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Abstract: Four inscriptions dating from the 4 th century BC, found in Pantikapaion, 

Phanagoria, and Olbia, represent a small corpus attesting to the existence of contacts 
between Arkadia and the Greek cities on the North Pontic coast. The one found in 
Pantikapaion in 1829 – a fragmentary honorary decree of the Arkadians for Leukon I – 
was amply discussed in modern literature, whereas the others were only briefly examined 
in relation to it. Two main conflicting interpretations were advanced: either one or more 
bands of Arkadian mercenaries served Leukon I and honored him by erecting the inscrip-
tion from Pantikapaion, or the Arkadian League that functioned in the 360s BC developed 
political and commercial ties with the Bosporan Kingdom and Olbia, probably centred on 
obtaining better conditions for the grain trade, which might explain the enactment of the 
honorary decree. A few additional epigraphic and historical remarks included in the pre -
sent paper support the mercenary hypothesis. However, the wider perspective on the 
recruitment of foreign troops in the 4 th century BC shows that the military ties between 
Bosporos and Arkadia could have been doubled by commercial ones, too. 

 
In 2006, S. Gallotta published a short article on the inscription of the 

Arkadians honoring Leukon I, found at Pantikapaion in 1829 (CIRB 37). She 
joined the long-lasting debate about whether it is proof of the Arkadian 
involvement in the Bosporan Kingdom as mercenaries or as merchants by 
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defending the first hypothesis with the main argument of the wide renown of the 
Arkadian mercenaries in the Classical period1.  

Consequently, in his brief comment in the Bulletin épigraphique on Gallotta’s 
article, Professor Alexandru Avram considered the hypothesis to be “recevable” 
and briefly made two more arguments: 1. he brought up three more inscriptions 
from the Northern Pontic area mentioning Arkadians; 2. he suggested that the 
inscription honoring Leukon I could not be a formal decree of the Arkadian koinōn 
as the monarch is not referred to by his official titles, but in his private capacity as 
a citizen of Pantikapaion2. 

I discussed with Professor Avram about this topic in front of the excavations 
house at Histria just a few days before he passed away in the same place on the 
night between 3 and 4 August 2021. He warmly welcomed my intention to delve 
into this topic that he had not been able to further develop. Merciless Fate worked 
so that he couldn’t read this article, as he wished, and thus I am left only with the 
partially consolatory option to dedicate it to his memory.   

 
*** 

As Professor Avram would have certainly enjoyed, a short, but clear 
presentation of the evidence should be made in the first place.  

 
1. CIRB 37 (= CIG II 2103 = IOSPE II 4 = Syll.3 209 = HICKS & HILL 1901, no. 136) 
Upper part of a rectangular grey marble slab with a cornice above. 
Discovered in 1829 at Pantikapaion, on the site of the former Turkish for-

tress. Reign of Leukon I (389–348 BC). 
 
ἔδοξεν τοῖς Ἀρκάσιν Λεύκωνα 
[τὸν Σατύ]ρ̣ο̣ Πα̣ντικαπαΐταν 
[— — — — — — — — — — —] 
 
The Arkadians decided that Leukon, son of Satyros, Pantikapaian […]  
 
2. CIRB 991 (= CEG 887) 
Lower part of a marble slab. 
Discovered in 1901 in the sea at Phanagoria. First half of the 4th century BC. 
 
[— — — — — — — — — — — —] 
[—]αόν γυμνάσιον [— — — — —] 
Μαντινέας πατρί[δος — — — — —] 

 
1 GALLOTTA 2006. 
2 AVRAM 2009, p. 508. The latter notice was made by a few other scholars and inte r-

preted in various other ways, ever since A. Böckh’s edition of the inscription in CIG II 2103 
(see below). However, SHELOV-KOBEDYAEV 1985, p. 71–72; YAILENKO 1990, p. 294; 
VINOGRADOV 1997c, p. 519, n. 15, aptly show that all the extant 4 th century BC 
inscriptions regarding the Spartokids’ foreign contacts and policy, either issued by 
themselves, or by their Greek partners, mention the rulers only by name, seldom by 
patronymic, without any other titles. Thus, this feature is of no practical use in the curre nt 
debate.    
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[…] gymnasion […] of his fatherland Mantinea […] 
 
l. 2: Latyshev 1902, p. 51: [ν?]αόν; CEG 887: [ν]αόν γυμνάσιόν [τ(ε)— — — 

— —] 
 
3. YAILENKO 1986, p. 222–286 (SEG 37.676) 
Upper part of a white marble tombstone with a fragmentarily preserved 

cornice above. Traces of red paint on the stele, both on the cornice and on the 
front surface. Stoichedon. 

Discovered in 1975 in the western necropolis of Phanagoria. First half of the 
4th century BC. 

 
Πα̣ντίας 
Τεγεά̣τας 
 
Pantias the Tegean 
 
4. I.Olbia 4 (= IGDOP 17) 
Upper part of a white marble slab with a pediment with three akroteria 

above. 
Discovered in 1955 at the bottom of a cistern in the Eastern Temenos of 

Olbia. First half of the 4 th century BC, based on the shape of the letters, the brevity 
of the decree and the structure of the slab.  

 
Ὀλβιοπολῖται 
Ἀριστάνδρωι 
Μελισσοῦ  
[Ὀ]ρχομενίωι 
[ἐξ Ἀρ]καδίας 
[ἔδωκαν] προξενίαν 
[— — — — — — —] 
 
The Olbiopolitans to Aristandros, son of Melissos, Orchomenian from Arkadia, gave 

proxenia […] 
 
These four inscriptions have never really been discussed together as a 

corpus, although they have been put in connection recently not only by Avram3. 
Most often, the honorary decree for Leukon I was placed in the forefront, whereas 
the others were cursorily mentioned. They were extensively examined against the 
background of the military and commercial expansion of the Spartokid realm 
during Leukon I’s reign, when the recruitment of mercenaries and the export of 
grain to the Aegean seem to start developing on a large scale, and consequently, 
they were interpreted as proofs either of the enlistment of Arkadians in the 

 
3 E.g. YAILENKO 1986; L. Dubois in IGDOP, p. 42. 
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Bosporan armies or of the commercial ties built around the food supply needed 
by the Arkadian League in the 360s.  However, no one really tried to study them 
from the broader perspectives of the Arkadian politics of the first half of the 4 th 
century BC, considered in detail, and of the military recruitment practices that 
connected the armies of the several mainland Greek states with rulers from the 
East in the same period. It is what I intend to do through this paper.  

By far, the most discussed inscription is the honorary decree set by the 
Arkadians for Leukon, as shown even by the massive amount of contributions 
made up to 1960, summarized in Russian by V. F. Gaidukevich4. The hypothesis 
that Leukon was granted honors by the assembly of the Arkadian League on the 
ground of presumed benefactions, particularly in the field of grain trade, devel-
oped early and found quite a few supporters, ranging from A. Böckh, A. B. Ashik, 
and W. Dittenberger to L. Stephani, E. L. Hicks, V. V. Latyshev, and E. Minns. 
Their main arguments were that the Bosporan Kingdom conducted throughout 
the 4th century BC a constant policy of gaining popularity in the Aegean through 
generous shipments of grain and fiscal exemptions awarded to merchants from 
agreed parties, such as Athens and Mytilene, and that the mentioning of Leukon 
in his private capacity was a device for accommodating the democratic 
sensibilities of the Arkadian citizens5. Some of these scholars did not exclude the 
possibility that mercenaries were part of the relationship that developed between 
Bosporos and Arkadia and even played a role in the erection of the inscription in 
Pantikapaion6. On the other hand, starting with F. Hiller von Gaertringen in 1915, 
a more radical mercenary explanation emerged on the basis of the marked 
difference between the simple enactment formula of the decree found in 
Pantikapaion (ἔδοξεν τοῖς Ἀρκάσιν) and that of the presumably only preserved 
decree issued by the Arkadian League during its ephemeral existence in the 360s, 
which granted proxeny to the Athenian Phylarchos and mentioned the two main 
deliberative bodies of the koinōn, the Council and the assembly, referred to as The 
Ten Thousand (IG V,2 1: ἔδοξεν τῆι βουλῆι τῶν Ἀρκάδων καὶ τοῖς μυρίοις, 
preceded by the invocation θεός. τύχη). According to this hypothesis, embraced 
by M. Rostovtseff, H.W. Parke7, S.A. Zhebelev, V.D. Blavatskii, and N.I. Sokolskii, 
it was a band of Arkadian mercenaries that had the initiative of honoring Leukon, 
their paymaster, through this inscription that they erected in Pantikapaion. There 
were many stated and implicit reasons for the popularity of this view: the 
growing importance of Greek mercenaries in the Bosporan armies at the time of 
protracted conflicts with the Herakleans for Theodosia and the Maiotian and 
Sindian tribes, as shown not only by literary sources but also by some other 
epigraphical evidence such as the tombstone of the Paphlagonian Drosanis, a 

 
4 GAIDUKEVICH 1960, p. 106–109. A short version in German is provided in 

GAJDUKEVIČ 1971, p. 100, n. 13. I exclude from this summary of the scholarly debate 
P. Foucart’s hypothesis that the document was issued by the city of Arkades in Crete, as it 
was briefly, but convincingly dismissed by GAIDUKEVICH 1960, p. 107–108. 

5 A. Böckh and A.B. Ashik cited by GAIDUKEVICH 1960, p. 106. 
6 E.L. Hicks and E. Minns cited by GAIDUKEVICH 1960, p. 106–107. 
7 PARKE 1933, p. 15, n. 1, not cited by GAIDUKEVICH 1960. 
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mercenary “of Leukon”8, who died “fighting in the land of the Maiotians” (CIRB 
180), and the dedication of Bathyllos, son of Derkios, to Hekate, “the mistress of 
Sparta” (CIRB 22), the fame of the Arkadian mercenaries throughout the Greek 
world, the mistrust in the expanse of the sea trade connections of the landlocked 
Arkadia, the (misleading) feeling that the reference to Leukon as a private citizen 
of Pantikapaion points to the informal character of the inscription, more 
appropriate for a band of soldiers.  

At the end of his bibliographical review of 1960, V.F. Gaidukevich vigor-
ously refuted the radical mercenary hypothesis that had turned into orthodoxy by 
then, mainly by attacking von Gaertringen’s conclusions on the enactment 
formula. He maintained that: Phylarchos’ decree should be dated during the 
revival of the Arkadian League after 338 and therefore is not relevant as a 
comparandum; there was a certain variability in the prescripts of 4th–century BC 
Greek decrees, citing the example of Olbia where precisely the honorary decrees 
employed the shorter enactment formula Ὀλβιοπολῖται ἔδωκαν; a very fragmen-
tary decree presumably erected by the Arkadians at Olympia during their short -
lived control over the sanctuary in 365–363 BC (IvO 31) should have started with 
the formula [Ἀρκάδες τοῖσδε ἔ]δōκαν; there are not any known decrees whereby 
mercenaries honor their patrons. He then strengthened the conclusion that 
mentioning Leukon I as a simple citizen of Pantikapaion should have been 
expected from the Arkadian assembly, by invoking the similar Athenian and 
Mytilenean inscriptions mentioning Leukon and his sons (IG II3,1 298 = IG II2 212, 
respectively IG XII,2 3). In the end, he cited the then recently found Aristandros’ 
proxeny decree from Olbia (I.Olbia 4), the inscription mentioning a Mantineian at 
Phanagoria (CIRB 991), and even Bathyllos’ dedication to Hekate, as proofs of the 
trading interests of the Peloponnesians in the Northern Black Sea in the 4th and 
the early 3rd century BC9.  

Gaidukevich’s article became the new radical trade orthodoxy, unquestiona -
bly followed by some scholars, sometimes with confident statements such as this: 
„In 1960 V.F. Gaidukevich for all practical purposes closed the discussion in a 
particularly convincing manner”10. Similarly, others still adhered to the older 
radical mercenary orthodoxy11. When the researchers did not just proclaim their 
faith in one of the two hypotheses, they brought only minor additions to older 
arguments and lines of thought, such as Gallotta did most recently by adding 
more flesh to the already cited solid body of references to the fame of the 

 
8 As shown by VINOGRADOV 1997b, p. 124, n. 160, when discussing his curious des-

ignation Δρόσανις Παφλαγὼν Λεύκωνο[ς].     
9 GAIDUKEVICH 1960, p. 109–111. 
10 MIELCZAREK 1999, p. 23–24. See also the historical commentary of CIRB 37, p. 44–

45; BURSTEIN 1974, p. 413, n. 51; YAILENKO 1986, p. 224–225; ZAVOIKIN 2004, p. 66. The 
same interpretation is implicitly or explicitly stated by SAPRYKIN 2003, p. 27; BRESSON 
2005, p. 105; BRAUND 2007, p. 65, n. 13; D. Chistov in KUZNETSOV & TOLSTIKOV 2017, 
cat. no. 152, p. 281, without reference to GAIDUKEVICH 1960.  

11 FIELDS 1994, p. 71; FIELDS 2001, p. 124; TRUNDLE 2004, p. 53; A. A. Zavoikin and 
V.P. Tolstikov in KUZNETSOV & TOLSTIKOV 2017, p. 55, n. 124.  
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Arkadian mercenaries. Understandably, sometimes scholars prefer to mention 
both hypotheses without showing any preference for either12.  

The other inscriptions received far less attention and were mostly discussed 
against the background offered by the decree discovered at Pantikapaion. It is 
first and foremost the case of the highly fragmentary CIRB 991, always explored 
as a minute complement to CIRB 37. The discovery of Aristandros’s proxeny 
decree in 1955 engendered a short discussion about the commercial connections of 
Olbia, in the context of other Olbian proxeny decrees, made by E.I. Levi13, who 
later included the inscription in the corpus Inscriptiones Olbiae without significant 
changes. As aforementioned, Gaidukevich briefly discussed the evidence of these 
two inscriptions to support his commercial interpretation of the Arkadian 
honorary decree for Leukon I. The more recent discussions on the Olbian proxeny 
decrees usually repeat Levi’s assumption that they are mainly or even exclusively 
indicative of its commercial ties14 and thus Aristandros’s decree is conjecturally in-
terpreted as proof of the grain trade between Olbia and Arkadia15, although 
L. Dubois advanced as well the mercenary hypothesis with regard to Aristandros 16.  

The latest discovered document in the series was the simple tombstone of 
Pantias from Tegea. As a supporter of Gaidukevich’s stance on CIRB 37, 
V.P. Yailenko proposed that Pantias was a merchant. To maintain his point of 
view, he added a historical commentary about the grain trade of Bosporos and 
how Arkadia could fit into this background. He particularly stressed the role of  
Athens as an intermediary, given the connections of certain influential Athenians 
both with the Bosporan leadership and some members of the Arkadian elite, 
particularly the Mantineian democratic exiles after the Spartan imposed dioikismos 
of 385 BC17. Yu. G. Vinogradov advocated instead for the view that Pantias was a 
mercenary on account of the lack of the patronymic on the tombstone. He also 
refuted Yailenko’s claim that the slab was imported from Arkadia 18.   

 
*** 

If we were to discuss solely the inscriptions, not many additional matters 
could be adduced. Their low number and fragmentary state will always hamper 
reaching a consensus about their interpretation before new evidence will become 
available. Nonetheless, I would point out to several epigraphic issues. 

On the matter of who issued the honorary decree for Leukon I, 
Gaidukevich’s arguments for rejecting the evidence of the only surviving 
complete decree of the Arkadian League (IG V,2 1) are not as pervasive as previ-

 
12 VINOGRADOV 1997a, p. 31; VINOGRADOV 1997b, p. 124, n. 160; VINOGRADOV 

& GORONCHAROVSKII 2008, p. 118; MÜLLER 2010, p. 225, 346.  
13 LEVI 1958, p. 241–243, pl. II.3. 
14 L. Dubois in IGDOP, p. 39; MÜLLER 2010, p. 225. 
15 MÜLLER 2010, p. 225. 
16 L. Dubois in IGDOP, p. 42. 
17 YAILENKO 1986, p. 224–226. 
18 VINOGRADOV 1990, cat. no. 596, p. 556–557; VINOGRADOV 1994, cat. no. 7, p. 68–

69. Cf. ZAVOIKIN 2004, p. 91; TRUNDLE 2004, p. 53; A.A. Zavoikin, V.P. Tolstikov in 
KUZNETSOV & TOLSTIKOV 2017, p. 55, n. 124.  
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ously thought. Even if Phylarchos’s decree were issued in 342 or 338–335 BC19, it 
should safely be assumed that the revived League would have emulated the 
institutions of the glorious 360s and employed similar, if not identical prescripts 
for its decrees. The fragmentary bronze inscription from Olympia cited by 
Gaidukevich as evidence for a simpler enactment formula used by the Arkadian 
League (IvO 31) could be reconstituted differently, for example as a decree issued 
by the Pisatans20. On the other hand, an utterly fragmentary inscription 
discharged in a well at Olympia in the mid-4th century BC – not known to 
Gaidukevich – is certainly an Arkadian decree sanctioning an alliance treaty 
struck with the Pisatans and the Akroreians in 365/364 BC, presumably erected at 
Olympia and destroyed by the Eleans when they put an end to the short-lived 
independence of their two small neighbors. Its first line preserves a reference to 
the myrioi21 and can reliably be reconstituted as [θεός. ἔδοξεν τῆι βουλῆι καὶ τοῖς] 
μυρίοις since the inscription is stoichedon.  

Certainly, Gaidukevich’s assumption that the Arkadian League issued a 
honorary decree for Leukon I employing a shorter enactment formula should not 
be outright rejected based on these remarks, especially as the existence of 
abbreviated and semi-abbreviated decrees granting proxeny (and other honors) is 
well attested22 and, as D. Hălmagi kindly indicated to me, there is a handful of 
such documents issued both by some Arkadian poleis23 and by later Hellenic 
leagues (the Aitolians, the Epirotes)24 that employ, among other simpler 
enactment formulae, specifically the ethnikon (or a replacement) in the dative after 
ἔδοξε. Moreover, pointing out to some traces preserved from the third line of the 
decree which are visible in the new and much better photograph of the decree 
published in the CIRB-album, Hălmagi thinks that the inscription may be restored 
as a non-probouleumatic award of proxeny by the Arkadian League to Leukon I, 

 
19 On the date of IG V,2 1, see DUŠANIĆ 1970, p. 336–337, with former bibliography; 

ROY 1971, p. 571; ROY 2001, p. 312, n. 17.  
20 KONDIS 1958, p. 93–98, who proposes the restoration [θεός. τύχα. ἐπεὶ προθύμōς 

ἔ]δōκαν. J. and L. Robert (BE 1959, 173), show reluctance towards the new lecture overall, 
but their criticism is concentrated on other issues.  

21 SEG 29.405, first published in KUNZE 1961, with significant improvements in 
DUŠANIĆ 1979, p. 117–122, and RINGEL et alii 1999, p. 413–417, the latter based on 
additions from a new fragment discovered in 1979. See also RHODES & LEWIS 1997, p. 91.  

22 See SWOBODA 1890, p. 47–50, and LARFELD 1914, p. 329–331, with surveys of the 
areas with the most numerous decrees of this type and GRZESIK 2013, on the largest 
corpus of them, found at Delphi. See as well RHODES & LEWIS 1997, passim, esp. 5–6. 

23 Orchomenos (PLASSART & BLUM 1914, cat. no. 14, p. 471, probably 3 rd century 
BC): [ἔδοξε Ἐρ]χομε[νίοις] ?; Lousoi (IG V,2 394, 3rd/2nd century BC): ἔδοξε το[ῖς 
π]ολείταις. See however RHODES & LEWIS 1997, p. 92. The potential addition to these 
two inscriptions signalled by Hălmagi of IvO 30 (ca. 425 BC, ἔδοξεν Ἀλείοισι), as 
emanating from Alea (e.g. RHODES & LEWIS 1997, p. 87), should be rejected given the 
careful remarks made in MINON 2007, p. 173–174.  

24 IG IX,1² 1:201 (end of 3 rd century BC): ἔδοξε τοῖς Αἰτωλοῖς; SEG 24.448 (end of 3rd 
century BC): ἔδοξε τοῖς Ἀπειρώταις.  
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written in the Arkadian dialect, except for the name of the honorand, that was 
preserved in its original Ionic form25.  

Even though we should be fully aware that decisions of a political 
community could have been inscribed with “differing degrees of fullness” and 
thus “not even an inscribed decree of standard type can be relied on to be 
absolutely complete”26, it is still surprising that a foreign leader and benefactor of 
such importance as Leukon I would have been honored by the Arkadian League 
through a presumably largely abbreviated decree. The surprise arises in 
particular when comparing this inscription with the roughly contemporary 
Phylarchos’s proxeny decree and the Athenian honorary decree of 347/346 BC for 
Leukon’s sons (IG II3,1 298 = IG II2 212), that renewed similar provisions 
previously made for Satyros and Leukon and employed the same formulae found 
in general in Athenian decrees, being publicly displayed in Piraeus, along the 
preceding documents issued for Leukon, whose copies were erected by the 
Athenians and by him in the Bosporan Kingdom and at Hieron, on the Asiatic 
side of the Thracian Bosporos27.  

Definitely, the epigraphic peculiarities of the Athenian democracy28, 
presumable conservative Arkadian epigraphic habits and potential lesser 
benefactions awarded by the Bosporan ruler to the Arkadians than to the 
Athenians (e.g. a one-time shipment of grain, instead of the long term tax 
exemption granted to the Athenian traders), could explain such a major difference 
between the aforementioned decrees and this one, whose only surviving copy 
would be the one found at Pantikapaion, cut by a local lapicide, as attested by the 
shape of the letters29.   

On the other hand, alternative explanations could account for this marked 
difference, revolving around the assumption that the resolution to honor the 
Bosporan ruler was not adopted by the entire Arkadian koinōn. Thus, the 
inscription could have just as well been set up by a corps of mercenaries or by 
another group of Arkadians30.  

In any case, Gaidukevich’s argument stating the absence of honorary decrees 
erected by mercenaries for their patrons is tenuous. Just like other soldiers, 
mercenaries bestowed honors on their leaders and employers that could have 
been written down in stone. For example, in 357 BC, Dion’s mercenaries crowned 

 
25 An expanded version of Hălmagi’s hypothesis and arguments will be published in a 

future paper. 
26 RHODES & LEWIS 1997, p. 6. 
27 LAMBERT 2017, p. 35–36, with special references to ll. 20–23, 25–29, 44–47 of the 

inscription and Dem. Lept. 35–37. 
28 RHODES & LEWIS 1997, p. 2, 550–557; MEYER 2013. 
29 The letters are largely similar to those employed in the Semibratnee epigram ( SEG 

43.515) and CIRB 4 (small fragment of a proxeny decree). See also other 4 th century BC 
inscriptions: CIRB 1 (proxeny decree issued by Pairisades I and his sons for a Peiraean); 
CIRB 3 (proxeny decree issued by Pairisades I for a Chian?); CIRB 18 (dedication to 
Demeter Thesmophoros); CIRB 973 (epitaph of Agias of Heraklea, from Phanagoria) etc.  

30 Like the League of the northern Arkadians, rallied around Mantineia, which appar-
ently functioned between 362 and 342 BC, see DUŠANIĆ 1970, p. 164–166, 307, 334–335. 
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him with a golden wreath for the victory over Dionysios II’s troops at Syracuse31. 
There are some preserved inscriptions of this kind. Thus, in the late 4 th and 3rd 
centuries BC, the garrisons of Sounion, Rhamnous, and Eleusis, composed of 
Athenian citizen soldiers and foreigners alike, honored several generals and 
magistrates who, in most cases, took good care of their supplies, by awarding 
them golden crowns, their decisions being recorded through decrees whose 
structure and language resemble those of the Athenian assembly32. A garrison 
decree from Rhamnous granting a golden wreath for the honorand, probably 
dating from 256/5 BC, was issued by a contingent of Macedonian mercenaries for 
an Athenian general who had acted diligently so that they had promptly received 
isoteleia, according to the order of Antigonos Gonatas33. After Athens regained its 
independence in 229 BC, mercenaries stationed at Sounion and Rhamnous were 
awarded the political status of paroikoi, and issued honorary decrees for their 
military leaders34. Similarly, the mercenaries stationed by the Lagids in Cyprus, 
sometimes grouped in ethnic associations (Akhaians, Cretans, Ionians etc.), 
honored their commanders through numerous dedications probably made on the 
basis of decrees that had been lost to us, with one notable exception35. 

In addition, auxiliary forces sent by Aegean koina (the Cretans, the Akhaians) 
to Hellenistic monarchs (Ptolemaios VI Philomētōr, the future Attalos II) in a 
manner not so different to the presumable support dispatched by the Arkadians 
to Leukon I (see below) issued honorary decrees for these leaders and their 
officers36.  

Nonetheless, the mercenary hypothesis is fraught with a similar problem as 
the Arkadian League assumption: to my knowledge, there are no surviving 
decrees (or, as a matter of fact, dedications made on the basis of decrees) where 
the body of soldiers passing the resolution is designated in the enactment formula 

 
31 Plut. Dio. 31.1: γενομένης δὲ λαμπρᾶς τῆς νίκης οἱ μὲν Συρακούσιοι τοὺς ξένους 

ἑκατὸν μναῖς ἐστεφάνωσαν, οἱ δὲ ξένοι Δίωνα χρυσῷ στεφάνῳ. It seems plausible that 
Plutarch relied here on a source that used the original decrees recording these grants. Most 
of the 800 mercenaries were Peloponnesians (Plut. Dio. 42.2 and 7.43.2; see also 22.4–8; 23.2; 
57.2–4). 

32 Sounion: IG II2 1260, 1270, 1308; Rhamnous: IG II2 1286, 1310–1313 (cf. the 
dedication IG II2 2968); Eleusis (sometimes together with the soldiers from Panakton and 
Phyle or with the Eleusinians): IG II2 1272, 1279, 1280, 1285, 1287, 1288, 1299, 1303–1307 (cf. 
the dedication IG II2 1958). Similar decrees were issued by the Athenian cavalry (IG II2 
1264; SEG 21.435; SEG 21.525). An illustrative example is IG II2 1270 of 298/7 BC, whereby 
the exetastēs Kephisodotos is crowned with a gold wreath on account of the services he 
rendered to the Athenians demos, the citizens garrisoning Sounion (τοὺς [στρ]ατευομένους 
ἐπὶ Σουνίωι τῶν πολ[ιτῶ]ν) and the mercenaries (τοὺς ξένους), the enactors being “the 
soldiers” (δεδόχθαι τοῖ[ς] στρατιώταις). On the meaning of στρατιῶται in the Attic garri -
son inscriptions, see KENT 1941, p. 344; LAUNEY 1949–1950, p. 1038–1064; POUILLOUX 
1954, p. 124–125. The honors bestowed by soldiers on their military commanders were 
frequent, although the language of the inscriptions that recorded them is not always that 
employed in decrees, cf. LAUNEY 1949–1950, p. 1006–1007; SOKOLSKII 1958, p. 300.    

33 SEG 3.122, with POUILLOUX 1954, p. 118–120 and ISE I 22, p. 45–47.  
34 POUILLOUX 1954, p. 69–75 and ISE I 32, p. 71–74, where all the inscriptions are 

mentioned and discussed, starting from SEG 15.113.  
35 LAUNEY 1949–1950, p. 1031–1035, 1061–1063. 
36 ID 1517, ID 1518, IvP I 64, with LAUNEY 1949–1950, II, p. 1059, 1060–1061. 
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simply by the ethnikon. All the preserved inscriptions recording or emanating 
from decisions taken by military troops, whether mercenary or not, where ethnika 
are mentioned, contain additional details identifying these particular groups of 
soldiers. Thus, besides the more general δεδόχθαι τοῖς στρατιώταις (IG II2 1270, 
IG II2 1287) or ἔδοξε τοῖς στρατιώταις37, the documents attest formulae such as: 
[τοῦ] δήμου τοῦ [Ἀθηναίων δεδόχθαι το]ῖς στρατιώ[ταις]38, δεδόχθαι Ἀθηναίων 
[τ]ο[ῖ]ς στρα[τε]υομέν[ο]ις Ῥ[α]μνοῦντι (IG II² 1311), δεδόχθαι Ἀθηναίοις τ[οῖς 
τε]ταγμέν[ο]ις Ἐλευσῖνι (IG II² 1272), δ[ε]δόχθ[αι Ἐλ][ευ]σινίοις καὶ Ἀθηναίων 
τοῖς Ἐ[λευσ]ῖνι τεταγμένοις (IG II² 1280), ἔδοξεν Ἀθηναίων τοῖς τεταγμένοις 
Ἐλευσῖνι καὶ Πανάκτωι καὶ Φυλῆι (IG II² 1303–1307, cf. IG II² 1299), [ἔδοξεν τῶν 
ἰσο]τελῶν τοῖς τεταγμένοις Ῥαμνοῦντι (SEG 3.122), ἔδοξεν τῶν παροίκῶν τοῖς 
τεταγμένοις Ῥαμνοῦντι (SEG 15.113), [δεδόχθαι Ἀθηναίων] τοῖς 
στρατευομένοις ἐπὶ Σουν[ίου] (IG II² 1281), ἔδοξε τοῖς ἐξαπε[σταλ]μένοις εἰς 
Ἀλεξάνδρειαν ὑπὸ τοῦ κοινοῦ τῶ[ν Κρητ]αιέων συμμάχοις (ID 1517), Ἀχαιῶν 
οἱ διαβάντες κατὰ συμμαχίαν πρὸς βασιλέα Εὐμένη τὸν ἀδελφὸν αὐτοῦ (IvP I 
64), οἱ ἐν Κύπρω[ι] στρατευόμεν̣οι Ἀχαιοὶ κα̣ὶ οἱ ἄλλοι Ἕλληνες (IvO 301), τὸ 
κο[ινὸν τῶν ἐν τῆι νήσωι] τασσομένων Κρητῶν (OGIS 153)39 etc.  

Much of the evidence cited above originates in later Hellenistic times and it 
is likely that in the 4th century BC, when the political sentiment of soldiers may 
have been more vigorous, the instances where military groups acted as true 
polities were still more pronounced, even among mercenaries, as shown by 
Xenophon’s Anabasis and Aineias Taktikos’ Poliorketika40. Moreover, just like in the 
case of decrees issued by cities and political koina, the formulae of any honorary 
decrees that may have been recorded on stone by soldiers could have been more 
concise and less specific. When one reads Book VI of Xenophon’s Anabasis – 
where the decisions of the Ten Thousand convened in assembly are introduced 
with expressions such as ἔδοξε τοῖς στρατιώταις (6.1.14), ἡ δὲ στρατιὰ συνῆλθε 
… καὶ ἐπεὶ τοῦτο ἔδοξε (6.1.25) and the foundation decision of the seceding corps 
of Arkadians and Akhaians with ταῦτ᾽ ἔδοξε (6.2.12), while the secessionists are 
simply called afterwards οἱ Ἀρκάδες (e.g. 6.3.1) – there is a deep temptation to 
assume that in the first half of the 4 th century BC an ethnically homogenous band 
of Arkadian mercenaries could have issued honorary decrees for a generous 

 
37 Xen. An. 6.1.14. 
38 KLAFFENBACH 1926, cat. no. 4, p. 34.  
39 On the ethnically or pseudo-ethnically based koina and politeumata of soldiers 

serving the Ptolemaic dynasty, such as the Cypriote koinōn of Cretans mentioned in OGIS 
153, and their epigraphic activity, see LAUNEY 1949–1950, p. 1031–1035, 1064–1084. 

40 GARLAN 1975, p. 91–93, esp. p. 92. It is no surprise that campaigning together 
engendered a strong solidarity and a certain sense of belonging and common identity 
among mercenaries; however, it is interesting to note that the specific forms of manifesta -
tion of these feeling were closely replicating the institutional and procedural framework of 
the polis. On the solidarity built among groups of στρατευσάμενοι – participants in the 
same campaign – who make together dedications for their leaders or along their leaders, 
see LAUNEY 1949–1950, p. 1005–1008, esp. 1006–1007.  
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patron employing them for a long time far from the Peloponnesos, using the 
enactment formula ἔδοξεν τοῖς Ἀρκάσιν41.   

The inscription SEG 37.676 is a simple funerary inscription and nothing more 
can be added to the arguments made by Yailenko and Vinogradov. On the other 
hand, the inscription CIRB 991, although the most fragmentary of all, may 
conjecturally be connected with a certain category of individuals, respectively 
that of soldiers, especially if, following the suggestion of Latyshev, we accept that 
it is a metrical text42. It would be then most probably a verse epitaph43 or less 
likely a verse votive inscription44. Funerary epigrams are a common occurrence in 
the military milieu: soldiers are the best-represented professional category in 
verse epitaphs from Hellenistic Peloponnesos, Attika, Boiotia, and Thessaly 45. 
Naming the patris of the deceased soldier is also frequent, especially when he is 
buried abroad, as it seems to be the case for this Mantineian46. Last, but not least, 
the mention of the gymnasion, although could fit a votive inscription, too, 
alluding, for example, to the place where the dedication was made, is more likely 
a reference to the athletic and martial prowess of the deceased47. It is rather 

 
41 Such military bands composed of Arkadians might have already been operating in 

Western Anatolia starting from the last third of the 5 th century BC, see the evidence listed 
below in n. 60 and 61.  

42 LATYSHEV 1902, p. 51, accepted in CIRB 991, VINOGRADOV 1997a, p. 32, CEG 887. 
43 YAILENKO 1986 interprets the inscription as an epitaph, too.  
44 CEG 887.   
45 CAIRON 2009, p. 13. Cf. BARBANTANI 2014, p. 305–306. Comrades frequently asso-

ciated themselves to bury their fallen fellows in foreign lands and place tombstones with 
telling epitaphs over their graves. Cf. Xen. An. 6.4.9; LAUNEY 1949–1950, p. 1002–1004.  

46 BARBANTANI 2014, p. 306–310. Cf. IG V,1 724, the 2nd century BC epitaph of 
Botrichos, Arkadian mercenary buried in Lakonia: νῦν δέ νιν Ἀρκαδίας ἀπὸ πατρίδος ὧδε 
θανόντα („but now, far from Arkadia, his fatherland, he is thus dead”); IG V,1 723, the 
epitaph of a Cretan mercenary from Oreia, presumably fallen in battle at Corinth in 265 BC  
and buried at Sparta: [πατ]ρὶς̣ δέ μοί ἐστιν Ὀρειοὶ („my fatherland is Oreia”); SEG 42.329, 
the epitaph of the 3rd century BC Illyrian mercenary Plator, married to a Spartan woman: 
Οὔτε πάτρα Θρινκαία τὸν ἔξοχον, οὔθ’ ὁ Λακώνω[ν] („neither your fatherland Trinkaia, 
nor that of the Lakonians etc.”). IG IX,2 430, the 3rd century BC epitaph of Kallias, buried 
at Pherai, in Thessaly, but πατρίδος ἐκ Τεγέας, might also belong to an  Arkadian soldier. 
Otherwise, the word πατρίς is recurrent in the epigraphs of soldiers fallen in battle, but in 
connection to the topos of their noble sacrifice in defence of the fatherland (e.g. IG IX,2 
466). 

47 On the military importance of the gymnasia, used not only for the general training of 
citizens for war in times of peace but also for physical training during operational pauses 
in times of war, as muster places, fields for military drills, camps, and fortifications, see 
FORBES 1945, p. 37–39. From all the instances cited there, I would like to highlight how 
Agesilaos, during his Asiatic campaign of 396–394 BC, thoroughly trained his army, which 
comprised numerous Arkadian allies and mercenaries (Xen. An. 7.8.24; Xen. Hell. 3.1.4–6, 
2.7, 4.2–3, 4.20; Paus. 8.6.2), in the Ephesian gymnasia (Xen. Hell. 3.4.16 and Ages. 1.25). 
Similarly, ca. 375 BC, Jason of Pherai trained his mercenaries in gymnasia (Xen. Hell. 6.1.6.) 
On the more general connection between gymnasia and military training, see also LAUNEY 
1949–1950, p. 813–835; KAH 2004 and HATZOPOULOS 2004. Some verse epitaphs of 
soldiers mention gymnasia with reference to the athletic and military prowess of the 
deceased and their presumable premature death: SEG 23.233, the 2nd century BC epitaph of 
the Arkadians Kallias and Epiteles (… ἐν λιπαραῖς παστάσι γυμνασίου, “… in the shiny 
gates of the gymnasion”), with CAIRON 2009, cat. no. 39, p. 125–128, esp. p. 128; IG VII 
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surprising then that Yailenko rejected the mercenary explanation for both Pantias 
and the Mantineian from Phanagoria when he advocated for it in the case of other 
foreigners from Chios, Syracuse, and Cyprus, buried in the Bosporan Kingdom in 
the reign of Leukon I’s son, Pairisades I48.  

The proxeny decree for the Orchomenian Aristandros is the only such 
inscription erected by the Olbiopolitans whose recipient is a Peloponnesian: in the 
5th and 4th centuries BC, outside Pontos, proxeny was granted only to two 
Athenians and potentially one Theban, whereas other Aegean connections are 
certified only by the votive inscription of a citizen from Keos found at Olbia and a 
document from Amphipolis mentioning an Olbiopolitan49. Moreover, the proxeny 
decree seems to be contemporary with another inscription recording both an 
honorary decree for Satyros I, the father of Leukon I, and an alliance treaty 
between Leukon himself and the Olbiopolitans: the documents were tentatively 
dated around 390–385 BC and interpreted as evidence for the creation of a block 
by Bosporos and Olbia against the rivals from Theodosia, Chersonesos and 
Heraklea50. A connection of Aristandros’s proxeny decree with the political and 
military cooperation between Olbia and Bosporos, where three other interactions 
with Arkadia are attested very close in time, seems to me more acceptable than 
admitting an active trade relationship between Olbia and the small and 
landlocked Arkadian Orchomenos51, the only city from the entire Peloponnesos 
that would have left epigraphical traces in the city of the Borysthenites52. In 
addition, the award of proxeny – and other rights, including citizenship – to 
mercenaries is attested in Hellenistic Greece. The most famous example is of 
course the en masse grant of proxenia and isopoliteia to the Pergamenian citizen-
soldiers and mercenaries garrisoning the small city of Lilaia in Phokis, around 208 
BC53, but there are quite a few other documented instances involving both 
individuals and groups of soldiers54. 

 
2537, the epitaph of the Boiotian Euanoridas, dated in 279 BC (ἐγ γυμνασίου σύντροφος 
ἁ[λικί]ας, “companion of the youth from the gymnasion”), with CAIRON 2009, cat. no. 47, 
p. 158–161, esp. 160. 

48 YAILENKO 1990, p. 293, referring to the tombstones CIRB 1233, CIRB 203, CIRB 236.  
49 VINOGRADOV 1997a, p. 30–31. See also MÜLLER 2010, p. 224–225. 
50 VINOGRADOV 1997c.  
51 Even in later times, the network of foreign relations of this small city seems to be 

mostly restricted to Arkadia and the close neighboring regions in the northern 
Peloponnesos, with some exceptional ties in Central Greece, see PLASSART & BLUM 1914, 
p. 459. 

52 The evidence cited in BRESSON 2005, p. 105 (Paus. 8.5.8, Hdt. 7.147, IGCyr 010900), 
shows that Pontic grain could have indeed reached Arkadia, including Orchomenos, but it 
is likely that the trade was conducted by merchants from maritime cities, such as Aigina or 
Helike (cf. SEG 36.718, the epitaph of Philoxenos, son of Kelon, from Helike, dated ca. 490 –
480 BC, found at Gorgippia; see BOLTUNOVA 1986, p. 59–61). On Hdt. 7.147, see also 
MORENO 2007, p. 161; BRAUND 2007, p. 43–44.  

53 FD III.4 132–5, with LAUNEY 1949–1950, p. 654–655, and ISE II 81, p. 28–31 
54 For a possible similar contemporary case at Tralles, see MAREK 1984, p . 308–309. 

See also SEG 17.639, with LAUNEY 1949–1950, p. 656–657, for the politeia granted by the 
Aspendians to the mercenaries of Ptolemaios I, ca. 301–298 BC. The individual cases are 
numerous: IG II2 666, 287 BC, with LAUNEY 1949–1950, p. 637, and ROSE & WALLACE 
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*** 
The above notes tip the scales for associating the four inscriptions or at least 

part of them with a surmised Arkadian mercenary activity on behalf of Leukon I. 
At the same time, they extend the potential chronological span of the events in 
which the Arkadian mercenaries were involved far beyond the 360s. The potential 
rejection of the Arkadian League that functioned between 371 and 363/362 BC as 
the state that issued the honorary decree for Leukon I would allow for placing his 
use of Arkadian mercenaries anytime during his long reign marked in the 
beginning by the war against Theodosia and afterward by the conflicts against the 
Maiotians and other tribes of the Taman Peninsula. If indeed Aristandros’s decree 
is contemporary with the honors awarded to Satyros I by the Olbiopolitans and 
the treaty alliance between them and Leukon I, then the start of the enlistment of 
Arkadian mercenaries in the Bosporos could be significantly raised and placed 
even at the end of Satyros I’s reign, in the 390s. It would not be surprising in the 
light of the march of the Ten Thousand along the southern shores of the Euxine 
and their display of power when serving Seuthes in Thrace: both areas were 
connected with the Cimmerian Bosporos and Pantikapaion at that time 55. 
Moreover, the case of Drosanis of Paphlagonia shows that these areas were 
recruiting grounds for Leukon I in the second part of his rule. On the other hand, 
it also points to the likelihood that the Arkadian mercenaries, just like the 
Paphlagonian, were used later, in the Maiotian campaigns of Leukon. The 
chronological issue rests open until new data emerge.  

It is futile to point out why Leukon I (and possibly Satyros I) resorted to the 
use of Arkadian mercenaries, given their huge renown as heavily armed hoplites, 
echoed in proverbs, comedies, and political speeches56. There are numerous com-
prehensive modern accounts of their employment in the greatest part of the 5 th 
and the first half of the 4 th century BC, not least in relation to the present matter57, 
and it would be superfluous to repeat the data here. I would like only to 
emphasize their receptiveness toward offers made by Greek and barbarian 

 
2002 for the date of the events: the Athenians grant citizenship to the mercenary 
Strombichos for his cooperation in expulsing Demetrios’s Poliorketes troops from the 
Mouseion hill; CIG 2676, with SEG 4.219, ca. 300–280 BC: the city of Iasos grants proxeny to 
the mercenary captain Aristodemos, who served the Macedonian general Eupolemos  in 
Caria; SEG 29.502, ca. 220–200 BC: the city of Atrax in Thessalia grants proxeny and 
citizenship to the Cretan mercenary Orthotimos from Tylesios, who served under Philip V 
of Macedon, etc. For a general treatment of the matter, see LAUNEY 1949–1950, p. 642–675. 

55 Cf. the assumption of L. Dubois in his commentary of the inscription in IGDOP, 
p. 42. See also Paus. 8.27.5–6 for Arkadian emigrants in Trapezous, ca. 370 BC. 

56 Comedy and proverbs: Hermippos fr. 63 PCG, in a list of commodities praised at 
Athens: “from Arkadia mercenaries” (ἀπὸ δ' Ἀρκαδίας ἐπικούρους); Plato Comicus fr. 106  
PCG: “imitating Arkadians” (Ἀρκάδας μιμούμενος). Speeches: Lykomedes of Man tineia, 
according to Xen. Hell. 7.1.23: “whenever men needed mercenaries, there was none whom  
they chose in preference to Arkadians” (ἐπικούρων ὁπότε δεηθεῖέν τινες, οὐδένας 
ᾑροῦντο ἀντ᾽ Ἀρκάδων).  

57 PARKE 1933, p. 11, n. 3, p. 14–15, n. 1; COOPER 1978, p. 21–26; COOPER 1996, 
p. 77–79; FIELDS 1994, p. 62–73; ROY 1999, p. 347–349; FIELDS 2001, p. 116–125; 
GALLOTTA 2006, p. 363–365; BETTALLI 2013, p. 406–409. 



LIVIU MIHAIL IANCU  

 

404 

potentates, from Sicily58 and Thrace59 to Sardis60, Lykia61, and possibly Phoenicia62. 
It is not far-fetched then to admit their employment in Bosporos at this date, 
particularly as the Bosporan Kingdom relied on mercenary Greek heavily armed 
infantrymen in the 4th and 3rd centuries BC63. 

 
58 Some Arkadians fought under the Deinomenids and the Anaxilaids in the first half 

of the 5th century BC, as shown by a few inscriptions and literary sources mentioning 
certain conspicuous individuals who even got the citizenship of the Sicilian cities or  
became intimately connected with the houses of the tyrants: Praxiteles of Mantineia (IvO 
266); Phormis of Mainalos and possibly his friend or son Lykortas (Paus. 5.27); the seer 
Hagesias of Elis, whose mother was from Stymphalos (Pind. Ol. 6); Mikythos, son of 
Choiros, probably from Tegea (IvO 267–269; Hdt. 7.170.4; Diod. Sic. 11.48.2, 11.66.1–3; 
Paus. 5.26.2–5, etc.). Thus, although there are no explicit references to Arkadians as an 
ethnic group in the historical accounts of the wars fought by the Deinomenids, it is likely 
that there were Arkadians among their Peloponnesian mercenaries (Hdt. 7.155; Diod. Sic. 
11.49, 72–73, 76). Alexias, who dedicated a column or a statue in the sanctuary of Demeter 
Malophoros at Selinous (IG XIV 270 = IGL Palermo 53), should be excluded from the 
dossier: the initial explanation in GUARDUCCI 1953, p. 210–211, that he was an Arkadian 
mercenary serving at Gela was later replaced with a much more convincing restitution and 
interpretation in MANNI–PIRAINO 1963, p. 150–151, n. 30, and rejected as well in 
GUARDUCCI 1966, p. 190. Unfortunately, he is still regarded as an Arkadian mercenary by 
some authors who refer only to GUARDUCCI 1953, p. 210–211; COOPER 1996, p. 78, n. 305; 
YAILENKO 1986, p. 224; BETTALLI 2013, p. 323.  

59 Xen. An. 7.3.23, 6.8–9: Arkadian mercenaries served Seuthes along with other survi-
vors of the expedition of the Ten Thousand. 

60 Thuc. 3.34.2: in 427 BC, Arkadian mercenaries are sent to Notion by Pissouthnes,  
the satrap of Sardis, to support the oligarchic faction in the civil strife from Kolophon (cf. 
Thuc. 1.115.4: in 440 BC, the same satrap help the Samian fugitives to raise an army of 700 
mercenaries); Xen. An. 1.1.2: in 404 BC, Xenias the Parrhasian was in command of the 300–
strong bodyguard of Cyrus the Younger, satrap of Lydia and Phrygia, and escorted him to 
Babylon; Xen. An. 1.1.6, 1.2.1, 3, 10: in 401 BC, the same Xenias was commander of all the 
4000 Greeks, mostly Peloponnesians, garrisoning the cities in Cyrus’s satrapies, and led 
them to Sardis, afterward celebrating the Arkadian religious festival of Lykaia.   

61 A funerary epigram on the Obelisk of Xanthos (TAM I 44 = MEIGGS & LEWIS 1969  
93), mentioning that the Lykian dynast Gergis (Kheriga) “slew seven heavily -armed 
Arkadian men in a day” (ἑπτά δὲ ὁπλίτας κτείνειν ἐν ἡμέραι Ἀρκάδας ἄνδρας), 
presumably serving under another Lykian lord, Wakhssepddimi, or the Persian satrap of 
Lydia, Amorges. Cf. KEEN 1998, p. 131–137, esp. 133, 137; GYGAX & TIETZ 2005, esp. 93–
94; THONEMANN 2009, esp. p. 187, n. 63, p. 188, n. 69. The specific mention of Arkadian 
hoplites is particularly telling about their widespread use by the potentates of Western 
Asia at the end of the 5 th century BC.  

62  Xen. An. 1.4.3, with PARKE 1933, p. 26 and ROY 1967, p. 301–302, n. 67: 400 Hellenic 
soldiers under Abrokomas, governor of Phoenicia, ca. 400 BC. At least part of them should 
have been Arkadians, given the large number of these soldiers in the Persian garrisons of 
that time, remarked by PARKE 1933, p. 45, n. 2, p. 57, n. 3.  

63 PARKE 1933, p. 15, n. 1; BLAVATSKII 1954, p. 70–72; BLAVATSKII 1958, p. 100; 
SOKOLSKII 1958, passim; FIELDS 1994, p. 71–72; VINOGRADOV 1997b, p. 124; 
MIELCZAREK 1999, p. 34–38; GALLOTTA 2006, p. 362–363; VINOGRADOV & 
GORONCHAROVSKII 2008, p. 82, 117–118, 121; KOZAK & FEDORUK 2019. One of the 
ancient literary sources cited in this respect could provide indirec t evidence that Arkadian 
mercenaries were employed by Leukon I. Aineias Taktikos, a 4 th century BC military writer 
frequently (and probably rightly) identified with Aineias the Stymphalian, the stratēgos of 
the Arkadian koinōn in 367 BC (Xen. Hell. 7.3.1), wrote that: “Leukon the tyrant of Bosporos 
used to discharge even members of his bodyguard who got into debt as the result of 
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Nonetheless, it would be unwise to exclude other types of connection 
between the Bosporan Kingdom and Arkadia, as the recruitment of Greek mer-
cenaries was most often a matter of intricate political, economic, and even private 
ties between employers and the areas that furnished the mercenaries64. It would 
not be surprising if the leaders of the short-lived Arkadian League caught 
between the diverging interest of Athens, Sparta, and Thebes nurtured better ties 
with the affluent rising power in the extreme north that might have provided the 
koinōn with grain and even money. The need for additional food in Arkadia was 
always actual65, whereas the sources of payment for the 5000 eparitoi of the League 
proved to be a crux that eventually led to the split of 363/362 BC 66. Not too much 
later, both Thebes and Sparta, states with larger resources than the Arkadian 
League, had to “sell” their armies and generals to raise money from powerful 
satraps and monarchs67. On the other hand, the Spartokids’ largesse with the 
grain shipments and fiscal exemptions for the Athenians seems to have been 
triggered, among others, by their plans for manning their fleet with experienced 
Athenian hypēresiai (either naval officers or oarsmen)68, whom the government in 
Athens could have convinced more easily to embark for the Black Sea region 69. It 
is tempting to envisage that Leukon did the same to strengthen his land forces too 

 
gambling or other excesses” (Aen. Tact. 5.2). This piece of information could have reached 
Aineias from fellow Arkadians serving under Leukon I, cf. FIELDS 1994, p. 71. 

64 ROP 2019 makes a good argument for the 4 th century BC. In my unpublished Ph.D. 
dissertation, I make the same case for earlier periods.  

65 Cf. FIELDS 1994, p. 59–61; ROY 1999, p. 328–329, with emphasis though that there 
were also surplus years, particularly for the communities living on the plains of eastern 
Arkadia, such as Mantineia.   

66 On the actual number of the eparitoi and the context of the crisis, see DUŠANIĆ 
1970, p. 83–90, 303–304; PRITCHETT 1971–1991, II, p. 223; AMIT 1973, p. 180–181; ROY 
2001, p. 316–321; BETTALLI 2013, p. 185–186; NIELSEN 2015, p. 264, 267–268.  

67 The best-known cases are that of Agesilaos and Pammenes. Agesilaos in Egypt: Xen. 
Ages. 2.28–31; Plut. Ages. 36–40; Diod. Sic. 15.92–93, with PARKE 1933, p. 111–112; 
PRITCHETT 1971–1991, II, p. 89–90; TRUNDLE 2004, p. 156–157; ROP 2019, p. 107–115. 
Pammenes employed by Artabazos: Dem. 23.183; Diod. Sic. 16.34; Polyainos 5.16.2 = 
Frontin. Str. 2.3.3; Polyainos 7.33.2, with PARKE 1933, p. 124; PRITCHETT 1971–1991, II, 
p. 90–92; TRUNDLE 2004, p. 52, 137, 157; ROP 2019, p. 21, n. 55, p. 126–128. W. K. Pritchett 
aptly demonstrates that the citizen and mercenary troops led by the two generals wer e 
”lent” by their own states in exchange for money that they badly needed. See PRITCHETT 
1971–1991, II, p. 97–99, with further historical examples (including schol. on Ar. Plut. 187, 
grain vs. military aid) and FIELDS 1994, p. 5, who calls them “official soldiers-of-fortune”. 

68 The first meaning is defended in MORRISON 1984, the second in JORDAN 2000, 
p. 89–101, with previous literature. Irrespective of the precise meaning, the service in the 
hypēresia could have been of mercenary nature and both authors agree that this was the 
case of the Athenian hypēresiai requested for the Bosporan fleet (MORRISON 1984, p. 54; 
JORDAN 2000, p. 93). 

69 PRITCHETT 1971–1991, II, p. 99 hypothesizes that the enlistment of Athenian 
hypēresiai by Leukon’s sons (IG II3,1 298 = IG II2 212 l. 59–65) in exchange for grain falls 
under the same category of recruitment evidenced in the cases of Agesilaos and Pammenes. 
BLAVATSKII 1958, p. 100 rightly emphasizes that similar enlistments were conducted in 
the time of Leukon I since the solid relationship between Pantikapaion and Athens had 
been already forged during the reign of Satyros I (see the list of sources in MORENO 2007, 
p. 337–338, and their brief discussion in BRAUND 2007, p. 51–62).    
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with some of the finest hoplites available in the Aegean at that time70. The tight 
connections of some Arkadian leaders – particularly the democratic Mantineian 
exiles who fled to Athens after the dioikismos imposed on their city by Sparta in 
385 BC – with certain influential Athenians, already mentioned by Yailenko71, 
could have certainly helped in replicating the model of the Bosporan-Athenian 
relationship with regard to Arkadia. This could have happened even after the 
demise of the greater Arkadian koinōn in 363/362 BC, given the apparent survival 
of a smaller league of northern Arkadian cities centered around Mantineia72.   

On the other hand, picturing the Bosporan-Arkadian relationship in the first 
half of the 4th century BC as driven exclusively by commercial interests seems to 
me not only implausible in the light of the extant evidence73 but also an anachro-
nism, given the overall image of the interstate relations in Classical Greece 74.  

There is of course much conjecture in the epigraphic notes and the historical 
comments that I made above, so I do not expect that someone will consider that I 
“closed the discussion in a particularly convincing manner”. However, I hope I was 
able to demonstrate that, in fact no one succeeded to have done that either way. 
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