IGV 1,16 AND THE GEROUSIA OF ROMAN SPARTA
(PLATE 46)

]:[ V 1, 16 is embedded upside down in the apse of the Katholikon in the monastery of

the Agioi Saranta, the Forty Martyrs of Sebaste, some nine kilometers east of
Sparta.! Kolbe, the editor of the Laconian section of the corpus, based his edition on tran-
scriptions of the text in the works of antiquarian travelers, among them Col. William Leake

and Ludwig Ross. Although the inscription, thanks to a restoration Adolf Wilhelm pro-

posed and Kolbe adopted, is directly relevant to the vexatious problem of the size of the
Spartan gerousia in the Roman period, no one has examined the stone since the 19th cen-
tury.? A new edition based on autopsy is required.
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! An earlier version of this article was given as the paper “Forty Saints, But How Many Gerontes?” at the
1989 annual meeting of the Archaeological Institute of America in Boston, Massachusetts. I would like to
thank this journal’s referees for their useful comments.

Works frequently cited are abbreviated as follows:
Cartledge and = P. Cartledge and A. Spawforth, Hellenistic and Roman Sparta. A Tale of Two Cities,

Spawforth London 1989
Oliver = J. H. Oliver, Greek Constitutions of Early Roman Emperors from Inscriptions and Papy-
ri, Philadelphia 1989
Kennell = N. M. Kennell, The Public Institutions of Roman Sparta, diss. University of Toronto 1985

2H. J. W. Tillyard (“Excavations at Sparta 1907: Inscriptions,” BS4 13, 1906-1907 [pp. 174-196],
p- 191) laconically refers to the stone: “In the same monastery Leake copied an inscription which is built into
the wall of the small chapel.”
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Column I

Kolbe thought that the letters visible in line 2 belonged to a different document. The space between the
broken top edge of the stone and the first line of column II measures 0.02 m., however, while the space between
the other lines fluctuates from 0.010 m. to 0.016 m. The wider space at the top of the stone is therefore a
margin: the first two lines of column II do not begin a new text but rather conclude a section begun in a lost
left-hand column.

Lines 1 and 2. [[N]e/[p@vos]] The stone has flaked off and obscured letters in several places: at the begin-
ning of lines 3 and 4, 7 and 8; and at the end of lines 5 and 6. These breaks are irregular and clearly accidental,
but something quite different has happened in line 1. The area where the surface of the stone has been lost is
virtually rectangular, ending at the conclusion of line 1 and respecting the last letters of line 2. Along the edge
of this area can be seen the marks of both a pointed chisel and a straight-edged chisel.> This part of the stone
was deliberately defaced in antiquity to remove the last letters of the first line of the first column. Within the
erasure traces of a letter are discernible: a vertical with three horizontal strokes to the right, the bottommost of
which aligns with the base of the letters in the first line of column II. These traces can be resolved into a quite
serviceable epsilon. The full restoration of the emperor Nero’s name to fill the erasure will be discussed below
along with the document’s date (pp. 197-198).

Column II

Line 1. Kolbe avo[nrov]. Traces of a base apex and the beginning of the rightward-slanting stroke of a
mu are visible to the right of the omicron.

Line 2. The letters after airetofat which Seidel noted in the 18th century existed only in his imagination.

Working only from transcripts, Kolbe inserted a blank line between lines 2 and 3.

Line 5. Kolbe moAXd<k>ts 1d[n]. A rightward-slanting stroke and the top of a leftward-slanting stroke
remain after the eta. The angle of the slant is too near the vertical for the letter to have been delta but would fit
the shape of a mu as it is formed in this inscription. There is, then, no reason to follow Kolbe by inserting a
kappa into woAAalis to make sense of the line.

Line 6. Kolbe od[s d¢——-].

Line 7. Kolbe [~ Jos yéypamrar. The right tip of a horizontal with its apex is just visible at the top of the
letter space to the left of omicron. The nu at the end of the preserved part of the line did not appear in the
transcription Kolbe saw.

Line 8. Wilhelm per Kolbe yep[évrwv]. Wilhelm and Kolbe used Ross’s transcription, in which were
sketched traces of three letters following the numeral. In the corpus, these traces appear as three gammas,
which Wilhelm quite logically resolved into a reference to the gerontes. Unfortunately, in this case logic is not
enough, since even a casual glance at the stone shows that the remains of the letters of the last line can in no
way support his restoration. Four letters, not three, can easily be seen. The first three all preserve their top
horizontals and portions of verticals to the left. Of the fourth, a large portion of a curved top stroke is preserved
and is attached to the right side of a vertical. This is the only letter that can be resolved into a rho. I restore
éyyplagévrwr], which here should be translated as “enrolled” or “registered”.*

3 For a good example of the use of a pointed chisel to erase part of an inscription, see A. J. S. Spawforth, “A
Severan Statue-Group and an Olympic Festival at Sparta,” BSA 81, 1986 (pp. 313-332), pp. 318-319,
figs. 6-8.

4E.g. IG II?, 1110, lines 16-17; SIG* 1109, line 50; OGIS 1II, 487, line 10; POxy. XXXVI, 2768,
lines 20-22.
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CHARACTER AND PURPOSE

Wilhelm, followed by Kolbe, held the inscription to be a letter from a proconsul or
imperial legate under Augustus or Tiberius. It is certainly a letter from a Roman official, as
the language indicates, but more can be said.

The document consists of at least two columns, with one section concluding at the be-
ginning of column II. The section ends with what looks like a prohibition or a warning:
“For the future, (I order) . .. to make no illegal request of you.” The author (here, as it will
be argued [p. 196], the emperor) dictates what course of action is to be taken henceforth.
pndév in line 1 and the infinitive in line 2 are probably dependent on a verb such as keAevow,
as is often the case in this sort of text.® The infinitive aireto6as in this context refers to a
formal request made of the emperor or Roman officialdom generally.® The precise identity
of the official referred to here remains concealed behind the genitive -oov, which could
represent the last letters of a cognomen ending in -SUS but more likely indicates the genitive
singular of the second person pronoun, for reasons that will become apparent (see p. 196
below).”

The beginning of the next section is highlighted, as was common practice, by displacing
the initial letter of the first word into the margin. What follows is crucial to an understand-
ing of the document. 7ov7o0, as usual, refers to what has preceded it, which here is called a
kepalatoy. In financial accounts the word denotes the principal sum, as opposed to the
interest, on a loan or deposit.® But in the Roman period, ke¢paAatov is very often used to
mean “section” or “extract” and appears in texts that consist entirely of or include relevant
extracts from lengthy imperial communications.’

From the particles ydp and ué, it is clear that a new sentence begins with line 4. The
reference to “the Emperor” (6 ZeBac[7ds]) in the nominative case shows that the author of
this part of the document was not himself the emperor. It seems logical to assume, on the
strength of dia, that the action the emperor is described as taking followed from or was
connected in some way with the content of the section concluded in line 2. It was not un-
known for governors to include extracts from or, on occasion, the complete texts of imperial

5 For this type of construction, see V. Ehrenberg and A. H. M. Jones, Documents Illustrating the Reigns of
Augustus and Tiberius, 2nd ed., Oxford 1986, no. 322 (= Oliver, no. 2), lines 14-15; E. M. Smallwood,
Documents Illustrating the Principates of Gaius, Claudius and Nero, Cambridge 1967, no. 370 (= Oliver,
no. 19), lines 88-90; Oliver, no. 38, line 4, no. 56, line 4.

¢ Smallwood, op. cit., no. 64 ( = Oliver, no. 296), lines 11-12; PLond. 1178 (= Oliver, no. 37), line 35;
E. M. Smallwood, Documents Illustrating the Principates of Nerva, Trajan and Hadrian, Cambridge 1966,
no. 333 (= Oliver, no. 70), lines 27-28. On this usage, see L. Robert, “AITHEZAMENOZX sur les monnaies,”
Hellenica X1I, Paris 1960, pp. 53-62.

7 Of the Roman officials listed by E. Groag (Die rémischen Reichsbeamten von Achaia bis auf Diokletian
[Schriften der Balkankommission: Antiquarische Abteilung 9], Vienna/Leipzig 1939, cols. 12-13), only
M. Licinius Crassus, proconsul in 29-28 B.c., fits. As will be shown (pp. 196-197 below), however, his tenure
is too early.

8 E.g. IG I1%, 1479, line 45; 1495, lines 8, 17; 1496, line 90.

° J. Reynolds, “Hadrian, Antoninus Pius and the Cyrenaican Cities,” /RS 68, 1978 (pp. 111-121),
pp. 113-114, line 13 (cf. Oliver, no. 121), line 25 (cf. Oliver, no. 122), line 69 (cf. Oliver, no. 123); IGRR 1V,
1168, line 2; POxy. XLVIII, 3364, line 1; Oliver, no. 165, lines 40-41; Digesta XXVII.1.6.2 (= Oliver, Ap-
pendix, no. 8); Digesta XXVI1.1.6.8 (= Oliver, Appendix, no. 9). Cf. W. Williams, “Epigraphic Texts of
Imperial Subscripts: A Survey,” ZPE 66, 1986 (pp. 181-207), p. 195.
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epistles in public communications in order that citizens might appreciate the emperor’s
interest and concern.'® Here we are dealing with a letter from a Roman official which
contained at least one extract from a communication by the emperor to him. In the surviving
fragment, the official first presents the opinion of the emperor, as communicated to him
personally, then apparently proceeds to explain the emperor’s intentions and later to order
that the recipients take some action on their own part.

In line 5, the people is contrasted with the emperor by means of the particle 3¢. Only
nuleTépais] fits the sense and the syntax here. As a further supplement I would tentatively
suggest émoTolats medopevos.

é£éBalev in line 6 is the word, which, if more of the document had been preserved,
would have helped determine the precise subject of these letters. As it is, we can use it to
establish the possible areas of concern. The verb ékBaAAw can denote exiling of political
opponents, expulsion from landed property, or even divorce.!! We are probably dealing
here with political unrest, as Wilhelm and Kolbe thought. Like them, we should look for a
link with one of the several falls from imperial favor suffered by the descendants of the
dynast Gaius Julius Eurycles in the 1st century after Christ.'? The nature of this connec-
tion, so far as it can be determined, will be discussed with the date of the document (see
pp. 197-198 below).

Lines 6 and 7 contain a reference to legal precedent. The displacement of »éuw is typi-
cal of the hyperbaton found in official Roman documents from Augustus to Justinian.!?

Perhaps the most important gain from this reexamination of /G V 1, 16 is the corrected
reading of line 8. Now that Wilhelm’s restoration of a reference to “twenty-eight gerontes”
has been invalidated, no obstacle stands in the way of accepting the unanimous testimony of
the complete lists of gerontes from Roman Sparta, which indicates that the gerousia com-
prised twenty-three members and no more.'*

In determining a date for the inscription, we should start with the letter forms, although
this is a notoriously unreliable method, especially for texts from the Roman period. IGV 1,
16, however, does seem to contain enough characteristic forms for an attempt to be made:
kappa with short arms, mu with slanting uprights, and the curved upsilon are the most
diagnostic, as is the unusual phi. At Sparta, the closest parallels with these letters are found
in the early inscriptions carved on the East parodos wall of the theater beside the acropolis.
These texts have been assigned to the years stretching from the later 1st century after Christ

1°E.g. IGRR 1/11, 598, IGRR 1V, 571.

11 §1G3, 643, line 15; 826C, line 15; POxy. LI, 3641, line 18.

120n Eurycles and his descendants see R. Weil, “Die Familie des C. Julius Eurykles,” AM 6, 1901,
pp. 10-20; G. W. Bowersock, “Eurykles of Sparta,” /RS 51, 1961, pp. 111-118; Cartledge and Spawforth,
pp. 97-107.

3 IGRR 1V, 1031 (= Oliver, no. 6), lines 38-39, kat Ta év Tots dnpu[oaios] /Oudv Spuoroyety ypaupara;
J. H. Oliver, Marcus Aurelius: Aspects of Civic and Cultural Policy in the East (Hesperia, Supp!l. 13), Prince-
ton 1970 (= Oliver, no. 184), lines 21-22, adros Héiwaev émt v wlap’ €]/keivois meudbivar kpiow; SEG
XXXIII, 1177, lines 26-27, madocwvrar T éavrdv &[vr|im[pldcaov|res &]opaleia; Justinianus, Nov.,
XLIX praef. 1, radra . . . év kow® yéypamrar véue.

1“IGV 1,93,94,97 (= SEG XI, 564); SEG X1, 585. The date and the motive behind this reduction will be
discussed below (pp. 198-202).
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through the reign of Trajan.'® Outside Sparta, a text from Aphrodisias originating in the
late Republic or Augustan period provides good parallels for the forms of mu, upsilon, and
phi, while Athenian texts dated to A.p. 42 contain similar forms of upsilon, mu, kappa, and
beta.'¢ Splitting the difference between the two extreme periods provides the not unreason-
able date of the middle of the 1st century after Christ.

Ironically, what is not on the stone is of more use in dating than what survives. As has
been shown above, the end of the first line of column I was erased in antiquity. Since the
document clearly emanated from the Roman authorities, it is reasonable to assume that the
erasure resulted from a senatorial decree of damnatio memoriae. In the 1st century after
Christ, two emperors suffered the posthumous penalty of having their acta rescinded, their
statues removed from public spaces, and their names deleted from inscriptions: Nero and
Domitian (Suetonius, Nero 49.2; Domitian 22). The custom, as evidenced in numerous
inscriptions, was for the most recognizable element of the nomenclature to be erased, in
Nero’s case, his second praenomen, in Domitian’s, his cognomen, while other nomina and
titles were left intact.!” Thus, the surviving epsilon of line 1 indicates that the erasure has
obscured the emperor Nero’s name, because his praenomen includes this letter, while
Domitian’s cognomen normally does not.!® Since the praenomen is split between two lines,
it seems prudent to restore the genitive rather than the nominative form, considering the
scruples apparently felt about dividing this particular element of imperial nomenclature.
While the emperor’s name is regularly divided in the oblique cases, only rarely is the nomi-
native split.'® I supply Nero’s other titles only exempli gratia. In all likelihood, the letter
began in column I with the sender’s name and his title as an official of Nero’s government.

A date during Nero’s reign allows an important connection to be made. As mentioned,
Wilhelm correctly saw in é£¢BaXev (column II, line 6) a reference to a “downturn” in the for-
tunes of Gaius Julius Eurycles or his descendants but erred in dating the inscription to the
reign of Augustus or of Tiberius. Under Nero, Spartiaticus, the last of the Euryclids to hold
power at Sparta, fell from grace and went into exile. The prominence of the individuals in-
volved and the totality of their ruin could not fail to impress contemporary opinion. Plutarch,
it has been plausibly conjectured, refers to Spartiaticus and his sibling when in his treatise on
brotherly love he mentions the undying enmity of “EAAjvwv oi ka8’ fuas dvvar@raror.?’

15K, M: SEG X1, 515 (ca. A.p. 100), 608 (ca. init. aet. Trai.), 610 (aet. Trai.?). K, ®: SEG X1, 539 (fin. L.
). K, T: SEG X1, 593 (ca. a.p. 100). ®: SEG XI, 626 (ca. a.p. 110). Unfortunately, no photographs of these
inscriptions appear in the excavation reports (BSA4 26-29, 1923/1925-1927/1928).

16 J. Reynolds, Aphrodisias and Rome (/RS Monographs 1), London 1982, pl. XVIII:2, f. p. 92; J. Kirch-
ner, Imagines Inscriptionum Atticarum, Berlin 1935, nos. 123, 125.

1"E.g. IGRR 1/11, 1034, line 1; 1110, line 2; 1118, lines 1, 8; 1119, line 1. IGRR 111, 300, lines 7-8; 354,
line 1; 486, line 1; 551, lines 14-15; 656, line 1; 944, line 3. OGIS 11, 538, lines 1-2. SEG XXVII, 1009,
lines 1-2.

18 Admittedly, the form Aoperiavds is not uncommon; e.g. SEG XIX, 474; SEG XX, 651; SEG XXXV,
1483; cf. L. Threatte, The Grammar of Attic Inscriptions, Berlin/New York 1980, p. 140. It seems better,
howrever, to consider the epsilon visikle here as part of a standard, rather than a variant, spelling and to link
the text with Nero because of the significance of é£éBaXev in col. 11, line 6 (see below).

1 Cf. IGRR 1/11, 569, lines 3-4; 853, lines 4-5. IGRR 111, 336, lines 6-7.

20 Plutarch, de Frat. Amore 487F-488A; E. Groag, RE IIIA, ii, 1929, cols. 1537-1538 (Spartiatikos).



198 NIGEL M. KENNELL

Scholarship has introduced another figure into this scenario, the traveling wonder-
worker Apollonius of Tyana, who seems to have visited Sparta in A.p. 61.2! According to
Philostratos, Apollonius aided the Spartans in drafting a diplomatic reply to a letter in which
Nero upbraided them for abusing their liberty; a connection with Spartiaticus’ feud and his
downfall has been proposed.?? While no serious claim can be made to identify IG V 1, 16
with this letter (for one thing, IG V 1, 16 was not sent by the emperor), it remains possible to
associate the document with events surrounding the disgrace of the last Euryclid dynast.
Philostratos credited Apollonius with a revival of traditional customs at Sparta (Philostra-
tos, VA 4.27). Given Spartiaticus’ notorious love of luxury, this revival would not have come
about until after his fall, which must therefore have taken place before Apollonius’ visit in
A.D. 61.22 IG V 1, 16, then, is to be dated to the period around 61 and to be connected with
concerns arising out of Spartiaticus’ own exile or that of his family and partisans.

The corrected reading of the last line of /G V 1, 16 and the subsequent recognition that
the gerousia of Roman Sparta had only 23 members beg two important questions: when and
why was the membership reduced? There are two possible moments for the change to have
occurred: during the reforms of Cleomenes III (235-222 B.c.) or while Sparta was living
under an imposed constitution in the first half of the 2nd century B.c.

Pausanias (2.9.1) writes that Cleomenes, “having broken the power of the gerousia,
ostensibly established the patronomoi in its place.” Pausanias has been thought mistaken on
this point, since there is no other evidence that Cleomenes took any action against the gerou-
sia, and the passage has even been construed to mean that Cleomenes replaced the college of
ephors, which he is known to have abolished, with officials called the patronomo:.2* Even so,
Pausanias may be correct, for Cleomenes could have diminished the power of the gerousia
by transferring its probouleutic function to the patronomate and by reducing its member-
ship to 23.25> The Macedonian Antigonos Doson, however, forced the repeal of most of
Cleomenes’ reforms after he vanquished the Spartans in 222 B.c. at Sellasia.?é Under these
circumstances, it is highly unlikely that so drastic a change in the composition of the ge-
rousia would have survived.

A more plausible argument can be made for a date during the time of Sparta’s
unwilling membership in the Achaean League. The changes Sparta endured in this period
went far deeper than Cleomenes’ and were politically much longer lasting. Following the

21 Philostratos, V4 4.33; for the date see Groag (note 7 above), cols. 37-38.

22G. W. Bowersock in C. P. Jones, Philostratus: Apollonius of Tyana, Harmondsworth 1970, p. 96,
note 11. On Apollonius’ visit, see now Cartledge and Spawforth, pp. 106-107.

23 On Spartiaticus, see Stobaeus, Florilegium 4.40.9. On Apollonius at Sparta, see Cartledge and Spaw-
forth (pp. 106-107), who sensibly distinguish between the revival under Nero, attested only by Philostratos,
and the later archaism demonstrated by many inscriptions from the late 1st century on. On archaism at Ro-
man Sparta, see Kennell, pp. 59-64, 153-197; Cartledge and Spawforth, pp. 107-108, 190-211.

24W: W. Tarn, CAH VIII, p. 754; B. Niese, Geschichte der griechischen und makedonischen Staaten seit
der Schlacht bei Chaironeia 11, Gotha 1899, p. 317; cf. E. N. Tigerstedt, The Legend of Sparta in Classical
Antiquaty 11, Uppsala 1974, pp. 335-336, note 79.

25 On the probouleutic function, see R. Andreotti, “Sull’origine della patronomia spartana,” Athenaeum,
n.s. 13, 1935, pp. 187-194; Cartledge and Spawforth, pp. 51-52.

26 Polybios 2.70.1; B. Shimron, Late Sparta: The Spartan Revolution 246-146 B.C., Buffalo 1970,
Pp. 53-59.
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assassination in 192 of the so-called tyrant Nabis, the Achaean League, with the tacit per-
mission of the Romans, deftly absorbed Sparta, while allowing her to keep all her tradition-
al laws and customs.?” Three years later, after an outbreak of unrest, Sparta was punished
by having these laws taken away and an Achaean-style constitution imposed in their place;
this state of affairs lasted until 146.2® Following their defeat of the Achaean League in
146 B.c. the Romans allowed the Spartans to take back their ancestral constitution, as Plu-
tarch reports, “as much as was possible after their misfortunes and so much degeneration”
(Philopoemen 16.9).

During Sparta’s forty years under an Achaean constitution, the ephors were finally
displaced as sole rulers by the synarchia, a joint committee consisting of the ephors them-
selves and the five nomophylakes, the guardians of the laws.?’ The term synarchia first
appears at Sparta, in the plural form synarchiai, in an inscription from the Achaean period
(IG V 1, 4, line 4). Joint committees of high-ranking officials were characteristic of the
Achaean League and of its member states: synarchiai set the agendas for debates in civic
councils or assemblies.>® After several decades with an institution of this kind and since so
many elements of the pre-Cleomenean constitution had vanished irrevocably, it would have
made sense for the Spartans to retain the synarchia to serve as the city’s probouleutic com-
mittee, even following the reestablishment of Sparta’s “traditional” constitution in 146. This
is a striking instance of the truth of Plutarch’s statement.

Given the lasting influence of this constitutional settlement on Roman Sparta, as is ap-
parent in the case of the synarchua, it is justifiable to look to Achaean League practice to
account for other constitutional changes at Sparta. In particular, the parallels in structure
between the councils of Sparta and of the League itself provoke interest. First, however, we
must determine the precise character of the Spartan boule.

The epigraphical evidence makes it quite plain that the gerousia of Roman Sparta was
severely restricted in its ability to take independent action. The gerontes appear to have had
little or no executive power by themselves. Only when working in tandem with other magis-
trates did they exercise anything like their old sway. Even instances when the gerontes were
able to act in concert with another body are few. For example, they erected a statue in honor
of the emperor Caracalla “by means of” (dia) the synarchia, and gerontes appear at the
conclusion of a decree establishing an athletic festival, along with the ephors and nomo-
phylakes.®' Of the numerous honorific statue bases found at Sparta, not one mentions the
gerousia as dedicator; in its place is the boule. Indeed, wherever the gerousia might have
been expected to play a prominent role, we find the boule instead.

27 Livy 35.35.1-19, 35.37.1-3; Plutarch, Philopoemen 15.2, 15.4; Shimron, op. cit., p. 102; Cartledge and
Spawforth, pp. 77-78.

28 On this date for the revival of the “traditional” Spartan constitution, see Kennell, pp. 13-19, followed by
Cartledge and Spawforth, pp. 84, 198.

29 For the composition of the synarchia, see Kennell, pp. 108-123; Cartledge and Spawforth, pp. 144-145.

30On Achaean synarchiai, see H. Swoboda, Die griechischen Volksbeschliisse: Epigraphische Unter-
suchungen, Leipzig 1890, pp. 139-142; idem, “Studien zu den griechischen Bunden II,” Klio 12, 1912
(pp. 17-50), pp. 43-50; J. A. O. Larsen, Greek Federal States, Oxford 1968, p. 222. On their probouleutic
function, see Swoboda, “Studien,” p. 44.

31 Statue: /G V 1, 448. Decree: IG V 1, 20.
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Although most authorities simply equate the later Spartan boule with the gerousia
itself,*? the evidence indicates that the two were different. As we have seen, the gerontes do
not seem to have had power by themselves. On the other hand, the boule was involved in
most of the daily business of the state: it approved the erection of statues and the publication
of lists of ephors and gerontes; it chose the mortal stand-in for the god, Lykourgos, in the
latter’s term as eponymous magistrate.>* A formula appearing in several fragmentary head-
ings best illustrates the relationship between gerousia, synarchia, and boule. With the help
of an inspired suggestion by Adolf Wilhelm, the heading of a decree from the Messenian
town of Pherai (/G V 1, 1370) can be made to read as follows:3*

voula [Tav] ov]vapyiar, kaba kat of yépovtes émékpevar
yYop pX vép p

A famous 1st-century decree of consolation passed at Sparta and erected at Epidauros pro-
vides another example:**

voua cvvapy lav, kabws kal ol yépovres émékpelvay
YV O X )

Finally, a document from Sparta containing a series of measures passed in the boule (IG V
1, 11) admits of a similar restoration:>3®

[-——Vag¢l]opara *Apremriov Tas a’ Bov(Ads)
[yvoua rav cvvapyiav, kaba kat oi yépolvres éméxpetvay

These headings make it evident that the gerousia and the synarchia were involved in the
boule. This would fit with what is known of later Greek constitutional practice, when mo-
tions before deliberative bodies tended to be proposed by corporations rather than by indi-
viduals.?” Indeed, these texts show that the gerousia and the synarchia together formed the
boule. Such a “composite boule” is paralleled by the Achaean League’s own boule, meetings
of which were presided over by the synarchia: and the League’s military leader, the strate-
gos, who served as chairman of the synarchiai and ex officio president of the boule.>® Follow-
ing this Achaean precedent, the same man served as chairman (wpéoBvs) of the Spartan

%2 For an exception, see Cartledge and Spawforth, p. 146.

BIGV 1,479,541, 542, 623; SEG XI, 511, 564, 578, 594. )

3 A. Wilhelm, “Zu den Inschriften aus Magnesia am Maeander,” O/k 4, 1901, Beiblatt (pp. 22-35), p. 26.
Wilhelm, and Kolbe, restored the first word as [dyu]a, but yv@un is the proper term for a motion introduced
to a legislative body for consideration; cf. Swoboda, Volksbeschliisse (note 30 above), pp. 59-61.

On Pherai’s imitation of Spartan institutions, see Cartledge and Spawforth, pp. 144-145.

35W. Peek, Inschriften aus dem Asklepieion von Epidauros (AbhLeip 60.2), Berlin 1969, pp. 29-31
(IG IV? 86).

Peek: [86ypa avvapyiav. The correction of the heading is confirmed, in this inscription at least, by the
appearance of 3’ & kat wavra édofe T ddpw in line 16, which indicates that the document is a decree of the
damos.

36 Corpus: [-—— kafa kal of yépolvTes éméxpetvav.

371. Levy, “Etudes sur la vie municipale de I’Asie Mineure sous les Antonins. Premiére série,” REG 8,
1895 (pp. 201-250), p. 211.

38 On the presidency of the Achaean boule, see A. Aymard, Les assemblées de la confédération achaienne
(Bibliothéque des universitées du Midi 21), Bordeaux 1938, p. 358, note 5; Larsen (note 30 above), pp. 227-
231.

On the full Achaean synarchiai, see Swoboda, Volksbeschliisse (note 30 above), pp. 136-139; Aymard,
op. cit., p. 358, note 5; Larsen, loc. cit. (note 30 above).
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synarchia and as chairman of the gerousia.>* Roman Sparta’s council was thus yet another
result of the Achaean League’s years of hegemony over the city.

The question of why the number of gerontes was reduced can now be addressed. There
must have been a reason for the number to be reduced to 23. Why that particular number?
Why shrink the gerousia at all? The answer seems to lie not in the reduced size of the
gerousia, but in the size of the post-Achaean composite boule. That body, excluding the
secretary, had a total of 33 members. A deliberative body of this size is not difficult to find in
earlier Spartan history: it was the so-called Little Assembly of Sparta, which met at times of
high crisis from the 5th century on.*® The Little Assembly was composed of the 28 gerontes
and the five ephors. It is surely no coincidence that these two bodies, the post-Achaean boule
and the Little Assembly, both contained the ephors and the gerontes and both totaled 33
members. The later boule can thus be seen as an adaptation of the earlier body to accommo-
date the newly instituted college of nomophylakes. For the supreme council at Sparta still to
have 33 members, the gerousia had to be reduced by five to 23.

The reason for this specious continuity between an institution of the pre-Achaean pe-
riod and one of the post-Achaean can be found by way of the well-documented Spartan
obsession with tradition. When the Spartans were able to recover their “ancestral constitu-
tion” in 146 B.c., they evidently jettisoned all the posts and institutions that smacked of the
Achaean League.*! They viewed the institutions they did keep, on the other hand, as some-
how connected with the constitution as it had been before the Achaean conquest. As we have
seen, the synarchia now formed the probouleutic committee, an institution well suited to the
contingencies of a Roman Greece. The boule, for its part, had a similar claim to be con-
nected with an earlier deliberative body.

If this reconstruction is correct, then something important can be determined about the
exact character of the constitution the Achaean general Philopoemen imposed in 188 B.c.
There are two opposing schools of thought on how far reaching Philopoemen’s action was:
one holds that the entire Spartan constitution was revoked and an Achaean one imposed in
its place; the other argues that only the Spartan educational system, the agoge, was abol-
ished.*2 Today the majority of scholars subscribe to the first view, but the truth lies between
the two extremes. Ancient sources, as might be expected, stress the removal of the agoge,*®
while the two inscriptions from the Achaean period (/G V 1, 4 and 5) apparently attest the

3 IG V 1, 448; Kennell, pp. 108-111, 121-122. Pace K. M. T. Chrimes, Ancient Sparta: A Re-examina-
tion of the Evidence, Manchester 1949, p. 149 and A. S. Bradford, “The Synarchia of Roman Sparta,” Chiron
10, 1980, p. 417.

40 The name is Xenophon’s (Hellenica 3.3.8); Herodotos 4.40; Pausanias 3.5.2. Cf. P. Cartledge, Agesilaos
and the Crisis of Sparta, Baltimore 1987, pp. 109, 111-112.

#1 Two inscriptions from the Achaean period survive, /G V 1, 4 and IG V 1, 5. Two officials with impec-
cable Achaean pedigrees, the ékdor7)p and the émdauovpyds, appear nowhere else in Spartan epigraphy.

42 For all traditional laws abolished, see G. Busolt and H. Swoboda, Griechische Staatskunde 11 (Handbuch
der klassischen Altertumswissenschaft 4.1.1), Munich 1892, pp. 733-734; Larsen (note 30 above), p. 446;
R. M. Errington, Philopoemen, Oxford 1969, p. 146; F. W. Walbank, A Historical Commentary on Polybius
II1, Oxford 1979, p. 138; Cartledge and Spawforth, p. 78.

For agoge only abolished, see Chrimes (note 39 above) pp. 45-47; Shimron (note 26 above), p. 106.

43 Cf. Livy, 38.34.9; Pausanias 8.51.3.
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total abolition of the traditional constitution by containing no mention of traditional Spar-
tan institutions. In their place are such bodies as the synarchiai and such officials as the
ekdoter and the epidamiourgos.** The latter two posts are obvious innovations, but the
synarchiai were made up of two eminently Spartan magistracies, the ephors and the nomo-
phylakes.*> Moreover, the boule was a new configuration of three preexisting corporations,
the ephors, the nomophylakes, and the gerousia, and its size was the same as that of a tradi-
tional Spartan institution.

The Achaeans did not wipe the constitutional slate clean in 188. Such an act would have
been impossible, irresponsible, and likely to lose them what support they enjoyed at Sparta.
Instead, in the constitution at large, they modified the existing institutions to conform to an
Achaean model. From this resulted the synarchia and the boule, configurations maintained
by the Spartans, who recognized their utility, even after gaining independence from the
League. The agoge, it cannot be doubted, was simply abolished by the Achaean League: no
mere tinkering with this most Spartan of institutions would suffice. An outsider might be
confused by the constitutional settlement after 188, with an Achaean framework imposed on
Spartan institutions. One thing, however, would have been obvious to him: the agoge no
longer existed; this may account for the tendency of our sources to emphasize the abolition of
the agoge at the expense of clarity concerning the constitution as a whole. On the other
hand, an Achaean ambassador to the Roman Senate was moved to reply to the clamors of
the Spartans that the League had taken their ancestral laws away by stating,

quod ad leges ademptas attinet, ego antiquas Lacedaemoniis leges tyrannos ademisse arbitror;
nos non suas ademisse, quas non habebant, sed nostras leges dedisse (Livy 39.37.1-6).

As is often the case, there is more substance to this rhetoric than first meets the eye.

The 23-member gerousia was part of the far-reaching but strikingly subtle rearrange-
ment of Spartan public institutions carried out by the Achaean League. It is, moreover, a
manifestation of the endless vicissitudes endured by Sparta in the Hellenistic age and their
effects on the constitution of that city.

NiceL M. KENNELL
MEMORIAL UNIVERSITY OF NEWFOUNDLAND
Department of Classics
St. John’s, Newfoundland
A1C 587 Canada

4 Cf. note 41 above.
451 believe the nomophylakes were founded by Cleomenes III; cf. Cartledge and Spawforth, p. 147.



PLATE 46

§ ,.,'k;’

Pl S L

IGVI, 16

NiGgeL M. KeNNELL: /G V I, 16 AND THE GEROUSIA OF ROMAN SpPARTA



	Article Contents
	p. [193]
	p. 194
	p. 195
	p. 196
	p. 197
	p. 198
	p. 199
	p. 200
	p. 201
	p. 202
	[unnumbered]

	Issue Table of Contents
	Hesperia, Vol. 61, No. 2 (Apr. - Jun., 1992), pp. 133-263
	Front Matter
	Frankish Corinth: 1991 [pp. 133-191]
	Changes to Readings and Attributions: Corinth, 1990: Southeast Corner of Temenos E [p. 191]
	Corrigendum: New Wine in Ancient Wineskins: The Evidence from Attic Vases [p. 192]
	IG V 1, 16 and the Gerousia of Roman Sparta [pp. 193-202]
	Λ  A Σ ANA, Tuyeres, and Kiln Firing Supports [pp. 203-221]
	The Edict of Diocletian and a Theodosian Regulation at Corinth [pp. 223-226]
	Archaic Plastic Vases from Isthmia [pp. 227-238]
	Sculptural and Epigraphical Restorations to Attic Documents [pp. 239-251]
	Teisias and Theodoros: East Boiotian Potters [pp. 253-263]
	Back Matter



