassical sources, but Pausanias mentions
a number of sites which are possibly to be identified with at least some of them
(Jost [1986a] 155–6). Hodkinson & Hodkinson (1981) 262 have identified two of
the villages with surviving remains: (a) Nestane, ca. 7.5kmwest of Mantinea town.
The site occupies the hill of Nestani, which measures 160 × 40m, and was fortified
ca. 370 (Hodkinson &Hodkinson [1981] 247). There are some foundations on the
summit, and a few Classical and Hellenistic sherds (Howell [1970] 87). A lower
ridge runs E-W for 350m and is probably the site of the village (Hodkinson &
Hodkinson [1981] 246–8); (b) Maira, ca. 5.7km north of Mantinea town (Hodkin-
son & Hodkinson [1981] 248–50). At modern Gortsouli, probably ancient Ptolis,
just north of the town, there is evidence of cult and habitation down to C6l,
thereafter of cult only (ibid. 252–6); see however AR (1990–91) 26 reporting early
Hellenistic habitation on the eastern slope.
It seems reasonably certain that at least at some points in time the Mantinike

included a number of settlements which were themselves organised as poleis. Thus,
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Nestane had its own ethnic in C4 and this indicates that the community was
organised as a polis (and thus as a dependent poliswithinMantinean territory) since
no Arkadian sub-ethnics are known (Nielsen [1996a] 117–32); Nestane may have
been constituted as a polis at the dioikism in 385; at 4.27.6, Polybios states that at
the occasion of the dioikism the Spartans �#� @.���� A������, 3� ��9	 $����	 �+	
$��
��	 �#��8	 �����
�����	 [sc. the Mantineans]; this recalls Xenophon’s
description of what happended at the second synoecism in 370 (Hell. 6.5.3):
3U�.
����� �
�� $���� �K�*���
����� $�����. It is thus probable that during the
dioikism Nestane and (some of) the original individual komai rose to polis status
and that this was recognised at the new synoecism in 370, although certainty is
impossible. However, even prior to the dioikism the Mantinike seems to have
comprised other poleis than Mantinea. Thus, it is clear from the treaty SEG 37 340
(C4f) that by this treaty the Mantinike was enlarged to cover the territory of
Helisson and that Helisson probably persisted as a (dependent) polis within
Mantinean territory; the text furthermore shows that Helisson was not the only
polis in this position, but it is as yet unclear who the other dependent poleis were;
they may have been some of the komai or other Mainalian communities such as
Dipaia etc.
According to Strabo 8.3.2, Mantinea was originally synoecized from five demoi

(termed komai at Diod. 15.5.4; cf. Ephoros [FGrHist 70] fr. 79). At Xen.Hell. 5.2.7
it is stated that settlement in (four) komaiwas the oldway of theMantineans, given
up by 385; but the dioikism that year meant a return to this settlement pattern and
the implication is that the original synoecism was the reverse process. The
synoecism cannot be dated (Hodkinson &Hodkinson [1981] 257–61). In 385, the
Spartans undid the synoecism by dioecism, described in our sources by the terms
�����
<��� (Xen. Hell. 5.2.7; Isoc. De Pace 100; Ephoros (FGrHist 70) fr. 79.2;
Polyb. 4.27.6), �������� (Diod. 15.12.2), and A�������� $����� (Isoc. Paneg. 126).
However, in 370 the city was synoecized again (Xen.Hell. 6.5.3–5).
The city of Mantinea was situated on level ground and had no akropolis. The

town had two periods of existence: down to the dioikism in 385, and from the new
synoecism in 370. The first town was fortified (Xen.Hell. 5.2.1), but the wall was
pulled down at the dioikism when the site was left (Xen.Hell. 5.2.7). In 370 it was
decided to refortify (and obviously reoccupy) the town (Xen. Hell. 6.5.3). The
preserved wall, though probably following the course of the pre-385 wall
(Hodkinson&Hodkinson [1981] 257–8), is the one built in 370. It encloses an area
of 124ha (ibid. 256) and runs for 3,942m with ten gates and 126 towers; it was
constructed in mud brick on a stone foundation (Winter [1989] 191). Not much is
known about the degree of urbanisation reached by the pre-385 city; archaeology
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does not reveal much and the best information comes, in fact, from the written
sources. From Thuc. 5.47.11 it appears that it had an agora with a sanctuary of
Zeus; from SEG 37 340 it appears that there was a boleion (for which see Winter
[1987] 240–1), and Xen.Hell. 5.2.1–7 refers to houses. But even the post-370 city
is imperfectly know since the excavations have been directed primarily towards the
area of the agora, which was laid out on the site of the old agora (Winter [1987]
240). Here several stoas have been found, one of which may be a relic of the first
town (ibid. 239–40). West of the agora is a C4 theatre (ibid. 240) with an artificial
embankement (Dilke [1950] 45–6). Near the theatre are several Classical temples
(Jost [1985] 130–1. The “vast private sector” of the city is completely unknown
(Hodkinson & Hodkinson [1981] 259), but at Hell. 7.5.15 Xenophon refers to
houses in the second city too.
At Thermopylai Mantinea contributed 500 hoplites (Hdt. 7.202) and in 420,

1,000Mantinean soldiers helped protect theOlympicGames against an anticipated
Spartan attack. According to Lys. 34.7, the Mantineans did not number 3,000; on
the one hand, the context of brave resistance to Sparta may suggest that this is an
army figure, but a close reading rather suggests that it is a citizen figure (above
329). It is not possible to give any exact estimate of the size of population on this
basis (cf. Forsén [2000] 36–9) and it is unknown how large a part of the population
that resided in the town; however, Xen.Hell. 5.2.7 implies that in 385 residence in
the town was the norm in Mantinea.
According to Thuc. 5.29.1 & Xen. Hell. 5.2.7 Mantinea was a democracy and

according to Arist. Pol. 1318b27 it had been a democracy of the old and moderate
type in which officials were appointed by electors chosen by election from all
citizens and serving in rotation (Larsen [1950]). Political decision-making, on the
other hand, was left to the demos in assembly (cf. Xen.Hell. 6.5.4–5). This old type
of democracy corresponds to C4 politeia (Arist. Pol. 1297b24–5) in the specific
sense of ‘citizen-constitution’ andMantinea is in fact described as a politeiaby Isoc.
Paneg. 4.125–6. Robinson (1997) 113–14 believes that Mantinea was a democracy
already by C6, and Waisglas (1956) argues for the C6m-existence at Mantinea of
an elective office of 1�����,	 (cf. Bollansée [1995]). During the dioikism, the
constitution was aristocratic (Xen.Hell. 5.2.7).
The earliest surviving public enactments are a fragmentary law (IG V.2 261 =

IPArk no. 7, C5m) and the treaties recorded at Thuc. 5.47 and SEG 37 340 (C4f).
IG V.2 262 = IPArk no. 8 (C5m) records a verdict and refers to ��������
 at l. 19.
Ael. VH 2.23 rC5s mentions a ����!���	 and in SEG 37 340.6 (C4f) there is a
general reference to ����� �?�*�������� as well as a reference to procedural laws
(ll. 11–12).
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A council is attested by Thuc. 5.47.9 (cf. IG V.2 289, C4, for V�8	  #1��(	); it
possibly had 300 members (SEG 37 340.24, C4f). The eponymous official was a
��������	 (SEG 37 340.20, C4f) who probably headed a board (Thuc. 5.47.9).
Boards of ������ (IG V.2 261.7, C5m), !����
 (Thuc. 5.47.9), $��������� (Thuc.
5.47.9), ��������.�� (SEG 37 340.18, C4f), and !���������� (SEG 37 340.20) are
attested as well. In addition, Arist. Pol. 1318b23–7 attests to an elected body of
electors responsible for electing officials (Larsen [1950]), and the same passage
implies the existence of an assembly (cf. Xen.Hell. 6.5.4–5). A system of five phylai
is attested, but its function is unknown (Jones [1987] 132–5).
The mint began to function ca. 500 (Head,Hist. num.2 449) and struck in silver

(SNG Cop. Argolis 242–8) and, in C4 after the refoundation, also in bronze (SNG
Cop. Argolis 249–54). The legend is *, *, *), *)/, *)/C, *)/C);
attested denominations are: tritetartemorion, hemiobol, obol, trihemiobol, triobol
and drachm. Early types often depict acorns and bears, whereas the patron divinity
PoseidonHippios figures prominently on C4 coins (Head,Hist. num.2 450). Some
particularly interesting C4 types showing a dancing hoplite have been studied by
Lacroix (1967).
Mantinean military activity is attested by e.g. Hdt. 7.202 & Thuc. 5.69.1;

commanders are mentioned at Hdt. 7.203 & Thuc. 5.69.1. Ephoros (FGrHist 70)
fr. 54 implies that public instruction in figthing under arms was given at Mantinea
from an early date; Bölte (1930b) 1317 assumes inspiration from Sparta for this
institution. Bacchyl. Ep. fr. 1.2–3 with schol. in Pind. Ol. 10.83a suggest that
Mantinean hoplites carried the trident of Poseidon as a blazon (Anderson [1970]
18).
The military leaders who were late for Plataiai were exiled (Hdt. 9.77.2); in IG

V.2 261.18 = IPArk no. 7 (C5m) there is a reference to .�,�����	, and in
connection with the dioikism sixty $�������� ��7 �(��� went into exile (Xen.
Hell. 5.2.6). Reception of an embassy is implied by Hdt. 4.161.2 rC6m and Thuc.
5.44.2 mentions the sending of an embassy.
The rich pantheon of Mantinea is studied by Jost (1985) 124–42 (for festivals in

honour of PoseidonHippios, see ibid. 133, 290). According to Xen.Hell. 5.2.1 the
Spartans in 386/5 accused the Mantineans of manipulating 3������
� to avoid
campaining.
Mantinea was a member of the Hellenic League against Persia (Hdt. 7.202) and

of the Peloponnesian League (Thuc. 5.29.2; Xen.Hell. 5.2.3; cf. Tuplin [1977]), but
relations with Sparta were very varied and seldom easy (above 389–91). In 421
Mantinea defected from the League and concluded an alliance with Argos (Thuc.
5.29.1), whichwas followed the next year by the conclusion of a quadruple alliance
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betweenArgos, Athens, Elis, andMantinea (Thuc. 5.47 = IG I3 80). However, after
the defeat at Mantinea in 418 (exactly when is unknown), Mantinea came to terms
with Sparta again (Thuc. 5.81.1); and it remained an ally of Sparta (e.g. Xen.Hell.
5.2.1 & 6.5.18) until the formation of the Arkadian Confederacy after Leuktra.
Inside Arkadia, Mantinea was a major power and in C5s it led a league which

included all the Parrhasians and some of the Mainalians (above 367–72) who were
reduced todependencies. InC4fHelissonwas reduced todependent status through
a treaty of sympoliteia (SEG 37 340). Mantinea was also a leading member of the
ArkadianConfederacy (IGV.2 1.34, 360s): themove towards the foundation of the
Confederacy probably began inMantinea (Larsen [1968] 183; Dušani�c [1970] 285),
and it was the home-town of the important federal leader Lykomedes (for whom
see Xen.Hell. 7.1.23–4, 1.39, 4.2–1), who was one of the two oecists which the city
supplied for the foundation of Megalopolis (Paus. 8.27.2). Mantinea was likewise
a chief actor in the crisis which led to the splitting of the Confederacy in 363 (Xen.
Hell. 7.4.33sqq.; Larsen [1968] 189; Roy [1971a] 588). After the splitting up of the
Confederacy Mantinea seems, like Megalopolis, to have been the leading city of a
continuedbut diminishedConfederacy (cf. Staatsverträgeno. 290;Diod. 15.94.1–3
r361; 16.39.1–3 r352; Staatsverträge no. 337, 342; cf. above 493–6).
SeveralC5Olympic victors are on record (Olympionikai nos. 163, 193, 202, 254,

256, 265); spoils were dedicated at Delphi ca. 423 (Thuc. 4.134.2) and a C5
dedication in Olympia is mentioned at Paus. 5.26.6 (a wingless Nike by Kalamis,
for whom see Pollitt [1990] 46). C5 communal consultation of the Delphic oracle
is suggested by Paus. 8.36.8 (Hejnic [1961] 29).

(19). A. Megale polis (Megalopolites). The toponym is *����� $���	, > (CID II
5.I.24, 358), or*����� $���	 in Attic (Dem. 16.4); the form*�����$���	 is late,
but occurs e.g. at Strabo 8.4.5. The city-ethnic is*�����$��
��	 (CID II 4.III.50,
360) or in Attic*�����$��
��	 (IG II2 161.2, C4m).
Megalopolis is called a polis in the urban sense at Dem. 16.25 and Syll.3 559.29

r371–368, and is listed (as *�����$������) as a polis in the political sense in the
accounts of the Delphic naopoioi at CID II 4.III.1 & 50 (360) under the heading
���� $����	 ��E +��?��� 3$��0����; Diod. 18.70.1 r318 refers to the $������. The
collective use of the ethnic is attested externally in e.g. CID II 4.III.50 (360) and
Isoc. 5.97; the individual use is attested externally in CID II 4.III.55–6 (360).
Megalopoliswas a foundation of theArkadianConfederacy andwas synoecised

by a board of ten oikistai, two each fromMantinea, Tegea, Kleitor, the Mainalians
and the Parrhasians (Paus. 8.27.2). The synoecism is known principally fromDiod.
15.72.4 who gives a compressed account of an event and dates the synoecism to
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368; and from Paus. 8.27.1–8 who gives a detailed account of the original plan for
the foundation as well as an account of the implementation of this plan and dates
the synoecism to shortly after Leuktra. The two accounts are, apparently,
irreconcilable and it has been customary to follow one and reject the other;
however, the differences concern chiefly the date and the extent of the synoecism,
and the difficultiesmay be at least partly removed by the realisation that Pausanias’
account is primarily prescriptive whereas that of Diodoros is descriptive: thus, the
decision to synoecise may have been taken shortly after Leuktra (Paus.) but the
implementation may have been postponed to 368 (Diod.). The real problem,
however, is the extent of the synoecism. According to Diod. 15.72.4, the city was
created by a synoecism by which 20 komai belonging to the Parrhasians and
Mainalians were relocated to a new site (accepted by e.g. Moggi [1974] and
Demand [1990] 113); according to Pausanias 8.27.3–4, the synoecism was planned
as a much larger enterprise, which was to absorb 39 different poleis, among them
some former Lakedaimonian perioikic communities. However, Pausanias himself
goes on to explain that the decision was not implemented exactly as planned
(8.27.5–8). So, althoughby theRomanperiodMegalopolis seems tohave controlled
all the sites listed by Pausanias (Roy et al. [1988] 180), it is not safe to assume that
the synoecism originally had the extent implied by his list. What happened in 368
was thus a synoecism of smaller dimensions than originally envisaged and the
synoecism may primarily have involved Parrhasian and Mainalian communities
(Diod.) though Eutresian communities are likely to have been involved as well (cf.
Paus. 8.27.5 stating that Eutresian Trikolonoi without success resisted incorpor-
ation). As in many other cases the synoecism was probably planned and certainly
carried out as a relocation of only a part of the population of the settlements
involved (Roy [1968a] 159). Among the communities situated in Megalopolitan
territory at least Lykosoura seems to have survived as a dependent polis and there
may have been some others (such as perhaps Alipheira: Roy [2000a] 139).
The ancient sources (Paus. 8.27; Diod. 15.72.4) agree that Megalopolis was

intended to serve federated Arkadia as protection against Sparta. For a modern but
highly speculative discussion of the ideology behind the foundation, see Braunert
& Petersen (1972). In 361 the city suffered a serious crisis as some of the relocated
populations left for their old settlements and called uponMantinea for support; the
rebellion was, however, overcome with Theban assistance (Diod. 15.94.1); neither
did the Spartans succeed in dioikising the city in 352 (Dem. 16.30; Diod. 16.39).
The name of the territory was*�����$�����	 (Polyb. 2.51.3); it is termed �"��

at Diod. 16.39.1 r352. If the territory comprised all the communities listed at Paus.
8.27.3–4, it will have measured 1,500km2 (Roy et al. [1988] 179). If, however, the
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reconstruction ofMoggi (1974), based on Diodorus, is preferred, the territory will
have measured ca. 400km2, somewhat larger than that of Tegea but smaller than
that of Kleitor. A survey has been carried out in the territory; from the preliminary
reports it appears that even after the synoecism there was considerable habitation
in the rural areas both in dispersed farmsteads and in nucleated settlements (Roy
et al. [1992]). Almost all other information about the territory comes from the late
account of Pausanias which is discussed in detail by Jost (1973).
The public architecture included a bouleuterion (Paus. 8.30.9; cf. Hansen &

Fischer-Hansen [1994] 40), a stoa erected by Philipp II ofMakedonia (Paus. 8.30.6;
cf. Gardner et al. [1893] 59–66 and AR [1993–94] 17–18, AR [1994–95] 13); in
addition, Paus. 8.30.7 has a reference to unspecified A�����. In the agora (forwhich
see Gardner et al. [1893] 101–6) there was a sanctuary of Zeus Soter (C4, cf. AR
[1993–94] 17). The theatre was capable of seating ca. 20,000 people (Garner et al.
[1893] 42) and was constructed at the foundation of the city (ibid. 69, 75). Finally,
the city housed a C4m assembly hall which served the Confederacy (Paus. 8.32.1;
cf. Gardner et al. [1893] 17–23) as well as the city itself (Tsiolis [1995] 51–4). So, the
city was able to house federal institutions, and a federal assembly met in the city
in 348/7 (Dem. 19.10; Aeschin. 2.165); it is, however, unknown whether the
assembly met in the city in the 360s; Harp. s.v.Myrioi states: *,���� 3� *����W
$���� ... $������	 �������,���� �H H�������
, but this need not refer to meetings
in the 360s (cf. Dem. 19.10; Aeschin. 2.165). Nonetheless, Braunert & Petersen
(1972) 81 believe that the city was planned as the capital of the Confederacy; but
see Roy,Megalopolis.
The city wall of Megalopolis was constructed at the foundation of the city and

ran for ca. 9km (Gardner et al. [1893] 115). It was probably a mud brick wall on a
stone foundation (ibid.). The area enclosed by walls measured ca. 350ha; this area,
however, includes the R.Helisson which divided the city into two halfes. Since the
excavations have been directed exclusively at the agora and the theatre, there is no
way of knowing how densely populated this large area was; it is usually assumed
that the city was much too large for its population (Gardner et al. [1893] 116). This
was certainly the case in C3l (Polyb. 2.55.2; 5.93.5); however, as Moggi (1974)
105–7 has argued, the extreme lack of population in C3l was probably due to
exceptional circumstances. In any case, a drop in population is normally assumed
for C3 Arkadia in general (Sallares [1991] 106) and so it is problematical to use the
evidence about the C3 level of population retrospectively for C4. But even on the
most cautious estimate: that only 100ha were occupied by habitation and that each
ha accomodated only 100 persons, the urban population must have been 10,000.
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During the 360s and later Megalopolis struck staters whose rev. showed Zeus
Lykaios while the obv. showed Pan and carried the legend Q5 in monogramme
(Head, Hist. num.2 445). A series of triobols and obols with similar types and
legends may belong to C4l (Head, Hist. num.2 445; Warren [1969] 39; SNG Cop.
Argolis 191–200). In addition, bronze coins with similar types and legends were
struck (Head,Hist. num.2 445; SNG Cop. Argolis 201–10); SNG Cop. Argolis 208
shows Athena and Pan.
Free non-citizens, 0����, are referred to byDiod. 18.70.1 r318. The patron deity

was either Athena Polias (Paus. 8.31.9 with Jost [1985] 230) or Zeus Lykaios
(Brackertz [1976] 85–7). In general, the Megalopolitan pantheon reflects the fact
that the city was founded by synoecism of pre-existing states: in the city are found
several doublets of cults which belonged to the communities from which the city
was synoecized (Nilsson [1951] 18–22; Jost [1985] 221–33; Jost [1994] 225–8).Most
importantly, there was a peribolos of Zeus Lykaios in the agora. Cf. Jost (1996).
There is no good evidence relating to the size of the population; for what it is

worth, Diod. 18.70.1 states that in 318 the city managed to put 15,000 men under
arms, but this figure includes metics and slaves (Bury [1898] 16); Gardener et al.
(1893) 3 supposes a total population of 65,000.
Megalopolis was a federal foundation and the city was, of course, a member of

the Arkadian Confederacy (IGV.2 1.23, 360s). It is often believed that the city was
intended to serve as the capital of the Confederacy (Bury [1898] and Braunert &
Petersen [1972] 81ff.). Certainly, the fact that the city provided ten damiorgoi for
the Confederacy, whereas Tegea and Mantinea provided only five (IG V.2 1.1, 23,
34; 360s) suggests that the city did somehow enjoy a favoured position within the
Confederacy, but more precision on this point is impossible (Roy [2000b]; Roy,
Megalopolis; Tsiolis [1995] 51, 54).When theConfederacy split in 363Megalopolis
sided with Tegea and Boiotia against Mantinea, Athens and Sparta. According to
Polyb. 4.33.9, Megalopolis was after the battle of Mantinea in 362 the centre of an
Arkadian alliance: *�����$������ ��E $����	 �H �������7���	 ������� �B	
�#�?� ������
�	 ���. This presumably means that the city posed as the leader of
one faction of theConfederacy; at least, we know that the federal assembly,Myrioi,
held a session in Megalopolis in 348/7 (Dem. 19.10; Aeschin. 2.157); since there is
no reason to believe that the Confederacy had re-united by this date (cf. Staats-
verträge no. 337, 342), this probably means that Megalopolis claimed to represent
the Arkadian Confederacy; but Mantinea probably did so as well; see above 493–6
for further discussion.
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Xen. Hell. 7.5.5 refers to Megalopolitan troops. Diod. 18.56.5 r318 refers to
exiles from the city.Dem. 16.1 refers to the sending of an embassy, andDem. 19.10,
Aeschin. 2.157 and SEG 20 716.20 (C4) to reception of embassies.
Being a federal foundation, Megalopolis was probably originally a democracy

since the Confederacy was democratic (Larsen [1968] 180). The earliest reference
to a public enactment is Diod. 18.70.1 r318: �H *�����$������ ... 3U�.
�����; IG
V.2 431.3 (C4) has been restored to refer to a council. A board of damiorgoi is
referred to in IG V.2 431.2; the office of agonothetes is attested by IG V.2 450
(C4s). It is as good as certain that a system of six phylai was created at the
foundation of the city, but on its functions we have no information (Jones [1987]
135–8).
From Dem. 16.28 it appears that in the 350s, Megalopolis was allied to Thebes;

fromDiod. 16.39 it is clear that the city had alliances with Argos, Sikyon,Messene,
andOrneai as well. Staatsverträge no. 337 attests to an alliance with Athens in 342.
Two citizens were appointed Athenian proxenoi in C4m (IG II2 161) and another
received Deplhic proxenia in the 330s (I.Delphes III.4 380–1). An Epidaurian
theorodokos resided in the city C4l/C3e (IAEpid 42.3). In C4m Megalopolis
applied to the Delphic Amphictiony for membership (Syll.3 224).

(20). B.Methydrion (Methydrieus). The toponym is*�!,�����, �� (Thuc. 5.58.2;
REG 62 [1949] p. 6 l. 6, C5l/C4e; Paus. 8.12.2). The city-ethnic is *�!�����,	 at
Xen. An. 4.1.27; in IPArk no. 14.6–7 (360s, from Orchomenos) is found
*������(�� which points to an epichoric toponym **��
�����.
The only Classical source which possibly classified Methydrion as a polis is

Theopompos (FGrHist 115) fr. 344.18 (= Porph. Abst. 2.16); at Paus. 8.27.4 r371 it
is listed as a polis. The collective use of the city-ethnic is found internally on coin
legends (Head,Hist. num.2 451) and externally in IPArk no. 14.6–7; the individual
use is found externally at Xen. An. 4.6.20.
The name of the territory is unknown, but Thuc. 5.58.2 ($��X����	 A����?��

���	 ����������
��	 3�*�!���
Y) suggests that the toponym could designate the
territory as well. An inscription from Orchomenos refers to a point where the
border of Methydrion met those of Orchomenos and Torthyneion (IPArk no.
14.4–6); this allows the conclusion that C4f/m Methydrion had a well-defined
territory and that it bounded on that of Torthyneion and Orchomenos; in the
fragmentary C5l/C4e Delphic list of theorodokoiMethydrion is listed just before
Torthyneion (REG 62 [1949] p. 6 ll.6–9).
The preserved fortificationwall atMethydrion is Classical, C5 according to von

Gaertringen & Lattermann (1911) 31, C4 according to Jost (1985) 213 n. 8. The
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wall encloses an area of 11ha (von Gaertringen & Lattermann [1911] 31). They
noted some foundations, sherds and tiles inside thewall and suggested the existence
of a large temple (but give no date, ibid. 23, 31). The oldest find at the site is an
Archaic statuette of Zeus (Jost [1985] 214–15). According to Theopompos
(FGrHist 115) fr. 344.27–8 (= Porph.Abst. 2.16), Methydrionwas a small and poor
place (�����7 ��E ��$����7 Z���	 �M ����!�	 ��7 ���
��). Several Arkadian
towns, such as Halous and Pallantion, consist of a fortified akropolis with the
residential area unfortified below. It is not clear whether Methydrion was such a
city; if it was, the fortified area can be equated with the akropolis. At Petrovouni,
3km west of the city a sanctuary has been found; the temple is Hellenistic, but
architectural fragments and votives go back to C7 (Jost [1985] 215).
From Methydrion comes a bronze coinage of, presumably, C4 (Meyer [1932]

1389–90), though other dates have been proposed, see ibid. and Moggi (1974) 93
n. 72. The legend is * 'S%QC D); the types show rev. Zeus obv. Kallisto in the
shape of a woman, falling back pierced by an arrow with Arkas on the ground
beside her: this type is “aus Orchomenos entlehnt” (Meyer [1932] 1389); on the
significance of this, see above 355–7.
Cults of Zeus Hoplosmios and Poseidon Hippios are attested (Jost [1985] 214),

and Theopompos (FGrHist 115) fr. 344 mentions !����� ���������	 and public
[����
.
According to Paus. 8.27.4, Methydrion was in 371 one of a number of

communities whose relationship toOrchomenos could be described by the phrase
��������� �+	. It is unclear exactly what this means, but Methydrion was
presumably in oneway or another a dependency ofOrchomenos (cf.Hejnic [1961]
37–8; Roy [1972c] 78; above 352–7).
Membership of the Peloponnesian League may be assumed; in 418, a League

army camped in the territory of the city (Thuc. 5.58.2). Membership of the
ArkadianConfederacy can be inferred fromPaus. 8.27.4 r371. It is furthermore not
impossible that the synteleia of Orchomenos mentioned at Paus. 8.27.4 and of
which Methydrion was a part, was an organisation which was based on formal
treaties (above 354–5).
According to Paus. 8.27.4, Methydrion was among the communities which the

Arkadian Confederacy voted to relocate to Megalopolis. IPArk no. 14 of the 360s
seems to demarcate the borderwithOrchomenos andmay be taken to indicate that
steps were taken to implement this decision (cf. IPArk on no. 14; above 451).
According to Polyb. 4.11.1,Methydrionwas in 219 part ofMegalopolitan territory
(*�!,����� �B	 *�����$��
����	); however, it is uncertain whetherMegalopolis
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in the Classical period effectively controlled the city which was surely not
abandoned (Moggi [1974] 93–4; above 449–52).
In C5l/C4e a Delphic theorodokos resided in the city (REG 62 [1949] p. 6 l. 6).

The earliest surviving reference to a public enactment byMethydrion is I.Magnesia
38.61 which attests to a C3l asylia decree for Magnesia. According to Paus. 8.36.2,
citizens ofMethydrion achievedOlympic victories before 371 (Olympionikai nos.
410–11).

(21). C. Nestane (Nestanios). Step. Byz. 478.7 uses the toponym )���
� and cites
Theopompos (= [FGrHist. 115] fr. 175); Paus. 8.7.4 has )������, >. An ethnic
derived from the latter toponym, )�������	, was used by Ephoros (FGrHist. 70)
fr. 234 (= Steph. Byz. 478.8).
In C4m, Nestane may have been a dependent polis inside Mantinean territory;

see above s.v. Mantinea 569 and Hansen (1995b) 74. For the site, see above s.v.
Mantinea 568.

(22). A. Nonakris (Nonakrieus). The toponym is )"�����	, > (Hdt. 6.74.2). The
ethnic is )�������,	 (Steph. Byz. 480.3–4, citing Aristophanes = Ar. fr. 829
[Kock], 861 [K&A]). For the location, see Pikoulas (1986a).
Nonakris is called polis thrice atHdt. 6.74.1–2, in the territorial sense.Name and

size of the territory is unknown. In Theophrastos’ day Nonakris was presumably
situated inside the territory of Pheneos (Theophr. fr. 160 withMeyer [1937a] 860);
if it was still in existence, the presumption is that it was a dependent polis inside the
territory of Pheneos. But it may already have been so in C5, since Herodotos
(6.74.2) describes it as a $���	 ... �����
�	 $��	 ����\.
Nonakris was probably an Azanian community (Tausend [1993] 15); however,

if the Azanians ever formed a political unit, this had broken up before C5 (Roy
(1972b) 44; Nielsen [1996a] 138; Roy [1996] 110). At the presumed site of
Nonakris, Archaic and Classical pottery has been found, together with some poor
architectural fragments (Pikoulas [1986a]).

(23). A. Orchomenos (Orchomenios). The literary form of the toponym is
���������	, L (Hom. Il. 2.605; Thuc. 5.61.4; Xen. Hell. 6.5.15), and the corre-
sponding city-ethnic����������	. In the epigraphical recordwe find the toponym
� �������	 (BCH 45 [1921] II.114, ca. 230–210) with the ethnic � ��������	
(Meiggs-Lewis,GHI no. 27 coil 4, 479); the epichoric ethnic � ����
���	 is found
in IPArk no. 15.3–4 (360–350) and the toponym is restored [� ������]�	 in l. 51
(for Arkadian � for � before nasal, see Buck [1995] 145).
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Orchomenos is classified as a polis in the political sense at Hdt. 7.202& 204, and
called polis in the urban sense at Xen.Hell. 6.5.11 and Ps.-Skylax 44 (Müller) who
lists it as the fourth toponym after the heading poleis megalai haide (followed by
eisi de kai allai poleis) where polis is used in the urban sense; Diod. 19.63.5 r315
uses $������. The collective use of the city-ethnic is found externally in Meiggs-
Lewis, GHI no. 27 coil 4 (479) and Thuc. 5.61.5, and internally on coin legends
(Head, Hist. num.2 451, C4). The individual use is found externally in I.Olbia 4
(C4) and Xen. An. 2.5.37.
The name of the territory is unknown; it measured ca. 145km2, or according to

Meyer (1939b) 890, ca. 230km2. For a short description of the physiognomy of the
territory, see Jost (1985) 113–14. It was divided into two sub-plains: the southern
was the smaller and higher (630 m), the northern was larger and lower (620 m), but
suffered from drainage problems (Jost [1985] 114). The city itself was centred on
a hill rising to 929m and situated in a dominating position between the two plains.
A number of sanctuaries in the border zones of the territory is attested by written
sources, but none have been securely identified (cf. Jost [1985] 119–21). Prior to the
foundation of Megalopolis, Orchomenos was, presumably, the centre of an
organisation comprising a number of minor poleis dependent on it, among which
were Methydrion, Thisoa, and Teuthis (Paus. 8.27.4 r371); exactly how this
organisation functioned is unclear, and it is also unclear whether these minor poleis
were conceived of as situated within Orchomenian territory. Cf. above 350–7.
Orchomenos occupied the hill and southern slope of theKalpaki hill which rises

to 939 m. The hill was enclosed with a circuit ca. 350–325 (Winter [1989] 195). It
has been suggested that there was no proper urban site within the fortifications
(Osborne [1987] 118), and certainly no substantial residential area has yet come to
light which, however, may not be very significant since the archaeological
investigations have been directed primarily towards the agora, the theatre and the
temple of Artemis. Furthermore, it should be noted that Gaertringen & Latter-
mann (1911) 20 concluded that there was habitation within the circuit “bis tief in
die Hellenistische Zeit”. Cf. Jost (1999) 240 n. 51.
The city proper seems to have been situated at the foot of the southern slope of

theKalpaki hill (Meyer [1939b] 890) both before the construction of the circuit and
after its abandonment; here Geometric and Archaic material have come to light
(Blum & Plassart [1914] 81–8), as well as Roman material (Meyer [1939b] 893).
Attention has been directed primarily at sacred buildings. At least one and perhaps
two temples were built in the Archaic period in the lower city; the building which
was definitely a temple measured 31.3 × 13.3mwith 6 × 13 columns; it is unknown
to which divinity it was dedicated (Jost [1985] 118–19; Voyatzis [1990] 32–3).
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Pausanias at 8.13.2 explicitly states that the $������ $���	 was on the Kalpaki
hill, but that in his day habitation was under (F$�) the circuit wall, and so far the
archaeological material supports this. We may then believe him when he implies
that in the Classical period habitation was within the circuit. The inference is that
in C4 the city was moved from the southern slope to the hill when the circuit was
constructed (soWinter [1989] 194–5) althoughhabitation in the former town seems
not to have ceased (cf. PECS s.v. Orchomenos p. 654). But the urban history of
Orchomenos is by no means entirely clear.
The fortification wall encloses the upper part of the Kalpaki hill; it runs for

2,300m and the enclosed area measures ca. 20ha. It was constructed ca. 350–325
(Winter [1989] 195); however, Thuc. 5.61.5, Diod. 12.79.2 r418 and Xen. Hell.
6.5.13 mention a �����	, but where this ran is unknown.
The agora was laid out in a single building programme in C4s (Winter [1987]

235–9). The northern and eastern edges of the agora were flanked by stoas; the
eastern stoa is sometimes thought to have been a bouleuterion (e.g. Blum&Plassart
[1914] 73), but Winter (1987) 238–9 thinks that it was simply a stoa. West of the
agora is a C4l theatre (Winter [1987] 235), and south of the agora, on a terrace
supported by a retaining wall is a poros temple of ArtemisMesopolitis (Jost [1985]
117–18); the preserved remains are probably C4, but Winter (1991) 213 suggests
that it had an Archaic predecessor.
The only indicationwe have of the order of size of theOrchomenian population

is the fact that the community fielded 600 hoplites at Plataiai in 479 (cf. Forsén
[2000] 36–9).
The Orchomenian mint was late; according to Head, Hist. num.2 451 it began

to function immediately after 370; according to Babelon, Traité II.3: 624 it began
after 362. The legend is  Q (SNGCop. Argolis 267), or  Q&�* )CD) (SNGCop.
Argolis 265–6). All known coins are bronze coins. Some intetresting coins types
show,obv.,Artemis kneeling, sometimeswithdogbehindher, shooting arrow, rev.
legend + Kallisto falling back pierced by arrow, on the ground beside her her child
Arkas sometimes with his name in monogram (SNG Cop. Argolis 265–6); these
types are found reduplicated inMethydrion, one of the cities thought to have been
a dependency of Orchomenos (see the entry for Methydrion).
C4membership of the PeloponnesianLeague is provedbyXen.Hell. 5.4.37, and

can be inferred for C5 on the basis of Thuc. 5.61.4, 63.2. At 5.61.5 Thucydides
relates how Orchomenos in 418 joined the quadruple alliance of Argos, Athens,
Elis, and Mantinea: after a siege, the city agreed to join the alliance and give
hostages to theMantineans, andwemay then considerOrchomenos the subordin-
ate party to this treaty. On the other hand, the C4m treaty of sympoliteia between
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Orchomenos and Euaimon (IPArk no. 15) was expressly concluded 3$E ���	

=
�=��	 ��E ���	 F��
��	 (ll. 4–5). Although the city at first opposed the Arkadian
Confederacy due to hatred (@�!��) of Mantinea (Xen.Hell. 6.5.11), Orchomenos
did eventually join the Confederacy (IG V.2 1.46, 360s).
In 480, 120 Orchomenian hoplites were present at Thermopylai (Hdt. 7.202),

and next year 600 fought at Plataiai (Hdt. 9.28.4). In 378/7 Orchomenos fought a
war with Kleitor (Xen.Hell. 5.4.36) and in 370 hoplites of the city fought against
Mantinean troops inOrchomenian territory (Xen.Hell. 6.5.13). AnOrchomenian
strategos is implied by Hdt. 7.202 & 204, and a board of $��������� is attested by
IPArk no. 14.31–2 (360s). A citizen of Orchomenos was appointed proxenos by
Olbia in C4 (I.Olbia 4) and one by Tegea C4l (SEG 11 1051); the earliest grant by
the city itself dates from C3f (SEG 25 443). A Delphic theorodokos resided in
Orchomenos ca. 230–210 (BCH 45 [1921] II.114) and at the same time Orchome-
nos passed an asylia decree forMagnesia (I.Magnesia 38.60). The earliest surviving
public enactment is IPArk no. 15 of 378–350, a treaty of sympoliteiawithEuaimon;
the earliest decrees date fromC3f, e.g. SEG 25 443. Execution of citizens is referred
to by Diod. 19.63–5 r315.
In C3 decrees we find both an eponymous !����	 (SEG 25 443) and a

��������	 (Dubois,Corp. dial. no.O.9).AC3 council is attested byDubois,Corp.
dial. no. O.1 (@��0� �9� 1��9�). In C4 we find boards of !�����
 and $���������;
C3 decrees attests to numerous other officials, e.g. a �������$�	 (Dubois, Corp.
dial. no. O.4). An assembly, probably named $���	, can be inferred from C3
enactment formulas, e.g. Dubois,Corp. dial. no.O.6: @��0� �9� 1��9� ��E �9� $���.
See Meyer (1939b) 902.
C3 decrees grant enktesis (SEG 25 443), epinomia (SEG 25 443), epixylia

(Dubois [1987] O.7) and ateleia (SEG 25 443). The patron divinty was presumably
ArtemisMesopolitis (Meyer [1939b] 904); on the basis of the theatre and aC4l/C3e
dedication describing a man as A����!��(��	 %���,��� we may assume the
existence of a Dionysos festival. A month by the name ��$���	 is mentioned in
Dubois, Corp. dial. no. O.11 (C3).

(24). A. Oresthasion (Oresthasios). The toponym is �����!����, �� (Pherekydes
[FGrHist. 3] fr. 135a; Thuc. 5.64.2); at Paus. 8.27.3 r371 the toponym is �����!�-
����. The city-ethnic is �����!����	 (IvO 147.148). For a discussion of
onomastics, see Meyer (1939c) 1014–15. It was probably situated at modern
Anemodhouri, see Pikoulas (1988) 102ff.
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Oresthasion is called a polis by Pherekydes (FGrHist. 3) fr. 135a and by Eur. El.
1273–5; Paus. 8.27.3 r371 retrospectively lists it as a polis. The external individual
use of the city-ethnic is found in IvO 147.148 (C5f) and SEG 20 716.23 (C4m).
The name of the territory was �����!
	 (Thuc. 4.134.1); its size is unknown. In

423 a battle was fought in the territory between the Tegean andMantinean Leagues
(for which see above 366–72) at a place called ���������� (Thuc. 4.134.1).
According to Pikoulas (1988) 102, the hill of Groumourou at Anemodhouri, rising
to 70m, was an ideal akropolis for the site at Anemodhouri (= Oresthasion). The
hilltop measures 44 × 30 m; it has yielded sherds and remains of a pre-Classical
fortification wall (Pikoulas [1988] 104). According to Pikoulas (1988) 102 the
megalos archaios oikismos of Oresthasion covered an area of 450 × 200m. The area
is filled with sherds spanning the Archaic toHellenistic period, and column drums
lie exposed (Pikoulas ibid.). No remains of fortifications of the lower city are
visible.
Oresthasionwas aMainalian community (Paus. 8.27.3; cf. above 280–1). It seems

to have been an important centre for assembling Peloponnesian League troops
(Hdt. 9.11.2; Thuc. 5.64.3, with Pikoulas [1988] 109f, 205–11); membership of the
League may thus be assumed, but it was probably via the Mainalian ‘tribal state’
(Nielsen [1996b] 100–1).Membership of theArkadianConfederacy canbe inferred
from Paus. 8.27.3, and was probably again via the Mainalian ‘tribe’.
According to Paus. 8.27.3, Oresthasion was one of the communities which the

Arkadian Confederacy voted to relocate to Megalopolis. It is likely that it came
under Megalopolitan control, but it was probably not abandoned since a surface
survey has brought numerous Hellenistic sherds to light at the probable site of the
city, see Pikoulas (1988) 102–4.
In C5f, in 472 according to Olympionikai no. 231, a citizen of Oresthasion

gained an Olympic victory (IvO 147.148).

(25). A. Paion. The toponym is, presumably, ����� at Hdt. 6.127.3 (cf. Nielsen &
Roy [1998] 8 n. 17). No city-ethnic is attested.
Paion is called polis at Hdt. 6.127.3, and in the same passage $���� is used about

it (cf. Hdt. 6.126.3& 127.3.) Ca. 230–210 aDelphic theorodokos resided in it (BCH
45 [1921] II.72).
Paion was situated at modern Skoupi. The akropolis was constituted by a small,

separately fortified plateau measuring 34 × 65m (Meyer [1942] 2399). Here
Papandreou believed he saw the foundations of a temple and another building
(Prakt [1920] 125). The city wall did not enclose the whole city, but just the upper
city (Meyer [1942] 2399). It ran for 516m and possibly dates from C4 (Meyer
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[1942] 2399). A large cistern (11 × 8m) was built into the city wall (Meyer [1942]
2399). The extent of the city is not stated by any authority, but there was probably
occupation both inside and outside the wall (Meyer [1942] 2399); Papandreou
seems to believe that the site was of considerable size (Prakt [1920] 128–9). Inside
the wall there are remains of foundations, and tiles and sherds cover the ground.
A plan of the site is found in Papahatzis (1994) 269. For a possible suburban
temple, see Prakt (1928); a passage in Herodotos connects the Dioskouroi with
Paion (Hdt. 6.127.3), but that is all we known about the pantheon of the
community.
Paion was an Azanian community (Hdt. 6.127.3); however, if the Azanians ever

formed a political unit, this had broken up before C5 (Roy (1972b) 44; Nielsen
[1996a] 138; Roy [1996] 110).

(26). A. Pallantion (Pallanteus). The toponym is ]����[����]� in a Delphic
catalogue of C5l–C4e (Daux in REG 62 [1949] 6–8) and ����������, �� in Xen.
Hell. 6.5.9 and SEG 11 1084.21–2 (ca. 318–316); the toponymwas possibly used by
Stesichoros, cf. Paus. 8.3.2 = Stesichoros fr. 85 (Davies) = fr. 5 (Page). SEG 11
1084.6 (ca. 318–316) gives the ethnic as ��E ���������	; the singluar is found as
��������,	 inCID II 5.I.21 (358); themss of Xen.Hell. have���������	 at 7.5.5,
but eds. often print����������	. At Diod. 15.59.3 theMSS have �H ���������� or
�������
���, but this form is unique (cf., however, the entry in Steph. Byz. with
Meyer [1949] 231). According to Meyer (1949) 231, the genuine form of the
toponym (coined on the basis of the ethnic���������	) is�����������; this form
is found only once, in the great Delphic catalogue of theorodokoi dating to ca.
230–210 (BCH 45 [1921] III.7). For a discussion of name and ethnic, see Meyer
(1949) 231–2.
Pallantion is described as a polis in the political sense in SEG 11 1084.10 (cf. SEG

25 442 & 33 276, ca. 318–316), and in the territorial sense (with the political sense
as a possible connotation) at Xen. Hell. 7.5.5 (for which see above 349–50). The
collective use of the city-ethnic is found internally on Classical coins (below) and
in SEG 11 1084.6 (ca. 318–316), and externally inXen.Hell. 7.5.5 and SEG 33 276.9
(ca. 318–316).
The name of the territory is unknown; Paus. 8.44.5 terms it ���������M�

$��
��, and it is referred to as polis by Xen. Hell. 7.5.5 (for which see above
349–50). Meyer (1949) 233 estimates its size at ca. 30km2, but Jost (1985) at ca.
55km2. The Suda s.v. Stesichoros states that this poet was an exile from Pallantion
(= Stesichoros Test. A19 & 35 [Davies]).
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Pallantionwas centered on a hill ofmoderate height; the city properwas situated
in the plain at the northern and eastern foot of the hill and appears to have
occupied a considerable area (Frazer [1894] 4.421). The lower town has not been
excavated, but remains of Classical buildings have been found reused and Classical
sherds have come to light too (Jost [1985] 199). A Classical cemetery has also been
identified (Jost [1985] 199).
The akropolis of Pallantion was fortified, but the date of the wall has not been

established. Inside the wall, on the top of the akropolis and on its southern slope,
are found no less than fourmodest temple buildings (for which seeØstby [1995a]);
all the buildings seem to belong to a single programme of construction dating to
ca. 600–550, and later modifications are discernable (Østby [1995a] 54).
According to Head, Hist. num.2 451 Pallantion began to strike coins ca. 400;

Babelon,Traité II.3: 665–8 dates the coinage to 421–371; it is a silver coinage on the
Aiginetan standard; all known coins have a young unbearded male (= Apollon or
the eponymous hero Pallas) on the obv. and the legend��,���) on the rev.
Known denominations are the obol and the hemiobol. SNG Cop. Argolis 270.
Pallantionwas aMainalian community (Paus. 8.27.3; cf. above 280–1).Member-

ship of the Peloponnesian League is not explicitly attested, but may be assumed
(Nielsen [1996b] 87, 101) and it was probably via the Mainalian ‘tribe’. Member-
ship of the Arkadian Confederacy may be inferred from Diod. 15.59.3 r370 and
Paus. 8.27.3 r371. In ca. 318–316, Pallantion concluded a treaty of friendship with
Argos (SEG 11 1084).
According to Xen.Hell. 7.5.5, Epameinondas counted on Pallantion as an ally

for the battle of Mantinea in 362, but it is unknown whether Pallantian troops
actually fought in the battle. In ca. 318–316, Pallantion sent an embassy to Argos,
and the envoys were all granted Argive proxenia (SEG 11 1084.27). In C5l/C4e a
Delphic theorodokos resided in Pallantion (REG 62 [1949] 6–8).
According to Paus. 8.27.3, Pallantion was among the communities which the

Arkadian Confederacy voted to relocate toMegalopolis; but, for whatever reason,
the decision seems not to have been implemented (Moggi [1974] 85–7), and it was
not under Megalopolitan control in 318: in this year the city was captured by
Polyperchon and some citizens were taken captives, but Pallantion negotiated for
their release via Argos, not Megalopolis (SEG 11 1084). See further above 452–3.

(27).C. Phara. The toponym is����, > in REG 62 (1949) p. 6 l. 3; an ethnic is not
attested. Phara deserves inclusion among the poleisofArkadia solely because itmay
have had aDelphic theorodokosC5l/C4e (REG 62 [1949] p. 6 ll. 4–5), and thus was
possibly a polis (Perlman [1995] 116, 121, 135). But the Phara in question may well
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be that in Achaia (Rizakis [1995] no. 689; cf. the entry for Phara inHall &Morgan,
Inventory). It is unlocated, but was presumably situated in western Arkadia, see
Meyer (1957a) 82–6 and Pritchett (1989) 36–7.

(28). B. Pheneos (Pheneeus). The toponym is �����	 (L/>, cf. Steph. Byz. 662.5) in
Hom. Il. 2.605; IG V.2 360, C5/4; SEG 23 189.23 (ca. 330). The ethnic is �����,	
in SEG 39 1365 (470–450).Other forms are������	 and�������	; the formermay
lie behind the Classical coin legend � )C5�) (Head, Hist. num.2 452 with Roy
[1972a] 334–6), whereas the latter seems to make its appearance only in C3 (Roy
[1972a] 335–6).
No Archaic or Classical source describes Pheneos as a polis, but Hejnic (1961)

42 has pointed out that it follows a fortiori from Hdt. 6.75.1: )"�����	 ... $���	
3��E �B	 �����
�	 $�M	 ����\, that Herodotos considered Pheneos to be a polis;
Polyb. 2.52.2 (r225) calls it a polis in the political sense and Eratosthenes fr. IIIB
105 (Berger) (= Strabo 8.8.4) in the urban sense.
The collective use of city-ethnic is attested internally onC4 coin legends (Head,

Hist. num.2 452) and externally in SEG 39 1365 (470–450); the individual use is
found in IG IV2.1 96.48 (C3f).
The territory measured ca. 345km2; this, however, includes Nonakris which

perhaps as early as C5 was a dependent polis inside the territory of Pheneos (see
above s.v. Nonakris). Its name was �����( (Polyb. 4.68.1) or > ��������( �"��
(Paus. 8.14.5); Theophr. fr. 160 (Wimmer) and Ath. 8.331e suggest that the
toponym could designate the territory as well. The territory is termed $��
�� by
Theophr. Hist.pl. 3.1.2, 5.4.6. It must have suffered from severe problems of
drainage (Strabo 8.8.4 with Baker-Penoyre [1902]; Knauss [1990]; Stangl [1999a]);
Stangl (1999b) estimates that the territory could support max. 5,000 individuals. In
addition toNonakris and Pheneos itself, the territory comprised Lykouria ca. 4km
south-west of Pheneos, a site which seems to have been a substantial village
(Knauss [1990] 50–1; cf. Tausend [1999c]). ForClassicalwatch-towers, seeTausend
& Erath (1997) 2; Tausend (1999b) 308–12. Three extran-urban sanctuaries are
archaeologically attested (Tausend & Erath [1997]; Erath [1999b]).
At Pheneos itself only the sanctuary of Asklepios in the lower city has been

excavated (Jost [1985] 29–30). It was a citywith a habitation area beneath a fortified
akropolis. The earliest part of the akropolis wall dates fromC4 (Bölte [1938] 1970;
Jost [1985] 31); good C5 sherds have been found at the site (Simpson & Lazenby
[1970] 91). A recent survey suggests that the urban centre occupied ca. 20ha (Stangl
[1996b] 178).
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The coinage of Pheneos begins in C5l (421, according to bothHead,Hist. num.2

452 and Babelon, Traité II.3: 598). The legends are� ,� )C5�),� ) D). The
city struck in both silver (SNGCop. Argolis 271–3) and bronze (SNGCop. Argolis
274–7).Knowndenominations are: hemiobol, obol, triobol, drachmand stater. The
most commonly depicted divinities are Demeter andHermes. The magnificent C4
staters depictDemeter (Maia?) on the obv., whereas the rev. showHermes running
with the infant Arkas, to which is sometimes added Q52. The staters are
collected and described by Schultz (1991), who dates them to 360–340.
The principal deity of Pheneos wasHermes (Paus. 8.14.10; Bölte [1938] 1972–3;

cf. Jost [1985] 27–37) in whose honour games were celebrated (schol. in Pind.Ol.
7.153a). A festival with games in honour of the Dioskouroi are attested by SEG 39
1365 (470–450).
Pheneos was an Azanian community (Steph. Byz. 662.6); however, if the

Azanians ever formed a political unit, this had broken up before C5 (Roy [1972b]
44; Nielsen [1996a] 138; Roy [1996] 110). Ca. 300 (SEG 23 189.23) a citizen of
Pheneos was granted Argive proxenia (SEG 30 356). The earliest known public
enactment of the city is an asylia decree passed for Magnesia C3l (I.Magnesia
38.63), but IPArk no. 20, a law dating to ca. 525, may come from Pheneos.
Ca. 330 an Argive theorodokos resided in Pheneos and before 460, Pheneos set

up a statue of Hermes in Olympia (Paus. 5.27.8); it was sculpted by Onatas (for
whom see Pollitt [1990] 36–9). Neolaidas of Pheneoswon the boys’ boxing contest
in Olympia ca. 392 (Olympionikai no. 380).

(29). A. Phigaleia (Phigaleus). The city-ethnic is ������,	 (Hdt. 6.83.2; IvO 161,
C4e); the toponym is not attested in Archaic or Classical sources; Rhianos apud
Steph. Byz. 664.10 and Polyb. 4.3.8 have ��������, > but IG V.2 419.6 (ca. 240)
and Diod. 15.40.2 r374 have �������, >; see further Meyer (1938a) 2065–7, who
argues for the forms ������� and �����
�.
Phigaleia is listed (as �������	 ������	) as a polis in the political sense in the

accounts of theDelphic naopoioi atCID II 4.III.1 & 45 (ca. 360) under the heading
���� $����	 ��E +��?��� 3$��0���� and in Diod. 15.40.1 & 40.2 r374, and in the
urban sense at Polyb. 4.3.7. IvO 161 (C4e) uses $���
	 about Phigaleia. The
collective use of the city-ethnic is attested externally in CID II 4.III.45 (ca. 360);
the individual use is found externally at Hdt. 6.83.2 and in IvO 161 (C4e).
The territory measured ca. 125km2; its mountainous character is well brought

out by Jost (1985) 82–3. It is termed �"�� by IGV.2 419 (ca. 240) and Polyb. 4.3.7.
A possible inland port on the R.Neda is described by Cooper (1972) 359–62. At a
promontory overlooking the Neda valley and with city and port within sight is a
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freestanding C4 watch-tower (Cooper [1972] 363). Phigaleia probably had a
number of second-order settlements; one such, ca. 1km west of the city, is briefly
noticed by Cooper & Myers (1981) 133 who hypothesise “a number of satellite
villages” (ibid.); one such was associated with the sanctuary at Bassai (Yalouris
[1979] 90). At Bassai, on the southern slope of Mt. Kotilion, is situated a sanctuary
of Apollon Bassitas or Epikourios (cf. Cooper [1968] 103 n. 5). The sanctuary can
be traced back to ca. C8s or ca. 700 (Jost [1985] 93; Voyatzis [1990] 43). Ca.
620–580 a monumental temple was constructed (for a plan, see Jost [1985] pl. 22.2,
Kelly [1995] Fig. 1) which was oriented north-south. It is possible that the
construction of a new temple was begun ca. 500 (Yalouris [1979] 94–6; Jost [1985]
94); however, the famous Classical temple was constructed C5s (Jost [1985] 95). It
is a Doric peripteral temple measuring 16,13 × 38,87m and oriented north-south,
with 6 × 15 columns, and is constructed in local lime-stone (for a plan, see Cooper
[1968] 104). A large number of other Archaic and Classical buildings stood within
the sanctuary (Yalouris [1979] 90). Just above Bassai, on Mt. Kotilion, two simple
temples without peristasis have been excavated (see Jost [1985] pl. 22.3 for a plan).
They were presumably parts of a single sanctuary (Jost [1985] 97) which can be
traced back to C8/C7 (ibid.). The temples were constructed contemporaneously
with the first temple at Bassai, i.e. ca. 625–600 (Cooper [1968] 103 n. 7). For other
extra-urban sanctuaries, see Cooper (1972) 363–7 and AR (1995–96) 12.
The agora is mentioned in IG V.2 421.7 (undated); Polyb. 4.79.5 refers to a

polemarchion; Diod. 15.40.2 r374 mentions a theatre. A C4/C3 fountain is found
too (Papahatzis [1994] 352–3). The akropolis was separately fortified (Fig. 4 in
Cooper & Myers [1981]); there are no remains on the akropolis (Jost [1985] 86).
“Fortifications embrace a large area, approximately 1.5km n.-s. and 1.3km e.-w.”
(Cooper & Myers [1981] 124; a plan is found as Fig. 4); “Stretches of the circuit
may date as early as the 5th c. B.C. but in themid 4th c. B.C. portions were rebuilt”
(Cooper in PECS s.v. Phigalia). Meyer (1938a) 2069 supposes that not all the area
of the city was actually occupied by habitation, but that the city was constructed
to give shelter to herds of cattle; on the other hand, Cooper & Myers (1981) 133
note that roof-tiles, some Classical, overlie most of the site thus indicating
habitation and/or other roofed buildings. According to Cooper in PECS s.v.
Phigalia “considerable remains of the Archaic, Classical, and Roman periods lie
exposed.” For aC4 intra-mural temple of Zeus Soter andAthena, seeAR (1996-97)
47.
A Polias divinity is attested by IG V.2 421 (undated). The principal deity of

Phigaleia was Dionysos (Meyer [1938a] 2083–4), in whose honour festivals (Diod.
15.40.2 r374) and mysteries (Jost [1985] 85 with refs.) were celebrated; recently, a
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C4 intramural temple dedicated to Athena and Zeus Soter has been excavated; at
the temple a number of inscriptions were found among which grants of proxenia
to citizens of Megalopolis and Byzantion etc. and an Archaic votive inscription to
Athena (Ergon 1996: 41–7; cf. SEG 47 438–45 andArapogianni [2001]). SEG 23 240
is a C4 dedication to Hygieia.
Phigaleian exiles are mentioned by Diod. 15.40.2 r374. From the same passage

it can be inferred that Phigaleia was a democracy in 374 (Roy [1973] 138). A system
of phylai is attested in IGV.2 421 (undated). The historian Harmodios of Lepreon
(FGrHist 319) fr. 1 mentions a sitarchos and a choregos; damiorgoi are mentioned
in IG V.2 423 (undated).
Tausend (1993) 16 argues that Phigaleia was an Azanian community, but this is

highly unlikely (Roy [1972b] 44 n. 6; Nielsen [1996a] 160 n. 61; Nielsen & Roy
[1998] 33–6); in any case, if the Azanians ever formed a political unit, this had
broken up before C5 (Roy [1972b] 44; Nielsen [1996a] 138; Roy [1996] 110).
Membership of the Peloponnesian League is not explicitly attested, but can be

assumed (Nielsen [1996b] 87, 92); the same is true of membership of the Arkadian
Confederacy (Nielsen [1996b] 94–5). According to Polyainos 6.27.2, Phigaleia sent
an embassy to Argos to conclude a symmachia; Meyer (1938a) 2070, 2082 believes
that the passage refers to C5l; see, however, Robertson (1992) 234–5, 240, 243–4
and esp. 250–2, arguing that this passage simply reflects an aetiological mythical
complex (cf. for criticism of this: Pritchett [1995] 262–8). The earliest attested
treaty to which Phigaleia was a party is Staatsverträge no. 479 of ca. 267–265, a
treaty between Athens and Sparta with allies. A citizen of Phigaleia was appointed
proxenos by the Aitolian Confederacy ca. 270 (IG IX.12 13.19).
Citizens of Phigaleia achieved Olympic victories in C6 (Olympionikai nos. 95,

99, 102) and C4 (Olympionikai no. 392); the city as such donated money for the
construction of the new temple at Delphi in the 360s (CID II 4.III.45).

(30). C. Phorieia (Phoriaeus). Unlocated. The toponym is ���
��� in Steph. Byz.
670.7, who cites Ephoros (= [FGrHist 70] fr. 55) for the ethnic������,	. Phorieia’s
only claim to inclusion among the poleis of Arkadia is the fact that it had its own
ethnic; since sub-ethnics are practically unknown in Arkadia, the ethnic may be a
city-ethnic; cf. Nielsen (1996a) 117–32; cf. above 39–40.

(31). A. Psophis (Psophidios). The toponym is ^�.
	, > (Theophr.Hist.pl. 9.15.2;
Polyb. 4.70.3); the city-ethnic is invariably ��.
���	 (Hekataios [FGrHist 1] fr.
6). Psophis is called polis in the political sense in IvO 294 (C4s; see comm. IvO and
Meyer [1959] 1426); and in the urban sense at Polyb. 4.70.4 (r219); Polyb. 4.72.3
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uses $������ and 4.70.4 $�����,��!�� (both r219). The collective use of the city-
ethnic is attested internally on C5 coins (Head,Hist. num.2 453) and externally in
SEG 24 299 (C6s) and at Hekataios (FGrHist 1) fr. 6.
The territorymeasured ca. 280km2; Steph. Byz. 301.9 suggests that its namewas

^�.��
�. No second-order settlements are known. The mountains Malea and
Lampeia were sacred to Pan (Jost [1985] 57). OnMt. Aphrodision was a sanctuary
with several buildings, among which a C5 temple (9.9 × 7.4m) and a C5 stoa stand
out; the votives date back to the Archaic period (Jost [1985] 58–9). According to
Paus. 8.25.1, the border with Thelphousa was marked by a stele with A�����
��������.
Psophis was situated in a remarkable, almost peninsular position between the

Rs.Erymanthos andAroanios (see Jost [1985] pl. 10.1), a position commented upon
by Polyb. 4.70.7–10 and well brought out by Pritchett (1989) 23–4. For what it is
worth, Polybios at 4.70.3 calls it a $����M� ������� ��
���. For Archaic stray
finds from the site, see Jost (1985) 57. Several pieces of retaining walls are found
inside the circuit (Papandreou [1920] 138). Inside the circuit are numerous ancient
remains and sherds (Papandreou [1920] 138–41) and someof the larger foundations
may be of temples (cf. Jost [1985] 55–7) and there are traces of a proasteion as well
(Papandreou [1920] 142). The circuit enclosed an area of 80ha (Meyer [1959] 1424).
It is of Scranton’s class C5 (isodomic trapezoidal: quarry face, p. 170) which he
dates 425–375 (Scranton [1941] 85). Polybios thrice refers to private houses in
Psophis (4.72.1bis [�+��?�], 8 [�+�(���	]). The akropolis, too, is mentioned by
Polyb. 4.71.11, 72.1, r219. An akropolis circuit is not visible (Pritchett [1989] 28)
and there are no ancient remains on the akropolis (Papandreou [1920] 138).
The coinage of Psophis begins in C5f (Head, Hist. num.2 453). The Classical

coinagewas in silver only.Knowndenominations are: tritemorion, hemiobol, obol,
trihemiobol and tetrobol. The legend is ^��C%C�) or abbreviations hereof.
Frequent types are obv.: Keryneian stag with rev.: fish (with acorn) in incuse
square, and obv.: head of Athena with rev.: club (of Herakles). In C4l it began to
strike in bronze. SNG Cop. Argolis 280–2.
Athena Polias is presumably attested on coin types (Jost [1985] 55) and

Papandreou (1920) 139 assumes that Artemis Erykine was the patron divinity of
the community.
Psophis is not attested as having been a member of any larger organisation

during our period, but according to Polyb. 4.70.3, Psophis was an Azanian
community; however, if the Azanians ever formed a political unit, this had broken
up before C5 (Roy [1972b] 44; Nielsen [1996a] 138; Roy [1996] 110). Paus. 5.24.2
refers to undatable military activities by Psophis; however, SEG 24 299 is a C6s
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dedication of a shield by Psophis at Olympia, indicating that it was conducting
military campaigns by that time.
No Psophidian proxenoi are known, but at 6.16.7 Pausanias refers to an

(undatable) sculptural group at Olympia which he thought represented Eleian
proxenoi of Psophis; ca. 230–210, a Delphic theorodokos resided at Psophis (BCH
45 [1921] II.120ff.). The earliest known public enactment is the asylia decree of C3l
referred to at I.Magnesia 38.66; the earliest reference to officials is at Polyb. 4.72.3
(r219).

(32). C. Pylai (Parpylaios). Steph. Byz. 538.19 mentions a �,��� as a ��$�	
�����
�	; Meyer (1957a) 81 connects this place with the ethnic ���$�����	
(SEG 18 157, C5). If accepted, Pylai may claim inclusion among the poleis of
Arkadia due to the fact that it had its own ethnic; since sub-ethnics are practically
unknown in Arkadia, the ethnic may be a city-ethnic; cf. further Nielsen (1996a)
117–32 and above 39–40. It is unlocated, but was presumably situated in western
Arkadia (Meyer [1957a] 81).

(33). A. Stymphalos (Stymphalios). The toponym is 2�,�.���	 in SEG 35 371
(C5f); Ps.-Skylax 44 (Müller), SEG 36 147.B fr.d.7 (ca. 368) and Polyb. 4.68.6 have
2�,�.���	, L (cf. > at Paus. 8.22.2) andHom. Il. 2.6082�,�.���	. The city-ethnic
is 2���.����	 (Pind.Ol. 6.99; SEG 20 716.20, C4m).
At Ps.-Skylax 44 (Müller) Stymphalos is listed as the fifth toponym after the

heading poleis megalai haide (followed by eisi de kai allai poleis) where polis is used
in the urban sense. In the political sense polis is used about the city in e.g. IG V.2
352 (C4s) and SEG 32 370.15 (ca. 315); $��
��	 is found in IG V.2 351.3 (C4l),
$�����
� in IG V.2 358 (C3f) and $�����,��� in IPArk no. 17.176 (C4l). The
internal collective use of the city-ethnic is found in IGV.2 352.1–2 (C4l) and onC4
coins (Head, Hist. num.2 454); externally, the individual use is found at Xen. An.
1.1.11 and in IG IV2.1 102.A.23 (C4), and the collective use in Pind. Ol. 6.99 and
SEG 20 716.20 (C4m).
The name of the territory is > 2���.��
� at Polyb. 4.68.5; according to Eust. Il.

1.468 and Steph. Byz. 588.11 the toponym could also designate the territory
($��
�� L�"�����); see further Bölte (1931) 438. The lake near the city was called
> 2���.��E	 �
��� (Hdt. 6.76.3); the size of this lake varied and it sometimes
extended to the southern part of the city which itself occupied the lacustrine plain.
The size of the territory was ca. 180km2. Near Lafka ca. 6km southwest of the city
is a late-Classical/Hellenistic cemetery and Doric fragments.
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The public architecture of Stymphalos is still imperfectly known; the agora has
not been located with certainty (Williams [1984] 186; but see Bölte [1931] 443 and
Jost [1985] 104–5). An area of seating cut in the bare rock south of the akropolis
suggests the existence of a theatre (Williams [1983] 200; Williams [1984] 176–7).
The akropolis is included within the circuit; here three temples are known, not all
of them firmly dated, but one possibly dedicated to Athena Polias is C4m
(Williams, pers.comm.) and has yielded late Archaic and Classical sculpture
(Williams et al. [1997] 44; Williams, pers.comm.).
Pind. Ol. 6.99 uses the phrase A$M 2���.��
�� �������, thus suggesting the

existence of a C5 fortification; at 8.8.4, Strabo mentions a siege of Stymphalos by
Iphikrates which probably occurred in 369 (Dušani�c [1970] 332 n. 9). The
preserved wall is C4m or C4l and is constructed in mud brick on a stone
foundation (Williams & Price [1995] 8; Williams et al. [1997] 66). It ran for 2,300m
and is described by Williams (1983) & (1984).
According to Paus. 8.22.1–2, Old Stymphalos was situated differently from the

known city, but we have no idea about where this can have been (Jost [1985] 101,
105); however, at the village of Lafka part of awell preserved polygonal circuit wall
has been found, thus providing a possible candidate for early Stymphalos (H.
Williams, pers.comm.). The later city was “laid out as an orthogonally planned
town some time in the fourth century [= 375–350, p. 8]; it had a sophisticated grid
of streets and blocks apparently laid out on amodule of 110Doric feet, or 36m, for
width of street and block, inside a well-built circuit of stone and mud brick walls
that encompassed a relatively low akropolis near the lake as well as the flat terrain
to the north and east of it” (Williams & Price [1995] 1). So far the earliest pottery
from the site is late Archaic (Williams & Price [1995] 8); there is now sufficient
Classical pottery found to push the existence of the town back into C5 (Williams
et al. [1997] 41, 43; part of the road system may also pre-date C4, ibid. 42). There
is evidence for several late Archaic or early Classical periurban Doric temples
(Williams & Price [1995] 20; Williams et al. [1997] 67).
According to Head, Hist. num.2 the coinage of Stymphalos began ca. 400;

according to Babelon, Traité II.3: 593–4 it began ca. 420. The city struck in both
silver and bronze. The legend is 2/, 2/S*� (bronze coins) and 2/S*,
2/S*�, 2/S*��, 2/S*��C�), 2/S*��CD) (silver coins). Known
denominations are obol, triobol and stater. The types depictArtemis,Herakles and
the Stymphalian birds. The rev. type of the staters (Herakles with club) is studied
by Schefold (1963–64). SNG Cop. Argolis 283–7.
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Athena Polias is attested by SEG 11 1111 (C4), but the patron deity of the city
was probably Artemis: she is depicted on coins and her sanctuary was used for
publication of decrees (IG V.2 351.9–10, C4l).
Stymphalian membership of the Peloponnesian League may be assumed

(Nielsen [1996b] 87).Membership of the Arkadian Confederacy is proved byXen.
Hell. 7.3.1 (Bölte [1931] 447). A treaty of symbola was concluded with Athens in
C4m (cf. Staatsverträge no. 279 & SEG 36 147), and one with Demetrias = Sikyon
C4l (IPArk no. 17); in C3f a treaty of sympoliteia vel sim. was concluded with
Lousoi (IG V.2 358).
In SEG 36 147.fr.a.4 (ca. 368) occurs the expression $�]�0���� $���1[, which

may indicate the exchange of envoys and the existence of proxenia relations
between Athens and Stymphalos before the final conclusion of the treaty (of
symbola), see Walbank (1986) 333 note ad fr.a.4 and 350–1; Stymphalos granted
proxenia to an unknown man C4s (IG V.2 352) and had one of its own citizens
appointed Delphic proxenos and theorodokos ca. 360 (Syll.3 189); an Argive
theorodokos resided in the city ca. 330 (SEG 23 189.24).
The earliest surviving public enactments is a series ofC4s decrees (IGV.2 351–6)

for which see Taeuber (1981). A death sentence is recorded at SEG 20 716.20
(C4m). A boule is attested at IGV.2 351 & 356 (C4s) and a board of prostatai bolas
at IG V.2 351; a board of damiorgoi at IG V.2 351 too. An assembly (3�����
�) is
attested at IPArk no. 17.194; its ordinary name was probably polis (IG V.2 352,
C4s).
In C5, Dromeus of Stymphalos was periodonikes (Knab [1934] no. 3).

(34). A. Tegea (Tegeatas). The toponym is /����, > (IG IV 510, C5f; Pind. Ol.
10.66), or in Ionic /���� (Hom. Il. 2.607; IvO 268, ca. 460); Diod. 11.66.3 r467/6
has /�����. The city-ethnic is invariably /������	 (IG V.2 159, C5; SEG 37 676,
C4f) of which the Ionic form is /���(��	 (Hdt. 1.65.1).
Tegea is called a polis in the political sense at Simon. 122 (Diehl = Anth. Pal.

7.512, possibly C5f [Molyneux 1992.201], or ca. 369 [Pritchett (1985) 217–19]),
Hdt. 7.202 & 204, and SEG 11 1051 (C4e); in the urban sense polis is used about it
at Thuc. 5.62.2, Xen.Hell. 7.5.8, and Ps.-Skylax 44 (Müller) who lists it as the first
toponym after the heading poleis megalai haide (followed by eisi de kai allai poleis)
where polis is used in the urban sense. Xen. Hell. 6.5.7 and IG V.2 39 (C4) uses
$������, whereas IG V.2 3.11 (C5l/C4e) makes a distinction between =����	 and
0���	. There was an Aristotelian /�����?� $�����
� (frr. 559–60, 607–8, Gigon).
IPArk no. 5 (ca. 324) uses $�����,��� at l. 21, and at l. 28 it uses $�������	 to
distinguish the ordinary law-court of the city from an ad hoc court, called �M
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������(���� �M 0������ and presumably composed of citizens from a foreign polis
(IPArk p. 65), established to adjudicate the claims of returning exiles. SEG 22 287
(C3) uses $���
	 about the city and the native poetess Anyte $����. %9��	 is
found in IPArk no. 2.8 (C5l/C4e), while a C4 tile is stamped %*�2C�2 (IG V.2
170.1).
The collective use of the city-ethnic is found internally in IG V.2 159 (C5), and

externally inMeiggs-Lewis,GHI no. 27 coil 3, Hdt. 1.65.1, and Thuc. 4.143.1. The
individual use is found externally inHdt. 9.9.1, Thuc. 2.67.1, IG I3 1371bis (ca. 410)
and SEG 37 676 (C4f).
The territory measured ca. 385km2. It is described as a ���M� $��
�� in a C6

oracle reported at Hdt. 1.66.2. Its name was (>) /���9��	 (�"��) (Thuc. 5.64.4;
Xen. Hell. 6.5.15) but Polyb. 4.82.1 ($����!�E	 ��6 �B	 /����	) suggests that the
toponym could designate the territory as well. Hdt. 1.66.4 terms the territory �M
$��
�� �M �?� /�������� and it is termed �"�� at Xen. Hell. 6.5.6. The border
with Lakonia is referred to atHdt. 8.124.3 (�;��� �H /��������
). Near this border,
at Analipsis, was a Classical sanctuary which seems to have been associated with
a small settlement (Jost [1985] 161). At Mavriki southeast of the city was a C6
Doric marble temple (Voyatzis [1990] 29–30). Just north of the city, on Haghios
Sostis, is an Archaic sanctuary which perhaps included a C5 temple (Jost [1985]
155). For two C4 fortified watch-towers in the territory, see Pikoulas (1995) Cat.
nos. 42–3. According to Strabo 8.3.2, Tegea was (at an uncertain date) synoecized
from nine demes, whose names are given at Paus. 8.45.1. How the settlement
pattern and the political structure was before the synoecism is completely
unknown, but the areas of the demes can be roughly located (cf. Voyatzis [1990]
10–11 with Fig. 2); two of the demes, those of the Karyatai and the Oiatai, seem to
have been annexed by the Spartans at an early date and to have alternated between
inclusion in Tegea and Sparta (cf. Shipley [1997] 233–4, 238–9; above 97).
The city of Tegea is not well known, though there are indications that by the

end of the Archaic period the sanctuary of Athena Alea was at the centre of a well-
developed site (Morgan [1999] 396–7); Ødegård, Report mentions a C6s Doric
capital, other C6s material, and C5 ceramic workshops, all from the city area. A
circuit wall and two gates are mentioned at Xen.Hell. 6.5.8–9 in reference to 370;
however,Diod. 12.79.3 r418mentions a poliorkia of Tegea, thus suggesting that the
city was walled at this date. Furthermore, at 5.62.2 Thucydides states that in 418
some people in Tegea were willing to betray the city to the democratic quadruple
alliance (��
 ����	 �#���	 ��E �?� 3� �_ $���� [sc. of Tegea] 3���
����� �6

$�������); if insiders were necessary to conquer the city, we may assume that it
was fortified. The preserved remains of the C4e wall show it to have been
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constructed in mud brick on a stone foundation (Bérard [1892] 548; cf. Voyatzis
[1990] 12); traces of the wall were reportedly found in four places thus giving a
very rough indication of its course (Bérard [1892] 547; cf. Voyatzis [1990] Fig. 3)
and this course has nowbeen confirmed in its basic assumptions by theNorwegian
survey (Ødegård, Report) except for the fact that the sanctuary of Athena Alea
seems to have just outside the walls (ibid.). The area enclosed by the wall seems to
have had the shape of “an irregular ellipse, with the long axis measuring 2,000
metres and the short axis 1,400 metres” (Voyatzis [1990] 12; cf. Bérard [1892] 547).
It measured max. ca. 190ha. IPArk no. 5 (324) refers to oikiai, buth there is,
unfortunately, no way of knowing how densely populated the large area inside the
wall was. At 5.17.2 Polybios refers to the akropolis, but this has so far escaped
identification (Voyatzis [1990] 16–17; cf. Bérard [1892] 541–2).
Little is known about public architecture. Xen. Hell. 7.4.36 refers to a

desmotetrion and to a demosia oikia. There are remains of a C4 theatre (Callmer
[1943] 121). A C3 inscription refers to the agora (SEG 22 280.24). But the most
famous Tegean structure was, of course, the temple of Athena Alea; it was first
monumentalisedC7l (Voyatzis [1990] 11); theClassical templewas constructed ca.
345–335 (Norman [1984] 191–3).
Tegea fielded 500 hoplites for Thermopylai (Hdt. 7.202), but at Plataiai the city

provided 1,500 (Hdt. 9.27.3) in addition to 1.500 psiloi (Hdt. 9.61.2); at the battle
of Nemea in 394 the city may have fielded upwards of 2,400 hoplites (Roy [1971b]
440). Finally, the stasis of 370 sent 800 oligarchs into exile at Sparta (Xen. Hell.
6.5.10). These figures suggest a substantial population, but its exact size cannot be
estimated (cf. Forsén [2000] 36–9), and it is, furthermore, unknown how large a
fraction of the population resided in the town.
According to Head,Hist. num.2 454, the mint at Tegea began to strike ca. 420;

hoard evidence, however, may point to the Archaic period for the inception of the
mint (cf. IGCH 11, buried ca. 480, & Hesperia 24 [1955] 135–6). The city struck
on the Aiginetan standard and minted in silver, bronze and iron; the single
surviving iron coin (C5s) is discussed by Köhler ([1882b]; cf. alsoMac Isaac [1988]
48–9): the obv. shows a Gorgoneion, the rev. an owl + / : . Known denomina-
tions are: hemiobol, trihemiobol, obol, and triobol; in addition, a single didrachm
is known, for which see Schwabacher (1939) 15–18. The most common types are
Gorgoneion, the head of Athena Alea and an owl. Legends: /, / , / :, / : ,
/ : , / : /) (-D)) or ')2 � 2. SNG Cop. Argolis 288–313.
An Athena Poliatis is attested by Paus. 8.47.5 and IG V.2 77 (Roman, but the

divinity is presumably much earlier, see Burkert [1995] 208 and Jost [1985] 147),
but the real patron divinity of Tegea was Athena Alea (Voyatzis [1990] 14; cf. Jost
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[1985] 142–65). Dedications of Spartan and Persian spoils were set up in the temple
of Athena Alea (Hdt. 1.66.4; 9.70.3). Festivals are attested by IPArk no. 2.26
(C5l/C4e) and IPArk no. 5.21–2 (324).
According to Hdt. 1.66.3, the Spartans in C6f planned to subject Tegea to an

exandrapodismos, butwere unsuccessful. It is often believed that it was this conflict
which led, around C6m, to the conclusion of the treaty Staatsverträge no. 112 (cf.
p. 11); an alliance between Tegea and Sparta ante-dating the Persian wars is
certainly implied by Hdt. 9.26.2, but the treaty Staatsverträge no. 112 is now
thought to belong to C5f (Cawkwell [1993] 368–70; Braun [1994] 42–5; cf.
Osborne [1996] 287–9). C5 membership of the Peloponnesian League can be
inferred from numerous passages in Thucydides (2.67.1, 5.32.3, 5.57.2, 5.67.1), and
C4 membership is proved by e.g. Xen.Hell. 4.2.13. A C5f alliance with Argos can
be inferred from Hdt. 9.35.2 (cf. Strabo 8.6.19 who gives a vague chronological
reference: ���6 �G �K� 3� 2������� ������
��): Argos assisted Tegea in a battle
against Sparta (Hdt.) and Tegea assistedArgos againstMykenai (Strabo). The same
Herodotean passage allows the inference that Tegea at one point in C5f was the
leader of an anti-Spartan alliance comprising all Arkadia exceptMantinea; cf. above
142–5. From Thuc. 4.134.1 it appears that Tegea, like Mantinea, was the leader of
a local alliance; cf. above 366–7.
In 370, Tegea joined theArkadianConfederacy but only after a bloody civil war

which sent 800 oligarchs into exile (Xen. Hell. 6.5.6–9). Tegea became a leading
member providing oecists for the foundation of Megalopolis (Paus. 8.27.2). When
the Confederacy split in two in 363, Tegea with Megalopolis remained loyal to
Boiotia (Xen.Hell. 7.5.5) whereas Mantinea joined Sparta; Diod. 15.82.2 refers to
Tegea as the leader of the faction opposing Mantinea.
Tegeanmilitary commanders are referred to atHdt. 7.202&204, and ���������

are mentioned in a C4m law (IPArk no. 3.9). 500 Tegean hoplites were present at
Thermopylai (Hdt. 7.202); 1,500 hoplites and 1,500 other troops fought at Plataiai
(Hdt. 9.28.3, 61.2) and Tegean troops fought at Mantinea in 418 (Thuc. 5.67.1) and
at Nemea in 394 (Xen.Hell. 4.2.20).
A Tegean envoy to the Persian king is mentioned at Thuc. 2.67.1 and according

to Diod. 15.82.3 Tegea in 362 sent an embassy to Boiotia; Tegea received envoys
from Korinthos and Argos in 421 (Thuc. 5.32.3) and from Epidauros in C4f (IG
IV2.1 102.A.II.102). In C4e, the city granted proxenia to a man fromOrchomenos
(SEG 11 1051) and in C4m two Tegeans were granted Delphic proxenia (SEG 31
560); in C4/C3 an Argive theorodokos resided in Tegea (SEG 33 283).
A system of four, presumably territorial, phylai is attested but its functions are

unknown; Paus. 8.53.6 names the phylai as 5����?��	, �C$$�!����	, �$������-
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9��	, and �!���9��	 and a C4/C3 inscription (IG V.2 36) gives the names as
�C$$�!�����, �$������9��� etc.; Jones (1987) 139–42. There was an Aristotelian
/�����?�$�����
� (frr. 590–1Rose), but there is no direct evidence about the form
of constitution; however, a stasis is described at Xen.Hell. 6.5.7; this stasis brought
the demos to power and it can be inferred that prior to the stasis Tegea was a
oligarchy governed in accordance with �H $������ �����; a !����	 is referred to in
IPArk no. 1.8, 19–20 (C5). The earliest surviving public enactment is SEG 11 1051
ofC4e (@��0� �9�$��� �?�/�����9�). The eponymousofficialwas presumably the
priest of Athena Alea (IPArk no. 4 n. 1, C4); a board called �H /��������� (IPArk
no. 2.20–1, no. 3.8, C5l/C4e) was presumably a council, and one called �H $��-
������� possibly its executive committee (IPArk no. 1.20 with n. 7, C5l/C4e). In
addition, there is evidence of boards of: !����
 (Xen. Hell. 6.5.7); ��������

(IPArk no. 2.28, C5l/C4e); 3����B��	 (= poletai) (IPArk no. 3.48, C4m); and
h�����������	 (IPArk no. 2.22–3, C5l/C4e). In addition, IPArk no. 2.5 attests to
a h����!,��	, and SEG 11 1070 (C4l) to an agonothetes. The existence of an
assembly can be inferred from SEG 11 1051 (C4e): @��0� �9� $���, for which
formula see Rhodes (1995) 95–6. A local calendar is attested by IPArk no. 2.29–30
(C5l/C4e).
A Pythian victor is attested for 554 (Paus. 10.7.7), a Nemean for C5 (Dubois,

Corp. dial. no. TE.1), and an Olympic for 308 (Diod. 20.37.1). In 423 the city sent
Mantinean spoils to Delphi (Thuc. 4.134.1) and in Delphi too the city dedicated
Spartan spoils and erected a stoa in ca. 369 (cf. SEG 31 558–9 & Vatin [1988]
453–9).

(35).C. Teuthis (Teuthidas). The toponym is /�7!�	, > (Paus. 8.28.4); the ethnic is
/��!
��	 on Hellenistic coins (Head,Hist. num.2 418). At 8.28.4 Pausanias states
that $���� �G N� $������ > /�7!�	, but the only reason for including it in this
Appendix is the fact that according to Paus. 8.27.4 r371 Teuthis was, prior to the
foundation ofMegalopolis, among the communities whose relations toOrchome-
nos could be described by the phrase ��������� 3	. The other communities so
described are Methydrion and Thisoa both of which were probably poleis. So, by
analogy, we may class Teuthis as a possible polis.
Name and size of territory is unkown. According to Paus. 8.27.4 Teuthis was

among the communities which the Arkadian Confederacy decreed to relocate to
Megalopolis; it is, however, unknown whether this decision was implemented and
the site seems not to have been abandoned at the synoecism (Pikoulas [1986b]).
Teuthis was situated at modern Dhimitsana, see Jost (1985) 212 and Pikoulas

(1986b). The city proper was below the akropolis. The site is now occupied by the
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village and thus the degree of ancient urbanisation cannot be estimated; but
Pikoulas (1986b) 116 reports considerable numbers of Archaic and Hellenistic
sherds, but fewer Classical. The akropolis was fortified (Pikoulas [1986b] 110 with
map 1 at 101). The date of the impressive fortification is uncertain, but it does not
pre-date C4 and is probably Hellenistic (Pikoulas [1986b] 113).

(36).C.Thaliades. Paus. 8.25.2 has the toponym'������	 (�H); theArchaic coinage
of Thaliades carries the legend '�C, probably an abbreviation of the otherwise
unattested city-ethnic. The only reason for including it in this Appendix is the
existence of this Archaic coinage (Head,Hist. num.2 456; Six [1888] 103). The type
shows Hermes; attested denominations are obol and tetrobol. SNG Cop. Argolis
317.
Meyer (1939a) 75–8 describes “pseudopolygonale” fortification walls at the site

of Thaliades (modern Vaklia), a small temple on the akropolis and three further
small temples in the immediate surroundings of the city (all four temples undated);
the sherds at the site range from Classical to Hellenistic, but Jost (1985) 44 refers
to earlier material. Cf. Jost (1985) 44–5.

(37). B. Thelphousa (Thelphousios). The toponym shows several variants: 1)
'��.���� (IG V.2 412, Classical); 2) '��[.]�,��� (BCH 45 [1921] II.73, ca.
230–210); 3) /��.����, > (Polyb. 2.54.13); 4) '��$����, > (Paus. 8.25.1). The
ethnic shows the corresponding variations: 1) '��.�,���	 (IG V.2 1.64, 360s); 2)
['�]�[$]�,�[�]��	 (IG IV 727.B.13, C4l); 3) /��.�,���	 (Polyb. 4.73.2); 4)
'��$�,���	 (Head,Hist. num.2 418). In addition, Steph. Byz. s.v. has '��$����,
'��$�,���	. Finally, a C5e dedication at Olympia has: �9��0 �������	 '��-
.�
���	 (SEG 11 1254a), which points to the form *'��.���� for the toponym.
For a discussion of toponym and ethnic, see Meyer (1934) 1618.
Thelphousa is called a polis in the political sense at SEG 12 371 (242), and in the

urban sense at Polyb. 2.54.13; it is referred to as $���� in IG V.2 412.2 (Classical).
The city-ethnic is found in the external individual use in IG IX.12 31.89 (C3l); the
collective use is found internally on C4 coins (abbreviated to ' � [Head, Hist.
num.2 456]) and externally in IG V.2 1.64 (360s).
The territory was sized ca. 275km2 and named /��.���
� (Lycoph.Alex. 1040;

Polyb. 4.60.4). Steph. Byz. 306.5 describes Thelphousa as a $���	 �����
�	 ��7
���������7. Orchomenos seems to have ruled a number of dependent poleis (see
the entry forOrchomenos) but there is no other evidence that Thelphousa was one
of these (Meyer [1934] 1619). At 8.25.1 Pausanias mentions a kome by the name of
5��7	; the settlement may have existed by C4e (Jost [1986b] 644), and its raison
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d’être was presumably to attend to the sanctuary of Asklepios Kaousios (Jost
[1986a] 149). Kaous, at modern Voutsi, was 6.5km north of the city (Jost [1985]
63). Ca. 2km south of the city Meyer (1957) 13ff. found traces of a settlement
which includes a C6l–C5e temple and thus existed in the Classical period andmust
have constituted a second-order settlement ofThelphousa, possibly to be identified
with ancient Onkeion (Paus. 8.25.4; cf. Jost [1985] 66). Another small settlement
in the same general area ismentioned byMeyer (1957) 15. For a possible settlement
at Bertsia, see Jost (1985) 67. A fortress called 2�����	, > was likewise situated in
Thelphousian territory (Polyb. 4.73.2; Meyer [1934] 1619). It has not been located
yet. The territory was dotted with sanctuaries (see Jost [1985] 66, Classical; 67,
Archaic/Classical; 68, possibly a temple; 68–9; 69, a temple and Archaic votives).
“Ancient Thelphousa is situated on the left bank of the Ladon about one

kilometer north of the hamlet of Toubitsi” (Pritchett [1989] 38). The city was
situated on a hill and covered an extensive area downhill not all of which was
occupied (Jost [1985] 62). Numerous scattered remains are found, particularly in
the lower city (Jost [1985] 62). For a plan, see Jost (1986b) fig. 4. The only well-
known feature of the city is the agora. It was huge, measuring 130 × ca. 120m, and
laid out on an artificial terrace supported by a retainingwall (Jost [1986b] 638). The
agorawas flanked by stoas on all four sides, the western stoa, however, running for
only half the length of the agora; on the southern side the agora was flanked by a
C4 stoa which measured at least 78 × 7m (Jost [1986b] 638). For a plan, see Jost
(1986a) fig. 5. All in all the lay-out and construction of the agora is C4 (Jost
[1986b] 642). The akropolis seemsnot tohaveheldmonumental constructions (Jost
[1986b] 637). The city was walled and traces of the wall are extant, but have not
been investigated separately; cf. Meyer (1939a) 86–7. It may, however, be noted
that a Classical epigram (= IG V.2 412) commemorating fallen warriors probably
refers to the wall (T���� $,����).
Thelphousa began minting ca. 400 and struck both in silver and bronze, the

bronze issues beginning perhaps only ca. 323 (Babelon, Traité II.3: 621–62); the
legends used are: ', ' � (Head,Hist. num.2 456, Babelon, Traité II.3 nos. 935–9).
Types used are Demeter Erinys and the horse Erion (= Arion), and later Apollo.
The known silver coins are obols on theAiginetan standard. SNGCop.Argolis 318.
Tausend (1993) 18 argues that Thelphousa was an Azanian community, but

certainty is impossible (Nielsen & Roy [1998] 33–6). In any case, even if the
Azanians ever formed a political unity, this had broken up before C5 (Roy [1972b]
44; Nielsen [1996a] 139; Roy [1996] 110). Membership of the Peloponnesian
League is not explicitly attested, but may be assumed (Nielsen [1996b] 87);
membership of the Arkadian Confederacy is attested by IG V.2 1.64 (360s).
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IG V.2 412 is a Classical epigram commemorating fallen warriors and may
perhaps be connected with the battle fought at Thelphousa in 352 (Diod. 16.39.6).
Thelphousian diplomatic activity is implied by the C5e dedication of a herald’s
staff atOlympiawhichwas inscribed:�9��0 �������	'��.�
���	 (SEG 11 1254a).
The formof constitution is unknown; aClassical epigramcommemorating fallen

warriors refers to their saving the �#���
�� ... $������ (IGV.2 412.6). Otherwise
the earliest preserved public enactment is SEG 12 371 of 242, an asylia decree for
Kos; it attests to an assembly in the enactment formula @��0� �9� $��� �?[�]
'��.���
��.

(38). C. Thisoa (Thisoaios). The toponym does not appear until BCH 45 (1921)
III.5 (ca. 230–210) which gives '����, >; the mss of Pausanias have '����� (which
Rocha-Pereira prints) and'���� (which Casevitz prints); cf. 8.27.4, 28.3. The city-
ethnic is'������	which points to the toponym'����; the ethnic occurs e.g.CID
II 5.I.23–4 (358) and IG V.2 511 (C3l/C2e).
Thisoa is listed as a polis in the urban or political sense at Paus. 8.27.4 r371 and

refers to itself as a polis in the political sense in IG V.2 510–11 (C3l/C2e). The
ethnic is found in the external individual use in SEG 14 455 (C4f) for which see
Roy (1972c) 78; the internal collective use is found in IG V.2 510–11 (C3l/C2e).
The name and size of the territory is unknown; Paus. 8.28.3 (3� '����` �_

*�!�����7��� L���Y) and 8.28.4 (�_ �"�` �G �_'����`) suggest that the toponym
could be used as the name of the territory. At Paus. 8.27.3 r371 Thisoa is listed
among a number of communities whose relation to Orchomenos could be des-
cribed by the expression ��������� 3	. It is unclear exactly what this means, but it
suggests that prior to 371 Thisoa was a dependency ofOrchomenos (above 352–7).
Thisoa was situated at modern Karkalou. The city proper, unwalled, was below

the akropolis on a plateau (Jost [1985] 212). The akropolis was walled, but the
circuit has not been dated; it may beC3 (Jost [1985] 212 n. 1). Remains of buildings
have been found both on the akropolis and in the lower city; the oldest remains
reported are C3 (Oikonomos, Prakt [1911–12] 243).
Membership of theArkadianConfederacy can be inferred fromPaus. 8.27.4; the

same passage claims that Thisoa was one of the communities which the Arkadian
Confederacy decreed to relocate to Megalopolis, but it is unknown whether the
decision was implemented.

SEG 14 455 (C4f) attests to a Delphic grant of proxenia to a Thisoaian; this man
could conceivably originate from Kynourian Thisoa (for which see Paus. 8.27.3),
but it is more likely that he was a citizen of the Thisoa under discussion (Roy
[1972c] 78). IG V.2 511 (C3l/C2e) attests to a grant of proxenia by the city and IG
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V.2 510 (C3l/C2e) to a grant of citizenship and the two decrees are the only
surviving public enactments by the city; they furthermore attest to a board of
epimeletai, an assembly, and grants of epixylia, epinomia, and ateleia. A Delphic
theorodokos resided in the city ca. 230–210 (BCH 45 [1921] III.5).

(39). B. Torthyneion (Torthyneus). The toponym is /��!,[��]��, �� (Syll.3 90.9 =
REG 62 [1949] 4–12, C5l/C4e); the ethnic is found in the genitive plural as
/��!��(�� in IPArk no. 14.6 (360s). For its location at the Kolinos hill 1km
northwest of Lasta, see Pikoulas (1990–91).
Though Torthyneion occurs in two Classical sources only, these are enough to

establish the community as a probable polis: (i) Syll.3 90.9 = REG 62 (1949) 4–12
(C5l/C4e) attests to the existence of aDelphic theorodokos at Torthyneion, and (ii)
IPArk no. 14.5–7 has the ethnic in the external collective use (cf. Nielsen [1996a]
131–2 and above 39–40) and attests to a Torthyneian territory with fixed borders:
A$8 �?� L�
�� �?� ... �?� ��������
�� ��E �?� /��!��(�� ��E *������(�� ���-
���. In 262, a citizen of Torthyneion was awarded Aitolian proxenia (IG IX.12 17).
There are clear indications of habitation at Torthyneion, with abundant sherds

ranging from the Geometric to the Hellenistic period (Howell [1970] 99–100;
Pikoulas [1990–91] 140–3). There are remains of fortification walls too (Pikoulas
[1990–91] 144–5).

(40). C. Trapezous (Trapezountios). The toponym is /��$�<�7	, L (Hdt. 6.127.3);
the ethnic is /��$�<�,����	 (Paus 8.27.5 r371).
Trapezous is called polis in the urban or political sense at Paus. 8.27.4 r371 and

$���� at Hdt. 6.127.3. The collective use of the ethnic is found at Paus. 8.27.5 r371
probably taken over from a historiographic source (cf. above 425).
The territory is called �"�� /��$�<����
� at Paus. 8.29.1. According to Paus.

8.27.4, Trapezous was among the communities which the Arkadian Confederacy
decreed to relocate to Megalopolis; however, the Trapezountians resisted the
decision, but a part of the populationwas relocated by use of forcewhereas another
part left the Peloponnese (Paus. 8.27.5). The synoecism thus meant the end of the
existence of the community (cf. Meyer [1937b] 2213).
There is only a very brief report on an excavation at Trapezous by Klon

Stephanos in Prakt (1907) 123; he reports remains of several buildings and sherds
“of Hellenic times”. According to Paus. 8.31.5, some old xoana of Hera, Apollon
and the Muses found at Megalopolis had been transferred to the city from
Trapezous; the likely date is the 360s and wemay thus assume that before that date
Trapezous possessed cults of these divinities; cf. Jost (1985) 169.
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The citywas aParrhasian community and amember of theArkadianConfedera-
cy (Paus. 8.27.4; cf. above 280–1). Membership of the Peloponnesian League is not
explicitly attested, but may be assumed; it was probably mediated by the ‘tribal
state’ of the Parrhasians (Nielsen [1996b] 100–1) and the same is true of the C5
alliance with Mantinea (Nielsen [1996b] 79–86).





Appendix X: The Poleis of Triphylia

(1).A. Ep(e)ion, Aipion. The toponym is � $��� (Hdt. 4.148.4), �� (cf. Steph. Byz.
302.16 who enters it as �P$���); Xen.Hell. 3.2.30 has �P$����, and Polyb. 4.77.9
has a$���. A city-ethnic is attested only in Steph. Byz.
Ep(e)ion is called a polis in the urban sense atHdt. 4.148.4; Xen.Hell. 3.2.31 uses

polis about it twice, first in the urban and then in the political sense, but in both
cases with the territorial sense as a connotation; a comparison betweenHell. 3.2.23
& 31 shows that Xenophon thought of Ep(e)ion as a polis in the political sense too
(Nielsen [1995a] 88).
The name of the territory is unknown; it is termed �"�� by Xen.Hell. 3.2.30.

Pritchett (1989) 57 (followed by Barr.) located Ep(e)ion at modern Trypiti
(formerly Bitsibardi). Here are “a good sprinkling of sherds, convincing evidence
for a settlement”, the stylobate foundations of an ancient structure, a retainingwall
and many tiles (Pritchett [1989] 52). Earlier scholars have noted walls of ashlar
masonry, tiles and pottery of the Classical period as well as blocks and column
drums (Pritchett [1989] 51). The akropolis covers an area of 150 × 25m. The oldest
remain noted thus far is an Archaic sima (Papakonstantinou [1982]).
From Hdt. 4.148.4 and Xen. Hell. 3.2.23 & 31 it appears that in C5s (at the

latest) Ep(e)ion was a perioikic community of Elis (Roy [1997] 283–5). Xenophon
attributes to the Eleians the claim that they had originally bought the territory of
Ep(e)ion from �?� ���� 3������ �K� $���� (Hell. 3.2.31). The identity of these
‘holders’ is unknown; Xenophon’s phrasing suggests that, at the time of the sale,
Ep(e)ion was not controlled by its own original population; Niese (1910) 7
suggested that it was held by Arkadians (cf. Roy [1997] 290). Ca. 400 Ep(e)ion was
liberated from Eleian rule and made autonomos (Xen.Hell. 3.2.31); presumably it
now joined the Triphylian federation and through it, in 369 at the latest, the
Arkadian Confederacy (Nielsen [1997] 152–4 and above 252–9).

(2). A. Epitalion (Epitalieus). The toponym is � $������� (Xen. Hell. 3.2.30), ��
(Strabo 8.3.24). The city-ethnic is � $������,	 (Xen.Hell. 3.2.25).
Epitalion is called a polis in the political sense by Xen. Hell. 3.2.30. The city-

ethnic is found in the external collective use at Xen.Hell. 3.2.25.
The territory is termed �"�� by Strabo 8.3.24. The site of Epitalion, at modern

Aghulinitsa, has as yet yielded noArchaic orClassical finds, though theHellenistic
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andRoman townhas been found (Themelis [1968]; Papahatzis [1982] 223; Pritchett
[1989] 75–6).
It appears from a combination of Xen.Hell. 3.2.20 & 25& 30 that by C5l (at the

latest) Epitalion was a perioikic community of Elis (cf. Roy [1997] 283–5). During
the war between Sparta and Elis ca. 400 Epitalion seceded from Elis and joined
Sparta (Xen.Hell. 3.2.25). The Spartans placed a garrison and a harmost in the city
with some Eleian refugees after the second Spartan invasion of Elis (Xen. Hell.
3.2.29). According to Xen. Hell. 3.2.30, Epitalion was formally liberated from
Eleian rule by the peace treaty concluded between Sparta and Elis after the war
(above 239–42); it is a safe inference from Xenophon’s description of the city as a
/��.��E	 $���	 (Hell. 3.2.30) that Epitalion now joined the Triphylian federation
with which it presumably joined the Arkadian Confederacy ca. 369 (above 252–9).

(3).A. Lepreon (Lepreatas). The toponym is ��$���� (Hdt. 4.148.4; Thuc. 5.31.4);
Ps.-Skylax 44 (Müller) has has��$����, and Paus. 5.5.3��$���	; the gender of the
toponym in the Classical period is uncertain; it is commonly taken to be the neuter
(for which see Polyb. 4.79.2), but Ar.Av. 149 (�M� �P����� ��$����) presupposes
the masculine (cf. Paus. 5.5.3); see, however, Sommerstein (1987) and Dunbar
(1995) ad loc. for the attractive suggestion that the gender of the toponym here is
a joke. The city-ethnic is ��$�����	 (-��	); Heraclid. Lemb. Excerpta politiarum
42 (Dilts) has ��$����	 as if from *��$���,	.
Lepreon is called a polis in the urban sense by Hdt. 4.148.4 and Aristotle (apud

Heraclid. Lemb. Excerpta politiarum 42 [Dilts]) and in the political sense by Thuc.
5.31.5. The city-ethnic is attested epigraphically in the external collective use on the
Serpent-Column (Meiggs-Lewis,GHI no. 27 coil 11) and in IGV.2 1.20 (360s); in
literature it is found at Hdt. 9.28.4, Thuc. 5.31quater, Xen. Hell. 3.2.25 and Ps.-
Skylax 44 (Müller). The external individual use is found in Dubois, Corp. dial.
PHI.5.2 (C3).
The territory of Lepreon is called ��$��9��	 by Strabo 8.3.16; it is described as

�"�� in Ps.-Skylax 44 (Müller), and as �B by Thuc. 5.31.2, 3; according to Strabo
8.3.16, it was �#��
���. Sometime before the Peloponnesian War the city ceded
half its territory to the Eleians as part of a treaty of symmachia (Thuc. 5.31.2).
According to Strabo 8.3.30, Lepreon at some point in time absorbed Pylos by
synoecism (Demand [1990] 64 proposes a C5m date). There was a number of
second-order settlements in the territory of Lepreon: one was associated with a
large temple at Prasidhaki (see below) unless this was in fact Pyrgos (as suggested
by Arapogianni [1999] 168), itself a polis (below). East of modern Tholo is a
settlementwhich existed from theArchaic period (Yalouris [1973] 158; cf. Pritchett
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[1989] 75; Müller [1987] 839–40). At modern Kakovatos Classical sherds are
reported by Yalouris (1973) 164. At 5.49.1, Thucydides mentions a teichos called
Phyrkonwhichmust have been inLepreatan territory (seeHCTad loc.). A fortress
which is a possible candidate for Strabo’s &�� (8.3.21) is briefly discussed by
Pritchett (1989) 61–2; it may have existed in the Classical period. A temple by the
R.Neda, at modern Prasidhaki, is thought to have belonged to Lepreon (Pritchett
[1989] 60 n. 138; see however Arapogianni [1999] 168 suggesting that Prasidhaki
was in fact Pyrgos): it was a monumental Doric limestone temple of the late
Classical period; it had an Archaic predecessor; the votives at the site go back to
C7m and, according to Yalouris, there was an ‘A0������	 A���
�	 �+�����	’
associated with the temple which thus was perhaps situated in a second-order
settlement of Lepreon (Yalouris [1971]; cf. Yalouris [1973] 155, reporting remains
of a wall and many buildings). The temple was dedicated to Athena Agorios
(Arapogianni [1999] who interprets the epiklesis as equivalent to Agoraios).
Lepreon was situated on a steep hill north of modern Lepreo (formerly

Strovitzi), ca. 7km from the coast. The akropolis was fortified; the remains are
mostly of the Hellenistic period, but an earlier phase may be C4 (PECS s.v.
Lepreon 499). On the akropolis was a Doric temple of Demeter dating to ca.
375–350; it was without sculptural ornamentation but had a predecessor (Knell
[1979]; [1983]). The lower city was fortified too (Pritchett [1989] 60) but the wall
has not been dated. The extent of the lower city was considerable, according to
Frazer (1898) III: 474 (cf. Pritchett [1989] 59).Heraclid. Lemb.Excerpta politiarum
42 (Dilts) refers to an agora.
Lepreon provided 200 hoplites for the battle of Plataiai in 479 (Hdt. 9.28.4) and

this is the only indication we have for the order of size of the population.
Lepreon was a member of the Hellenic League against Persia (Meiggs-Lewis,

GHI no. 27 coil 11; Hdt. 9.28.4); in C5s the city was a perioikic community of Elis
(cf. Hdt. 4.148.4; Xen.Hell. 3.2.23 & 25; Paus. 3.8.3 with Roy [1997] 283–5). The
city was shortly liberated from Eleian rule by Sparta in 421 and received a Spartan
garrison (Thuc. 5.31.4; cf. 5.34.1; Roy [1998]; Hunt [1998] 174; Falkner [1999]);
however, the city was reconquered by Elis before the end of C5 (cf. Xen. Hell.
3.2.23 & 25), but must have been liberated again by the peace treaty concluded
between Elis and Sparta ca. 400 (Roy [1997] 291). Nothing is knownwith certainty
about the position of Lepreon in the united Triphylian state of ca. 400–369, but it
was probably the central city of Triphylia, since it seems that Lepreon represented
Triphylia in theArkadianConfederacy of which it is securely attested as amember
(IG V.2 1.20, 360s; above 259–60).
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Nothing is known about the form of constitution, but there was an Aristotelian
treatise on the politeia of Lepreon; the only surviving fragment attests to the
existence of laws on adultery, on atimia and on admission to citizenship (Heraclid.
Lemb. Excerpta politiarum 42 [Dilts]).
In theClassical period, Lepreonmay have produced no less than sevenOlympic

victors:Olympionikai nos. 267, 276, 309, 331, 360, 405, 426.

(4). A.Makiston (Makistios). The toponym is found mostly in oblique cases in the
Classical period: Hdt. 4.148.4 gives *������� in the accusative, Xen.Hell. 3.2.30
*��
���� in the genitive; Arist. apudHeracl. Lemb. Excerpta politiarum 55 and a
C3 inscription (forwhich seeAR [1996–97] 49) has*��
��Y in the dative; thus the
gender is unknown. Strabo has �M *������� at 8.3.18, but �M� *������� at 8.3.16;
Steph. Byz. at 428.11 gives*������	 without source reference; however, at 450.3
he cites Hekataios (= [FGrHist 1] fr. 122) for the form *(������, which tips the
balance in favour of the neuter for C5. The city-ethnic is *��
����	 (SEG 35
389.2–3, ca. 399–369; Xen. An. 7.4.16). A scholion in Eur. Or. 4 has 3� /��.��
`
... 3� *�����Y, and correspondingly Steph. Byz. 428.14–15 states: �M 3!���M� ...
�b����� ��E *�������	 ��6 ��7 � U���7.
Makiston is called a polis in the urban sense at Hdt. 4.148.4; there is no

attestation of polis in the political sense specifically applied to Makiston, but from
Hdt. 4.148.4 and Xen. Hell. 3.2.23 & 25 it appears that Makiston was one of the
perioikides poleis of Elis (Roy [1997] 283–5); $�����,��!�� is found in SEG 35 389
(ca. 399–369). The external collective use of the city-ethnic is attested in SEG 35
389.2–3 (ca. 399–369) and at Xen. Hell. 3.2.25; Paus. 6.22.4 provides an instance
referring to C6f. The external individual use is found in Xen. An. 7.4.16 (2����M	
*��
����	).
The territory is called > *�����
� by Strabo (e.g. 8.3.13, for which designation

see Bölte [1930a] 778–9). It is likely that the city controlled the sanctuary of
Poseidon Samios at Samikon (Strabo 8.3.13; Bölte [1930a] 777–8; Tausend [1992]
19–21).
Makiston was presumably situated at modern Mázi (Pritchett [1989] 65;

followed by Barr.); this site was a large town and there are remains of houses and
probably of public buildings (Trianti [1985] 22). Two burial areas of C4 have been
excavated (Trianti [1985] 22); the akropolis was fortified (Trianti [1985] 21;
Pritchett [1989] 68) and contained a Doric peripteral temple, probably of C5e
(Trianti [1985] 23–4); the temple was presumably dedicated to Athena (Trianti
[1985] 24–33). The city is mentioned as existing only once (AR [1996–97] 49, C3)
after ca. 400–369 (SEG 35 389), and is absent fromPolybios’ list of Triphylian cities
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at 4.77.9; it may have ceased to exist by 219, the date towhich Polybios’ description
of Triphylia refers.
In C5s (at the latest) Makiston was a perioikic community of Elis (cf. Hdt.

4.148.4 & Xen. Hell. 3.2.23 & 25; Roy [1997] 283–5); in the period ca. 400–369
Makiston was a member of the Triphylian federation (SEG 35 389, ca. 399–369),
an organisation which was capable of granting Makistian citizenship to foreigners
(SEG 35 389; cf. above 254); magistracies (�����) and a nomos is attested for C4f
(ibid.; cf. Siewert [1987] 276). The city presumably joined theArkadianConfedera-
cy with the rest of Triphylia ca. 369 at the latest (above 252–9).

(5).A.Noudion. Unlocated. The toponym is)�,���� atHdt. 4.148.4.A city-ethnic
is not attested. Noudion is called a polis in the urban sense at Hdt. 4.148.4.
Herodotos is the only source to mention Noudion; it may possibly have been
destroyed by the Eleians during their expansion into Triphylia.

(6). A. Phrixa(i). The toponym is ��
0��, �H in Hdt. 4.148.4; Xen.Hell. 3.2.30 has
��
0�, > (as Polyb. 4.77.9). Strabo 8.3.12 has ��
0�. A city-ethnic is unattested
apart from the entry in Steph. Byz. The territory was possibly homonymous with
the city (Strabo 8.3.12).
Phrixa(i) is called a polis in the urban sense at Hdt. 4.148.4 and in the political

sense at Xen. Hell. 3.2.30. In C5m Phrixa(i) seems to have been considered to be
Arkadian (Pherekydes [FGrHist 3] fr. 161), but from a combination ofHdt. 4.148.4
and Xen. Hell. 3.2.23 & 30 it appears that in C5l (at the latest) the city was a
perioikic community ofElis (Roy [1997] 283–5).However, according toXen.Hell.
3.2.30, Phrixa(i) was formally liberated from Eleian rule by the peace treaty
concluded between Sparta and Elis after their war in ca. 400; it is a safe inference
from Xenophon’s description of the city as a /��.��E	 $���	 (Hell. 3.2.30) that
Phrixa(i) now joined the Triphylian federation with which it presumably entered
the Arkadian Confederacy ca. 369 (above 252–9).
Phrixa(i) was located on a steep hill on the left bank of the R.Alpheios (Pritchett

[1989] 70–1; followed byBarr.). Yalouris describes the site as a Classical townwith
an akropolis and reports remains of walls, abundant sherds and tiles and the
foundations of a large building (Yalouris [1973] 170–1).

(7). A. Pyrgos. The toponym is �,���	, L at Hdt. 148.4 and Polyb. 4.77.9, 80.13
(both giving the accusative without article, though). The city-ethnic is unattested.
Pyrgos is called a polis in the urban sense atHdt. 4.148.4; Polyb. 4.77.9 describes

it as a polis too, and ca. 230–210 a Delphic theorodokos resided in Pyrgos. (If
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Pyrgos is identified with Bambes [see below], then the Delphic theorodokos 3�
�,���� [for which see Oulhen [1992] 43, l. 89] presumably resided in Herodotos’
Pyrgos, since Phrixa[i], located only 5km north-east of Bambes, is the next entry
Triphylian in the list.) In C5 Pyrgos was probably the victim of Eleian aggression
(Hdt. 4.148.4), but apart from that nothing is known about the political history of
the city in the Archaic and Classical periods; it may be assumed, however, that it
became a perioikic dependency of Elis (Roy [1997] 283–5), was liberated ca. 400,
joined the Triphylian federation and through it the Arkadian Confederacy (above
252–9).

Barr. follows Müller (1987) 839–40 in identifying Pyrgos with the Pyrgoi of
Strabo 8.3.22 and locating it at Ayios Ilias south-west of Lepreon at Barr. 58 lat.
37.25, long. 21.40; Arapogianni (1999) 168 identifies Pyrgos with the site at
Prasidhaki; however, both these sites were probably second-order settlements of
Lepreon (cf. the entry for Lepreon), andPyrgoswas presumably located at Bambes
(Pritchett [1989] 73–5, more or less where Barr. puts ‘Selinous’ (cf. Lauffer [1989]
352–3). Here a small C5e temple of Zeus has been found, situated on a hill
(Yalouris [1954] 290). Around the hill have been found four groups of houses thus
revealing a city of C5s (Yalouris [1954] 291) with traces of earlier occupation
(Yalouris [1958] 194). According to the excavator, the site was an important city
occupying a considerable area, which has yielded Archaic and Classical pottery as
well as displaced Archaic and Classical Doric columns (Yalouris [1956] 187, 191;
Yalouris [1958] 194, 198).

(8).A. Skillous (Skillountios). The toponym is 2�����7	, L (Xen.An. 5.3.7, 8; Paus.
5.6.6). The city-ethnic is2�����,����	 (Xen.Hell. 6.5.2). Siewert (1991) 82 restores
IvO 930 2��[��������].
Skillous is – presumably – repeatedly referred to as a polis in the political sense

in IvO 16 (ca. 450–425) (for which see Koerner [1993] no. 44 at 130 andRoy [1997]
296). Xen.Hell. 6.5.2 describes Skillous a polis in the political sense too and Xen.
An. 5.3.7–8 twice uses $������ about the inhabitants. The city-ethnic is found in
the external collective use in IvO 16 and Xen.Hell. 6.5.2; Paus. 6.22.4 provides an
instance referring to C6f.
The territory of the city is called > �B > 2��������
� at Paus. 5.6.6, but the

toponym could presumably also be used to denote the territory (Paus. 5.6.6:
$�������� �G L 2�����7	 ��E O���	 !��
�� ���.). Skillous was presumably
situated at modern Kampouli at Makrisia; here abundant evidence of Classical
habitation has been found (Pritchett [1989] 67 n. 151with refs.; followed byBarr.).
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In C5s Skillous was presumably a perioikic community of Elis (Roy [1997]
283–5); if so, it must have been liberated from Eleian rule by the peace treaty
concluded by Sparta and Elis after their war C5l/C4e (for which see Xen. Hell.
3.2.23–31), and itmay have joined the newTriphylian federation and through it the
Arkadian Confederacy (above 252–9); a board of officials (damiorgoi) is attested
for C5m (IvO 16 with Koerner [1993] 130). However, not much is known about
the history of Skillous in C4e, apart from the fact that Xenophon lived there;
according to An. 5.3.7, he was settled there by the Lakedaimonians (F$M �?�
����������
�� �+���!����	), but it is not clear how the Lakedaimonians could
grant land in a foreign polis unless they did so with Skillountian acceptance and
collaboration; cf. Hunt [1998] 174: “ ... Sparta gave Xenophon an estate in Scillus.
Scillus probably belonged to territory that Elis claimed as its own, but whose
autonomySparta guaranteed. The Scilluntianswould have beenhappy tooblige the
Spartans, their liberators. The settlement of Sparta’s friends and allies at Scillus
would commit the Spartans more fully to the maintenance of the Scilluntians’
independence. In a similar action during the PeloponnesianWar, Sparta had settled
Neodamodeis and the Brasidian Helots at near-by Lepreum, which had also been
asserting its autonomy from Elis with Spartan help.” Xenophon may have been
granted citizenship in Skillous: in An. 5.3.10 he refers to his own sons and those of
�?� O���� $����?� which seems to indicate that Xenophon too was a citizen. If
so, it may suggested that Xenophon was proxenos of the Spartans at Skillous, since
at Diog. Laert. 2.51 it reported that �#�\ $��0��
�� @����� �H ������������� but
not in which state. In 371, the Eleians claimed that Skillous was a polis belonging
to them, but the implications of this claim are uncertain (Tuplin [1993] 183–5).
After 371, Skillous disappears from the records.
Skillous probably dedicated a bronze vessel in Olympia C5l/C4e (IvO 930; cf.

Siewert [1991] 82).

Though they cannot be shown to have been poleis prior to the Hellenistic period,
the following sites are worth noting:

(1). Hypana (Hypanos). The toponym is cS$���, > (Polyb. 4.79.4). An ethnic is
not attested in literature apart from the entry in Steph. Byz.; the Achaian federal
bronze coinage of the city has S�)D) (Head,Hist. num.2 418).
Hypana is not attested in Archaic or Classical sources; at Polyb. 4.79.9 it is

called a polis with reference to the year 219. Ca. 230–210 a Delphic theorodokos
resided in Hypana (Oulhen [1992] 43, l. 82), and in C2 the city struck coins as a
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member of the Achaian Confederacy (Head, Hist. num.2 418). The city was thus
a polis at least in the Hellenistic period (above 467). On its earlier status nothing is
known.
Pritchett (1989) 57 (followed by Barr.) identified Hypana with the remains at

modern Platiana. The site is described in detail by Meyer (1957b) 22–39 who
thought it was that of Typaneiai. The city covers an area of ca. 5,2ha (Meyer
[1957b] 33) and is situated on a long narrow ridge of Mt.Lapithos above Platiana;
it consists of three parts: the city on the ridge, the lower city to the south and the
lower city to the north (Meyer [1957b] plan I). The ridge runs for 680m and its
width varies between only 20 and 30m (Meyer [1957b] 23); the lower city to the
south likewise runs for 680m and varies in width between 40 and 50m (ibid.); the
city thus appears extremely narrow and long. The city on the ridge is subdivided
into seven plateaus and rises from 565m for the first plateau in the east to 606 for
the seventh in the west (Meyer [1957b] 23–4). The first four plateaus were
habitation areas (Meyer [1957b] 23), whereas the fifth held the agora, the sixth a
theatre and the seventh constituted the akropolis proper (Meyer [1957b] 24). The
ridge was fortified. To the north the polygonal wall followed the edge of the ridge
but a stretch of 250m is left unfortified since the ridge was very steep here; north
and west of the ridge are additional, outer, fortifications. The southern edge of the
ridge was not separately fortified; the southern part of the outer city wall skirted
the southern limits of the southern lower town except south of the akropolis where
it is not needed. The lower town was occupied by habitation (Meyer [1957b] 29;
cf. Frazer [1898] III: 476). Dispersed architectural members suggest the existence
of at least one temple (Meyer [1957b] 32). According to Meyer (1957b) 33 most of
the extant fortifications areHellenistic, although a few traces of aC4 phase survives
as well (Meyer [1957b] 34). The sherds at the site go back to C5 (Meyer [1957b]
34). The site is also described by Frazer (1898) III: 475–6 who identified it with
Ep(e)ion.
According to Strabo 8.3.15, Hypana was at some point synoecised into Elis,

probably in C2l (cf. Roy [1999a] esp. 165–7).

(2). Samikon. The toponym is2������, �� (Polyb. 4.77.9, 80.6). Strabo at 8.3.19–20
claims that the site was once called 2���	; Paus. 5.6.1 uses 2��
� but the passage
is corrupt. An ethnic is not attested apart from the entry in Steph. Byz.
Samikon is not attested in Archaic or Classical sources. In Polyb. 4.79.9 it is

called a polis with reference to the year 219. Ca. 230–210 a Delphic theorodokos
resided in Samikon (Oulhen [1992] 43, l. 93); Samikon was thus a polis at least in
the Hellenistic period (above 467–8).
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According to Strabo (8.3.13), the people of Makiston used to supervise
(3$�������!��) the sanctuary of Poseidon Samios at Samikon (cf. Tausend [1992]
19–21); Strabo’s statement is without any precise chronological reference, but if his
statement covers the Classical period (and there is reason to believe that Samikon
existed by C4, cf. Pritchett [1989] 64) Samikon may have been a dependency of
Makiston. (vonGeisau [RE2 I: 2219–20] suggested that Samikonwas identicalwith
Makiston, but see Bölte [RE XIV: 778]; clearly, if we accept that Makiston was
situated at Mázi [above], Samikon and Makiston were two distinct sites.) It is,
however, not certain that Makiston and Samikon ever existed as political centres
contemporaneously: Samikon appears as a polis only in Hellenistic sources,
whereas Makiston disappears at some point before 219 (above). It is thus possible,
though by no means certain, that Samikon became the urban and political focus of
the former Makistian state when Makiston (for unknown reasons and at an
unknown date before 219) ceased to exist. On its earlier status nothing is known.
On the site, see Pritchett (1989) 62–4 with refs.

(3). Stylangion. The toponym is 2��������� at Polyb. 4.77.9, 80.13; Steph. Byz.
spells 2��������� (588.9). An ethnic is not attested apart from the entry in Steph.
Byz.
Stylangion is known only fromPolybios and Steph. Byz. Polybios calls it a polis

at 4.77.9 (cf. above 468). However, if the site of Stylangion is that proposed by
Pritchett (1989) 72 (and tentatively accepted by Barr.), it existed in the Classical
period since “definitely Classical” sherds are found there.

(4). Typaneai, Ty(m)paneiai (Typaneates). The toponym is /�$�����, �H at Polyb.
4.79.2; /�$���
�� is found inOulhen (1992) 43, l. 83; Strabo 8.3.15 has /��$�����.
The city-ethnic is /�$������	 at Polyb. 4.79.4.
Typaneai is called a polis at Polyb. 4.77.9, 79.4. Ca. 230–210Delphic theorodokoi

resided in the city (Oulhen [1992] 43, ll. 83–4). Polybios uses the external collective
city-ethnic at 4.79.4. Thus it was a polis at least in the Hellenistic period (above
468). On its earlier status nothing is known.
Typaneai was presumably situated close to modern Vresto (Pritchett [1989] 57;

followed by Barr.). Here a substantial urban site was discovered and described by
Meyer (1957b) 56–9. The site was fortified; the wall is built in the polygonal
technique and Meyer tentatively dated it to C4 (Meyer [1957b] 57). The wall
encloses an area 500m long and 200m wide; inside the walls are found sherds and
tiles going back to the Archaic period (Meyer [1957b] 57). A theatre can be
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discerned and perhaps a temple (ibid.). The site has also yielded Classical Eleian
coins (Meyer [1957b] 58).



Abbreviations and Conventions

References to Greek authors follow the abbreviations ofOCD3. For references to
Jacoby’s Fragmente, I print e.g.: Ar(i)aithos (FGrHist 316) fr. 6. References to
inscriptions follow the conventions of SEG or are explained below. Periodical are
abbreviated as in American Journal of Archaeology (1991) or as indicated below.

Babelon,Traité =E. Babelon,Traité desmonnaies grecques et romaines I–IV (Paris
1901–33).

Barr. = R.J.A. Talbert (ed.),Barrington Atlas of theGreek and RomanWorld, with
Map-by-map Directories I–II (Princeton & Oxford).

CPCActs 1 (1993) =M.H.Hansen (ed.),The Ancient Greek City-State. Acts of the
Copenhagen Polis Centre 1. Det Kongelige Danske Videnskabernes Selskab,
Historisk-filosofiske Meddelelser 67 (Copenhagen 1993).

CPCActs 2 (1995) = M.H. Hansen (ed.), Sources for the Ancient Greek City-State.
Acts of the Copenhagen Polis Centre 2. Det Kongelige Danske Videnskabernes
Selskab, Historisk-filosofiske Meddelelser 72 (Copenhagen 1995).

CPCActs 3 (1996) = M.H. Hansen (ed.), Introduction to an Inventory of Poleis.
Acts of the Copenhagen Polis Centre 3. Det Kongelige Danske Videnskabernes
Selskab, Historisk-filosofiske Meddelelser 74 (Copenhagen 1996).

CPCActs 4 (1997) = M.H. Hansen (ed.), The Polis as an Urban Centre and as a
Political Community. Acts of the Copenhagen Polis Centre 4. Det Kongelige
Danske Videnskabernes Selskab, Historisk-filosofiskeMeddelelser 75 (Copen-
hagen 1997).

CPCActs 5 (1998) = M.H. Hansen, Polis and City-State. An Ancient Concept and
its Modern Equivalent. Acts of the Copenhagen Polis Centre 5. Det Kongelige
Danske Videnskabernes Selskab, Historisk-filosofiskeMeddelelser 76 (Copen-
hagen 1998).

CPCActs 6 (1999) = T.H. Nielsen & J. Roy (eds.),Defining Ancient Arkadia, Acts
of the Copenhagen Polis Centre 6, Det Kongelige Danske Videnskabernes Sel-
skab, Historisk-filosofiske Meddelelser 78 (Copenhagen 1999).

CPCPapers 1 (1994) =D.Whitehead (ed.),FromPolitical Architecture to Stephanus
Byzantius. Sources for the Ancient Greek Polis. Papers from the Copenhagen
Polis Centre 1.Historia Einzelschriften 87 (Stuttgart 1994).
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CPCPapers 2 (1995) = M.H. Hansen & K. Raaflaub (eds.), Studies in the Ancient
Greek Polis. Papers from theCopenhagen Polis Centre 2.HistoriaEinzelschrif-
ten 95 (Stuttgart 1995).

CPCPapers 3 (1996) = M.H. Hansen & K. Raaflaub (eds.), More Studies in the
Ancient Greek Polis. Papers from the Copenhagen Polis Centre 3. Historia
Einzelschriften 108 (Stuttgart 1996).

CPCPapers 4 (1997) = T.H. Nielsen (ed.), Yet More Studies in the Ancient Greek
Polis. Papers from the Copenhagen Polis Centre 4.Historia Einzelschriften 117
(Stuttgart 1997).

CPCPapers 5 (2000) = P. Flensted-Jensen (ed.), Further Studies in the Ancient
Greek Polis. Papers from theCopenhagen Polis Centre 5.HistoriaEinzelschrif-
ten 138 (Stuttgart 1999).

CPCPapers 6 = T.H. Nielsen (ed.), Even More Studies in the Ancient Greek Polis.
Papers from the Copenhagen Polis Centre 6. Historia Einzelschriften (to
appear).

Diod. = Diodorus Siculus
Dubois, Corp. dial. = L. Dubois, Recherches sur le dialecte arcadien. II. Corpus

dialectal (Louvain-la-Neuve 1986).
Fischer-Hansen,Nielsen&Ampolo, Inventory=T.Fischer-Hansen,T.H.Nielsen
& C. Ampolo, “An Inventory of Poleis on Sicily in the Archaic and Classical
Periods,” to appear in M.H. Hansen & T.H. Nielsen (eds.), An Inventory of
Ancient Greek City-States in the Archaic and Classical Periods (Oxford).

Guarducci, EG = M. Guarducci, Epigrafia Greca I–IV (Rome 1957–78).
Hall & Morgan, Inventory = J.M. Hall & C. Morgan, “An Inventory of Poleis in
Achaia in the Archaic andClassical Periods,” to appear inM.H.Hansen&T.H.
Nielsen (eds.), An Inventory of Ancient Greek City-States in the Archaic and
Classical Periods (Oxford).

Hansen, Inventory = M.H. Hansen, “An Inventory of Boiotian Poleis in the Ar-
chaic and Classical Periods,” to appear in M.H. Hansen & T.H. Nielsen (eds.),
An Inventory of Ancient Greek City-States in the Archaic and Classical Periods
(Oxford). A first version of this Inventorywas published inCPCPapers 3 (1996)
73–116.

Head,Hist. num.2 = B.V.Head,Historia numorum.AManual ofGreekNumisma-
tics2 (Oxford 1911).

IPArk = G. Thür & H. Taeuber, Prozessrechtliche Inschriften der griechischen
Poleis. Arkadien = Österreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften, Philoso-
phisch-historische Klasse, Sitzungsberichte, 607. Band = Selb, W. (ed.), Ver-
öffentlichungen derKommission für antike Rechtsgeschichte nr. 8 (Wien 1994).
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Jost, Comm. = M. Jost, “Commentaire,” in Pausanias. Description de la Grèce.
Tome VIII. Livre VIII. L’Arcadie, texte établi par M. Casevitz, traduit et
commenté par M. Jost, avec la collaboration de J. Marcadé, Les Belles Lettres
(Paris) 161–93.

LCM = Liverpool Classical Monthly.
Maier, Inventory = F.G. Maier, “An Inventory of Greek Poleis on Kypros in the
Archaic and Classical Periods,” to appear in M.H. Hansen & T.H. Nielsen
(eds.), An Inventory of Ancient Greek City-States in the Archaic and Classical
Periods (Oxford).

Nomima = H. van Effenterre & F. Ruzé (eds.), Nomima. Recuil d’inscriptions
politiques et juridiques de l’arcaïsme grec I–II (Rome 1994–95).

Olympionikai = L. Moretti,Olympionikai, i vincitori negli antichi agoni olympici,
Atti della Academia Nazionale dei Lincei, Classe di Scienze morali, storiche e
filologiche, Memorie, Ser. 8, vol. 8, fasc. 2 (Rome 1957).

PECS = R. Stillwell et al. (eds.), The Princeton Encyclopedia of Classical Sites
(Princeton, New Jersey 1976).

Roy, Inventory = J. Roy, “An Inventory of Poleis in Elis in the Archaic and Clas-
sical Periods,” to appear in M.H. Hansen & T.H. Nielsen (eds.), An Inventory
of Ancient Greek City-States in the Archaic and Classical Periods (Oxford).
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223, 342–3, 368, 371, 389–91, 396,
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571; assembly at 337; bouleuterion at
318; coinage of 19, 40, 134–6, 137,
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169, 197–8, 318, 328, 358–9; site of
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of 421, 434, 439, 482; phylai at
149–50, 472; rebellions of relocated
communities against 416–7, 425–6,
430, 436, 484, 493; synoecism of 12,
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