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ABSTRACT OF PHESIS
"Philopoewen, a study in Hellenistic History" by R. M. BRRINGTON,

The basls of the work is an examinetion of the mwianﬁ source
maberial, in partioular Plutarch's 'Life of Philopoemen' and the
fragments of Polybius! Histories which deal with the Achaean
League. Anr oubline of the resulitant interpretation of Philopocmen's
oareer is as follows, Until 282 B,C. he took no part in Achaesn
politics, but was involved solely with Megalopolis, Betweaen 222
end 211 Philopoemon was in Crete representing the interests of
Philip V of Macedon, from 210 to 200 in Achaea‘whera after attéining
& milltary independence of Mucedonia with Philip's encouragement,
he used this to attempt to Join Rome. Defeated on this issue in
200 he returned to Crete to halg\[%er'aynia,nﬂ, Achacan allies. In
bis absence his friend Aristasnus carried his polioy and Jjoined
Achasa to Rome,

On Phlloposmen's peturn in 19 he first desired %o cooperate
with Flamindnus; but when he diacaveredﬁha’s Flaminings wag merely
using Achaee. for Roman poliey Philopoemen began to press the letter
of the law of the Achacen fosdus with Rome at first misundevstanding,
but finally exploiting Achaean yl;enfgalw, He refused Rome any
right of interferenvce in Peloponnesian matters, although he himself
was: unabie o Pind sgtisfectory solutions o many of the Achaeans'
problems particulerly those assoclabed with exiles from Sparta and

Messene, The Roman Senate, bound by its conventions could find



ng wey round tiw impasse until efter Philepoemeﬁ's death in 182,
when his party lost most of its influence in Aohaea, This inter-
play of polioies and purposes of the Senate and Philopoewen is
worked out in detail, _ |

The coneluding chapter traces the developing weakness of his
party after his death and attenpts to correot some modern inteye
pretations of Polybius! Judgement of Philopoemen and his policias,
Appendiees deal with source problens, ohronology - whorsby some
new solutions are proposed 4o problems in the Achsean strategos
1ist - and other pertinent problens,



e SR

The copyright of this thesis rests with the author.
No quotation from it should be published without
his prior written consent and information derived

from it should be acknowledged.

PHILOPOEMEN: A STUDY IN HELLENISTIC

HISTORY.

Thesis submitted for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy
in the

University of Durham

by

R. M. ERRINGION B.A. j

1965



|
|
?
',

PREFACH

This work was begun in summer 1961 and ended in October
1965. 1In the course of its composition, many debts have been
incurred which cannot all be scknowledged individually. The
most outstanding are: to Professor B, Badian, who has under-
taken the task of supervision with an energy and enthusiasm -
despite constant ill-health - which has never ceased to
stimilate and encourage; to Professor F. W. Walbank, who
suggested the subject and read drafts of the early chapters;
to Professor L. Birley and the staff of the Durham University
Archaeology Department, for congenial working conditions and

a stimulating environment; to Professor K. M, T, Atkinson and

my colleagues in Belfast, for encouragement and discussion,

F S

For the first two years, the work was financed by a
Hinistry of Education State Studentship; since then I must
express gratitude to the administrators of the Research Mund
of The Queenis University of Belfast for two indispensable
grants, which have made it possible for me to Visif libraries
in Oxford, and to visit Peloponnese and see places associated

with the 1life of Philopoemen.,

R M. E,

Belfast.

October 1965,



CONTENTS

CHAPTER 1,  Introduction, 1
2,6 Cretan Connections. » 30
3 Tradition and Patriotism, Bl
4o  Patriotism and Clientela. 109
: 5 Clientela and the Pax Achaica. 183
6. Policies and Politicians. 2
j I Callicrates 244,
IT Lycortas 257
j ITI 'The Last of the Grecks'. 269

|

Qgﬂl_)‘@{_ Te Sources. 287
2.  Strategoi: 211/10 - 179/8, 307
! 3, Some Achsean Coins. 340
Lo  Yumenes and Achaea. 245
5.  An Achaean Law, 37
6.  Polybius 21, 32c. 3-4. 349
7. Spartan Parties, 183 - 178, 351
NOLES 14
BIBLTOGRAPHY 704
TABLE 1o Lvents at Sparta, 192 - 178, 79A

2. Achaean gtrategoi, 211/10 - 179/8. At end.,



NOTE

All dates in this thesis are B.C. unless

it is specifically stated otherwise,



B i S ST

CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

I

At the time of his death in May/June 182, Philopoemen was in
his 70th year.l A calculation from this date gives June/July 252 as

terminus post guem for the date of his birth. Unfortunately, this

- cannot be accepted as altogether conclusive, for it may conflict with

evidence from Plutarch. The battle of Sellasia is now generally agreed
to have been in 222,2 In the autumn before the battle Cleomenes
attacked and took Megalopolis. At this time Plutarch says that
Philopoemen was 30 years of age.5 Imprecision lies in the fact that we
do not know whether Plutarch's figure represents an inclusive or
exclusive calculation, If exclusive, there is a direct conflict with
the other Polybian evidence, for it implies a date of between auntumn
254 and autumn 253, On the other hand, if Plutarch is simply recording
Polybius' information, as is quite possible, it may represent an
inclusive calculation - Polybius' usual method - and is then compatible
with the other Polybian date: it gives us autumn 253 to autumn 252 as

limits., This can then be combined with the terminus post quem of June/

July 252 to produce a narrow limit for the birth of between June and
October 252. This, while o@en to objection, has the virtue of accept-

ing the certain Polybian date of June/July 252 as terminus post _quem,

and explaining Plutarch's figure as a compatible Polybian calculation.q

Philopoemen's father Craugis was one of the most distinguished

citizens of Megalopolis. While he lived, he gave a home to Cleander of

Mantinea, who had been exiled from his native city. Craugis did not
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long survive the birth of his son, who was brought up after his death
by Cleander. No doubt the tie of interest was added to the tie of
sentiment in Cleander's case. The death of his Megalopolitan patron
must have made his position as exile less secure in Megalopolis; and !
the assumption of the duties of guardian of Philopoemen would tend to

predispose the Megalopolitans in his favour.5

When Philopoemen became older, he was put under the training of
Ecdemus and Megalophanes, who had helped Aratus free Sicyon. Both were
Megalopolitans, both had studied with Arcesilaus of Pitsne in the
Academy while in exile, The two together had, perhaps in 252, been
responsible for the assassination of the tyraht of Megalopolis, !
Aristodemus 'The Good', and as a result were enabled to return to
Megalopolis.6 A further result of their participation in the two 'lib-

erations' was that they acquired a reputation for being freedom-fighters; |

and their.associatidn with Arcesilaus gave their reputation, in the
popular mind, a philosophical basis. As a result, Plutarch, in his
idealised portrait of Philopoemen, suggests that Philopoemen's famous
love of freedom stemmed directly from his early association with the

two tyrant-assassins. This idea gives him a philosophical theory which
provides a theme for the interpretation of Philopoemen's later political
activities. We shall see that Philopoemen's later actions were based

on far more realistic political considerations; and there is no hint

of the philosophical motivation which was built into the legend and

retailed by Plutarch.

The training of Ecdemus and Megalophanes cannot therefore be
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considered to have been in any way responsible for the courses of
action which Philopoemen took later. Polybius seems to have realised
this, and describes the results of their training in very general terms.,
The emphasis, as he presents it, seems to have been laid on personal
self-sufficiency and public morality. The results which Polybius
attributes to this course of training are very practical: that
Philopoemen 'soon came to excel all his contemporaries in endurance and
courage both in hunting and in war'.7 These were clearly useful
personal'acquisitions for his future public military career; but bear
little relation to the policies which circumstances causéd him to form.
Plutarch's myth-making, whereby he attributes much of the glory of the
'Last of the Greeks' to the teaching of Ecdemus and Megalophanes, can

have no basis in reality.

The first 30 years of Philopoemen's life was a period of great
change for Megalopolis. The city had been founded in 369 with the
active support of Epaminondas as a concrete manifestation of Theban
support for Arcadian independence, and a symbol of the destruction of <
Sparta's military hegemony in Peloponnese. After the eclipse of Thebes,
Megalopolis looked to Macedon for support against Sparta; and this
continued throughout the third century. Taking no part in the
Chremonidean war, Aristodemus, the current tyrant, suffered invasion
from Acrotatus, the son of the Spartan King Cleomenes II, whom he
defeated and killed, He himself was assassinated by Ecdemus and
Megalophanes ~ perhaps in 252 - and at some time before 243 was

replaced by Lydiadas, son of Eudamus. This new tyranny probably
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accorded with the wishes of Antigonus Gonatas, although it seems that
the Aetolians were instrumental in helping him to the tyranny; this
was perhaps as a result of making his reputation by the defeat of Agis
at Mantinea, where he and Leocydes had led the Megalopolitans.8 After
his accession to the tyranny he placated the Eleans, who were allies of
the Aetolians, with the gift of Alipheira - perhaps paying off a
personal debt in this way. Although Alipheira was a constituent city
of the Megalopolitan koinon, it seems to have maintained some municipal
independence. As its situation probably méde it indefensible at this
time by Lydiadas, it was ceded to the Eleans to keep them quiet while
he was engaged on the Spartan front.9

Lydiadas' assumption of the tyranny at Megalopolis coinecided with
the rise of Aratus to influence in Achaea; and with this the pursuit
of an expansionist policy by the Achaean League. The Achaean Leagﬁe
had been reconstituted, probably in 281/0, with the union of Patrae,
Dymee, Pharae, and Tritaea; and the first federal magistrates assumed
their offices in the strategos-year 280/79. 1In 275/h Aegium joined
the League, giving momentum tobthe federal movement, and was quickly
followed by Bura and Cerynea, after pressure had been brought to bear
on the Macedon-supported fyrants by Margus of Cerynea. The remaining
four cities in Achaea - Leontion, Aegira, Pellene and Olenus — soon
followed suit, again probably urged by Margus. In 255/). the federal
administration was streamlined, and one annual strategos substituted
for the two, which had been the system until the present. As Margus

was the first man to occupy this new modified and more efficient
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strategia, we are probably justified in concluding that he had led

the agitation for the changé. Up to this time, the League had made
little impact on the Peloponnesian scene, except to underline the fact
that Macedonian control was less powerful than it had been in the

early part of the century, Nevertheless, tyrants, perhaps supported by
Gonatas, still held Cdrinth, Sicyon and Argos; and the comparatively
feeble Achaean League would be fully occupied in simply méintaining its

independence as long as this situation continued.lO

A change was suddenly brought about in 251/0. 1In that year Aratus
of Sicyon overthrew Nicocles, the tyrant of Sicyon, with the help of
Ecdemus, and enrolled Sicyon in the Achaean League. No doubt there
were opponents within the League to this extra-ethnic expansion -
although this was the practice in the First League - and the bargain
was not as one-sided as our sources, based on Aratus' memoirs, maintain.
But wé can surely envisage Margus' supporting Aratus' claim to unite
his city to the League; and if credit is to be given, he should
probably have at least as much as Aratus - who dominates the tradition -
for his foresight in persuading the Achaeans to accept the neighbouring
non-Achaean city, and thus initiate the period of expansion which
eventually made Achaea synonymous with Peloponnese. We hear little of
Achaea for eight years, when Aratus, now strategos of.the League for
the second time, led a successful attack on Corinth in 243/2, With
Corinth came Megara, Troezen and Epidaurus., It must have been clear
by now that the League had Passed beyond the point of being simply

another ephemeral attempt of weak states to unite against a common
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danger, but had become a solid community of interests.ll

At Megalopolis Lydiadas had already had experience of Aratus

through his contact with him at the battle of Mantinea - if we are to

accept as even part truth Pausanias' account of the battle. But there

is no indication that at this time Lydiadas had any thoughts about
resigning his tyranny. The threat from Achaea was not sufficiently
urgeht to make a decision pressing; and on the other hand Aratus
seemed determined to pursue a policy directly épposite to traditional
Megalopolitan policy. After the accessions to the League of»243/2,
his open hostility to Macedon was confirmed by the regulation of his
relations with Ptolemy. Evuergetes, and the League assigned honorary
hegemony fo Euergetes. In return for this Aratus received an annuity
of 6 talents: from the Bgyptian point of view this was a cheap way of

maintaining a policy of hostility to Macedon.12

In the next year, 242, an alliance with Sparta was in operation,
Agis IV and Arvatus with the Achaeans combined at Corinth to Oppose.
Aetolian militancy, which had been aroused by Achaean successes and
was encouraged b& Gonatas. Although this alliance was quickly broken
off when Aratus suspected that the.influence of Agis' domestic policies
was being extended to Achaea,13 it is clear that there was no possib-
ility of co-operation between Aratus and Lydiadas, whose traditional
and immediate Megalopolitan opposition to Sparta could not be
compromised, and who maintained friendly relations with Aetolia.

Aratus' rupture with Agis was followed in 239 by the death of Gonatas

and the accession of Demetrius IT to the Macedonian throne. At this,
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a re-alignment of forces took place in Greece, and an alliance between
Achaea and Aetolia was made against IVLacedon,]'[F In itself this did not
make any closer the possibilify of Megalopolitan rapprochement with the
League. But as Elis was a traditional ally of Aetolia and enemy of
Sparta, this Aetolian alliance, following close on Aratusf break with
Agis, tended to bring the whole Achaeo/Aetolian alliance into opposit-

ion with Sparta.

Achaea now began tolhavevthe same basic foreign poligy interests
as Megalopolis vis-a-vis Sparta, and Aratus' expansionism was already
beginning to bring pressure to bear on Lydiadas. Probably before 235,
the League under Aratus and Dioetas had expanded to include large parts
of -the Arcadian hinterland of Megalopolis: in these years Heraea, Alea,
Cleonée, Cleitor, Cynaetha, Stymphalus and Thelphuse were brought into
the League.l5 It must have become increasingly clear to Lydiadas that
he was in grave danger of beiné sandwiched between a hostile and
expansionist Achaea to the north, and a traditionally hostile Sparta to
the south, where Cleomenes III had just come to power on the death of
Leonidas. Prospects could not have been much less favourable for the
maintenance of an independent Megalopolis. Lydiadas must have been
aware of Aratus' reputation as tyrant-hater; and that his associates
Ecdemus and Megalophanes were now living in Megalopolis and mixing with
many of the young Megalopolitans. It must have been clear to Lydiadés '
that he was soon going to be faced with a critical decision: if he
anticipated the course of events and resigned his tyranny at

Megalopolis, he could apply to join the League; but in this case his



cilty would éuffer a serious diminution of national sovereignty° On
the other hand it would effectually remove the threat from the north;
and there would be a reasonable expectation of aid against Sparta.

If he did not take this course, he Qould be compelled to face the ever-
increasing hostility from both Sparta and Achaea, and even fifth~

column attempts from within Megalopolis itself. The decision was

unpleasant; but for a politician the Achaean rapprochement was
inevitable. He chose to anticipate the major threat, and secure safety
for himself and Megalopolis. In 235/4 he enrolled‘Megalopolis in the
Achaean League; and was‘rewarded by himsélf being elected to the
federal strategia fér 234/3, The Mégalopolitans became Achaean citizens;
and as a result, a much wider sphere for political activity was opened
up to the ambitious. There can have been few who disapproved of the

long-term considerations which had influenced Lydiadas' decision.

During the next few years until 230/29 Aratus and Lydiadas
alternated in holding the federal strategia., Friction was almost bound
to arise between the two outstanding personalities of the League; and
fhis was certainly increased by Lydiadas' emphasising as League policy
his natural Megalopolitan fear of Sparta. Aratus may have been
unwilling to recognise the seriousness of the threat from Sparta and
may have tended to attribute Lydiadag' fears to Megalopolitan tradition
rather than to political reality. Added to this was personal jealousy -
another métive which created hostility between the two leaders; and it
is this aspect which Plutarch emphasises.l7 Aratus could see his

personal supremacy threatened by the newcomer whom he had supported,
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Lydiadas was strategos; and in his official capacity opened
negotiations with the tyrant of Argos, Aristomachus, with a view to
taking Argos into the League. When Aristomachus formally applied for
membership with the support of Lydiadas; he was successfully opposed
by Aratus. It seems clear that Aratus was pfovoking a trial of
strength with Lydiadas; and Aratus had won. Plutarch faithfully
records Aratus' propagandist accusation of Lydiadas, of poaching
patronage. This was clearly the issue on which Aratus was prepared to
fight. It was far more than simply the matter of Argive membership
which was at steke: it was the whole basis of Aratus' personal
dominance within the League. Hence the attempt to suggest that
Lydiadas Was in some way acting illegitimately in supporting
Aristomachus' application. In fact, in Lydiadas' strategia, Aratus had
no business to take upon himself negotiations for new League members.
It was Lydiadas' duty, and if Aratus persisted, a clash was clearly
inevitable, with legitimacy on the side of Lydiadas. Aratus of course,
was able to pass this over in his apologia, and lay the blame firmly

on the shoulders of Lydiadas' ¢5xo¢¢“£a.18

This defeat was fatal to Lydiadas' political career. He had
failed to appreciate the fact that he was a novus homo, an Arcadian in
Achaea; and on the other hand he had underestimated Aratus' personal
following in Achaea and the.personal bitterness which the clash had

engendered, The crisis was engineered by Aratus; and his victory

secured his personal prominence., VWhen he was himself strategos in
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229/8 Aristomachus was quietly enrolled in the League, under Aratus'
patronage. During the years of Lydiadas' activity, Mantinea had
joined the League, and possibly Orchomenus.19 But after the accession
of Argos, when other tyrants saw the friendly reception which had
ultimetely been offered to Aristomachus, Aegina, Hermione, Phlius and
perhaps Pheneus and Lasion, entered the League., Aratus was consolid-
ating his own position; and ostentatiously supported Aristomachus’

successful bid for the strategia of 2;38/7.20

Signs of trouble were already apparent in Achaea, Before 229
Mantinea was lost to the Aetolians, and in 229 was taken from them by
the militant Cleomenes. Although it was recovered by Aratus, in 227,
it was almost immediately lost again in the succéssion of disasters of
226/5.21 Caphyae was taken in 228 by Aratus, but this was the last
independent acquisition made by the League. For the future, any
accessions were to be de facto subject to the permission of the dominant
power, whether Macedon or Rome. In 226 and 225, under the strategoi
Hyperbatus and Timoxenus, Achaea lost many of her recent acquisitions,
and became subject to violent attack from Cleomenes. The loss of
Heraea and Alea was rapidly followed by that of Mantinea, Caphyae,
Pellene, Argos, Phlius, Cleonae, Epidaurus, Hermione, Troezen, Corinth,
Pheneus, Lasion and Megara. One result of this desperate situation was
that Megalopolis, although remaining for the moment intact, was cﬁt
off from the rest of Achaea; and as the federal authorities were
fully occupied with Cleomenes in northern Achaea, Megalopolis could

expect to be left to fend for itself - particularly after the death
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of Lydiadas at Ladoceia in 227.22

In the circumstances it is not surprising to find that Aratus,
guite early ih the series of disasters -~ in 227 after Ladoceia - made
use of two Megalopolitans, Nicophanes and Cercidas, to make an
exploratory approach to the new Macedonian King, Antigonus Doson, in
an attempt to negotiate Macedonian aid for the League against
Cleomenes. This was, for Aratus, a direct change of policy from the
hostility to Macedon, on which he had come to power in Achaea. But
he was now faced with a straight choice between defeat at the hands of
Cleomenes and the acceptance of the tutelage of Doson. In the
circumstances the latter was the lesser evil. In the case of the
Megalopolitans, hostility to Sparta and support for Macedon was the
traditional policy of their period of independence. It is interesting
to note that the incorporation of southern Arcadia into the League,
and the resultant confrontation with Sparta, had the effect of causing
Achaea to adopt the Megalopolitan policy rather than continue the
earlier Achaean., But Antigonus' demand for Corinth could not be
granted in 227 for both personal and public reasons of prestige. The
result was that the negotiations hung fire until the revolt of the city
in summer 225 and its capture by Cleomenes. This effectually removed
the stumbling block of Achaean prestige - now already shattered. By
this time too Achaea was so hard pressed by Cleomenes that the autumn
synodos of the League voted to accept Antigonus' demands for Corinth

D

. o L. 2
in return for military aid, 2

Early in 224 Antigonus appeared in the Megarid. With the
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support of Timoxenus (strategos 225/4), and Aratus (strategos 224/3),
he quickly dislodged Cleomenes from his strongpoints of Corinth and
Argos; and by the end of 224 Cleomenes was confined to the south of
Argos. During 223 Antigonus advanced into Arcadia, took Tegea,
Orchomenus, Mantinea, Heraea and Thelphusa from Cleomenes, and thus
confined him further within the traditional boundaries of Laconia.
This campaign successfully relieved Spartan pressure on Megalopolis

. .24
and southern Arcadia.

It was during these years of unremitting Megalopolitan hostility
to Sparta that Philopoemen reached maturity and gained his early
political and military experience. He had seen Lydiadas lay down his
tyranny in favour of participation in the larger political unit; and
had realised that this did not mean a betrayal of local sectional
interests which could, in the circumstances, be better defended by
participation in the Achaean League; and these considerations were not
necessarily invalidated by the incapacity of Achaea to be wholly
successful in defending Megalopolis against Cleomenes. It must be to
the continuous warfare of these years that Plutarch refers, when he
says that Philopoemen 'accustomed himself to march first on the outward
march and last on the return'.25 He probably took part in all the
serious Tighting of 227, and may well have been present when Lydiadas
was killed at Ladoceia.26 But his youth must have prevented him from
taking any active part in Megalopolitan politics at this time; and he
could have had little to do with the appeal to Macedon. However, as a

soldier, he must have realised the need for military reinforcement
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against Cleomenes, which was clearly not forthcoming from Achaea
alone; and therefore have supported the negotiations. There was,
after ail, no loss of prestige for the Megalopolitans in an appeal to
Macedon., But if Philopoemen can have played little part in the
political activity of these years, he must have taken an important
part in the defence of Megalopolis until 223, when the city was
relieved by the presence of Antigomus in Arcadia; for by then he was
recognised as an important military Ffigure by the Megalopolitans,
although, as far as we know, he had as yet made no mark in federal

military matters.

In 223 comes Philopoemen's first major recorded activity.
During the summer Cleomenes had made an unsuccessful attack on
Megalopolis, apaft'from which the year had gone to Antigonus.27 In
the autumn, the Macedonian troops were allowed to go home instead of
spending the winter uselessly in billets in Peloponnese., This was
equally satisfactory from the point of view of the soldiers, who were
able to return to their families, and the Achaeans, who thus avoided
the expensive obligation of providing winter accommodation for the
troops. The soldiers were therefore dispatched from Achaea wﬁile the
roads to the north were still open.28 This meant taking the gamble
that Clecomenes would not use what rémained of the fine weather to
attack Achaea; but it seemed justified, as Cleomenes must have
appeared cowed as a resui£ of the reverses he had sustained during
the summer., Cleomenes however looked upon this rather differently.

To him this was the gift of an opportunity for a successful surprise
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attack on Megalopolis. He made his preparations rapidly, and in a
night attack on the inadequately defended city - it was too large for
its population even in normal times, and must have suffered severe
losses in‘the years of fighting - he gained possession. In the course
of the fighting some 1,000 Megalopolitans were killed or taken
prisoner; the remainder, including women and children, were led by
Philopoemen to the safety of friendly Messene. In fact, Messene was
not a member of the League, nor yet of Antigonus' symmachy of 22#,29
but the common hostility fo Sparta, traditional in both cities, was

) .
sufficient to make Messene a safe retreat for the refugees.)o

There are three accounts extant of events subsequent to the

capture of the city, all biassed to some extent. Plutarch, in his

Cleomenes (23 - 25), relies largely on Phylarchus, whose bias was in

favour Qf Cleomenes. In his Philopoemen (5), the source may have been
Polybius' Philopoemen, which perhaps extracted from Phylarchus' account
material which could be interpreted to the glorification of Philopoemen,
and maintained essentially unaltered the Polybian bias against
Cleomenes. It is possible that the material from Phylarchus was
included by Plutarch himself, but he probably reflects Polybius'
portrait. The third account is Polybius' Histories (2.55 & 6L - 63),
taken from Aratus' memoirs or Megalopolitan tradition, with the
addition of his polemical discussion of Phylarchus' account - which he
does not altogether succeed in contradicting., To these Pausanias adds

31

little of any value. As the longest and most detailed account is

that in Plutarch's Cleomenes, it will be most convenient to use that
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as a basis for discussion of the Polybian variations and criticisms,

Of those who were captured in the attack on Megalopolis, Plutarch

names Lysandridas and Thearidas, §vbpec EwboEot xai Svvarol pdiioma

Thv Meyohomohitdy »  They were br@ught béfore Cleomenes, and
Lysendridas immediately began negotiations for the safety of the city,
making the suggestion that the Megalopolitans would be willing to join
Cleomenes in return for the safety of their homes. As a result,
Cleomenes sent them both to Messene to present his conditions to the
Megalopolitans who had escaped: that Megalopolis would be spared if
the union with Achaea was abandoned and support for Sparta promised.
Philopoemen's influence was décisive in persuading the Megalopolitans
not to abandon Achaea, and drove out Thearidas and lLysandridas from
Messene as traitors., Cleomenes then did his best to wreck and loot

2
the abandoned city before leaving for Sparta.)E

Polybius' account ignores the negotiations altogether because it
suited Aratus and Polybius himself to paint as black a picture as
possible of the destruction - Aratus to justify his application for
Macedonian aid, and Polybius for patriotic Megalopolitan reasons. He

goes on to explain Cleomenes' violence: goBto &8 motfioul pot
Soxel Sud TO x0T TdC THY AaLpdY WEpLOTAOELG Tapd udvolg
Meyohoworitarg xal Ztvpgariols undémote Svwmdivar phd’ alpetioriy

xal wovvwvdy @y 18wy Edridwy pfize mpoddtny xataoxe vicacial .
This motivation simply does not account for the facts., It had been

one of the main aims of Spartan policy towards Arcadia from the time

of the foundation of Megalopolis to destroy it. Cleomenes' violence

needs no such personalised motivation,>>
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How then are we to judge the authenticity of the mission of
Thearidas and Lysandridas? If we can accept the probability that
chapter 5 of Plutarch's Philopoemen has Polybius - in some form -~
as its base, this offers us a check. In this passage Plutarch
mentions the mission, and Philopoemen's part in rejecting it, without
however, mentioning Thearidas and Lysandridas. He may have simply
omitted the names himself; but it is possible that he simply did not
find them in his Polybian source, Confirmation of this comes from
Polybius' polemic against Phylarchus: he mentions this episode, again
without names, and although he suggests that Phylarchus is white-
washing Cleomenes, it is not this which he specifically objects to,
g0 much as the omission of 4oy Ewatvoy xal Thy éw’ayag@ pviuny
Y AELoNSywY ﬂpéatpécewv 1/ Again Polybius' patriotic bias shows
through his polemic; and his failure in this place to specifically.
deny the existence of the negotiations seems conclusive for their

34

being historical.

Why then did Polybius attempt to conceal the existence of these
negotiations, which he did know about, and the names of the collabor-
ators? He was certainly influenced by his source's (Aratus') desire
to paint as black a picture of Cleomenes as possible; and his own
patriotic desire to praise noteworthy conduct of Megalopolitans made
him naturally sympathetic to this view. However a more personal
motive can perhaps be found. The name Thearidas is known to have
35

been the name of Lycortas' father, Polybius' paternal grandfather.

There is no chronological difficulty in the way of accepting the
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identification of the two Thearidas; and it seems too much of a
coincidence for there to be two important and influential
Megalopolitans at this time named Thearidas., If we accept this
identification, it removes the difficulty of Polybius' omission of
this rather discreditable episode in his family history, which his
father Lycortas and Polybius himself -~ both confirmed federalists -
must have preferred to forget. The clash with the family friend,
Polygius' hero, could not be easily or consistently explained in the
family history; and inconvenient as it was, could be simply
eliminated by omission in his own work.36 However, he could not
control the output of other writers; and this gave him an additional,

and personal, motive for his violent attack on the credibility of

Phylarchus - which in this detail, at least, is unconvincing.

We can therefore accept as historical the negotiations between
the Mégalopolitan refugéeS, led by Philopoemen, and Cleomenes,
through the medium of Thearidas and Lysandridas. The conversations
however, which Plutarch records from Phylarchus, cannot be historical
and must be attributed to imaginative presentation.37 On the other
hand, the considerations which they represent seem reasonable., The
only reason why Cleomenes should enter negotiations at all was hope
of political advantage: he would gain nothing in the long term by the
destruction of Megalopolis; Philopoemen's competent rescue of the
greater part of the civilian population had even made the financial
prospects from the sack of the city meagre. If the Megalopolitans

could be persuaded to renounce their friendship with Achaea,
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Megalopolis would become a Spartan forward post against the

inevitable Macedonian/Achaean aggression of the following year. The
empty shell was valueless strategically, as it was far too large for
Cleomenes to hold himself with the forces at his disposal. ZEven the
goods and chattels of the devastated city could not be expected to
yield much, as Polybius himself points out. It was therefore
reasonable enough to open negotiations with the refugees: no Macedonian
reinforcements could be expected, and he could deal adequately with

whatever forces Achaea could muster,

While Thearidas and Lysandridas may have been willing to
sacrifice long-term Achaean interest for their particularist desire to
preserve their city intact - far more valuable, admittedly, to the
Megalopolitans than to Cleomenes - Philopoemen was completely
unwilling to compromise, although some of his fellow refugees had to
be persuaded of the value of the course he adﬁocated.58 For both
personal and traditional reasons he viewed with distaste a rapproche-
ment with Sparta - though this cannot have been his main reason for
treating the negotiations with contempt and sacrificing the city. He
must have realised, as an experienced soldler, that since the appear-
ance of Antigonus in Peloponnese, Macedonian power had become the key
factor in the situation. The present impotence was only temporary;
and any immediate advantage gained by a Megalopolitan agreement with
Cleomenes would last just as long as Antigonus was without troops.
Both for traditional and for immediate reasons, therefore, the

presence of Antigonus in Achaea, and his involvement in the war with
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Cleomenes, forbade. any consideratiop of short-term gainé, which
would inevitably prejudice the city's 1opg-term welfare., Polybius
might rant to his heart's content sbout the loyalty of the
Megalopolitans to the League, the praiseworthy sacrifice of their
'land, tombs, temples, homes and possessions rather than break faith
with their allies'. But he must have realised, had he not allowed
his moralising rhetoric to carry him away, that the decision which
involved these things was taken after a cool assessment of present
political reality and the expected development of events in the near
future. Had Philopoemen failed to persuade his citizens, there would

probably have been no Polybius to tell the tale.39

In the circumstances, Cleomenes had to make the best of his
disappointment. The empty city was useless to him. So that the
expedition would not be wholly without result, he sacked it, and
removed all valuables to Sparta. A sum of about 300 talents,
Polybius estimates, was the total result. Phylarchus, in an attempt
to make the affair a triumph for Cleomenes, exaggerated the Ffigure to

6,000,

Cleomenes had not yet finished taking ad&antage of Antigonus'
temporary incapacity. In Spring 222, before the Macedonian troops
had returned from their homes, he entered the territory of Argos where
Antigonus was wintering with a very small force. He did not dare %o
march out against Cleomenes with the forces at his disposal; and the

Argives had to watch their countryside being devastated while their

protector was able to do nothing to prevent it. In this case Polybius
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is forced to express his admiration at the coolness of Cleomenes'
calculation, in the process again striking a blow against Phylarchus®

tragical history in the persons of those 'who think this was a rash

41

In July. of the same year, 222, Cleomenes was bro&ght to battle
with the forces of Antigonus! symmachy at Sellasia. A detailed
account of the battle would be out of place here;[{'2 but the part
played by Philopoemen, which first brought him to notice outside his
strictly Megalopolitan activities, must be examined. In Antigonus’
army were 3,000 Achsean EmihexTol wMeZot , 300 Achaean cavalry, and
1,000 Megalopolitans armed in Macedonian fashion, and led by Cerc:idas,l'L3
The number of Achaeans is small, particularly when Megalopolis was
able to provide 1,000 men; but this may have been arranged by
Antigonus: the Achaeans would have to feed the army. The independent
group of the Megalopolitans and their equipment can best be explained
by the personal nature of the Megalopolitan grievance against Cleomenes,
now aggravated by the sack of their city. The longstanding friendship
between Megalopolis and Macedon, coupled with Antigonus' failure to
prevent the sack of Megalopolis, is sufficient to explain the
Macedonian provision of equipment for the destitute Megalopolitans,
Cercidas himself had been one of the original Megalopolitan envoys to
Antigonus in 227; and this established personal connection had
probably been used again to secure the equipment for these troops.
The presence of this independent Megalopolitan infantry suggests that

the Achaean suthorities had not insisted on Megalopolis' providing a



e R e S i L

-2l -

contingent for their federal force - the selective nature of the
troops required, being nowhere nesr a full levy, made this possible.
However, we know that Philopoemen served among the cavalry;q# and
as there .is no mention in any source of separate Megalopolitan
cavalry, he must ﬁave been with the 300 Achaeans., It is unlikely

that he was the only Megalopolitan cavalrymen, which suggests that

Antigonus had perhaps again offered help with equipment.

The whole of the allied cavalry was placed in the centre of
Antigonué' line, in the valley of the Oenus, between the two hills
Buas and Olympus. To their left on Olympus was the Macedonian phalanx
with 5,000 mercenaries under Antigonus, facing that of Cleomenes who
was fortified higher up the slope. On the right of the allied line
were the Achaeans and Megalopolitans, facing Buas on which the other
Spartan king was in command with some 5,000 men; in the valley
between right and left were 1,000 - 2,000 Spartan mercenaries shielding
the Spartan cavalry. Hidden overnight in the tributary valley between
the allied right and Buas were Illyrians and Acarnanians.45 Antigonus!
plan was to attack Fuas with these surprise troops, and outflanking the
Spartan left, to take them at a disadvantage, while the Macedonian
phalanx prevented Cleomenes' leaving Olympus to aid Eucleidas. The

centre was probably to be held back until both wings were engaged.46

The battle began at dawn with the Acarnanian attack on Euas.
The Spartan light-armed mercenaries from the centre were at once

despatched to take them in the rear, in the space between them and

the allied centre. This move was clearly dangerous for the
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Acarnanians, but perhaps not altogether unexpected by Antigonus. In
any case he did not yet give the sign for his centre to join battle,

aé he wanted to give the outflanking Illyrians on the right of the
ambush time to engage, and to involve the Spartan mercenaries on the
less favourable ground of the hillside, where the Acarnanian hillmen
would be at home, This does not mean that he was intending to make

a sacrifice of the Acarnanians: only to take the utmost advantage from.

the engagement of the Spartan mercenaries before sending in his centre.

Philopoemen had no official position in the allied army, except
perhaps as leader of the Megalopolitan cavalry ~ even this is not
made clear in the sources - and did not see the plan of the battle in
this way. What was apparent to him in his place in the centre, the
closest point to the Spartan attack on the Acarnanians, was that the
Acarnanians were threatened from the rear. His reaction was based on
instinct rather than military discipline. He drew the attention of
the Macedonian officers to the threat from the Spartan mercenéries,
and suggested immediate action. Reasonably enough, as well-trained
officers, they resisted this attempt from the ranks to teach them
their responsibilities, and waited for the pre-arranged signal from
Antigonus' headquarters. Before this came, Philopoemen broke ranks
and led his Megalopolitans, followed by the rest of the cavalry, to
relieve the Acarnanians by a charge against the Spartan cavalry, left
exposed by the mercenaries! a.bsence.47 The Spartan mercenaries were
thus forced to retire to protect their cavalry, the pressure on the

Acarnanians was relieved, and the allied cavalry could return to
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their position. In the event, Philopoemen's self-willed

intervention had been successful in allowing the Acarnanians a freer
attack. But in the long run it made little difference to the success
of the attack on Tuas. For by this time, the Illyrians had come over
the brow of the hill; and Eucleidas; instead of using the advantage
which his superior position gave him for attack, allowed the Illyrians
and Acarnanians time to reach close quarters. As a result of the
subsequent fighting the whole of the Spartan left on Fuas was beaten
into retreat down the opposité slope and annihilated.

- Philopoemen's effort therefore, in this part of the battle, was
esséntially a minor episode, which may have added to the comfort of
the Acarnanians and saved some lives, but had little, if any, effect
on the course of the battle as a whole. Polybius' account of this -
perhaps influenced by information from Philopoemen himself - turns it
into a major part of the fighting, to the greater glory of
Philopcemen and Achaea. In fact he suggests that Philoggmen's
initiative was mainly responsible for the success of the attack on
Euas48 ~ which we have seen can scarcely have been the case. In fact,
had Philopoemen been a Macedonian, and not a member of the
Megalopolitan allied contingent, he may.well have expected to suffer
for his misplaced initiative. But in the final assessment Antigonus

was generous with praise to Philopoemen, when he found him seriously
wounded after the later main cavalry engagement - although Polybius'
anecdote suggests that had Alexander, the Macedonian commander of the

right, been responsible for the premature cavalry attack, he would
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have expected to answer for his temerity.

However, there is little reason to doubt the authenticity of
the compliment bestowed on Philopoemen by Antigonus, that he had
acted like a general - although there is room for discussion about
the spirit in which the compliment was offered, When the battle was
over the wounded would appreciate the king's praise. There is also
no reason to doubt that Antigonus suggested that Philopoemen should
serve him in Macedon, a detail which must come originally from
Philopoemen himself. If his tactical insight had been at fault, there
could be no doubt of his personal courage and initiative in fighting
on when his legs were transfixed by a javelin. Antigonus could no

doubt find employment for such men.49

After the success of the allied attack on Euas, Cleomenes on
Olympus in desperation launched a phalanx attack on Antigonus. The
fighting here was severe; but the weight of the Macedonian phalanx,
now supported by the right, which had been freed as a result of the
success of the attack on Euas, and the cavalry, was sufficient to win
the day for the allies. The Spartans broke, and Cleomenes escaped to
Gytheum from where he sailed to Egypt.BO The war was over; the
threat to Achaea from Sparta, for the moment at least, destroyed.

The Megalopolitans could now thank Philopoemen's foresight for
preventing their accepting Cleomenes' friendship.
IT
Having to some extent made bis reputation as a soldier in the

war against Cleomenes, Philopoemen soon afterwards went to Crete,
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where he stayed for ten years, fighting on behalf of the Gortynians.
In this he was probably associated with the interests of Philip V of
Macedon, who became king when Doson died in the course of the winter
after Sellasia., We shall discuss Philopoemen's activities in Crete
elsewhere.51 Here it will be convenient to examine briefly events
in Greece between Sellasia and Philopoemen's first federal appointment,

as hipparch in 210/09.

The members of Dosonfs synmachy surrounded and enclosed éhe
territory of the Aetolian League, which had been strong enough to
refuse to participate in the symmachy. Philip was only 16; and the
Aetolians took advantage of his youth to attack Achaea, which now
relied wholly on Macedon for protection. In 221 various raids
against Achaea and elsewhere caused the symmachy to declare war on
the Aetolians.52 The threat to Achaea from Sparta was also renewed
when the Aetolians made an alliance in 219 with Lycurgus, who had
emerged as the dominant figure at Sparta from the chaos following
Cleomenes' death. Philip and his advisers saw the war as a whole,
with the result that he spent 219 trying to open up the western route
from Macedon to Peloponnese, and Achaea was virtually left to take
care of herself., Philip's winter campaign against Elis and Triphylia
did not significantly alter this state of affairs, and in 218 the
Achaeans were so distrait that they agreed to pay-Philip for time
which he spent in defending specifically Achaean interests. Aratus
had some influence over Philip, and tried to preserve some reality

belind the facade of the symmachy, whereas Philip's chief Macedonian
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adviser, Apelles, saw the symmachy simply as a weapon of Macedonian

aggrandizement - much as Doson had conceived i't.53

The effect of these two conflicting interests on Philip was
confused still more in 219, when he was joined by Demetrius of Pharos,
who had been driven out from his Illyrian kingdom as a result of hié
misinterpreting Roman 'freedo1rn'.5l'L Demetrius quickly gained influence
over Philip, and he was able to provide a new direction for Macedonian
foreign policy. His own aim was the recovery of his kingdom, and in
218 he persuaded Philip to build a fleet. Demetrius' influence
distracted Philip from Peloponnese and Achaean problems, and despite
the fact that Aratus had finally discredited Apelles, Achaea was for
the most part left to defend herself. This continued throughout 217,
although the Neﬁea brought Philip to Argos irn July., While there, he
receivéd news of the battle of Trasimene, which effectively replaced
his interest in the Aetolian war with a plan of invading Italy and
joining Hannibal against Rome. The war in Greece was therefore quickly
brought to an end in 217 at a conference at Naupactus. Peace was made,
and Agelaus of Naupactus recognised the danger of Philip's interest in

Italy when he warned the Greeks about the 'cloud in the west'.55

But Philip was too much under the influence of Demetrius and his
own desire to play a world role to take any notice of Agelaus' warning.
A campaign against Scerdilaidas brought Philip a common border with
Rome's friends; and winter 217/6 was spent in the construction of

100 lembi. When this fleet put to sea, Scerdilaidas appealed to Rome.

The Senate detached 10 ships from its fleet at Lilybaeum to investigate
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Scerdilaidas' complaint, which Philip interpreted as the advance-
guard of the whole Roman fleet., Thinking that lis whole scheme was
known he could only return to Mecedon. But despite this failure, and
the news of Cannae, which removed the greater part of Philip's
bargaining power, he approached Hannibal., Althqugh the negotiations
were discovered by the Romans through the capture of Philip's
messenger, a treaty was arranged in 215, in which Hannibal recognised
Philip's potential diversionary value by acknowledging his interests

in the Roman Tllyrian 'Protectorate' to be legitimate.56

The Senate knew of this treaty in 215, but no action was taken
until Philip's seriousness was expressed by attacks on Oricum and
Apollonia in 214, M. Valerius Laevinus, the Roman fleet commander,
immediately crossed the Adriatic, recovered Oricum, and forced Philip
to burn his fleet at the mouth of the Aous. Philip's schemes had
been spectacular only in their failure. Yet the Senate no longer
could feel safe by simply trusting to bonds of amicitia with the
existing dynasts and cities. A permanent naval establishment was
required in Illyria to protect the straits of Otranto: once Laevinus
had regained Roman Illyria, there he stayed. But protection of the
straits was considered to be adequate safeguard, and no attempt to
extend Roman influence was made until 212, despite Philip's drives
against Illyria from the inland. In 212 approaches to the Aetolians
resulted in the agreement of an alliance in 211: but the terms
carefully emphasised Roman uninterest in permanent occupation of

Greece. All towns should go to the Aetolians, all movable plunder -
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including prisoners - to Rome. The Macedonian War was simply an

inconvenient distraction from the main war against Hannibal.57

~

With the end of the war.against Aetolia, Philip expressed even
less interest in Achaea. His only purpose in southern Greece was to
keep Peloponnese quiet, so that‘he could concentrate on his western
plans. To this end he retained some of his strongholds in Peloponnese
Corinth, Heraea, Orchomenus, Alipheira and Triphylia. In 215 these
proved to be insufficient to maintain peace in Peloponnese, when
factional trouble broke out at Messene. Achaean interest was clearly
deeply involved, and Aratus travelled quickly to Messene. When he
arrived he found Ithome already occupied by Philip and Demetrius.
Demetrius urged that Macedonian interest demaﬁded a permanent
Macedonian occupation of Ithome; Aratus argued that the goodwill of
the peopie was likely to be more effective. Philip was persuaded by
Aratus - although the concession cost him little. To make up for the
absence of a permanent garrison on Ithome, he ravéged Messenia in
214.58 Aratus had failed in his attempts to conceal the fact that
Achaea had become a Macedonian satellite. His claims to be able to
exert personal influence over Philip were finally shattered, privately
by the discovery that Philip had seduced Aratus' daughter-in-law,
publicly by the lack of interest which Philip at last showed in the
constitutional trappings of the symmachy . It had been formed as an
expression of Macedonian domination, and only briefly, while Philip
was finding his political orientation under Aratus' guidance, had it

been anything else., When Aratus died in 213/12 in his 16th strategia

59
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Achaea had become little more than a toy in the hands of the great
powers., It will be the purpose of the following chapters to trace
the way in which the next generation of Achaean politicians adapted

themselves to the changing circumstances.



CHAPTER 2

CRETAN CONNECTIONS

Philopoemen spent more than 15 yearsl of his mature life in
Crete, which the literary sources virtually ignore. This is partly
due to the loss of Polybius' biography, where the events in which
Philopoemen took part in Crete must have been described. But since
the work was a panegyric account, which would contain little more
then a 1list of the hero's achievements without the addition of any
background or discussion of motives, we might not have had much more
useful information had it survived. However, we have no means of
Judging the value of the material in the biography, since neither
Plutarch nor Pausanias made any use of it for the Cretan years, and
Polybius' Histories ignored this part of Philopoemen's career. As
far as the surviving literary sources are concerned, therefore, these
two periods in Crete are a gap, which it is the purpose of the

present chapter to attempt to fill.

The essential inadequacy lies in the sources. Philopoemen
himself is not mentioned at all, Achaea only briefly, in the literary
sources which have anything about Crete at this period; and apart
from the War of Lyttus, to which Polybius devoted three chapters, the
internal history of Crete is just as uncertain.2 Epigraphic evidence
can fill, to some extent, the gaps in the literature; but as so
often when inscriptions provide the bulk of the evidence, interpret-

ations are disputed, and it is therefore only possible to offer a

likely reconstruction of events in Crete during these years, and the
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relationship of the island to the general Greek political movements
5f the age. The interpretation offered here is an attempt to use

the available material to build up some kind of positive plcture of
the place of some of the Cretan cities in the history of this period;
and fo show the part played by Philopoemen in the events of the years

of his absence from Achaes.

At some time soon after Sellasia (222) Philopoemen went to
Crete. The real circumstances are concealed by Plutarch's version,
that his activity at Sellasia had so attracted Doson's attention that
he invited him to join his staff - an invitation which Philopoemen
refused; but because he did not want to be under another man's
orders, and yet wanted military activity, he went to Crete.3 Plutarch
clearly knew little about the true reason for Philopoemen's departure;
but it is perhaps significant that it was only Antigonmus' offer of
formal military service which was refused. There is no hint in
Plutarch's account of Philopoemen's being indignant at the offer of
the king, such as appears in Pausan:'Las.L‘L The way was clearly left
open for Philopoemen to accept a less formal type of service: to
represent Macedonian interests while at the same time retaining his
own freedom of action. And we shall argue that it was this type of
informal representétion ol Macedon in Crete, which Philopoemen under-
took for Antigonus' successor, in the honourable tradition of the

upper~class condottieri.

We do not know exactly when he went to Crete. But it may be

of some significance that in 220 Philip sent a force of the symmachy
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to Crete to help the Lyttians and their allies, among whom was the
party of the neoteroi at Gortyn. Included in this force were some 200
Achaeans.5 The internal Gortynian quarrel between neoteroi and
presbyteroi, which Polybius records, must have some external political,
as well as internal social significance. Van Effenterre, accepting the
obvious indications of the names neoteroi and presb teroi, suggests
that they represent democratic and oligarchic parties within Gortyn6 -
democratic in the attenuated sense of the word forced upon the language
by Hellenistic conditions: '. ., le terme s'oppose moins désormais A
aristocratie ou oligarchie qu'aux diverses formes de pouvoir personnel
favorisées souvent par les monarques dans les cites grecques'.7 The

only real objection to this is the total lack of supporting evidence.

Willets' use of Forbes' examination of the institution of véot

led him to suggest that this gtasis at Gortyn was 'a conflict between

~ the older and younger citizens . . . . promoted by internal causes of

which we are ignorant'.8 This less precise identificatipn seems in
itself safer, and therefore preferable, in the current state of our
knowledge of Crete at this time. DBut the causes may perhaps be elucid-
ated. The War of Lyttus started as a final phase in the attempt of
Cnossos and Gortyn - the presbyteroi - to subdue the whole island to
their joint hegemony. In the course of this war against Lyttus, other
cities broke from the alliance with Cnossos and Gortyn; and the stasis
broke out at Gortyn. It was only with Aetolian help that Cnossos and
the Gortynian presbyteroi were enabled to come out on top. After this

the war became more general and Lyttus was destroyed. At this point
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Philip intervened with his contingent from the symmachy; and the
war was soon decided in favour of the dissidents from the Gortyno/
Cnossian dualism. At some time after this, Philip was appointed
prostates of all Crete - clearly by the victorious party, whom he had

supported; and this naturally included the neoteroi at Gortyn.9

Can we find in this series of events a reason for the stasis at
Gortyn? We cannot be sure that the neoteroi were democrats (even in
the hellenistic sense); but we can be sure that they opposed Cnossos
and the dual hegemony, which was supported by the presbyteroi. After
the success of the revolt from Cnossos and Gortyn, the koinon =~
whether founded then or earlier - seems to have been dominated by
Gortyn; and this Gortynian domination lasted, though gradually fading
out, into the mid-second oentury.lo This clearly means that the
neoteroi had effectually managed to exert Gortynian hegemony over the
federation after the war. It seems reasonable therefore to see the
neoteroi as Gortynian nationalists and perhaps federalists, who were
dissatisfied with the dual hegemony - and the internal power in Gortyn
for the presbyteroi, which this implied. A revolution towards feder-
ation (or a more effectual koianon, if it already existed), and away
from the dual hegemony, would result in power in Gortyn for the neoteroi;
and in Crete as a whole, the koinon would be likely to look to the
Gortynian neoteroi for leadership. For success in the revolt meant
that Cnossos! preténsions to hegemony were destroyed, and the presby-
teroi at Gortyn with them. From the point of view of the participants,

this was clearly worth fighting for, worth civil war - both for the
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neoteroi and for the Cretan cities, which were dissatisfied with the
dual hegemony. And it is in this way that the stasis seems to make

most sense, when set in its Cretan context.

The intervention of Philip in Crete is more easily explained.
In Greece the Social War was declared in summer 220. Cnossos already
‘had an alliance with the Aetolians, and this was naturally supported
by the Gortynian presbyteroi. It is not known when this alliance had
been established, but it fits conveniently into the well-established
anti-Macedonian traditions of Cnossos, which had sent help to the
Rhodians as long ago as Demetrius' siege in 305, 1,000 Aetolians were
instrumental in driving the neoteroi out of Gortyn.ll This alignment
of the presbyteroi with the anti-Macedonian parties offended the
neoteroi personally and nationalistically; for there had been close
relations between Gortyn and Macedon, as the extant treaty between
Gortyn and Demetrius IT shows clearly.12 This may have been made by
the neoteroi during an earlier period of power, or by the presbyterol
at a time before the idea of the dual Gortyno/Cnossian hegemony became
practicable, But during Doson's reign the Macedonian alliance must
have been abandoned, and alliance made with Cnossos and her anti-

Macedonian traditions.

When the neoteroi were driven out, they had a ready-made grievance
to set before Philip, Macedonian interests were now threatened by the
predominance of the presbyteroi in Gortyn; and now that war with

Aetolia was common to Macedonian interests both in Greece and in Crete,

the neoteroi had a strong argument. They seem to have gained Aratus!
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support; and this will help to account both for Philip's undertaking

to help those willing to support him in Crete, and for the 200

Achaeans in the contingent from the sv:mmachl.l3

Philopoemen's position in this is not altogether clear. It may
be that he was simply one of the 200 Achaeans; or he may have gone

out with the support of Antigonus or Philip as an agent provocateur,

LIf this latter were the case, the secrecy which Polybius seems to

have observed over his visit to Crete would be more easily explained:
there could be nothing disreputable about membership of an allied
contingent - although, on ﬂhe other hand, there was probably little
spectacular about it, which would deserve special mention, Further
supporting this view is the length of his stay in Crete - at least
until 211 - in an island now dominated by Philip and Philip's friends.
Philopoemen must therefore have fought on the right side in the War of
Lyttus; for otherwise his position in Crete would have been intolerable
after it. He must have supported the neoteroi, for his return to Crete
in 200 is at the specific request of the Gortynians; he must have
supported the growth of Philip's influence, for on his return to Achaea
he was immediately elected to the federal hipparchy in a year when
Cycliadas, the leader of the Macedonisn party, was strategos. He
probably therefore took some part in organising the appointment of
Philip to his prostasia. A close personal connection with Macedonian
interests explains satisfactorily Philopoemen's prolonged residence in
Crete after the crisis of the War of Lyttus had passed. This had

happened by 219, for it was then possible for the Polyrrhenians and
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their allies to send help to Philip and the Achaeans in Grreece.li'L
This recovery on the part of the federal faction in Crete suggests
that the force from the symmachy was able to be withdrawn, thus
throwing Philopoemen's solitary position into relief. All factors
seem to point to a close relationship between Philip and Philopoemen

during Philopoemen's first period in Crete.

Despite this close relationship, which we have demonstrated,
Plutarch wrote that Philopoemen refused co-operation with Antigonus
in 222. This does not mean that our analysis of Philopoemen's relation-
ship with Philip is necessarily wrong. Plutarch took what he found in
Polybius, and this can only have represented Philopoemen's public
statement., When Polybius wrote his Histories, he could not admit that
Philopoemen had ever favoured Macedon, for this would have seemed to
be simply confirming his anti-Roman reputation, which Polybius was at
pains to deny. Even in 222 Philopoemen cannot have desired -~ for
different reasons - to become known as a Macedonian hireling. If he
was to have any hopes of a political career in Achaea, he had to
maintain an appearance of independence from Macedon. Therefore his

public refusal to co-operate with Antigonus after Sellasia.

But this did not mean that he was de facto prohibited from
accepting Antigonus' offer. A public denial only meant the absence
of public co-operation: nothing prevented Philopoemen from representing
Macedonian interests in Crete unofficially and informslly. In this
wey he would preserve his political position in Achaea, while at the

same time he gained personal benefits discreetly from his de facto



- 37 -

acceptance of the offer., He was not abandoning Achaea, for Achaean
interest was as closely involved as Macedonian in defeating Aetolian
influence in Crete. His first period of Cretan activity could
therefore be regarded as patriotic service, as long as the Macedonian
influence was kept out of sight., This explanation of Philopoemen's
public rejection of Antigonus' offer also suggests an explanation of
the precise nature of the offer. Ve have argued that the rejection
was only a public demonstration of Achaean solidarity, which did not
affect the de facto collaboration. This suggests that the original
offer was of what Philopoemen actually undertook - service in Crete.
The difference between the plan and the result was that Antigonus

had probably died before Philopoemen went out, and Philip was the
executant of the scheme. It is reasonable to assume that Philip at
first simply continued Doson's policy, as the Cretan plan fitted well
with the development of Aetolian hostility to Macedon. This added
more truth to Philopoemen's sophistical statement, recorded by Plutarch,
that he had rejected Antigonus' offer. It was true, in a sense,
because he had in fact rejected it publicly; it was true, in another
sense, because it was, in the event, Philip who was served by
Philopoemen.,

11

When Nabis came to power in Sparta after the death of Machanidas
in 207, he founded his position on mercenary help. In particular, this
came- from alliances with Cretan cities. The alliances became so close

that Nabis came into control of some of the Cretan cities.15 In 204



he was strong enough to start attacks on Achaea, which continued for
some years in a desultory fashion. In 200 Philopoemen held a success-~
ful strategia, during which he made some attempt to take the war to
the enemy, and took the first steps to guide the Achaean League to
the alliance with Rome. After this gstrategia Philopoemen suffered
defeat at the elections and returned to Cfete, where he stayed until
194, One reason for his leaving Achaea is clear: the election defgat
spelled danger, and this is discussed in detail elsewhere.16 The
reason for his prolonged absence, after his supporter. Aristaenus
gained power in Achaea, comparatively soon after his departure, is -
less clear., But it seems likely that it was a reason of policy which
kept Philopoemen in Creté, although at the time of his departure he

17

was simply making a virtue of necessity.

The first fact to consider is that Philopoemen went to Crete in
200 at the express wish and invitation of the Gortynians.18 From our
analysis of his relations with CGortyn during the War of Lyttus, it is
clear that this invitation must have been issued by the neoteroi, who
had been in power at least since the establishment of Philip’'s
prostasia. IHe must therefore have been involved in fighting against
the enemies of the neoteroi. Nabis' position in Crete may be relevant
to this. It is difficult to trace any certain relations between Sparta
and any individual Cretan city ét this time; but there are some
significant indications. After 200 - while Philopoemen was in Crete =

19

a war was carried on between Gortyn and Cnossos.”” This is clearly,

in some sense, a continuation of the Cnossgian struggle for power in
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Crete, which had resulted in the War of Lyttus. But in the new
conditions of the time, we should expect to find, if there is any
political significance in Philopoemen's presence, Nabis' power
centred on Cnossos or one of her allies., The Achaean hostility of
200 towards Sparta would then be mirrored in the Cretan alliances,
as was the Achaeo/Macedonian hostility to Aetolia in 220; and

Philopoemen would provide the link,

The indications that this mey in fact have happened are not,
at first sight, of great relevance., In 272 Areus II of Sparta served
in Crete under the Gortynians. It also seems likely that at the time
of the Chremonidean War the position was reversed, and Sparta was
helped by Gortyn.ao These items seem to point in the wrong direction;
but in 272 and later, the Gortynian party which had the friendship of
Sparta was probably that which, by the time of the War of Lyttus, was
known as the presbyteroi. At that time they were in close relations
with Cnossos, co-operating in the attempt to establish the dual
hegemony. After Philip's intervention, the neoteroi had become the
dominant party in Gortyn; and although there seems to have been
general peace in the island after the War of Lyttus, we have already
noted that the hostility between Gortyn (neoteroij; and Cnossos (and
presumably Gortynian presbyteroi in exile), broke out again at the
time of Philopoemen's visit to Crete in 200, Nabis was probably of

the royal Spartan blood;21

but in any case, as king of Sparta he
would take up traditional Spartan comnections, which in the changed

circumstances involved an alliance with Cnossos. This is what we
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should naturally expect of a Spartan ruler looking for support in
Crete; and Homolle has independently attempted to demonstrate this
comnection.” He suggests that the inscriptions 16 XT 4, 716 (= Ditt.
8y1l., 584) and 719 should be read closely together. This then
suggests a connection between Nabis and Cnossos at this time. It
would be rash to be as sure as van Effenterre that Homolle's demonstr-
ation shows any certainty in this relationship - 'les Cnossiens sont
sans doute parmi les amis de Nabis'23 ~ but it does suggest the same

conclusion as the earlier evidence.

There are other indications, which suggest a close relationship
between Achaea and Gortyn on the one hand, and between Nabis and
Cnossos on the other, In the circumstances of the war which was
going on in Crete between Cnossos and Gortyn until some time before
189,24 we should consider the Mycenaean proxeny decree for Protimus
of Gortyn.25 This Protimus had been responsible for an attempt to
save Mycenaean gpheboi who had been taken to Sparta by Nabis - perhaps
among the 2,000 Argives taken to Sparta by Nabis in 195,26 perhaps at
some other time during the Spartan domination of the Argolid after 198.
Thé decree must have been set up after the epheboi had returned - for
it could hardly have been erected while Nabis was still in control of
the town. The type of relationship enjoyed with Sparta during Nabis'
comparatively brief period of control is illustrated by the decree in
favour of Damocleidas the Spartan, which renews [vole Aaxedatpovioie
©Jav xovvaviay dy[dvav, dv] & xdua Tl9nTL. . We can scarcely imagine

this being passed voluntarily, when the Spartans were likely to take
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all the epheboi they could lay their hands on, as Protimus' almost
27

contemporary decree shows. The friendliness of a Gortynian to the
epheboi of an Achaean town, and its recognition by honorary decree,
suggest again the public friendship of Gortyn for Achaea, which
included mutual assistance, and the hostility to Nabis which this
implied. The form of the service which Protimus rendered is not

clear; nor whether it was successful. But the demonstration of mutual

goodwill is clear.

A later example of the same disposition on the part of Gortyn
may be seen in the presence of Telemnastus of Gortyn with 500
'Cretans' as an important figure in Philopoemen's campaign of 192
against Nabis.28 The close personal connection of Philopoemen with
Gortyn and the importance of the part Telempastus played in this
expedition strongly suggest a personal connection between Telemnastus
and Philopoemen. They also imply a public connection between Achaea
and Gortyn, for Polybius mentions that Telemnastus' exploits were
remembered almost 40 years later, in 153, when his son was Cretan
ambassador to Achaea.29 The friendly connections between Gortyn and
Achaea seem demonstrated; but they also imply official Gortynian
hostility to Nabis. This, in view of Nabis' known interests and
interference in Crete, and in the light of the current hostility
between Gortyn and Cnossos, indicates a friendship between Cnossos
and Nabis, and supports what the other evidence has independently
suggested.

In the light of this evidence, strongly suggesting friendly
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relations between Gortyn and Achaea, and Nabis and Cnossos (and
other Cretan cities connected with Cnossos), we can consider it to

be of the greatest probability that Philopoemen’'s otherwise unnecess-
arily long period in Crete from 200 to 194 was directed against the
position which Nabis had built up for himself in the island. His
fighting in the war between Gortyn and Cnossos was directly parallel

with the Achaean war effort in Peloponnese against Nabis.

Having established this with some certainty, we can turn to
other evidence, which may fit into this pattern of relationships
between the states of Crete and Greece., There is some evidence which
points to Polyrrhenia's having close relations with Sparta. In the
middle of the third century, the Polyrrhenians set up a stele to

Areus IT of Sparta.Bo

This indicates that they were anti-Macedonian
at the time. As we have already noticed, Areus had a close connection
with Gortyn, which Nabis seems to have taken up with.the presbyteroi.
Polyrrhenia gained the support of the Gortynian neoteroi when leading
the revolt from the Gortyno/Cnossian dualism. With this naturally
went the support of Philip; and the body of opinion which had led

the revolt and had enjoyed the help of Philip's symmachy in 220
replied by taking the lead in organising the Cretan force which was
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sent to Greece in 219. This change from the earlier anti-Macedonian
policy probably represents a change in the dominant political group in
Polyrrhenia. But the change did not last long. By the time of the

Kretikos Polemos, which began in 204, Polyrrhenia seems to have again

changed sides. In the series of city decrees for the asylia of Teos,
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the Mécedonian Perdiccas does not appear in the decree of
Polyrrhenia. Holleaux, in his illuminating interpretation of these
decrees, has understood thisg to mean that the Polyrrhenians now
sympathised with Rhodes in the war which she was fighting with

Philip.~”

If Holleaux is right in this, the Polyrrhenians would seem
to be reverting to their mid-century attitude of anti-Macedonianism.
At the earlier time, anti-Macedonianism was synonymous with friend-
ship with Sparta.‘ If the attitude was repeated - and it would no
doubt receive adequate encourage@ent from Nabis - we may have
identified a second ally for Nabis in Crete. However, this argument
depends too much on the correctness of Holleaux' persuasive, but

33

uncertain, interpretation of the documents to insist on its validity.

We have already mentioned the Kretikos Polemos, which started in

204: more must now be said. It has been discovered by scholars from
two imprecise references in Poljﬂoius,BLF one concerning a mission of
ambassadors who were sent by Philip to Crete to stir up war against
the Rhodians; the other concerning the increase of Nabis' influence
in Crete. In addition to this, undated epigraphic evidence exists,
some of which was first referred -to this war by Herzog, and all of
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which has been often worked over since, But despite the work of

the scholars, the war, in course and origin, remains obscure. The
epigraphic evidence can arguably be interpreted as referring to the
war of 167 between Crete and Rhodes; and although Holleaux has put

forward a very strong case for 204, which weaccept here, this is not

absolutely certain.
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The passages of Polybius show us this much: that Philip was
intending to pursue his antagonism towards the Rhodiens in Crete at
this time. We have already seen that some 10 years previously he
had established a prostasia in Crete; and it seems likely that he
had maintained an interest in the affairs of the koinon, and with
this, in the Gortynian neoteroi. As far as Nabis is concerned, the
reference in Polybius does not seem to indicate his undertaking a
full~scale war: Polybius simply describes him as supporting the
pirates. As we have already shown, Nabis' interests should have been
on the side of Cnossos; and Philip's, we should expect to find on
the side of Gortyn and the koinon. In any case, Philip's undertaking
in Crete was only a diversionary move in his main struggle against
Rhodes; that his intervention rapidly waned seems clear from the
Gortynians' request to Philopoemen,36 at the time when Philip's
occupation elsewhere must have left the EQiHQﬁ open to a split led
by Cnossos; and of course, Philopoemen's interests were opposed to

Nabis'. The issues involved in the Kretikos Polemos clearly cannot

have been as clear-cut as to have united Philip, Nabis, and 'the
Cretans' - whatever this may mean in this context - as Guarducci

4
thinks.>!

As we have already pointed out, an alliance between Philip and
Nabis at this time would be surprising: it seems much more likely
that there would be a conflict of interests in Crete between Nabis
and Philip, rather than active co-operation. For we must also

remember the situation in Peloponnese. Philip was still an ally of
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Achaea, and as late as 200 he offered, however insincerely, to help
the Achaeans in putting an end to the trouble from Nabis, which

38 Without solid

Acheea had now been suffering for five years.
evidence to the contrary, we should conclude that no friendly
relations with Nabis had ever existed for Philip. The agreement
reached in 198/7 over Argos cannot be used to show any community of
interests as early as the Cretan war; for this was only a stop-gap
arrangement to spite the Achaeans, when they had joined the Roman

- .
allies against h:'Lm.)9 But there is some evidence that Philip and
Nebis were in fact opposed in the Cretan war; and this is connected
with the Rhodian position in Crete. By tradition, Cnossos was
friendly with Rhodes. She had sent help in 305, when the island was
blockaded by Demetrius; din the War of Lyttus Rhodes had sent help

to Cnossos; and at the time of the Kretikos Polemos friendly

relations between Cnossos and Rhodes probably still subsisted.40 We
have suggested that Cnossos was one of Nabis' sources of power in
Crete: if therefore we take together this common friendship of Rhodes

and Nabis for Cnossos at the time of the Kretikos Polemos, it is

clear that there is no possibility of an alliance between Philip and

Nabis for the Cretan war.,

It seems clear therefore that it is incorrect to speak of
'The Cretans' at this time as if they acted as one body - this
despite the existence of the koinon. The island was split into at
least two camps; and one of the factors which conditioned the split

was the friendship of Nabis or Philip., This aspect of the otherwise
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internal split was probably emphasised after the battle of Chios,
when Philip's interest was forcibly shifted from the Aegean, and
his ability to create a balance of power in Crete desfroyed. It is
scarcely surprising to find Cnossos renewing her anti-Macedonian
policies as soon as Rhodian support was available, for Cnossos can
only have been brought to recognise Philip's prostasia after the
War of Lyttus unwillingly., The support offered by Rhodes and the
eagerness of Nabis to gain influence in the island must have
appeared a providential combination of circumstances, of which they
took full advantage. Gortyn and the koinon on the other hand were
less fortunate in the enthusiasm of their foreign champion. Philip's
interest in the Aegean was soon cut short, and they had to look to
Achaea and Philopoemen, who had served them adequately in his first

period of Gortynian service,

A circumstance which may be connected with this invitation is
the presence of Didascalondas the Cretan among the Achaean forces
while Philopoemen was still gtrategos in 200.41 Didascalondas
accompanied Philopoemen in his attack on Nabis' mercenaries at
Pallene, and was important enough to be entrusted with the command
of part of the Achaean levy. This seems to mark him out as being
more than simply a mercenary captain - although there were Cretan
mercenaries in Achaea in 200, as a dated inscription from Mantinea
shows.42 It is unfortunate that the man's home city cannot be

discovered; but we can conclude with some certainty that it was

not Cnossos or one of the Cnossian allies. This leads to the
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suggestion that he may have been from the koinon. The koinon was
controlled at this time by the Macedonian party, probably still led
by the Gortynian neoteroi, and had supported Philip as long as
Philip supported it. We have argued that it was threatened by a
secession movement supported by Sparta and Rhodes during the Kretikos
Polemos. It would therefore be entirely natural to find a represent-
ative of the koinon in Achaea, in the first instance helping the
Achaeans in their parallellstruggle against Nabis; but really hoping
to secure some help for the Cretan sector of the war. It therefore
seems possible that Didascalondas was their representative; and that
the Cretan troops of the inscription were the koinon's token of good
faith to theif Achaean allies. Hb may in fact have been a Gortynian
who already had a close link with Philopoemen; but we have no means

of showing this.

There is no other information which sheds any further light on
relations between Achaea and the cities of Crete; but some events
should be related in the 1ight of what we have shown to be the
probable reconstruction of Cretan politics. In 197, shortly before
the campaign of Cynoscephalae, 500 Gortynians joined Flamininus under
the command of Cydas;.#3 It has been argued by De Sanctis that these
were simply part of the 600 Cretans who were handed over to lamininus
by Nabis in the spring, after the negotiations at Mycenae.qq But
from what we have seen of relations between Peloponnese and Crete

at this time, it seems highly unlikely that Gortynians would seek

service with Nabis (implying willingness to serve against Achaea),
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when Philopoemen was helping them to fight off the threat of Nabis'
influence in Crete; and on the'other hand, it is unlikely that Nabis
would use mercenaries whose loyalty was necessarily in doubt, But,
in fact, there is a much more compelling reason for thinking that
these troops were not Nabis' ex-mercenaries. For Livy expressly
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states = that these troops were handed over at once - datis; and we
have every reason to believe that this must be taken literally, for
these very troops were largely responsible for showing Philocles at
Corinth that Nabis had already changed his allegiance. The 500

Gortynians who joined Flamininus in Phthiotis cannot therefore have

been part of Nabis' 600 Cretans.,

In this case the question must be asked: why did these Gortynians
come to join the allied army? It is most unlikely that they were
mercenaries hired by Flamininus. The answer may lie in Achaea. We
shall see that there was no essential disagreement on policy between
Philopoemen and Aristaenus at this time; and there is no reason to
doubt that Philopoemen fully approved the Achaean agreement with Rome
in 198, It is therefore open to suggestion that Gortyn - having
turned anti-Macedonian after being abandoned by Philip - sent these
troops on the advice of Philopoemen, who was acting in co~-operation
with Aristaenus and Nicostratus. It seems too much of a coincidence
for the Gortynians indepéndently to have decided to send these troops
to join Rome, just at the time when Philopoemen might have been
expected to urge this policy upon them, and when their main Greek

allies, the Achaeans, had just pronounced their readiness to accept -
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a treaty of alliance with Rome. It may be going too far to suggest
that they were meant as a substitute for the Achaean troops,which
were not available to join the allied army in the north; but it does
seem clear that there was some Achaean influence at work; and this

can perhaps be narrowed down to Philopoemen.

We have already mentioned the presence of Telemnastus of Gortyn
on Philopoemen's expedition of 192 against Nabis. This demonstrates
clearly enough the conﬁinuance of the public and private connections
between Philopoemen and Achaea on the one hand, and Gortyn on the
other. But why did Philopoemen only return to Achaea in 194, when he
had been absent in Crete during some of the most momentous events in
Achaean history? The continuity of friendly relations forbids us to
conclude that he left Crete while he was still needed. The implication
is therefore that the war between the Gortynians and Cnossians, which
he had gone to Crete to participate in, was no longer continuing. We
know that it had certainly ended in 189, as the two cities joined

forces in that year to fight Cydonia46 - and this suggests a priori
that some time had elapsed since the cessation of active hostilities
between the two cities. We should perhaps look for the answer in
Sparta. If the Cnossians and allies had relied as much on Nabis as
he on them, the termination of hostilities in Peloponnese and the
virtual neutralisation of Nabis in 195 would have a severe effect on
the war in Crete. In particular, the stipulation in the terms of the

treaty with Flamininus that Nabis must give up all the cities he

controlled in Crete, as well as his navy, would drastically alter the
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balance of power in Crete in favour of Gortyn and the ggiggg.q7 In
these circumstances Cnossos may well have felt inclined to make peace
before it was forced upon her. This would naturally be soon after
Flamininus' settlement of Sparta, therefore late 195 or early 194 -
perhaps winter 195/4. This gives Philopoemen sufficient time to have
ended his commitment in Crete and returned to Achaea to spend a year
or more recreatiﬁg a position for himself, which he used to secure his
election as strategos in autumn 193. We therefore suggest that the
reason for Philopoemen's return from Crete in 194 was that the
parallel war in Crete did not continue until 194, but reached a
conclusion by negotiation as a direct result of the enforced withdrawal

of Nabis' support from the Cnossian alliance.

The honeymoon period of co-ocperation between Gortyn and Cnossos
which followed the peace and is illustrated by the joint war against
Cydonia, did not last long. By 184 they were fighting each other
again,48 This war does not seem to have been very prolonged, for an
extant decree of the koinon dated to 183, records a treaty of alliance
with Bumenes; and at the head of the subscribing cities appear both
Gortyn and Cnossos.49 This implies that ﬁhe differences which had .
given rise to the war had been settled, and support for the koinon

re-established. Philopoemen retained his close connection with the

koinon to the end of his life. During bhis last campaign he was
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accompanied by Cretans as well as Thracians and Achaean cavalry.
We have no means of telling from which of the cities of Crete these

troops came; but as Cnossos and Gortyn were enjoying one of their
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periods of co-operation at this time, it seems possible that the
troops were mercenaries from the koinon, and that the Cnossians too
may have contributed men. This circumstance provides an additional
plausibility to the arguments of Guarducci, who suggests that the
epitaph of Tharsymachus, found at Cnossos, should be seen to refer

to this war, rather than some internal struggle in Crete.51 In any
case, from our point of view, the presence of‘the Cretans shows
clearly enough that Philopoemen maintained his links with Crete
during the intervening years; and still, as in his earlier campaigns,

set considerable store by the aid of the Cretans.

We shall conclude this analysis with a summary of what we have
argued was the probable course of events in the relationships between
the cities of Crete and the Greek mainland from the time of
Philopoemen's first visit. In 221 or 220, Philopoemen went to Crete,
probably as a private individual with the support of Philip, after
publicly rejecting Antigonus' offer of formal service, or perhaps as
a member of the Achaean expeditionary force, sent as a result of
Aratus' enthusiasm for the gymmachy's interference in Crete. While
in Crete, he fought with the cities opposed to the dual hegemony of
Cnossos and Gortyn; and as a result came into contact with the
Gortynian neoteroi. As a representative of Philip's interests in the
island he remained after the temporary emergency of the War of Lyttus
was over, and was present - perhaps even actively organising support
for Macedon - when Philip was granted the position of prostates by

the koinon., As a result of the success of the Macedonian camp in



- 52 -

the war, the neoteroi were restored to Gortyn; and under their
leadership Gortyn became the dominant influence in the koinon.
Philopoemen was present through all this, and must have been active
in support of the Gortynians as well as Philip, as their later invit-

ation to him suggests.

We hear nothing more about Crete until 204. In the meanwhile
Philopoemen had been using the influence, which he had gained with
Philip in Crete, to establish himself in Achaea. During the Kretikos

Polemos of the years after 204, Rhodian influence in Cnossos on the

one hand, and Philip's in Gortyn on the other, caused a split in the

koinon, of which Nabis was able to take advantage., He had already

established close links with some Cretan cities, probably including
Cnossos; and Philip's war with the Rhodians seems to have given him
an opportunity to confirm his hold. Philip soon began to lose interest 7
in the Cretan war after his main effort in the Aegean had been frust-
rated by the Rhodians' success at Chios and the threat of their union
with Attalus in an appeal to Rome, As a result, his attention was
totally diverted.from Crete, and CGortyn was faced with a secessionist
movement in the koinon, being hard-pressed after losing even the moral
support of Philip. Nabis, in a parallel effort to his undeclared war
against Achaea in Peloponnese, continued his support for Cnossos. The
Gortynians appealed for help to Philopoemen, the old friend of the
neoteroi. He hesitated only as long as he was in power in Achaea:
when the embarrassment of electoral defeat hung heavily on him, he

accepted the Gortynian invitation., He spent the next five years,
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even after his supporters had recovered their influence in Achaea,
trying - not very successfully, it seéms, from the effectiveness of
Nabis' efforts in Peloponnese - to break the Cretan source of Nabis!

power.,

The Cretan war was only brought to a close as a result of the
peace treaty between Nabis and Flamininus, one of the clauses of
which was that Nabis should give up his possessions in Crete. The
fighting had, in any case, been sporadic, for Gortyn, probably urged
by Philopoemen, had been able to send 500 troops to join Flamininus'
army in 197, as a demonstration of solidarity for the Achaean and
Roman cause. After the indecisive conclusion of the war in Crete,
Philopoemen returned to Achaea, from where he kept up his contacts
with Gortyn, regularly employing Gortynians such as Telemnastus in
the Achaean army; and even twelve years after his return from Crete,
at the time of his last expedition in 182, Cretan troops played an

important part in the composition of his army,
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CHAPTER 3

TRADTTION AND PATRTOTTSH

I

In 211/10 Philopoemen returned to Achaea from Crete and was
immediately elected hipparch of the League for 210/09, His
absence from Achaea had lasted for 10 years, and such sudden
prominence - despite the fact that Achaea had benefitﬂed{from his
work - requires explanation., His colleague in office, the
strategos, was Cycliadasol In 199/8 Cycliadas wes expelled from
Achaea for being leader of the pro-lacedonian faction,2 IT he
persisted in his pro-Macedonianism to the point where he allowed
bimself to be exiled for it, it seems more than likely that his
association with Philip was of loag standing, and that at the time
of his gtrategia of 210/09 he was a solid supporter of the Achaean
alliance with Macedon. Philopoemen's association in office with
Cycliadas suggests that he was running on the same ticket - the two
officials were elected at the same time - and that he therefore
also represented a pro-Macedonian policy. It has already been
demonstrated with some probability that Philopoemen had been
working for Philip in Cre'te.,3 His election, together with
Cycliadas, suggests that this association continued after his
return, and the rapidity of his election probably means that
Philip's influence was actively at work in promoting the interests
of his supporters. This support of Philip may allow us to discover

why Philopoemen returned from Crete at this time.
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Achaea had never been strong militarily. Aratus had managed
to achieve a brief period of independence by taking advantage of
the weaekness of Macedon under Gonatas and Demetrius IT, but the
threat from Sparta under the active Cleomenes demonstrated that
this apparent independence was illusion., The invitation to Doson
to save Achaea in return for the Acrocorinth set the Achaean
military establishment in its correct perspective. Total depend-

ence on Macedon was the only route to safety in the long term. The

bitterness of this was partly disguised by Aratus by his claim to
exercise some influence over the young Philip; but by the time of
his death in 213/12 all illusions were shattered, Total depend-
ence on Macedon was undisguised, and there seemed little alter—
native. For Aratus had made no attempt to keep up the efficiency
of the Achaean army, and his fellow strategoi and hipparchs simply
followed his lead in this. Polybius describes Euryleon, the
gtrategos of 211/10 as otpatnyde rodpoc- - . xal wohept xfig
xpetag &Xkémpcogf In another place he castigates the Achaean
strategoi of this time for being totally ignorant of military
requirements. His opinion is the same about the hipparchs: whether
through sheer incapacity, or blatant desire to be popular - with an
eye on future elections - the training and efficiency of the

4.
cavalry had been almost wholly neglected, ' Polybius may be exag-
gerating these deficiencies in order to make Philopoemen's subse-
quent reorganisations contrast more sharply with them; but the

recent history of the Achaean army - particularly in the Social

War - goes far to support Polybius,



Thanks to Philip's activity, the Achsean incapacity had not
yef proved disastrous. The Romans had been content to preserve
their hold on the Straits of Otranto without actively extending the
war. But 211 saw a major development, with the formation of an
alliance with Aetolia, Philip's main enemy in the Social War. This
was quickly followed by alliances with Sparta, Elis and Messene,
thus recreating the alignment of the Social Wary, with the addit-

- :
ional hazard of Roman intervention.” The seriousness of this
latter was further emphasised by the replacement of Laevinus with
P. Sulpicius Galba Maximus. Galba held the consulship as his Ffirst
curule office in 211: he was clearly a man with influential
support, and his appointment to Greece demonstrétes the newly
awakening interest in the Macedonian War of an important section of
the Senate°6 These developments naturally affected Philip's view
of the war. Looking at the situation as a whole, the parallel with
the Social War alignment was embarrassingly close; and if devel-
opments occurred in the same way, he would find himself more and

more confined to fighting in the north.

For Achaea the danger from the new situation was obvious.
The combined hostility of Sparta, Klis, liessenie and Aetolia could
not be faced with any confidence without Philip's continued helyp.
Just at this critical moment Philopoemen and Cycliadas were
elected to the highest federal offices. We have already shown
their Macedonian connections, and suggested that Philip's

influence must have helped them in the elections. This
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examination of the circumstances of Achaea at this time does
nothing but support our earlier conclusion. The crisis in which
they were elected was essentially military. Yet even 10 years
later Cycliadas had not managed to build himself a reputation as

. r
a military leader,7 His Macedonian connections are sufficient to
explain his election. But the military crisis had to be met; and
Philopoemen spent the year of his hipparchy reorganising the
Acheean cavalry, which took Achaea half-way to local self-suffic.
iency. This suggests that Philopoemen was intended, both by Philip
and the Achaean electors, to carry out this reorganisation. And
we can go further: Philopoemen's return from Crete at this critical
time is too convenient for Philip and Achaea for it to have been
whdlly coincidental. Therefore he must have been asked to come
back to Achaea by Philip and the Achzeans, who both required Achaea
to gain a new military efficiency in face of the new danger. The
reason why the reorganisation was started with the cavalry is not

altogether clear, but can be suggested. Had it been decided that

OO

the infantry should first receive attention, the organiser,

Philopoemen, would have had to be strategos. For a man who had
never held federal office and who had.only recently returned to
Achzea after a 10ryear absence, the strategia was an invidiously
ndgh office; and Philip may well have hesitated bhefore risking the
loss of sympathy among his Achaean supporters which a strategia for
Philopoemen in this year would involve. The hipparchy was less
prestigious, and had the advantage for Philip of meking it poss-

- e e s
ible for him to test Philopoemen's loyalty and effectiveness with



the cavalry before he came to the infantry command; and on the
other hand, Philopoemen would have an opportunity of finding his

place in federal politics through the minor office.

It is easy enough to see why Phili§ and the Achaecans should
support Philopoemen's election as hipparch. It is less easy to
see why Philopoemen should accept the invitation to return to
Achaea. He had been away for 10 years, was out of touch with
federal politics - in which he had never played any part - and had
no doubt made his mercenary service financially worthwhile, both
for himself and probably for Achaea, in the tradition of upper
class gondottieri. This last point is important, for large
quantities of money would be necessary if a wholesale re~equipment
of the Achaean forces was going to be undertoken: the previous
stratepoi and hipparchs had reduced morale to the point where
money would not be forthcoming from individual soldiers, who did
not take their part.-time soldiering sufficiently seriously.
lincedon was not in any position to finance Achaea, with a full-
scale war on her hands, and there is no evidence that the Achaean
federal treasury had money to spare from normal sources, Li
Philopoemen returned and undertook the task of re-orgunising the
ariy, he must have expected to have to spend much of his earnings

of his mercenary service on this - and Plutarch verhaps refers to

r
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cipated substential political revards for this. Up to a point.

political rewards could be promised in advance. He could be
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promised Macedonian support, and thaf of the Macedonian party
leader in Achaea, for the first stoges of his federal coreer -

the hipparchy and the strategia. But his continued political
success would depend on his own efforts and popularity as a polit-
ician - once the immediate work was accomplished, his.supporters
could afford to abandon him, should this becorme desirable. It was,
no doubt, pleasant to serve his home as leader in a crisis; and in
his later career, Philopoemen showed that he had the interests of

Achaea at heart. But this had not brought him back from Crete

during the crises of the Social War,

The major difference between then and now was the absence of
Aratus. Aratus had dominated Achsean politics with an auctoritas
all his own. And it is no accident that few of the other Acﬁaean
strategoi of his time eppear as personalities during the period of
his dominance. Philopoémen had not wanted to be dominated by the
Sicyonian, But after Aratug' death, there was a power vacuum in
Achaea. Aratus' presence had prevented any dominant personal-
ities from .emerging during his lifetime, and there was no one to
talke over after his death. The opportunity was open, if Philopoemen
chose to take it, and was made easier by the promise of Macedonian
support in the early years. He could clearly envisage himself
acquiring, with this initial backing, an influence in his own
generation comparable with Aratus' in his. Everything combined to

make a return to Achaea highly attractive.

The danger to Achaea from the more active Roman commitment had
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already been brought home to the Achaeans in 210 while Huryleon
was still strategos, and underlined the importance of Philopoenen's
task, Galba had attacked and occupied Aegina, which was handed
over to the Aetolians in accordance with their agreement, The
Aetolians did not want to keep the (for them) avkwardly situated
island ., and promptly sold it to Attalus of Pergamum for 30
talents. This brought another enemy to close quarters with Achaea,
end also created a refugee problem for her., Nothing could be done
to recover the island: the Aeginetan refugees who refused to

accept Attalid rule had to tske what solace they could from exer-
cise of their Achaean citizenship in their place of exile in

9

Peloponnese, The danger from Achacan impotence no longer needed

S

he
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oliticians to emphasise it. 4s a result, Philopoemen
obtained full co-operation from the Achaean cavalrymen when he
instituted his new training schedule as soon as he was elected in
the autumn. He insisted on a formsl training in individual and
corporate manoeuvres; the quality of the horses was improved -
this must have required disbursements from Philopoemen's earnings;
a corps mentality was cultivated to replace the old individual-
istic tradition. Philopoemen's own active part in this training
programme was to visit each city in the autumn and explain the
manoeuvres to the assembled cavalrymen and the local commanders,
who were expected to practice them during the winter and to have
perfected them by the spring. He then revisited each town in
order to check progress and provide solutions Ffor any diffic-

ulties which wmight have arisen in the meanwhile.10 Tn the
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spring, the whole federal cavalry force was collected together

for joint exercises and mass manoeuvres, once the individual
contingents had become proficient in their sectional manoeuvres,
The whole underteking seems to have been supervised, as far as
possible, by Philopoemen himself, and no personal effort was

. .. . . - e s 11 ,

spared in the interests of efficiency. The very thoroughness
and attention to detail mark out the professional soldier, who had

earned his living by his military skills.

From the military point of view, Philip and his Achaean
supporters had chosen their man well, But the cavalry organisat-
ion alone was not sufficient to assure military self-gufficiency.
Philip cennot have expected this, particularly since Cycliadas was
strategos. It will therefore bave been no surprise when he
received an anguished appeal from Cycliadas in spring 209, The
Peloponnesian section of the war was warming up, and Achaea.was
menaced from two sides. HMachanidas had finally emerged from the
political chaos at Sparta -~ nominally perhaps as regent for
Lycurgus' son Pelops - and followed traditional Spartan expans-
ionist policy: attacks on southern Arcadia, of which Megalopolis
would expect to bear the brunt. At the same time, the federal
authorities were occupied in bealing off an Aetolian attack,
lavnched acrosg the narrows of the Gulf. ILivy does not mention
any major Achaean disaster; but appeal to Macedon was a tradition
founded by Aratus, and Cycliadas was not the man to break it. The
attackers might be expected to withdraw at the threat of

Macedonian opposition whereas Achaca's weakness was notorious.
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But Philip's occupation with his own section of the war
emphasised Achacan isolation., His operations nesr Lamiea against
a joint force of Aetolians, Romans, and Pergamenes had produced
two successful encounters for him, with the result that his
retirement to Phalara eﬁcouraged the Aegean commercial states to
propose peace negotiations., 4s in the Social War, the renewed
fighting was disrupting Aegean comierce, and the negotiations were
undertaken by representatives of Ligypt, Rhodes, athens and Chios.
On the Aetolian side, Amynander of Athamania was chosen to
negotiate. No conclusion could be reached on the spot, but a
truce for 30 days was acceptable to bbthAsides, and further

discussion was postponed in concilium Achacorum, for which the

place and date were fixzed. Philip then travelled to Argos, where
he celebrated the Heraea, after which he went to Aegium ad

indictum multo ante sociorum concilium. At this meeting there
(e8]

was discussion about ending the war with Aetolia and (%oo late) ne

causa aut Romanis aut Attalo intrandi Graeciem esset., It seems

clear that this must be the meeting earlier described as concilium

Achaeorum, since it was at this meeting that the ambassadors were

recelved who had started the mnegotiations at Phalara. Any
prospect of a successful. cutcome from these renewed negotiations
was rapidly removed when the Aetolians announced that they would

consider peace only on condition that Pylus be restored to

Messene, Atintania to Rome, the Ardisei to Scerdilaidas and

- 135

Pleuratus of Illyria.

The Actoliens are the last people we would expect to find



insisting in this way on the rights of their allies. Livy
follows Polybius' bias faithfully in giving the impression that

the Aetolians were to blame for the continuation of the war

14
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but the view is too naif and Greco-centric. The chief contenders
in the war were Rome and Philip, And while either of these
wished to continue the fighting, there was no hope of ending the
war. Rome was committed to neutralising Macedon for as long as
Honnibal was a serious threat in Ttaly: the Macedonian war would
not be ended solely by the course of events in Greece., The Greek

comnercial states might struggle as they would to get the parties

Torts would

Fih

to a conference; but until Rome wanted peace, their e
be futile., It is this background against which we should consider
the Aetoliang' demands at Aegium; and they are at once seen to be
simply demands formulated by Rome to secure the continusation of
the war by their certain rejection. The 30 days' truce had been a
convenient way out of a temporarily embarrassing situation after
the Lamia operations: its only effect was that Philip had
squandered his success by misinterpreting the nature of the Roman

15

commitment, "

By the time of the goncilium the threats to Achaea were
becoming even greater. In addition to the serious attacks which
had induced Cycliadas to call in Philip, the situstion was cormp-
licated by Attalus' crossing to Aegina, and the Roman fleet's

) 16 o
movement to Naupactus., 1t was clear that the break for

negotiations wag only an interlude, and that the war would continue

as before. This meant that Achaea had to be protected, since all
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forces were trained on the Gulf; and while Philip travelled to
Argos to celebrate the Nemea, he left 4,000 troops and 5 ships
as a guard fér the north coast.l7 But 5 ships could not transport
4,000 men, and the result was that these forces were only a
nominal protection against the operations of the mobile Roman
Tleet. At the height of the Nemea Galba landed between Sicyon
and Corinth with the intention of plundering this rich Achacan
territory. Philip's garrison on the Acrocorinth did not acty; and
the news of the Roman incursion was brought to Philip at Argos.

It was a rare opportunity of demonstrating to the Achaeans the
value of a quick and efficient army: he left the celebrations with
his cavalry, followed by the infantry, and hurried northwards. He
met the Romans wandering about in undisciplined fashion and drove

[@)
them back to their ships.lo There could be no doubt in Achaea as

to the value of the Macedonian support; no doubt what would be

1 o

the effect of its withdrawal. Philip's support for Philopoemen's
reorganisation would allow him to operate in the north without

£

sacrificing the loyalty of the Achaeans through his inability to

help them. The urgency of this was underlined by the threats of

this year.

A further demonstration of Achaean reliance on Philip's
support, and the potential danger from its withdrawal, came soon
after the Nemea. The Aetolian attacks on Achaea, started in the
spring, had had the effect of attracting an invitation from the

19

perty in power in Elis for a permament Aetolian garrison force,

Cycliadas had made no atltempt to deal with this threatening
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development until Philip was in a position to support him. This
was arranged after the Nemea. The allied Torces advanced from
Their assembly~-point at Dyme as far as the river Larisus, which
was the boundary between Achaea and Elis. They were met there by
the Elean and Aetolian cavalry which tried to stop the invasion.
Philopoemen's newly organised cavalry met its first test, and came
through with flying colours. The allied cavalry soundly defeated
the Elean, and Philopoemen won a personal encounter with
Damophantus, the leader of the Elean cavalry. Philip must have
taken encouragement from this demonstration of the effectiveness
of the reorganised Achaean cavalry for his scheme to support
Philopoemen.ao

1

ter the battle, the Eleans withdrew to their city. The

KaX)
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AT
invaders spent the next day inadvisedly in plundering the country-
gide which had been abandoned to them. During the night, Galba
introduced 4,000 Romans into the town. The first thing the
invaders knew of the presence of the Romans was on the following
day, when they tried to provoke a battle with the Eleans. In the
ensuing struggle, Philip was fortunate to escape with his life;
but eventually a successful withdrawal was made to Dyme,
collecting more plunder on the way. Strategically the exped-
ition had been a fallure, for the Aetolian garrison survived
intact: the threat to Achaea remained. No major action had been

taken against Machanidas, with the result that Achaea was still

in a very dengerous siltuation. Soon afterwards, the need to
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develop the Achaean army and to cease relying on Philip was
further emphasised by the sudden withdrawal of Philip from oper-
ations in southern Greece. News of a new Dardanian invasion of
Macedonia immediately took him to the north. The weakness of his

resources is emphasised by the fact that he had only 2,500 omnis

seneris armatorum to leave as protection for Achaea, These were
3 1Y

comnanded by Menippus and Polyphantas, but were not likely to be
much protection against Elis, Sparta and the fleets of Attalus

. . 21
and Rome based on Aegina.,

(o>

Galﬁa at once took advantage of the Achaean predicament.
After Philip's withdrawel, the Roman troops were taken from Elis,
and on the way to Aegina, where they were to spend the winter,
took retaliation against Dyme, since it had been used as a base
for the allied expedition against Elis. The -town was attacked
and destroyed; and although it was repaired and restored to the

Dymaeans on Philip's orders by Polyphantes and HMenippus, it was a

o)
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brutal lesson on the inadequacy of relying on Macedonian support,.

Horale must have recovered a little when, towards the end of the

year, Cycliadas won a battle near Messene against the Eleans and

Aetolians, probebly with the aid of the Macedonian troops. But
it was cold coumfort for the case with which the Romans had swept
aside opposition to destroy Dyme. The cavalry reorganisation was

clearly only a first step in the right direction. TI% was not

S o . 23
enough in itself to provide adequate defence.,”™

Despite the threatening nature of the situation facing
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Achaea, Philopoemen was not given the opportunity of turning his
attention to the infantry section of the Achaean army in the
next year, Philip's sudden departure had perhaps left his plans
for Philopoemen unfulfilled; and Philopoemen had not himself

yet acquired the personal prestige which could dominate the
elections. In Philip's absence, therefore, Nicias was elected
strategos. Lvents predictably followed the pattern of the pre-
vious year: the Aetolians, probably operating from Elis, were
again active, and Machanidas took Tegea and attacked Argos., His
success before Argos was so threatening that Nicias did not think
of resisting alone: the traditional appeal was therefore made to
Philip. Philip, as always, was ready to promise‘help on any
appeal -~ and the Achaean was not the only appéal - but he was
fully occupied in dealing with the more urgent threat from the
operations of the Roman and Pergamene fleets in the Aegean., It
was already full summer and near the time of the Olympic games
when he found time to move into Peloponnese., In the meanwhile

24

Achaea had to do her best to defend herself,

In July Machanidas turned his attention to Blis, which may
reflect some success of Nicias' in repelling him from the Argolid.
At the time, the Eleans were preparing for the celebration of the
Olympic geames; and as Machanidas was also a member of the Roman-
Aetolian alliance, he was not suspected of being a danger.
Machanidas seems to have been dissatisfied with the effect of the
Aetolian attacks on Achaea from Elis, and to have considered that

he could put the anti-Achaean potential of the base Lo better
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effect, If he wanted to attack Achaea from the west, Elis was
a convenient base: Machanides therefore ignored his ties of
friendship with Elis and took advantage of the Eleans' prepar-

s oo 2 s 4 s .
ations for the games. Up to this point, Philip had not been in
Peloponnese this year, but Machanidas had underestimated him. At
the time of the attack on Elis, Philip was at Blatea discussing
possibilities for peace. The threat to Elis affected him
directly, for it threatened his own strongholds of Heraea,
Alipheira and Tfiphylia, The negotiations were therefore broken
offy, and Philip hurried to Heraea. When he arrived he learnt that
Machanidas had already been repulsed, and had returned to Sparta.
As there was no further advantage to be geined from staying at
Heraea, he travelled to Aegium, where he attended an Achsean

-

synodosogb

Philip's border castles had a dual purpose: to keep Achaea in
place under the Macedonian hegemony, and to preserve the Achsean
borders from external attack. The castles' safety depended
basically on Philip's readiness té come to reinforce the garrisons,
whenever danger threatened - a readiness which the conflict with
Rome was making progressively more difficult. Philip had already
recognised the vulnerability of Achaea when he had supported
Philopoemen's cavalry reorganisation as a first step towards
Achaean military self-sufficiency. The Aetolian garrison -at Elis
had clearly been a threat to the western border castles;

Machanidas' attempt on Elis again emphasised their essential
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isolation. Philip was becoming every year more deeply involved
in the Roman war, and the number of troops committed to garrison
duty was in the region of EO,OOOZ7~ clearly a number which he
would benefit from reducing. The protective duty of his border
castles could be replaced by encouraging Achsean self-defence;
the hegemonial aspect of their duty could perhaps be served by
maintaining only the strongest of the castles -~ Corinth and
Orchomenus - provided that the safeguard was taken of having

iriendly strategoi elected in Achaea,

This was the scheme which Philip proposed to the Achaeans.
The hegemonial aspect of the castles must have aroused resistance
among patriotic Achaeans, and the defensive aspect had not been
prominent in recent years. Philip therefore declared to the
synodos that he intended to withdraw his garrisons from Heraea,
Alipheira and Triphylia, and restore these places to the

28 .

Achaeans,. The offer was represented as a genuine attempt to
give the Achaeans more control over their own affairs, and from
the vatriotic viewpoint was welcome. It was also an admission of
weakness on Philip's part, but his maintenance of Corinth and
Orchomenus would prevent Achaea from taking any great advantage,
This first necessary safeguard against any anti-Macedonian reaction
in Achaea was already in existence. The scheme was announced at
the synodos, but no date was fixed for the withdrawal. Philip took

ge of his presence on the CGulf to borrow some ships Ifrom the

advan

Achaeans to carry out an attack against southern Aetolia. HNicias

accompanied the expedition; and although it was not of any
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strategic importance, substantial amounts of booty were collected,
and the Achacans could feel grateful to Philip for supporting them

. s . e .. 29
in retaliation against detolia.”™

The second safeguard for Philip's position in Achaea was

achieved at the autumn gynodos. Philopoemen was elected

-
!

§E£§§E&2§DO and inmediately sltarted on his major reform of the
infantry. Given the association between Philip and Philopoemen in
Fhilopoemen's period in Crete, the fact that Philip had supported
Philopoemen's election to the hipparchy in 210, and Philip's
proposals regarding the withdrawal of his garrisons, it seems

clear that Philopoemen was again strongly supported by Philip in
these elections, The previous cénnections are too solidly
established, and the immediate activities of Philopoemen too con-
venient for Philip, for another conclusion to be tenable., Philip
realised, as he had since at least 210, that Achaea must achieve

a wilitary seli-sulficiency, for he could not gusrantee her safety
hiﬁself in the new circumstances. ¥Xven his garrisons were too
isolated to be of’much value - and in any case, he could no longer
afford to sguander troops and money unnecessarily. But if his
withdrawal of support caused Achaea to suffer severely, she might
join his opponents despite the garrisons' remaining at Corinth and
Orchomenus. It was therefore vital that Achaeca should become self-
sufficient, and that this should be organised by a solidly pro-
Hecedonian man., Philopoemen had already demonstrated his
efficiency, and nothing up to the present time had caused Philip

Lo o e e . "
to have any doubts about his loyalty. Philopoemen thereiore
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mandate to complete the army reorgamisation which he had started

with the cavalry,

It did not take long.for Philopoemen to make his intentions
clear, At the very synodog at which he wes elected, he addressed
the assembly in a speech which deplored the current decadence of
the Achaecan army - many of the members of which must have been
present - and urged reform. Polybius says that the result was an
immediate change of heart among his audience, In itself, this
need mean no more than that they expressed willingness to co-op~
erate, which must already have been apparent from their willing-

-
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ness to elect him §3£9£§59g.2 Bu
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the thoroughnegs with which he

undertook the reform is impressive., It is clear from the rigor-

ousness of the reform iteelf that he had managed to gain the full
support of the classes which constituted the army. Beginning from
fundamentals, he scrapped the old equipment ~ the light but clumsy

9

thyreos and short javelin, which had forced the army to fight a

&
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long range - and substituted the more solid shield and long s

of the lacedonian phalenx. In addition to these - a complete
innovation for the Achaezn militia ~ he introduced phalangite

[FE))

helmets, breastplates, and greaves. his removed some of the

basic weakness, and turned the ineffective light-srmed militia

into a potentislly strong army, which could press home an attack

without fear of excessive danger to individuals. A return to the

ichocan practice of hiring mercensries was also made. It
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is clear, from the frequency of appeals to Philip in recent years,
that a mercenary corps had ceased to be a permanent part of the
Achaean military establishment: this deficiency was now repaired

32

by Philopoemen.

The cost of these innovations must have been very heavy, and
cannot have been wholly borne by individual phalangites., The cost
of The mercenaries, in particular, was solely the responsibility
of the federsl treasury. Yet there is no sign of financial strain
in Achaea., A certain amount of mnoney must have come in from the
Elean expedition of Cycliadas and the Aetolian expedition of
Nicias, but this cannot have been wholly responsible for the
influx of money, Philip cannot have provided any money: for had
he been able to afford to supply the AchAean army, he must have
been able to afford mercenaries for his garrisons in Achaea. As

with the cavalry reorganisation, we must look to Philopoemen's
b >

public and private earnings as condot

ere in Crete as a major
source of the influx of wealth, probably referred to by Plu_'tarch.33
This seems to be the only major source of adequate wealth
available, and it is no accident, for this reason as much as the
others, that Philopoemen was the man who was entrusted with the
reorganisation of each section of the army.

The re-equipment of the troops and the hire of mercenaries
was only one facet of Philopoemen's reorganisation. As with the
cavalry, he had to teach the infantry to use their new weapons,

and to combine together and with the newly hired mercenaries,
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before they were ready for battle., Philopoemen spent eight
months of his year on this training, visiting the individual
cities, teaching and advising., In the spring, the whole army was
collected together and put through exercises., When this was done,
as well as securing increased efflciency, the morale of the troops
was much higher, and Philopoemen considered that it was worth
risking a battle with Machanidas. He was, this year, the sole
problem for Achaea, since the Aetolians were fully occupied with
Philip in the north. Philopoemen collected his army at Mantinea,
and Machanidas, eager to accept the offer of a battle, which he
had long been trying to provoke, advanced to Tegea., The ensuing
battle, the military detail of which does not concern us, resulted
in a major victory for Philopoemen and his newly trained arwmy.
Machanidas pursued the Achaean mercenzries too far when they brok
in the early part of the engagement, and returned to find that
rest of his army had been overwhelmed in his absence, The culmin-
ating disaster for the tyrant was his inability to break back
through the Achaean lines: in attempting this, he was personally
opposed by Philopoemen and killed in a hand~to-hand struggle with

31
the Achaean Eiyatggggo)

Philopoemen naturally exploited his success, 'Immédiaﬁely
after the battle, the Achaecan army marched into Tegea, which
Machanidas had taken the previous year. Irom Tegea, Fhilopoemen

advanced into Laconia and allowed his troops To ravage the

S
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countryside. The mercenaries expected this licence to supplement

their pay, eud the Achacans would be glad to take revenge in kind
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on Sparta. DBut there is no indication that Philopoewmen had any
intention of making Sparte a member of the League, His viclory
over Machanidas was immediately substantial, but not in the long
term overwhelming. He did not, even immediately after the battle,
consider himself strong enough to attack the cilty of Sparta and
face Spartan desperation. And he was clearly right in this, The
rapid emergence of Nabis with a power which maintained him as
tyrant for 15 years indicates that there was still a formidable
section of the Spartan population which considered itself to be
undefeated and solidly anti-Achaean, Had Machanidas not been
killed at Hantinea, the battle would have been little more than a
tactical victory for Philopoemen., As it was, it gave him the
opportunity of following it up by ravaging Laconia, but not of
seeking any kind of permanent settlement, such as he later
attenpted in 192, In 207 he had no opportunity for anything
other than the lmmediate enjoyment of his victory, and the

creation of a personal reputation fo

=]

having crushed the tradit-
ional enemy of Achaea. The immediate benefits were nevertheless
substantial, for The success al Hantinea coincided with a
lessening of Roman interest in the war in Greece. TFor 207 and
206 the Aetolians were left to bear the major part of The war
effort, since no Roman reinforcements were sent to Greece for

36 ;
these two years. This meant that Achaea was freed from attack
by the Aetolians at Elis; and although Nabis must have become

37

tyrant very soon after the death of Machanides, he was

initially too much occupied with establishing his claim to power
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at Sparta to think of an immediate resumption of Machanidas'
aggressive foreign policy.
>0
Mantinea was an all-Achaean success. . Philopoemen's rep-
utation in Achaea was made; Philip's plans had been outstand-
ingly successful. The most obvious immediate result of the
battle was the safety of the Achaean border areas from Spartan
attack, Sparta was temporarily weakened, and for the moment
Achaea was the unquestioned primary power in Peloponnese. The
army reform of Philopoemen had, at its first real test, achieved
the defeat of the major threat to Achaean safety; Romam lack of
interest in the Macedonian war had removed the Aetolian threat;
Philip had promised to withdraw his border garrisons. It must
have seemed to the Achazeans that a new age of independence was
dawning, in which Aratus' first anti-Macedonian strokes towards

re
Achaean independence might be repeated/9 This new situation of
Achaea naturally threw the position of Philip's garrisons into
relief, OFf their two dutiesg, defence of Achaea from outside
danger and oppression of ﬂchaea from inside, only the latter now
remained. The significance of this must have been as clear to
Philip as to the Achaeans: if his border castles were now evac—
uated, there was nothing but Corinth and Orchomenus fb hold Achaea
firmly to alliance with him; and while this might be sufficient
for the purpose while Achsea was permanently weakened by a long-

term border war, they could prove inadequate in the new condit-

ions created by Mantinea, and therefore threaten the whole basis

of Philip's power in Feloponnese.
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It is kunown that the garrisons in question were not, in
fact, withdrawn until 198, when Orchomenus was also included, but
we do not have any specific information aboﬁt why or when Philip
changed his mind and decided to keep them.qo We have argued
that, although Philip had supported Philopoemen in his army re-
organisations, the effect of Mantinea was greater than he had
anticipated, and instead of simply relieving the pressure on his
inadequate resources, seemed likely to weaken the whole basis of
his power in Pej_oponnesea In the circumstances, it seems likely
that it was at this point that Philip decided that he must retain
his border castles, when Achaea Tirst saw the possibility of inde~

pendence after Mantinea, when the hegemonial aspect of the border

castles was both more apparent to the Achaeans and at the same

time more necessary for Philip. Philip's method of recouping his

prestige over the withdrawal, by supporting Philopoemen and
Achaean self-sufficiency, had rebounded by its embarrassing
success: it was this latter which prevented his being able to
carry out the withdrawal.

HMantinea was a major blow to Spartan power: 4,000 from the

b :

Spartan army had been killed, and when Nabis had established
himself as tyrant, he carried oul a radiczl social reform in
order to compensate for this loss of man-power., The most notic-
eable fTeatures of this soclal re—organisation were a redistrib-
ution of wealth and the down-grading or exile of the traditional
aristocracy. Polybius describes these innovations bitlterly and

abusively, and there can be 1little doubt that many of his
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strictures are legitimate. = On the other hand, Nabis' success,
by whatever means, in resuscitating Sperta and holding it
securely in his power for 15 years, deserves more appreciation

than Polybius is prepared to give. Nabis was a tyrant, a

[

i

[l

complete autocrat; bu his success in his inevitable policy

of hostility towards Achaea had not been so outstanding, Polybius'
picture of his régime might have been rather different. It was in
the-propaganda of his opponents that Nabis' despotism became
morally unacceptable, primarily because it was politically denger-
ous. It was politically dangerous in the first place because it
was successiully established, and because it was a manifestation
of the long~standing Spartan threat to Achaea, just as if Mantinea
had not been. In the second place, the régime created exiles.
This was morally objectionable on humsnistic grounds, in that
Greek democracies tended - except in times of stasis - to accom-
modate their opponents if they were willing to come to terms.
Polybius' objection to Nabis is partly an expression of his
humane dislike of this aspect of nakedly oligerchic or auto-
cratic systems. But the exiles were also an immediate political
problem, and this has sharpened Polybius'! acrimony. For the

problem of the gettlement of the Spartsn exiles was the major

.

"issue in Achaean politics in the years following the death of

g . L - ; B
Nabis and the incorporation of Sparta in the League. = HNabis!?
régime, therefore, was doubly detestable., But we should assess
Nabis' success without the flavour of Polybius' moral and

political opposition, as a phenomenon of the time. As we are



- G

concerned only with Nabis' political relationship with Achaea,
and his part in Greek politics in general, the social character

o

of his régime does not affect the issue.

In 206 Philip brought his war with the Aetolians, who had

become weary of waiting for Roman support, to an end guibus

voluit condicionibus, Appian records the presence of Galba at

the meeting of the Aetolians in 206, at which it was decided to
make peace with Philip. He tried to oppose the motion accepting
the peace, but was shouted dowm. There could be no doubt that
the Aetolisns were war-weary and felt let down by the recent
inadeéuacy of Roman support. Philip grasped his opportunity of
disrupting the ranks of his opponents by making peace with
Aetolia. There is very little information in the sources about
this peace, which the Romans opposed; but Philip's allies, inc-
luding Achaea, must have participated in it, and also the Greek
allies of the Aetolians. This had the effect of returning the

1.
¥

he situation in which it

(SN

war to 12.d been before the Roman
allience with Aetolia in 211: the two protagonists, Philip and

Rome, were still enemies and still at war, but Rome was now again
It
0

without effective allies,

Even before the peace of 206 the Senate seems to have been
impressed by Aetolian war-weariness, for it mounted a large
expedition of 10,000 infantry, 1,000 cavalry and 35 ships, which

had already set out when the news that the Aetolians had made

] g . T s PR FOC S W
peace independently arrived at’ Rome. This renewed Romen actilvity
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was clearly a tardy attempt to show that the neglect of the
eastern theatre had not been the result of any essential
lessening of Roman interest in the war. Philip was still the
eneny, and the Senate could not easily acquiesbe, for prestige
reasons, in the war's simply petering out, without first meling
a demonstration of power., P. Sempronivs Tuditanus arrived at
Dyrrhachium at the end of 206 with the Roman forces. But events
of the year oifered no advantage to either side: the Romans were
unwilling to carry on the war alone, and broke the deadlock by
opening negotiations which led to the peace of Phoenice. This is
not the place for a discussion of the signatories of the Peace.
For our purpose, it is enough to notice the effect of this peace
on the Peloponnesian situation: Achaea was adscripta on Philip's
side - as we should expect - and on the Roman, Nabis, Elis and
I\"iessel’le.['}'5 For Achaea this formally marked the end of the war
with Rome, which had not, in fact, affected her greatly since

208, The aspects of the general conflict which had affected her

he height of the war had already been removed before the
final peace was made at Phoenice: the threat frdm Sparta had been
temporarily destroyed by Philopoemen's victory at Mantinea; the
threat from the Aetolian establishment at Blis had been removed
by the war-weariness which culminated in the peace of 206.
1T
n s

The second part of this chapter will attempt to show that

after Montinea Philopoemen adopted Achaean independence, which he



had been encouraged to achieve by Philip, as an active policy.
This naturally broucht hiﬁ into conflict with Philip and event-
ually induced him to look to Rome as Achaea's most likely ally
when the Second Macedonien War was on the point of breaking out.
Before examining the detailed and chronological development of
this change between 207 and 200, it is first necessary to demon-
strate that thisvchange in policy was real and did actually

OCCUrI .

The first evidence is Philip's attemplted murder of
Philopoemen, alleged by Plutarch. The account is undated, but
' . - — R ~

the context places it around 205: @({huwiog pév ydp & T&v
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has virtually the same account. Plutarch's interpretation of
the attempt in this passage, that Philip wanted to curb
Philopoemen's insistence on Achaean independence, suits our
thesis ideally. TIf Philip was prepared to go to the length of
organising a political assassination of Philopoemen, we must
surely conclude with Plutarch that Philopoemen was following a
. 1. . K- ) K FaK K. N ) N
policy, not only of Achaesn selif-sufiiciency but also of anvi-
Macedonian independence. This conclusion is necessary if we
believe that Flutarch's account represents an actual murder
attempt by Philip. But the matter is more complicated: for

although we caunot prove that this attempted murder is an



unsubstantiated allegation, some considerations lead to this

conclusion,

In the first place, FPhilip showed little interest in Achaea

between his decision to maintain his border garrisons in 207 and

L

200, when he was again threatened with Roman intervention,'7 In
itself, this is by no means conclusive, for source materisl is
fragmentary for these years. But the fact remains that the major

object of Philip's interest in these years was his attempt to

ct

expand in the Aegean and Anatolia, and to this aim Achaea was
peripheral. The second objection - again not conclusive - is
that Philip was frequently charged with murder: so much so that
Flamininus joked about it when he conferred with Philip at Nicaea
in 198. The joke was, no doubt, intended to refer to the habit,
endemic in the Hellenistic monarchies, of judicial murder of
embarrassing individuals, But rumours were also current of simple
48
political assassinations., The records of these are uniformly
preserved from hostile non-lMacedonisn sources, and in every case
the evidence is such that it causes strong suspicions that the
allegations are fabrications of hostile contemporaries. In the
case of Philopoemen, the account is only of attempted assass—
ination, and therefore gives rise to soie suspicions. But
suspicions do not constitute solid evidence, and do nothing to
demonstrate thelr own valldity. Our conclusion must therefore
be that a final decision on the truth of Plutarch's account is
not possible, despite the fact that such evidence as there is

points towards its possible falsehood,



This indecisive conclusion does not provide us with much
information about FPhilopoemen's policies at this time, but we
mst explore further the implications of the possible falsity of

Plutarch's account. Whether true or false, Plutarch's account

must come from Polybius, and therefore in the first instance from

Philopoemen himself. If it is false, we must assume that it
entered the tradition in one of three ways, It moy have been
Philopoemen's propaganda, a complete fabrication aimed solely at
discrediting Philip. Strongly against this is the difficulty of
meking such an accusation stick without either evidence or
witnesses. We can therefore have some confidence in assuming
that there was some actual occurrence which was used as source

£
and third possibilities for the way in which the account may have
entered the tradition. An actual attempt on Philopoemen's life
could be interpreted in Two ways to produce the result we have:
either as a conscious distortion for propagandist reasons, of an
attempt in which Philip was not, in faclt, implicated; or as the
resullt of a sincere helief that Philip might attack him in this

way. All of these three possible interpretations have a similar

between Philip and Philopoemen existed at this time. Although
we can probably reject the first, it seems impossible to decide
which of the other two alternatives is the more probable. The

conclusion which is reached from this examination of the possible

circumstances of the alleged murder attempt, is that whether true

or the originsl of Plutarch's account. This leads to the second

§
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or false, it certainly indicates that there was a strong host-
ility at this time between Philopoemen and Philip.

The second piece of evidence which demonstrates Philopoemen'ts

enti~Macedonian position after Hantinea is his association with
Aristaenus. Aristaenus in his gtrategis of 199/8 was responsible
Tor exiling Cycliadas, the leader of the Macedonian party, and
for breaking completely with the Macedonian alliance and jbining

L"O )
Romea) There can be no doubt that Aristaenus was anti-

oo

Macedonian and pro-Romen at this time. It is his association

|
’ with Philopoemen which is not usually demonstrated. The reason

;
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or the obscurity of the close relationship between the two men

in this period is that later they were opposed to each other on

points of principle connected with their interpretation of the
Achaean foedus with Rome. This later opposition crystallised in

. . 5l
the tradition - starting with a mis-intervretation of Polybius™™
- and was refllected back into the earlier period. UWe therefore
have the incomprehensible picture in Plutarch of Aristaenus
helping Philopoemen - although, Plutarch savs, he differed Ffrom

pPIng i 54l TSy

. - 52
him politically.”

The circumstances of this vital episode are that when

Philopoenen returned to Crete in 200, Megalopolis was bearing

Fa S

the brunt of the war with Nabis.

T

he dominant Megalopolitan

e

view of Philopoemen's absence was that he was deserting his
native city just at the time when his help was most needed. It

was therefore formally proposed that he should be exiled.
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Plutarch continmues: ol 8" ‘Ayatol dtexdhvoay ‘ApioTasvoy
mEpyaves elc Meyddny méhiy orparnydy, S¢ xalwep &v Sudgopos d
Buhomolpeve mepl ThHy wohitelav, odx elace Teleodfjvar Thy
xata&fxnu Aristaenus was strategos, and although he inter-
vened with the support of a federal decree, it is inconceivable
that he would have done so had he not wanted to; and he cannot
have been prepared to take extravagant federal action to pre-
serve Philopoemen's civil rights if he was opposed to him -
Aristaenus was quite prepared to exile an illustrious opponent,
such as Cycliadas. Philopoemen therefore would not merit such

|

|

| o . e . " . ‘o o

| federal intervention on his behslf at this critical time unless
| he was a close associate of Aristaenus'. The conclusion seems

3 inescapable.,

It is also possible to demonstrete a possible ecarlier

connection between Philopoemen and Aristaenus, and while this

Ao

does not add anything to our knowledge of Philopoemen as pro-

Roman or anti-Macedonian ~ it is before the possibility of such
a change became apparent -~ it does euphasise again the falsehood
of the unqualified assertion that Fhilonoemen and Aristaenus were
opponents. In the dispositions for Mantinea in 207 Polybius
gives the name of the ichaean hipparch as %pbowuivemog of

4

[y
Dyme.)) Niccolini has given a convincing demonstration that the

manuscripts are likely to be in error at this place, and that
‘ . ) N ? ’ 521' } oo
the reading should probably be "ApictoLvos . In three of the

places where Aristaenus' name occurs in Polybius, some manu-

scripts read ’Aptomafvgmog,and in two passages of Plutarch the
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same confusion occurs. It seens clear that in the wmidst of

such confusion among the manuscripts we should not boldly
maintain the correctness of’ApLowaévsmog in Pol. 11.11.7, and
should seriously entertain Niccolini's suggestion that the

hipparch of 208/7 and the gtrategos of 199/8 are one and the

-~

samé manabb One difficulty in this, however, is that Plutarch
gives the name of Aristaenus' home city as Megalopolis.57
Polybius, in the surviving fragments, nowhere gives the city,
unless we accept Niccolini's conjecture at 11.11.7. This gives
us a direct clash between the two authors. If the Polybian
reading was certain, we could easily explain Plutarch's variant
as a simple error. But the dilemma is resolvable: an inscri-

ption From Delphl records honours set up by the Achaeans to

o~ (74
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Niccolini points out, it would be strange to find such a fulsome
inscription set up at Delphi for a man who shared the name, but

not the birthplace of the well-known statesman, but of whom no

U

other information in our comparatively wide knowledge of leading

v
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fAchaean politicians is available. The best solution of the
difficulties is therefore to accept that Plutarch has erred,

that the manuscripts of Polybius should read’ApCowatvog at
11.11.7, and that the Delphic inscription refers to the same man,
1

he well-known Aristaenus, the friend and contemporary of

Philopoemen.

Tf we accept this identification as probable, it remains to
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make the point that, since Philopoemen was Strategos in 208/7
and Aristaenus hipparch, they will probably have shared the same
political views, then as later. We have argued that the
elections for 203/7 were dominated by the auctoritas of Philip,
who wanted Philopoemen to reorganise the Achaean infantry. Our
conélusion must therefore be that Aristaenus also shared the
support of Philip in 208, We have thus shown that Philopoenen
was not alone in his defection from Macedon between his success
at Mantinea and the outbreak of the Second Macedonian War, but

was closely connected with Aristaenus throughout the period.

The third piece of evidence which demonstrates that
Philopoemen was snti-Macedonian, and therefore pro-Roman, in 200,
is his departure for Crete in 200/199, It has already been
shown that Philopoemen's activity in Crete was part of the

=
Achacan war against Nabis,)9 but the events which caused his
departure at this time must be elucidated here. The date and
circumstances are discussed by Plutarch: & & Kpnol moheu®dv
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of his enemies is incredible: Philopoemen was a distinguished
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mercenary soldier and engaged in fighting in Crete: he would
not run awey from military activity. The other reason which
Plutarch gives i1s more fruitfﬁl, and can be-substantiated; Its
implication is that this was the version preferred by his
friends as a counter to the local accusation of his abandoning
Megalopolis., The point of the discussion in this case is
concerned not with his political position in Achaea, but with
hig local position in Megalopolis: therefore it could be said,
without losing face, that Philopoemen was simply using his
involuntary leisure. The vague information about the events
which caused this leisure - our primary interest - may therefore

be trustworthy.

Philopoemen went to Crete because (or simply 'when') the
Achzeans chose others as archontes. This statement .is valuable
both for the date and for the information it gives about the
reasons for the departure., Philopoemen was gtrategos in 201/0,
and was succeeded by Cycliadas (200/199) and Aristaenus (199

8)061 If we are to take a secure date from Plutarch's staﬁem
ment, the election of archontes must refer to Cyclisdas' year

or Aristaenus' or both., Aymard has already pointed out that

archontes need not mean gtrategoi, and therefore that

Philopoemen can have left Achaea in 200/199 without contra-
dicting Plutarch. But in itself this is not proof that he did
leave at this time. MNowever, if we take it togéther with the
fact, whicli we have already established, that Philopoemenﬁand

Aristaenus were close political assoclates, it becomes
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conclugive, Ior the election of Aristaecnus in autumn 199 must
be regarded as a victory for Philopoemen's party and policy,
and would certainly not have the effect of leaving him at
leisure to leave Achaea for Crete. We can therefore be sure
that Philopoermen's departure for Crete was during the stratepia

of Cycliadas,

If Aristaenus' political success would have prevented
Philopoemen from leaving Achaea, the causal interpretation of
Plutarch's genitive absolute - favoured by Pausanias -~ means that
Cycliadas' election was itself the réason for Philopoemen's
departure. Cycliadas was last mentioned in the sources in his
strategia of 210/09 when Philopoemen was hipparch, In 200 he wes
equally a strong supporter of the Macedonian alliance, but our
evidence about Philopoemen in 200 suggests that he was no ‘longer -
an associate, but an opponent of Cycliadas; We have shown that

1

Philopoemen was friendly with Aristaenus at this time: but in

199 Aristaenus caused the exile of Cycliadas. We are therefore

justified in concluding that Philopoemen and Cycliadas were
similarly opposed politically at this time, Opposition to
Cyclindas meant opposition to Macedon; and in the circumstances
of the tine, this entailed friendliness towards Rome.
Philopoenen's departure for Crete, therefore, took place in 200/
199, was motivated by the election of Cycliadas and the resulting
fear for his position in Achaea, and again demonstrates conc~

lusively that Philopoemen was no longer a supporter of the

Achaean alliance with Macedon.
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In the light of the change in Philopoemen's standpoint
between his success al Mantinea and his departure for Crete in
200, which we have demonstrated, an interpretation of the events
of this period can now be offered., HMantinea did more tha;
simply destyoy the threat from Hachanidas: it also opened up the
possibility of creating a new independent Achaean power in
Peloponnese, Philip showed that he had realised the significance
of the victory when he decided to keep the border castles, which
he had previously offered to vacate, But this could not restore
Achaecan morale to its feeble pre-Mantinea state. He himself had
begun the discussions about the castles, and the movement
towards self-sufficiency in Achsea - which he had initially
encouraged - must have reacted unfavourably to his decision not
to evacuate them. From this point, it must have taken on some
feelings of positive hostility towards Philip. By 205 this inde-

.

pendence movement already had attracted substantial support.
Philopoemen was gtrotegos for the second time in 206/5, and at
)

the Hemea of 205 he paraded his victorious Achaean troops to

scenes oi almost hysterical acclaim,

In order to appreciate the full significance of this Achsean
hysteria, we must bear in mind that the Nemea was held at Argos.
Here there was traditionally strong support for the Macedonian
kings, and Philip in particular had cultivated this support by
frequent attendance at Tthe Nemea., Philopoemen's popular
reception sust have seemed to a Macedonian observer to be in the
iy

way of a usurpation of Philip's almost traditional honours at
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the festival. And more: his ovation was shared by the Achaean
troops, who had saved their country by acting without aid from
abroad and had become the new efficiency-symbol of resurgent
Achaean nationalism., This was a sharp contrast with the é?cvious
ineffective feebleness of the Acheean army, which had even made
it necessary for Philip to leave the Nemea of 209 in order to
repel the Romans. The popular encouragement shown by this
ostentatiously patriotic reception ~ even if aroused by strat-
egically placed cheer-leaders ; could only serve to confirm
Philopoewmen in his embryo claim to Achaean independence from
Macedon. Philip's offer to vacate the border castles in 208 in
a moment of crisis had demonstrated to the Achacans that Philip
felt no sentimental attachments to Achaea., He had encouraged
Achaean military efificiency and Philopoemen had taken him.at his
word, After Mantinea Philopoemen wonted to exploit the effect-

he Achsean army as a means of attaining a form of

iveness of t
independence in Peloponnese, whereas Philip wanted to put the
clock back to the period of unquestioned Macedonizn hegemony.
But he could not have it both ways, and the damsge had already
been done: Philopoemen's success in his independent action at

o

Mantinea was fully supported by large numbers of Achaeans, who
greeted him at the Nemea of 205, Philip had shown quite bluntly

that Macedonian interest alone ruled his relationship with

Achaea: Philopoemen was now in a position in which he wsos prep-

should rule Achaea's relationship with Macedon,



Probably in the same year, 205, Hegara was reunited with
the League., Discussion has centred on the date at which the
reunion occurred, and conclusions vary between Philopoemeq's
strategini of 193/2, 201/0, and 206/5. But Aymerd bases his
arguments in favour of 206/5 on the order of events in Plutarch's

narrative, and while they are not finally decisive, they show the

6

4.7

strong probability of a date about this time. We can therefore
tentatively accept that the return of Megara to the League
occurred in Philopoemen's strategia of 206/5, which makes it
possible to interpret it in the light of Philopoemen's nation-
alistic desire for Achaean expansionism and independence. Jﬁrom
this point of view, Megara was an important gain for Achaea, as
it controlled the passage through the Isthmus, But it was‘also
a useful propaganda gain, if Philopoemen wished to gain support
for his independent policy by emphasising the desirability of

reunifying the Achaea of the pre~Cleomenic War period. This was

he

-

eriod of Achaean independence and freedom from the shackles

-
res]

of the Macedonian hegemony: the emphasis placed by the accession
of Megara on the conditions of this early period of the League

must inevitably have had the effect of discrediting still further
Philip's current disregard for Achaean feclings by continuing to

maintain his hegemony over Achaea with his garrisons.

The independence at which Philopoemen aimed did not develop
into a doctrinaire nationalism. There was a solid practical
interest added to the nationalism, which gave practical appli-

cation to the policy. Philip had encouraged ichaea to defend
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herself against Sparta, and Mantinea had not permanently ended
the threat from Sparta. While Philopoemen had been engaged in
his activities in Achaea, Whioh'arovided him with support “for a
less close relationship with Macedon, Nabis had been consolidating
his position in Sparta. By 204 he possessed a mercenary ALY 4
recruited in Crete as a result of his close ties with Cnossos and
other Cretan cities; and he felt strong enough st Sparta‘to
begin to make use of it abroad. The first move for an expan~
sionist Sparta was traditionally towards the north, and in
particular ageinst southern Arcadia. Nabis was no exception, and
he now began to look for a casus belli with Achaea: in 204 he
found it. Some Boeotian travellers had rested at Sparta, and
before they left persuaded one of Nabis' grooms to defect and
accompany them. He agreed and took with him the best horse from
Nabis' stables, In itself, this did not have the mokings of an
international incident. But the sequel involved Achaea: the men
nad already réaohed Megalopolis before they were caught by the
Spartan pursuit party. The Spartans naturally demanded thot the
alleged thieves'be handed over, but were met with a point-blank
refusal from the Megalopolitans., Megalopolis was naturally

hostile towards a resurgent Sparta, and she was under no obli-

s . e , , 3 6ha.
gation to hand over the fugitives who had sought asylum there,
Nabis did not need to take public offence at the Megalopolitan
refusal unless he wanted to; and if he wanted to be provoc-

ative, a policy of appeasement by Megalopolis would not signi-

ficantly delay the outbreak of hostilities. Nabis therefore
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considered the refusal a sufficient pretext for an attack on
Megalopolitan territory, which consisted of a raid on an out-~
lying farm, We do not know whether the pretext was engineered
by Mabis -~ if so, we should have expected Polybius to say so -
or whether he simply took advantage of the opportunity which was
offered. In any case, the slightness of the pretext makes it
quite clear that he intended to provoke a war with Achaea. The
period of freedom from attack from the south, won for Ach;ea by
Philopoeimen's victory at Hantinea, was now over. The new tyrant
had established himself, and the dangerous pre~Mantinea situgtion
was restored. Another opportunity for the continuing practical

r_s_l(_. .

application of Achaea's military self-suf iciency was easily
- 6
found. 2

. 66 .
The war, still undeclared on the part of Achaea, = continued

sporadically for the next two years, 203 and 202. We have no
information about its events, and as a result are probably just-
ified in concluding that no significant advantage was won by
either side. Wven Philopoemen, who was probably strategos for
either 204/3% or 203/2,67 must have failed to make any signif-
icant impression. I both sides‘were content to occupy them-
selves with border raids - suggested by the Achaeans! failure td
declare war formally until 200 ~ there could, by the very nature
of the war, be little advantage gained. However, during the
course of Lysippus' strategia of 202/1 Nabis altered his
tactics, He determined to change the direction of the war by

striking out for a larger and Ffirmer base oF operations in
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southern Peloponnese, from which he would more easily be able
to attack Achaeca. Following the example of Machanidas' attack
on Iriendly Elis in 208, he launched an attack on Hessene,
probably with the support of an anti-Achaean party within the
city, At first he met little resistance, as he was formally an
ally Tfrom whom attack would be unexpected.

o '

In his first approach he gained control of all the city
except for Ithome. Philopoemen immediately understood the new
denger to Achaea which was implicit in the Spartan possession
ofl Messene: this would particularly affect legalopolis, which
must already have borne the brunt of the undeclared war. When
Lysippus was urged by Philopoemen to send federal forces to
prevént Hebis from occupying the whole of Hessene, he was more
concerned to reflect upon the fact that Messene had joined
detolia in 211 and had remained a member of the hostile alliance
until 205, Lysippus cannot have appreciated that the danger to
Achaea as a whole from Spartan possession of Messene was sub-

gstantial enough to make it worth his while giving the prestige
of his office to an unsolicited and unapproved expedition to the
aid of a recent enemy. In strict law, he had ample excuse For
refusing Fhilopoemen's request: no source mentions that any
faction of the Messenians formally appealed to Achaea, only that
Philopoemen took the initiative in urging Achaean intervention.
Fhilopoemen mey well have anticipated some factional support in

lessene for action against Mabis' attempted coup; but Lysippus

- Ce e A i e o S e A fEadre OF
tegos could not legitimately interfere in the aiialrs o




another sovereign state without receiving an sppeal from some

Taction. At the same time, Achaea was not Tormally at war with

Nabis, therefore federal intervention was doubly illegitimate,

Philopoemen, however, decided to take private action. He had
no federal office, therefore was not prevented from acting by any
federal scruples. He could command no federal forces, but he did
not have any difficulty in raising o force from Megalopolis, with
which he marched to Messene. The threat to Achmea from Nabis!
possession of Messene naturally appeared more real when viewed from
Hegalopolis then from Aegium: the proximity of the danger made
action which the federal authorities considered unnecessary and
illegitimate vital and equitable. This was not the Tirst time that
a. sectional interest in Achaea had taken it into its own hands to
protect itself, when it was clear that the federal authorities were
unwilling;68 nor was it the first time that a close relationship
between Messene and Megalopolis had proved mitually beneficial: the
refuge which the Messenians had offered the Megalopolitans in 223,
under a reversal of the present circumstances, would not be for-
gotten by Philopoemen, Nabis was surprised by the arrival of the
Megalopolitans; the anti-Spartan Messeniang ralliéd, and as
Philopoemen entered one gate, Nabis escaped out of the opposite

There was 1little fighting, if we are to believe Polybius, who

gate,
is behind Plutarch's account; and it may be that Nabis, who had
clearly overestimated the strength of his support, did not want to

risk his forces in an encounter in which he was likely to be

beaten., The arrival of Philopoemen and his Megalopolitans had
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prevented him from capitalising on his initial success.

The success of Philopoemenfs unoificial action against Nabis
must have increased his popularity in Achaea, for he was elected
strategos for 201/0, The critical issue was still Sparta; and
since Philip was fully occupied elsewhere, Achaea could Justly be
grateful to Philopoemen. He was successful enough against Nabis for
it to be unnecessary for him to insist on é formal declaration of
war by a federal syncletos. But his Megalopolitan origins made him
take care to prevent the continuation of Nabis' attacks, He, as
well as Nabis, had his Cretan connections, and he made use of them
against Nabis in 200,70. He had no scruples about striking back at
Nabis without a formal declaration of war, and the success of a
cutting-out expedition, in which his Cretans took part, against some
of Nabis' mercenaries at Pellana was such that Nabis waited until
Philopoemen had vacated the glrategia before launching any further
attacks on Achaea. Polybius gives a detailed description of the
impressive way in which this expedition was assembled in secrecy
before the attack, but his admiration does not reflect any méjor
importance of the expedition itself: his admiration is directed
solely towards the technical competence which Philopoemen displayed
in carrying out the complicated arrsngements., But apart from this
technical interest, the expedition was simply a facet of
Philopoemen's continuation of the war of local border raids. The
only development was that the retaliation was now placed on a
federal basis.7l Although it was not sufficiently important for it

to be necessary to declare war, its success was startling in
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keeping Nabis quiet for the remainder of the year. Nabis was no
hothead, and his two recent experiences of Philopoemen's energy
were sufficient for him to decide to wait until he had been
replaced in the girategia before contimuing his plundering raids
on Hegalopolis and southern Arcadia. In the long run,
Philopoenen's successes in quietening Nabis had little effect on
the course of the war, but only served to 1ull the Achaeans into

a false sense of security.

1.

It has already been noticed that Cycliadas was elected
strategos in autumn 200, and that Philopoemen as a result left
Achaea for Crete. He was a political associate of Aristaenus)
shared his antimhacedonianism and in 199 friendliness towards
Rome, and was therefore in opposition to Cycliadas. Cycliadas’
election, in fact, constituted a major defeat for Philopoemen and
Aristaenus. The main problem remaining for us, about the elec-
tion of Cycliadas, is to explain the circumstances in which it
became politically possible. Philopoemen was strategos in 201/
00, and had some success against Nabis, which should have been

ficient to secure the election of another of his group as

for 200/199 - Aristaenus, for instance, was available

and eligible, .We must, therefore, consider the other events of
Philopoemen's strategia in the light of this problem,

In the spring of 200, the Roman propagande mission, which was
sent to Greece when the Senate decided on war with Philip, visited
Aegium, The members were C. Claudius Nero, M. fAemilius Lepidus and

P, Sempronius Tuditanus. Its main purpose was to attewmpt to seduce
. yoxalors}



Philip's Greek allies and to confirm the friendship of those

i

o . . . s . 2 s
states which had supported Rome in the Previous war. On their

way from Italy the ambassedors had already visited the Epirots,

Amynander and the Aetolians. Before going on from Naupactug to

e

Athens, wvhere they were to meet Attalus, they crossed the Gulf

-

o visit the Achaeans at Aegium. In each place they based

their propaganda on the claim that Philip must v pévakkﬁvwv

undevi molepelv . The motif appeared mild enough: the Romans

(unasked, except by Rhodes and Attalus) were announcing their

O

Protectorate of the Hellenes., If Philip was willing to become
a Roman client and to allow Greece to become a Roman
Protectorate without fighting for his hegemony = conditions which

were lmpossible for Philip to accept - war would be

unnecessary.’” Essentially benevolent in tone to the Greeks,

the mission and its message were generally well received by the
1.

gtates it visited.

In Achaea, Philopoenen was strategos when the ambassadors
9 £ oG o iirsk I T ool

arrived at Aegium. Since Mantinea, he had been relying on the

strength of the Achaean army to give reality to his attempts to

persuade the Achaeans to adopt an attitude of independence From

Philip, as far as the continued presence of the garrisons

.

- I

allowed, n these circumstances, the Roman vropaganda motif
9 &

was eminently suitable. When Philopoemen heard the ambass-
adors' message, that they were demanding that Philip should stop

making war on the CGreeks, his lmmediate reaction must have been

] . e o e e bt e
gyimpathetic., For from Philopoemen's point of view, what were
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the Hacedonion garrisons other than one aspect of Philip's war
on the Greeks? There could be no disguising Philopoemen's
interest in the Romaen proposal, for it suited his policy
admirably. We have no evidence that his anti-Macedonianism -
evidenced by the alleged murder attempt -~ had yet turned to pro-
Romanism. Yel Aristaenus in 199/8 was fully committed to
joining Rome in the war ageinst Philip. The most economical
interpretation of the available evidence is that Philopoemen's
and Aristaenmus' anti-Macedonianism first turned towards Rome
when this Roman prépaganda embassy called at Aegium in 200, for
at this point the Romans and Philopoemenists discovered that

they had a common anti-Macedonianism,

For the moment there could be no possibility of Achaean
action against Philip, even with the promise of Roman support:
the Macedonian garrisons held Achaea by the throat. And more
1an this: it was by no means certain that a majority of the
Achaeans would support a move towards abandoning the Macedonian
alliance, despite Philopoemen's peréonal influence. The
positive aspect of Philopoemen's policy - the assertion of
Achaean power in Peloponnese against Sparta and the right of
independent action - was recoguised as patriotic and desirable,
as his recepltion at the Nemea of 205 adequately shows. The
negative aspect -~ the anti-Macedonian aspect, which was a
natural growth from the other - was more revolutionary, more

dangerous to put into practice, and therefore demongtrably less

desirable for Achaea. The independence achieved up to this
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point had been exercised within the limits imposed by the
lacedonian hegemony: it was safe, and had, in the first

nstance, been encouraged by Philipr. The step now envisaged

=

was incomparably larger, and therefore could be exgected to
v less support. Most Achaecans can have had little con-
cept of the disparity between Roman and Macedonian power: even
after most of the garrisons were removed and the Roman allies
were blockading Corinth in 198, Aristaenus had difficulty in
obtaining a majority for his proposal to abandon the Macedonisn
alliance and join Rome. But the formation of a wildly pro-
Roman group in Achaea seems likely to have taken its origin from
the appearance of the Roman propaganda mission at Aegium in 200,
It was not a group of pro-Roman quislings; it was rather a
group which was prepared at this stage to give a cauti.ous
welcome to Roman expressions of interest, which happened to have
features in common with the policy which the group hed inde-
pendently evolved., Philopoemen's partial achievement of inde-
pendence had naturally led to anti-Macedonianism; din this the
interests of Rome coincided., It was therefore natural that an
element of friendliness to Rome should, in the present circum-
stences, take its place in the policies of the independence

v
party.’

I¥ we are correct in taking the presence of this Romen
mission at degium in 200 as the point of origin of the Achaean
pro~Roman party, we have come close to explaining the circum-

stonces of Cycliadas' election. If Philopoemen and Aristaenus
Crdd P S T
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at this point formed a policy which envisaged the posgibility
of co~operation with Rome, the shape of their propagenda must
have changed to suilt this new development in their policy.
They will not have sinply kept quiet about their proposed
entente with Rome. Cycliadas, on the other hand, was famous
for only one thing: for being head of the pronﬁacedonian party

in Achaea, And we must assume that it was this dominant feature

of his political character which caused his election. The con-
flict between the new Philopoemenist policy and Cycliadas'

traditionalism is obvious, and we must conclude from Cycliadas'
success that the new Philopoemenist policy was beaten conc-
lusively in the elections - to the extent that Philopoemen could
not face living in Achaea with the notoriety of his defeat and
perhaps the threat of exile hanging over him. Aristaenus did
stay in Achsea, and braved the defeat, He seems to have been
more of a politician than Philopoemen, and more prepared to take
political risks if future prospects were inviting. In any case
he did not have a convenient invitation from the Gortynians
weiting to be taken up, to provide himself with a patriotic
excuse for voluntary exile. The absence of Philopoeumen,

however, did mean that Aristaoenus was left as chief represent-

ative of the party which they had joinfly Fformed ~ a position

e

which he may have felt was worth the risk of exile at the hands
of the reactionary Cycliadas.
Cne further event of autumn 200 tends to confirm that this

. . . . 1 M e , £
internretation of Cycliadas'! election is correct. Lne wave Ok
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reaction against Philopoemen and Aristaenus seems to have manif-
ested itself again, perhaps already before the election., After

9

-
be fall of Abydus to Philip - probably in September7) ~ Achaean

o

ambassadors arrived at Rhodes, which was taking the lead with
Pergamum in the reintrvoduction of the Romans. The Achaeans
asked the Rhodians to try to reach agreementvwith Philip; Dbut
the Roman propagenda mission, which waes just about to complete
its journey to Antiochus and Ptolemy Epi?hanes, intervened and
urged the Rhodians not to meke peace without Roman consent. The
Rhodians were only too glad to be reassured of Roman support,

76

and lmmediately agreed,

The Romans opposed this Achaean embassy of conciliation for
obvious reasons: they did not want their potential allies to be
neutralised in this way. As this embassy was so clearly
contrary to Roman interests, it cannot have been sent with the
consent of Philopoemen, but must repfesent the policy of
Cycliadas and the pro-Macedonians. The actual date of the
embassy and its chronological relation to the Achaean elections
are not clear, and cannot be discovered. If il was before the

.
election of Cycliadas, it suggests.that the Philopoemenists had
already lost the support of the synodos before the elections;
if after the elections, it werely confirms that Cycliadas was
willing to work in the interests of Philip. But from the point
of view of parties and policles, this essentially anti-Roman

0 Rhodes confirms what we have already established,

o

mission

St

that the support which Philopoemen and Aristaenus had attracted
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while their policy was based solely on ratriotic independence,

was lost by the end of Philopoemen's strategia of 201/0; and

that the reason for this loss of support was the proposed

entente with Rome.

(et

The ten yedrs of Fhilopoemen's political career in Achaea
between his visits to Crete saw a major change in his policies.
In Crete until 211, he had been working in Philip's interests,
and he continued to co-operate after his return to Achaca, He
gained his first federal offices, the hipparchy inl210/09 and

the gtrategia in 208/7, with Philip's support. But the devel-
oping crisis in Philip's war with Rome made it impossible for him
to continue to protect Achaea from Sparta, His encouragement of
Philopoemen to undertake the remodelling of the Achaean arny was

too successiful, and the death of Machanidas at Mantinea created

he possibility of an Achaean policy which aimed at achieving a
local independence, which Philopoemen believed could be maint-
ained by the new Acheean army. In this he was probably supported

by Aristaenus. A solid barrier against achieving this aim was

Tormed by the Macedonian gerrisons; and it wes natural that the
result of this opposition should be the growth of an anti-

Macedonian aspect in their policy of Achaean independence in

Peloponnese. The next - and most far-reaching - development came

in 200 with their realisation that their anti-Macedonianism was

shared by Rome. This unity of interest caused them to express
cautious willingness to co-operate with the Romans. But this

association with Achaea's recent enemies caused a major political
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reaction in Achaca, and a surge of new support for Cycliadas
and his policy, probably stimulated by Philip's realisation of
the danger implicit in any success for his opponents, The

embassy to Rhodes and the election of Cycliadas mark substan

defeats for Philopoemen and Aristaenus. It seemed that, for the
moment, they had lost the struggle. Philopoemen decided that the
safest course for him was to return to Crete. Aristaenus took
the risk of staying in Achaea as de facto leader of the party and
representative of Philopoemen's interests in Achaea. They had
taken up an extreme position, and had advenced beyond the point
where their supporters would follow them. Blectoral defeat was

temporarily the reward for their seeing the future too clearly.
T1I

The years of Philopoemen's absence in Crete were epoch-
making for Achaea and Greece; but since they are not central to
the theme of this work, need only be surveyed briefly here.
Cycliadas, whose election to the strategia was the main reason
for Philopoemen's journey, was not strong enough to maintain his
party in power after his gtrategia, and Aristaenus was elected
strategos for 199/8. In the course of his year he established
the Philopoemenist policy firmly: Cycliadas was exiled, the
Macedonian alliance abandoned, and alliance formed with Rome,
Aristaenus met some entreunched resistance from those in favour of
maintaining the Macedonian alliance at the syncletos at Sicyon,

. . . - 4o .
which accepted Rome's friendship, but the threat from uhe
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presence of the fleets of Rome and Attalus at Cenchreae made
Aristaenus successful, Nabis too had no desire to appear to be
on the wrong side in the war, and although Philip tried to use
their mutual anti-Achaean feelings to bind Nabis to him by the
gift of Argos, Nabis quickly joined Rome in spring 197. A truce
for the duration of the Macedonian war temporsrily ended the

77

Spartan threat to Achaea,

In summer 197 Flamininus defeated Philip at Cynoscephalae.
The Achaeans did not participate in the battle, but benefi%ged
from the Roman success: until the battle Corinth had'beeﬁ
retained in Macedonian hands; now it was freed from its
Macedonien garrison. Philip was broken, and the Senate undeir-
Took the settlement of Greece by the despatch of 10 commiss-
ioners. Flamininus insisted that the freed towns should remain
free and not pass into the imperial hands of the allies; din this
way he annoyed the fAetolians, who had expected to benefit from
the joint success. Achaea did not require very much: Philip's
Peloponnesian garrisons - except for Corinth - had been evac—
uated in 199, and the Roman commissioners confirmed Achaea in
control., Over the treatment of the other freed cities
Flamininus disagreed with the wmembers of the commission. The
Senate was worried by reports of Antiochus III's successful
progress through Asia Minor, and the comnissioners, reflecting
this disquiet, wanted to retain control of at least the 'fetters'
~ ferocorinth, Chalcis and Demetrias. Flamininus was equally

aware of the potential threat from Antiochus, but thought that
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Roman precautions could best be taken by ensuring the friend-
ship of the Greeks - by demonstrating the sincerity of the

Roman claim to have 'freed the Greeks', rather than by military

activity which would forfeit this.

Flamininus' success over the commissioners was reflected
in his proclamation at the Isthmia of 196, that all the Greeks
should be free., As an immediate gesture, the town of Corinth
was reunited with Achsea, The 'fetters' were retained for the
moment, although by his proclametion Flemirninus had committed

himself to their eventual evacuation. Antiochus, however, was

still the great fear; and Nabis' association with Rome during

the war was not considered to be sufficient evidence of cont-

.

inuing Spartan loyalty. The excuse‘that he refused to hand over
Argos to the Achaeans was thererore given for a campaign to
reduce Habis., The Roman allies, led by #lamininus, invaded
Laconia in 195 and stripped Nebis of his control of the
perioicic towns on the coast, which were given into Achaean
guardianship -~ but they did not become members of the League,

Nabis' Cretan possessions were also taken from him in the

settlement. Argos was recovered by Achaea, bul Nabis was
allowed to retain Sparta: Flamininus was aiming at a balance of

power in Peloponnese rather than a gratification of his allies!

wishes,

The seriousness of a potential union of Nabis and

. § } N nd Flamininus had 1itt
Antiochus was now greatly diminished, and Flamininus had little
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further excuse for staying in Grecce with Romen troops, if the

sincerity of his 'freedom of the Greeks' was to be believed,

o

17, -
1

ne struggle came in Rome at the distribution of the provinces
Tor 194, Scipio Africanus had been elected consul for 194
through the general Roman fear of Antiochus, and he made it
clear that he wanted Macedonia, [lamininus, on the other hand,
was more than ever committed to the 'freedom of the Greeks', and
the evacuation which this implied. In the event, the Senate
adopted a waiting policy and accepted Flamininus' view: they
determined to meet the threat from Antiochus with the primory
weapon of Greek goodwill. It was therefore agreed that all
Roman troops should be withdrawn from Greece., In spring 194
Flamininus called a general meeting of the CGreek states at
Corinth, and announced the withdrawal of the Roman troops. This

was his final patronal beneficium;. and it was balanced by a

1 n

request for the clients' pium officium: the repatriation of all

)

Romen citizens bought in the international slave markets during
the Hannibalic war. The request was naturally granted, at a

cost to Achaea alone of 100 talents in compensation to the

owners.

Satisfied with his success, Flanininus passed through
central Greece, withdrawing garrisons and establishing favourable
governments., He continually emphasised the benevolence of Roman
interest in CGreece, the fact that Rome and Flamininus were the
only sincere liberators whom the Greeks had known. The 4etolians

were not convinced; and Achaea had the continued threat from
?
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Nabis to temper her enthusiasm for the Roman evacuation., And
these became major problems. But Flamininus had ended his
missicn. e left Greece, was greeted by the Senate meeting
extra urbem, and celebrated a three-day triumph. But despite
the pomp of the triumph, there was still apprehension at Rome

about Antiochus; and it was this crisis which revealed the

o]
. . s o . O
weakness in Flamininus' balance of power in Greece,7



- 109 -
CHAPTER 4

PATRTOTISM AND CLIENTELA

In the spring of 193, some time after the consuls had held
levies and left for their provinces, Flamininus asked the Senate for
the ratification of his settlement of G:r‘eec:e.:L At the time, envoys
from the whole of the Greek world, Asia as well as Greece, were
present, and were used by Flamininus to broadcast to the Greek world
the resounding diplomatic defeat which the envoys of Antiochus
suffered in interview with Flamininus and the ten‘commissioners.
It seems unlikely that the Aetolians were represented in Rome this
spring, as Flamininus had probably, to some extent at least, engineered
these embassies to demonstrate in Rome the breadth of his patronage,

and the Aetolians would not find much welcome in such a gathering.3

»

In Greece in the meanwhile, Philopoemen had returned to Achaea,
probably in the aﬁtdﬁn of 194, when the war between Gortyn and |
Cnossog, which had been supported by Nabis, had been brought to an
end.4 It seems fairly clear that it is this period to which Plutarch
refers, when he says that Philopoemen caused the secession of small
constituent states of the Megalopolitat koinon, arguing that they did
not belong to the city, and had not in the beginning. As a result of
this he was able to create a supporting party for use in federal
politics.5 It seems clear that the Megalopolitans had not forgiven
Philopoemen for putting personal and federal interests before
Megalopolitan in 200, when he had left Achaea to fight Nabis in Crete.

Soon afterwards they had tried to exile him, and had only been pre-

vented by federal intervention headed by Aristaenus.
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Some of the towns which were now encouraged towards independence
within the League by Philopoemen in 193 may be tentatively identified
by their copper coinage issues, which show their independence within
the League at some period. It has been suggested that cities which
we know had been constituent parts of Megalopolis, and for which
there are independent coinage issues of the Achaean League period,
should be attributed to this time., These are: Alea, Alipheira, Asea,
Callista, Gortys, Dipaea, Methydrion, Pallantién, Teuthis, Theisoa,
But too much emphasis should not be placed on these coins. They are
certainly coins of the League; but thelr date within the League
period depends solely on historical criteria, not numismatic. It is
therefore not possible to demonstrate independently of the historical
argument that the coin issues in question are even contemporary. The
mostwe can say is that they would agree well enough with the
historical phenomena if they could be shown to have been issued
subsequent to Philopoemen's return from Crete. We cannot therefore
be certain that the towns from which coins are extant were the
Megalopolitan towns which supported Philopoemen, still less that they
were the only ones to do so. For even if the coins can by some means
be proved to be significant in this context, this latter consideration
is important, as we are completely dependent for information upon the
accidental discovery of the League coins from the towns: there may
well have been other towns which supported Philopoemen which either
did not issue independent coinage at all, or from which examples

have not been discovered. With or without the coinage towns, there
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must have been a considerable body of support within the League
apart from Megalopolis, on.which.Philopoemen could‘rely; and it
must have been with this support, and not that of Megalopolis - the
main source of his earlier influence- that he was elected federal

strategos in the autumn of 19% for 195/2.7

On the international plane, the summer of 193 passed with no
significant alteration in the cold war situation between Rome and
Antiochus., After the collapse of the negotiations at Rome in the
spring, a Roman embassy was despatched to Asia; but no concessions
were extracted from Antiochus or his representatives - the king was
unsettled as a result of the death of his eldest son Antiochus, and
was not prepared to pay much attention to international affairs -
and the embassy returned to Rome in the autumn, They reported simply
that they had not discovered anything which could be construed as

preparations for war,

Although this was true enough as far as Antiochus himself was
concerned, all was by no means settled in Aetolia; and matters came
to a head at the autumn general meeting of the League, held as usual
in connection with the Thermica.9 Opposition to Rome had been growing
in Aetolia since the settlement after Cynoscephalae, and at this
autumn assembly in 193 it was resolved to send propaganda missions
to Nabis, Philip and Antiochus.lo It is the embassy to Nabis which
concerns Achaea most deeply, and must be examined in detail here.

Nabis had complied with the terms of the peace with Rome in all but

one respect: he still had a company of Cretans in Sparta., It is



- 112 -

possible that these had been hired in the course of the intervening
months: they first appear in 192 when.Philopoemen made his attack on
Sparta. But the report of the Roman legati of 193 indicates that
danger to the Roman settlement of Greece was anticipated from Nabis;
and it seems simplest to assume that the Cretans had simply not been
dismissed in 195,ll Apart from this, Nabis had complied with the
terms of the peace. No attempt had been made to regain his
Peloponnesian power, or to encroach on the new Achaean protectorate
of the perioicic towns., The Aetolians might well be led to helieve
that the revolutionary fire, which they hoped to exploit, had been
quenched at Sparta, and that Nabis, far from lending support to any
rising against Rome which they might contemplate, would at best be

neutral, and at worst on the Roman side.

For these reasons the embassy of Damocritus was necessary. He
put his point strongly to Nabis: the Romans had left Greece, and
would not return just because of Nabis, whatever he might do; he
should therefore try to get back the coastal towns, and with them
the basis of his earlier power, It is not likely that the Aetolians
sincerely believed in the arguments which Damocritus was putting
forward: at best they represented Aetolian wishful thinking. But
they found an eager listener in Nabis, who was prepared to act as
soon as he realised that there was moral support forthcoming from
Aetolia. It is likely that he had already been encouraging his old
supporters in the maritime towns - it is difficult otherwise to see

how he could be ready to act so quickly. He was therefore able to
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was strongest; in others direct assassination achieved the desired

results.

By the end of October Achaea had formally protested to Nabis,
reminding him of his treaty obligations. Other moré concrete steps
were also taken, behind which we can see the hand of Philopoemen,
nowistrategos: & garrison was sent to Gytheum, the most important of

the coastal towns, and an embassy to Rome.12

The establishment of
an Achaean garrison at Gytheum was aliowed under the treaty between
Nabis and Rome as part of Achaean tutela; the embassy to Rome was
merely a manifestation of diplomatic prudence. But it does indicate
veryvclearly that Philopoemen's election in 193 was by no means
'malgracieux pour Rome', as Aymard suggests. There is simply no
evidence which would suggest this at this time. Philopoemen was no
blind chauvinist, as Polybius makes quite clear in his comparison
between Aristaenus and Philopoemen. He fully realised the limit-

ations of what was possible for Achaea, even at a later time when
the formal foedus was in operation between Rome and Achaea. TIn 193
when there was no formal alliance between the states, when there is
no indication in any source that he expressed any desire other than
for co-operation with Rome, as long as Roman and Achaean interests
coincided -~ as they certainly did in this case - unfounded»assert—
ions, based on inadequate examination of the evidence, about a clash

between the policies of Philopoemen and Rome, are the stuff from

‘s 13
which myths are made, and should wholly disappear from our tradition. ~
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When the Senate came to consider its foreign policy towards
the east in spring 192, the legati who had been to Antiochus
impressed the Senate with the lack of warlike preparations by
Antiochus, and no direct action was taken. But the cold war was to
go on; and the Achaean embassy bearing news of Nabis' recent host-
ility made some kind of action both desirable and diplomatically
possible, both to prevent southern Peloponnese becoming a disaffected
area under the renewed self-assertiveness of Nabis, and therefore
possibly a base for Antiochus; and on the other hand, to reinforce
Achaean solidarity by providing support on appeal in what appeared
to be, at first sight, merely a local war. A. Atilius Serramus, who
had been given Hispania Ulterior at the distribution of the praet-
orian provinces, had his appointment changed by a vote of the people,
and was now given Macedonia and the fleet. Similarly, M. Baebius
Tamphilus, who had originally been given Citerior, was transferred
to Bruttium. Atilius was ordered to undertake the construction of
30 quinqueremes, and to select from the existing fleet any vessels f

which were still seaworthy; to man the fleet he was to enlist gocii
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navales.

These preliminaries took most of the summer; and although
Atilius was ordered to go to Greece at once, it was the end of summer
192 before he had completed his preparations and appeared off
Gytheum, By this time everything was almost settled aﬁd Nabis
already dead. Aymard refuses to believe that Atilius had taken so

long over his preparations; and assumes that he must have taken some
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part in the events of the year., But this is contrary to the
impression we get from reading Livy and, for what it is worth,

the phrase of Zonaras, obto¢ pev odsdv Empakev - both of which
have as ultimate source the full text of Polybius. And there is

not even any compelling g priori reason for making such an assump-
tion against the trend of the evidence. In addition to Atilius and
the fleet, a propaganda mission was also sent to Greece with the
purpése of attempting to cut the ground from under Antiochus' feet
in advance,.by counteracting the propaganda of the Aetolians and

the use they were making of his reputation. The mission was headed
by Flamininus and was composed of Cn. Octavius, Cn. Servilius Caepio
and P. Villius Tappulus.15 This was an extremely prestigious
mission, consisting as it did of three consulars (Flamininus,
Servilius and Villius), and a distinguished praetorian. Of the
consulars, Villius had had almost as much experience in Greece ds
Flamininus himself: he was his predecessor as consul in Macedonia in -
1995 in 197 he was appointed to his staff as senatorial legatus;

he served as a member of the ten commissioners for the settlement of
Greece; 1in 193 he was a member of Ser. Sulpicius Galba's embassy to
Antiochus, from which he had just returned.16 The composition of
this embassy shows clearly that the Senate attached great import-
ance to this aspect of the cold war: Nabis might be used as an
excuse, but Antiochus was behind it., They left Rome early in the
year, and Flamininus was in Greece early enough to be able to play

a part in the early stages of the war against Nabis.
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As soon as the weather allowed military activity to take place,
Nabis attacked Gytheum; and in an attempt to repay the Achaeans for
putting a garrison in Gytheum - and to try to persuade them to with-
draw it - ravaged some Achaean territory. Despite this, Philopoemen
made no move until the ambassadors who had been sent to Rome

17

returned, It seems quite clear that at this stage he wanted to
preserve as close a relationship as possible between Achaea and Rome,
even if this involved some trouble for outlying parts of Achaea - in
particular, Megalopolis would be one of the first to suffer. As
soon as the ambassadors did return, a gyncletos was called at Sicyon;
at the same time an embassy was sent to Flamininus, who had now
arrived in Creece, but was still in the north. As a result of his
distance from Achaea the reply of Flamininus, to the effect that the
Achaeans should wait for the arrival of Atilius' fleet before
embarking on open war with Nabis, did not arrive until the Achaean
syncletos was already in session and likely to decide in favour of
war.18 The delay can have beén nobody's fault: the fact that
Philopoemen sent the embassy to Flamininus at all, as soon as he
heaxd . he had arrived in Greece, shows that he was eager to co-operate.
On the other hand, Flamininus can scarcely have calculated the
travelling time of the envoys' return so exactly as to virtually
ensure that his advice would be ignored. There was no calculsted
duplicity on his part over this matter. He intended his advice to
be taken seriously, and there is room for an examination of his

motives in giving it.
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It must have been urged on him by the Achaean ambassadors that
the matter of Nabis was urgent: all the facts, with their full
charge of Achaean emotion, had been placed at his fingertips, and
the only advice he could give was to wait for Atilius. Despite the
Senate's instructions to Atilius to go to his province at once,
Flamininus must have known that he was likely to be involved in
building ships and recruiting crews for some time., This meant that
if the Achaeans took no immediate action, Gytheum would certainly be
lost, and Achaea would be laid open to attack from Nabis on a larger
scale than was already the case. Why did Flamininus want this? In
the first place it must have been galling to him to be virtually
powerless until Atiiius arrived. Diplomacy without gunboats was an
emasculated weapon to Flamininus. Yet his task was to counteract
Aetolian influence. The method favoured by Flamininus was to acquire
personal ties with the client states, and secure their loyalty as a
result of their gratitude for beneficia conferred by him. In Achaea
he was presented with a textbook situation: the Achaeans were
voluntarily humbling themselves by asking for a beneficium, yet

Flamininus was prevented by force of circumstances from conferring it.

The situation was difficult; but Flamininus did not mske the
most of it. Instead of bowing to the necessity forced upon him by
the urgency of the Achaeans for a decision about action against Nabis,
and the clear necessity that they should engage him alone for the
safety of the Roman settlement and their own security, without

walting for physical Roman help to arrive, he tried to turn back the
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tide of events. Instead of promising the full Roman moral support
of his own authoritative presence for their militarily independent
undertaking, he refused to compromise his chance of conferring a
great bemeficium by fighting the whole war for the Achaeans, and
excluding them from playing a major part in their own defence. He
therefore simply, and unrealistically, told them to wait for Atilius.
If they did this, of course, he would take the war off their hands:
he was simply - and clumsily -~ trying to create an opportunity of
exercising patronage where none existed on the scale which‘he
envisaged. As a result of his clumsiness in his treatment of this
situation, he lost the chance of gaining the minor advantage for
Rome of giving the Achaeans the backing of Roman prestige: when it
came to the point, the Achaeans did not need Atilius to rescue them -
as Flamininus may have suspected when he insisted on their waiting

for him - and no beneficium was conferred.

From the Achaean point of view Flamininus' advice was totally
unexpected. Not only did it mean that Roman hostility would be

aroused by anyindependent Achaean action to preserve themselves and

the Roman settlement, but it was also a personal affront to

Philopoemen, He had scrupulously taken care to obtain Roman approval
for every action he had contemplated against Nabis, and now found his
independence of action incomprehensibly withheld - apparently against
the.Roman interest, and certainly against his view of the Achaean.

His view of Roman aims must have immediately undergone a rapid change.

His absence in Crete had prevented his previously experiencing
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Flamininus' methods in person; and Aristaenus was too c¢losely
involved personally with the-Spartan settlement to have done more
than hint at dissatisfaction with Flamininus' methods. In any case,
Achaea had so far come well enough out of the Roman settlement for
it still to be possible to believe that Flamininus had some friendly
interest in Achaea more than in other Greek states. But now the
active Philopoemen had returned, and was presented with the situation
through hearsay and Aristaenus' already compromised ideas. At first
Philepoemen's willingness to follow Aristaenus' established line of
conduct is manifest in the cautious embassies to Rome and Flamininus.
But the crisis in his belief in Roman generosity to Achaea rapidly

came with the arrivel of Flamininus' letter and its delaying advice.

Militariky delay was inadvisable, but unlikely to prove
disastrous: the arrival of Atilius' fleet would quickly have secured
the recovery of places lost to Nabis, and there had in any case
already been delay while the embassy was sent to Rome. Admittedly
this was in the winter; but a wait of a few months more - or even
weeks, had they decided to wait for Flamininus' presence - could not
have had much effect on the situation. Flamininus' auctoritas alone
might have been sufficient to end the war, even without the support
of Roman troops, as he did in fact eventually intervene in the war
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himself and make a peace.’ But politically, the relationship
between Flamininus and Achaea was radically altered by the arrival

of Flamininus' letter: asked to endorse action, he had simply

advised further delay. Yo him, Achaean desire for action was a new
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phenomenon,. and he naturally acted defensively. But it did
demonstrate his essential Roman selfishness and lack of altruistic
benevolent interest in Achaea, and its effect on Philopoemen was
correspondingly disastrous. Ready to trust his experienced advisers
until events proved them wrong, this point had now been reached.

The 'freedom of the G?eeks' did not affect Philopoemen in the same
way as his fellow Achaean politicians - for even Aristaenus was
politically compromised over this slogan - as he had not experienced
the mass emotions of the Isthmia of 196, the Nemea of 195, and the
evécuation scenes of 194. He seems to have correctly seen no
essential difference between the freedom conferred by Rome and the
freedom granted by Macedon. Farlier in his career he had had some
success in breaking away from total military dependence on Macedon
by his success at Mantinea. He had now been led to expect that the
situation under Rome was different, that Rome would wholly co-operate
with him; but his colleagues had béen shown to be living in a fools'
paradise, and their expectations had been shown to be wrong. It was
therefore necessary to take immediate action in order to stake the
Achaean claim to follow an independent policy in Peloponnese, It
was quite clear to Philopoemen that Flamininus wanted to deprive
Achaea of the prestige of a potential military success; with his
view unprejudiced by close association, Rome was simply repeating
the diplomacy of Philip's symmachy. Action was the way in which his

experience advised him to claim political individualism.

His decision was made easiler by the fact that the gyncletos had
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expected Flamininus' message simply to endorse Philopoemen's desire
for action, had discussed the matter accordingly, and almost

decided forvwar before the letter arrived. Further discussion was
conditioned by the contents of the letter, and this was indecisive.
The opinion of the gtrategos was therefore sought. ‘Philopoemen took
his opportunity, and tactfully said he was_wiiling to undertake the
consequences of any decision of the gyncletos, which correctly
interpreted this as an expression of his desire for war. The
decision was carried by a large majority.zo Whatever decision the
syncletos had takenvwould have meant compromising Achsean interests.
To the mass of the gyncletos the most immediate matter was the war
with Nabis, to Philopoemen the necessity of staking a claim for the
right to follow an independent policy in Peloponnese against the
recently revealed macchiavellianism of Flamininus. The circumstances
of the arrival of the letter simply made easier the decision, which ;

was necessary from both points of view.

It was from this time that the hostility between Flamininus and
Philopoemen began. The unique source of our information about this
is Polybius; and as a result of Polybius' own personal association
with Philopoemen we might anticipate some tendency to throw the
blame onto Flamininus; and this isy in fact, what we find. The
1ll-feeling between the two men seems to have first become general
knowledge towards the end‘of 192, when Philopoemen gained greater
honours than Flamininus for his war against Nabis. The record is

in Plutarch, comes from Polybius, and is represented as simple
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jealousy on the part of Flamininus.2l The idea of this was
certainly common knowledge in autumn 192, as Polybius makes it a
reason for the Aetolian attempt to seduce Achaea from Rome: he
spoils the effect of this by laying the hostility at the feet of
Flamininus, and still making it an argument fop the possibility of
Achaean defection; but the same implication is there, thét
Philopoemen was hated by Flamininus. It is not made clear whether
the hostility was mutual.22 The next evidencecomes ten years later.
Deinocrates of Messene hoped to get help from Flamininus as a result
of his hostility to Philopoemen. Again the same implication is
there, again coming from Polybius; and it is nowhere stated that

Flamininus' hostility was either reciprocated or justified.23

Buﬁ there are considerations which must be made in each case.
There was indeed, from Flamininus' point of view, some reason for
him to be hostile towards Philopoemen. Philopoemen's action, in
direct contfadiction to his advice, was the first time he had
experienced such failure to appreciate the moral obligations 6f
clientela in Achaea. He could regard his advice as completely

acceptable to the Achaeans, if they wished to follow it; the

strategos could easily stifle any opposition if he wanted to. It

was clear to Flamininus that Philopoemen was deliberately flouting
the advice given in his letter. Polybius does not really clarify
the situation when he apologises for Philopoemen's action, by
explaining that Philopoemen really wanted to co-operate Qith

Flamininus and weit for the fleet, but the danger to Gytheum and



the Achaean garrison was too grea‘t.24 Yet a fleet was necessary
for a successful attack, and Achaea's was woefully feeble., In

fact, if Philopoemen had been realistically assessing only the
military situation, he would have waited for Atilius and not risked
loss of men and prestige in contravening Flamininus' expressed wish.
Flamininus clearly had sound reasons for believing that Philopoemen

deliberately wanted to cross his plans.

This in itself was sufficient to create an initial hostility,
But it implied more. It implied that Philopoemen had realised that
Flamininus' own schemes were not aimed solely at the benefit of
Achaeca. If Philopoemen was abusing clientela, he had now good
reason to believe that Flamininus was playing a double game with
Achaea; and Flamininus. could not like the idea that this was fully
recognised by the gtrategos, whom he knew by reputation only.
Philopoemen's action therefore represented both a breach of the
client's obligations, and a tacit accusation that Flamininus was
breaking his obligations as patron. We can now appreciate fully
that even at this initial stage, before they had even met, the
clash between thé two self-willed and successful statesmen contained

elements of great potential personal and political hostility.

If Philopoemen had no full realisation of what Rome required
of a client state, he had nevertheless shown himself willing to
accept the unspoken ideal as long as it was expedient. But he also
had a sound recognition of what a Greek state required of its

protector. This was the langvage he understood, When Flamininus
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refused to endorse proposed Achaean action against Nabis, refusing
even to give his name to be used in Achaean propaganda, in
Philopoemén's eyes Flamininus was failing in his duty as protector.
When Philip had failed in his duty as protector, Philopoemenvhad
taken successfui independent action. Flamininus was now failing;
the same remedy was to be applied. So far the matter was simple,
and in itself quite sufficient to arouse a personal hostility on
Philopoemen's part, not so much because in this particular case
Achaea would suffer disaster if Philopoemen complied with Flamininus'
advice - although failure to act at once might prove politically
inconvenient - but because it was a pointer to a general Roman
policy. In case of a conflict over a serious danger, Flamininus,
in Philopoemen's interpretation, had shown conclusively that what
happenéd to Achaea did not concern him unless Roman safety or
prestige were intimately involved. This was the more distressing
as 1t was the truth. Yet Flamininué was attempting to salvage the
present situation, not in order to help Achaea -~ or he would have
given the weight of his prestige to immediate interference against
Nabis - but simply to assert his own and Roman dominance over
Achaea, and emphasise Achaean indebtédness to Rome, Philopoemen
had not had time to develop the consciousness of Flamininus'
prestige and the power of Rome, which other Achaean politicians
may have felt, and therefore considered immediate action against
Nabis both possible and desirable, for the very reason that he

wanted to prevent Flamininus' taking undeserved advantage from
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delay. If there was some confusion about the meaning of clientela -
so far understood to Flamininus' satisfaction by Aristaenus - there
was full understanding by both men of the personal issues involved:
and it was from the conflict of personalities expressed in action
that hostility between the two men arose. The issues were clear to

both: the choice was Philopoemen's,

Polybius wrote with fuller understanding of Roman policy and
its base in clientela than any of the contemporary politicians;
and he seems to have felt that it was necessary to offer a defence
of Philopoemen's collision course with Flamininus. In only one
case does he imply that Philopoemen hated Flamininus, when the
Aetolians sought Achaean help for this reason after misinterpreting
its effect. He does insist upon the matter of the danger to
Gytheum's being the cause of Philopoemen's action, which we have
shown is inadequate. Similarly in the case of the Achaean navy.
No acceptable reason for Philopoemen's use of the antique ships
appears in Livy, and this must be because there was none in
Polybius. Polybius' excuse, recorded by Livy, is the Homeric tag

that Philopoemen was Arcas, mediterraneus homo - which is no

explanation of the failure of the Achaean strategos in his prof-
essional duty.26 Polybius clearly felt a difficulty which he was
unwilling - or unable -~ to clarify; and the only explanation can
be that Philopoemen was in such a hurry to secure some success
before Flamininus arrived in Achaea, so that he could present him

with a fait accompli, that he was willing to take any risks.




- 126 -

Polybian apologetics cannot excuse Philopoemen for the part he

played in creating the hostility between himself and Flamininus.

Philopoemen's first action in this new Achaean war against
Nabis was an attempt to relieve Gytheum and its Achaean garrison
by a naval attack. The town was already besieged by land by Nabis,
and it was the complete inadequacy of the Achaean navy which had
made help from the Romans the more desirable in the first place,
But as this was not forthcoming, and political conditions made
immediate action now essential, the best had to be made of the
fleet at the disposal of the Achaecans. It was in this that
Philopoemen made the gross mistake which ruined the expedition, as
a result allowed Nabis time to take Gytheum, and demonstrated the
probable ineffectiveness of Philopoemen's hasty and ill-prepared
scheme to prevent Ilamininus' taking advantage of the war. Too
eager to make use of every ship which was available, he chose as
flagship a quadrireme which had been in Achaean possession for 80
years, was completely unseaworthy, and incapable of withstanding
any pressure in battle. Nabis on the other hand had built some
new ships since.the treaty with Rome, and it was against these
that the Achaean fleet would have to fight, Setting out from
Patrae, the regular base of the fleet, Philopoemen sailed to
Gytheum where he was met by the new Spartan ships. The antique
flagship was quickly sunk, and Philopoemen escaped on another

small ship. The fleet returned discomfited to Patrae.27

Before an expedition could reach Gytheum by land the town
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was taken by Nabis. Such was the first result of Philopoemen's
badly planned naval raid, undertaken solely for political reasons.,
All the responsibility was Philopoemen's. It is inconceivable that
if the old ship was as unseaworthy as Livy's account from Polybius
implies, he had not been warned by the admiral, Tison of Patrae -
who had to take the same risk of shipwreck. If, on the other hand,
advice had-been given that the vessel would stand the test;
Philopoemen, although ultimately responsible for the result, did
have the excuse that he had been disappointed by his advisers. We
have already noticed Livy's failure to record a satisfactory reason
for the haste of the Achaean preparations and the total incompetence
of Philopoemen. This can only be because Polybius' own apologetics
have obscured the true reason for the haste, the decision taken by
Philopoemen at the Sicyon gyncletos to finish the war before
Flamininus or Atilius could interfere. The item was discreditable;
therefore, although it could not be omitted, it could be glossed

over with an apposite literary quotation.

After this initial failure a land expedition was organised as
rapidly as possible. The situation of the Achaean garrison in
Gy theum had.not changed, as nothing had been achieved by the naval
expedition. In anticipation of an attack by land, Nabis had
moved a third of his blockading force to Pleiae, where he expected
the attack to be launched. While a large-scale Achaean expedition
was in preparation, a night raid on these Spartan troops succeeded

in destroying their camp. Philopoemen followed up this success by
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raiding Tripolis, the area of north Laconia near Megalopolis,
Gytheum was still under siege; and when the main Achaean expedition
finally entered Laconia, before it could make contact with the
enemy, Gytheum succumbed to Nabis' persistence. As a result Nabis'
troops were freed to meet the Achaean attack before Philopoemen
realised this. He showed qualities of leadership in extricating

his army from an attempted ambush close to Sparta, and went on to
ravage Laconia, although he made no attempt on the strategic towns
of Gytheum and Sparta, which remained strongly held by Nabis.

Again very little of positive value had been achieved by Philopoemen,
although the prestige of the successful raiding expedition must have
done something to remove the ignominy of the naval débacle., But
Gytheum was now in'Nabié' hands; and as the relief of Gytheum had
been the main reason stated for the whole Achaean war effort, this

28

could be congidered to have failed.

An interesting aspect of this expedition is the presence of a
body of Cretans under the leadership of Telemnastus of Gortyn; and
at the meeting at Tegea before the main campaign started, of

Epirotarum et Acarnanum principes.29 The connection between the

Gortynians and Philopoemen has been discussed elsewhere, and
represents solid personal support for Philopoemen. The position of
the Epirots and Acarnanians is more difficult to assess.BO At
first sight it seems that they were simply sympathisers with
Philopoemen's desire to take action against Nabis. They had

probably participated in Flamininus' war, and were eager to check
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the forces of social revolution which might be exploited by their
disaffected Aetolian heighbours. But this does not adequately
explain Livy's explicit mention of the Epirots and Acarnanians,

and their presence only at the concilium. It is clear that his
source must have had some more lengthy discussion of the presence

of these principes, which Livy has curtailed. A priori it would be
strange to find a client staté, which Flamininus had probably
already visited, offering support to Philopoemen's independent
action, of which Flamininus disapproved. It therefore seems
possible that these principes had come as the unofficial represent-
atives of Flamininus, in a last attempt to urge Philopoemen to
abandon his private war and wait for Atilius. This would satisfact-
orily account for Livy's mention of them alone of the other socii at
the meeting at Tegea, his failure to mention them at all in the
actual war, for in this case only the principes would have travelled
to Achsea, If this explanation could be accepted, Philopoemen's
rejection of their representations would mark a further stage both
in his commitment to the war and in the mutual hostility between him

and Flamininus.

From the point of view of the immediate aims of Achaea and
Philopoemen the expedition had achieved little. From the point of
view of Flamininus, and Roman policy as represented by him, it was
less disastrous than might have been expected. On the one hand the
Achaeans had been too successful for him to allow them the luxury

of another expedition, and upset once and for all the precarious
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balance of power in Peloponnese - they must have taken some
encouragement from being able to deny the use of his country to
Nabis. On the other hand, Nabis had had sufficient success in his
immediate aims to give him some encouragement; and so far, as the
Aetolians had forecast, there was no sign of a Roman army or navy:
why otherwise had the Achaeans acted alone? Nabis could look forward
to fighting Achaea alone for an expansion of his influence over the
coastal towns, particularly if he could expect some Aetolian support.
By the end of the main Achaean expedition Flamininus had arrived in
Peloponnese and decided to intervene. He would at least be able to
claim some thanks among the Achaeans for putting an end to the war.
And Nabis was in no position to refuse the demand for a truce which
Flamininus made. He was still under treaty - even if it was somewhat
strained by this time - and he had no intention of incurring more
Roman interest than absolutely necessary. Flamininus therefore
negotiated the truce with Nabis, so putting an end to hostilities.,
Any further activity in this field would be associated with the
presence of the fleet of Atilius. For the moment the war was over.
Philopoemen had totally failed in his aim of gaining sufficient
advantage from his independent action to restore a measure of
equality to the relationship between Achaea and Rome. The truce was
achieved by Flamininus alone; the peace was imposed on the Achaeans.
A1l that had been achieved was the creation of personal animosity

4
between the two meno)l

Despite Philopoemen's fallure in achieving the final aim of the
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war, his raid on the camp of Nabis' troops and his successful
extrication of his army from the ambush were the First military
activities of any allied Greek state, undertaken without either the
physical or moral support of Rome, since Philopoemen's departure for
Crete in 200. They were not particularly glorious by comparison
with the Roman achievement; but they were Greek. And as a result
Fhilopoemen was &yamdpevos xal Tipduevo Exmpeniic bwd v EAMwy
gy Tolc Se&Tpocg o Plutarch does not make any attempt to clarify
what he enviéages by this. Aymard interprets it simply as an
ovation at the Isthmia, which were again due in 192.32 The circum-
stances would certainly be sufficient to cause those with a taste
for irony to enjoy the presence of Flamininus; and there is
precedent enough for this type of ovation at games - in Philopoemen's
own case, at the Nemea of 205.”° But despite the plausibility of
the suggestion, there is difficulty in fhis.interpretation, as it
does not explain Plutarch's mention of the theatra. There must be
some significance in the plural form, even if it only indicates the
theatres of two or three individual Achaean towns. We can add to
this, that Plutarch regards these honours to Philopoemen as a
significant stage in the development of hogtility bétween the two
men, and he is surely reflecting Polybius in this. Philopoemen was
being honoured equally with Flamininus, and Flamininus did not like
it.

Although Flamininus' most spectacular single honour was the

tremendous spontaneous reception he had received at the Isthmia of
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196, this was by no means a permanent honour - although the memory
of it might linger. It was merely the rejoicing of the day; and we
must assume that individual cities would be prepared to show their
appreciation of their benefactor in a more permanent way. Plutarch
indicates this clearly when he says 1@y 88 "Axaidv abtd mord, oG
TLURY ¢n¢tcapévwv..34 No civic honour was considered more precious
than an honorary decree or statue set up in the civic theatre,
Statues seem to have been, for the most part, reserved for poets,
as in the case of Philippides, honoured at Athens c, 287/65 but
for Philopoemen, after his death, it was voted otedaviiour 58 xai
abtdy elxdor yoMréarg Téovapor, xal ovdous Tav pdv piav &v it
Seémpwc + Honorary decrees were also regularly set up in theatres;
and grants of proedria were the commonest of all.35 It seems clear
that something of this permanent kind must have been bestowed on
Flamininus by a grateful people. This was the fullest expression
of civic gratitude, and must have been recognised ag such by
Flamininus. Although always ready to take advantage of spectacular,
if ephemeral, displays of public emotion, he would be certain to
appreciate more fully the solid bonds of clientship demonstrated by
these permanent forms of thanksgiving, It must therefore have been
Philopoemen's association with him in this perménent type of
offering, in the recognition that for all time Philopoemen, the
&v3pwmov "Apxdda uixpidv xol Spdpwy TorEpwy oTpaTnydy 36 was being
held to be his equal which caused him to feel that his honour was
threatened. No Greek could ever equal his Isthmian proclamation of

196; Thowever much acclamation Philopoemen might receive at the same
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festival in 192, it could not match the hysterical rejoicings in
the name of Flamininus at the festival four years earlier. But in
the civic honours, the plaques and statues set up in the theatres
of 'the independent towns, his honoured status could be approached,
and by being shared, lessened. And he had some justification for
his distress; for Philopoemen was receiving these expensive honours(
for actions in a war in which, for the moment at least, he had
failed, both in his political and militafy objectives; and if we
can take Plutarch'stkkﬁvwv at its face value, approval of
Philopoemen's attempt to break Achaea's bonds of clientship was
expressed further afield than simply in Achaea. Honours of this
type to Philopoemen in these circumstances were an insult to
Flamininus and the policy he represented. His mission to counteract
Aetolian influence was having unexpected and undesirable personal

results,

Nabis was not slow to make his next move. Using the time
granted by the truce with Flamininus, he appealed to the Aetolians
for help. It seems clear that he must have known that Flamininus
had simply checked the Achaeans in order to wait for Atilius; and
as he now considered himself to be too deeply committed to the anti-
Roman camp -~ although his son Armenas and other influential Spartans
were still hostages at Rome37 - to expect any favourable terms in a
new permanent settlement, he determined to take what advantage he
could of the respite granted him by the truce. On the other hand,

he was now by no means as desirable an ally for the Aetolians as he
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had appeared in the autumn., Militarily Sparta had been enVisaged
as a hostile power constantly occupying the Achaeans. While this
was still possible, it had lost a great amount of its value since
the neutralisation of Nabis' forces by Philopoemen. While there
was still value from the Aetolian point of view in the fact that he
still held Gytheum, the Achaeans had nevertheless prevented Nabis!
becoming a major threat to their security. Unless there was a
rapid change in the balance of power in Peloponnese, Nabis was

effectively out of action.,

Politically too the situation had changed since the autumn,
Matching Nebis' military weakness, there was the political effect
of the rapprochement which he had entered with Flamininus to be
considered: he could not expect the Aetoiians to sympathise with
his motives for accepting a truce which Flamininus did not have the
power to enforce. An application for Aetolian aid after this could
only attract the suspicion that he was trying to play a double game ,
and was therefore to be trusted by neither party. Yet the strategic
arguments advanced for Aetolian possession of a friendly Sparta were
still valid: Achaea should still be prevented from taking part in a
general war by having her forces occupied in a permanent struggle
in the south. The decision was therefore taken by the Aetolians to
assassinate Nabis and take the city of Sparta directly under the

38

control of the Aetolian League.

The first part of this mission was successiully accomplished;

but as soon as Nabis was dead the forces which had been entrusfed
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with the operation started looting the town, and enough support
was gained by those who undertook to rally the Spartans to drive
out the looters. Many of them were killed, but some managed to
escape to Tegea and Megalopolis, hoping to find there a friendly
reception for the murderers of the tyrant; but as Aetolians they
found no sympathy among the Achaeans, and were at once arrested and
sold into slavery. Philopoemen learnt by this means of the death
of Nabis, and determined to make an attempt to bring Sparta into
the Achaean League before any one party could gain the support of
Flamininus and fortify itself in power with the remnants of the
tyranny. This he successfully accomplished just at the moment when
Atilius' fleet arrived off Gytheum;39 but we must examine in detail
the manner in which this union was achieved, as the Spartan problem,
starting as it does for Achaea with the incorporation of the city in
the League in 192, was the main stumbling block to a peaceful
settlement of Peloponnese for the next 13 years. The idea of the
union was at first sight sensible enough: the main threat to the
safety of Achaea would be removed by the incorporation of Sparta in
the League. Certainly the external threat disappeared. But Sparta's
internal problems became Achaea's and had superimposed on them the
traditional problems of relations between Sparta and Achaea, which

as a result became even more confused and difficult to solve,

There are two accounts of the actual business of union., Livy
simply mentions a council of principes, and says that it decided

to join Achaea. He says nothing of the feelings and dispositions
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of the principes involved. In the circumstances it can only be
assumed that they were representativés of all factions, among which
Livy did not trouble to distinguish. Plutarch, in describing the
same scene, is more explicit: Tgxqpqqpévng 8¢ ¥ Iméprne &
suhomolpmy dpmdoug TOV xaupdy Emimimres pam&.évvdpewg, ol oy
pdv ddvrov, Todec 88 ovpmeicué TpooNydveTo Xal petexduioey ele
tod¢ ’Axarodc thy wéhiv. . . &véhaPe 5% xai Aaie§acp§v€wv Tode
dpiotovg, ¢pdhaxa fic EXevdepiag ExeTvov EMricuvrac 5_&8&\:,40 The
party distinctions given here are extremely vague; and there is
the possibility to be consideréd that Plutarch was mere1y>writing
such distinctions into his account és a rhetorical commonplace -
although the account as a whole must depend'on Polybius, ~ Plutarch
however does go on to explain who the aristoi were - among them
Timolaus, Philopoemen's guest—friend.41 Of the two perhaps real
groups distinguished in Plutarch's first sentence, these aristoi
who gained Philopoemen's support can only be the latter group,
those whom he persuaded to join the League: he clearly could not
trust those who remained unconvinced. These latter must have had
good reason for their unwillingness to be won over by Philopoemen;
and it must be because they saw greater personal advantage from
independence, or even actual danger from the union. We should

therefore see in them the remainder of Nabis' supporters.

This makes it easier to identify the politics of the aristoi.
They were clearly a group which had not been as dangerously close

to Nabis as their opponents: to them the loss of state identity, by
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the abolition of the Spartan kingship and the entry into the
League, would not carry the same personal ri;ks. It is true that
even fhey had to be peréuaded; but compromise for them was clearly
practicable. On the other hand, they cannot have been actively
hostile to Nabis or they would quickly have beeﬁ forced into exile
or annihilation. If they had any princiﬁles abouf the nationalist
bogey of Spartan traditions, they had already compromised them by
living under Nabis' régime; and they were ready to com@romise them
again,' We do not hear of the exiie of their opponents, and they
cannot reasonably be identified with any of the lafer groups of
exiles. It therefore seems likely that they were éllowed to continue
living in the city, although pfeventéd from‘taking any active part

in the government,

The political confusion in Sparta was, to some extent at
least, resolved by Philopoemen's installation in power of those
willing to support him and the union with Achaea.lﬂ'2 In the
circumstances it was not unnatural that they shduld look to him
for the security of the govermment., It is against this béckground
that we should consider the offer to Philopoemen of the 120 talents
raised by the sale of the house of Nabis. The accounts which we
have of this show no significant variation; therefore Plutarch's,
which is more detailed and precise, will be the basis of the

h3

discussion. It is clear that the Spartan aristoi, despite the
support of Philopoemen, were not secure in power, Philopoemen's

reply to their offer shows that opposition within the city was
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agitating against their government, and fhis opposition must have
provoked the circumstances in which the offér was ﬁade to
Philopoemen, as an attempt to buy his support for the government.
The fact that it was made by Timolaus, Philopoemen's guest-friend,
indicates the importance which the government attached to the
support of Philopoemen, and to this attempt to bribe him; and on
the other hand suggests that they were not yet fully sure that they
had his wholehearted support.4# But the refusai of the bribe by
Philopoemen made it clear that he did not want to have his policies
dictated to him in advance by personal ties based on this kind of
financial gratitude. He preferred that they should meet the
dictates of circumstances, and that he should be free to form them
in that way without incurring the charge of disappointing-legitimafe
expectations based on such devious ties of gratitude. He made it
clear that he was a friend of Timolaus' group - meaning that for

the moment at least, he saw Achaean interest intimately associated
with their retention of power - but refused to accept unconditional
advance obligations. By accepting the gift he would have associated
himself too closely with one faction to make himself ever acceptable
to the other; and he clearly envisaged some kind of compromise as
the only practicable solution to the Spartan confusion. He wanted
to leave the door open for himself to act as mediator, If

Polybius' report of Philopoemen's advice to the Spartan government
at this time is authentic ~ to bribe their enemies to silence

=
rather than their i’riendsLD - Philopoemen was already working
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towards his goal of comgfpmising differences between the Sﬁartan
factions in the Achaean interest. He must have clearly been
afraid that Flamininus would enjoy fishing in the troubled waters

of Spartan politics, and was eager to prevent this.

Soon after this the Achaean year came to an end with the
autumn synodos and the election of Diophanes as strategos. There .
seems to be no reason why we should nof consider that Diophanes in
autumn 192 was elected as a supportedﬁof Philopoemen: he was a
Tellow Megalopolitan, and had served under him frequently in the
various campaigns against Nabis. There is nothing to indicate that
he had any serious difference of opinion with Philopoemen before
the gttempt to reorganise Sparta wifh the help of Flamininus in
191. Although this difference of opinion developed info open
hostility, this is no argument for political opposition to
Philopoemen at the time of the elections. It would, in any case,
be extremely strange to find a political opponent of Philopoemen's
elected to the gtrategia at the very time when Philopoemen's own
glory, and therefore influence, was at its peak.46

In the autumn of 192 Antiochus arrived at Demetrias; and
after an abortive attempt to gain support at Chalcis, went into
conference with the Aetolians at Demetrias. A decision was taken
to try to gain support in Boeotia, Achaeca and Athamania. As far
as Achaea was concerned, the attempt was agreed upon as a result
of rumours circulating about the increasing hostility between

Philopoemen and Flamininus, as a result of Philopoemen's
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independently undertaking the war against Nabis and the subsequent
annexation of Sparta, They apparently had no reason to believe
that the change of strategos in Achaea would make any difference
to Achaean policy. But they had grossly misinterpreted the
Achaean situation. Even at the time of the first difference of
opinion between Philopoemen\and Flamininus, Flamininus had had
little doubt that Achasea was loyal to Rome on major issues, and
directed the weight of his propaganda to other objects, He may
not have been quite as sure by this time that Philopoemen's host-
ility was only the result of reaction to Flamininus' interference
in Peloponnese; but in any case, it was no part of his task to
take risks. He was therefore present at the syncletos called at

L[.?

Aegium by Diophanes to hear the Aetolians.

This gyncletos was a resounding success for Flamininus. The
emissaries of the Aetolians and Antiochus were shown decisively
that there was no sympathy for their cause in Achaea. There was
no stage in the gyncletos when there was any likelihood of the
Achaeans' being persuaded by the dissidents. They made this
absolutely clear by going further than simply rejecting the
suggestions of the ambassadors, with the declaration that they
would have the same friends and enemies as the Romans. Had there
been any doubt in Fiamininus' mind about the essential loyalty of
the Achaeans, it'must have vanished now. At the same time, it is
clear from this Achaean declaration that there was at this time

no formal treaty of alllance between Rome and Achaea. The leading
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spirit behind Achaean action at the syncletos must have been the
strategos Diophanes. He_was of the party of Philopoemen, and
Philopoemen's support for his action was affirmed by Polybius in
his own defence of Philopoemen before the Roman commissioners in
145. There can therefore be little doubt that Philopoemen fully

supported the action of Diophanes over this declaration of war.4

Diophanes was willing to back up the Achaean decision at once
with arms. 1,000 Achaean troops were mobilised, and 500 sent to
both Piraeus and Chalcis as garrisons. This was done openly on
the request of Flamininus, and although it was in general unusual
for Achaean troops to serve abroad, it was not unknown in times of

49

exceptional. circumstances. The use which Flamininus was immed-
iately ready to make of these troops indicates that he had probably
exerted some behind-the-scenes pressure on the Achaean officials to
propose the declaration of war, the ground for which was prepared
at the syncletos itself by the speech of Flamininus., If this was
so, Philopoemen mist have known about it and approved, despite the

I

split between himself and Flamininus.

At Piraeus the Achaean troops were successful in helping
Flamininus expel Apollodorus, the leader of the party favouring
Antiochus. At Chalcis they were less successful, and seem to have
incurred some disgrace, at least in Philopoemen's eyes - who took
no part in these military activities. They were forced to bargain
for their release from the siege; and as Plutarch's record of his

reactions to this shows, Philopoemen displayed the same type of
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attitude towards the Syrians as Flamininus in his speech before the
syncletos - he would have cut them off in their taverns. If this |
reaction is contemporary - it may be later reminiscence, perha;s to
Polybius himself - it already indicates a criticism of Diophanes!

leadership, and perhaps reflects his growing disapproval of the

. : - 0
closeness of Diophanes and Flamlnlnus.5

In ¥lis, Achaea caused apprehension on two counts: on the one
hand, éontinued Achaean expansion within Peloponnese must eventually
affect Elis. If Sparta could be simply annexed with 1i€tle imnediate
trouble, how was Elis going to be able to stand alone? On the other
hand, the traditional ties of friendship between Elis and Aetolia
still existed. In the past these had repeatedly brought Elis into
conflict with Achaea, and now that Aetolia and Achaea had again
chosen different sides in the approaching war, conflict could again
be anticipated. In winter 192/1 the only possible action for an
anti-Achaean state, which-did not fully realise the nature of
Antiochus' commitment in Greece, was to enter negotiations with him.
This the Eleans did, hoping for protection from Achaea and from the
support which Rome might be expected to offer for her further
expansion. The Eleans were successful in this, and a force of 1,000
foot soldiers under a Cretan Buphanes ~ otherwise unknown ~ was sent
to protect them. As there is no record of any Achaean attack on
Elis during 191, it is reasonable to conclude that the force was

successful in its objectives until Thermopylae.5l

One other event, which probably occurred during this winter, of
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first importance for Achaea, was the grant by the Senate of a

foedus aeguum. The reasons for accepting'this date are that the

decision of the Achaeans to declare war on Antiochus in the autumn
- was of inestimable physical and propagandist value to the Romans;
therefore the Senate would feel inclined to grant the foedus as a
recognition of Roman gratitude for the Achaean action. This fits
well too, as we shall see, with the increased expansionist activity
of summer 191, when it was necessary for Flamininus to explain
harshly - but not explicitly - that the situation had not been

changed in its essentials by the grant of the foedus.52

Roman policy towards the East does not seem to have created
sufficient partisan feeling in Rome for it to become the basis of
any major inter-party disputes.55 The one feature which is in fact
apparent is the remarkable lack of controversy over the major issues.
Dispute such as there was, was concerned with methods rather than
ends. For instance, in 196 Flamininus had had some difficulty in
persuading the commissioners for Greece and the.Senate to accept the
Tull implications of the 'freedom of the Greeks', to which he was
personally committed. But this issue was not factional, and did not
become so., It was simply based on a different assessment of the
necessary strategy to be employed towards Antiochus: the potential

54

threat was agreed. Flamininus was able to persuade the Senate to
follow his view by showing that his was the best Roman policy - as

far as we can tell, without any 'party' disputes. There was no

fundamental disagreement on policy between Flamininus and those who
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disagreed with his assessment of the position, Attempts to see a
party issue in eastern policy, a conflict between the Scipios and
Flaminini, do not seem to have any Easis in the facts given by our
sources, and are to a large extent illusory., Certainly Africanus
and his friends took the danger from Antiochus seriouslj; so did
ﬁhe Roman people when they elected him consul for 194; but so
equally did Flamininus when he saw Greek clientela as a major weapon

for use against Antiochus. And the majority of the Senate relied on
the calmer advice of their eastern experts, and did not create a

consular province of Macedonia in 194, because they considered this

55

the best policy.

When there was again the threat of real danger from Antiochus
in 192, Flamininus' propaganda mission of eastern experts was sent
to Greece by the Senate. There is no possibility of seeing a parfy
issue in this. Flamininus was no longer an evacuationist: the hope
was that the beneficial results of the evacuation policy were now
to be seen, The Senate's reaction was based solelybon an assessment
of the situation, and it sent the best men for the job. As events
took a more serious turn, it became necessary to send a consular
army to CGreece in 191, It happened that M'. Acilius Glabrio was
successiul at the consular election for 191, probably helped by the
prestige of the Scipios, and he was sent to Greece to deal with

Antiochus. But it would be wrong to assume that opposition at the

>
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elections was based on a different pqlicy to be pursued towards
Antiochus., Reports of the state of affairs in Greece came from
Flamininus! mission, and the early elections for 191 must have been
held as a result of the receipt of information from him. This shows
clearly that Flamininus, as well as the Scipios, fully appreciated
the need for a Romen army in Greece. His earlier policy of evac-
uation cannot now be attributed to him, as he continued his work in
Greece in full co-operation with the consul. Again, there was no
conflict of policies at the elections: only the usual conflict of
persons. And this seems to have continued to be the case with

regard to eastern policy throughout our period.56

In spring 191 the new consul M', Acilius Glabrio arrived in
Greece with M, Porcius Cato on his staff., One of Cato's first
tasks was to engage in a minor propaganda mission for Glabrio.
From the base of the Romans at or near Corinth he made expeditions
to that city, followed by Patrae and Aegium, before going on to
Athens. The purpose of these visits was probably simply to announce
the arrival of the new consul in Greece at the prinéipal centres of
population. It was a confirmation of the Roman commitment to help
their allies against Antiochus, a physical demonstration that the
war was not going to be wholly fought by allied arms and Flamininus'
propaganda. The presence of the brash young Cato straight from
Rome would be quite sufficient to show the cities he visited that
his was a wholly Roman commitment, Cato visited the convenient
coastal towns; perhaps another legate visited the southern Achaesn

57

cities.
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During the spring and early summer, events in the north
developed and culminated in the defeat of Antiochus by Glabrio at
Thermopylae, probably in May, After the capture of Chalcis the
previous‘autumn by Antiochus, the Achaeans had played no part in the
war. In Peloponnese however, there was considerable activity this
year. Rarly in the yeér Diophanes was faced with violent disaffect-
ion at Sparta., Plutarch's account is straightforward: the Spartans
ele moAepov xadiotduevor Suetdpacoov Thy Tlelomdvymooy . Philopoemen
tried to prevent Diophanes from interfering by calling his attention
to the broader issues involved in connection with the presence of
Antiochus in Greece; but Diophanes took no notice, invaded Laconia-
in company with Flémininus, and marched on Sparta. Philopoemen
rushed to Sparta, organised the opposition to Diophanes and Flamininus,
and suécessfully prevented them from entering Sparta. As a result
wag 8’ &v Tff wohet ;capax&g Emavoe xal xatéornoe Tolc Aa.xe&@t.pov(ouc
mihiv el 10 xowvéy, Yomep EE &pyfc foav .. Plutarch makes no
attempt to analyse either the party groupings at Sparta which led
to this violence, or the motives of Diophanes, Flanininus, or
Philopoemen for their actions; and Pausanias' even briefer account
is of no help in this. But it is necessary to attempt to elucidate
these matters, as they are fundamental for any understanding of

=
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Achaean politics at this period.

After Philopoemen's settlement at Sparta the previous autumn,
Timolaus and the gristoi had been confirmed in power with the support

of Achaea and Philopoemen; but their position was by no means
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secure, as their attempt to buy Philopoemen shows. Any political
confusion, therefore, at Sparta must have been primarily a conflict
between the aristoi and Nabis' party. When Plutarch says that the
Spartans egl¢ wé\epov anLdepevOL s This must be interpreted in the
light of the party groupings. What it means, in fact, is war
against the League, as is made quite clear by Plutarch's statement

59 This hostile

that Philopoemen rejoined the city to the League.
activity therefore cannot be by Timolaus' group, whose interest was

intimately comnected with the League, but wust indicate that they had

been overthrown and replaced by the anti-League party.

The reactions of the League politicians to this news were
varied. Philopoemen must have wanted to intervene on behalf of
Timolaus and his own settlement, but he was no longer strategos.
Diophanes must equally have wanted Sparta to remain in the League;
but he cannot have been as eager as Philopoemen to save Philopocemen's
prestige. There was also Flamininus to be considered; and Diophanes
may have been unwilling to act at first without Flamininus' approval.
Flamininus' position was difficult, as he was not a free agent, and
had to take due consideration of the possible effect of any action
on the war against Antiochus. For this reason, the general disturb-
ance in southernPeloponneselwas dangerous, and could not be allowed
to continue, But there were also his personal feelings to be
congidered: he was tied to support the Spartan participation in the
League, otherwise he would gelt no support from either Diophanes or

Philopoemen; and his balance of power ideal had in any case only
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been viable while Nabis was alive. On the other hand, he was by

no means tied to the support of Philopoemen's friends in Sparta.

His comnections of g}igggéig, from his defeat of Nabis, were with
the tyrant party, and it was still his view of Roman interest to
keep Achasea fairly weak. If this could no longer be done by main-
taining another power to hold her in check, it could be achieved
more subtly by ceausing internal trouble within the League. His aim
therefore seems to have been to destroy Philopoemen's prestige and
gain his new larger and weaker Achaea at the same time, by reuniting

Sparta to the League under the government of the anti-~League party.

Diophanes' reaction to this is demonstrated by his joint exped-
ition with Flamininus to Sparta. His motives for co~operating with
Flamininus against his old colleague Philopoemen may have been mixed.

His dedication, seen by Pausanias, proclaimed that Diophanes was the

- first man to unite Pelopomnese under Achaean control. He was clearly

proud ofthis achievement, and this should probably be seen as the key
to his policy in 191.6O He may sincerely have been convinced that
his aim - in which he was directly competing with Philopoemen - could
only be achieved in his year with the full co~operation of Flamininus,
in this respect differing from Philopoemen. And it is possible that
he had an informal agreement with Flamininus to this effect. This
would immediately cause him to be willing to support Flamininﬁs at
Sparta, for as Sparta had now seceded from the League, Diophanes
would be able to claim to have restored it; and at the same time -
himself become the League patron of the Spartan government, in this

replacing Philopoemen,
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It is‘in this context that we should interpret Philopoemen's
violent objections to Diophanes' interfering in Laconia. He cannot
have favoured total lack of Achaean action, as Plutarch suggests,
for his friends had been ousted by the anti-Achaean party; but he
did have violent feelings about the action which Diophanes was
contemplating. This was both personal and public: personal, because
of his comnection with the settlement and Timolaus' government,
public because, with his generally distrustful view of Flamininus'
activities, he probably understood what Flamininus was trying to do.
While Timolaus' group was in power, Achaea did not have to exert
pressure on the recognised government to keep Sparta within the
League: any intervention could be represented as action on behalf of
the government against dissident factions. With the elevation of an
anti-Achaean group to power, with the limit artificially placed on
their freedom that they would have to belong to the League, future
relations between Achaea and‘Sparta would be confusion worse con-
founded - which Flamininus desired, as it would give him the oppor-
tunity of frequent intervention and the demonstration in Rome of the

breadth of his patronage.

These considerations, added to a wish to prevent Flamininus and
Diophanes from gaining undeserved prestige from a reversal of his
own settlement, made Philopoemen decide to ignore any possible
consequences of opposing the gtrategos and Flamininus at Sparta:
his prestige - and therefore his political career - was at stake.

If it came to justification he could represent his action as support
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for the legitimate and recognised government against internal rebels,
whom the powers of the League were supporting., He arrived at Sparta
before Flamininus and Diophanes, and had time to organise his friends
into resistance before they arrived. It seems unlikely that there
was any actual fighting before the city: Philopcemen no doubt organ-
ised his Spartan govermment troops and propaganda sufTliciently well
to make this politically undesirable for Diophanes and Flamininus,
who had no alternative but to withdraw, having suffered a major
political defeat. The support which they had intended to offer to

the tyrant party had failed to achieve its aim.

Philopoemen's action cannot be judged by the criterion of
absolute legality, for legality had become a weapon of the political
conflict. He had certainly opposed the gtrategos and Flamininus;
but because he was successful, he did not suffer :for this rashness.
Diophanes and Flamininus had set out to restore Sparta to the League
and prevent general trouble in Laconia. They could not in equity
complain when Philopoemen, although acting unofficially, had achieved
this result. Plutarch is quite precise on this point: Philopoemen
calmed the city and restored it to the League. He had fulfilled his
obligations to his friends, preserved his prestige by protecting his
settlement, robbed Flamininus and Diophanes of their political spoils
by achieving their ends without using their methods -~ on which they
had placed at least equal importance. What is more, his solution
was likely to be far more popular among the Achaean voters than the

official solution favouring Nabis' ex-supporters. He was successiul,
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therefore he was not punished for his action. He was successful
because he had the propaganda of legality on his side, and had
managed to paint the official federal action as the destruction of
the legitimate government. Flamininus was not prepared to resort
to naked power politics; therefore had to concede defeat. Had
Philopoemen failed, the full force of Achaean legalistic propaganda
would have been turned against him, and his political career would

have been at an end.

This action of Philopoemen could not improve his relations with
Flamininus, which had already begun to deteriorate the previous year.,
It elso marks the first break with Diophanes, which resulted in
Dﬁmhanes' joining Aristaenus -~ who had also had no major difference
of opinion with Philopoemen before his return from Crete -~ in the
opposition to Philopoemen which flourished in the next decade.6l
But this incipient hostility to Philopoemen did not prevent Diophanes
from continuing to pursue their joint policy of expansion. Just
after Thermopylae the islend of Zacynthus, which had been held for
Amynander of Athamania by Hierooles.of Agrigentum, was bought by
Diophanes from Hierocles for Achaea. At about this time too, the
negotiations which had been going on with Messene broke down. At
Elis a more favourable reply was received. The Eleans clearly had
nowhere to turn for help against Achaea now that Antiochus was
defeated, and the purchase of Zacynthus could not make them feel
more secure. It was therefore a matter of expediency that they
should be willing to allow negotiations to proceed on a more friendly

basis.62

I
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For the moment, it seemed that Diophanes might have more success
in gaining new adherents to Achaes by applying pressure to Messene.
After Thermopylae, action against Messene seemed legitimate, as the
Messenians were known to have favoured Antiochus, without actually
having taken an active part in his support; and Diophanes may have

felt that extreme measures were justified in treating this potential

=z
enemy.og He led the Achaean army against Messene and made prepar-

ations to besiege the town. But he had made the mistake of failing
to consult Flamininus. This may have been deliberate, as his flirt-
ation with Flamininus' policies at Sparta had not had the success he
desired, and he may have been disillusioned by this failure., He
could always argue, if necessary, that the foedus granted Achaea the
right to independent action. The Messenians however appreciated the
importance of Flamininus' intervention in any Peloponnesian séttle—
ment, and appealed to him at Chalcis. They offered to open their
gates to the Romans, but not the Achaeans. Flamininus hurried to
Megalopolis and sent messengers ordering Diophanes to stop the
fighting, Diophanes, despite his desire for expansion and the
recent foedus, had not expected a demand in these naked power
political terms, and felt obliged to acquiesce in Flamininus' demands.
He played no part in the discussions for the final settlement of
Messene, but simply acceéted what Flamininus imposed. This was, in
fact, on the whole favourable to Achaea: Messene was united with the

League, and her exiles were to be teken back.

From the point of view of Achaea this settlement was acceptable,
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élthough the exiles might prove troublesome, and Diophanes was
deprived of the glory of having achieved it himself. Flamininus
was placed in an awkward position by Diophanes' independent action,
yet he managed to find both a suitable immediate compromise and a
new general policy for the future. He had little alternative about
granting Diophanes Messene. Diophanes was a useful man for
Flamininus in Achaea, and he had to conciliate him after preventing
his fighting against Messene; if Messene were left independent,
Philopoemen would certainly have taken the city in his next strategia
without asking Flamininus' permission, and Flamininus would have been
robbed of all chance of extending his clientela both in Messene and
in Achaea. This settlement of Messene marks an important new phase
in Flamininus' policy of creating internal discord in a city which
he joined to the League., At Sparta he had failed in his attempt to
achieve this by changing the pro-~Achaean government. At Messene for
the first time, he tried to achieve this by insisting on the restor-
ation of the exiles - who at Messene were already his clients65 - an
equally potent cause of civil disturbance, with the additional prop-
agandist benefit of having equity on its side. It was the lack of
this which had contributed to his enforced acknowledgement of defeat
by Philopoemen at Sparta. After Messene, 'the restoration of the

exiles' becomes the key theme of Roman policy towards Achaea,

From the point of view of Flamininus' relations with Messene,
this settlement was also satisfactory, although before this becomes

apparent it is necessary to identify the Messenian political groups.
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The only account which we have of the events of 191 is that of
Livy, in which two groups of Messenians are distinguished, those
holding the city, who offer deditio to Flamininus, and the exules,
who are restored as a result of the settlement. The one Messenian
politician whose name we know at this period is Deinocrates; and

it is convenient to examine the party groupings as they affected him.

In 195 he had been leader of the Messenian contingent to the
allied forces in Flamininus' war against Nabis. As a result of this
he had become ovvﬁgnc with Flamihinus.66 We can therefore conclude
that the party represented by Deinocrates had been in power in
Messene in 195. The next we hear of Deinocrates is in winter 184/3,
when he apiears in Rome, looking to Flamininus for support against
Achaea for Messenian independence. The basis for this hope is his
long-standing friendship with Flamininus, which had been formed in
195 and presumably continued unbroken until 184/3. This at least,
is the impression which Polybius' account gives. Deinocrates
assumes automatically fhat the bond of c¢lientela will work in his
favour. There is certainly no doubt in his mind that the 10-year
long friendship had altered in any way, or that anything had inter-
vened which would make the answer to his request seem at all

r

doubtful to him.67 This later trust in the solidarity of the

clientela is important in consideration of the groupings of 191.

For if the group of Deinocrates were the holders of the city in 191,

. they must have felt that the foundations of the clientela existing

between Flamininus and Deinocrates had been betrayed by Flamininus:
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deditio was offered, with the result that the worst fears of the
party were realised - enforced nembership of the Achaean League,
which it was the very purpose of the deditio to avoid, and the
enforced restoration of the exiles, who must have been their polit-
ical opponents.,68 This was scarcely the way in which Deinocrates
would expect clientela to work; and it did not augur well for
future relations with Flamininus. Yet there is no hint in 184/3

that any such betrayal had taken place.

From this examination of the earlier and later relationship
between Deinocrates and Flaminimus, we would expect the benefit of
any settlement to have accrued to Deinocrates' party. In the
settlement itself, the group which certainly gained the greatest
benefits was the exile group, not the city group. There are

reasons connected with Flamininus' developing policies which made

the restoration of the exiles at Messene desirable; but a.personal-

link between Flamininus and the exiles should not be discounted on
these grounds. If we discard the identification of Deinocrates
with the government party and examine the alternative, the diffic-
ulties are much less., If Deinocrates is one of the exiles, there
is no need to see Flamininus' action of 191 as being contradictory
. to the friendship with Déinocrates dating from 1955 and it shows

more clearly the solid basis for hope which Deinocrates showed in
184/3,
The main difficulty in this identification is that we know

nothing of the change of circumstances, which turned Deinocrates

e
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from leader of his countrymen in 195 to exile seeking restoration
in 191. 1In itself the change is not wholly surprising; nor is the
fact that we hear nothing of it, if we make due allowance for the
state of our sources. Nevertheless, the difficulty does remain
unless a change in general circumstances can be Tound to support
the hypothesis - it is clear that neither the government group nor
the exile group was in favour of union with Achaea, so that this

cannot have been the issue over which they split.

The single most important issue facing the states of Greece
between 195 and 191 was the attitude to be taken towards the
69

Aetolians and Antiochus., This was a particularly vital issue in
the case of Elis and Messene, which were old allies of Aetolia and
Rome. Elis had quickly made her decision, and a Syrian-paid garr-
ison was accepted into the city. Messene was not openly committed
to the same extent, but this should not be taken to mean that the
issue was not alive. It is not possible to envisage Deinocrates!
recommending any policy other than that of closer union with Rome,
In avtumn 192, before it was known how fully the Senate was
committed to the war with Antiochus, at a time when Antiochus was
already in Greece, this may well have appeared a dangerous courses;
when the Syrian garrison came to Elis it was impossible. Deinocrates
must have seen great personal advantage in a close relationship with
Rome; and he seems to have had a fuller understanding of Roman

power than his opponents. At the time of the start of the negotiat-

ions by Diophanes, it was known that the government group was in
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favour of Antiochus. It therefore seenms very likely that

Deinocrates had been forced into exile over this issue.

The presence of Deinocrates among the exiles made possible a
settlement of the Messenian problem which would be a cause of
satisfaction to Flamininus. We have already seen how the settle~
ment suited his Achaean policies, Similar considerations were at
work in his relations with Messene. It was again a compromise by
the friends of Rome: Deinocrates was restored, but Messene was
united with Achaea; the government party which had favoured
Antiochus was weakened by the union with Achsea and the restoration
of their opponents, without any compensating advantages. All
advantages gained by the warious interests in Achaea and Messene
could be claimed by Flamininus as menifestations of Roman generosity -
and a heévy«handed demonstration of how clientela worked. A1l
disadvantages and difficulties could be laid at the door of local
party squabbles and the necessity for compromise, The settlement
was a neat distribution of beneficia to those willing to coﬁproﬁise;
but as so often in a compromise - as Flamininus no doubt realised -
no one was satisfied, and Messene was a satisfactorily recurring

problem for Achaea for the next 12 years.

After the settlement had been imposed on Messene, Flamininus
made it known to Diophanes that he wanted him to call a syncletos.
At this meeting, despite his recent acceptance of the accession of

Messene into the League, he made it quite clear that Rome was not

prepared to allow Achaean expansion to continue indefinitely:
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within Peloponnese - a concession to Diophanes' aims, and a bid
for his support - it could be acceptable; outside the mainland was
out of bounds. The matter which brought this to a head was that of
Zacynthus, which had recently been bought by biophanes. Flamininus
used the simile of the tortoise's vulnerability, once its head was
out of its shell, to‘point out that Achaea must keep within |
Peloponnese. In any case there had been some sharp practice in the
purchase of the island, which Flamininus could legitimately claim
as Roman by right of the defeat of Amynander before it was bought
by the Achaeans. There was clearly some truth in this claim, and
Diophanes must have realised the possibility of the charge at the
time. DBut at the syncletos he veinly insisted on the legitimacy of
bis action, against the arguments of Flamininus and of an unidenti-

fied group of quidam Achaeorum.70

The problems arising from livy's narrative of the syncletos

are the identification of these guidam Achaeorum, and the reasons

for Diophanes' violent reaction to Flamininus' interference over
Zacynthus, when we should expect him to be coming closer to
Flamininus' policy for Achaea, We have seen that relations between
Philopoemen and Diophanes must have been openly hogtile after
Sparta; and yet it is clear that they both believed in the poss-
ibility and desirability of annexing new territory., The growth of
personal antipathy between thé two men was no reason for Diophanes
to change the policy in which he believed and to which he was:

politically committed: the Messenian affair shows this clearly, and
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Zacynthus is this pattern. He had again tried to present Flamininus

with a fait accompli; and now that this had failed, he had no

alternative but to defend his purchase of the island, in which his
personal prestige was deeply involved. He had lost 1ittle by
complying with Flemininus' order over Messene, as it had arrived
before any conclusion had been reached., With Zacynthus, the sit-
uation was different: an already existing Achaean settlement was to
be overturned. However much Diophanes may have been willing to
co-operate with Flamininus in general, he was already too much
personally involved on the opposite side to be able to do anything
but defend his position on this issue. If he did not have any hopes
of winning, he could hope to take some advantage from demonstrating
his patriotism;

The opposition to Diophanes, which Livy leaves anonynous ,
cannot be certainly identified. It seems fairly clear that since
Livy does not give the spokesman, Polybius did not either. This
should immediately arouse suspicion, The activity of the oppositioﬁ
at the gyncletos was confined to attacking Diophanes in person, and

in dissociating themselves from his action:.et initio cam se rem

. . . . . 1
agpernatos testabantur et tunc pertinaciam increpitabant praetorlso7

There is no suggestion that there was any general sympathy for
Memininus; and it is made quite clear that it was this specific
issue which was the object of their hostility - eam rem, It must
be considered possible that Livy has recorded a piece of deliberate
concealment by Polybius. Were the guidam Philopoemen and his

supporters, using the Zacynthus issue, which was already lost, to
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destroy Diophanes politically, just as Diophanes had attempted to
destroy Philopoemen politically over Sparta? This would certainlyl
maeke sound political sense., The difference of opinioﬁ cannot have
been over the ideology of exXpansion, as this was apparently agreed
by all groups. But it could well have been a personal matter of
this nature; and Philopoemen may have attracted support on this
issue from the more moderate Achaeans who were unwilling to act

independently of Flamininus.72

If Diophanes hoped that his display of patfiotism in a lost
cause at the syncletos would make up for his earlier failure at
Sparta, and create sufficient influence to prevent Philopoemen's
election as gtrategos at the synodos which followed soon after, he
was badly disappointed. Philopoemen was elected, and at the very

electoral ;~3X'ﬂodos73

came again into conflict with Flamininus.
Diophanes, on the other hand, was not, as far as we know, ever again
elected gtrategos; and was driven into a policy of close co-oper-
ation with Rome, in order to provide an alternative policy to the
more openly independent action of Philopoemen's group, participation
in which he had forfeited by his stab in the back at Sparta, when he
deserted Philopoemen for Flaminimus. He did however, despite his
ultimate failure in federal politics, succeed in unifying
Peloponnese under Achaea; and his statue proclaimed this until
imperial times. But as far as we know, his political unreliability
disqualified him from playing any important part in administering

. . L7
his achievement.
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A Turther attempt to assert Roman patronage on Achaea was
made at the autumn synodos of the League, at which Philopoemen was
reuélected strategos. Flamininus had convinced Glabrio of the value
of his Peloponnesian policy, and both came to Aegium. Since the
spring, Flamininus had discovered a new diplomatic weapon for
harrying expansionist Achaea, in the numerous exiles in Peloponnese,
particularly from Sparfa, The restoration of the exiles had been
accomplished at Messene; now it was to be introduced at Sparta.
There were large numbers of exiles from the various Spartan extremist
régimes of the Spartan revolution: Flamininus did not distinguish
between the various groups, but insisted on wholesale restoration.75
They had become clients at the time of the expedition against Nabis;76 »
but until his restoration of Deinocrates to Messene he had not
formed any policy which involved their restoration. This was put
forward for the first time at the synodos of autumn 191, and
naturally met violent opyposition from Fhilopoemen. His argument,
recorded by Plutarch, was that he wanted the exiles to owe their
gratitude for their restoration to Achsea and Philopoemen, not to
the Romans.77 The issue is very clearly formulated, as it was
ciearly understood by Philopoemen: he knew well that Flamininus
stood to gain from the restoration of the exiles what he had failed
to achieve by his attempt to change the governing party. His own
direct public and private interest was to prevent Flamininus from
achieving this, to prevent his causing trouble to the League and

increasing his own influence at the same time. I the Romans should
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insist on a restoration, Philopoemen realised that he would have

to submit; but he could manipulate the circumstances in such a
way that Achaecan and Philopoemen’s patronage would achieve the
result, not Roman and Mamininus'. But even this point had not
yet been reached. The matter had Just been broached, and there

was yet time to see whether the Senate would endorse its represent-
atives' demands. For the moment Philopoemen managed to have the

issue shelved by the sxnodos.78

The other matter to be discussed, in which the Romans were
interested, was the accession of Ilis. The Eleans too had every
reason to want to prevent the Romans from exeiciSing their patron-
age. They had much to gain from this, for they had been openly on
the side of Antiochus, and could therefore be regarded as defeated
enehies, They considered that if they joined the League of their
own accord, they might avoid Roman retaliation - the value of
which was driven home to them.by the fate of the Messenians, who
had been in a similar situation. Flemininus' treatment of HMessene,
in particular his restoration of the exiles, could scarcely
encourage other states to put themselves in his hands. The Eleans,
since they had no alternative to Joining the League, naturally
wanted to do so on as favourable terms as possible. This meant,
without Roman interference., They stated their position clearly;
and the synodos recognised the coincidence of Achaean and Elean
interests - perhaps again advised by Philopoemen's experience of

Flamininus' patronage diplomacy - and accepted the Eleans' statement.
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The Romans had been deprived of another chance to assert their
vatronage, again frustrated by Philopoemen, now aided by Elean susp-
icions. The continuation in useful diplomatic life of 'the freéedom
of the Greeks' depended on the absence of demands in terms of power

politics; and the Romans had to accept their defeat,

The formalities of Elean union with Achaea were probably carried
out at on;e, if we are to accept the whole truth of the claim on the
base of Diophanes' statue, that Diophanes was the man who first
unified the Peloponnese under the Achaean League. We have no reason
for rejecting this claimj. and as Diophanes' year must have ended at,

or soon after, the s nodos, the union was probably arranged and

ratified at this synodos.79

Opposition over Peloponnesian matters did not mean that
Philopoemen considered that it was necessary to refuse all co-oper-
ation to the Romans. During the winter an Achaean force_ravaged the
southern coast of Aetolia. This seems to have had little effect on

30

the general course of the war.,

Flamininus' policy towards the Spartan exiles was re-emphasised,
now by the Senate, during the winter 191/0. A Spartan government
embassy went to Rome to ask about the possibility of the restoration
of the five hostages, who had been taken by Flamininus in his war
against Nabis, and the coastal towns which had been placed under
Achaean tutela at the same time. The Roman reply was that they would
give instructions about the coastal towns to envoys who were being

sent to Greece; as far as the hostages were concerned, there would
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have to be further consideration. They then asked why the 'old
exiles'! had not yet been restored, now that Sparta was free. The

reply of the embassy is lost.81

The first point for discussion is the date of the embassy.
Aymard wants to place it in summer 191, on the grounds that there
would be no value in sending it after the Achaean autumn synodos, at
which Philopoemen had refused to capitulate to the Romans on the
exile question. This, his main objection to the traditional date
accepted here, must be rejected when we remember that the policy which
Flamininus pursued was, in the eyes of the Spartans, his own policy,
not necessarily that of the Senate. An embassy to the Senate might
well secure support which was simply not apparent on the spot. The
Spartans must have been hoping for this. Again, Aymard dismisses too
lightly the usual senatorial custom of receiving foreign embassies
under the new consuls. Although it is true that this was not a fixed
rule incapable of variation, the present case offers no exceptional
circumstances which would suggest the necessity for a change in the

customary procedure.

- The main objection, however, to dating this embassy earlier than
winter 191/0 is the Senate's rider to its reply, about the 'old
exiles'. We have seen how the idea of using exiles was essentially
Flamininus', and first appeared in summer 191.at Messene. First
applied to Sparta in the avtumn at the synodos, it had been thwarted

by Philopoemen., The relevance of this to dating the embassy is clear:

the policy which Flamininus represented as Roman interest with regard
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to Sparta could not be presented to the Senate until he himself
returned to Rome, in the late autumn or winter 191/0, Therefore
the senatorial reply, which Polybius records, cannot precede the
synodos. The fragment of Polybius can stand in winter 191/0 where

Blttner-Wobst places it.

The appearance of this embassy in Rome is of great importance
for unders%anding the state of the government at Sparta. It is clear
that this is a Spartan government embassy: Polybiusvwould not other-
wise have called the ambassadors simply Aaxedaipudvios . But the
requests which they make are very strange if Timolaus' group was still
in power, and we must assume that they had been overthrown between
Philopoemen's defence in spring 191 and this embassy of winter 191/0.
In the first place the embassy was contrary to the convention included
in the Achaean foedus with Rome, which prevented a constituent state
from petitioning the Senate. Timolaus' group would certainly have
acted legally through their protector Philopoemen. Again, although
Timolaus group may have wanted the restoration of the coastal towns,
it could have no interest in asking for the restoration of the
hostages taken from Nabis: they included Armenas, Nabis' son, and must
have been all five strong supporters of the tyrant party. This again

points to a change of Spartan government,

Just as significant is the terminology of the Senate's reply.
For the first time, the phrase apxqtog Ppoyddec is used in connect-
ion with the Spartan exiles. At the synodos it was only exules who

were considered to need restoration. This refinement of terminology
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must imply that there were at least two groups of exiles now;83 and
of these, the Senate was not concerned with the 'new exiles'. As
the distinction first appears between the Achaean autumn synodos and
the winter audience at Rome, we must conclude that the creation of
the 'new exiles' must have taken place in that period. Since the
demands of the embassy in themselves suggest that there had been a
change of government between the spring and the winter, it is an
economical hypothesis to conclude that the 'new exiles' had been

created by this change of government, and were therefore Timolaus'

group.

It could, perhaps, be argued against this view that Livy's fail-
ure to specify 'old exiles' is not decisive for a change of Spartan
government between the synodos and the winter. He could be simply
using imprecise language. This objection, however, involves explain-
ing the creation of the 'new exiles' before the §XE£§2§' The only
occasions when there was trouble inASparta between the death of Nabis -

the terminus post cquem for the creation of 'new exiles' - and the

synodos of autumn 191, were at the time of Philopoemen's original
settlément, and at the time of his interference in spring 191. On
neither of these occasions were his opponents driven into exile.

The original settlement involved 'persuading some, compelling others',
but not exiling them, as is clear from the trouble which Timolaus'
group had in maintaining themselves in power after the settlement.
Similarly, at the time of Philopoemen's intervention there were no

exiles created. If exiles were created then, they would have been
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the anti-Achaean group, the party which was opposed to Timolaus and
whom Flamininus was eager to have installed in power instead of
Timolaus' group. In winter 191/0 this group was responsible for the
request to the Senate for the restoration 6f the hostages. Therefore
they must have been restored between Philopoemen's intervention and
their winter appeal to Rome. The only occasion in this period when
Spartan exiles are mentioned is at the Achaean autumn anodos2 where

Flamininus and Glabrio demanded the restoration of the exules., If

‘the anti-Timolaus group was exiled at Philopoemen's intervention, they

must have been restored at this time to be able to send the embassy to
Rome the subsequent winter. But Philopoemen refused to restore the
exules at the gynodos. Therefore they cannot have been the tyrant
group, who must accordingly have been at Sparta all along. We can
therefore have confidence in Livy's statement that only unspecified
gxules were involved in the discussions at the synodos, and in our
conclusion from this that the distinction between Livy's exules of the
autumn and Polybius' &pxatoc ¢vydde¢ in the winter is a genuine dist-
inction. It must be due to the creation of 'new exiles' between the

two events., These 'new exiles', we argue were Timolaus'! group.
9 ?

The circumstances of the change cannot be certainly ascertained;
but the fact that the embassy to Rome was so quickly despatched
suggests that Flamininus had had a hand in it - on this occasion
Philopoemen was unable to prevent the SEEELQ:EE%E' Bqually suggestive
of Flamininus' interference is the fact that the hostages - except

for Armenas, who did not long survive - were in fact released soon
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after the embassy had been received.84 The tyrant party was composed
of his clients; and he was more than ever attached to them after
being frustrated by Philopoemen in the spring. It seems quite likely
that, without physical interference on his part.- which could again
be anticipated and frustrated by Philopoemen - he had contimued
throughout the year to encourage his friends, and had offered them
diplomatic support and recognition by the Senate as the legitimate
government. Hence their haste in sending the embassy to Rome before
Philopoemen could interfere. But the question of the exiles created
by the tyrants - now described en bloc as 'old exiles' to distinguish
them from Timolaus' group - was still a hare worth pursuing; and
despite the change in government - enough in itself to cause Achaea
infinite discomfort -~ the Senate seized upon the cause of the 'old
exiles': it had the supreme advantage of being the cause of equity

as well as convenience.

In spring 190 an embassy arrived in Achaea from Eumenes of
Pergamum, seeking help and confirmation of his alliance., The
Achaeans did not hesitate. A syncletos confirmed the alliance and
1,000 Achaean infantry, matched by 100 cavalry, were sent to Eumenes
under Diophanes. Diophanes must have been a political embarrassment
to Philopoemen this year, but he knew Diophanes was a competent
soldier, and therefore made use of Fumenes' claim on the alliance to
remove the potential political trouble-maker, by sending him with the
expeditionéry force, which was still in Asia in the autumn and formed

85

part of Eumenes' contingent at Magnesia.
















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































