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ABSTRACT

In the Hellenistic Period most of the Greek poleis (city-states) came under the control of
the Greco-Macedonian kings. The ideology of the poleis, which stressed the importance of
autonomy, conflicted with the reality of royal domination. In Western Asia Minor, this
conflict was resolved by presenting the relationship between king and polis as one of free
association, in which the poleis were allowed a large amount of autonomy. The kings used
ideas of reciprocity to tie the poleis to them and worked to make their rule as amenable as
possible, while the poleis of Western Asia Minor continued to aspire to complete
independence.

This was not the only possible resolution of the conflict between polis autonomy and royal
dominance, however. In the Seleukid heartland of Syria and Mesopotamia the Seleukids
founded and maintained new poleis. By means of names, myths, and symbols, the
identities of these poleis were closely linked to the Seleukid dynasty. As a result,
expressions of polis identity were expressions of loyalty to the dynasty, rather than of
opposition. Their internal structures were based around an alliance between the royally-
appointed epistates and the magistrates of the city, who represented a small civic elite.

Royal support was thus important to the internal power structure of these poleis.

The poleis of the Seleukid heartland did not pursue full independence, even when the
Seleukid royal power collapsed at the end of the Hellenistic period because, entirely
unlike the poleis of Western Asia Minor, submission to a higher power was a central part

of their identities and internal structures.






ANAOEXIX
2oyypa@ins Xproto@Epov N1joov yvoun

gnel oDTOL OiTlol MOAADY pEv GpicTov 008E Kak®dV ovdevdg Th Ympig Thg ToVTOV
DPELELOG ATEAEVTNTOV THOOE ThG BEoEmC,

Appieth) te 1V Keppdv, NG 0 YOPLEVTIONOS Kai TO @povILoV TdL GANOel Tommt mepi ThC
0éoemg poPovg €tibecay, kai Aipilio Zipwvog, fig Yevédha dploTtov &v Tt ETel TUEPBDY
NV, Ve AV 0éoty éEavayvodoot Bovlevoacor Tolkd duol melopévmr TAsiota,

o1 6¢ €k tod Nikng &v EAyyteig Zopiotnpiov t@v dpyoiov eiidécoeot. Kaicap te Tatwv
0 cop®dTaTOg TOD TOVOL dddckarog, kKol Toddt Movopayodoo 1 @IAOYPAUUATOG, Kol
MatOaioc ‘OnAitng (kaimep oixdpevog mpoc apktikd) Aptepic 1 Kipkoomdiemg 1 fudg
EAMvikny d18dEaca kol Zipwov Atiov 6 uag Popokny d104&ag, kai Mdapkog Avaktiong
0 ékatépav ddagac kai ol Tod Zoeiotnpiov kol The PiAoONKNG dpyovies (A ob TdV
Kak®v aitiov thg £ TG Bvpidog TG BopLPddOVE Kol SLEGMIOVE TV CIGYPBYV GTODV
mav 10 AoV £T0G TOMGEWMG),

o1 8¢ ovoyoractal te Kol copmdTal: AAEEavOpog te FiMakdg 0 moAdyAwoosog, AaviqA te
YKotV 0 ToAAd Aofikd okoppata eag, Avva ABovpyn te kol Iovdia Zipwvog kol
Kapépov Ztévtov kol Zapovih AfAoc, cOv oic avayvdoko EAAnvioti te moAAd kol
Popootl povcomoid,

100 €nod 8¢ yévoug, ol pév manmor. AVPBpng pév te koi Mapio Nrjoov, O@mudg 6¢ te kol
AwpoBéa Mavpdv, ol &8¢ yoveic: Mapkoc te kol To Nncov, 0 8¢ adelpoc Maptivog e
Nnoov kai 1 avtod @iAn Aidt OLoD, ot &v Td1 damédmt Kabevdew pe giov, ol 6 amod
Avihavtidog: adniog Tmavvng te I'pavtdc 1e Mdpkog te kol AleEdvdpa Nicov, ol o€
4o Thc Novg Thg xdpag: Maptivog 1€ Minkd te Eavopog te kKot OvdAmp Mavpdv

HEYOA®V TGV A&dVTOL,
OT®G EUNV Yaptv YIyVOGKOGY Koi TV dkaioy TNV 0&xmvTal,

0€d0x0al ol TOVG GVaypPaPOUEVOLS UEV ELYXOUPIOTIKDG TYdv, Vmoyveichal 0& ddoe
EKAoTo1S E€otnV VAL ivoy 1) KOAIKA Tva oivov 1 omoiog TdGewms dEmaty, Avaypapivot
0¢ &v e oy€dmnL 0 A TdY dvouaTa.

£100¢ ‘v Kol 1AooTod ‘B pnvog Eavlikod ‘6






CONTENTS

F AN o] o1 =AY =1 o] 1SR RPRORRN viil
Figures:
One: Places Mentioned, Asia MINOT........cccccoeeeiiiii iX
Two: Places Mentioned, SYFIA.......cccceiviiieiriiiiiiiie e sese et e e X
Three: Places Mentioned, Near East........ccoviiiiiiiiiiiiii i, xi
Four: Seleukid Genealogy..........c.ooviiiiiiiiiiii e, Xii
L 0T 15T ) o R 1
Chapter One: Kings and Cities in the Hellenistic Period.......ccccecveeieiiiiniiaciecnnnnn 4
The Hellenistic KING.......cooiiii i 4
The HEHENIStIC POLIS........ccviiiie et 12
The Relationship between Kings and Poleis in Seleukid Asia Minor................... 21
CIVIC SEatUS IN PraCliCe......uicveevieieiiecee ettt et st enaeens 26
(@70] 0 od [11S] o] o ST RPR O PPR 38
Chapter Two: The Seleukid Heartland & Reasons for Colonisation...............cc......... 40
Overview of the Heartland............cccooveiie i e 40
Were the Foundations of the Heartland Poleis?...........cccoooeviviiiviie e 51
Role of the FOUNCALIONS........ccoiiiieciie et 55
Coinage and MiINtING.......c.eciviriiiiiie et sra e enne s 69
@] 0 od 1553 0] oSSR 76
Chapter Three: The King & HiS POIEIS..........cciiveiie e 78
Royal Interference in Polis Affairs.........ccccooeiiiiiiiie i 78
EpIigraphiC EVIAENCE..........ocveie et st 83
Officials and Institutions within the Poleis...........cccccoviiiiiiiciii i 89
The End of the Seleukid KiNGAOM........cccooiiiiiiieiieiecr e 103
Conclusion: The Seleukid POLIS.........cccoiiiiiiiiec e 111
Appendix ONne: INSCHPLIONS USEd..........ccciiiiiiiie et s 113
AppPendixX TWO: COINS USEA.......ccocoiiiicieciieci ettt sraenaa 162
BIDIOGIaPNY ..o e 172

vii



ABBREVIATIONS

AD: Sachs & Hermann Hunger. 1988. Astronomical Diaries and Related Texts from Babylonia.
Vienna: Verlag der Osterreichischen.

BCHP: Finkel 1. & R.J. van der Spek. Forthcoming. Babylonian Chronicles of the Hellenistic
Period.

BMC: Gardner, Percy. 1878. A Catalogue of Greek Coins: The Seleukid Kings of Syria in the
British Museum. London: British Museum Press.

ESM: Newell, Edward Theodore. 1938. The Coinage of the Eastern Seleucid Mints from Seleucus
I to Antiochus H1. New York, NY: American Numismatic Society.

F. Amyzon: Robert Jeanne & Louis Robert. 1983. Fouilles d'Amyzon en Carie, I. Exploration,
histoire, monnaies et inscriptions. Paris: De Boccard.

GCS: Wroth, Warwick William. 1899. Catalogue of the Greek Coins of Galatia, Cappadocia and
Syria. London: British Museum Press.

Hefzibah: Landau, Y.H. 1966. “A Greek Inscription Found near Hefzibah.” Israel Exploration
Journal 16(1): 54-70.

I. Erythrae: Engelmann, Helmut & Reinhold Merkelbach. 1973. Die Inschriften von Erythrai und
Klazomenai. Bonn: Rudolf Habelt Verlag.

I. Priene: Fredrich, C. et al. 1906. Inschriften von Priene. Berlin: Verlag von Georg Reimer.

IGLS: Jalabert, Louis, René Mouterde et al. 1870-1970. Inscriptions Grecques et Latines de la
Syrie. Paris: Libraire Orientaliste Paul Geuthner.

Inscription d’Iran: Robert, Louis. 1949. “Inscriptions Séleucides de Phrygie et d’Iran.” Hellenica
7:5-29.

OGIS: Dittenberger, W. 1903-1905. Orientis Graeci Inscriptiones Selectae. Leipzig: Herzel.

P.Dura: Perkins, Ann. 1959. The Excavations at Dura-Europos: Final Report V Part I:
Parchments and Papyri. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

RC: Welles, Charles Bradford. 1966. Royal Correspondence in the Hellenistic Period. Rome:
“L’Erma” di Bretschneider.

SEG: Supplementum Epigraphicum Graecum.

SC: Houghton, Arthur & Catharine Lorber. 2002. Seleucid Coins: A Comprehensive Guide. New
York, NY: American Numismatic Society.

SdT: Le Rider, Georges. 1998. Séleucie du Tigre: Les Monnaies Séleucides et Parthes. Florence :
Casa Editrice Le Lettere.

SylI®: Dittenberger, W. 1915-1924. Sylloge Inscriptionum Graecarum. 3" Ed. Leipzig : Herzel.

WSM: Newell, Edward Theodore. 1941. The Coinage of the Western Seleucid Mints from
Seleucus | to Antiochus I11. New York, NY: American Numismatic Society.

All other abbreviations conform to those used by the 4™ edition of the Oxford Classical Dictionary.

viii



FIGURE ONE: PLACES MENTIONED, ASIA MINOR

(basg map sourced from http://commons.wikimedia.org/ Near_East_topographic_map-blank.svg)
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FIGURE TWO: PLACES MENTIONED, SYRIA

(Base map sourced from http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Middle_East_topographic_map-blank.svg)
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FIGURE THREE: PLACES MENTIONED, NEAR EAST
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(Base map sourced from http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Middle_East_topographic_map-blank.svg)
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INTRODUCTION

In the Hellenistic period (323-30 BC)® the Greeks spread across the east, taking their
traditional political communities, the poleis (zdieg), with them. Poleis were traditionally
self-sufficient and independent entities, but most existing poleis and all new poleis now
came under the rule of the absolute monarchs (Baociieic) of three vast kingdoms: the

Seleukids in the east, the Ptolemies in Egypt, and the Antigonids in Macedon.

The relationship between the kings and poleis in Seleukid Asia Minor has long
been the focus of scholarship on the Hellenistic polis (and a major focus of Hellenistic
scholarship in general). This relationship was a complex one in which the poleis enjoyed
a great deal of independence from the kings. This thesis argues that the relationship
between the Seleukid kings and the poleis in the Seleukid heartland of Syria and
Mesopotamia was very different. These poleis were institutionally and ideologically
bound to the Seleukid dynasty to a degree that the poleis of Asia Minor were not.

The first chapter of this thesis is concerned with explaining the relationship
between kings and poleis in Asia Minor. To that end, | first detail the ideological
concerns of each party. The kings were primarily and personally concerned with warfare,
had divine or semi-divine status, and modified their self-presentation in order to better
suit individual groups of their subjects. The poleis highly valued their autonomia and
eleutheria, flexible concepts which could imply total independence or be used to justify
extensive interference within a polis. These ideological concerns shaped the unique
relationship between the kings and the poleis of Asia Minor, alongside the practical
difficulties the Seleukids had in maintaining control over the region. | use an inscription
from Erythrai, OGIS 223, as an example of how this relationship was presented by the
kings and the poleis. The king worked to depict himself as an ally, friend, and benefactor
of the poleis, and the poleis worked to maintain as much independence as possible. When
the poleis gave the king honours and resources, they represented them as motivated by
gratitude for royal benefactions — not because they considered themselves the king’s
vassals. To maintain this relationship, the kings avoided interfering in the internal affairs

of the poleis as a matter of course and they also offered frequent gifts to the poleis so that

! Unless otherwise noted, all dates in this thesis are BC. All names are transliterated from Greek according
to the system used in Brill’s New Pauly (minus the indication of stress accents), unless such would be truly
intrusive, e.g. Alexander, Philip Il, Antioch, Damascus — in these cases use of the traditional anglicisations
also serves to differentiate them from homonymous individuals and cities.
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they remained in the royal debt. One particularly counterintuitive outcome of this
relationship was that the kings often granted freedoms to poleis in Western Asia Minor in
order to keep them in debt and therefore under control. These freedoms were not just a
pretence — the poleis maintained control over their internal affairs and there is even
evidence of them continuing to operate independently in foreign affairs and military
matters. Thus the poleis in Asia Minor enjoyed a very large degree of freedom from the
Seleukid monarch.

Chapter two moves the discussion to the Seleukid heartland of Syria and
Mesopotamia, where Seleukos | founded (and his successors maintained) a system of
cities, whose scale far exceeded the efforts of any of the other successor kingdoms. These
cities formed two nodes: the Tetrapolis in Syria and Seleukeia-on-the-Tigris in
Mesopotamia. These cities were poleis in the political sense; like the poleis in Asia Minor
they possessed their own territories, their own sense of identity, and organs of self-
government. However, whereas the poleis in Asia Minor were difficult for the kings to
control and were ultimately not essential to the kingdom, the poleis in Syria and
Mesopotamia had a central role in the kingdom from their foundation. Several elements
of the poleis were designed to tie them to the Seleukid dynasty: they contained large royal
garrisons, were closely modelled on Macedon in order to discourage defections, and were
given names, myths, and symbols which associated them with the Seleukid dynasty so
that expressions of polis identity would also be expressions of loyalty and indebtedness to
the dynasty. These Seleukid dynastic symbols were a major part of the poleis’ identities,
as shown by their survival in Syria well into Late Antiquity and by Antiochos IV’s
attempts to expand the system by giving similar names, myths, and symbols to native
communities. A clear example of the way civic and royal symbols worked together is

offered by the semi-civic semi-royal bronze coinages issued under Antiochos IV.

Chapter three moves on to consider the relationship between Seleukid kings and
the poleis of the Seleukid heartland, paying especial attention to the civic institutional
structures with which the kings interacted. The kings interfered in the internal affairs of
these poleis both personally and institutionally, but IGLS 4.1261, an inscription from
Laodikeia-by-the-Sea, shows that the poleis dealt with at least some internal matters
themselves. Another inscription, IGLS 3.2.1183 from Seleukeia-in-Pieria, records an
official interaction between king and polis. The submission of Seleukeia-in-Pieria to the

king is made very clear: the king’s letter is direct and the polis explicitly acknowledges it
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as a command. Within the royal aegis, however, Seleukeia-in-Pieria also presents itself as
an autonomous actor. The crux of the relationship between the Seleukid kings and the
poleis of the Seleukid heartland was the office of epistatés, which the kings seem to have
viewed as a royal official and the poleis as a chief magistrate. The epistatai maintained a
close alliance with the civic archons, and together they controlled the polis — their power
over the polis was based on the harmony between royal and civic spheres. The Syrian and
Mesopotamian poleis’ relationship with the king was thus a central part of their internal
political structure as well as their civic identities. In the final, tumultuous years of the
Seleukid dynasty, the kings became increasingly reliant upon the Syrian poleis and the
poleis became more assertive in their interactions with the kings, but they did not seek
complete independence. In fact, once the dynasty ceased to exist, the poleis invited

Tigrangs of Armenia in as a replacement rather than become independent.

Thus, while still poleis, the cities of the Seleukid heartland were different from
those of Asia Minor — their relationship with the king was a central part of the identities

and political structure in a way which was inconceivable to the poleis of Asia Minor.

The thesis is followed by two appendices. Full text and translations of all the
inscriptions quoted in this thesis are included in appendix one (page 113). Details of all

coins cited are included in appendix two (page 160).



CHAPTER ONE: KINGS AND CITIES IN THE HELLENISTIC PERIOD

The relationship between kings and poleis in the Hellenistic Period was shaped by the
conflicting ideological interests of both parties. The kings desired both taxes to fund their
campaigns and acknowledgement of their supreme status, but they were flexible about
how that acknowledgement was to be given. On the other hand, the poleis placed
enormous value on the idea that they were self-governing and autonomous, but they also
had precedents which allowed them to reconcile those ideas with being under foreign rule.
Kings and poleis were thus able to develop a unique relationship in which the king
addressed the poleis as if they were his autonomous allies, rather than his subjects, and he
allowed them to manage their own affairs. The poleis were even allowed to carry on a
semi-independent foreign policy, so long as they continued to acknowledge that these
freedoms were a gift of the king, to whom they were thus deeply indebted. This
relationship has been reconstructed largely on the basis of evidence from Asia Minor, and
many of the factors which encouraged its development were specific to that region: Asia
Minor was distant from the royal centre of power, was contested with the other
Hellenistic kingdoms, and frequently drifted out of royal control altogether. As a result,
the Seleukid king’s relationship with the poleis of Asia Minor need not have been typical

of his relationship with the poleis elsewhere in his realm.

The Hellenistic King
All three Hellenistic monarchies mostly conformed to a single model of kingship, which
coloured the actions and attitudes of those interacting with the king and of the king
himself.? As a result, this model was a central factor in the relationships between kings
and poleis. Under this model, the king was an absolute monarch, primarily and personally
concerned with warfare, who held divine or semi-divine status and presented himself in a
number of different guises depending on his audience. In many ways these characteristics
were a natural development of the Macedonian kingship exercised by Philip 1l and
Alexander,® but they also reflect the process of experimentation which occurred during
the diadochoi s struggle for power and survival after Alexander’s death.* The duties and
rights which the kings held according to this model of kingship significantly affected the

ways in which they interacted with their subjects, rivals, and poleis.

2 Davies (2002) 1-4.
® Bell (2004) 116; Hammond (1993b) 12ff.; Pollitt (1986) 19ff.
* Ehrenberg (1969) 159.



Military Prowess
Alexander was the paradigm which the diadochoi and the later Hellenistic kings aspired
to emulate.’ By dint of his ancestry and in particular his personal achievements, he had
clearly out-ranked all other Macedonians and had therefore been able to exercise
essentially absolute authority over them. After his death nobody was similarly dominant,
so the top-ranking Macedonians were largely unwilling to obey anyone and began to act
independently.® This independent spirit passed down the ranks — why should the district
governors and lieutenants obey the satraps and generals who had themselves refused to
obey (and eventually slaughtered) Perdikkas, the Regent in Babylon? In order to assert
their authority over their Macedonian subordinates (and those Macedonians whom they
wished to make their subordinates) it was natural and necessary for the diadochoi to
present themselves as dominant figures in the same mould as Alexander.” To do that, it
was necessary for them to stress their personal military prowess, even more than it had
been for Alexander because they had no royal ancestry to emphasise.® As one of the Suda

entries on Baotkeve, which has a Hellenistic source,® puts it:

Neither individual character, nor justice gives kingdoms to men, but
[they are given] to those who can lead an army and manage affairs

sensibly: such were Philip and the successors of Alexander.

obte @Vo1C oUTE TO dikoov amodidovot 1oig dvOpwmolc tag Poactieiag,
aAL0 TOlg duvvauevolg mMyeicbal otpatomédov Kol yewpilew mpayuato
vouveyxdg - ofoc fiv @ilmmog kail ot d16d0yor AreEAvopov.

(Suda B147)

The test presented in this passage is a very practical one — those who received and kept
kingdoms were those who managed to get their states operational and fight off the other
diadochoi. Those diadochoi who failed to accomplish this were eliminated, regardless of
how virtuous or noble they were. Hellenistic monarchy thus gained a distinctly military

character,'® which never disappeared; every time a new Ptolemy or Seleukid came to the

® Ehrenberg (1969) 141.

® Dunn (2012) 9; Grainger (2010) 15; Heckel (2002) 81-96.

' Dunn (2012) 45; Sherwin-White & Kuhrt (1993) 120.

8 Kratéros and Démétrios Poliorketés also emphasised their heroic youth as Alexander had — they were the
only diadochoi young enough for this to be a realistic option.

% Billows (1990) 21; Sherwin-White & Kuhrt (1993) 120 & 129.

19 Chaniotis (2005) 57; Ma (1999) 108.



throne, they would launch a new war over Syria, largely in order to establish their right to
rule within their own kingdom.** Hellenistic kings regularly justified their authority over
their land on the grounds that it was “spear-won” (Sopiktnroc).? They expected, and
were expected to, lead from the front — their personal military ventures and credentials
were emphasised in statues,*® paintings,'* inscriptions,™ and propaganda accounts.'® All
other duties of the king were subordinate to his role as a military commander.’ For
example, Antiochos 111 spent four or five years campaigning in the east,'® during which
time his contact with the core of his kingdom would have been intermittent.*° Similarly,
the Babylonian Astronomical Diaries imply that Antiochos IV was only intermittently in
contact with Seleukeia-on-the-Tigris and Babylon during his campaign to Armenia, Iran,
and the Persian Gulf in 165.%° Thus, this focus on military expeditions had implications
for the degree of control which the kings could exercise over the operation of their
realm.?! The military campaigns must also have been enormously expensive in money,
food, and men — and therefore had implications for what the kings demanded of their

subjects.

Royal Divinity
The second important element of Hellenistic kingship was its divine element.
Hellenistic kings were regularly portrayed as gods and given cult worship as gods. Links
between royalty and the divine were rapidly adopted by Alexander’s successors.”? When
Deémeétrios Poliorkétés entered Athens in 307, he was greeted by the Athenians as a god,
complete with his own hymn.?® The kings also took epithets which implied divinity; the

epithet “saviour” (cwtfp), for example, was adopted by Ptolemaios | and Antiochos I,

1 Grainger (2010) 89.

12 e.9. Polyh.18.51.4. Aalders (1975) 17.

13 Smith (1988) 33; Pollitt (1986) 31ff.

Y Pollitt (1986) 41ff.

15 ¢.g. The Adulis Inscription (OGIS 54).

16e.9. The Garoub Papyrus BNJ 160 F 1, a letter from the front during the Third Syrian War, in which
Ptolemaios 111 recounts and aggrandises his personal role in events.

7 Billows (1995) 20.

'8 He is already in M&dia fighting against Arsakgs at Polyb.10.27, simultaneous with the death of Claudius
Marcellus in 208, and the siege of Bactra is at Polyb.11.34, after Hasdrubal Gisco was driven out of Spain
in 206. After the conclusion of that siege he proceeded to India and then wintered in Karmania — he cannot
have returned before 205. Ma makes it six years: (2003) 178.

1% Contrast, for example, Justinian who had to send Belisarios and Narsgs to fight his wars in Peria, Africa,
and ltaly because his presence at Constantinople to answer appeals and issue rescripts was essential to the
continued operation of his bureaucracy.

% Gera & Horowitz (1997) 241, 244-5, analysing AD -164 Obv. B15, C13ff.

2! Dmitriev (2005) 301.

22 Dunn (2012) 53.

2 Ath. 253C-F; Diod. Sic. 20.46 & Plut. Demetr. 10-13.
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which had previously been attached to figures like Demétér,* Apollo,”® and, especially,
Zeus.”® Antiochos II’s epithet left no room for doubt — he was literally called “god”
(©£6¢).%" The kings were not passive recipients of these divine honours; they actively
propagated them. For instance, the story that Seleukos’ father was Apollo (mimicking
Alexander’s descent from Zeus) was first revealed by Seleukos himself, and was actively

referenced on his coins, a medium over which he had total control.?®

At least initially,
being depicted on coins at all implied divine status for, before Alexander, only civic
deities, the Great King (who, so far as the Greeks were concerned, presented himself as
divine),* and the occasional (over)-ambitious satrap had been depicted on coinage.*® The
divine implications are unmistakeable when the kings are depicted in the guise of a deity
— with Heliote rays or horns projecting from their heads, for example.** Moreover, like
the gods, they engaged in boundary-crossing, as in Antiochos I’s marriage to his
stepmother Stratoniké, Ptolemaic sibling-marriage, and the kings’ lavish and conspicuous
luxury — acts which marked them as superior beings, wielding great power and free from

normal codes of conduct.*

Royal divinisation probably results from the same initial factors which lie behind
royal militarism. In practice, the various Macedonians in positions of authority after
Alexander’s death had no more right to royal power than anybody else.®® Thus, each had
to assert that they were the best candidate for rule on account of their personal superiority
over their rivals. This was the portion of the Hellenistic kingship model which the
philosophers concentrated their discussions on, following Aristotle’s declaration about

the only circumstance in which monarchy would be just:

Should it happen that either a whole family or even a single individual in

a society bears himself with so much excellence that it exceeds that of

* e.g. Hymn. Hom. Dem. 22.5.

% ¢.g. Soph. OT 150.

% e.g. Menander exclusively uses the word as an epithet of Zeus: Dys. 690; Epit. 907; F532.2; F536.7;
F581.2; F656.7.

2T App. Syr. 11.65.

%8 Just. Epit. 15.4.3; Dunn (2012) 50; Grainger (1990b) 3; Howgego (1995) 66.

 Howgego (1995) 65.

% Erickson & Wright (2011) 164.

%! Dunn interprets the depiction of Alexander (for the first time) on coins of the Diadochoi as part of their
apotheosis of him: (2012) 58; Pollitt (1986) 32ff.

% Ager (2006) 166, 176-178.

% Dunn (2012) 9; Grainger (2010) 15; Heckel (2002) 81-96.
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everyone else, then it is just for that family to be royal and in charge of
everything or for that single individual to be king.

dtav ovv §| yévog dhov | kai tdv SAAmv Eva Tve GupPl Stapépovta
vevéoBal kat  apetnv tocodtov HGoO’ Vmepéyev TV €keivov THC TV
AmV TavTov, ToTE dikoiov TO yévog givol TodTo POcIMKOV Kol KOPIOV

mhvTov, Kol factiéa TOV Eva ToDTOV.

(Arist. Pol.1288a 15-19)

Alexander and the Hellenistic kings after him regularly presented themselves as men of
this sort, who utterly exceeded everyone else in every way.** Such constant assertion of
superiority had been a major element of Alexander’s kingship and exceeding Alexander
in any matter, no matter how minor, was therefore very dangerous, as the page
Hermolaos discovered when he killed Alexander’s quarry in 327.% Just like the emphasis
on military prowess, this aspect of kingship flowed on and was amplified by the
diadochoi — stories and images were produced which emphasised that the diadochoi were

the strongest,® the richest,® the most generous,® and the most merciful.®

They were
presented as delivering justice with such perfection that they were “law in living form”
vopoc Euyuyoc — the very epitome of law on earth.”” The idea of royal superiority
stressed the kings’ competence was a source of legitimacy, just as the emphasis placed on
military prowess did. However, this approach also attempted to make the case for moral

legitimacy — that it was just for the kings to rule.

The kings’ superiority was so marked compared to other people that it was as if
they were gods.** In fact, the gods who ruled over the universe presented a useful analogy
for the new absolute kingship, especially as the Greeks had no earthly metaphor for
power both absolute and legitimate.** When people wielded absolute power in a polis,

they were tyrants, unfairly dominating people who ought to be their equals; by definition

 Downey (1941) 165; Smith (1988) 38ff.

% Arr. Anab. 4.13.2. On the importance of hunting in particular for establishing royal excellence: Carney
(2002) esp.68; Pollitt (1986) 38ff.; & Plut. Alex. 40.4.

% e.g. The story of Seleukos single-handedly wrestling a bull to the ground: App. Syr. 9.57.

%7 ¢.9. The opulent dinner at Daphné of Antiochos VIII: Ath. 12.540a-b.

Be. g. ibid., and also “[Ptolemaios I] said that enriching is more regal than being rich,” tod mAovteiv €heye
10 mhovtilew etvan Basthkdtepov (Plut. Reg. Imp. Apo. 181F.34).

% e.g. Seleukos surrendering his wife to his lovestruck son: Lucian, Syr.D.18.

%0 Aalders (1975) 26; e.g. Ps.Archytas Frag.33; Ps.Philo De Vita Mosis 2.4

*! Chaniotis (2003) 433.

“2 Aalders (1975) 31.



their power was illegitimate.*® The absolute kingship which the Greeks perceived as the
Achaimenid model was off-limits for similar reasons. ** Macedonian kingship had
historically been one in which the king’s power was open to at least some challenge by
the nobility.*> Even the Homeric heroes failed to furnish a perfect model — the central
tension of the Iliad is the result of Agamemnon’s illegitimate (and ineffectual) attempt to
control Achilleus. On the other hand, a precedent for presenting a legitimate sovereign as
divine already existed in the fifth and fourth century Athenian depictions of their demos
as a divine king on the model of Zeus.“® Only one who was utterly superior, like Zeus or
the lord of a household,*’ could legitimately exercise absolute power over others.*®

That this analogy was the central aspect of the kings’ claims to divinity can be
seen from the fact that the kings’ divinity seems to have been mostly ideological and
honorific. The kings’ divine honours were often described as “equal to the gods,” —
implicitly maintaining a distinction between the king and the gods.*® No polis would refer
to, say, Apollo as receiving “honours equal to the gods.” In life, the kings did not wear
the horns and other accoutrements of divinity that they were depicted with in art, both of
which suggest that they only took their claims to divine status so far.*’It was the
metaphor that was essential, for while legitimate absolute monarchs were new, the gods
were not — the metaphor gave the kings a precedent for the legitimate exercise of absolute
power (one which also flattered their egos). As will be discussed on page 20 it also gave
the kings’ subjects a model for interactions with him, one which the poleis adopted

eagerly.

Combination of Roles
The aforementioned military and divine elements were significant aspects of Hellenistic
kingship. The third major aspect of the Hellenistic king was that he legitimated his power
towards different audiences by tailoring his self-presentation to each audience’s particular

expectations of their ruler.>® Philip Il foreshadowed this element in his combination of the

*% «and should someone rule by trickery or force, nowadays that is thought to be tyranny” (&v 8¢ 8" émdrng

&pEn tig | Piag, 710 Sokel Todto eivor Topavvic): Arist.Pol.5.1313a 9-10; MacLaren (1941) 80.

** Davies (2002) 4.

** Hatzopoulos (1996) 267.

“® Ehrenberg (1969) 98; Glowacki (2003) 450ff.

* Arist. Pol. 1285b 31-33 (Frequently also paralleled with the gods).

“8 Anagnostou-Laourtides (2012) 6; Bevan (1901) 632.

%% Chaniotis (2003) 433. For a similar argument regarding Babylonian records: Linssen (2004) 128.
% Grant (1982) 98; Smith (1988) 38-39.

*! Anagnostou-Laoutides (2012) 2; Bosworth (2002) 4; Ma (1999) 7.
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roles of hégemon of the Corinthian League, Thessalian tagos, and Macedonian king, all
of which remained quite separate offices.* The Achaimenid kings were probably a major
model, also.”® Each of the kings ruled over different sets of audiences and therefore each
king combined different sets of roles. For example, the Seleukid king was simultaneously
a Macedonian-style basileus and a Babylonian king (38 LU.GAL / sarru),>* fulfilling
the customary roles of that office. For example, Antiochos | personally moulded bricks
and performed a traditional Babylonian foundation ceremony for the reconstruction of
Nab(’s Ezida temple at Borsippa.>® The Ptolemaic king ruled his Macedonian subjects as
a basileus, like the Seleukid kings, but was a Pharaoh (% nswt-bjty) to his Egyptian
subjects, and hégeman to the Greeks of the Aegean Islands.® In each role, the source and
theoretical nature of the king’s authority was different — as Pharaoh he was the son of
Amen-Re and incarnation of Horus, personally sustaining the universe,®” while as
hégemon he managed a league according to treaty.>® The degree to which the king was
able to keep all these roles separate is unclear;*® there was at least some permeance,
especially as time went on.”° The different combinations of roles in each kingdom may
thus account for the differences which developed between the three monarchies; the less
absolute rule of the Antigonids reflecting the importance of hegemonies among their
combination of roles, while the strongly institutional nature of Pharaonic kingship might
be responsible for the degree to which the Ptolemaic kingdom centred on the institution
of the king, rather than his person. The kings encouraged different audiences to view
them according to their particular preferences, but they may not have had much choice;
native Egyptians, who remained an important part of the Ptolemaic administration,®*

would not easily accept — or even understand — a king who was not a Pharaoh.

%2 Perlman (1985) 155. It is, in this respect, different from the ‘policy of fusion’ attributed to the late reign
of Alexander, in which roles were merged.

>3 Briant (1990) 41, 53.

> e.9. AD -260 Upper Edge 1; Boiy (2011) 3-4.

*> Borsippa Cylinder 1.5-1.14, in Kuhrt & Sherwin-White (1991) 74-77.

%% Bagnall (1976) 156.

> Koenen (1993) 114; Lloyd (1982) 48.

%8 Bagnall (1976) 136ff.; Merker (1970) 157.

%% Sherwin-White & Kuhrt (1993) 144.

% e g. Even depictions of the Ptolemies in traditional Pharaonic guise show some Greek influence from the
reign of Ptolemy |: Bothmer (1952) 56; the Ptolemaic ruler cult, intended for a Greek audience, may be
based on (a Greek interpretation of) the Egyptian Pharaonic cults: Dunn (2012) 61 n.321; Hellenistic royal
palaces incorporate both Greek and Near Eastern elements: Kutbay (1998) 82, 140; .Nielsen (1996) 209-
212.

®! |loyd (2002) 180.

82 Dundas (2002) 439, 442.
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Royal iconography sometimes emphasised a specific role — the depictions of
Ptolemaios XII on the pylons of the Temple of Horus at Edfu, for example, put him in the
traditional Egyptian role of the Pharaoh personally slaying the barbarians® and are
almost indistinguishable from Karnak and Abu Simbel’s depictions of Ramesses II
fighting at Qadesh, made a thousand years before.®* At other times royal iconography was
constructed to appeal to multiple audiences simultaneously — common on silver and gold
coinage, which could pass from one audience to another in the course of commerce. The
widespread Seleukid coin-type depicting Apollo sitting on an omphalos is an example —
for Greco-Macedonian audiences the design recalled the Seleukid dynasty’s relationship
with Apollo (the aristocratic Greek god par excellence), for his Iranian subjects the image
could also recall the Achaimenid royal archer,® and for his Mesopotamian subjects the
patronage of Sama3 (god of justice and the Sun).®® The result of this facet of Hellenistic
kingship was that everybody understood that the king was in charge, but they understood
him to be in charge for different reasons in different places. It was, therefore, completely
open to the poleis to interpret the king in a role which fitted their needs — as long as they

acknowledged his authority, he did not mind how they justified that acknowledgement.

Thus the Hellenistic royal ideology enabled and legitimised the absolute power of
the kings. It also placed demands on them. Justification by military prowess, for example,
required that the king spend a great deal of time on campaign. This meant that he needed
as much money, resources and men as he could get from his subjects, including the poleis,
while also limiting his ability to micromanage their affairs. He presented himself as
superior in every way, encouraging his Greco-Macedonian subjects to make analogies
between him and the divine, but allowed individual groups of subjects to negotiate how
they would acknowledge his superiority according to their specific ideological needs and
interests. Therefore, the particular ideological needs of the poleis are of central

importance to understanding their relationship with the kings.

% Delia (1993) 203; Siani-Davies (1997) 333. Cf. also the careful identification of Bereniké II with the
goddess Hathor in art and epigraphy intended for an Egyptian audience, Llewellyn-Jones & Winder (2011)
257ff.

% Personal Observation (2011).

% Erickson & Wright (2011) 163 & lossif (2011) 257. contra. Zahle (1990) 133.

% Anagnostou-Laoutides (2012) 3, who proposes, also, that Zeus imagery would have recalled the B&l
Marduk.
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The Hellenistic Polis

The polis (mohc) was a cornerstone of Classical Greek civilisation, and, like all
fundamental ancient concepts, it has proven exceptionally difficult to define. ®" As
pointed out by Mogens Herman Hansen and the Copenhagen Polis Centre, modern
scholars speaking of the polis have a much more specific concept in mind than what the
Greeks meant by moAg. For the Greeks, the term had multiple topographical, urban and
political meanings. As a result, they often used the term vaguely; they were perfectly
comfortable referring to the Near Eastern cities, such as Babylon, as poleis, even though
such cities were definitely not poleis in the political sense.®® For the political sense of the
word, Pausanias 10.4.1 provides the best example of a Greek attempting to define the
term — confronted with the polis of Panopeus in Phokis, which was no more than a
collection of shacks by a mountain stream, Pausanias was unsure whether it could rightly
be called a polis. Pausanias noted that Panopeus lacked a town hall, gymnasion, theatre,
agora, even a well. But he concluded:

Nevertheless, there are boundaries to their territory with their neighbours
and they even send delegates to the Phokian Assembly. And they say that
the name of their polis comes from the father of Epeios, and that they are

not Phokeians, but Phlegyans in origin...

Oumc 8¢ Opot ye TG YOPAG €6V aOTOlG €C TOVG OUOPOVGS, Kol €C TOV
G6VOALOYOV GUVESPOLG Kal 0VTOL TEUTOVGL TOV PoKikOV. Kol Yeviéshar uév
] TOAEL T0 dvopa Aéyovaty and tod 'Enetod motpdg, avtoi & ov Dokeic,
Dreyvon 8¢ eivan O & apyfic...

(Paus. 10.4.1)

These three factors: a defined territory, political agency manifested as self-government,
and a communal mythic history, ultimately convinced Pausanias that this collection of
hovels was indeed a polis politically, even if it seemed inadequately urbanised.®® When

modern scholarship speaks of the polis, it is almost invariably this distinctively Greek

¢7 Hansen, Polis (2006) is the definitive work, summing up twenty years of active investigation of this issue
by the driving force behind the Copenhagen Polis Centre.

% Hansen (2000) 180-181.

% The passage is sometimes taken to be listing the buildings necessary for a settlement to be a polis: e.g
Steele (1992) 59. | do not find that reading persuasive because Pausanias decides that, despite lacking those
buildings, Panopeus is indeed a polis.
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socio-political institution which is meant — the city-state.” In political terms, then, the
polis had a territory, a sense of community, and self-government.”* The polis as a socio-
political institution was not a static entity, but a dynamic one, which developed from the
unique circumstances of the Greek Archaic Period. Initially dominated by aristocrats, the
portion of the populace which was involved in government progressively widened
throughout the Classical Period. In the Hellenistic period poleis continued to evolve,
widening the franchise further in some ways, and narrowing it in others: for example, the
public roles available to women and foreigners increased dramatically,’ but offices,
duties, and major decision-making power were increasingly concentrated in the hands of
the very richest citizens.”

The advent of the Hellenistic king caused a more fundamental change — poleis
ceased to be the dominant political forces in the Greek world. But the polis did not
become extinct: it remained “the normative political institution in international affairs,”"
and political philosophy continued to assume that the polis was the default, in part
because it was dangerous to question the nature and limits of royal power, but largely
because the polis continued to be what most Greeks experienced on a day-to-day basis.”
The poleis’ continued vitality under the Hellenistic kings is not so surprising; the
Anatolian poleis had survived, even prospered, under the rule of the Persian Empire and
under the hegemonic leagues of the fifth and fourth centuries.”® However, the exact fate
of a given polis in this new age of royal dominance could differ substantially. In many
places, poleis were either strong enough or distant enough from centres of power that
they remained free actors — Rhodes,”” Syracuse,” and (to a lesser extent) Sparta fall into

the former category;’® Herakleia Pontiks,® and Massalia into the latter.®" Other poleis

" Murray (2000) 233-235. Modern scholarly terms generally have more precise meanings than the
equivalent terms in the classical languages — Nevett notes that the various terms for Greek pottery types
were used far more flexibly by the Greeks than they are by modern scholars: (1999) 41.

™ Hansen (2006) 56-65 is the definitive treatment of the issue.

72 Hansen (2006) 132; van Bremen (1996) 1, 25 & 34

" Jones (1940) 164ff.; Lambert (2012) 78 & 83 provides an example in which both the trend towards
widening and towards narrowing manifested simultaneously.

™ Green (2007) xx.

> Hammond (1951) 30 & 40f.; Manicas (1982) 678. Plut. Prae. Ger. Reip. & An Seni show that polis
politics remained philosophically important under Roman rule (and practically important — both are
couched as advice for contemporaries engaging in polis politics). His fragmentary De Monarchia continues
the standard Greek debate about monarchy, oligarchy, and democracy — apparently the discussion is still set
in the polis.

"® Starr (1975) 84-87.

" Berthold (1984) 44, 47 & 199.

"8 Meister (1984) 384-411.

™ Cartledge & Spawforth (2002) 26-28.
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were subject to strong royal influence but still retained the ability to operate as
independent actors some of the time — Athens® and most of the Peloponnese fell in this
category.®® Yet another group were subsumed within the new kingdoms; poleis in this
category included Thessaly,® Cyrene,® and, most significantly, the poleis of Western
Asia Minor.

Western Asia Minor

It is these poleis in Western Asia Minor, subordinate to the Seleukid monarchs, on which
scholarly discussion of the Hellenistic polis has focused. This focus has arisen in large
part because there is a great deal of data for poleis in Asia Minor, in a period infamous
for lack of data. The region is comparatively well-excavated® and inscriptions are very
common, allowing scholars to study the internal operations of the poleis and their
interactions with the kings directly, rather than through references in the literary sources.
As a result, the relationship between the king and the cities of Asia Minor is the most
intensively studied element of all the aspects of the Seleukid kingdom — probably out of
all proportion to its relevance to the actual operation of the kingdom as a whole (see

Figure one for a map of Western Asia Minor).®’

Further, the literary sources are sufficiently interested in Asia Minor that it is
possible to construct a coherent narrative of the region’s history — something which
cannot be done in Syria, for example. The poleis of the region had been under foreign
rule since the Archaic period — first of the Lydians and then of the Persians. Persian rule
was frequently interrupted due to the great distances involved and the rebelliousness of
the satraps.®® Even when the Persians were fully in control, they allowed the poleis
significant self-government and patronised their temples.®® Nevertheless, the liberation of

the poleis of Asia Minor came to be incredibly important in Greek political thought,

8 Burstein (1976) 90.

& Morel (2006) 411.

8 Ferguson, Hellenistic Athens (1911) is the foundational text.

8 arsen (1968) 215-312.

8 Martin (1985) 132-165.

& Will (1982) 1.36-38.

8 Ephesos, for example, was first excavated in 1863, and now lies almost entirely uncovered: Ephesus
Foundation, = “Excavation  History,”  http://www.ephesus-foundation.org/about-ephesus-excavation-
history.aspx (accessed 7" November 2012); Personal Observation 2010.

8 Davies (2002) 4.

8 Bevan (1902) 1.78 & 1.87; Starr (1975) 70.

8 Lund (1992) 111; Starr (1975) 42.
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partially justifying the Athenian naval empire, Spartan expansion under Aggesilaos II, and
the campaign of Alexander.®® Each of these attempts to liberate the poleis of Asia Minor
from Persian rule saw them brought briefly under the control of Greek overlords who
were at least as onerous as the Persians — often, once the lustre of liberation wore off, the
Greek overlords looked unfavourable in comparison.® Thus their experience under
Persian rule conditioned the poleis’ expectations of the sort of overlord which the new
Hellenistic kings would be: distant, loosely in control, and willing to allow substantial or
complete freedom.

After Alexander’s death, Asia Minor was the base for Antigonos I
Monophthalamos, and thus at the very heart of the conflict between the diadochoi.” It
passed to Lysimachos after Ipsos (301)* and to Seleukos after Koroupedion (281), but
Seleukos was assassinated a few months later.** Seleukos therefore never had any
opportunity to incorporate the territory into the Seleukid state in the way he had in Syria
and Mesopotamia.®® Any organisation that might have been inherited from Antigonid rule
was seriously damaged by the invasion of the Gauls (280) and by the reassertion of strong
regional tendencies. Local potentates presided over defences against the Gauls, who
continued to raid the lowlands from their stronghold in what came to be known as Galatia,
which sat between Western Asia Minor and the Seleukid heartland, further complicating
Seleukid attempts to control the territory. The local potentates quickly developed
independent or autonomous kingdoms, such as Kappadokia, Pontos, Bithynia, and
Pergamon. Many poleis, notably Smyrna and Heérakleia Pontiké, acted similarly.
Antiochos | retook parts of the region in the late 270s,% but his control remained highly

contested and he never had the opportunity to properly settle matters in the region.

The remaining territories in Asia Minor centred on Sardis and Ephesos and were
connected to the rest of the Seleukid Empire by the ancient royal road. Flanked on either
side by potentially hostile tribes and kingdoms, this tenuous connection was easily

severed. It was natural, therefore, that the territories tended to be entrusted to a single

% Bevan (1902) 1.87.

° Lund (1992) 111; Starr (1975) 84.

%2 Billows (1990); Will (1984a) 27 & 39-61.

% Diod. Sic. 20.108-21.4; Plut. Demetr. 28-30; Will (1984a) 60.
% App. Syr. 10.62; Nep.21.3; Will (1984b) 113.

% Bevan (1902) 1.122.

% App. Syr. 11.65.

15



viceroy, someone whom the king trusted deeply, often a relative.®" Inevitably, the
personal relationship between king and viceroy did not pass on to the next generation,
and, as a result, these governors tended to drift towards independence and outright
rebellion after the death of the monarch who first appointed them.® Thus with Antiochos
Hierax, who was appointed by his father Antiochos Il and later rebelled against his
brother Seleukos Il. Thus too with his replacement, Achaios, a maternal uncle of

Seleukos 111,%

who organised Antiochos I1I’s succession but then drifted into rebellion
against him. Had Asia Minor not been lost to the Romans in 189, the pattern might well
have been repeated with Antiochos III’s appointee, ** Zeuxis, whom Antiochos referred

to as “father,”101

stressing the close personal relationship between them. In total, in the
ninety-two year period between Seleukos I’s conquest of Asia Minor and Antiochos I1I’s
loss of it, the region was actually under the control of the Seleukid monarchs for a little

over fifty years, with two major intermissions and several minor ones.**

Even when Asia Minor was under royal control, that control was shaky and
mostly exercised through the viceroy rather than directly. The region’s distance from the
major centres of royal power in Syria and Mesopotamia made it difficult to control either
the viceroy or the poleis. For the king to enforce his will in person would require a major
expedition, which proved difficult in several cases,'® and fatal in that of Seleukos I1I.
Furthermore, control of the region was contested with the other kings, particularly the
Ptolemies; if the Seleukid king offended a polis, it might switch sides, making it
dangerous for the kings to assert their authority.*® On the other side of the equation, the
poleis were old and, as a result of extended periods of foreign rule, were particularly
sensitive to authority being asserted over them in unprecedented ways. As autonomous
entities, they were among the most complex administrative structures in the ancient world
— they could collect taxes, supply goods, and muster new troops and administrators for

the king, freeing him from the need to expend time and money creating and maintaining

°7 Capdetrey (2007) 295.

% A persistent problem for the Seleukid dynasty: Markholm (1966) 103.

% Some claim that he was also an agnate Seleukid for which there is absolutely no evidence either way —
Grainger, for example, has taken both sides on this issue (1997) 5 vs. (2010) 68 n.30.

100 | fact, the pattern seems to be an inevitable result of attempting to rule Western Asia Minor from Asia,
for examples of the same pattern occur in earlier times, e.g. Cyrus the Younger under the Achaimenids, and
in later times, e.g. the formation of Sultanate of Riim under the Seljuq Turks.

101 joseph. AJ 12.148: “King Antiochos to Zeuxis, his father, greetings.” Pocthedc Avtioyoc ZevEdt 16
TOTPL YOIPELY.

192 Grainger (2002) 56.

103 Bevan (1902) 1.101.

104 Billows (1995) 108; Jones (1940) 13.
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his own administrative structures.'®® The poleis of Asia Minor also offered a less tangible
commodity, the approval of Old Greece — of immense ideological importance in the
contest between the Hellenistic kings, none of whom wished to be thought to have lost
their Hellenicity and gone native.'® The poleis of Asia Minor were, therefore, an
audience whose approval was important to the kings. *®” Thus, as a result of the
difficulties of controlling the region and the value of its approval for royal propaganda,
Asia Minor was an atypical region, which had much to offer the kings, but which at times
they struggled to command any authority over at all.! If the kings wished to extract
resources, troops, and deference from it, they had to be receptive to the particular needs
and interests of its poleis. As these factors were in many ways unique to Asia Minor, the
relationship between the king and the poleis of Asia Minor was also largely unique.

The Autonomy of the Avtdvopot and the Freedom of the 'EAsv0£pLat
The negotiation of a relationship between the king and the poleis of Asia Minor was
complicated by the assumption, shared by both parties, that a polis ought to possess
autonomia (avtovopio) and eleutheria (éAevBepia) — two terms which have proven
remarkably difficult to define, particularly because their meaning shifted over time.'%°
The word autonomia, the ancestor of our word autonomy, in the narrowest sense simply
meant “the right of a city to use its own laws.”*'% In a wider sense, it entailed the freedom
of the polis to decide for itself about the disposal of funds, control its own territory, have
exclusive jurisdiction, and control of its foreign affairs.** The closely aligned concept of
eleutheria, in origin the opposite of slavery, meant freedom from any restriction on the

polis’ actions. It could include restrictions imposed indirectly — by debt, for example.'*?

In the widest definitions, it even included the right to limit the freedom of others.*** In

narrower definitions, it simply signified non-subject status and could become little more

105 Bevan (1902) 1.101; Davies (2002) 6f.

106 Byraselis (1993) 259. The importance of Hellenism in the Hellenistic has often been over-stressed,
particularly in the works of early scholars, but the desire of the far-flung Greeks of the Hellenistic for links
back to Old Greece is clearly demonstrated by the set of Delphic maxims inscribed in the sanctuary of
Kineas at Ai-Khanoum: Mairs (Forthcoming) 13.

197 Bel| (2004)115; Bevan (1902) 1.100.

108 My presentation here is a middle ground between Bevan (1902) 1.150, for whom “[Asia Minor] was the
part of their dominions to which the Seleukid kings attached the greatest value” and Sherwin-White &
Kubhrt, for whom Asia Minor while not minor, but had no special value to the Seleukid kings: (1993) 1

199 Dmitriev (2005) 291.

110 |dem. (2011) 118.

111 Hansen (1995) 27.

12 6.g. Syll° 344 1.87-88, from Teos: “so that the poleis might become free of those whom they owe” 6mag
Qv 0@]eihovsty ai morelg ErevBepan YEVOVTOL.

13 Finley (1976) 7ff.
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than a buzz-word. The flexibility of these terms was a central aspect of the relationship
between kings and poleis — the poleis’ autonomia and eleutheria were often maintained
by shifting the definitions of the terms.

Theoretically, there was no reason why being in alliance with a stronger party
should vitiate a city’s autonomia, or even its eleutheria. From the time of the
Peloponnesian War, free poleis had been joining larger leagues without foreseeing any
impact on their status as free poleis.*** In practice, of course, completely autonomous
allies were not necessarily very convenient for a league’s hegemon. An example of this
sort of objection is provided by Brasidas’ exclamation on finding that Akanthos, a
Spartan ally, had closed its gates against him:

If you have something else in mind or if you are going to act against your
own freedom and that of the other Greeks, that would be a terrible thing.
Not only would you yourselves oppose [me], but also, wherever | go on

to, they will side with me less eagerly...

VUETS 0€ €1 TL dALO &v v &xete 1| €l évavtidoeshe T Te DUETEPQ DTV
Elevbepia kol T@V GAA@V EAMvev, devov av €in. Kai yap od puovov 01t
avtol avlictoce, GAAG Kol oig Gv &mim, ooV TIC U0l TPOGEIGL. ..

(Thuc.4.85.5-6)

Allowing subsidiary allies complete freedom was against Spartan interests — as hégemon
they wanted to be able to require their allies to help them. Brasidas’ speech also shows
how autonomia and eleutheria were developed in order to allow hégemones to demand
obedience — by reference to the interests of the Greeks as a whole and the better interests
of the polis itself. Brasidas eventually concludes that these causes will justify deploying

force against Akanthos.'*® Eleutheria was, thus, deployed against the polis.

Autonomia could also justify interference in the polis in order to remove a tyrant.
It was frequently held that tyranny, even a tyranny chosen by the people, vitiated the right
of a polis to use its own laws, since by nature tyrants overthrew and ignored the laws of
the poleis they ruled.™® It was not a giant leap from there to declare, as Philip 11 did after

Chairdneia, that the poleis’ right to autonomia demanded that their laws be frozen as they

114 Bosworth (1992) 122; Hansen (1995) 34.
5 Thuc. 4.87.2-3.
116 Hansen (1995) 34. e.g. Arist. Pol. 5.1313a 9-10.
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were at that very moment — and to forbid anyone from changing them, even the polis
itself.**" Protecting autonomia might even require such intensive intervention as the
abolition of a polis’ constitution in order to restore an ancestral one (which might never
have actually existed). Alexander granted autonomia to many of the poleis of Asia but
along with the grant he saw fit, in several cases, to determine what their ancestral laws
were."® SEG 35.925, for example, records his establishment of a democracy at Chios, in
the course of rescuing one of his friends from local justice. In these cases, the poleis right
to their own laws apparently justified making those laws for them. In 314, the diadochoi
declared that “all the Greeks are to be free, ungarrisoned, and autonomous” ivou 8¢ xoi
tod¢ "EMnvag dmavtog éhevdépove, dppovpritove, avtovopove (Diod. Sic. 19.60.5).1
Thereafter, the freedom of the Greeks became a royal watchword, particularly for
Antigonos Monophthalamos.'?° Part of the reason why the kings were willing to make
this sort of guarantee was that there were clear precedents that, as guarantors of the
autonomia and eleutheria of the poleis, they were entitled to actively intervene in the

poleis” internal affairs whenever they considered it necessary.?

So the cities of Asia Minor, which were at the core of Antigonos’ domain, were
thoroughly reassured of their freedom. But their freedom was definitely of the kind which
was amenable to extensive royal interference — in a decree enforcing a synoikism and a
constitution on Teds and Lebedos against their wills, *** Antigonos noted, apparently

without irony, that:

we are organising these things [relating to debt and grain supply]. For we

think that we have made [you] free and autonomous in everything else...

ovvtdocopey tadta... vopilov[teg yap vudc...] elvon TaAla Erevdépoug
Kol avTovopovg Temomkév[ot. . .

(SylI® 344 1.88-89)

117 Bosworth (1992) 147. Dem. On the Accession of Alexander, 8, 15.

118 Carlsson (2010) 83. O’Neil (2000) 424f.

119 0GIS 5, a letter from Antigonos to Skepsis reports the same event.

120 Bijllows (1990) 189.

12! Dmitriev (2011) 118.

122 Ager (1991) 89, 97; Ager (1998) 6; Derow (1993) 329; Welles (1966) 25: “The many difficulties and
excuses for delay show that the measure was far from popular with either city.” Cf. Polyaenus, Strat. 8.57
for the homicidal rage that the Ephesians and Kolophonians bore against Lysimachos & Arsinog as a result
of being synoikised.
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To Antigonos, then, utterly reconstituting the legal and physical nature of the cities of
Teos and Lebedos did not violate the poleis’ eleutheria or autonomia, but was on the
contrary justified by it. Moreover, Antigonos, Lysimachos, and finally Seleukos, all used
the chaotic warfare of the times to justify acts that were universally agreed to violate
autonomy, such as installing garrisons and extracting tax.'?® After the wars were over,
and Asia Minor was in Seleukid hands, the Gallic invasion occurred, then the Syrian

Wars, and, somehow, the garrisons never left and the taxes never ended.'**

Royal Cults
In many of these poleis, the kings were honoured not as overlords but as gods with their
own dedicated cults, altars, and priests. The civic cults for the kings in the cities of Asia
Minor were distinct from other royal cults. Civic cults were granted and administered by
the cities and are attested from the very beginning of the Hellenistic Period, whereas
royal cults were propagated by the kings and are first attested later. In the Hellenistic
period, these civic cults were an exclusively Greek phenomenon, mostly attested in Asia
Minor.*?® They were, as discussed above (page 6), a development which the kings were
clearly amenable to, since being compared with the divine both legitimated their power

and flattered their egos.

However, treating the king as divine was also in the interest of the poleis. Because
kings were a new phenomenon, the poleis had no precedent for how to interact with
them.*?® Having promoted the king to the status of a god, the poleis could use their
interactions with the gods as a model for how to interact with the king.*?’ From the polis’
perspective, interactions with the gods were a useful model because acknowledging the
polis’ subservience to the gods, and the gods’ right to receive tribute from the polis was
not mutually exclusive with the polis having autonomia and eleutheria — even the freest

poleis had these obligations.*?® On the contrary, being able to offer wealth to the god was

123 Billows (1990) 231; Lund (1992) 116; Bevan (1902) 1.122.

124 By the time Livy wrote, the disconnect between declaring a place free and garrisoning troops in it was
not even noted: “[Q. Antonius] restored their city, fields and laws to them, and since winter was now taking
hold, he chose the harbour of Phocaea for wintering of the fleet.” urbem agrosque et suas leges iis restituit;
et, quia hiems iam appetebat, Phocaeae portus ad hibernandum classi delegit (Livy 37.32.14)

125 Sherwin-White dismisses the idea of a civic ruler cult in Babylon: (1984) 161. Linssen is more
equivocal (2004) 125ff. Either way, this would probably be better understood as a third distinct type of
ruler cult.

126 Cf. Mitchell (1997) 164ff. for an analysis of how Athens utterly failed to work out how to interact with
Philip 1I. Unlike the archaic tyrants who could b understood as a type of aristocrat: Price (1984) 25.

127 price (1984) 30.

128 Bevan (1901) 632; Ehrenberg (1969) 76.
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a sign of the polis’ prestige.'?

130

Moreover, the poleis were used to having a beneficial

relationship with the gods,™ in which the gods were expected to be efficacious, repaying

131

worship with supernatural or financial support in times of trouble™" — money from the

132 and if no one

temple treasuries could be appropriated to meet expenses (as a loan)
could afford to serve in an expensive magistracy, the patron god could be enlisted.™** The
priests represented god and polis to each other with little power over either,”** in much
the way the Hellenistic royal philoi were to mediate between king and polis. The use of
the analogy of king with god, granted the kings a claim on the poleis’ income and
resources, but also imposed the obligation to interfere rarely and to support the polis in
times of trouble. The clearest example of this dynamic seems to be the Athenians’
interactions with Démétrios I Poliorkétés, to whom the Athenians granted a residence in
the Parthenon.™* The Athenians’ (in)famous Ithyphallic hymn, just like a normal hymn to
a god, welcoming Démétrios to the city, praises him, indirectly encourages him to be
efficacious in general, and then makes a specific request — that he attack the Aitolians.**®
Seleukos received similar treatment, for a fragmentary inscription of a similar ithyphallic
hymn addressed to him was found at Erythrai.**” These civic cults remained a central part
of the poleis’ interactions with the king throughout the Hellenistic Period, but

increasingly those interactions were part of a new and unique form of relationship.

The Relationship between Kings and Poleis in Seleukid Asia Minor
The relationship which the kings and the poleis developed was a peculiar one, and its
exact details remain the subject of scholarly debate. The usual model for the relationship
between the king and polis in the Hellenistic was first formulated by A.H.M. Jones in The
Greek City (1940).*® According to Jones” model, the kings had complete control of the
cities and could crush them with their armies if the cities acted up. But, Jones argued, the

king chose to maintain the illusion that the cities were his autonomous allies, not his

129 potter (2003) 414.

130 Burkert (1995) 202 & 206.

131 Chaniotis (2003) 433; idem (2011) 181. Antiochos II’s efficacy as a liberator seems to have been
responsible for Miletos hailing him 6gog: Parke (1985) 57.

132 Kallet-Marx (1994) 232.

133 Sherk (1991) 229.

134 Bremer (2012) 220; Horster (2012) 11.

135 plut. Demetr. 23.3.

136 Ath. 253C-F; Diod. Sic. 20.46 & Plut. Demetr. 10-13; Chaniotis (2011) 173 & 181.
37|, Erythrae 205.

138 Although foreshadowed by Bevan (1902) 1.124 & Rostovtzeff (1941) 3.1347 n.15.
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subjects, because he preferred to have his army free and bore a soft spot for the Greeks as
his kinsmen.™®® Therefore, the kings presented themselves not as ruling by force, but as a
benevolent friend, ally, and donor — to whom, implicitly, the poleis were deeply
indebted.™* Such circumlocutions were not necessarily new — P. Low has recently argued
that even the relatively naked empire of the Athenians sometimes employed such
diplomatic language in its interactions with its subject allies.***

A.H.M. Jones’ model has not gone unmodified in the past seventy years, however.
Recently, several critiques have appeared, mostly concentrating their criticism on the
illusion aspect of Jones’ hypothesis. Typical of this trend is Carlsson’s (convincing)
argument that the poleis continued to operate democratically; i.e., they were autonomous
in the most literal sense, at least until the arrival of Rome in the region.**? The most
recent major appraisal of the relationship between king and polis, John Ma’s Antiochos
I11 and the Cities of Western Asia Minor also takes this tack, using speech-act theory to
stress the agency of the poleis in an ongoing negotiation of status.*** According to Ma,
the poleis worked to maintain a degree of agency, by, for example, incorporating the king
into their political and ideological structures.*** Their leverage was the fact that the king
ultimately needed the poleis to acknowledge him as sovereign in order to actually be
sovereign. This acknowledgement could only be obtained by maintaining the illusion that
the poleis remained autonomous, which required the kings to actually treat the poleis,
most of the time, as if they were autonomous. Thus, Ma’s position significantly alters the

tenor of Jones’ model.

The Jones-Ma model is largely based on close analysis of inscriptions from the
poleis of Western Asia Minor. Increasing sophistication in the way in which scholars
interpret these inscriptions is largely responsible for the changing evaluation of the
relationship between king and poleis. In the past, it was sometimes assumed that
epigraphic evidence, unlike the literary record, was true primary evidence and could
therefore be taken at face battle. In some ways this is true — inscriptions accurately reflect

political decisions of poleis and kingdom, insofar as they are the actual decrees and edicts

139 0 g. Jones (1940) 111.

140 Ma (1999) 199.

141 | ow (2005)

142 Carlsson (2010).

143 Ma (1999) 158ff.; Shipley (2000)78;

144 Ma (1999) 2271f.; foreshadowed by Billows (1995) 75: “[it] should not be overlooked: that the cities in
turn manipulated the kings.”
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which resulted from those decisions. Because of their immediacy to the events they

describe, inscriptions are less likely to be mistaken on matters of fact,**®

though they
might misrepresent them and they may leave out important matters which were obvious
to their audience.*® Epigraphic evidence is not unbiased.' Inscriptions represent the
final, official, view of the decisions they record — their orders might not have been carried
out, their claims might not have been sincere, and, ultimately, they reflect attitudes, not
completely objective facts.**® The negotiations which led to an agreement are entirely
obscured — identical inscriptions would be produced by a decision reached by genuine
negotiation and by a decision imposed on a polis but presented as negotiation.*°
Moreover, since the idea that the polis was free was important to civic pride and royal
reputation, both the polis and the king had a vested interest in presenting a given city as a
self-governing polis, regardless of whether that was the reality.*® Pursuant to this, poleis
in Asia Minor seem to have avoided inscribing letters from the king, other than royal
grants, which were inscribed as proof of grants.’™ Thus, the main evidence in the
discussion of the independence of the poleis is not a neutral record, but on the contrary,
works to present a certain position on that very issue. Inscriptions must, therefore, be

approached critically.

An Exemplar: OGIS 223

Thus, discussion of the Jones-Ma model requires careful analysis of the epigraphic
material. OGIS 223 is an entirely typical example of the sort of inscription that the Jones-
Ma model is based upon. It is an inscription from Erythrai (modern Litri in Western Asia
Minor), originally inscribed in the time of Antiochos Il (281-246). Erythrai had sent an
embassy to Antiochos, with gifts, to ask him for privileges — perhaps at the time of his
accession to the throne. He was persuaded and the Erythraians inscribed his response,
which granted the Erythraians autonomy and tax-free status, on a stele. This background
demonstrates the degree to which the poleis were active agents in the relationship — the
interaction between king and polis was apparently initiated by the Erythraians, their

envoys presented the polis® gift, flattered the king, emphasised the positive examples of

145 Cook (1987) 7-8; Walbank (1984a) 11.
146 McLean (1972) 2.

147 Bagnall & Derow (2004) XXV-XXVi.

148 Bodel (2001) 46f.; Woodhead (1967) 4.
149 Ma (1999) 21f.

150 Carlsson (2010) 18.

151 Roueché & Sherwin-White (1985) 34.
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his predecessors (presumably in the hope that he would imitate them), and presented the
legal case for Erythrai’s autonomy and exemption from tax. The king’s role was largely
reactive. Significantly, however, he reacted to the polis directly, which was not how he
generally interacted with his subjects — in most cases the king sent orders down the chain
of command and received reports in the same way.'** Not so with cities like Erythrai —
they apparently expected and merited direct royal attention. This attention reflects the
close, personal relationship (or, at least, the appearance of one) which the king strove to
maintain between himself and the Erythraians.

An essential part of this close personal relationship was the effort that the king’s
letter expended to conceal the power imbalance between the king and the city. When

Antiochos announced his acceptance of the city’s gifts, he said:

We have indeed accepted the honour and the crown, as is proper, and
likewise also the presents, and we applaud you for being grateful in
everything...

TGG T€ ON TWOC Koi TOV otépavov dedéyueba oikelmg, opoimg 8¢ kol T
EEvia, Kol DUAG EmOVODUEY gVYOPIoTOVG dVTag E|L TAGLY. ..
(OGIS 223 1.13-14)

Antiochos did not call the city’s gifts tribute, but otépavov, “a crown,” a form of civic
honour, and &via, gifts implying a friendly relationship with mutual duties. He thereby
presented their relationship as one of friendship, in which the cities honoured the king
rather than submitted to him. Since a relationship of this sort was exactly what the
Erythraian envoys were seeking to have acknowledged, it seems likely that these were the
terms which they had used for their gifts — in which case both parties were complicit in
representing their relationship in this way. That the relationship between king and polis is
a voluntary friendship was further emphasised by the way in which the king carefully
phrased his wishes to avoid giving orders. This practice can be seen in Antiochos’ use of
phrases like “we encourage you to be mindful that” mopoakaioduev ... Vudg
uvnuovevov|tag (OGIS 223 1.30). By contrast, letters to royal officials make frequent use
of imperatives — in a letter organising a land transfer near Kyzikos, for example,

Antiochos 1II tells his official Mé&trophangs, “arrange to hand Laodik&’s property over to

152 Walbank (1984b) 71. cf. Hefzibah.
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Arrhidaios the steward” cvvta&ov mapadeior Appdoiot TdL 0ikovouodvTt Td Ac0dikng
(OGIS 225 1.20), with an aorist imperative.™ Such imperatives are exceptionally rare in
letters to the poleis of Asia Minor.***

On the other hand, the manner in which the king acknowledged the Erythraians’
gifts also served to reinforce his superior position by emphasising the symbolic
signification of the gifts — the special relationship he had with the city — rather than their
economic value. The inscription carefully presents a relationship in which the city offers
“gratitude” (ebyopic) for the king’s “good deeds” (evepyéran).’>® The relationship is not
an equal one — Antiochos applauds the Erythraians for their gift, but he is not grateful. He
gives no indication that he needs anything from Erythrai. Mitchell argues that the
monarchies of the Persians and of Alexander were based on constantly doling out gifts to
subordinates, so that they remained eternally indebted to the monarch.**® OGIS 223 is an
excellent example of how this system of benefaction was a central part of the Hellenistic
kings’ relations with their subjects, too.™" Antiochos Il, having received gifts from
Erythrai, reciprocated with guarantees of privileged status, tax-exemptions, and
autonomia — boons which the Erythraians could never repay.**® Thus, Antiochos
established and maintained an uneven relationship in which he was the benefactor par

excellence,™® and the Erythraians were his beneficiaries, honour-bound to support him.*®°

Evidence from Polybios suggests that contemporaries also interpreted this sort of
interaction in this way. According to him, when, before the Syrian War, the Romans

demanded that Antiochos I11 set free the poleis of Asia Minor, Antiochos responded that:

The autonomous poleis in Asia must not achieve freedom (eleutheria)

through Roman command, but through his [i.e., Antiochos II’s] own grace.

4G 0’ avTOVOUOVS TV Katd TNV Aciov moiewv ov o ti¢ Popoaiov
gmroyfic déov eivan Toyydve Thc Ehevdepiag, AL 10 Tfig ovTod ydpiroc.
(Polyb.18.51.9)

153 ¢f. also Hefzibah 1.2 & 34.

5% Ehrenberg (1969) 166.

155 Ma (1999) 185ff.

156 Mitchell (1997) 172ff.

57 Bringmann (1993) 24; idem (2001) 206; Parke (1985) 57; Walbank (1993) 120.

%8 These grants have a potential parallel with the Assyrian grants of privileges (kidinniitu) to
Mesopotamian cities, analysed by Van De Mieroop (1997) 136ff.

159 Erskine, (1994) 71.

160 Capdetrey (2007) 212; Ma (1999) 153; Shipley (2000) 73.
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As Polybios has Antiochos present it,'®! both parties wanted the cities of Asia Minor to
be free — but it was vitally important to Antiochos that he be the emancipator. Raaflaub
suggests that the newly freed cities would be considered free in the same way that freed
slaves were — they would certainly have more rights, but an enormous obligation would

remain. %2

They could hardly support Rome or Pergamon against the king who had freed
them, which is why Polybios had Antiochos stress that the grant of freedom must come
from him. Ironically, by freeing the I0nian cities, Antiochos III would assert his
sovereignty over them. This idea dominated the interaction between kings and poleis and

stands behind much of the royal beneficence.

Civic Status in Practice
Since, despite their literal meaning, grants of autonomia and eleutheria could indicate a
polis’ dependence on the king, the relationship presented in the inscriptions does not
necessarily reflect the degree of autonomy which the poleis enjoyed in reality. Whether
they were highly autonomous or entirely dependent is contentious. Central to Jones’
original formulation of the relationship between kings and poleis was the opinion that
“the kings did all in their power to rob the cities of any effective means of rejecting [royal]

advice,” %

and thus, in practice, the free cities were hardly different from the unfree
ones.*® There is substantial evidence to support the idea that the Hellenistic kings’ grants
of freedom could be hollow. The clearest example is the omnipresence of royal garrisons.

When Antiochos Il arrived in Asia Minor to free the local cities:

The majority sided with him and let in his garrisons because of their fear

of conguest, but the Smyrnaians, Lampsakans, and others still held out.

ol p&v miéoveg avTd mPoceTiBevto Kol Ppovpas €6edéyovto déel 1@ TG
aAdoews, Zpvpvaiot 8¢ Kol Aapyaknvol kol Etepot Tt AVTEYOVTEG.
(App. Syr.1.2)

In addition to placing the poleis deeply in the king’s debt, being freed by Antiochos

apparently involved receiving a royal garrison. A polis with a royal garrison could not,

181 There is good reason for thinking that, like many historical speeches, Antiochos’ words reflect what
Polybios thought that he ought to have said, rather than what he actually said: Grainger (2002) 93-95. This
makes no difference to my argument.

162 Raaflaub (2004) 171.

163 Jones (1940) 111.

' Ibid. 102,
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realistically, act independently of the king — even if the garrison did not actively interfere
on the king’s behalf, its passive influence would act as a check on the polis’ freedom of

action. The Smyrnaians and the Lampsakans wanted nothing of this kind of freedom.

The grants of autonomy themselves provide another indication that autonomia did
not mean as much as it once had. When the king recognised the autonomy of cities, he
often granted other freedoms as well, which ought to have been implicit in autonomous
status but, apparently, no longer were. In the letter to Erythrai, for example, Antiochos
declares that:

Since those with Tharsynon, Pythés, and Bottas demonstrated that your
polis was autonomos and free from tribute under Alexander and Antigonos,
and that our ancestors always pursued this ... we will carefully guard your
autonomia and we agree for you to be exempt from all the other tributes
and from the anti-Gallic levies.

Emelon ol mepl Oapovvovto kai MOy kar Bottav danépatvov d10Tt €nti 1€
AreEbvdpov kai Avtiydvov avtd[vlopog v kai GpopoAdynNTog 1| mOMC
VUGV, Kai ol Nuétepot mpodyo[vot] Eomevdov del mote mePL AVTAG ... TV 1€
avtovopioy  Vpiv  cvvdortnpioopey  koi  dgopo[roy]Rtovg  eivan
ovyy®poduey TOV 1€ GAMOV amaviov kol [tdv eig] 1o Tohotika
GUVOYOUEVOV.

(OGIS 223 1.21-28)

In this inscription, Antiochos was, ostensibly, not granting autonomy, but recognising a

183 is repeatedly

pre-existing autonomous status. “Freedom from tribute” (dpopordyntoc)
noted as separate from autonomy — though Erythrai was and allegedly had long been both,
it was conceivable to the Erythraian envoys and the king for a polis to be autonomous
without being exempt from tribute. Yet “tribute” (popog) had been associated with vassal
status since the Peloponnesian War and represented a real block on a polis’ ability to
dispose of its funds as it pleased — a central aspect of autonomia.*®® Further, the king
specifically freed the Erythraians from an obligation to supply him with troops — again,
apparently, such an obligation could have been imposed on a polis with autonomia. Thus,

OGIS 223 provides an example of how the term autonomia was increasingly restricted to

165 Welles (1966) 319.
166 Raaflaub (2004) 137; Ma (1999) 154f.
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its narrowest meaning — the right of the polis to its own laws. By the 250s it seems to
have become so depreciated in value that it ceased to be used.'®” Thereafter, royal grants
either specify the exact exemptions which they grant or refer to eleutheria, often in
conjunction with titles like holy and inviolate (iepa xai &ovAiog) which had value as
prestigious honours, but little if any practical significance.'®® Grants of immunity from
taxation were exceedingly rare,'® so if freedom from tribute were understood as a central

part of autonomia, very few of the poleis of Western Asia Minor had autonomia.

This dismal picture of the practical freedom of the cities of Asia Minor flows
from contrasting the wide theoretical definitions of autonomia with a narrower practical
reality. However, even Jones accepted that the poleis of Asia Minor, though limited by
the king, retained polis-style governments with a substantial amount of control over their
internal administration and, thus, autonomia according to the narrower, more literal
definitions. *"® Poleis continued to possess their own laws, under which they were
managed by assemblies, boulai, and collections of magistrates'’* — Nawotka’s study of
Milétos demonstrates the type of complex civic constitution which continued to
operate.’’® At least in terms of their epigraphic output, polis organs of self-government
appear to have been busier than ever.!”® The exact degree to which the internal affairs of
the polis were carried out independently of the king remains contentious, as does the
degree to which the ostensibly democratic governments of the poleis were dominated by
the civic elites.'”* But the basic fact that the poleis of Asia Minor retained competence
over their internal affairs is widely accepted.’” Since internal matters were most of the
business of the poleis, this was probably the most important form of freedom to the poleis.
But it is increasingly apparent that polis autonomy could also extend beyond internal
self-government into the interstate relations and military affairs which were important to

wider definitions of autonomia and eleutheria.’®

167 Carlsson (2010) 98.

168 Rigshy (1996) 22.

169 Bikerman (1938) 148

170 Jones (1940) 48.

7! Dmitriev (2005) 13-15.

172 Nawotka (1999) esp.130-171. They are well-attested in the Roman period too and even into Late
Antiquity: Hansen (2006) 50.

173 Dmitriev (2005) 32-33.

174 Green (2007) xx; Hansen (2006) 132; Jones (1940) 166; Ostwald (2000) 390.

175 g. Billows (2003) 211; Parke (1985) 64; Shipley (2000) 3; Walbank (1992) 136.
176 ¢ g. Carlsson (2010); Ma (2000a).
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Independence in Foreign Affairs
Even historians who see Seleukid rule as light and essentially benevolent usually hold
that it meant the end of independent foreign policies for the poleis.*’” However, to a
limited degree, the poleis of Asia Minor continued to interact with other poleis
independently of the Seleukid monarch. Some poleis in Asia Minor maintained some
form of foreign policy, at least some of the time. They formed and reinforced direct links
with other poleis, stressing and reinforcing kinship links, arbitrating disputes, granting

honours like asylia, and forming leagues, in much the same manner as free poleis would.

Poleis often sent envoys to each other, independently of the king — one
particularly well-attested example is OGIS 233.1® This inscription records Magn@sia-on-
the-Maiandros’ establishment of quinquennial crown games for their local manifestation
of Artemis and the result of a mission to Antiocheia-in-Persia, inviting them to adopt the
games also. Magnésia claimed kinship (cvyyévein) with Antiocheia because, when the
king had requested colonists for its foundation, they had contributed “enthusiastically to
increase the demos of the Antiochenes.” omovddalovieg cuvovéijoal TOV TV AvTioyxEmv
dfjuov (OGIS 233 1.20). Kinship between poleis was generally understood as colonial ties

(whether real or mythical) "

and the Magnésians were conforming to the traditional
mother-city role by “renewing their kinship and friendship.” dvavewodauevor v
ovyyévelav kai v @iav (OGIS 233 1.34-35) and encouraging the Antiochenes to
recognise their goddess and her games. The end of the inscription lists several other cities
in Seleukid Mesopotamia and Iran which the Magnésians contacted in a similar manner,
including Seleukeia-on-the-Tigris and Seleukeia-on-the-Eulaios (Susa),'*® demonstrating
that this was a wide-ranging effort at building inter-polis relationships, apparently
conducted independently of the king and his administration. Magné&sia’s freedom in
foreign affairs was not limited to interactions within the kingdom; Syll* 560 records a
similar Magné&sian embassy concerning the games for Artemis which was dispatched to
Epidamnos in Illyria. Though this embassy used different points to make their case,
emphasising the games’ approval by Delphian Apollo rather than kinship through
colonisation (obviously inapplicable to Doric Epidamnos), the decree is otherwise

extremely similar to that which resulted from the mission to Antiocheia-in-Persia (OGIS

77 e g. Grainger (2002) 58.

178 Bikerman (1938) 142.

179 Jones (1999) 14 & 60.

180 presumably, therefore, their citizens had been called upon to settle in those poleis, also.
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233), which suggests that both missions presented essentially the same case in essentially
the same way. In both cases, three envoys (OGIS 233 1.31-32; SylI® 560 1.5-6) explained
the “manifestation” (émpévetov) of Artemis Leukophryéng (OGIS 233 1.35-36; SylI* 560
1.8), Magngésia’s connection with the target polis in particular (OGIS 233 1.14-20; hints of
this at Syll* 560 1.3 & 21) and the good things they had done for the Greeks generally
(OGIS 233 1.20-25; SylI* 560 1.8-14), with more emphasis on the former at Antiocheia-in-
Persia and on the latter at Epidamnos (probably reflecting the fact that there was little
specific connection with Epidamnos to emphasise). This was followed by a request
pursuant to a decree from Apollo at Delphi (OGIS 233 1.39; SylI® 560 1.16-17), for the
target polis:

“to recognise the sacrifices, festivities, holiday, and the Pythian-grade
crown games in arts, athletics and horsemanship, which the Magngsians

celebrate for Artemis Leukophryéng.”

an[o]déEacOan 8¢ v Buciav kai v Tovyyvplv] | kol v gkey[epiav kai
TOV Gy®dva otepavitny icomdbov] | v e pov[cIKOV Kol YOUVIKOV Koi
immikov, Ov] | ovvtedod[or Mayvnteg Tt Aptéudt Tt Agvko@punvijt
(OGIS 233 1.56-60)

Compare SylI* 560 1.19-21, 28-30, which uses very similar wording. The image is of two
missions sent out with very similar briefs and conducted in a very similar manner. Thus,
the form of Magn@sia’s interactions with poleis inside and outside the Seleukid sphere

was much the same. 8!

Grants of asylia, another mainstay of Hellenistic civic interaction, support this
conclusion. Between ¢.260 BC and AD 23, poleis throughout the Greek world regularly
appealed to other poleis, kings, and the Romans to recognise their cities or their
sanctuaries as “holy and inviolable” (iepdt xai Govioc).®” Traditionally, the meaning of
these grants has been difficult to pin down. Some argued that being named holy and

inviolable granted freedom from arrest to those who made it to the city’s altar.'®® Others

181 The Magnésians did not limit their interactions in this matter to poleis, either. They requested and
received recognition of the Pythian status of their games from Antiochos 111 (OGIS 282), Ptolemaios IV
(RC 33), and Attalos | (OGIS 282) .

182 Rigshy (1996) 3.

183 Bikerman (1938) 149 & Welles (1966) 53f.. on the basis of 1.Macc.10.43, in which a fugitive seeks
sanctuary at an altar but is nevertheless slaughtered by royal forces.
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argued that asylia marked a state off-limits to military depredation and piracy.'®* Rigsby
argues that the Hellenistic Greeks themselves had no consistent idea of what these titles
meant, and that they were usually contradictory or redundant — a city’s temples were, by
definition, already holy and inviolable, and in practice no one seems to have displayed
special compunction against violating the territory of poleis with asylia. He argued that
the primary purpose of grants of asylia was honorific — to be recognised as asylos was to
be recognised as important on the international stage.'® These grants regularly ignore the
boundaries between the Hellenistic kingdoms. Kos, for example, received recognition of
its asylia from six different kings and thirty-six poleis in 242 (while a Ptolemaic vassal),
including places like Naples, for which matters of asylum and depredation were unlikely
to arise.'®® There was great prestige for Kos in receiving recognition from a figure as
powerful and busy as the king, but there was also great prestige in receiving recognition
from distant poleis like Naples, which suggested that Kos’ fame was widespread. Grants
of asylia, therefore, provide an example of how poleis’ foreign relations continued to

cross kingdom boundaries.

The poleis could also operate on the international stage in more significant
political matters, but the degree of independence they had in these matters is less clear.

An example is provided by SylI® 560°s praise of the Magn&sians for:

... the good deed which they carried out for the League of the Cretans [by]

putting an end to the internecine war...

... T0v evg[pylesiav, Gv [ov]veteréocavto gig 10 kowo[v] tdv Kpnraé[wv]
o] boavtec TOV EUPOAOV TOAEUOV. ..

(SylI* 560 1.10-12)

Ager interprets this as a reference to peaceful arbitration of inter-polis disputes.'®” The
submission of conflicts to arbitration was one of the cornerstones of Hellenistic
international relations — Ager’s comprehensive compilation contains 171 attempted
arbitrations between the 338 and 90 BC.'® In this process, the arbitrator chosen was

usually a neutral power with enough prestige and power that its ruling would be respected

184 Burkert (1995) 210.

185 Rigshy (1996) 20-23.
186 Rigshy (1996) 112-153.
187 Ager (1996) 161.

188 Ipid.
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by both parties — often one of the kings or the Romans. Magnésia must have had
significant prestige for the Cretans to accept it as an arbitrator, which is not consistent
with Magn@sia being viewed by third parties as a subject community with no freedom in
foreign affairs.’®® Sometimes kings, when asked to arbitrate disputes, were willing to
delegate the matter to subordinates, including subject poleis'® — that may be what
happened in this case. However, arbitrating personally allowed a king to begin the cycle
of beneficence and the enforcement of his decision gave the king a justification for
further interference in the poleis’ affairs.*®* As Crete sat loosely within the Ptolemaic
sphere at this time and arbitrating personally would have offered the Seleukid monarch
the opportunity to bring Crete into his own sphere, it seems unlikely that the Seleukid
king would have passed up the opportunity to arbitrate personally, if Eleutherna and the
Cretan League had requested arbitration from him. Alternatively, the appeal may have
come at a time when the Seleukid king was unwilling to antagonise the Ptolemies, but in
that case it would be strange for the Cretans to approach the Seleukid king at all. Thus it
seems likely that the Cretans approached Magnésia directly and that they believed that it
had sufficient independence in foreign affairs to respond. They thereby received an
arbitration from a power which they could respect, without giving the Seleukid king a
foothold on Crete.. There are more examples of subject poleis arbitrating — around 200
BC, a conflict between Hermioné and Epidauros was decided jointly by Mil&tos, subject
to Antiochos 111, and Rhodes, which was de jure and de facto independent, but allied to
Rome.'® In this case, however, the two arbitrators were probably chosen so that the
arbitration would have the backing of both of the major powers in the Aegean. Rhodes
was frequently useful to the Romans as a proxy in matters of this sort, principally because
it had a largely autonomous foreign policy. If Milétos was the Seleukid analogue, it might
have enjoyed a similar degree of freedom in its foreign policy also. These two arbitrations
thus provide evidence that, at times, the poleis of Asia Minor were able to interact with
states outside the Seleukid realm in the manner of independent poleis, but especially in
the latter case, the degree to which this interaction was actually conducted independently

of the king is unclear.

189 Dmitriev (2011) 105.
190 Billows (1990) 232.
191 Carlsson (2010) 110.
192 Ager (1996) 170ff.
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Some of the poleis in Western Asia Minor even organised themselves into leagues.
The best attested of these is the Ionian League. Leagues could be tools for royal

.193
I:

control: ™ the various incarnations of the Hellenic League established by the Témenid

and Antigonid kings were intended to work this way;'%*

the Ptolemaic League of the
Islanders actually did.**® However, leagues were not necessarily instruments for external
control; they often took on polis-like characteristics, but, being larger, were far more
capable of countering royal power,®® especially when they were able to rally their
constituent poleis with common ethnic, religious, political, or historical traditions, as in

the case of the Achaian and Aitolian Leagues in Mainland Greece.'’

The Ionian League
certainly had the potential to call on such traditions — it was a revival of the ancient
religious and ethnic union of the Dodekopolis, which had had met at the Panionion since
the ninth century.’® That the League maintained an institutional identity separate of the

king is suggested by OGIS 222, a decree issued for Antiochos I’s birthday:

In order that [King Antiochos and] Queen Stratoniké [may] know [the

goodwill of the league] of the Ionians from these honours...

And [the League] will inscribe on a stele both this decree and the names
and patronymics of the synedroi who came from the poleis and set it up in

the sanctuary near the altar of the kings.

Omwc 6¢ kai [ty mpoaipeoty 10D kowod T@V] Tdvev mepi TOV TV

ei[odotv 0 Pactievg Avtioyog kol 1] Pacidioco tpatoviky...

avaypbyar 6¢ kol giot[MAInv 10 yMecpa tdde kol td dvopato Tatpodev
TOV NK[OV]TOV cUVEdPMV €K TOV TOAEWV Kol oTHoOL &V T TEUEV[E1] TapdL
TOU Bopov t@v Bacthé[w]v

(OGIS 222 1. 6-8; 40-43).%°

On the one hand, this decree suggests a League with substantial independence. The

League refers to its decree as a pséphisma — the same term used to refer to polis decrees,

193 Jones (1940) 102; Rostovtzeff (1941) 1.154; Shipley (2000) 133, 139.

194 Dmitriev (2011) 75-90.

195 Bagnall (1976) 156.

19 Carlsson (2010) 106; Davies (2002) 10; Hammond (1951)30.

197 Walbank (2000) 20ff.

198 Roebuck (1959) 30.

199 piejko (1991) updates the reconstruction of this decree significantly, but these passages are unaffected.
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indicating that the League had taken on polis-like characteristics. Further, the League has
its own councillors, the synedroi, who represent the individual poleis and are listed by
name at the end of the decree. The decree makes no mention of any royal official
overseeing the League’s meetings as the nésiarchos did in the League of Islanders (which
was definitely under royal control).*® Together, these items suggest a large self-
governing organisation, able to direct itself as it wished. On the other hand, the subject
matter of the decree and the reference to an altar of the Seleukid kings in the League’s
sanctuary, do not imply that the League exercised great independence from the kings.?*
There do not seem to be any later attestations of the League either, which might be an
accident of preservation, but could indicate that it lapsed or was suppressed.

Scanty evidence relating to the Chrysaorian League in Karia, suggests that
Leagues’ relationships with the monarch could change over time. Under Antiochos | and
Il, the Chrysaorian League seems to have been subservient to the kings; during their
reigns one of the League’s centres, Alabanda, was renamed Antiocheia-of-the-
Chrysaorians and a new foundation, named Stratonikeia after the Seleukid queen,?** was
placed in charge of the League’s main cult centre.”®® After their reigns, however, when
Seleukid power in Asia Minor waned, the League was maintained, presumably by the
Chrysaorians themselves. It is hard to believe that the Chrysaorians would have done this
if the League were simply a mechanism for royal control — compare the rapid
disappearance of the League of Corinth after the death of Alexander. When strong royal
power returned to Asia Minor under Antiochos Ill, the League’s poleis were split
between the Seleukid and Rhodian spheres, with its cult centre in Rhodian territory, but
the League continued to be active?® — presumably independently of the Seleukid kings,
or one would expect the Rhodians to have removed their cities from it.?>> Thus, it seems
that Leagues in Asia Minor could relate to the king in much the same way as individual
poleis could — potentially subservient to, potentially independent of, the royal will. As
they contained and organised multiple poleis, however, they potentially stood in a

stronger position relative to the kings.

200 Merker (1970) 157.

201 Capdetrey (2007) 202.

202 Straho 14.2.25.

203 Capdetrey (2007) 105; Sherk (1992) 237.
204 £ Amyzon 186.

205 Ma (1999) 175.
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Thus, the poleis of Asia Minor continued to pursue an independent foreign policy
(or the form of one), when they could, grasping for as much autonomia as they could get.
Poleis reached across the borders of the kingdoms regularly and apparently without
compunction in matters of religion, ceremony, and prestige such as invitations to new
games and grants of asylia. These matters can easily be dismissed as minor matters,
irrelevant beside the paucity of evidence for poleis entering into treaty negotiations or
carrying out arbitrations independently of the kings, which do point to limits on the poleis’
freedom in foreign affairs. However, this under-rates the significance of matters of
religion, ceremony, and prestige in ancient diplomacy.?* It remains significant that poleis
received and sent embassies on their own and competed for prestige on their own behalf
on the international stage.

Independence in Military Matters
While, as discussed above, many of the cities in Asia Minor received royal garrisons both
at the time of Antiochos III’s reconquest and on earlier occasions, in many cases these
garrisons were transient.?’” It seems that the Seleukids preferred to garrison strategic
points in the countryside and only a few key poleis, such as Lysimacheia, Ephesos and
Sardis.’® The ungarrisoned poleis were not left defenceless either. Most of the cities had
walls, most of which were built during one of two periods of heightened negotiation
between the kings and the poleis - the initial Wars of the Diadochoi (323-281) or
Antiochos III’s rule over Asia Minor (213-189). Carlsson, investigating the process
concludes that, where the construction of these walls is attested, they mostly seem to have

209 Maintenance of these walls also seems to

been motivated by the poleis not the kings.
have been carried out by the poleis in at least some cases. At Erythrai, for example, a

very short inscription records that:

When Damalos was hieropoios, the overseers of the walls for damp-

proofing the wall were...

€0’ iepomo10d Aapdrov Tey®V EmMoTOTOL THG AVTITAAONG TOD TELYOVG. ..

(I. Erythrae 23)

206 Rigsby (1994) 24ff.

27 Grainger (2002) 63.

208 Bikerman (1938) 53; Ma (1999) 114f.; The Antigonids’ “fetters of Greece” might offer a parallel.
29 Carlsson (2010) 112-128; McNicoll (1997) 46.
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The fact that the eponymous official is mentioned means the overseers held an annual
office, the hallmark of the civic official,*° and the context suggests a municipal liturgy. It
is, perhaps, not surprising that the kings were content for the poleis to defray the expenses
of their defences, but it might be expected that they would be less keen to see the poleis
controlling those defense. Yet, at least in some cases, it is clear that the poleis did exactly

this. In an inscription from Priéng, for example:

Nymphon, son of Protarchos who was formerly appointed phrourarchos of
the citadel by the demos, maintained the guard attentively and correctly
along with the guardsmen, and return[ed it] to the demos, just as he

received it...

[NJopoo[v IM]patapyov mpdtepdv 1€ ppovpapyos anodely]0sic T drpog
V7O ToD MoV EmpeAdC te Kal S k]a[{]wg S1apLAGENC LETA T PPOLPGV
TapEdm[Kev av ]ty TdL dMNumt kabdTL Kol TopéAafey. ..

(1. Priene 22, 1.2-7)

This inscription clearly indicates that Nymphon was a civic official, required to maintain
the city’s garrison. The fact that he is said to have served alongside the guardsmen and to
have returned the commission to the démos shows that “maintaining the garrison” meant
commanding civic troops, not paying for a royal garrison. Part of the reason that Priene
was allowed such control of its defences might be that it was a very minor settlement;***
if Priéné acted up, the royal army could easily reduce it to submission (or to rubble).
Therefore, allowing Priéné to defend itself was the most economical option for the king.
From the Seleukid king’s perspective, though, this would be true of most poleis in Asia
Minor, so it may be that the amount of control which Priéné had over its defences was
normal. It may also be that, while defences were maintained, they were not very good. In
most poleis pre-existing walls were maintained, but were not modified to take account of
third century developments in siege warfare,?'? suggesting either that the cities could not
afford to upgrade their walls or that the walls were more important for ideological
reasons than military ones. Symbolically, walls could demonstrate a polis’ ability to carry
out a substantial public works project and to protect itself. By most definitions, a polis

which was able to defend itself had autonomia and eleutheria and one that could not did

219 McNicoll (1997) 64.
2 \wycherley, (1951) 184.
212 McNicoll (1997) 74.
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not.?** Herodotos 1.164 offers an example of this attitude; in that passage, the Persians
demand the demolition of a small section of Phokaia’s city wall as a symbol of
submission and the Phokaians refuse, abandon their whole city, and sail west, because
they were “aggrieved by this slavery,” nepimuextéovieg tf] doviocvvn. If the poleis were
building and maintaining their own fortifications, then the kings were allowing the poleis
a significant aspect of independence.

In addition to defences, the cities also retained their own offensive forces which
engaged in attacks on rival poleis.?** Such forces were an important aspect of a free
polis.?*®> One example of such forces in Asia Minor can be seen in Polybios 5.72-3, which
recounts the siege of the Pisidian polis of Pednélissos by Selgé, a neighbouring polis,
during the period in which the Seleukid governor, Achaios, was ruling as king in Anatolia.
The Selgians, “having sent out a general with a force” otpatnyov é€omooteilavteg pHetd
duvauemg (Polyb. 5.73.1), attacked the army of Achaios, who was only able to defeat the
Selgians with the help of “eight thousand hoplites,” oktaxioyliovg OTAitag sent from the
polis of Etenna, and four thousand from the polis of Aspendos (Polyb. 5.73.3-4). The
poleis must have had a significant ongoing military organisation in order to train and
equip such a substantial number of hoplites — clearly quite capable hoplites given Achaios’
helplessness against the Selgian contingent and reliance on the Etennan reinforcements.
These civic forces are not attested once Antiochos |11 had re-established control over Asia
Minor, but they clearly were not abolished, because they reappear immediately after the
Battle of Magnésia and the withdrawal of the Seleukids from Asia Minor. Livy reports
that, in 189, as Gnaeus Manlius Vulso marched through Pisidia on his way to Galatia,
settling matters:

He reached the three fortresses of Taba ... as the forces of this region

remained whole, it had men bruising for a fight. And then, an attack was

made on the Roman column, [their] horsemen created confusion by their

first, extraordinary assault.

ad Tabas tertiis castris perventum... integris viribus regionis eius feroces

ad bellandum habebat viros. tum quoque equites in agmen Romanum

eruptione facta haud modice primo impetu turbavere

(Livy 38.13.11-12).

23 1bid., 71; Wycherley (1962) 37f.
214 Ma (2000a) 343ff.
215 Hansen (2006) 116.

37



It is difficult to believe that these horsemen were a newly formed regiment — they were
competent and organised enough to (temporarily) throw the Roman army into disorder.?*®
It seems far more likely that these forces, and presumably the militias elsewhere, had

been in existence throughout the period of Seleukid rule.?’

Military roles were of central
importance in Greek understandings of eleutheria, and the possession of an army — the
ability to use force to defend against attack, avenge insults, and assert the city’s will —
was basically the definition of civic freedom for the Greeks.?*® Antiochos III’s lightning

219 shows that civic forces

conquest of the Thracian Chersonese, to almost no opposition,
could not oppose the full force of the Seleukid royal army,??° so poleis with their own
military forces were not really capable of asserting their will against the king by force.
Nevertheless the possession of walls and forces of their own gave the poleis some means
of defending themselves and compelling others — a central aspect of eleutheria in theory

and (potentially) in fact.

Conclusion
The ideological requirements of the kings and poleis thus shaped the relationship between
them: the kings demanded recognition of their supreme status from the poleis, while the
poleis desired freedom. These demands, though apparently antithetical, could be
reconciled; the kings were flexible about how the poleis acknowledged their supremacy
and the poleis were willing to settle for narrow definitions of freedom. The poleis initially
modelled this relationship on their interactions with the gods, but increasingly developed
a unique system. The kings were presented as benefactors and allies — superior partners
rather than overlords. Polis loyalty was made conditional on continued royal efficacy and
was based on honouring their debts to the kings, rather than on unconditional submission.
The kings were complicit in this presentation of their relationship. Not only did
Hellenistic kingship encourage kings to adopt multiple roles, but there were also personal
reasons: it was flattering to be honoured as a god. Perhaps the idea that the poleis obeyed
freely and willingly was even more flattering to the kings, whose every wish was a

command.

218 %en. Eq. Mag. describes the intensive training that cavalry forces required to be effective.
217 Ma (2000a) 343ff.

218 Austin & Vidal-Naquet (1977) 126.

219 | jvy 33.38.9.

220 Grainger (2002) 69.
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This presentation of the relationship coincided with reality to a certain degree, but
not entirely. The poleis would not have been subject to the kings at all if not for the kings’
overwhelming military power — they were fairly quick to switch their allegiances when it
seemed more politick and those few poleis, like Smyrna, which considered themselves
strong enough to pursue complete independence, did so regardless of their debts to the
Seleukid dynasty. On the other hand, the kings theoretically could have retained the
facade of a friendly relationship while actually demanding complete submission, as they
did with their officials whom they referred to as their friends (@ilot) even as they gave
them orders.??* But the kings actually did allow the poleis significant autonomy, even in
such important spheres as foreign affairs and military matters. The reasons for this lie in
the nature of Seleukid control of Western Asia Minor: intermittent, threatened by
Ptolemaic and Gallic raids, and challenged by sheer distance. These factors, unique to
Asia Minor, all encouraged the Seleukids to take a conciliatory approach to the poleis in

fact as well as word.

221 Herman (1982) 103.
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CHAPTER TWO: THE SELEUKID HEARTLAND AND REASONS FOR
COLONISATION

In Western Asia Minor it is clear that poleis enjoyed substantial freedom in their internal
and even external affairs. Except in extraordinary circumstances such as military
campaigns, the kings took pains to treat these cities as if they were allies, not subjects.
The poleis of Asia Minor were sometimes able to leverage that simulacrum of freedom
into freedom in fact. But Western Asia Minor was in many ways aberrant and, while
important to the empire, was only a province, not the heartland — that was Syria and
Mesopotamia. Many of the factors which encouraged the Seleukids to take a hands-off
approach in Western Asia Minor did not apply to Syria and Mesopotamia: distance was
not a factor, royal control of (most of) the region was constant, and the region was far
more important to the continued existence of the kingdom as a whole. The cities in this
region, founded by Seleukos | and settled by Macedonian veterans and Greek migrants,
did not have the same desire for independence as those of Asia Minor. They had no long
history of autonomy and their communal identities were closely tied to their position
within the Seleukid Empire. Nevertheless, the new foundations were indeed poleis, and
from their foundation they were essential to the kings’ control of the region. The sparse
epigraphic, literary, and numismatic evidence suggests that the Greek cities in Syria and
Mesopotamia, like those in Asia Minor, engaged in status negotiation with the Seleukid
kings and achieved a degree of autonomy — but a significantly narrower degree than the
cities in Asia Minor enjoyed. The poleis possessed their own civic institutions, but their
internal affairs were subject to intensive, undisguised royal interference. In the final
period of the Seleukid empire after the loss of Mesopotamia in 140 BC, the kings became
increasingly reliant on the poleis, which gained more autonomy as a result but never

sought to leave Seleukid rule altogether, even as the dynasty self-destructed around them.

Overview of the Heartland
There was no single capital of the Seleukid kingdom in the modern sense,??? nor even in
the sense that the Ptolemies had Alexandria or the Attalids had Pergamon. Polybios and
Diodoros’ accounts usually present Antiochos IV as residing at Antioch,??* because that

is where visitors from the Western Mediterranean usually found him, but in fact the

222 That degree of institutionalisation did not yet exist: Billows (1990) 242; Sherwin-White (1987) 16.
223 polyh. 26.1ff & 30.25ff; Diod. Sic. 31.16ff
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Seleukid court was peripatetic.”** Antiochos 111 and Antiochos IV spent large portions of
their reigns on campaign, and even in peacetime they tended to travel widely; the
Babylonian astronomical diaries record the king residing in Seleukeia-on-the-Tigris and

h,??* and making ceremonial visits to Babylon.??® Tours elsewhere are mentioned

Antioc
in 11 Maccabees.??’ Thus, rather than being based on a core city, the Seleukid kingdom
was based on a core region. The prevailing view used to be that this core was Syria
alone.?®® But, it has become increasingly clear that, before the loss of Mesopotamia in
140, there was a dumbbell-shaped heartland with two central nodes, Syria and
Mesopotamia, which were separate but very strongly linked (see Figure two for a map of

Syria and Figure three for a map of Mesopotamia and the Near East).??°

Both nodes were centred on new cities, founded by the kings in comparatively
under-developed regions and settled by Greco-Macedonian elites; both nodes had a
roughly comparable total population; and both nodes were surrounded by centres of the
native populations, which continued to thrive. However, the two nodes of the dumbbell
differed in a few important ways. Functions were more disparate in Syria, though Antioch
clearly dominated; there were multiple mints and mint-standards in Syria, for example, as
opposed to the single mint in Mesopotamia. The most important distinction, however,
was the orientation of each node in relation to the wider world — people of the Syrian
cities are well-attested in inscriptions from further west and later Greek and Roman
sources tend to think of it as the core of the kingdom. By contrast, the Mesopotamian
node looked east — Mesopotamian Greeks are very rarely attested in the west, and eastern
sources, such as the Babylonian astronomical diaries, considered this region the core of
the kingdom, calling Seleukeia-on-the-Tigris “the royal city” (URU LUGAL-tu / al
Sarrit)® and very rarely mention Syria. Janus-like, the two nodes faced in opposite
directions — a major strength of the empire. Significantly, while the Seleukids survived
the loss of Asia Minor to the Romans without serious issue, they collapsed into utter
chaos almost immediately after the loss of Mesopotamia. The system was based on the

connection that bound the two cores together — the route passing along the Euphrates,

224 Kuhrt (1996): 45; Ma (1999) 7.

225 AD -181 Rev. 8-9; -155 Upper edge 1-2

226 AD -204 C Rev. 14-18.

227 || Macc. 4.18 & 4.43

28 E g. Bevan (1902) 1. 208-209; Seyrig (1970) esp. 301ff.; Welles (1966) 283. Cohen remains of this
opinion: (2006) 81, as does Ma, to the extent that he allows the empire to have a heartland at all, (1999) 7.
229 Billows (1995) xv; Ehrenberg (1969) 145; Invernizzi (1993) 234; Sherwin-White (1987) 17.

%06 g.AD, -273 Brev 31.
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through cities like Seleukeia Zeugma, Doura-Eurdpos, and Jebel Khalid.?*! Bronze coins
were not usually accepted far from their mint of origin, but at Doura-Europos the
majority of the bronzes were from Antioch — proof of the deep commercial links along
the route.”®” The route itself survived the division of the Seleukid kingdom between
Rome and Parthia; Isidoros of Charax recorded it in detail in his itineraries around the

time of Augustus.®®

The Tetrapolis of Syria
The western end of the dumbbell, Syria, was composed of a system of cities centred on
four major cities, known as the Tetrapolis, which consisted of two port cities: Seleukeia-
in-Pieria and Laodikeia-by-the-Sea, and two inland ones: Antioch by Daphné and
Apameia.?* All four cities were founded by Seleukos I in 300,% all, apparently, on a
common plan — excavations show that the insulae at Antioch and at Laodikeia were of
nearly identical dimensions.”®® Seleukeia-in-Pieria and Antioch were clearly intended to
be a pair — they are only half a day’s travel from each other on foot, and the river Orontés
is navigable between them. Laodikeia and Apameia are sometimes taken as a second pair,
but the Bargylos mountain range (the modern an-Nusayriyah / al-° Alawiyin) would have
made communication between them difficult — they are better seen as a south-western and
south-eastern extension of the northern pair, guarding the approaches from Ptolemaic
Koile-Syria. Three further cities attached the Tetrapolis to the wider world: Kyrrhos to
Kommagené and Armenia in the northeast, Arados to Phoenicia in the south, and Beroia

(Aleppo) to Mesopotamia and the east.?*’

From Strabo 16.2.4-10, it is clear that the cities were carefully planned, with
specific functions. The two coastal cities served as ports, while the two inland cities
enabled communication with Mesopotamia.?®® The northern pair, Seleukeia and Antioch,

had administrative functions and each has been referred to, anachronistically, as Seleukos’

281 Nixon (2002) 291; Seyrig (1970) 292.

232 Bellinger (1949) 196.

23 Isidoros of Charax, Parthian Stations 1.

2% Strabo, 16.2.4 (on the Tetrapolis); 16.2.5-6 (on Antioch); 16.2.9 (on Laodikeia); 16.2.10 (on Apameia).
% Malalas 8.199 provides exact dates.

2% The city blocks in Antioch and Laodikeia were of almost exactly the same size (Antioch: 112 x 58
metres and Laodikeia 112 x 57 metres): Downey (1961) 70. Due to modern cities on the sites of Antioch
and Laodikeia and the complete reconstruction of all the cities after earthquakes in Roman and Late
Antique times, excavations tell us practically nothing else about the state of the Tetrapolis in the Hellenistic
Period.

237 Seyrig (1970) 299.

2% McNicoll (1997) 83 ; Rostovtzeff (1941) 478.
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intended capital.?*® Laodikeia and Apameia, closer to the border with Ptolemaic Koile-
Syria, had a pronounced military character; much of the fleet was berthed at Laodikeia,**°
while Apameia and its satellite towns were the home barracks for much of the army and
stabled the empire’s elephants.?*! Strabo reports that there was line-of-sight from the
Bargylos Mountains to both Laodikeia and Apameia,®*? and that this was known suggests
the presence of watchtowers in the mountains. Laodikeia also had pronounced

commercial functions,?** and minted a special coinage for Mediterranean trade.**

We have little indication of the population of these cities. By the time of the
Roman Empire, Antioch was very large. Strabo puts Antioch in the top tier of settlements:

. not much behind Seleukeia-on-the-Tigris and Alexandria-by-Egypt in

power and size.

. 00 oAV T€ AgimeTon kol Suvapel Kol peyébel Televkeiog thc éml T®
Tiypet kol Aleavdpeiag ThHg mpog Atyomt.
(Strabo 16.2.5)**°
This scale dates back at least as far as the reign of Antiochos IV (175-163), who doubled
the size of the city when he added the new quarter, Epiphaneia.?*® I Maccabees and
Diodoros record (separate) massacres of Antiochenes under the later Seleukids,

numbering in the hundreds of thousands **’

— not accurate figures, obviously, but
indicative of the authors’ impressions of Antioch in their time as a very large city. On the
other hand, the other cities of the Tetrapolis seem to have been quite small. Polybios
reports that, when Antiochos Il recaptured Seleukeia-in-Pieria after several decades as a

Ptolemaic exclave:

2% Grainger (1990a) 60; Seyrig (1970) 302.

249 Cic. Phil. 9.4.

241 Strabo 16.2.10.

242 1bid., 16.2.9.

243 | pid.

4% Houghton (1999) 180.

% Diod. Sic. 17.52 claims that civic officials told him that the registers of Alexandria in his time recorded
300,000 free people, which Downey takes as an indication of the sort of scale that Strabo had in mind:
(1958) 86. For logistical reasons, | doubt that Alexandrian officials would have been able to produce such a
total with any degree of accuracy. Even if this number did accurately reflect the contents of the registers, it
would be significantly larger than the free population residing in the city, for Alexandria’s registers
included most of the substantial number of Macedonians settled on kleruchies throughout the Egyptian
countryside: McEvedy (2011) 5-6.

24% Malalas, 8.205.

7] Macc. 11.45 & Diod. Sic. 34/35.17.
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The king ... agreed to give safety to those who were free: these were
around six thousand. After he took the city, he not only spared those who
were free, but also brought back those who had fled from Seleukeia, and
restored both their citizenship and their property.

0 8¢ Pacireds ... ovveydpnoe dDCEW TOIC EAevBEPOIS TV AcPAAELOV:
obtol & mfoav &ig £€akioyikiovg. mapoiafodv 88 THV WOAY OO pdvov
épelcato TtV €AevBépwv, AL KOl TOVG TEPELYOTOS TAV ZEAELVKEMV
KOTOYoy®V THV 1€ ToATeioy adTolg AnédmwKe Kal Tog 0Voiag.

(Polyb. 5.61.1-2)

The natural meaning of éievbépoic would be the free male population of the city, which
would make Seleukeia relatively small. Perhaps the city had become heavily depopulated
under Ptolemaic rule — Polybios’ six thousand cannot include the exiles whom Antiochos
resettled in the settlement, because they would not have needed a guarantee that they
would be protected during the sack of a city which they were not in. The number of initial
settlers at Antioch given by Malalas would seem to fit with the small number of free men

Polybios reports at Seleukeia:

After the destruction of Antigonia,?*® Seleukos made the Athenians living
in Antigonia resettle to the polis of Antioch the Great, which he had

built... as well as some Macedonian men: in total 5,300 men.

0 0¢& XEAEVKOG ETA TO KOTAOTPEWAL TNV AVTIYOVioV €T0INGE UETOKTIGOL
to0¢ ABnvaiovg €ig fijv &ktice mOAMvV Avidxelwv TNV HEYAANV TOVG
olkobvtag tnv Aviryoviav... koi dAlovg 0¢& &vopog Makeddvag, TOVG
névtag dvopag et

(Malalas 8.201)

So, the free population of Seleukeia, given a small amount of population growth and the
absence of exiles, could be the descendants of a similar number of Greek and
Macedonian colonists — assuming Malalas’ figures are accurate. On the one hand,
Malalas is late, muddled, and in his manuscripts the numbers are frequently corrupt.?*°

On the other hand, numbers are not necessarily as prone to corruption as is generally

248 Antigonos I Monophthalamos’ Syrian capital, upstream of Antioch. Exact location unknown.
249 Jeffreys (1986) xxii.; Treadgold (2007) 721f.
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assumed,”*® and the apparatus critici show no disagreement between the manuscripts on
this particular figure.?>* There are good reasons why Malalas might have had access to
the correct figure: Antioch was Malalas’ hometown and he or his sources used a local
history which drew on an official record of the cities’ foundation®? and also supplies
such information as the exact date on which each of the poleis were founded.?*®

It is probable that each of the foundations received a similar number of settlers,
which seems likely given that the four cities were otherwise built on the same plan and
had similar initial intramural areas.?* This could be supported by the agreement between
Malalas’ figure and that of Polybios 5.61. In that case, at their foundations the total free
male population of Tetrapolis would have been a little over twenty thousand and the total
population could have been over a hundred thousand people, if Polybios and Malalas’
figures exclude women, children, and slaves.?®® This is a very large number of people to
have been added to a region suddenly. Of the Tetrapolis, Antioch, at least, grew
consistently, receiving new quarters under Seleukos IlI and Antiochos IV (the
aforementioned Epiphaneia), as well as one built by “the mass of colonists,” 100 TA00vg
1@V oikntopwv (Strabo 16.2.4.). The latter in particular implies organic growth as a result
of urban migration. The other poleis show less signs of growth and the correlation
between Malalas’ foundation figure and Polybios’ late third century BC one suggests that
at Seleukeia, at least, population remained stable, rather than shrinking. That the new
foundations maintained their populations and, further, that Antioch was able to grow
indicates that Syria had proven capable of feeding the initial influx of settlers, with

enough surplus for new migrants to survive also.

It is usually assumed that large non-free Syriac and Jewish populations lived in
the poleis alongside the citizens of Greco-Macedonian descent. However, it is unclear

how large these Syriac and Jewish populations were, and it seems likely that they formed

20 Even the alphabetic numerals which Malalas uses: Develin (1990) 42. Many of the unreliable numbers
in Malalas seem to arise from copyists trying to fix his chronology, which is not internally consistent. This
pressure would not apply to the population figure under discussion here.

1 Jeffreys (1986) 106; Thurn (2000) 152, n. 94.

%2 Treadgold (2007) 737.

253 Seleukeia on the 23" Xanthikos: Malalas 8.199, and Antioch on the 22" Artemisios: Malalas 8.200.
Malalas does not offer exact dates often and never for events outside of the Tetrapolis. Note also that the
order of the dates preserves the fact that Seleukeia was founded first, which a later invention would not be
inclined to do.

2% Cf, Antioch in McEvedy (2011) 20 and Laodikeia-by-the-Sea in Owens (1991) 82.

% Downey uses Malalas’ figure to estimate 17,000-25,000 as the total population of Antioch at foundation:
(1958) 85.
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as the result of a slow process of urban migration rather than being settled in the poleis
when they were founded. They could not have been pulled from native cities, for Syria
under the Achaimenids seems to have been overwhelmingly rural. ®°® There is little

257 and almost

question that Damascus in Koilé Syria was a city under the Achaimenids,
everyone assumes some habitation at Aleppo, though the archaeological evidence for
urbanisation is meagre. ?*® Otherwise, neither archaeology, nor contemporary Greek
sources (principally Xenophon’s Anabasis) provide evidence for large-scale settlements
in Achaimenid Syria.>® Unlike anywhere else east of the Tauros Mountains, the smaller-
order settlements received Greco-Macedonian names, implying that they were settled for
the first time as Greek foundations, rather than being pre-existing Syriac towns.”®® At
Doura-Europos, also a foundation of Seleukos I (indirectly), the first generations of
settlers almost all had Macedonian names.?®* The initial influx of Greco-Macedonian
settlers into Syria would have been a heavy burden on Syria’s carrying capacity without
also decreasing the region’s crop yields by pulling people off the land. The Syriac
sanctuary sites of Baalbek and Bambyké already existed at the beginning of Seleukid

rule,?

and it is probable that they formed central markets and administrative meeting
places for an entirely rural Syriac population — just as the Temple in Jerusalem did in
Achaimenid Judaea.?®® Indeed, this is the role envisaged for the sanctuary of Baitokaike
in a letter from an uncertain Antiochos which is inscribed there.?®* From Seleukos |

onwards, the Seleukids poured money into these sanctuaries, *®

implying that the
Seleukids wished for the sanctuaries to continue to perform their administrative role in a
traditional manner, not to disrupt things by uprooting masses of Syriacs and moving them

into the new poleis. Syriacs did move into the cities of the Tetrapolis over time (as did the

%6 Millar draws attention to the complete lack of data on the period: (1998) 111ff.. Several scholars take it
as given that the area had not been urbanised hitherto: Grainger (1990a) 7: “exclusively rural” and “almost
a blank when Alexander’s army invaded,” 28; Musti (1966) 185: “Esse [cittd nuove] sorgevano in
quell’angolo settentrionale della Siria per cui non si conosce un notevole sviluppo cittadino, per 1’eta
anterior alla conquista macedone...” (These [new cities] arose in the northern quarter of Syria, in which one
does not perceive significant urban expansion during the period before the Macedonian conquest...)

27 Arr. Anab. 2.11.9-10.

%8 o g. Shipley (2000) 303; Cohen (1978) 17; vs. Millar (1998) 112.

29 Millar (1998) 116.

280 gherwin-White & Kuhrt (1993) 114.

261 Rostovtzeff (1941) 487.

%62 Ragette (1980) 27-28; Bambyké had been issuing coinage for some time: Houghton & Lorber
(2002)1.1.27.

%63 Schaper (1995) 528-539; Sherwin-White & Kuhrt (1993) 60. They did not become urban centres until
the Late Seleukid or Early Roman period.

254 |GLS 7.4028 1.26.

265 |_ycian, Syr. D. 19-21.
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Jews), but they did so gradually, as part of a process of urban migration. As such, they
might have been more inclined to Hellenise than if they had arrived as a single large
group. In this regard, it is notable that none of the cities of the Tetrapolis featured Syriac
deities on their coinage at any stage, while the coins of Damascus, which definitely had a

continuous existence as a Syriac city, and of the Syriac-dominated sanctuary sites did.?®®

Thus, it seems probable that at their foundation the cities of the Tetrapolis had a

" The initial influx of Greco-

largely Greco-Macedonian demographic character. %
Macedonian settlers may have been fairly large and, at Antioch in particular, the
population grew throughout the Hellenistic, with the migrants whether Greek, Jewish, or

Syriac probably being largely assimilated into the dominant culture.

Mesopotamia
The Seleukid presence in Mesopotamia dates back even further than in Syria — Seleukos |
had served at Babylon under Perdikkas and was appointed Satrap of Babylon at
Triparadeisos in 322.2°® The Seleukid calendar era counted the years from Seleukos’
dramatic reconquest of the city from Antigonos in 311, indicating Mesopotamia’s central
importance to the Seleukid dynasty. In contrast to the Syrian Tetrapolis, Seleukos’
colonising efforts in Mesopotamia were focused on the single city of Seleukeia-on-the-
Tigris, founded on the site of Opis.?®® Some of the other cities in the region received
some Greco-Macedonian settlers, as in the case of the old Persian capital, Susa (which
was renamed Seleukeia-on-the-Eulaios), but many other pre-existing cities did not,
including the important administrative and cultural centre of Uruk.?”® Though the
Seleukid colonising efforts in Mesopotamia were focused primarily on one foundation, it
was a massive one. Archaeological surveys of the site show that, at its foundation,
Seleukeia-on-the-Tigris covered 550 hectares and had exceptionally large insulae of
75x150 metres — Antioch-by-Daphné at its foundation occupied only 75 hectares, with

insulae of 58x120 metres.”’* As mentioned above, Strabo cited Seleukeia-on-the Tigris as

288 \Wright (2009/10) 198-199.

267 Rostovtzeff (1941) 1.487.

2% Djod. Sic. 18.39.6; Phot. Bibl. 92.

%9 At the eastern end of the Royal canal which linked the Euphrates and Tigris and famous for the mutiny
against Alexander which took place there in 324 BC.

2% Uruk seems to have gradually absorbed some of the institutions of polis life, however: McEwan (1988)
413f.

21 Seleukeia: Invernizzi (1993) 235; Antioch: Downey (1961) 20 & McEvedy (2011) 20.
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an example of the largest order of city in the East, on par with Alexandria-by-Egypt.?”?

Pliny the Elder claims that in his time it was thought to have a population of six hundred

d,?”® which is improbable,?’* but would reflect a general impression among its

thousan
contemporaries that Seleukeia was a very large city indeed. In the time of Strabo and
Pliny the city was primarily significant because of its connection with the Parthian winter
capital, Ktésiphon, across the river, but Strabo saw the city as having had a major role

within Seleukos’ empire too, saying that:

... [Seleukos] and all those after him zealously supported that city and
transferred the royal palace there...

. Kol yop €kelvog Kol ol pHet’ avtov dmavteg mepi TadTy £6movdacav

Vv TOAWV Kol 10 Pacilelov évtadba petnveykay...

(Strabo 16.1.5)
Baciielov, here, means the primary residence of the king and the administrative functions
that went with that, particularly the treasury.?”® This seems to imply that Strabo thought
of Seleukeia-on-the-Tigris as the sole Seleukid capital. Since it was founded before the
Syrian cities, for a time it may have been. It did not stay that way, for at 16.2.5 he
mentions that there was also a basileion at Antioch, and the kings became highly
peripatetic once their kingdom expanded beyond Babylonia. Since it was the capital of
the satrapy of Babylonia, the Babylonians treated Seleukeia as the king’s primary
residence, consistently referring to it alone as “the royal city” (URU LUGAL-t0 / al
Sarriiti), a term for the king’s main city which dated back to Neo-Assyrian times.?’® This
reflects the Babylonian diaries’ highly parochial view of the world, rather than indicating
that it was actually the Seleukids’ sole capital. 21T Nevertheless, the diaries and the

archaeological evidence confirm the impression given by Strabo and Pliny of a

272 Straho, 16.2.5.

273 plin. NH. 6.122.

21 Excavations to date suggest that Seleukeia continued to cover roughly 550 hectares, or 5.5km? a
relatively large area for an ancient city. However, 600,000 inhabitants would give a population density of
109,000 people/km? — over six times the density of modern Hong Kong Island! (16,230 people/km? : Hong
Kong Census & Statistics Dept. Population & Vital Events, www.censtatd.gov.hk/FileManager/EN/
Content_803/population.pdf, accessed 27" Oct. 2012). If there is any truth to Pliny’s figure, perhaps it
applies to the whole Parthian settlement complex, including Kt&siphon, Vologesocerta, and large
(archaeologically unattested) outer suburbs.

275 SJ, sv.poocidetov.

278 kida (1979) 76f.

21" Kuhrt (1996) 44; Sherwin-White (1983) 270. The extant diaries mention Antioch only twice: -155 A
Upper edge 1-2 & -149 A Rev. 3-13; less often than they report the presence of escaped dogs on the streets
of Babylon.
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persistently enormous settlement — in the ancient world, such large-scale settlements

could only be maintained by the on-going patronage of the central government.?’®

Mesopotamia, unlike Syria, was heavily urbanised and Seleukeia-on-the-Tigris
was, from the first, settled in part by inhabitants from Babylon. A strong tradition,
represented by Pliny, Pausanias, and Strabo, holds that Seleukos transferred the entire
population of the city except for the priests to Seleukeia-on-the-Tigris.?”® However,
cuneiform records and archaeology show that, if Babylon declined during the Seleukid
period, it did so gradually,?®® and the extensive royal patronage of Babylon seems
incongruent with a policy of depopulation.?" Further, Josephos mentions that a large
group of Jews were driven out of Babylon by the Babylonians in the first century AD,
which implies that the city remained populated well into Parthian times.?®? Given that
Babylon was not the only native city in Babylonia, it seems implausible that the new
foundation would have drained Babylon exclusively. The story that Babylon had been
depopulated by Seleukeia probably reflects the telescoping of a gradual process of
population shift,*® first-century AD concerns among the Seleukeians about the Parthian
patronage of the cities of Ktasiphon and Vologesocerta,?®* and the power of the image as

a symbol for the Hellenisation of the East.

While Babylon was not depopulated, it is nevertheless certain that Mesopotamians
were resettled at Seleukeia (in addition to those who already lived at Opis); the scale of
the initial foundation makes clear that Seleukos intended that Seleukeia-on-the-Tigris be
a massive city, and it seems highly unlikely that he was able to ship the bulk of its
inhabitants all the way from Greece and Macedon. Seleukos probably founded the city
while he was still at war with Antigonos, and thus could not afford to settle vast numbers

of his soldiers in the foundation.”® At that time, Antigonos still controlled Syria and the

278 \Jan Dam (2010) 6-10.

279 plin. NH. 6.122; Paus. 1.16.3; Strabo 16.1.5.

280 Bojy (2004) 136 & 142; van der Spek (1993) 98;

281 Kuhrt & Sherwin-White (1991) 82; Sarkisian (1969) 319; Sherwin-White (1987) 18.

%82 Joseph. AJ 18.373.

283 McEwan (1988) 413.

284 Plin. NH. 6.122 asserts that the Parthians only founded these cities (which were satellite settlements of
Seleukeia) “to empty out [Seleucia] in turn” invicem ad hanc exhauriendam. There is no archaeological
evidence for this and the population of the region grew throughout the period, so there the foundation of
these cities need not have been at the demographic expense of Seleukeia. They did, however, take its
political predominance.

“8 The foundation date of Seleukeia is uncertain. Invernezzi (1993) 235 dates it to before 306/5 BC on
numismatic grounds (ESM 1-8 = SC 115.2, 117.1, 125.1, 125.2, 126), but these coins have been redated to
¢.300 and after by Houghton & Lorber (2002) 52ff.. Strabo 16.1.5, discussed above, says the Seleukos
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Levant, blocking Seleukos’ access to the Mediterranean, so Seleukos could not import
Greeks from the west either.?®® The large Mesopotamian population is reflected by the
enormous cuneiform archive in the city’s agora — the largest archive from the Hellenistic
period.?®” Thus, unlike the Syrian cities, the bulk of the population of Seleukeia-on-the-
Tigris was non-Greek from the start, and in choosing to found a city when he did, where
he did, on the scale he did, Seleukos must have known and intended that it would be so.

Throughout the east, the natives must have far outnumbered Greco-
Macedonians,”® whose numbers were very limited — Billows calculates that only twenty-
five thousand Macedonian men were available to be settled in the new Hellenistic
kingdoms.?®° When the natives stayed in the countryside or in traditional cities, their
taxes were redirected to profit the new Greek centres rather than the old Persian ones, but
things otherwise remained much the same.?*® When natives moved to the new Seleukid
foundations (as at Seleukeia-on-the-Tigris) they were allowed to incorporate a politeuma
(association) of their own under the aegis of the polis, giving them some civic rights and
also a discrete identity.?®* Relations between the Greek elite, who were full citizens, and
these politeumata were often less than cordial; Josephos describes relations between

Greeks and the Mesopotamians in Seleukeia-on-the-Tigris in the first century AD:

The norm much of the time is for there to be stasis and discord between

the Seleukeian Greeks and the Syrians,?*? and the Greeks dominate.

transferred the royal palace to Seleukeia, weakly implying that he was already king (i.e. after 306 BC)
when he founded the city, and his assumption of the diadem would have been a natural time for Seleukos to
found a city named after himself: Hopkins (1972) 5. Hadley (1978) 230, argues that the war with Antigonos
makes a foundation before 300 BC improbable, but Seleukos founded the Tetrapolis, including its coastal
cities, when war loomed with Ptolemaios and was still ongoing with the sea-king Démétrios Poliorket&s.
Grainger (1990b) 100, argues that the city was most easily founded after Antigonos’ attack on Babylon
(309 BC), when there would have been large numbers of refugees in need of settling. The only surviving
Babylonian astronomical diaries for the period discuss, of all things, astronomy, and offer no assistance in
resolving this issue.

286 Aperghis (2004) 94.

87 Centro Richerche Archeologiche e Scavi di Torino, “Seleucia on the Tigris: The Archives”
http://www.centroscavitorino.it/en/progetti/irag/seleucia-archivi.html. (Accessed 25/9/2012).

288 Aperghis (2004) 94; Ehrenberg (1969) 153; Jones (1940) 161.

289 Billows (1995) 154ff. But estimates vary widely, e.g. Jones (1940) 23-25 calculated that there were only
fifteen thousand Macedonians available for colonisation, that each city must have had at least five thousand
(Presumably on account of Malalas 8.201), that not many Greeks can have been settled because the sources
are always emphasising the settlement of Macedonians, and that the Macedonians must therefore have been
the majority of the colonists (which does not necessarily follow). He thus concludes that the kings cannot
actually have founded very many cities at all.

20 Eqdy (1961) 110.

21 Cohen (1978) 86.

292 Josephus calls the Mesopotamians “Syrians” because they were Aramaic speakers (i.e. Syriacs).
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Yehevkéwv 101 "EAANGL TPOGC TOVg TVPove (G €mi TOAD €v oTdoel Kol
dyovoiq €otiv 6 Plog kai kpatodow ot "EAAnveg.
(Joseph. AJ 18.374)

The passage suggests that, by that time, Greek dominance was fragile, because the arrival
of the aforementioned group of Jews from Babylon supposedly upsets the bases of Greek
control. Cohen argues that the Greeks “functioned as an exclusive group” to avoid being
absorbed,? but this exclusion was not total, for later in Josephos’ narrative above, the
Greeks go out individually to speak to “their acquaintances among the Syriacs” t®v
Y0pwv tovg avtoig cvvndelg (Joseph. AJ 18.375). Exclusivity cannot explain the Greek
strength in the Seleukid period, either, since the passage shows that their power had
weakened, but gives no reason to think that their expression of ethnic identity had
changed. The Greeks’ weakness by the time of Josephos is most naturally explained as a
result of decreased support under Parthian rule — by then they were one ethnic group
among many rather than the dominant culture of the empire. In that case, the Greeks’
previous strength under the Seleukid rule indicates the importance of the military,

ideological, and financial support which they received from the Seleukid king.

Thus, the new foundations of the Seleukid Empire fell into two major categories.
In the west, there was the Tetrapolis of Syria, composed of four major settlements and
several minor satellites, which were (initially) rather small and predominantly Greek,
surrounded and supported by Syriac peasantry. In the east there was Seleukeia-on-the-
Tigris, which was always massive, and, though ruled by a Greek elite, had a large
Mesopotamian population. The two centres were linked by a chain of foundations along

the Euphrates.

Were the Foundations of the Heartland Poleis?
All of the Seleukid foundations had Greek elites and a Greek flavour, but scholars differ
substantially on whether they properly counted as poleis. Some early scholarship saw the
Hellenistic foundations as full poleis, essentially mini-Athenses in the east, but an equally
substantial current maintained that the polis, especially in the political sense, had become
completely extinct after the Battle of Chairdneia in 338. More recent scholarship has
tended to take a middle ground, emphasising continuity between the Classical and

Hellenistic periods and the on-going vitality of the polis in the Hellenistic, while also

298 Cohen (1978) 33; Jones (1940) 160.
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emphasising that most Classical poleis were not like Athens. These scholars interpret the
new Hellenistic foundations, such as the cities of Syria and Mesopotamia, as being in
much the same mould as less exceptional Classical poleis. However, the alternate view
that either the polis was entirely extinct or, at least, that the new foundations were not
poleis persists, and there is really no agreement in the literature.”**

The cities were referred to as poleis both by themselves and by the Seleukid king.
An example of this is IGLS 1183, from Seleukeia-in-Pieria, which includes a decree of
the city and a letter from the king. Both decree and letter explicitly refer to Seleukeia-in-
Pieria as a polis.*® As mentioned on page 12, this does not necessarily mean that the
cities of the Seleukid heartland were poleis in the political sense, because the Greeks used
the term with topographical and urban meanings aside from the specific socio-political
meaning invariably meant by modern scholars.?*® When the Greeks spoke of the polis in
the socio-political sense, as discussed on page 12, they expected it to have the following
characteristics: a territory, a sense of community, and self-government. | shall address
these three aspects successively, arguing that the new Seleukid foundations also

possessed each of these characteristics and were, therefore, poleis in the political sense.

Territory
There can be no question that the cities of Syria and Mesopotamia possessed territories of
their own — a significant amount of modern scholarship is concerned with the distinction
between royal and civic land.?®” Though most of the evidence for the existence of civic
land arises from Asia Minor or later periods, there is plenty of evidence that Syrian cities
possessed their own territories in the Hellenistic Period. Strabo provides an example in

the case of Apameia when he says that the usurper Diodotos:

. received his initial support from that polis and its dependent towns:
Larisa, Kasiana, Megara, Apollonia and others, which all paid tribute to

Apameia...

2% Foundations were poleis: Bevan (1902) 1.222; Giovannini (1993) 269; Jouget (1928) 89; Rostovtzeff
(1941) 1.483; van der Spek (1987) 57.

Foundations were not poleis: Downey (1961) 112; Ehrenberg (1969) 203; Ma (1999) 229; Runciman (1990)
348.

2% As does Ptolemaios 111 in the Garoub Papyrus: BNJ 160 col.2 & 3.

2% Hansen (2000) 180-181.

27 e, g. Aperghis (2004) 88ff.; Bikerman (1938) 160; Rostovtzeff (1941) 179, 465ff., 481, 493ff.
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... 8K THG TOAE®G TAVTNG E0YE TAG APOPUOS Kol TOV TTePOKidwV, Aapiong

1e Koi TV Kaoctovdv kai Meydpov kol AmtoAloviag kol GAAOV To100TwV,

ol GLVETELOLVV €ic TNV Amtdpeilav dmoocalt. ..

(Strabo 16.2.10)
While meprowidwv on its own is capable of meaning simply ‘neighbouring towns,’
ovvetélovy, which has implications of either tax or tribute, makes it clear that these
communities formed part of a civic territory of some sort.*® Polybios provides another
example, which also shows that these hinterlands could be substantial, when speaking of

Antiochos III’s war prospects after capturing Tyre and Skythos:

...the territory subject to these poleis could easily supply his entire army
and provide the full requirements for his expedition.

. TO TNV VTOTETAYUEVV YDPAV TOIC TOAESL TavToS Pading dvvacOat

TOVIL TQ OTPUTOMES® YOPNYElV Kol  Ooyf] Tapackevalely  Ta

KoTEMELyovVTO TPOG TNV Ypeiav.

(Polyb. 5.70.5)
The idea of non-royal land was definitely not alien to the Syria-Mesopotamian context —
the large temples of the region had possessed significant land-holdings since at least the
neo-Babylonian period (626-539).*° So, Greco-Macedonian precedent was for cities to
have territory; local precedent did not contradict that, and there is plenty of evidence that

Greek precedent was followed in the case of the Seleukid foundations.

Community of citizens
The cities of Syria and Mesopotamia, were without a doubt communities of citizens.*® In
IGLS 3.2.1183, an inscription in Seleukeia-in-Pieria made in 186, Aristolochos, one of

the king’s friends is made a citizen of the city. This was accomplished by enrolling him in

a tribe and deme, just as in Classical Athens:

... he is to be enrolled, by the secretary, as the son of Aristolochos, in the
deme of Olympieus and the tribe of Laodikis.

298 | SJ sv. eproikic; sV. Toviehéom.
299 gchaper (1995) 528.
%90 Gjovannini (1993) 269 & 283.
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... Qvaypaefval & adTOV VIO TOD YPOUUATEMS, TUTPOS APIGTOLOYOV Eig
pev dfjpov, OAvumiéan, ATV 0& AcodiKida.
(IGLS 3.2.1183 |.24-25).

The fact that citizenship was given as an honour suggests that it was valued highly, and
the need to record Aristolochos’ patronymic when he was enrolled further implies that
citizenship was determined by descent and was thus exclusive. The Syrian and
Mesopotamian cities also regularly made use of ethnic designations, such as “the
Antiochenes” and “the Seleukeians.” The ethnics occur in inscriptions from the time of
Antiochos 111 onwards and appeared on coins as soon as the first municipal bronzes were
issued under Antiochos IV.*! Such ethnics are a strong indication that they viewed
themselves as community of citizens, rather than simply people at a place.*** The case of
Ptolemais-Aké provides an example of the strength of these civic identities. Captured
from the Ptolemies in 198 and renamed Antiocheia-in-Ptolemaia, the old name of the city
lived on and reasserted itself in the middle of the first century BC.3* The endurance of
the old name suggests a communal identity entirely distinct from Seleukid rule, which the
Seleukids were unable to suppress.®* Finally, the civic myths of Antioch, including
successive foundations by Orestés, Alexander, and Seleukos, which are well-attested in
Libanios, Malalas, and in art, all date back to the Seleukid period, suggesting a desire for
myths of identity in that period.>® It seems clear, therefore, that the new Seleukid

foundations behaved as a community of citizens with a strong communal identity.

Self-Government
As discussed in chapter one, the classical Greek polis was by nature a self-governing
community with some degree of independent action. Many communities of classical
Greece which otherwise might have qualified as poleis were usually not viewed as such
by their contemporaries because they were simply a subordinate part of a larger
community, with no independent sovereign power. The settlements of the Spartan
perioikoi are a well-known example.?® Strictly following such a definition, no settlement

subject to a king, including those of the Seleukid heartland, could ever meet the

%01 BMC: Antiochos IV #38 — 88 (These will be discussed at length in chapter three).
%02 Hansen (1996) 170 & 190.

303 Ake, whence the modern day name of the city, Acre, is derived.

%04 Bagnall (1976) 238; Kindler (1978) 51-53.

%05 See page 64ff.

%% Hansen (1995) 25.
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requirements to be a polis in the political sense. Even in the Classical Period, however,
very few communities possessed eleutheria according to the wider definitions — most
were subject, to a greater or lesser extent, to the most powerful poleis, such as Athens,
Sparta, and Thebes.*” In practice, the Greeks used the political meaning of polis to refer
to any settlement with at least some freedom of action in internal matters.*® This
included the subordinate allies/subjects of Athens and the Greek cities under Persian
rule.®® So long as a community had institutions of internal self-governance with some
theoretical ability to act according to their own discretion, the community was considered
to be a polis.3*

It is clear that the cities of the Seleukid heartland contained an array of institutions
for internal self-governance. ' Two decrees, one from Seleukeia-in-Pieria (IGLS
3.2.1183), and another from Laodikeia-by-the-Sea (IGLS 4.1261), indicate that these
cities possessed magistrates and assemblies. Both decrees were (officially) enacted by
their Assemblies, implying that, in theory, the latter possessed final decision-making
power. The forms of a self-governing polis were maintained (the details and
independence of these institutions will be discussed in chapter three).®? Thus, the
Seleukid core cities display evidence of a sense of community, possession of a hinterland,
and institutions of self-government. They were poleis, both in the general sense of large

conurbations and in the specifically political sense.

Role of the Foundations
As the Syrian and Mesopotamian poleis were royal foundations, their very existence
represents a royal polis policy — they were founded because Seleukos | and Antiochos |
thought it to be in their interest to transplant the polis system to the east and they were
maintained because their successors thought it in their interests to maintain that polis
system. Exactly why they thought that that system was in their interest has been the
subject of debate. It is clear that there was an element of self-aggrandisement, of

mimicking Alexander and the other diadochoi,®*® but the locations and scale of the

%07 Carlsson (2010) 61.

%98 Hansen (1995) 37.

%99 |pid., 22, 24, & 25.

*19 Grainger (1990a) 63-65; Hansen (1995) 23.
$11 Bikerman (1938) 143; Markholm (1966) 110.
%12 Bjkerman (1938) 157.

%13 Dunn (2012) 119.
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foundations, which far exceed those of the other diadochoi, are not fully explained by this
motivation alone. Several other factors have been mooted, none of which are satisfactory
on their own and not all of which seem to have been in the minds of the founders, but
which together demonstrate the essentiality of the Syrian and Mesopotamian poleis to
Seleukid rule.

A common view in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries was that
Hellenistic foundations were primarily intended to spread Greek civilisation. The most
notable proponent of this view in relation to the Seleukids was their first modern historian,
Bevan, who saw a connection between the Seleukid foundations and the then
contemporary colonial venture, explicitly stating “the work being done by European
nations... in the East is the same work which was begun by Macedonia and Rome.”**
The popularity of this view declined in tandem with the popularity of the European
colonial venture, and it was thoroughly attacked by Sherwin-White and Kuhrt, who were
influenced by Edward Said’s 1978 book, Orientalism.® It can now be considered
discredited, though it is unquestionable that the foundations were partially responsible for

the spread of Greek art, culture, and technology to the east.

Another old view, partially inspired by analogy with the Roman Late Republic,
holds that the foundations were intended for the retirement of veterans.*'® The Seleukid
colonists were indeed veterans, and their settlement did ensure that the Seleukids
possessed a source of new Greco-Macedonian soldiers, rather than having to import them
from the Aegean basin.®!’ But, Jones notes, there was no reason why they had to be
settled in poleis;*'® in Egypt they were largely settled in rural estates.**® In the Seleukid
system, it appears from evidence at Doura-Eurdpos that veterans received both an urban
plot and a rural plot.**® That this was a general policy is supported by the letter in Josep.
AJ 12.148-52 concerning the settlement of Babylonian Jewish colonists in Lydia and
Phrygia under Antiochos I111.%?! In that latter case, the settlement was motivated by

Antiochos III “learning about rebels in Lydia and Phrygia” movBavopevog todg €v Avdig

%14 Bevan (1902) 1.10.

%1% Sherwin-White (1987); Kuhrt (1987); Sherwin-White & Kuhrt, (1993).

%18 Cohen (1991) 41.

17 Billows (1995) 22. Cohen (1978) 8-9; Rostovtzeff (1941) 1.499ff.

%18 Jones (1940) 9.

%19 Cohen (1991).

%20 p Dura 12 & 15; Cohen (1978) 51ff. discusses the controversies about whether the rural plot was
alienable and whether it carried an obligation to military service.

%21 Cohen (1978) 5-9.
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kai @puyig vemtepiCovrag (Josep. AJ 12.149). The earlier settlements of Seleukos | and
Antiochos | might have had a similar motivation and the fact that Antiochos I11 deployed
colonisation to deal with rebellions in Lydia and Phrygia implies that they were at any
rate perceived to have had a positive affect on maintenance of order in the Seleukid
heartland. Once the decision had been made to settle the veterans in poleis and komai,
however, these settlements became important to the Seleukid military and the need for
soldiers was a major factor in the maintenance of these communities. However, both
Doura-Europos and Antiochos III’s Jewish colonies were far smaller than the Tetrapolis
and Seleukeia-on-the-Tigris;**? the settlement of veterans alone does not explain these
foundations’ scale, which as noted above, required that Greeks be imported from the west
and natives be resettled in the new settlements alongside the colonists. Nor can the
provision of soldiers really be seen as the sole function of the larger foundations for the

Seleukid dynasty.

Aperghis argues that the foundations were concentrated in areas which were less
heavily urbanised and were “part of a systematic effort to intensify economic activity and
generate more silver for the royal treasury” by introducing coinage to the new territories
and developing a cash economy which would allow the Seleukid king to collect tax in
coin rather than produce.®*® Aperghis shows that this was a result of the new foundations,
in the locations where poleis were established. Aperghis’ theory is not a complete
explanation, however. It does not explain the foundation of Seleukeia-on-the-Tigris, for
Mesopotamia was already full of cities, and surely it would have been cheaper to
spearhead the development of a cash economy in Mesopotamia using the mint at Babylon,
which had been important since Alexander. Instead the Babylonian mint was phased out
in favour of Seleukeia-on-the-Tigris and the Babylonian Astronomical Diaries, which
include the daily price of goods at the market, and the cuneiform contracts from Uruk
show that the Babylonians continued to use their old system, based on weights of silver
rather than coins, throughout the Seleukid period.®** Nevertheless, Aperghis demonstrates
that the poleis were central to the form of the Seleukid economy in Syria and in northern
Mesopotamia — two regions which under the Achaimenids had not been economically

important became essential parts of the Seleukid royal economy as a result of the poleis.

%22 Doura-Eurdpos was about 45 hectares at its height — a bit over half the size of the Tetrapolis cities at
their foundations: Aperghis (2004)

%23 Aperghis (2005) 27; idem (2004) 89-99. Foreshadowed by Rostovtzeff (1941) 157-160.

%24 AD passim, but especially volume 3; Doty (1979) 52.
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Grainger took a similar, but more generalised and less economic, approach when
he argued that the new foundations were principally intended to solidify control over the
new Seleukid territories.®*® At the foundation of the Tetrapolis, Syria had only just come
under Seleukid control, having previously been an Antigonid territory, and was open to
attack from Ptolemaic Koilé Syria. It was essential for Seleukos to solidify his control
over Syria, ideologically, administratively, and militarily, especially as Antigonos’ heir
Démeétrios remained at large.326 All accounts emphasise that the inhabitants of Antigonos’
Syrian capital, Antigoneia, were resettled in either Seleukeia-in-Pieria or Antioch. The
fact that the sources cannot agree which city they were resettled in perhaps indicates that
they were split among the new settlements. The foundation legends recorded by Malalas
and Libanios also mention a large number of local Greeks who were resettled into the
new foundations.?*” Although there had been some Greek settlement along the coast since

the eighth century (and some presence since Mycenaean times),**

the large number of
local Greek settlements which Malalas records is difficult to accept. Perhaps they were
actually smaller Antigonid settlements, dressed up with mythic pasts by later generations.
The presence of such settlements is supported by the case of Apameia, which was
founded on top of a pre-existing settlement called Pella, the Macedonian name of which
implies that it was an Antigonid settlement.®*° By splitting the Antigonid partisans in the
region among the new foundations and settling them alongside Seleukid veterans, Jews,
and some native Syriacs,®* Seleukos diluted their influence in Syria, while working to

transfer their loyalty to him.%**

This factor was probably not at play in the foundation of Seleukeia-on-the-Tigris,
because Babylon was notably loyal to Seleukos, revolting in his favour in 311.3%2 Perhaps,

however, Babylon’s loyalty was constricting. *** Babylonian history provided many

%25 Grainger (1990a) 54ff & idem (2010) 57ff. Followed by Billows (1990) 304; Capdetrey (2007) 60;
Cohen (2006) 24 & Sherwin-White & Kuhrt (1993) 158; Shipley (2000) 289.

326 \Will (1984b) 103-108.

%27 Malalas, 8.202 & Lib.Or.11.91

%28 Boardman (2002) 2-3.

%29 Cohen (2006) 94.

%% Djod. Sic. 20.47.6 & 21.1.6; Lib. Or. 11.92; Malalas 8.201.

%! The process has parallels with the transportation and resettlement of conquered populations practiced by
the Assyrian and Neo-Babylonian kings.

Dunn suggests Seleukos adopted Démétrios” symbols (particularly bull iconography) as his own: (2012) 79.
This could reflect Seleukos’ efforts to transfer the Antigonid partisans’ loyalty to him, alongside his
eventual marriage to Démétrios’ daughter Stratonike.

%% Diod. Sic. 19.90.

%3 Grainger (1990b) 100.
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precedents for the acceptance of foreigners as kings of Babylon, ** but a high degree of
assimilation to Babylonian mores was expected.**> The Seleukids were keen to play the
part of a Babylonian king,*® but they probably did not want to do so constantly,
especially as that would interfere with fulfilling the kingship roles expected by their other
subjects. Moreover, the city had not had a king permanently in residence since Nabonidus
abandoned the city over two hundred years earlier.*” Since that time, the priests of the
Esagila and the citizenry had been able to run the city on a day-to-day basis without

direct royal involvement.3®

As a result, they might also have had mixed feelings about
the return of the king.** Finally, by moving his palace to a new foundation, Seleukos
could avoid giving the other Mesopotamian cities the impression that they were

controlled by Babylon.**® So, the foundation of Seleukeia was unlikely to displease any

party.

Seleukeia was established right on the very edge of the inhabited region in
Mesopotamia, bordering the Diyala Plain, between the Tigris and the Zagros Mountains.
The meticulous programme of archaeological surveys collated by Robert McC. Adams
shows that the Diyala Plain was then almost entirely depopulated and had been for over a
thousand years, since the Kassite invasions of the sixteenth century BC.3* In the
Seleukid-Parthian period, however, its population exploded, increasing by almost 1500%
and its inhabitants moving from nomadic pastoralists to intensive agriculturalists.®** The

%3 was enabled by the

Diyala Plain’s transformation from wasteland to breadbasket
improved irrigation technology developed in the Hellenistic and the demand for food

created by Seleukeia. Whether Seleukos foresaw that his new foundation would cause the

3 Nearly all Babylonian royal dynasties were of non-Babylonian origin, including that of Hammurabi
(Amorite) and Nebuchadnezzar 11 (Chaldean).

%3 \/an De Mieroop (1997) 46.

36 AD -245 A Obv.12-13; BCHP 5 Obv. 1.9; BCHP 6; Rostovtzeff (1941) 1.437; Kuhrt & Sherwin-White
(1991) 71-86; Linssen (2004) 19, 85, 108.

7 van De Mieroop (1997) 224.

%% |bid., 137ff.

%39 The story of the foundation of Seleukeia-on-the-Tigris, in which the priests attempt to mislead the king,
have often been taken to represent conflict between Seleukos and his priesthood: Bevan (1902) 253.

%9 On the parochialialism of Mesopotamian cities: Van de Mieroop (1997) 43. The last Babylonian ruler,
Nabonidus had held unorthodox religious views and took the gods of all the Mesopotamian cities to
Babylon, which posterity viewed very unfavourably (with Achaimenid encouragement): Nabonidus
Chronicle: Grayson (1975) 7.iii.9-12; Cyrus Cylinder: Lendering et al. (2010) 32-33; Beaulieu (1993) 243,
254.

1 Adams (1965) 53ff.

%2 |bid., 63. This transformation had massive long-term consequences — the centre of gravity in
Mesopotamia permanently shifted north, and its produce fed, in turn, Seleukid Seleukeia, Parthian &
Sassanid Ktesiphon, Umayyad Kufa, and Abbasid Baghdad.

%43 Plin. NH. 6.122 calls it “the most fertile farmland in the whole east” agrum totius orientis fertilissimum.
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development of the Diyala Plain is uncertain — it was not an obviously fertile region and
the pre-existing settlement of Opis had not had such an affect.®** If Seleukeia-on-the-
Tigris was founded while Antigonos was still a major threat, shorter term goals may have
been important also.3** In that case a major motive for the foundation would have been to
rival Antigoneia, which was founded in Syria in 307 (itself, in part, a response to
Ptolemaios’ Alexandria).**® The foundation’s placement also allowed it to form part of
Seleukos’ eastern policy, with the city at the terminus of a redirected Royal Road, which
would henceforth pass directly from Babylonia, along the Diyala River through Ekbatana
to M&dia and Bactria.>*’ The location was particularly appropriate on account of the
presence of the royal canal, which connected it to the more heavily populated Euphrates
Valley.348 Bactria and M&dia supplied essential troops and resources (particularly gold),349
so the routes from these territories to Seleukos’ borders with the other diadochoi needed
to be as efficient and secure as possible. The fact that further poleis were subsequently
founded in M&dia and Bactria supports this analysis.** The foundation of Seleukeia, thus
entrenched the shift of the administrative centre of the Near East from Susa and Persis to
northern Mesopotamia, which had been begun under Alexander. There was no longer any
reason for the royal road to detour through Susa and Persis, or to have administrative

machinery in those locales.*

Thus, many factors encouraged the foundation and maintenance of poleis, most of
which boil down to establishing control and establishing structure in military, political,
and economic spheres. The network of fortified settlements created and maintained the

essential artery of the kingdom — the route which linked the Mediterranean to Inner Asia,

4 The region is alternately dry and very wet, requiring a great deal of irrigation to conserve water, manage
floods, and prevent rises in salinity: Adams (1965) 3ff. There is one potential Mesopotamian precedent for
founding a city to develop a new region, in Sargon of Assyria’s description of the foundation of Dur-
Sharrukin: Van De Mieroop (1997) 60. That city did not outlast its founder and it is unlikely anyone knew
of it in Seleukos’ day.

%% On the uncertainty surrounding the date of Seleukeia’s foundation see page 49, note 285, above.

%8 Grainger (1990b) 100; Rostovtzeff (1941) 157.

%7 The Ekbatana route, “one of the few natural east-west passes through the long barrier of the Zagros
range,” had long been in use, but the Seleukids lavished attention on it, razing Ekbatana to the bedrock and
rebuilding it from the ground up Stronach (2012) 53 & 55.

8 Hopkins (1972) 5.

9 AD -273 B obv. 31 mentions the passage through Seleukeia of several war elephants from Bactria during
the First Syrian War. The enumeration of troops before the Battle of Raphia, at Polyb.5.79, makes clear the
reliance of the Seleukid army on forces from Média and northeastern Iran. Seleukid gold mostly derived
from Siberia: Rostovtzeff (1941) 1.447.

%0 1bid., 1.479.

%1 Which became something of a backwater in this period, but remained part of the Seleukid realm:
Wiesehofer (2011) 110f.
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not just militarily, but also commercially and socially. Seleukos’ colonisation programme
may also have included shorter-term goals, which explain the differences between the
two ends of the dumbbell: the desire to match Antigoneia (and Alexandria) encouraged
the foundation of a single megalopolis in Mesopotamia, while the need to dilute the
Antigonid settlers and block both invasion routes from Koilé Syria encouraged the
foundation of several smaller poleis in Syria. The foundations had long-term macro-
historical consequences: the introduction of currency to the east and the revitalisation of
the Diyala Plain and these long term benefits were also significant to the poleis’

foundations and to the kings’ continued patronage of the poleis.

Tying Polis to King
If these poleis were intended to solidify and maintain Seleukid control over new regions
and potentially unruly populations, then we might expect to see elements in the poleis
designed to ensure loyalty and obedience to the Seleukid dynasty. Such elements do exist:
the cities were designed so that they could not easily withstand royal force; to recall
Macedon so that the colonists would have less inclination to desert; and their civic
identities were tied closely to the Seleukid dynasty, such that expression of polis identity

could be achieved by loyalty to the dynasty rather than through opposition to it.

The very design of the cities ensured that the royal garrisons were in control.
None of the Syrian cities were defenceless — Ptolemaic armies and Arab raiders
frequently ravaged the region, after all. But in all cases, Grainger observed, the citadel,
which was home to a royal garrison, commanded by an epi ton akrophthlakion®? or an

3

akrophylax,®* was external, such that it could be reinforced from outside the city in the

case of revolt (unlike, for example, the Athenian acropolis).*** The citadel of Antioch,
provides an example. A plan of the city in the Roman period sourced from McEvedy is

355

supplied at right.”> The city of Antioch sat at the bottom of the steep slope of Mount

Silpios. The citadel was located at the top of the slope, so a force threatening the citadel

%2 0GIS 254.

%3 Joseph.AJ.13.388; Polyb.5.50.10f. Bickerman (1938) 54 claims that the title phrourarchos was also used,
but none of his citations support that.

%% Grainger (1990a) 62. The only exception is the citadel of the small town on the Euphrates at Jebel
Khalid, (just barely) within the city walls on a huge limestone bluff, which provides the best position for
monitoring river traffic: Clark (2002a) viii & 47.

%5 McEvedy (2011) 20. The walls of Tiberius, Theodosius Il and Justinian all post-date the Seleukid period,
but the wall of Tiberius largely reflects the boundaries of the city by the end of the Seleukid period, except
that they (and the walls of Justinian) also enclose a large portion of the slope of Mount Silpios, which has
never been inhabited owing to its steepness.
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from the city would be utterly unable to dislodge the garrison.**® The slope on the other
side of Mount Silpios is very shallow, making it easy to reinforce the citadel from outside
the city, but also meaning that the citadel was only really effective for countering attacks
from the city. Antioch was completely indefensible against external attack — down to the
time of the Crusades, there is not a single example of the city withstanding a siege.®" It is
difficult to believe that Seleukos, hardened general that he was, unintentionally
established an indefensible city — apparently, the ability to dominate the settlement was

more important than being able to defend it against external attack (it is the furthest of the

Tetrapolis from the Ptolemaic border, so this . s
would not be entirely unreasonable). In L,m,.mmso;m )
Mesopotamia Seleukeia-on-the-Tigris seems o <
to have been poorly defended — it could not
have survived very long under siege on
account of its size, anyway.**® In other cases,
defence against external attack appears to
have assumed a higher priority. For example,
Seleukeia-in-Pieria’s citadel, sitting atop the

13

Koryphaion, a massive massif, was “a
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kpeittov Ploc (Strabo 16.2.8);*° its strategic Antioch in the Roman period:
position made such defences a necessity.>*° McEvedy (2011) 20
But again, the prime defensive position was occupied by the citadel, which would have
held a royal garrison. The city was far below and separately walled, linked to the citadel

by a single narrow staircase carved into the cliff-face*®* — a situation which Antiochos Il

%8 Downey (1961) 17 & 65; an Arabic chronicle of the eight century incorrectly assumes that the entire
mountain must have been included within the walls from the beginning, because the alternative (the reality
that at its foundation the citadel was fortified separately) was unbelievable on tactical grounds: Codex
Vaticanus Arabicus 286, 2.5ff.

*7 Downey (1961) 17 & 65.

%8 McNicoll (1997) 102. He suggests that mudbrick walls probably existed (none have yet been found) and
that the Tigris would have formed a defensive barrier against attacks from the east. There is no evidence for
a citadel — the land is too flat (aside from what is either a free-standing theatre or a ziggurat).
Mesopotamian practice would be to garrison troops in the (as yet unexcavated) palace — perhaps that model
was followed at Seleukeia.

%9 Cf. Polyb. 5.59.4-10.

%0 Downey (1961) 62; McNicoll (1997) 83; Pompey refused to even attempt a siege: Strabo 16.751.

%1 Elderkin, Stillwell & Waage (1941) 3.5.
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was able to exploit to recapture the city from Ptolemaic control in 219.%% The design of
the cities, fortified against their own inhabitants as much or more than against external
attack, thus “says volumes about the expectations of king and citizens.”**® Should it come
to it, the design of the poleis would enable the king to compel them by force.

However, compulsion by force is hardly a sustainable long-term policy — it tends
to cause a great deal of collateral damage, beget further unrest, and occupy armies which
could be better deployed elsewhere — it was a last resort, not the ideal.*** Seleukos
worked to make the new poleis not gaols but homes to the settlers — Syria would be a
New Macedon.®® Making Syria feel familiar would prevent homesick colonists from
defecting, as the Bactrian colonists had after the death of Alexander.*®® The Seleukids
thus strongly identified themselves, their foundations, and their regime with Macedon —
their efforts are reflected by later historians’ frequent references to the Seleukid realm as
“Macedonian,” a term which they did not use for the Ptolemaic kingdom. 37 Many
landmarks, places and sub-regions were renamed after Macedonian analogues, such as
Pieria, named after the region around the Axios delta in Macedon.**® The place names
perhaps owe as much to the colonists as Seleukos, but the Macedonian elements were not
limited to place names; the cities were poleis on the Greek model (with which the

%9 and made use of Macedonian

Macedonians were familiar by the fourth century),
magistrates like the epistatés and the peliganes (discussed in detail in chapter three).
These elements also existed at Seleukeia-on-the-Tigris, but from the beginning, the latter
also had non-Greco-Macedonian elements. That city was, from the outset, settled in part
by inhabitants of Babylon and many aspects of the city were designed to appeal to them —
there was an archive for cuneiform contracts, for example.*”® These aspects represent the

same policy with a different audience®*”* — a New Babylon as well as a New Macedon.®"2

%2 polyb. 5.60.

%3 Grainger (1990a) 87.

%% Ma (1999) 9.

%5 Dunn (2012) 123; Rostovtzeff (1941) 479.

%% Diod. Sic. 18.7.

%7 Edson (1958) 164. Musti strongly criticises taking this as indicating the Seleukid empire had a greater
“grado di macedonicita” (degree of Macedonian-ness) than the other kingdoms, but accepts Edson’s
conclusions as far as | have taken them here: (1966) 112-138.

%8 Cohen (2006) 26; Jones (1940) 9; Rostovtzeff (1941) 479.

%9 Hatzopoulos (1996) 70, 108, & 219.

%70 Centro Richerche Archeologiche e Scavi di Torino, “Seleucia on the Tigris,”

www. centroscavitorino.it/en/progetti/irag/seleucia.html (Accessed 25/9/2012).

1 An example of the king’s willingness to conform to the expectations of multiple audiences, as discussed
above, pages 9-11.
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Essentially then these new settlements had everything that the colonists might miss from
home, but bigger and better,*”® encouraging the settlers to remain in place rather than
attempt to return to Macedon.

Giving the Poleis a Seleukid Identity
It was important that the colonists stay put, but it was vital that they did so as

loyal subjects of the Seleukid dynasty. To that end, Seleukos and his successors worked
to connect the poleis’ identities to the nascent Seleukid dynasty, so that expression of
polis identity and loyalty to the dynasty could be one and the same thing. An obvious but
important manifestation of this strategy was the very names of the communities. Of the
Tetrapolis, Seleukeia and Antioch were named after Seleukos and his son, the future

Antiochos 1.3

Each came to be the cult centre for one of dynasty’s patron deities: Zeus
at Seleukeia and Apollo at Antioch, who were identified with Seleukos and Antiochos
respectively.®” The other two poleis were named after Seleukos’ mother Laodike and his
wife Apama (Antiochos’ mother). All used the Seleukid royal dating system. 376 Most of
the many other foundations received similar names, with the populace referring to
themselves as “Seleukeians” (Zelevkeic) and “Antiochenes” (Avtioygic), in whatever
location they found themselves: for example, “Seleukeians in Pieria” (Zelevkeic ol u

377 creating an ethnic identity which was based on loyalty to the dynasty.®® This

ITepiq)
strategy is also visible in the ongoing Seleukid practice of renaming native cities as
Seleukeia or Antiocheia, which did not necessarily involve actually settling many (or any)

Greeks in the city.*”

This loyalist identity was more than just a name: a nexus of myths was established
emphasising the Seleukid role as founders. These myths are most fully recorded in the

sixth century chronographer Malalas, who represents a local tradition, as discussed above

%72 The lack of similar Syriac elements in the poleis of the Tetrapolis would then suggest that Syriacs were
not resettled thither in the same quantity.

373 poseidonios, FHG 3.258.

374 App. Syr. 57 and Strabo 16.2.4 say that Antioch was originally named for Seleukos’ father, but he was
an absolute historical non-entity, and if the city ever was identified with him, that identification co-existed
with an identification with Antiochos | from the reign of Antiochos I. The Antiochenes’ foundation legend
identified Antiochos | as their namesake: Malalas, 8.200.

375 |GLS 3.1184 lists a priest of “Seleukos Zeus the Victor and Antiochos Apollo the Saviour (Zgkevkov
A10¢ Nikdtopog kai Avtioyov AtoAovog Z@Tijpog).

%7 | aodikeia: IGLS 3.2.1183; Seleukeia-in-Pieria: IGLS 4.1261.

7 e.9. IGLS 3.2.1183 1.29-30 & OGIS 257 .19 (Zehevicéwv tdv & [epio).

%78 Compare the use of similar erané for actual ethnic groups, e.g. “The Sidonians at the Port of Jamnia”
(tdv &v 1@ Tig Tapviag Mpévi Zidwviov): Isaac (1991) 132.

79 E g. Susa (Seleukeia-on-the-Eulaios), Jerusalem (Antiocheia), Ptolemais-Ake (Antiocheia in Ptolemais).
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(page 45). His account of the Tetrapolis foundation myths is in accord with the more
abbreviated versions found in art and Libanios Oration 11. Of the foundation of
Seleukeia-in-Pieria, Malalas records:

[Seleukos] came to sacrifice on Mount Kasios to Zeus Kasios, and
having completed the sacrifice and cut the meat, he prayed, asking where
he ought to found a polis. Suddenly, an eagle snatched [the meat] away
from the sacrifice ... Seleukos ... ran down after it and found the meat
thrown by the sea below the ancient polis, in the trading station of the
area called Pieria. Immediately he surrounded it with walls, threw down
foundations, and named this polis Seleukeia — after his own name.

M0e Bvoidoar gic 10 8poc 1 Kdoov Ad Kaocion® kai mAnpodcog v
Ovoiav kol KOyag T0 kpéa Nd&ato mod ypn Kticor wOA. kal Eaipvng
fpracev AeTOC and g Buoiag ... kol KatedimEev omicm LELEVKOG ... Kol
nNope 10 Kkpéac Prpsv mapd Bdraccay KET® THC TOANAS TOAEMS &V TR
gumopim g Aeyopévng Iepiag. kal mepryapaag ta teiyn e00éwe ERoke
Oeperione, KaAéoog avTV ZeAeVKELOY TOAWY €ig 1010V Ovopa.

(Malalas 8.199)

The same story is repeated, with slight variations, for each of the poleis. The account
does a couple of important things. Firstly, it associates the local cult of Mount Kasios
with Seleukos and his dynasty — Seleukos and his foundations are divinely favoured.**°
Secondly, it associates the polis with the eagle, which as the animal of Zeus was a
prominent Macedonian and Seleukid symbol. **" Libanios adds that Seleukos used
elephants, another prominent Seleukid symbol, to mark out the walls of the new city of
Antioch.*®? Both animals were already Seleukid symbols, for they regularly appear on
royal coinage from the time of Seleukos 1.%®° The link between these symbols and the

cities was commemorated by monuments and on items associated with the city, such as

%80 Rostovtzeff (1941) 1.437.

%81 Dunn (2012) 48, who cites Just. Epit. 12.16.4-5 as an example of the eagle’s earlier use to legitimise
Alexander.

%82 Lib. Or. 11.90: “Sketching out the city, he stood his elephants at intervals throughout the territory of
towers to be” vroypAP®V 3& TO OoTL TOVG HEV EAEPAVTAG KATO TNV YDPOV SUCTN TMV EGOUEVOV TOPY®V.

%83 Early examples: eagle, SC 36 (Seleukos 1, Laodikeia-by-the-Sea); elephant: SC 35 (Seleukos |, Apameia)
& SC 14 (Seleukos I, Antioch). Both symbols also serve to link Seleukos with Alexander, Dunn (2012) 48
& 63.
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weights.®** Each king was added to the foundation cult in their lifetimes — the obligations
which the cities owed to Seleukos as founder thus vested in Seleukos’ successors.*®® The
depth to which these myths and founder cults penetrated the civic psyche can be seen by
their endurance — in the second century AD, Laodikeia-by-the-Sea and Doura-Europos

still had priests of the Seleukids,?®

at which time the name Seleukos was still popular
among the leading families of Doura-Eurdpos;*® monumental representations of the
Seleukid foundation myth have been found from the first or third century AD near
Laodikeia-by-the-Sea and at Doura-Eurdpos;*® and Malalas himself lived in the sixth

century.

There is some evidence for Seleukeia-on-the-Tigris and Mesopotamia (none of it
narrated by a local, unfortunately), from which it seems likely that the same strategy was
used there as well. For example, Pliny claims that:

The placement of the walls [of Seleukeia-on-the-Tigris], truly,

[resembles] the outstretched wings of an eagle...

situm vero moenium aquilae pandentis alas. ..
(Plin.NH.6.122)

389 50 it seems

In fact, the outline of the polis bears very little resemblance to an eagle,
likely that the resemblance was not a natural observation, but an idea propagated by the
Seleukid kings. Seleukeia-on-the-Tigris also had its own foundation legend, mentioned
by Appian, in which the magi give an inauspicious hour for the foundation of the city, but
Seleukos’ soldiers are miraculously inspired to begin building the city on the auspicious
hour.3® This story, then, also focuses on showing that the king and his new foundation
are favoured by the local gods, but, as preserved by Appian, contains no Seleukid
symbols. Nevertheless, this myth (and those told in Syria) firmly tied the poleis’ identities
to the Seleukid dynasty and served to remind the poleis of the enormous debt which they

owed to the dynasty. Later kings stressed their links with the founding kings of the

%84 Rostovtzeff (1941) 1.452 and eventually coins, see page 69-76.

%85 |GLS 3.1184, a priest list from Seleukeia-in-Pieria in the reign of Seleukos 1V includes two priests of the
kings from Seleukos I to Seleukos IV, who are listed in full in the priests’ titles.

%86 | aodikeia: OGIS 263; Doura-Eurdpos: Rostovtzeff (1935) 58.

%87 Johnson (1932) 17ff.

%88 Seyrig (1940) 343; Rostovtzeff (1941) 1.424.

%89 Hopkins devotes a whole paragraph and a diagram (of an eagle trussed rather than rampant!) trying to
work out how the outline of Seleukeia’s walls could possibly be taken for an eagle: (1972) 1f.

90 App. Syr. 9.58.
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dynasty by reusing the names Seleukos and Antiochos and the early Seleukid epithets and
thereby maintained this personal relationship.*** Whereas the dynasty had to make gifts
of special status to put the cities of Asia Minor deep in their debt (as discussed in Chapter
one), the Syrian and Mesopotamian poleis were constantly reminded that they were
indebted by the very fact of their foundation.

Antiochos IV’'s New Foundations
It seems that the desire to extend this special relationship throughout his realm

was behind Antiochos IV Epiphanés’ renaming of a number of Mesopotamian and Syrian
native cities as Antiocheias and Epiphaneias.®** The significance of these name changes
is hotly debated; they were once held up as evidence of Antiochos’ efforts to spread
Hellenism, **® but it is now often doubted whether they were anything more than a
rebranding exercise.*** They seem to have indicated at least the nominal refoundation of
these cities as Seleukid poleis (or the foundation of poleis within the native city),**® and
they were accompanied by building works, such as the renovation and expansion of the

theatre at Babylon. *%

Whether they involved the settlement of Greeks is unclear;
Antiochos potentially had partisans to resettle from Asia Minor, which had been lost to
the Romans under his father. The Babylonian Astronomical Diaries make reference to a
group called "pu-li-ra-nu,>*” a transliteration of the Greek polités (mohitnc), citizen,
suggesting a group of Greek speakers in a polis.**® In other cases, however, there seem to
have been only Hellenising locals.**® Although this is the context from which the verb

9400

‘EAAnvilewv gained the meaning of “to Hellenise,”"" the focus on the introduction of the

%1 e.g. OGIS 253, discussed below, in which Antiochos IV is given the epiphets ®[cod] and coriipog,
shared with Antiochos Il and | respectively.

%92 Markholm (1966) 116.

%98 Rostovtzeff (1941) 1.64.

9% Musti (1984) 200.

%% Rostovtzeff (1941), 2.703.

%% Mgrkholm (1966) 118.

%7 AD -162 Rev. 11-12 (163 BC) is the earliest instance.

% Kuhrt (1987) 66. The continued activity of the traditional Babylonian officials and of the Esagila
Temple implies that for the city’s native inhabitants, Babylon continued to operate much as before, leading
Sherwin-White & Kuhrt to suggest that Babylon had not been refounded as a Greek polis, but had had a
Eolis founded within it: (1993) 256-258.

% The most conspicuous example is Jerusalem, whose refoundation as an Antioch is described in | Macc.
1.13-15 and Il Macc. 4.9-14. Like everything relating to Jerusalem, the meaning and accuracy of these
accounts is extremely contentious. There are many discussions, but most treat Antiochos’ Jerusalem policy
in isolation from his policy to other centres and assume that Jerusalem loomed as large for Antiochos as it
does for us, e.g. Gruen (1993); Morgan (1993).

4% Earlier it meant “to speak proper Greek” LSJ sv. EAnvilo.
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dynastic names, the cult of Zeus Olympios,*"* and the Macedonian-style petasos hat*%?

suggest that the process is better understood as Seleukidisation;*** the intention seems to

have been to create the same coincidence of civic and dynastic identities which had
already been established in the Tetrapolis and Seleukeia-on-the-Tigris. The clearest

example of the centrality of this link to the whole project is OGIS 253, which was

inscribed somewhere in north or central Mesopotamia*®

conjunction with the Festival at Daphng,**®

to commemorate games held in

says:

During the reign of Antiochos [IV] the g[od], saviour of Asia and
foun[der] of the polis, at the thanksgiving games of the year [1]44, on the
[third day] from the end of Hyperberetaios, Philip dedicated a [gift] to
[Antiochos] the god manifest([t]...

Boaotlevovtog Avtioyov @[eod,] cwtijpog thc Aciag kai ktic[tov] Tific
TOAe®C £TOVG C’ Kad [p’, TO] dy®dvi yopiotpiolg vmo [tpitnv] dmidvtog
YrepPepetaiov, [‘Avtioyor] Oedr Emoav[el odpol]v  avé[Onkev]
diMmmog. ..

(OGIS 253 1.1-7)

This inscription makes clear the central role which the king could have in a polis as its
founder: it is an inscription about an offering made to Antiochos, during a festival for
Antiochos, dated by reference to the reign of Antiochos, and it especially emphasises his
role as founder (and saviour — an inflated reference to his failed invasion of Egypt). The
reception of this policy among the native populations who made up the majority of the
inhabitants of these cities varied. In the Mesopotamian cities, it might have suggested an
equation of the Seleukid king with the local patron deity, the traditional founders of these

cities, with whom their fates were intimately intertwined.*® At Jerusalem the local

0L 11 Macc. 6.2. There is dispute about whether this cult was insitituted in all Antiochos IV’s refoundations,
or just at Jerusalem, for the same passage reports that the sanctuary of the Samaritans at Gerezim was re-
consecrated to Zeus Xenios: Gruen (1993) 252.

211 Macc. 4.12.

493 Rigsby (1980) 238.

* This inscription, along with OGIS 254, is traditionally attributed to Babylon. However, as it was
purchased from a dealer in Baghdad in the nineteenth century (who would profit for items from Babylon
more than from elsewhere), that provenance is not at all secure: Sherwin-White (1982) 65.

“%5 Mgrkholm (1966) 100.

%% \van De Mieroop (1997) 47. All Mesopotamian cities were understood to have been founded by their
gods — There was no native tradition of mortals founding cities (Sargon of Assyria’s description of the
foundation of Dur-Sharrukin represents only a partial exception in that though he stressed his role as
founder, the city did not survive him): ibid., 53-61.
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response, especially among those who dwelt in the city’s hinterland was extremely
negative.*”” There, the policy sparked the Revolt of the Maccabees and ultimately led to
the complete independence of Judaea from Seleukid control. Jerusalem seems to be the
only place where the policy provoked such a strong negative response, however. Even if
things did not go according to plan in Jerusalem, the fact that Antiochos IV tried to
extend the Seleukid polis model from the new foundations to the native settlements
implies that the model was functioning to encourage loyalty to the dynasty in the new
foundations. He would hardly try to spread the polis model if it had proven disloyal

elsewhere.

Coinage and Minting
Coinage was a potential indicator of polis identity which became increasingly important
in the Hellenistic period. Significantly, coinage of Syria and Mesopotamia was
overwhelmingly royal in iconography and minting was controlled by the kingdom. A
result of the way that the Seleukid kingdom was stitched together from the realms of
several different diadochoi was that, from the very beginning, there were mints
throughout the Seleukid realm — Houghton and Lorber identify at least thirty-nine
separate mints operating under Seleukos I, which were slowly consolidated under his
successors.*®® Most scholars agree that, for the Greeks, the minting of coinage was bound
up with ideas of the eleutheria and autonomia.*®® It is important, therefore, that these
early Seleukid mints produced their coins in the name of the king. Production of coinage
in the early Hellenistic seems to have been instigated by the kings, controlled by the
kings, and for the benefit of the kings, whether the specific benefit be the payment of

411

mercenaries, encouraging colonisation,*'? assertion of authority,*** or as part of an effort

97 Why this should have been so is well beyond the purview of this thesis (Jerusalem is not in the Seleukid
heartland) and has been discussed inconclusively and at length in the scholarship. For a review see Shipley
(2000) 307-312.

“%8 Houghton & Lorber (2002) 1.1.11ff.

%99 An influential exception, Martin (1985) will be addressed on page 74.

19 Houghton & Lorber (2002) 1.1.5.

“1 1bid. e.g. Seleukos I’s issues in Syria, which had already been flooded with Alexander-types by a
succession of diadochoi and “had no particular need for new money.” Asserting sovereignty in this way
was an especial concern for illegitimate rulers: Antiochos Hierax (SC 873-886), Molon (SC 949-951), and
Achaios (SC 952), all took care to produce silver/gold issues of exceptional quality. By contrast, Antiochos
I11 did not even bother to mint silver in his newly spear-won territories of Koile-Syria & Judaea: Houghton
& Lorber (2002) 1.1.409.
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to replace the payment of tax in kind.**? There were no civic coins in the Seleukid
heartland until late in the period, and then only very erratically.

There is some evidence that there was local demand for coinage: during the
disordered period following the death of Seleukos I, the minor, but well-excavated,
colony of Doura-Europos seems to have run out of bronzes and “a crude and possibly

unofficial local mintage™**?

was issued locally to fill the gap. This implies that even at
this very early stage in Doura-Europos’ history, coinage had already established itself as
an economic necessity and minting cannot, therefore, be viewed as an entirely ideological
phenomenon. Local factors did have important practical impacts on coinage, as
demonstrated by Kitt’s massive statistical analysis of all the Seleukid royal bronzes,
which shows that the denominations issued varied wildly, both geographically and
chronologically. In Kitt’s view, this must indicate the influence of local and temporal
circumstances.*'* Nevertheless, the supply of these coins was entirely controlled by royal
officials, as demonstrated at Doura-Europos by the fact that every coin was
countermarked by royal officials before entering circulation.*®> The picture, then, is one

of royal dominance and control of minting.

However, there is some regional variation in coin designs, often taken to indicate
some kind of local involvement or control over the minting process, which could then
have been connected to polis sovereignty. It is clear that Greeks of Asia Minor took pride
in being able to put their own civic symbols on their coins — a decree from very early
Roman Sestos in Asia Minor records that the decision to mint bronzes was taken,
partially, “in order to make common use of the distinctive coin-type of the polis” tod
vopertevesbon pev tov tig m[oA]emg yopoktiipa (OGIS 339 1.44-45). A similar attitude
presumably existed elsewhere.*'® There are two kinds of regional variation on Seleukid
coins: variation of the main motifs and the use of local civic symbols as mintmarks.
Variation of the main obverse and reverse motifs is common on issues from Asia Minor
and Bactria — especially from the reign of Antiochos 11.**" In the case of Bactria, they

indicate the gradually increasing independence of the satrap Diodotos from royal

12 Aperghis (2004) 29-32.

413 Kitt (2002b) 1.2.41.

% 1dem (2002a) 1.2.6-36.

% The fact of local issue is based on the uniqueness of the countermarks and their discovery at, and only at,
Doura-Eurdpos: Bellinger (1949) 197; SC 363-368.

18 Melville-Jones (1972) 40.

“" Houghton & Lorber (2002) 1.1.168.
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power.*"® Unlike these loosely-held regions, the issues of the Seleukid heartland almost
always used standard royal motifs for their main images. Minting and the selection of
main motifs was directed from the centre, as shown by the fact that the same motifs often
occur throughout all or most of the kingdom.*® Central control of numismatic motifs is
further demonstrated by the kings’ ability to quickly change coin motifs throughout the
empire — for example, Antiochos Il completely replaced the Apollo-omphalos type with
the Apollo-tripod type throughout the realm almost immediately after his accession.*?
The main motifs, then, were firmly under the control of the Seleukid kings.

The second type of variation was the use of parasema (civic emblems) as mintmarks on
the royal silver minted at a particular centre and was particularly common in Asia

Minor.*?!

These tiny symbols appear only at some mints and only under some kings. For
instance, they all spontaneously disappear at the beginning of Seleukos II’s reign, only to
reappear in some cases under his rebellious brother, Antiochos Hierax.*?* The implication
is that they reflect an ongoing process of status negotiation, undertaken afresh with the
accession of each new king.*?® There are relatively few cases of this practice east of
Taurus — mostly from old native communities: the foreparts of a horse at Ekbatana in

Méedia,*** a bucranium at the sanctuary of Bambykg,*®

and a grape cluster or a club on
Tarsian coins.*?® The most persistent of these, the Ekbatanan horse, was also a Seleukid
royal symbol.**" The only example from a new foundation is Laodikeia-by-the-Sea,
which displayed a dolphin mintmark from its foundation in 300 until c.245.%® But
Laodikeia-by-the-Sea’s coins are generally unusual — they were consistently modelled on
the types issued under Alexander and were issued in greater quantity than any other

mintage of the period; oddities which are probably related to their status as the Seleukid

8 Holt (1999) 971f.

9 ¢ o. Seleukos I's bronze bull & Medusa-types found in the 280s at almost every mint between Sardis
(SC 6) and Ai Khanoum, Bactria (SC 290).

“Houghton & Lorber (2002) p. 232.

421 ¢ g. Lysimacheia’s lion (SC 481-483); Ilion’s Athena Ilias (SC 488) vs. Sardis, which under Antiochos
I had no mintmark on silver and gold (SC 517-19) and various royal symbols as mintmarks on bronzes (SC
520-31).

%22 Houghton & Lorber (2002) 1.1.231; examples: 239ff & 297ff.

“23 bid., 1.1.166.

424 3C 200-216 onwards: Horses from Nésaia in Média had been famous since Achaimenid times: e.g. Ht.
3.106.2 & 7.40.4

425 5C 38: Continuing a pre-Seleukid local coinage issue: Houghton & Lorber (2002)1.1.27.

426 5C 330 & SC 332.1, respectively

*2T The Seleukid horned horse motif, in particular, however, seems to be concentrated at first in the issues
from Ekbatana — perhaps it was a local emblem which was rapidly appropriated by the dynasty?

428 Beginning with SC 36-37 and ending with SC 576. Image of SC 36 overleaf, from WildWinds.com
http://wildwinds.com/coins/greece/seleucia/seleukos_I/SC_036@4.jpg (Accessed 23/06/2013)
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trade currency in the Eastern Mediterranean.*® In place of paraséma, many royal bronze

issues from the Seleukid heartland were countermarked with the Seleukid anchor — if the

Dolphin at left: SC 36 obverse, from
wildwinds.com

grant of paraséma indicates some sort of
sovereignty, then these Seleukid emblems
would presumably indicate the opposite.**°
However, the paraséma are tiny and to take
them as central indications of civic status
seems to exaggerate their importance. More
likely, their absence from the coins of the
new foundations simply reflects the fact that
the new foundations had no traditional civic
emblems aside from Seleukid symbols like
the anchor. Thus the presence of anchors and

other Seleukid symbols in place of paraséma

may be a result of the the Seleukid dynasty’s efforts to make royal symbols a central part

of civic identity.

Civic Coinage
The significance of using local paraséma on coins for the cities of Asia Minor is believed

One of the monograms at left: SC 335.4c
obverse, from wildwinds.com.

to be the fact that they symbolised some sort of
civic involvement in the minting process.
Despite lacking parasema, it appears from
Antiochene issues under Antiochos | and Il that
the new foundations did sometimes enjoy such
involvement in fact. Each year’s issue of these

coins bears a unique monogram.***

Monograms
usually indicate the royal official in charge of
the mint in question. They typically appear for
several issues and are often attested from

multiple mints as the official was transferred

from one mint to another. Thus, the consistently annual monograms at Antioch are quite

“2% Houghton (1999) 180.

%30 & g. SC 339 from Antioch under Antiochos I1.

31 5C 335; SC 571-2. Image of SC 335.4¢ from WildWinds.com http://www.wildwinds.com/coins/greece/
seleucia/antiochos_I/SC_335@4c.jpg (accessed 24/06/2013)
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odd. Houghton and Lorber argue that they point to a period in which there was an annual
mint magistracy — and annual terms are the hallmark of civic magistracies.*** These coins,
then, indicate some civic involvement in the production of the royal coinage at
Antioch.** If such a boon was granted by kings Antiochos | and 11, then it was targeted at
the civic elite, who could potentially hold the magistracy and advertise themselves. The
kings before Antiochos IV pointedly did not grant a civic coinage bearing the
community’s symbols and ethnic, which would have proclaimed that the polis was in

control of its own finances.

The only possible examples of civic coinage of that type in the Seleukid heartland,
at this early stage, were minted from 300 BC at Arados, the Phoenician island city, and
they are the exception that proves the rule. A number of factors, including its naval power,
defensible island location, and the Seleukid conflict with Démétrios Poliorkétés, had
allowed Arados to gain extensive autonomy from a very early date.*** It also had pre-
existing traditions of self-rule and civic coinage, **° which Seleukos’ foundations
lacked. *** Further, the early Seleukids had some interest in allowing Arados some
autonomy, in order to act as an intermediary in the trade between the Seleukid realm and
the other cities of Phoenicia, which were wealthy but under Ptolemaic control.**” Despite
all these factors, in the early period, even the Aradian coins were blazoned with the
Seleukid anchor, and the ethnic of the community did not appear. Seleukos Il granted
Arados autonomia in 242, in the aftermath of the war he waged to take the Seleukid
throne. Thereafter, Arados issued coins in the name of Alexander (SC 927), dated by a
unique Aradian era.**® By 138/7 Arados was issuing its municipal silver coins on its own
weight standard and in its own name.**® These coin issues were thus fairly clearly
civically organised. However, Arados is the only city in the Seleukid heartland for which

coinage suggests an early and complete movement towards independence from the

2 Houghton & Lorber (2002) 1.1.xxi.

“%3 Rostovtzeff (1941) 1.448

%% Capdetrey (2007) 212; Grainger (1990a) 65 & 145ff.

% Grainger (1990a) 53.

4% Rostovtzeff (1941) 1.156.

“37 Seyrig (1970) 300.

*8 These coins might have been permitted by the king, in part, to replace the Alexander-type trade coins of
Laodikeia-by-the-Sea which had ceased by this time, though those had always been issued in the name of
the Seleukids: Houghton (1999) 181.

“%9 Mgrkholm (1984) 102.
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Seleukid monarchy™" and this movement reflects circumstances which did not apply to

the other poleis of the heartland.

Semi-Civic Coins of Antiochos IV and Alexandros I
The only comparable phenomenon for the other cities of Syria is some brief but
enigmatic issues of Antiochos IV. These appeared, suddenly and briefly, in 169/8 at the
beginning of Antiochos IV’s reign. Nineteen of the Syrian cities began issuing bronze
coins bearing their civic ethné and civic symbols (in some cases quite unusual) on the
reverse, and the king’s image, but not his name, on the obverse.**! Before this issue there
had been no civic coinage in Syria, and the issues only lasted a few years in most places
and none lasted into the reign of Antiochos V. A second batch was issued between 151
and 148, in the early reign of Antiochos I'V’s supposed son, Alexandros I Balas.**? That
they were issued all at once implies an initiative of the central government; that the

designs and weights differ implies that the individual cities chose the designs.

The connotations of these issues are debated. According to the so-called lex
Seyrig, Greek cities only issued coins in their own name if they were free or highly
autonomous. *** Downey, therefore, thought that these issues represent weakening
Seleukid control over the Syrian cities and prefigure the collapse of the Seleukid realm.***
It is difficult to believe that these coins represent grants of complete independence
because all these civic coins depict Antiochos IV on their obverse, because many of the
mints continued to issue normal royal bronzes alongside these civic issues,**> and because

of the short duration of the issues.**®

Martin attacked the lex Seyrig, using evidence from
Macedonian-ruled Thessaly to argue that coinage was issued primarily for economic
reasons and had almost no ideological significance whatsoever.**’ In that case, there
ought to be clear economic reasons for these issues. Bronzes could be lucrative for the
poleis, because the nominal value of the coins exceeded the cost of the materials and

labour required to make them, a link which the Greeks were aware of, as demonstrated by

0 Grainger (1990a) 145.

“1 BMC: Antiochos IV #58-85; Markholm (1966) 129.

2 BMC: Alexander | #59-69; Hoover (2001) 23.

3 Thus named by Mastrocinque (1980-1981) 62, and popularised/attacked by Martin, (1985).
4% Downey (1961) 121.

“* Mgrkholm (1961) 66.

8 1dem (1984) 101.

7 Martin (1985) esp. 163; Accepted by Oliver, “Politics of Coinage,” 38.
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an inscription from early Roman Sestos in Asia Minor.**® The coins might then represent
a royal gift of this means of income to the cities.**® However, Heuchert notes that, in
general, the profits from issuing bronzes might not be spectacular, as they were “only
small change.”*° Profits would have been particularly limited in this case, because the
kings continued to issue royal bronzes alongside the civic ones (eating into the potential
profits) and because many of these issues were extremely limited: those of Cilicia and
Askalon are now attested by only one or two coins each.*** Nor does it explain the novel
iconography.*** As discussed above, civic officials seem to have been put in charge of
minting royal bronzes in earlier times — why not simply do this again and assign the
profits from those issues to the cities? It thus seems unlikely that potential profits were
the sole reason for the production of the coinage.

Thus, the imagery on these coins must be significant. The audience for this
imagery must have been the polis of origin in most cases, because bronze coinage
generally circulates locally.**® Significantly, the imagery recalls both the royal and civic
spheres simultaneously. For example, the obverses all display the image of Antiochos 1V,
a clear expression of loyalty to him. However, on most of the issues Antiochos is

depicted wearing a radiate crown, a symbol of divinity, ***

which for the Syrian poleis was
closely linked with his status as their founder’s heir. Most of them depict Zeus on the
reverse,*> a patron of the Seleukid dynasty, in forms familiar from royal coinage. He was
also identified with the gods of the many Syriac cult centres of the region, including that
of Zeus Kasios who features prominently in Malalas’ rendition of the Tetrapolis’
foundation myths and could therefore be interpreted as a local symbol.**® Other poleis’
issues have reverses which are apparently civic emblems. For instance, some of
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Seleukeia-in-Pieria’s coins feature the thunderbolt,™" which was the object of a civic cult.

The issues of Laodikeia-by-the-Sea consistently depict Zeus-Poseidon holding a

8 Bellinger (1949) 6.188; OGIS 339 1.45: gives, as one reason for minting, “the accompanying profit from
such decision” (10 8¢ Avottehég 10 mepryevoOpevoy €k Tiig TownTng mpooddov). Countermarks as a way for
local administrations to protect these profits: Kitt (2002b) 1.2.42.

% Hoover (2001) 23; Markholm (1984) 102.

0 Heychert (2005) 32.

“*1 Mgrkholm (1961) 64.

2 The issues of the Phoenecian cities and Syrian sanctuaries, in particular, feature many unprecedented
s%/mbols: Wright (2009/2010) 296.

%3 Of the Syrian poleis, the only exception is Antioch, whose bronze issues were used by smaller
settlements, even at some distance, such as Doura-Eurdpos: Bellinger (1949) 11.

% pollitt (1986) 32ff; Smith (1988) 42.

> BMC: Antiochus IV #61-81; 86-87; Alexander #59, 63-65; 68-69.

**% Malalas 8.199.

T BMC: Antiochus 1V #83-84
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dolphin,**® appropriate for a city whose connection with the sea was embedded in its very
name. Several of Alexandros’ issues from Seleukeia-in-Pieria and Antioch bear the
legend “of the brother demoi” adehpdv dMuwv on the reverse, and busts on the obverse,
which may be Zeus and Apollo and/or personifications of the two démoi.**® All of these
images would resonate as civic symbols, but also as royal symbols. The Seleukeian cult
of the thunderbolt had been founded by Seleukos | at that polis’ foundation, *®

Laodikeia’s Zeus-Poseidon and dolphin recalled a
similar image used on her royal bronzes,*®* and
Seleukeia and Antioch were only brothers because
of their shared foundation by Seleukos I.%°? These
images contrast quite strikingly with the
e 0 simultaneous issues of the Phoenician cities which

were part of the same phenomenon and likewise

featured Antiochos IV on the obverse, but largely

Top: Laodikeia-by-the-Sea: featured images recalling their pre-Seleukid history
BMC #82 courtesy of BMC 463 . .

Bottom: Seleukeiasin-Pieria: and cults on the reverse.”™” The imagery on the Syrian
BMC #83 courtesy of BMC poleis’ coins is significant, therefore, as an example of

how the Syrian poleis could express their identity as poleis and their loyalty to the
Seleukid dynasty simultaneously. They affirm the centrality of Seleukid-ness to the

Syrian poleis’ identities.

Conclusion
There were three aspects to the Seleukid polis policy. The garrisons and structure of civic
fortifications meant that obedience could be maintained by force, if necessary, but this
was a poor basis for ensuring ongoing loyalty to the dynasty. That was better achieved by

structuring the new foundations in the familiar form of the polis and particularly by

8 BMC: Antiochus IV #82; Alexander | #66-67.

9 GCS: Antioch on the Orontes #1-11. Rigshy convincingly quashes the idea that these represent an
ephemeral Syrian League: “Seleukid Notes” 242f.

%0 App. Syr. 9.58.

“®1 Erom SC 36 (her very first issues) onwards.

“82 «the four poleis [moAei]... which were called siblings of each other on account of their concord, as
foundations of Seleukos Nikator” téttapec... aimep kai éAéyovto GAARA@V AdeApai o v Opudvolay,
YeAevkov 100 Nwdropog ktiopato (Strabo 16.2.4). In general, when poleis spoke of kinship links, they
understood those links as reflecting colonisation: Jones (1999) 14 & 60.

463 ¢.g. Byblos’ issues featuring Kronos-El in the strikingly non-Seleukid and non-Greek form of a seraph:
Wright (2009/2010) pl.6.5.
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linking symbols of polis identity to the Seleukid dynasty so that expressions of polis
identity were also expressions of loyalty and indebtedness to the dynasty. The program
was extended to a number of native cities under Antiochos IV. The semi-civic coins of
Antiochos IV and Alexandros | are a clear example of this form of expression in practice.
While the dynastic names of the foundations of Alexander and the other diadochoi might
reflect a similar policy, the Seleukid programme far exceeds these others in scale. It
would only be matched by the coloniae founded in the names of Caesar and the Roman

emperors in the Imperial period.

77



CHAPTER THREE: THE KING AND HIS POLEIS

This chapter analyses the ways in which the relationship between the new foundations
and their king functioned. Although the Seleukid foundations were poleis in form, and by

464

their nature were therefore entitled to a degree of self-government,™" it is, as Grainger

notes, “remarkably difficult to find any Syrian city which acts in an independent way.”*®
To a certain extent, this depends on the degree of independence we look for; if compared
to Classical Athens, the Seleukid foundations are always going to look subservient; if on
the other hand they are compared to what we know of Alexandria and Ptolemais-Hermiou
in Ptolemaic Egypt, which apparently had no organs of self-government whatsoever,*®
the Seleukid foundations look significantly more independent. The king could and did
interfere deeply with the inner operations of the poleis, apparently without outcry,*®” but
the cities sought — and achieved — a degree of independent agency. In this respect they
were similar the poleis of Asia Minor, but unlike the poleis of Asia Minor they sought

only limited self-government, not full independence.

Royal Interference in Polis Affairs

The most obvious manifestation of royal power in the poleis were the Seleukid garrisons.
As discussed above, the garrisons were the ultimate means of ensuring royal control over
the poleis. In Western Asia Minor, some cities were left ungarrisoned,*®® but in Syria and
Mesopotamia garrisons seem to have been everywhere and were often massive. They
exercised a great deal of control over their communities. An example is offered by
Polybios, who recounts that, at the beginning of Antiochos III’s reign, the chief minister
Hermias plotted against Epigengs, a prominent royal friend and resident of Apameia by

planting a treacherous letter in his house:

After this had been done, Alexis [the garrison commander, or akrophylax,
of Apameia] was on the scene immediately and cross-examined Epigengs,
asking whether a letter had been brought from [the rebel] Molon. When
Epigengs strongly denied this, Alexis asked to search the premises.

Quickly entering, he found the letter, which he used as grounds to execute

“%4 Mgrkholm (1966) 110.
“®% Grainger (1990a) 65.
%66 Bagnall (1976) 8.

%67 Musti (1984) 205.

%68 Ma (1999) 118f.
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Epigenés on the spot. Afterwards, the king was persuaded that Epigenés
had been justly killed and the men of the court, though suspicious of the
affair, stayed silent out of fear.

ol yevopévov mopfiv e00émg ANeELS, kol SmpdTa OV Emyévny uy tvog
EMOTOANG KEKOUIOTOL TOPpd TOD MOA®vOC. 10D &' AMEWMOUEVOD TIKPAG
gpeuvaly Htel. toyD 88 TapelceAdDY EDPE THV EMGTOANV, 1) YPNOAUEVOC
agpopufi mopoypfipa v Emyévnv dméktetveyv. ob cvuPavtoc O peév
Baolevg EmeicOn dikaimg dmolmAévarl Tov Emyévny, ol 0& mepi TV oAV
VIOTTEVOV PEV TO YEYOVOG, TMyov 88 TV Movylav S TOV @oPov.
(Polyb. 5.50.10-14)

The tenor of the passage and, particularly, its repeated emphasis on the speed with which
Alexis acted (g00éwc... Toy... mapoaypfua) make it clear that Alexis’ actions were
inappropriate. However, the affair is presented as an outrage on account of the disregard
shown for natural justice, not because royal forces had interfered in the civic sphere.
Further, the decision of what to do about the outrage fell entirely to the king, which does
not bespeak civic freedom. The lack of response from the Apameians might indicate that
such interferences were normal or unobjectionable to them,*®® or it might simply be that
Polybios did not care to record the city’s response. That the case was brought to the
attention of the king probably reflects the fact that Epigenés had been a royal friend rather
than any concerns about Alexis’ jurisdiction. Thus, the passage demonstrates how
severely royal agents could interfere in the polis, but not whether this instance was typical

or atypical.

Antiochos IV, Agoranomos
Royal intervention was not limited to acts of terror. Kings could also engage in

campaigns of official interference. The reign of Antiochos IV provides several examples
of such interference. The most infamous are Antiochos’ attempts to be elected as a

municipal official of Antioch:

And often, disregarding kingliness and donning the toga, he went through
the agora, canvassing for a magistracy and, shaking hands with some and

embracing others, he exhorted them to give him their vote, sometimes to

%89 Bikerman takes this passage as evidence that the akrophylakes had authority over civic justice: (1938)
163.
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be agoranomos, sometimes to be demarchos. Having achieved the
magistracy and sitting on an ivory chair, according to Roman custom, he
witnessed the contracts of those who happened to be in the agora and
made judgments with great zeal and enthusiasm. By these things, he led
the reasonable people into confusion: Some assumed that he was stupid
and others that he was insane.

TOALGKLG 0¢ kol TV PactAikny dmobépuevog éobfita Pevvay dvorapav
TEPMEL KATO TNV Ayopav dpyapectdlmv kol Tovg pev deE100UEVOC, TOVG O
Kol TEPIMTOCOMY TAPEKAAEL QPEPEWV OOT® TNV YHEOV, TOTE HEV MG
Ayopavopog yévntal, moTe 08 Kol ¢ ONUAPYOG. TUX®V O& TG apyfg Kol
kaficag €mt Tov Elepavtivov dippov katd O Topd Popaiolg €0oc dmkove
TOV KOTA TV AYopav YIVOUEV®V GUVIALOYUATOV Kol S1EKPIVE HETO TOAANG
omovdiic kai mpobvpioc. &€ Gv &ig dmopiov fye TV AvOPOT®YV TOVC
gmekeic’ ol p&v yap AQeMi Twva avtov sivon vmeldpPovov, ol 88
HLOLVOLEVOV.

(Polyb. 26.1.5-7).

Morkholm saw this is part of an effort “to instil in the minds of the citizens that kind of

public spirit which [Antiochos] had seen in Rome”*"°

and, thus, a deep intervention into
Antioch’s civic sphere. However, it is hard to know how seriously to take this story — the
conclusion of the passage, “some assumed that he was stupid and others that he was
insane” does not inspire confidence in the account’s neutrality. If someone had wished to
subvert Antiochos, this story was an effective way to do it, for it neatly combines the two
major criticisms of his character — that he did not behave with sufficient dignity and that
he was a Roman sympathiser. Both charges are highlighted in the opening line of
Polybios’ rendition of the story, “disregarding kingliness and donning the toga...”
Moreover, the civic roles which Polybios says Antiochos took on were low status and
labour intensive. The description of Antiochos “witness[ing] the contracts of those who
happened to be in the agora and mak[ing] judgments,” broadly agrees with the

471

description of the agoranomoi in Aristotle™"" and with their presence on a number of

470 Mgrkholm (1966) 40.
™t At Athens, according to Arist.[Ath.Pol.] 51.1, agoranomoi were appointed “to manage all the sales”
(tdv oviov émpekeiobon TavTov)
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Seleukid civic weights.*”® It is hard to believe that Antiochos would take on such a
mundane role or that he would have had the time to fulfil its duties. However, in the
Hellenistic Period, agoranomos could be given as an honorific title to someone who
provided grain for the populace — the city might (speculatively) have awarded him the
title in gratitude for a gift of grain and the appointment have been twisted subsequently
by his enemies. Finally, even if Antiochos did do these things, it is unclear that Antioch
was the main audience. Like his later Festival at Daphng, this pageant might well have

been intended for a Roman audience.*’®

If, for example, the event’s place in Polybios’
narrative reflects its chronology, Antiochos IV might have been intending to advertise his
philo-Romanism so that the Romans would not object to his seizure of the throne or his

campaign against Egypt.

The Chreophylax and Royal Tax
As a slur, the story could also indicate dissatisfaction with another, more institutional,

type of royal intervention in the polis. This was the requirement, extended by Antiochos
IV, that certain types of contract be witnessed — and taxed — by a royal agent, called the
chreophylax. We know of this arrangement
- from archaeological evidence: bullae
belonging to chreophylakes have been found
at Uruk, and roughly ten thousand more in the
archive at Seleukeia-on-the-Tigris; these
bullae are rolls of clay which were wrapped
around papyrus contracts in order to seal them
— they are essentially sealings.*’* The practice

of sealing contracts with bullae was limited to

Babylonian communities (and Seleukeia-on-

Seal on clay bulla: Rostovtzeff (1932) #67 the-Tigris), but a regular sealing found at

Jebel Khalid demonstrates that the office of chreophylax was more widespread.*"

Many
of the bullae from Uruk and Seleukeia-on-the-Tigris also bear stamps reflecting taxes on

transactions, though not all — for which reason, Aperghis argues that the chreopylakes

472 Rostovtzeff (1941) 1.454.

48 Antiochos IV seems to have been frequently concerned with Roman opinion: Morgan (1990) 51.

™ The Uruk seals are collated in Rostovtzeff (1932). On the Seleukeia-on-the-Tigris bullae see Bollati,
Messina & Mollo. 2004. Seleucia al Tigri: Le impronte di sigillo dagli Archivi. Alessandria, Italy: Edizioni
dell'Orso, which | have not been able to consult.

475 Clark (2002b) 202.
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were just municipal witnessers of contracts, like those known from Parthian Doura-
Eurdpos, whom contracting parties could optionally make use of in order to provide
greater surety to their transactions.*’® However, the seals clearly belonged to a royal
official — not only do many depict Antiochos IV, but they do so in the same style as royal
coins, as in the example at left.*”” Furthermore, there are references at Uruk to "“mukin

Sarri, “royal witnessers™*’®

— either the chreophylakes were municipal officials and the
“ukin Sarri were a separate set of royal witnessers at Uruk (who would then have left no
archaeological trace), or “mukin Sarri was the Akkadian term for the chreophylakes (who
would otherwise be unattested in cuneiform records).*”® The latter seems far more likely
— in which case, the meaning of the Akkadian title confirms that the chreophylakes were
royal officials. The contracts which the chreophylakes’ bullae sealed do not survive, but
Doty correlated the sealings on bullae with the sealings on contemporaneous cuneiform
contracts stored in the temple archive at Uruk and shows that different types of seal
(which also appear on the bullae) reflect different types of contract. Doty notes that the
cuneiform contracts for the sale of slaves disappear suddenly in the reign of Antiochos IV,
while bullae for slave sales continued, and suggests that this disappearance was caused by
Antiochos IV making the witnessing of contracts for sale of slaves obligatory in order to
facilitate a royal tax on the slave trade.*® He further notes that the variety of contract
types represented in the later cuneiform contracts is very limited, suggesting that the
number of kinds of contract which did not have to be registered in Greek on papyrus with
the chreophylax was eventually highly restricted.*®* Especially given that cities had their
own civic institutions for witnessing contracts, forcing the use of a royal system

represented a substantial interference in the everyday life of the poleis.

The Seleukid kings, then, could interfere in the inner life of the new foundations
with an impunity that strongly contrasts with their careful approach to the poleis of Asia
Minor. The cases of Alexis at Apameia and Antiochos IV at Antioch are prominent
examples of the king and his officials interfering in the civic sphere, though it is difficult
to judge how typical they are. In practice, the kings clearly felt no compunction

interfering deeply in the internal affairs of these poleis by installing their own agents to

476 Aperghis (2004) 286.
" Rostovtzeff (1932) 63.
478 Kuhrt (1996) 54.
479 Kuhrt (1996) 54.
480

Doty (1977) 333.
“81 |pid.
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oversee civic commerce and collect royal taxes. However, though royal interference
could be deep and intensive, it was limited. The new foundations all possessed their own,
non-royal institutions and, therefore, had the ability to administer themselves and their
affairs independently of the kings.

Epigraphic Evidence
While the tentacles of the Seleukid monarchy undoubtedly interfered in the internal
functions of the Seleukid foundations, both arbitrarily and institutionally, the Seleukid
foundations did have their own internal institutions mimicking those of the traditional
poleis (as discussed above, page 54). However, those institutions did not necessarily
operate as they had in Classical poleis. The extent to which these institutions possessed
jurisdiction over important matters and operated independently of the kingdom is unclear.

Two decree inscriptions, IGLS 4.1261 from Laodikeia-by-the-Sea and IGLS
3.2.1183 from Seleukeia-in-Pieria, are of particular relevance for determining the
independence of the poleis’ institutions. The two decrees show a number of parallels
which suggest that the institutional systems of the two poleis were broadly similar. IGLS
4.1261 concerns the implications of a civic tax, and provides evidence for civic autonomy
in internal matters. IGLS 3.2.1183 of 186 BC, already referred to above on page 54,
concerns honours to Aristolochos, a royal friend and official granted by Seleukeia-in-
Pieria in response to a letter from the Kking; in the process, several institutions are
mentioned or seen in action. The decrees were both ostensibly issued by the polis in
question. They both take the structure of an ordinary civic decree. In and of itself, this
need not be deeply significant — in the Hellenistic Period, many polis-like communities,
such as military colonies, produced inscriptions vaguely modelled on civic decrees.*
The spread of the decree model testifies to the vitality of the polis ideology and its
infiltration of new and lower-order communities, but the forms found in such smaller
order communities tend to be far less elaborate and generally interact with satraps and

hyparchoi (district governors) of the kingdom’s hierarchy than the decrees of full poleis.

IGLS 4.1261 and IGLS 3.2.1183, on the other hand, are not shallow imitations of

civic decrees, but as elaborate as any decree of Hellenistic Athens or Milétos. *®* Both

82 £ 9. Worrle (1975) 59-87. Further discussion: Cohen (1978) 25ff.
“8 On the formulae of Hellenistic decrees, Cf. Ma (1999) 183; McLean (1972) 218-232; Woodhead (1967)
38-39.
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consist of a single, exceptionally long sentence, presented as the indirect speech of the
decree’s proposer, who is named at the head of the decree. The language used in such
decrees is very elaborate and formulaic — particularly for honorific decrees, like 1GLS
3.2.1183, in which the impressiveness of the decree’s language formed part of the honour.
Both consist of a preamble in two very long clauses, the first, which begins with énei
(“whereas” or “since”), provides specific background for the decree, while the second,
beginning with érwc, is the hortatory, which provides the general reason for action, e.g.
why the city honours people; by its nature this section tends to be very formulaic. The
hortatory is followed by an enactment formula, usually £60&ev 1@ dnuw (“it seemed good
to the people”), which officially brought the decree into force. Often, as in both of these
decrees, this enactment formula was elided into the following section, which begins with
the citation formula 6ed0yBa1 (“be it resolved”), and states what action the polis has
decided will be taken. Both decrees are dated by the Seleukid calendar and era, another
indication of the way in which Seleukid symbols were incorporated into the identities of
these poleis — cities in Asia Minor generally used their own individual dating systems, or
a special Anatolian calendar.*®* Thus, IGLS 4.1261 and IGLS 3.2.1183 are proper civic
decrees of some complexity, not mere imitations — yet more evidence that the Seleukid

foundations were actual poleis.

IGLS 4.1261 of Laodikeia-by-the-Sea
IGLS 4.1261, from Laodikeia-by-the-Sea is the less elaborate of the two decrees,
probably because it is concerned with an internal legal matter, whereas IGLS 3.2.1183 is
a flowery gift of honours. Sosin reconstructed the context for the decree as follows: the
polis had passed a law, requiring people to pay a fee for dedicating theoric statues on
public land. Rather than comply, people flocked to dedicate their statues in a private
sanctuary, whose owners, fearing that their sanctuary would be ruined by overcrowding,
petitioned the civic magistrates and the epistatés to act. The decree itself is the response
of the epistates and magistrates — they amended the law so that a fee would also have to
be paid to dedicate statues in the private sanctuary.*®® The inscription thus demonstrates
that the Laodikeians were permitted to make and amend laws on some internal matters,
including religion and taxation. This control was real enough for the owners of the

sanctuary, who were in need of real relief, to appeal to the polis officials in the first place.

“8% Bikerman (1938) 145; McLean (1972) 169.
“8 Sosin (2005).
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This should not be seen as just jurisdiction over matters too minor for the king to care
about. The ability to levy taxes implies control over a treasury (potentially substantial
given that the decree was motivated by the vast amount of dedications being made).*®®
Moreover, religious matters were of central importance to classical poleis,*®’ as they were
essential to the prosperity of the community and included often contentious matters of
public welfare and entertainment. “*® Thus, Laodikeia possessed real power to act

autonomously in regard to matters of central concern to its inhabitants. **

IGLS 3.2.1183 of Seleukeia-in-Pieria
IGLS 3.2.1183 is also a decree, honouring Aristolochos, a royal friend, with citizenship
and a statue in the bouleutérion. Unlike IGLS 4.1261, it is the response to a letter from
king Seleukos IV — and therefore provides evidence of the degree of independence that
Seleukeia-in-Pieria had in its interactions with the king. It demonstrates both explicit

submission to royal authority, and a limited assertion of civic sovereignty.

In the decree, Seleukeia-in-Pieria makes its submission to royal authority very
clear. The decree refers to the letter from the king which motivated it as a prostagma
(mpdotayua), rather than an epistolé (émotoAr]). Although both words can mean “letter,”
in the language of Hellenistic chanceries, epistolé was used for letters in general,
including those written to other Kings, states and autonomous entities (such as the cities
of Western Asia Minor), while prostagma specifically referred to letters sent to officials
and other subordinate entities.*® Regardless of whom he was addressing, the king usually
referred to his own letters as epistolai,*** but for a recipient to use the term prostagma, as
the Seleukeia-in-Pieria decree does, was to explicitly acknowledge an inferior status.*®* A
particularly clear example of this distinction comes from an inscription of Laodikeia-in-
Meédia (modern Nahavand), concerning the establishment of a cult for Queen Laodiké. In
that, King Antiochos Ill wrote a letter to an official, which he expressly refers to as an
epistolé. When, however, the official passed that letter on to Laodikeia-in-Mgdia he said,

“attached is a copy of the prostagma written to us by the king” 100 [y]pagévtog mpog

“88 Cf. the importance of the theoric fund in classical Athens.

“87 Hansen (2006) 118ff.

“88 Sosin (2005) 139.

“®9 The degree to which it actually was autonomous depends on one’s interpretation of the office of
epistates (to be discussed below, page 89ff.).

%0 Bikerman (1938) 145; Holleaux (1933) 14; Cotton & Wérrle (2007) 195; Ma (1999) 107.

1 e g. Hefzibah 1.34

92 Cotton & Wérrle (2007) 195; Ma (1999) 104.
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NUag mpootayuatog [roapd t0]d Paciiémg dmotétoktar [tO avti]ypagov (Inscription
d’Iran, 1.2-5). Laodikeia-in-Mgédia simply inscribed the order without even passing a
decree, demonstrating its lack of choice in the matter. No doubt many of the decrees of
cities in Asia Minor were also issued in response to royal letters, but as the poleis there
went out of their way to disguise royal influence, they generally did not include letters
from the king except to keep a record of royal benefactions (useful should an official or
later king attempt to ignore or rescind the gift). The poleis in Asia Minor always refer to
royal letters as epistolai, and they very rarely acknowledge them as a motivating factor in
civic decision-making. Thus, scholars such as Capdetrey have interpreted IGLS 3.2.1183,
in which the royal letter is included on the inscription and referred to as a prostagma as
representing “the integration of Seleukeia-in-Pieria into the Seleukid power structure and

the total submission of the subject cities.”***

Further evidence of Seleukeia-in-Pieria’s subjugation might be seen in the king’s
letter, which proclaims:
Because Aristolochos of our honoured friends furnished the needs of our
father, brother, and ourselves with total goodwill, and in most fraught
times has eagerly demonstrated his devotion to our affairs, and in other
respects we consider him worthy of the goodwill which he embodies and

we have honoured him with a bronze statue...

Ap1oTOLOYOV TOV TILOUEVOV QIA®V TOPEGYNUEVOV TOC YPEIOG HETA
Taong vvoiog T® T mOTPl NUAV Kol TM AdEAQ® Kol MUV, Kol &V Toig
AvayKooTdTolg Koipolg memompévov amodeifels €ktevelg thg mpog Td
npdypata oipéoemg, kol xotd To Aowd pév mpopndodueda dEimg Mg
npoceépetal  [evvoilog Kol  €lkOVL  0€  YOAKT] €0TEQPOVAOCUUEV...
(IGLS 3.2.1183 1.31-37)
All of these reasons for honouring Aristolochos are related to his service to the Seleukid
king and dynasty. The letter is not phrased as a recommendation to the city — there is no
indication that Seleukeia-in-Pieria has any option other than obedience. The king’s

perspective was clearly that the city had no choice.**

498 Capdetrey (2007) 217: «I’intégration de Séleucie de Piérie a la structure de pouvoir séleucide et la totale
soumission des cités sujettes.»

4% e.g. Holleaux (1933) 15: “it is clear that the decree has been brought about by command and was only
passed by vote in order to satisfy the wishes more or less expressly declared by the king in his letter ” «il est
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As the main decree shows, the city did obey the king’s command and it
acknowledged that that was what it had down by using the word prostagma in the
preamble. However, the preamble’s justification of the honours voted to Aristolochos

does not leave it at that. Instead, it claims that Aristolochos deserved honour because:

in many cases [he] has both been of advantage to the city and has
voluntarily aided the citizens publicly and individuals privately, and,
moreover, Konon, Z&thos, Androklés, [and] Artemidoros, the
ambassadors who were sent to the King and have returned, reported how
much trouble he went to with the King regarding the matters for which
they were sent...

&v 1€ mAeloow TV T TOAEL GLUEEPOVTOV KOl KOWT TOTG ToAiTong Kol
idlonl €kAoTE oLVEUPOIVOVTOG ATAPOKANTAS, OC Kol Ol TEUPOEVTEG
npeoPevtal Tpog Tov Pacirén Kovav, Zi0og, AvopokAtg, Aptepidmpog
gmovayayovteg amnyyelhav fjv  [mpo]onvéykato omovdnyv €ml  TtoD
Bacthéwg mepi GV ETOYYAVOV UMECTOAUEVOL. ..

(IGLS 3.2.11831.7-14)

The central idea is that Aristolochos was worthy of honour, not for services to the king
which are left unmentioned, but for his services to the city, both general and specific.
Despite the concession that honouring Aristolochos is the king’s command, the decree
expends much more effort establishing that it is also in the city’s interest. The trend

continues in the hortatory section, where it is said that Seleukeia-in-Pieria honours people:

in order that others also (learning what comes from our city to those who
endeavour to love goodness) might become imitators of [him in] aiding

the citizens...

Ommg Kol ol GAAOL EMYIVOGKOVTEG TO TAPA THG TOAEWMS AMOVIDUEVA TOTG
ouayo{ya}Beltv mepopévols, ovvowilewy ToLg moAitag InAmtod

ywouevot...
(IGLS 3.2.11831.16-19)

manifeste que le décret a été rendu par ordre et n’a été voté qu’afin de satisfaire aux volontés plus ou moins
expressément signifiées par le roi dans son écrit»
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Though hortatory sections are usually extremely formulaic, this hortatory still
demonstrates a focus on the reasons why the city chooses to honour Aristolochos. The
decree never claims to honour him “for his services to the king” or “so that others also
might seek to emulate him by rendering service to the king.” Thus Seleukeia-in-Pieria
here claims independent agency, just as a city of Western Asia Minor might.*®® When it
comes to the actual action, the city goes even further:

It is resolved by the people to commend Aristolochos for such conduct
and to grant our citizenship to him.

0ed0yBat T MU Emavéoar T AploTOAOYOV £ T TONTN TPOUPECEL
Kol DTAPYEW oOTO) TTop’ UV ToATEIALY.
(IGLS 3.2.1183 1.20-22)

The decision to grant Aristolochos citizenship is presented as deriving from the city. It is
not mentioned in the extant portion king’s letter and the verb vmapyew is typically used in
Hellenistic inscriptions to indicate that something granted by the authority of the issuer of
the decree.*®® This implication is strengthened by the contrast with the dedication of the
statue, mentioned immediately thereafter, and explicitly identified as a grant of the king:
“the statue given by his prostagma” 410 tod mpootaypotog 6<id>ouévny eikova (IGLS
3.2.1183 1.22-23). The decree then finishes by discussing the logistics of enrolling
Aristolochos as a citizen. Thus all focus is on the city as an independent actor, which
suggests a desire on the city’s part to be such an actor. The decree as a whole suggests a
process of negotiation between royal and civic wills, like the decrees of the poleis of
Western Asia Minor, but with the balance falling far more in the king’s favour than in
Asia Minor. The polis’ presentation of itself as an autonomous actor would be pleasing to

all parties: Aristolochos received honours from two groups instead of one, the city was

% Note the parallel phrasing of OGIS 339 1.90 from Sestos: “that they might become emulators of his
greatness” {nAotai pév 1dv KaAAMoTOV yivovTtat

% e.g. OGIS 223 1.28, from Seleukos II to Erythrai ... also will be granted to you and whatever other
benefaction we think of or you [ask for]” vrap&et 6& Duiv kai 1 [..... koi £a]v Tt GAAo @AavOpomov f HElg
gmvonompev 1 [opeig déioontle ... ;

RC 25 1.36-39 from Ziaglas of Bithynia to Kds “to consider those who dock at the places which we rule in
order that [our] protection be granted to them” npoodilovteg toig TOMOIG BV TUElS KpatoDuev @povriley
6nmg 1 dopdiea] adtoic drdapym;

RC 26 1.8-12, from (probably) Seleukos II to K&s, “they asked that asylia be granted from us to those
coming to the Asklépieia [....] and to the temple itself,” %&iovv dovAiav toilg éni T AckAnmicwa
TOPAyWoUEVoLS [...... ] kol avtdL TdL iepdr Tap’ NudY drdpéat.

This usage is independent of the meanings “pre-existing” and “friendship/relationship,” which only occur
in Hellenistic inscriptions when the verb is an appositive participle and a substantive participle respectively.
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able to claim agency, and, if the king ever had occasion to hear the decree, he would be
gratified to hear that the wishes and interests of the polis coincided with his own.

Officials and Institutions within the Polis
The decrees and the civic coins both suggest a desire to act as free agents under the kings.
They also provide insight into the political structure of the poleis. IGLS 3.2.1183 and
IGLS 4.1261 both mention an epistatés, who acted as interface between king and city; a
group of magistrates, the archons; and a small Assembly. These similarities make it fairly
likely that both decrees represent a similar constitutional system. It is not surprising that
two cities of the Syrian Tetrapolis should show constitutional similarities given that they
were founded on the same physical model at the same time.*®’ The similarities between
their constitutional structures presumably date back to their initial foundation. %
Supplemented by other, shorter inscriptions and incidental references in the literary
evidence, it is possible to make some generalisations about the internal political structures
of the Seleukid foundations, the way those structures functioned, and the degree to which

they were dependent on the king and his officials.

The Epistates
For the purpose of understanding the relationship between king and polis, the epistatés
and archons are the most important officials. The epistates has often been understood as a
royal governor and commander of the local royal garrison.*® This is an inaccurate
characterisation.’® The epistates did not generally have command of military forces and
his position was more complex than ‘governor’ implies. He was, at once, both the royal
representative appointed over the polis and a magistrate of the polis exercising power

according to the laws.

The epistatai are prominent in the two decrees discussed above (IGLS 3.2.1183
and IGLS 4.1261). The epistates of Seleukeia-in-Pieria, Theophilos, was an addressee of
the Seleukos IV’s letter, alongside the archons of the city. With them, he drafted and

officially proposed the decree. The Laodikeia-by-the-Sea decree was also proposed by

7 See discussion of insulae above (page 42 & 47).

%8 Rostovtzeff (1941) 1.487.

99 E g. Holleaux (1933) 27; McDowell (1972) 152; Mgrkholm (1966) 110ff.; Musti (1966) 186; Roueché
& Sherwin-White (1985) 31; Sherwin-White & Kuhrt (1993) 165; Shipley (2000) 75; Walbank (1984) 72;
On the lack of criticism in the scholarly literature on this point: Haztopoulos (1996) 377.

%% Grainger (1990a) 62; Hammond (1999) 374 sees the epistatés as more of a ‘royal agent’, which seems
more accurate, as will be discussed below.
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the city’s epistates, Asklepiades, along with the archons. Epistatai are also attested at
Seleukeia-on-the-Tigris,”®* Doura-Eurdpos,”®? and Jerusalem from the time of Antiochos
IV.% Recipients of royal letters at other cities also appear to be epistatai: the inscription
from Laodikeia-in-M&dia has identical phrasing to IGLS 3.2.1183 and is therefore likely
addressed to an epistatés.”™ The pajatu at Babylon and the Saknu at Uruk have been
interpreted as epistatai or analogues.®® In most cases, however, the identification is
uncertain, as the Seleukid kings rarely employed the titles of their subordinates in
correspondence. The office seems to have been associated with the new foundations, for
there is no evidence of epistatai in the old cities of Asia Minor.>%

It seems highly likely that the Seleukid epistatai derive from the homonymous
office in the cities of coastal Macedon in the fourth century, itself a continuation of an

office in the Chalkidian League. **’

Hatzopoulos’ definitive study of Macedonian
institutions concluded that in fourth-century Macedon, these epistatai were eponymous
annual civic magistrates, citizens of the city in question, whose role was to chair a board
of magistrates (usually called archons, like the magistrates at Seleukeia-in-Pieria and
Laodikeia-by-the-Sea) and to receive messages from the king and others on behalf of that
board and the city.*®® In Hatzopoulos® schema, then, the epistatés represents a city with

substantial self-rule.

Hatzopoulos denies that the Macedonian epistatai were royal officials, on account
of the number of cities that had them and the annual nature of the office. The nature of
Macedonian and Hellenistic officialdom means that the king simply cannot have had

enough officials within his court: in the Hellenistic system, royal officials were presented

01 polyh. 5.48.12.

2 p Dura #16B; #17A; #17C; #25: These are all of Parthian date, but presumably reflect the continuation
and development of an earlier office: Rostovtzeff (1941) 856.

*93 1] Macc. 5.22.

%% Inscription d’Iran |.1.

%% Babylon: Hammond (1999) 374. The pakatu is always associated with the politai of Babylon and one
Babylonian chronicle refers to an official who is apparently the epistates of Seleukeia-on-the-Tigris as a
pajhatu: Boiy (2004) 206. It therefore seems highly likely that he was the epistates of the Greek community
within Babylon.

Uruk: Walbank (1957, 1967, 1979) 1. 579; Doty (1977) 24, is more cautious. Even if the saknu were the
analogue of an epistates from the king’s perspective, Uruk was not organised on the polis model and its
internal political structure remained largely as it was before the Macedonian conquest: Linssen (2004) 168,
so0 the saknu cannot be used as evidence for the internal role of the epistatés in the Seleukid poleis.

%% Bikerman (1938) 145; Cohen (1978) 81. There were epistatai at Miletos, but they formed a board, pre-
date the Hellenistic period, and are not the same magistracy: Nawotka (1999) 104.They are also attested in
Asia Minor as sanctuary managers: Aperghis (2004) 284.

%97 Hatzopoulos (1996) 156-166 & 371-427.

%%8 Hatzopoulos (1996) 156-166 & 371-427.
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as royal friends or philoi (pilot), assisting, not serving, the king, in order to avoid the

shameful implication that they were servants.*

Since royal officials derived their
authority from the strength of their personal friendship with the king, the number of
officials in the kingdom was limited by the number of personal friendships which the
king could possibly have. In light of Hatzopoulos’ argument, Bikerman’s interpretation of
the Seleukid epistatai as citizens of their poleis seems reasonable.”'® But Hatzopoulos’
point need not hold for the Seleukid epistatai. The Seleukid kings had a far larger pool of
courtiers than the Témenids and, increasingly, the idea that these courtiers were just
friends helping the king out was more notional than actual.”*! Moreover, whereas the
Macedonian epistatai had to be annual positions because their names were used as the
name for each civic year, the Seleukid cities used the Seleukid royal dating system
instead and could therefore have the same epistates indefinitely. *** The trend was
definitely towards long term tenures: by AD 51, the epistatés at Doura-Europos was a

hereditary dynast.>*?

When the office became hereditary is unclear, but Doura-Eurdpan
epistatai’s frequent use of the name Seleukos and maintenance of the Seleukid cults
strongly suggests that their family traced their roots to the Seleukid period. It would not
be surprising if the Seleukid epistatai were basically hereditary in general; several
important Seleukid royal governorships were de facto hereditary.”** Therefore, it seems
likely that the Seleukid epistatai, unlike their earlier Macedonian forebears, were in
charge of their poleis for long periods of time, potentially inheriting the office for many

generations.

The Seleukid kings consistently maintain a distinction between the epistatés and
the cities’ magistrates, marking the epistatés as separate from the city.”* For example,
the salutation of Seleukos IV’s letter to Seleukeia-in-Pieria in IGLS 3.2.1183, firmly
separates the epistates, Theophilos, from his city and magistrates, by both a xai and an

intervening genitive:

%99 Herman (1982) 119ff.

>19 Bjkerman (1938) 163.

1 Herman (1982) 124f.

%12 Bjkerman (1938) 145. The royal dating system can be seen in use in IGLS 3.2.1183 1.27; IGLS 4.1261
1.1; OGIS 257 I.18.

%13 Johnson (1932) 17.

%% The best attested example is the line of Thrasead governors in Cilicia (later promoted given control of
all Koile-Syria): Jones & Habicht (1989) 342.

%1% Hammond (1999) 374, e.g. IGLS 3.2.1186.
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King Seleukos to Theophilos and to the archons and city of the
Seleukeians-in-Pieria, greetings.

Bacilevg Zérevkog Oeopilo kal Xedevkéwv t@v éu [Tiepion Toig Gpyovot
Kol Tf) TOAEL Yoipe

(IGLS 3.2.11831.28-29)

Referring to an individual at all is unusual — letters to poleis in Asia Minor were
invariably “to the council and people” (tfi PovAij kai @ Mu®).>*® A much later
inscription, which purports to free Seleukeia-in-Pieria and will be discussed in more
detail below, follows this format, implying that the kings viewed the office as
incompatible with civic freedom. Further, the king’s letter refers to Theophilos without a
title, the usual way for the king to refer to his officials; using titles would imply shameful
servitude and an impersonal relationship, not the friendship which was supposed to exist
between a king and his philoi. As a result, kings addressed their officials only by name
and terms of endearment.”’ There is a strong implication, then, that Seleukos viewed
Theophilos as a royal philos, which is not necessarily mutually exlusive with Theophilos

also being viewed by the polis as a civic magistrate.

There are three parallel cases which suggest that the Seleukid kings viewed civic
leaders as royally appointed philoi. These cases also suggest, however, that the kings
selected these leaders from among the inhabitants of the polis in question. The first of
these cases is the kohén gaddl (573 12137), the High Priest of Jerusalem. Antiochos 1V

appointed a series of individuals to this office,>"®

all drawn from the group eligible as
(alleged) descendents of Aaron, brother of Moses. When Antiochos mentions one of his
appointees, Menelaos, in a letter to Jerusalem, he is untitled, in the manner of a royal
friend. >*® However, it is unclear how far the unique situation at Jerusalem can be
generalised. The second example comes from the Astronomical Diaries, which explicitly
mention that the pa/atu of Babylon was appointed from among the pulite (i.e. politai).>*°

If the pakatu was the epistates of the Greek/Hellenised community of Babylon, then this

*18 0 9. OGIS 214; 223; 227; 231; 232.

37 e.g.; Joseph.AJ 12.148 to Zeuxis (in charge of Asia Minor); Hefzibah letters to stratégos Ptolemaios and
other local officials; Inscription d’Iran to Menedeémos (stratégos?); OGIS 221 to Meleagros (stratégos of
the Hellespontine satrapy).

%18 o g. Joseph. AJ 12.237-240.

19 |1 Macc. 11.29 & 11.32. Habicht, argues persuasively that the letter is genuine, “Royal Documents in
Maccabees I1,” 12.

%0 AD -129 A, Obv.17,
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offers fairly explicit evidence for the epistatés as an official appointed from the local
populace.®® The pajatu is repeatedly mentioned in the diaries as the person to whom

messages from the king were read,?

so this evidence might also support the idea that the
epistatés wWas a philos from the king’s point of view. Again, though, it is difficult to know
whether it is possible to generalise from Babylon. The third piece of evidence is OGIS
254, an inscription of Mesopotamian provenance, in which the Epistatés Démokrates is
honoured by the (unidentified) city in which he serves.®?® Demokratgs is called the son of
Byttakos, an exceptionally rare name which is otherwise only attested in Polybios,*** as
the name of one of Antiochos III’s generals during the Fifth Syrian War, Byttakos the
Macedonian, who led a contingent of troops from throughout the kingdom and was
certainly a royal philos.*”® His son would have been likely to become one too, so this
inscription would be good evidence that the kings appointed philoi as epistates. Like the
other two examples, there is a slight snag in that the date on the inscription is partially
destroyed. Some have argued that the inscription actually dates to the Parthian period
(129 BC-AD 228), on the grounds that Démokratés also holds the title of stratégos, and
the combination of that title with epistatés is otherwise attested only at Parthian Doura-
Eurdpos.’®® But stratégos is a very common title and the combination of offices could
have Seleukid roots or have occurred independently in Deémokratgs’ case.>*’ Thus, though
these three items of evidence are individually rather weak, together they make a strong
case for the epistatai having been royal philoi. They also suggest that the epistatai tended
to be locals, could form part of a dynasty, and could be civic officials from the polis’

perspective.

Of the epistatai of the new foundations the only one about whom we have any
evidence at all is the aforementioned Theophilos of Seleukeia-in-Pieria and he seems to
conform to this pattern insofar as he seems to be addressed as a royal philos, as discussed
above. It is possible that he was an inhabitant of the polis before his appointment like
Menelaos and the Babylonian pakatu. A Theophilos is honoured for holding games in an

inscription of 197 BC as a native of Seleukeia: “Theophilos, son of Diogengs, the

*21 Hammond (1999) 374.

%22 o g. AD -132 B Rev. 23-25, -124 B Rev. 17.

523 Sherwin-White (1982) 65.

%24 And in inscriptions relating to an Athenian family of the first century BC: Lambert, “Greek Inscriptions
on Stone,” 507.

525 Polyh. 5.79.4. Identification derives from Kéhler, “Zwei Inschriften aus der Zeit Antiochos’ 1V,” 1107.
526 p Dyra #16b; # 17A & C; #25 ; Johnson (1932) 17ff.; Rostovtzeff & Welles (1931) 54.

%27 Rostovtzeff (1941) 856.
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Seleukeian from Pieria” @g6pilov Aoyé[voug Ted]evkéa ano ITepiog (SEG 36.1280 |.2-
3). Another “Theophilos, son of Ant...” ®gd¢pihoc Avi[— — —] (IGLS 3.1184 B 1.9)
occurs as the polis’ annual priest of Apollo in an inscription from the reign of Seleukos
[11 (187-175 BC). Unfortunately, these two examples only serve to underline the fact that
Theophilos is a very common name; either of these could have later become Theophilos
the Epistates, or he could be a third individual. If the office was, as suggested above, a
semi-hereditary one, however, the possibility of Theophilos the Epistatés being a local is
increased, however. As we shall see, however, there is a fair amount of evidence
supporting the idea that, as in the three cases above, Seleukeia-in-Pieria viewed its

epistates as in some manner a local magistrate.

Role within the City
What, then, was the role of the epistatai within the poleis? On this point, Cohen frankly
declared, “we do not know what, if any, powers... [they] had.”*?® One reason for this
uncertainty is that epistatés is a vague word. Its literal meaning, “one who is set over,” is
a concept capable of many meanings. In Classical Athens it was the title of several
magistrates, including annual chairmen of various boards, managers of extra-ordinary
projects, and the daily president of the prytany.®*® In all these cases it was a civilian office
with limited, constitutional, authority, but the word could also indicate strong commands
with an autocratic military flavour. Many authors use it to refer to someone in charge of a
body of troops,>® it was the title of the rulers of the region of Kommagéng while they
were still marcher vassals of the Seleukid king,>** Josephos uses the word to translate the
title of the Roman Prefects of Syria,>*? and Diodoros uses it to refer to the royally-
appointed dictator of Athens, Démétrios of Phaléron.>*® So the term has a wide range of
meanings — from chairman or manager through to master and commander. As a result, the
term on its own could be taken to indicate a city with either a great deal of autonomy, or
absolutely none. Nevertheless, Cohen’s statement is overly pessimistic. It is possible to

draw out a limited idea of how epistatai operated in practice from the source material. In

%28 Cohen (1978) 81.

%29 Hammond (1999) 370.

%% o g. Xen. Anab. 3.11; Arr. Tact. 6.4.

> Dijod. Sic. 31.19a.1.

%32 Joseph. AJ 16.280.

%% Diod. Sic. 20.45.5: “for he was set over the polis for ten years” odtoc pév odv &t déko Tiic mOAeme
é¢motatiooag. Diodorus usually calls him “overseer of the city” émuelnmg 1ijg moAewg (e.g. Diod. Sic.
18.74.3) and his actual title is highly uncertain, but may have been “lawgiver” (vopo6étnc): Rhodes &
Lewis (1997) 40.
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doing so, it is important not to be too legalistic, for neither the epistates nor any other
Hellenistic official had codified powers — their competencies contracted and expanded as

circumstances and personalities allowed.>*

It does not appear to have been the norm for the epistatés to hold military duties
or the command of any soldiers — as discussed on page 78f., command of the garrison
seems to have belonged to separate officials, such as the epi ton akrophthlakion or the
akrophylax.®® Apparently, there was an intention to keep administrative and military
powers separate, which, however, was not necessarily maintained in practice. On the
contrary, the Seleukid kings regularly invested as much power as possible in individuals
whom they trusted entirely — the viceroys of Asia Minor are an example of this
tendency.’® In the civic sphere, the multiple offices held by Demokratés of OGIS 254 are
evidence for the same practice — not only was he epistatés and stratégos, as discussed
above, he was also epi ton akrophthlakion (commander of the city’s garrison). However
separate all these offices might have been in theory, together Démokratés’ offices would

have given him near absolute power over the city.

But when epistatai did not hold military authority, they were not necessarily very
powerful officials. Philippos, epistatés of Jerusalem, shared authority over the city with a
stratégos appointed over the region, and the Kohén Gadél Menelaos.>® It is clear from
the subsequent narrative in Il Maccabees that the prime movers in Jerusalem were
Menelaos and the stratégos. Epistatés Philippos reappears only to support Menelaos in
enforcing Antiochos IV’s law against Judaism and later to beg the central government for
aid when the Jews rebel.** Philippos is not mentioned in any of the royal letters to
Menelaos and the Jews found in Il Maccabees at 11.27-33, which are very likely to be
genuine.>*® In such circumstances, the epistatés’ only source of power and authority
might be his personal connection with the king as a royal philos.>*® But that personal
connection cannot have been strong in all instances — the king can only have had a strong

personal connection with a limited number of people, and there were many cities in the

°% Badian (1968) 198. Cf. Billows (1990) 243f.

5% polyb. 5.50.10; Walbank (1957, 1967, 1979) 1.579.

%% See page 16.

711 Macc. 5.22.

> 11 Macc. 6.11; 8.8.

%% Habicht (1976) 12.

>0 Even that seems to have been pre-empted in the case of Philippos at Jerusalem, because, as mentioned
above, Menelaos the kohén gaddl was apparently a royal philos himself.

95



Seleukid heartland. The kings would have had so-called philoi in a number of cities,
many of whom they might have met only once, if ever — Démokratés of OGIS 254, for
example, might have been a philoi more on account of his accomplished father, Byttakos,
than any personal connections of his own. Thus, the degree to which any given epistates
would have been able to have recourse to a personal relationship with the king might
have been very limited. Those with very little personal relationship with the king (i.e.
those who could least rely on this as a source of authority) would also have been, by that
very fact, the ones whom the king would be least likely to entrust with substitute sources
of authority, such as troops. In that case, they had to look for support within the civic
sphere to buttress their royal authority.

The civic archons seem to have been that buttress. The king viewed them as
entirely civic magistrates, not philoi — insofar as the salutation of the king’s letter to
Seleukeia-in-Pieria in IGLS 3.1186 separates the epistatés Theophilos from the city, it
associates the archons with the city. However, the polis makes very little distinction
between the epistatés and the archons. In both the Seleukeia-in-Pieria decree and that
from Laodikeia-by-the-Sea, the epistates is consistently mentioned before the archons
and is the only civic official whose name is recorded — he clearly had primacy. However,
he is only depicted acting in unison with the archons. Both decrees were proposed by the
epistatés and the archons jointly as “proposal of the epistatés and the archons” (émietdtov
ko apydviov yvoun).>*! In the Seleukeia-in-Pieria decree, even the decision as to where

the statue shall go was to be made jointly:

The epistatés and the archons shall assign a place for the statue given by

[the royal] prostagma, in the town hall...

OV 0¢ €ig TNV S T0D TPOoTAYUATOG O[10 Jopuévny gikdva TOTOV AmodEi&on
TOV €MOTATNV KOl TOVG dpyovTog v 1@ Apyei®. ..
(IGLS 3.2.11831.23-25)

Does this close co-operation indicate that the epistatés completely dominated the archons
or does it represent a true partnership between them? This probably depended on the
specific personalities involved, but the different royal and civic perspectives in IGLS

3.2.1183 (discussed above, pages 85-89) imply that the epistates and the archons were

%1 |GLS 3.2.1183 1.1 & IGLS 4.1261 1.2.
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genuinely working together — otherwise, whence came the civic perspective? Further, the
amount of stress put on demonstrating concord between epistatés and archons implies

that they might not always have agreed in fact.

By working together, the epistates and the archons were able to dominate the rest
of the polis. Their dominance is suggested by the phrase “proposal of the epistates and
the archons” (émotdtov xai apydviov yvoun), which opens both decrees. In civic
decrees, the word yvoun indicated the decree’s origin as a proposal put to the
Assembly,®* but it came to be associated particularly with probouleusis, the procedure
whereby a matter had to be discussed by the boulé, or a section of it, before it could be
discussed in the Assembly.*** Often, though not inevitably, probouleusis gave the smaller
body extensive control over the Assembly — the smaller body would write up a decree
and present it to the Assembly, which would be given no opportunity to discuss or amend
the proposal, only the bare power to accept or reject it.>** The magistrates and epistatés
seem to have held this dominance at Seleukeia-in-Pieria,** considering the prominence

which Seleukos IV’s salutation to the city gives to its archons, rather than to its démos.>*®

The central feature of the office of epistates, then, with regards to the relationship
between king and polis, was that the office was perceived and presented very differently
by king and polis. The king acted as if the epistatai were his trusted philoi, but they were
often locals of their poleis, which presented them as part of their civic system. Together
with the archons, the epistates bridged the gap between royal and civic spheres acting as
the agent of each to the other. This role as an intermediary made the epistatai important
to both parties, and was their avenue to independent power. By the Parthian period they
had turned this influence into hereditary rule at Doura-Europos and possibly elsewhere —

still stressing their close personal link to the Seleukid dynasty.>*’

*2 This is the reason why decrees are in indirect speech, hanging off, “the opinion of the epistates and
archons holds it well that...” émotdrov Kai dpydvtov yvoun ... kaAds Exet; the idea is that the rest of the
decree reports the words that they spoke to the assembly.

>3 Rhodes & Lewis (1997) 487.

> Rhodes & Lewis (1997) 488; Ehrenberg (1969) 58.

> Cohen (2006) 127.

¥ 1GLS 3.11831.29.

> Johnson (1932) 18ff.
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Peliganes and Restrictive Citizenship

Typically, the final decision-making power>*® in a polis belonged to some form of
assembly of citizens, with a boule administering the polis’ day-to-day affairs. These two
organs appear to have existed in the new foundations as well, but the archons and
epistates seem to have dominated them. The existence of some sort of Assembly is
implied by the citation formula “it has been resolved” (8e66y0at), in IGLS 3.2.1183 and
4.1261. This formula is a standard element of decrees indicating what action is to be
taken and under whose authority.>* But the two decrees use different words for the body
which is responsible for the legislation.

At Laodikeia-by-the-Sea the assembly was called the peliganes (mehtyéivec),>*® an
obscure word of Macedonian origin, which is only attested elsewhere in H€sychios, a
fragment of Strabo, and Polybios. The fifth century lexicographer Hésychios defines
peliganes as “The notables — among the Syrians, the councilmen” oi &vdo&ot - mapa 6
Tupioc oi BovAetai (Hsch. 17.1329).>°" An abbreviated fragment of Strabo discusses the
use of the word in Macedon, connecting the term with similar words used for elders
among the Thesprotians and Molossians, and equating them with the gerontes, the
members of the Spartan gerousia.>®® The word is not attested in Macedonian epigraphy
and its relationship to Molossian and Thesprotian terms suggests that it derived from
northwest Macedon, which is a poorly attested region even by the standards of Macedon.
A far later inscription from AD 193 shows that the tiny communities of this region
combined the roles of boule and ekklesia in a single body — perhaps the peliganes were
the members of such councils — if having a council at all was not a later development.>*
Peliganes probably existed, also, at Seleukeia-on-the-Tigris, if Roussel is correct that the
“adeiganes” (aderydvag) mentioned in Polybios 5.54 are an ancient orthographic error for
peliganes,®®* as has been widely accepted.> They also seem to occur in a chronicle at
Babylon, in which they apparently confront a Parthian prince shortly after the Parthian

conquest, alongside Babylon’s Greco-Macedonian pulite/politai (Notably, both politai

>8 Not the same as sovereignty in the sense used in modern political science: Davies (1994) 53ff.

9 McLean (1972) 223; Rhodes & Lewis (1997) 5.

*0GLS 4.1261 1.21-22.

%! Roussel (1942-1943) 28ff; followed without acknowledgement by Cohen (1978) 81.

%2 Strabo 7 fr.2. Hammond (1972, 1979. 1988) 2.648; Roussel (1942-1943) 28ff.

¥ Hatzopoulos (1996) 79ff. Making reference to earlier, more fragmentary inscriptions, Hatzopoulos
speaks frequently of the “remarkable continuity” of institutions in this region.

>>* Roussel (1942-1943) 28ff.

%% Cohen (1978) 81; Walbank (1957, 1967, 1979) 1.583. Hammond (1993) 53 n.12 is alone in dissenting
and he does not offer any rationale.
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and peliganes are written with the determinative for things connected with the king).>*®

The fact that the term is attested separately in Syria (by Hesychios) and Mesopotamia (by
Polybios and the Astronomical Diaries) suggests that the peliganes were among the
Macedonian institutions introduced to the Seleukid poleis at the time of their foundations,
like the epistates. The implication, then, is that the Seleukid foundations were founded

with and retained assemblies and councils of a Macedonian flavour.>®’

Important as the link with Macedon is, the Seleukid peliganes cannot have been
identical to the tiny village councils of Upper Macedon — the massive cities of the
Seleukid heartland were an entirely different sort of polis. In IGLS 4.1261, as mentioned
above, the peliganes are the ultimate legislative organ, while the epistatées and archons
appear to be the ones performing the role of boule in exercising probouleutic powers over
it, implying that the peliganes were the supreme legislative body of the polis. And yet,
the evidence from the Babylonian chronicle implies that they were distinct from the
politai and Hesychios explicitly calls the peliganes “council members” (BovAevtai).>*®
Further, Polybios’ narrative at 5.54 implies that the peliganes were relatively few in
number. He mentions them in the aftermath of Antiochos III’s re-conquest of Seleukeia-
on-the-Tigris from the rebel Molon, when Hermeias was charged with settling matters in
Seleukeia-on-the-Tigris. Among many harsh measures, Hermeias attempted to banish the
peliganes, presumably for collaborating with Molon. This was considered too harsh and
King Antiochos rescinded the order. The fact that the peliganes were singled out for
banishment implies that they bore particular responsibility for Seleukeia-on-the-Tigris’
collaboration (i.e. that they held some sort of power) and that they were a small enough
group for banishment to be contemplated — they cannot have been a general assembly of
all inhabitants of Seleukeia-on-the-Tigris. This would tend to indicate that they were the
members of Seleukeia-on-the-Tigris’ boule. The importance of Seleukeia’s boulé as the

main institutional organ of the city is demonstrated by the series of Parthian coins from

556 BCHP 18.B3, “"“pe-li-ga-na-a-n[u...].”

> Billows sees an Antigonid precedent: (1990) 304 & 323, of which Derow is highly critical: (1993) 330.
%% Musti notes this as “an issue of interest for determining the political structure of Laodikeia, Seleukeia,
and those other Seleukid cities in which such an institution may have existed...” “un problema d’interesse
per la valutazione della struttura politica di Laodicea come di Seleucia, come delle altre citta seleucidiche in
cui tale organo sia esistito...” but instead addresses his attention to the implications of the peliganes’
survival for the ethnic composition of the new foundations: (1966) 124.
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the early first century AD which bear name and image of an anthropomorphised boulé,>

and also by Tacitus, who says of Seleukeia-on-the-Tigris:

Three hundred are selected as a senate for their power or wisdom, while
the people have their own strength...

trecenti opibus aut sapientia delecti ut senatus, sua populo vis...
(Tac. Ann. 6.42)

The implication of the latter half of the sentence is that, while the multitude were
politically active, their power was not institutionalised. If Tacitus’ three hundred senators
are the peliganes, then it was a very small body indeed and institutional power within this
very large polis was concentrated in the hands of a very restricted elite (and, presumably,
likewise at the other Seleukid foundations). However, the Roman senate was also
traditionally composed of three hundred members,®®® and this, along with the overall
narrative of the passage, in which division between senate and people leads the city to fall
under the control of a tyrant, suggests that Tacitus’ Seleucenses have more to do with
Rome than Seleukeia-on-the-Tigris. So Tacitus’ senate need not indicate that the
peliganes were so few as three hundred. Nevertheless, it does seem likely that the

peliganes were a relatively small subset of the city’s inhabitants.

It further seems likely that the peliganes were a comparatively small body,
because they formed a subset of the citizen body, which itself seems to have been
restricted to a small portion of the new foundations’ inhabitants. After all, an ever-
increasing number of the inhabitants in the new foundations would have been immigrant
Syriacs, Babylonians, and Jews, who enjoyed only limited enfranchisement in their own
politeumata — generally not citizenship.®* Greek migrants were probably not citizens
automatically, either. The large number of non-citizen inhabitants of these poleis is
demonstrated by a reference in the Suda. Praising Antipatros of Late Hellenistic
Damascus it mentions his beneficence to “thousands, not only his common citizens, but
also many of the astoi” pvpio T00T® 00 TGV KOWDY PHOVOV, GAAL KOL TV GOTAOV GLYVOVG
(Suda, A2705), indicating that there were many people who belonged to the settlement

(the dotv) but lacked full citizen rights. Polybios 5.61°s reference to a citizen population

559 5qT 1#31-32, 2#542-554 & 2#602-625.
%0 | ivy 2.1.
%81 Cohen (1978) 86.
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of a mere six thousand at Seleukeia-in-Pieria in the time of Antiochos Ill, roughly the
same as the number of initial settlers (as discussed above, pages 43-45) implies that very
few immigrants after the initial foundation received citizenship. Likewise, Dio
Chrysostomos called on the Tarsians to enrol a dangerously large, similarly
unenfranchised group AD c¢.100, there called “the linen-workers” (Awvovpyoi).>*? Thus,
the picture of the internal structure of the new foundations is of a tiered structure. There
was a mass of unenfranchised natives and Greeks. Above them were the actual politali,
who presumably had rights of some sort, but did not necessarily get any right to make
decisions. Above or drawn from the citizens were the peliganes in the supreme decision-
making body. The peliganes themselves seem to have been dominated by the epistatés
and archons. These were communities in which power was ultimately concentrated in the

hands of a very small elite.

Another indication of the Seleukid foundations’ small elites is the size of their
militias. In Classical poleis, service in the militia was correlated with prestige within the
polis. This can only have been more so in the Seleukid kingdom, where prestige derived
from Macedonian status, >*® which was theoretically determined by descent, but in
practice came to include all those equipped and able to fight in the Macedonian
fashion.>®* The civic militias seem to have been small. During the procession preceding
Antiochos IV’s great games at Daphng, “three thousand citizen... horsemen” inneis ...
nolrtikol 8¢ Tpioyilot (Polybios 30.25.6.), decked in gold and silver armour took part in
the parade. Their provenance is not indicated: Bikerman takes them as Antiochene alone,
while Griffith takes them to represent a wider array of settlements throughout Syria.>®® In
the former case the three thousand horsemen imply a rather large militia, since cavalry
was traditionally reserved for the wealthiest members of the polis.>®® But Griffith’s
position that the horsement represent the civic cavalry of all the settlements of the Syrian
Tetrapolis seems more likely, because limiting participation in the festival at Daphné to

the Antiochene militia would have been a slight to the other cities of Syria.>®’ In that case,

%2 Djo. Chrys. Or. 34.21.

%83 Edson (1958) 164.

%% Cohen (1978) 31; Musti (1966) 121.

%% Bijkerman (1938) 59; Griffith (1935) 146.

%% However, pasturing horses was less expensive and there was more money available for it in Syria than it
had traditionally been in Classical Athens. On the wealth of the Syrian poleis see: Ath. 12.527e-f.

%7 OGIS 253 seems to attest parallel festivals held in Mesopotamia, but Daphné was the main event and the
elites of the Tetrapolis could easily have made it to Daphné&, which is is only half a day’s walk from
Seleukeia-in-Pieria and not that much more distant from the other Syrian cities.
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the foundations’ militias look a lot more modest — suggesting that very few people
belonged to the upper ranks of the poleis of the Seleukid heartland.

There is a further complication in this discussion of the Seleukid foundations, for,
where IGLS 4.1261 says, “it has been resolved by the peliganes” 6e56yfau toic meiydoty,
the inscription from Seleukeia-in-Pieria instead uses the far more normal phrase, “it has
been resolved by the demos” ded6x0an td dMuem (IGLS 3.1183 1.19). This is exactly the
same phrase as used in old poleis such as Athens and Milétos and it could be that the
phrase refers to the same body as the peliganes at Laodikeia, with a more classically
Athenian turn of phrase. However, démos generally means the entire citizen body, which
the peliganes seem not to have been, so it would be a little strange if the terms were
interchangeable. The Seleukeian Assembly could have been a more open one, allowing
all citizens like the Athenian and Milésian Assemblies, which would not be entirely
surprising as Athens’ forms were influential and the initial colonists at Seleukeia-in-
Pieria probably included a large contingent of the Athenians who had been settled in
Syria by Antigonos 1.°%® But, even if Seleukeia-in-Pieria had an Assembly open to all
citizens, that Assembly clearly did not wield the power of the Athenian and Mil€sian
Assemblies — as discussed above, the archons and epistatés seem to have used their
probouleutic powers to control the polis. Nor would an Assembly open to all citizens
have been a very large body, because the number of citizens at Seleukeia-in-Pieria was
very small.*®® Moreover, the sort of Athenians who would settle in Syria in the first place
might very well be the sort of Athenians who had left Athens on account of a partiality to
a more oligarchic style of government. Thus, even if Seleukeia-in-Pieria’s démos
signifies a different, broader institution than the peliganes, it is unlikely to indicate a

popular democracy which institutionally incorporated the masses.

From an analysis of the poleis’ internal structure, then, it appears that power was
concentrated in the hands of a small elite, itself dominated by the epistatés and archons.
A small elite would have looked to the king for support in controlling the masses — they
had nothing to gain and potentially everything to lose from challenging the status quo.
The king would have had an investment in maintaining that small elite’s position of

power. As a tactic for controlling cities, there was nothing new about this — it was

%8 Diod. Sic. 20.47.6 & 21.1.6. Other sources (mostly Antiochene) say the Athenians were moved to
Antioch: Malalas 8.201.

%89 Polyh.5.61, though that tally did follow a siege and an extended period as a Ptolemaic exclave. Walbank
notes that this is surprisingly small: (1957, 1967, 1979) 1.587.
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essentially the same philoligarchic strategy used or attempted in Asia Minor by the
Achaimenids and in Mainland Greece by the Spartans in the fifth century, the Antipatrids
in the fourth, and the Antigonids in the third. But in the Seleukid foundations, where
there was no tradition of popular democracy,®”® and the masses were divided into many
different cultures, it proved a much more successful tactic than it had in mainland Greece.

The End of the Seleukid Kingdom
The final phase of Seleukid history, from the loss of Mesopotamia to Elymais and Parthia
in 140, was marked by the restriction of the kingdom to Syria and increasingly intensive
civil war. In the twenty years between 115 and 96, Antiochos VIII and IX each seized
Antioch from the other on three different occasions.”* After their elimination in 96, five
separate individuals laid claim to the Seleukid throne simultaneously.>” The final result
was the kingdom’s complete implosion sometime around 80 BC.* There are two
competing schools of thought on how the kings and poleis interacted in this final period.
In the older view, advanced by Jones and Rostovtzeff, the poleis used the civil war to
extract increasing privileges from rival kings, to the detriment of the kingdom — that is,
the self-serving behaviour of the cities was partially responsible for the final collapse of
the Seleukid realm. > Jones’ position was largely inspired by the narrative of |
Maccabees, in which the Hasmonean kings of Judaea use the Seleukid civil war to extract
ever more independence from rival Seleukid kings.>”® Grainger’s position is effectively
the opposite — he argues that the Seleukid foundations showed conspicuously little desire
for independence and that what autonomy they did assume was either illusory or forced

upon them as a result of the breakdown of order.>"

The final period is marked by grants of special status, freedom, and minting rights
to the poleis of Syria. OGIS 257 provides evidence of the sort of grants which kings were
making in this final period. This inscription preserves two letters of 109 BC from an
Antiochos (V111 or 1X),>"" one to both Ptolemaios IX and X and part of one to Seleukeia-

in-Pieria, both declaring Seleukeia-in-Pieria “to be free for all time” [&i]g tOv dmavta

>0 Rostovtzeff (1941) 1.156.

™ Hoover (2007) 284ff.

72 |bid., 288ff.

373 82 BC: Sherwin-White (1994) 238; Mid-70s BC: Hoover (2007) 290ff..

> Jones (1940) 26; Rigsby (1996) 21; Rostovtzeff (1941) 2.843.

35 E g the bidding war between Demetrios Il and Alexandros Il for Jonathan Maccabee’s favour: | Mac. 10.
*"® Grainger (1990a) 164. Followed by Rigsby (1996) 28.

3" Both were reigning in various parts of Syria in 109. Grainger prefers Antiochos VI11: (1990a) 171.
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ypovov Ehevbépoug [eivau] (OGIS 257 1.14). This sort of grant obviously seems to support
the view that the cities were tearing the kingdom apart.>”® There are a number of reasons
why either Antiochos might have wanted to buy Seleukeia-in-Pieria’s loyalty — as a rich
port and ideologically important centre Seleukeia would be a valuable prize for either of
the kings, but, because they were locked in a civil war and it was unusually well-fortified,
neither king was really capable of forcing it to join their camp. Further, by accepting the
grant, the Seleukeians would implicitly accept the donor as the legitimate king, rather
than one of his rivals. This factor led Ma to characterise these Late Seleukid decrees as
“pleas for recognition.”’® There is probably some of that in this decree, but it was not its
primary purpose.®® If it had been, then one might expect, given that both contenders for
the throne were named Antiochos, that the inscription would specify at some point
whether the grantor was Antiochos VI1II or IX (either by patronymic or by epithet). If the
decree is the end result of a bidding war between the two cousins, then it is also fairly
restrained — the king does not explicitly release Seleukeia from tax duties, which
probably means that he did not, and, therefore, that Seleukeia retained tax obligations
towards him — in decrees elsewhere, it was usual to make such a grant explicit, because in

the Hellenistic Period being politically free did not mean being tax-free.>®*

That OGIS 257 was found on Cyprus suggests that its primary audience was not
Seleukeia-in-Pieria at all, but the Ptolemies. This grant of freedom was an assertion of
sovereignty. The letter to the Ptolemies stresses the city’s ongoing links to the Seleukid
dynasty, saying that the Seleukeians:

... were attached to our father and retained their goodwill [towards hi]m to

the end, [and they maintain]ed their affection towards us and showed th[is

through many] good deeds and especially in those most [desperate]

times...

... TOL Tatpl UMV TpockKAnpmbevtoag kai v [Tpog adt]ov gbvolay péypt
TEMOVG cvvinpnoov|tag, upeivalvtoag o€ Tt Tpog NUAG eriootopyiot Kol
o[y 810 TOA®]V Kol kKaAdV Epywv kol polota v 10ig EnefAneocy
avaykot]otérolg Kopois. ..

(OGIS 257 1.5-10)

>"8 Rostovtzeff (1941) 2.846.

%% Ma (2000b) 101.

%% Grainger (1990a) 171.

%81 E.g. OGIS 223, or | Mac. 10.25-45.
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Later in the inscription, Antiochos strengthens this impression further by calling
Seleukeia his “fatherland” matpida (OGIS 257 1.16.). The assertion of these links is
particularly significant because Seleukeia-in-Pieria had been ruled by the Ptolemies from
246-219. Thus, Ptolemaios 1X actually had a claim to the place as his dynasty’s spear-

won land,*®

and the middle of a “most desperate” civil war in Syria would have been an
opportune time to act on that claim. Therefore, Seleukeia-in-Pieria might not be the
primary audience of the grant in OGIS 257. Other cities that were less vulnerable
received fewer gifts and show fewer signs of autonomy. Antioch only began to mint its
own silver coins in 92/91,°®* a step which Downey interprets as a royal concession,*®* and

as there were four rival Seleukid pretenders in that year,*®

it is certainly plausible that
one of them granted Antioch coining rights in exchange for support or funding.
Alternatively, the mintmaster at Antioch may have decided that minting coins in the
name of the polis was easier than trying to pick a winner from the four pretenders. Thus,
the same phenomenon can be interpreted as the polis seizing power or reluctantly

assuming it.

Increased Military Reliance
There is some evidence that the cities were increasingly asserting themselves against the
kings. | Maccabees 11.45 records the earliest instance of mass-action by the people of a
polis of the Seleukid heartland. According to the passage, King Démétrios II faced a
rebellion from the multitude of Antioch and was only saved by the intervention of the
Jews. The focus of the passage is clearly on the military strength of the Jews and, as a
result, the passage, without doubt, exaggerates the number of Antiochene rebels (who,
exactly, was counting them?) and perhaps also the seriousness of the revolt, while
offering little context, except that Démétrios had replaced his troops with mercenaries
and that Tryphon’s revolt was ongoing.’® If there is a causal relationship between the
dismissal of the soldiers by Démeétrios and the Antiochenes’ revolt against him, then the

dismissed soldiers might have been locals. It does seem that the Syrian cities provided

%82 Hellenistic kings regularly employed such claims. In Polyb. 18.51.4, for example, Antiochos 111 asserts
his ownership of Thrace based on Seleukos I’s supposed conquest of the region in 281 BC. It seems that
spear-won land remained spear-won even once lost to the spears of others.

%% Hoover (2007) 289f.

%% Downey (1961) 134.

%% Antiochos X Eusebgs, Antiochos XI Epiphanés, Démétrios IIT Eukairos, and Philippos I Philadelphos.
The extreme disorder left ancient and modern historians extremely uncertain as to which of these were in
charge of Antioch in that year: Hoover (2007) 290.

%8| Mac. 11.38-44.
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large numbers of troops to the king in the final years of the Seleukid kingdom. For
example, when Antiochos IX died in battle in 96, Diodoros claims that:

Three hundred thousand had died, including those who had gone along
outside of the battle-array [i.e. as camp followers], such that no house
could be found without a part in the misfortune.

TPIIKOVTO YOp HOPLId®V AmoAoUEVOY oLV TolG EKkTOC TG ThEemg
avoPepnrocty odk RV eVPELV oikiav GHOPOV ATVYHLOTOG.
(Diod. Sic. 34/35.17)

The number of dead must be very greatly exaggerated, but there is no reason to dismiss
the idea that the city provided a great deal of the royal troops. More Antiochene soldiers
were taken as prisoners of war in 95 when Démétrios III was defeated by the Parthians.®’
Another example is found in I Mac. 10.71, when Apollonios the governor of Koile-Syria
1s campaigning against Jonathan Maccabee for Démeétrios II, he boasts, “the force[s] of
the cities are with me” (uet’ £uod éotv duvapug Tdv TéAewv), implying that his force was

mainly or entirely recruited from the Syrian cities.

This contrasts strongly with the Seleukid army in earlier periods. Polybios’
outline of Antiochos III’s army during the Fourth Syrian War (219-217) is a good
example of this earlier army.>®® Out of a total of 62,000 infantry and 6,000 cavalry, about
half — the “10,000 men, armed in the Macedonian fashion, called from all parts of the
kingdom” €k mdong éxhedeyuévol tiic Pacireiag, kabommiopuévol &' gig Tov Makedovikov
pomov, avdpeg woplot (Polyb. 5.79.4.), and the 20,000 mass of the phalanx were
probably drawn in whole or in part from the foundations of the Seleukid heartland. The
cavalry are not provenanced — but the cavalry at the festival at Daphné in 166 consisted
of both M&dian and citizen horsemen.®®® There is no reason to think that the source of the
cavalry in Antiochos III’s army was different. Antiochos III, then, could wage a perfectly
good war without the Syrian and Mesopotamian cities. But, once Asia Minor (189 BC),
Iran and Mesopotamia (139? BC) had been lost, the kings were forced to rely more
heavily on their Syrian cities for troops. So the royal polis policy became increasingly

conciliatory, and the poleis increasingly assertive, because the kings needed the poleis

%87 Joseph. AJ 13.385.
%88 The numbers are “beyond dispute,” Bar-Kochva (1976) 8.
%89 polyh. 30.25.6. On the Festival at Daphné as a reliable guide to the Seleukid army: Paltiel (1979) 32.
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more. But the poleis were still negotiating their status under the Seleukid king as before,
not trying to free themselves from him.

Tigraneés the Seleukid King

The way in which the Syrian and Mesopotamian poleis reacted to the final collapse of the
Seleukid dynasty indicates that they remained interested in maintaining the status quo,
not in obtaining full independence. The civil war in Syria becomes extremely difficult to
follow after 95 BC, as Syria grows ever more fragmented between ever more pretenders,
but it is clear that Tigrangs the Great of Armenia (95-55 BC) gained control of the region
sometime around 80 BC.°% Justin, summarising the account of Pompeius Trogus for
whom these events would have been within living memory, records:

There was mutual hatred between the brothers and then their sons

continued the hostilities of their parents, until the kings and kingdom of

Syria were consumed by unquenchable war. So the people sought outside

aid and began to investigate foreign kings for themselves. And so,

although some proposed the Pontic Mithridates [VI Eupator] and others

Ptolomeus [IX] of Egypt, in the end everyone agreed on Tigranes, King of

Armenia, because Mithridates was entangled in war with the Romans and

Ptolemeus had always been an enemy to Syria. Moreover, in addition to

his personal power, [Tigranes] had both friendship with Parthia and a

marriage alliance with Mithridates. So he was called to the kingdom of

Syria and ruled over a peaceful kingdom for 17 years...

Mutuis fratrum odiis et mox filiis inimicitiis parentum succedentibus cum
inexpiabili bello et reges et regnum Syriae consumptum esset, ad externa
populus auxilia concurrit peregrinosque sibi reges circumspicere coepit.
Itaque cum pars Mithridatem Ponticum, pars Ptolomeum ab Aegypto
arcessendum censeret, occurreretque quod et Mithridates inplicitus bello
Romano esset, Ptolomeus quoque hostis semper fuisset Syriae, omnes in
Tigranen, regem Armeniae, consensere, instructum praeter domesticas
vires et Parthica societate et Mithridatis adfinitate. Igitur accitus in
regnum Syriae per X et VIl annos tranquillissimo regno potitus est...
(Just.Epit. 40.1)

%% 82 BC: Sherwin-White (1994) 238; Mid-70s BC: Hoover (2007) 290ff..
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So, once existence free from the Seleukid yoke was achieved, the Syrian poleis reacted
by searching for a new overlord.*® If the Syrian poleis desired and pursued full
independence like the poleis of Western Asia Minor, they would not have brought in a
new king. On the contrary, it suggests that they viewed existence under the Seleukid
royal aegis as normative and desirable. The candidates were all affiliated with the
Seleukid line: Ptolemaios IX was a cousin of the Seleukids and also the brother and ex-
husband of Kleopatra Seleng, who had become a symbol of legitimacy, married in turn to
Antiochos VIII, 1X, and X;°%? Mithridatés VI was a maternal grandson of Antiochos
VAR Tigran€s is not known to have had a genealogical link to the Seleukid dynasty,
except as Mithridatés VI’s son-in-law (a point which Justin specifically draws attention
to). However, Tigrangs’ family tree is very uncertain and it is therefore possible that he

was also a Seleukid by descent®®*

— perhaps via the daughter of Antiochos 111 who was
married to Xerx@s of Sophéng.”® Not only were the poleis seeking a king, they were

specifically seeking a Seleukid king.

The tenor of Justin’s account is contradicted by the most extended account of
Tigranés’ rule, Plutarch’s Life of Lucullus which depicts him as a stereotypical Oriental
tyrant and enemy of the Seleukid dynasty, whose subjects want rid of him. This

characterisation cannot be taken as accurate.”®® Plutarch’s Tigrangs is introduced thus:

Over Armenia sits Tigranes, King of Kings, possessing forces with which
he deprives the Parthians of Asia, carries the Greek poleis away to Mé&dia,
rules over Syria and Palestine, slaughters the Seleukid kings and takes

their daughters and wives inland.

ongp Apueviag kéOntar Trypévng, Pocidedg Pociiémv, Exov Stvauv 1

[TapBovg 1¢ mepwdnter thg Aciog koi morelg EAAnvidag eic Mndiav

%! Downey argues that this invitation was mostly motivated by the native Syriacs, with many of the Greeks
working for independence: (1961) 137. However, populus probably reflects dfjuoc and the context appears
to be a debate in the Assembly or Council, all institutions which were largely restricted to elite Greeks (see
page 98-103 above).

%2 Kleopatra apparently maintained a claim on behalf of her son (subsequently a Roman client king, who
reigned as Antiochos XIII between 69 and 64), since Tigranés besieged her in Ptolemais-Aké (an obvious
stronghold for a Ptolemaic princess) some time in the reign of Alexandra Salomé of Judaea (76-67 BC):
Josephos AJ. 13.419-420, and she visited Rome to press her sons’ claim to the Seleukid throne in the late
70s: Cic.Verr.2.4.61; Downey (1951) 146.

%% Ogden (1999) 143.

%% |ang (1970) 130.

%% Polyh.8.23.

%% | ang (1970) 136; Redgate (1998) 75.
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avaxopiCer kai Xvpiag kpotel kail Iolaiotivig kol Tovg Gnd XededKov
Baotreic amoxtivviel, Buyatépag o' adT@V dyetl Kol Yuvoikag dvacTioToug.
(Plut. Luc. 14.6)

Tellingly, this is part of a speech of Lucullus, Tigrangs’ eventual conqueror. Lucullus’
characterisation of Tigrangs is upheld throughout the rest of Plutarch’s narrative.>®’
Throughout the Life, Tigranés is presented as a case study in the self-destructive
tendencies of barbarian tyranny.>*® His pomposity towards Appius Clodius brings the
Roman onslaught upon him,** his savagery towards his subjects prevents him from being
properly informed and encourages his subjects to betray him,®® and his inability to
control his passions or to distinguish friends from flatterers leads him to defeat.®*
Ultimately, Tigrang€s is saved only by dissension among the Romans. 602 Depicting
Tigranés thus helps establish parallelism between Lucullus and Kimdn, whose war
against Xerxgs, the Oriental tyrant par excellence, was similarly interrupted by dissension
among the Greeks.®® Plutarch appears more concerned with making moral points about
barbarian despotism and the proper character of a statesman, than with portraying

Tigran€s’ rule accurately. 604

The limited contemporary evidence for Tigran€s’ rule supports Justin’s account,
indicating that Tigranés behaved as a typical Seleukid king in his relations with the
Syrian poleis.®® He adopted the common Seleukid epithet “god” (®gbc) for his Syrian
coins and restricted the title “king of kings” (Baociled¢ faciriémv), which had Achaimenid
or Parthian connotations, to the coins he issued in Armenia.®® Tigrangs’ Syrian coinage
generally follows Seleukid models very closely,®® but his Antiochene issues innovate, by
depicting the famous Tyché of Antioch carved by Eutychidés in the reign of Seleukos I

(depicted at left courtesy of wildwinds.com).®® This prominent Antiochene civic symbol

7 Swain (1992) 311.

%% This fits naturally into the philosophy of Plutarch, who generally equates Hellenisation with virtue and
coined the derisive term ouoBapPBapog for Herodotos: Duff (1999) 59, 298ff. Mossman (2010) 159.

%9 Plut. Luc. 21.7.

%09 1hid. 22, 25.1, 29.2.

%L 1hid. 26.

%02 1hid. 34.

%98 On the importance of moral and thematic unity between the pairs in Plutarch’s Parallel Lives, see Tatum
(2010) 2ff.

8% Cf, Plut. Alex. 1; Pelling (2011) 102.

895 Rostovtzeff (1941) 2.856.

8% | ang (1983) 528; Redgate (1998) 75.

897 Rostovtzeff (1941) 2.856.

898 Stansbury-O’Donnell (1994) 55.
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had not previously appeared on coinage, but it became closely associated with Tigrangs;
he also depicted it on coins issued at his new capital, Tigranokerta.®®® Thus, Tigrangs
identified the Tyche, an expression of polis identity, with himself — allowing it to also be
an expression of loyalty to him as king, just as the early Seleukids had with their symbols.
In accordance with the practice of Hellenistic kingship, Tigranés adapted his self-
presentation to accord with the expectations of the Syrian poleis and adopted the same
sort of relationship with the Syrian poleis as they had had with their Seleukid overlords.
To Plutarch, this relationship probably did not look very different from Oriental tyranny,
but if the poleis had not appreciated Tigranés’ style of rule, they could have acted against
him. In their interactions with Tigranés, the Syrian poleis had many of the advantages
which Asia Minor had possessed relative to the Seleukid kings: Syria was a newly
absorbed territory of the Armenian kingdom, distant from the kingdom’s core, and
contested with a number of other powers (Parthians, Ptolemies, Nabataeans, and various
Seleukid pretenders). If the poleis had wanted Tigranés to treat them as independent allies,
they were in as good a bargaining position as the poleis of Asia Minor had been under the
Seleukids. Tigranés presented himself to the Syrian poleis in the manner of a Seleukid
king because that was still the style of rule which they desired. Thus, while the poleis
clearly became more assertive in their interactions with the kings as the Seleukid dynasty

weakened, they still wished to exist under the aegis of Seleukid royal power.

899 | bid.
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CONCLUSION: THE SELEUKID POLIS

For the poleis of the Seleukid heartland, dependence on the king seems to have
had a value which outweighed its disadvantages. These disadvantages were not
inconsiderable: the Kkings interfered deeply in their affairs both informally and
institutionally. This interference affected everyday life in a substantial way: royal soldiers
were garrisoned in the cities and royal officials witnessed — and taxed — everyday
commercial transactions. Aside from these practical expenses, subordination had an
ideological cost which the poleis of Asia Minor found very expensive. In Asia Minor, the
kings and the poleis worked very hard to present Seleukid overlordship as alliance — the
kings recognised the poleis’ right to extensive freedom of action and the poleis strove to
act as independently as possible. In Syria and Mesopotamia, however, the poleis were on
a far shorter leash and did not strain on it nearly as hard.

For most of the Hellenistic Period, the poleis of Syria and Mesopotamia did not
really have a choice. Sitting in the heartland of the Seleukid realm, they were essential to
the kings’ rule in a way that the poleis of Asia Minor simply were not. The poleis of the
heartland were essential hubs for the transport of resources, money, and troops across the
empire. They were showcases for the prosperity of their overlords. They became centres
from which the wealth of the countryside could easily be extracted and converted into
cash wealth. They were a place where defeated peoples could be integrated into the realm.
For these poleis to be or have striven to be independent would have threatened a major
basis of Seleukid royal power. The kings installed massive garrisons, to force the cities’
loyalty, but from their foundation the kings also endeavoured to make the poleis
amenable to royal control, so that control did not require force. They constructed their
new foundations to be like the poleis of Asia Minor and Mainland Greece in form and
institutional structure, but built concord between city and king into their ideological and

administrative structures.

Subordination to the kings was not absolute: the poleis of the Seleukid heartland
were allowed a limited degree of agency. IGLS 4.1261 from Laodikeia-by-the-Sea shows
that the poleis were generally allowed to manage their own affairs in matters in which the
king was not interested, which might nevertheless be matters of great import to the polis
in question. When the king interfered directly, as in IGLS 3.2.1183 from Seleukeia-in-

Pieria, the poleis acknowledged royal letters as commands, but they could still assert
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agency by presenting obedience as being in their own interest. Thus, the poleis exercised

sufficient internal self-government to consider themselves poleis.

The identities of the poleis in Asia Minor were based on a long history of local
names, myths, and symbols. These referred to a time (mythical or historical) when the
poleis had been independent and their expression was thus in opposition to the kings. The
Seleukids’ new poleis in Syria and Mesopotamia were different. They were named after
the kings, their founder-myths centred on their settlement by the kings, and their symbols
were largely those of the dynasty. These symbols did not recall an independent existence.
On the contrary, they reinforced the idea that the poleis were dependent on the kings and
that they were Seleukid. When the poleis asserted their local polis identity, they
expressed a Seleukid identity as well, not their independence. The semi-civic coinage
issued under Antiochos IV and Alexandros I is a clear example of this synthesis of civic
and royal symbolism in practice. The endurance of these Seleukid symbols and myths
long after the Seleukid dynasty had fallen indicates how entrenched they were as part of

the poleis’ identities.

Furthermore, subordination to the kings was in the interest of the civic elites. The
civic governments of the poleis were based upon a partnership between the royally-
appointed epistates and the civic magistrates. The epistatés straddled the royal and civic
spheres — voice of the king to the city and voice of the city to the king, his power in each
sphere predicated on the idea that he was the representative of the other sphere. The
magistrates represented a small citizen body and needed the support of an external source
of authority, too, to help maintain their position. Concord between epistatés and the
magistrates — between the royal and civic spheres — was thus essential for both parties and
is therefore stressed in IGLS 3.1183 and IGLS 4.1261.

The Seleukids had not killed the polis in bringing it to Syria and Mesopotamia,
but they had significantly altered it. The Syrian and Mesopotamian poleis were, therefore,
distinct from those of Asia Minor — their symbols of identity and internal structures
encouraged them to desire subordination to an external sovereign, in a way that the poleis
of Asia Minor found very difficult. It was this new Seleukid model, which allowed the
polis to have a local identity and to submit to a higher power which represented the poleis’
future — they would continue to enjoy wealth and prosperity on a scale hitherto undreamt,

but they would never be completely free again.
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Amyzon, Karia
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Erythrai

Erythrai
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Seleukeia-in-Pieria
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€.200 BC
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330-315

281

262

186

187-175
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2777

193

268-262

261-246

253

c.195

166

779?

109

133-120

c.330

197

303

€.195?

114

PH 256814
Landau (1966)
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PH 252959

Holleaux (1933) ; Kohler
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(2005)
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PH 251595; RC 15
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PH 256448; RC 3/4

PH 260467
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F. Amyzon 16 : Amyzon, Karia: c.200 BC

[ — | — xai tdv &MooV ar]édvtov Gv kai Ap[vlo|veig petéyovoty dv] toic Xpucaopéop

noAg[ow |

ELéaBan 8¢ Avoploag ol apkopevotl Tpoc Nucoundn[v |5 0] yrieiopa droddcovoty Kol
GomacaueEVol avT[OV | Ta]pa 10D dNUOL TapaKaAEGOVGLY dvTa EVEPYETV Tepdcbot del

TIvo¢ Gyabod mapaitiov yivesOot Tt dnpot |
avaypayal 6& T00E YNEIoUa £V TAL EMPAVESTATOL TO|T®L TOD Vaod THS ApTEHSOGT

) ~ \ ~ ) ~ A 7 er 4 ~ \ 1% 3 ~
gmueindijvan 8¢ ¢ &|10|vaypaetig Tovg TpocTatag OTmG ML TAGL PavepPOV | dTL O OTjHog

gvepyetndeic amodddt yhprrog a&ia[c] | Toig evepyeToboy avTOHV:
10 8¢ avnAoua €i¢ Tadta | 60T® O KabeoTAUEVOC TOUiNG Amd TOV KOWV®V | TPOGOdMV.

Npédncav Muvwviong Tepoxieiovg, Mévin|15|mog Nikacucheiong.

[The demos decides]:

e [To grant Nikomé&deés citizenship? and all other] things also which the
Am[yzonians share with] the poleis of the Chrysaoreans

e To choose men] who will go to Nikomédés and give him this decree and greeting
him kindly on behalf of the demos will encourage him, as a benefactor, to always
try to be the cause of something good for the démos,

e To inscribe this decree in the most prominent place in the temple of Artemis

e That the prostatai are to take care of the inscription so that it may be apparent to
all that when the démos receives beneficence it repays the benefactor with

gratitude worthy of itself

Let the man who has been appointed treasurer provide the cost of these things from the

common income.

The men chosen: Myonidés of Hierokleios, Menippos of Nikasikleios
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Hefzibah : Jordan River Valley, south of Galilee : 200-195 BC

A
[Ba]owkevg Av[ti]oyog ITtorepaimt yoipsty. — — — — — — — — | ag cvvtag[ov
avalypdyav[talc &v otylaig MO[ivaig | déAtolg Agvkaic | Ta]g émotodd¢ dvab]eivon &v
[taic] vmapyovoog [kopac. yeypaeoue]v 6& | me[pt tovtov Kiéwvi kai] ‘HM[o]ddpmt
101¢ O[<r>o]wnraig tv[a érakorovbmaoiv]. Bp” YrepPepeta[iov — ]

King Antiochos to Ptolemaios, greetings. — — — — — — — — arrange for the
epistolai to be engraved on stone steles or [white tablets] and se[t up] in the [villages]
under your control. [We have written] abo[ut these things to Kleon and] Heliodoros the
dioikétai, in order to follow it up. — Hyperberetaios, 112 SE [200 BC]

B
|5 [BaJowev[c Avtio]yog [KA&]ov[i] yai[ple[t]v. Ta kotay[eypappuéva map’ £uod] tdi
oTpaTNYdL | — N — — — kol anfo]t[dv €]vésy]ev v kth[paoty — — Jo adTdl KoTd
10 | — 000&V Ol — — VTI® vV — J0UT — — — €1l€ — — AL T O HEVNL YO port].

[K]in[g Antio]chos [to Kle]on, Greetings. The things w[ritten] below to the strategos [by
me] — — — — and he, disobeying, held on to the properties — — to him below — —
thing givenby ——— — — — — — — — — — la[nds].

8| [Ba]oweve [Avtioxoc Kiéwwvi] yoipev. tod dmopvip[otog od Edwkle[v fqlu{wv
ITtoA[epaiog | 6 o]tpatny[0]c [Kal apylepede vmo]tétaktal o avi[i]y[pagov. yev]échm
[o0]v domep GEol. aftp” — — —]

|10] [Bap]ikel Av[tidoywt vm]opvnua wapd ITtolep[aiov] otpatnyod kai apyep[Emg. | tdv
n]év ovliov yon]udtov déEd ypaeivar [tod0’] oo pév &v Mt dv Taic kdpong [pov | to]ig
Laoic m[pdg a]vtodg eivar Ea[ydyal émi TV map’ éuod, doa &’ &v M Tpdg Tov[G | V]
ALV koudv [8] te oikovop[og kai 6 —Jov mp[o]eotnkmg émc[k]ondowy. av o — | —
@o—umnt §j xai peilova dokijt — — — — wéumnton €ni tov v Z[v]piot K[oi] Olo]viknt
|15] [ot]potnydv. 100G 8¢ @povpdpyovg [Kol Tovg &]mi T@V TOT®V TETAYUEVO[LG] Un
nepio[ teihat] unbéva tpdmov Tovg mapn[yovpévoug]. v [a]otiv [H]Aodbpot.

[K]ing [Antiochos to Kleon], greetings. Attached is a copy of the hypomnéma which
[Ptolemaios the] strategos and archpriest [gav]e to us. So, let it be done as he thinks best
[11]1 SE [201 BC]

Hypomnéma to [Kin]g An[tiochos] from Stratégos and Archpriest Ptolemaios. About
goods on sale, | think best to write [these things]: whatever is exp[orted] by the
commoners in [my] villages to themselves be administered by my officials, but the
oikonomos and the — administrator would oversee whatever is [exported] to commoners
of other villages. And if — — — or he wishes more — — — — he would send to the
strategos of Syria and Phoenicia. And that the phrourarchoi and those set over the places
should not pro[tect] in any way those who are led astray. The same (letter) to Heliodoros.
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17| [BaJowedg Avtioxoc K[Aéo]vi yaipew. [tod OmlopuvAuotog ob Edm[kev Muiv |
[Tto]Aepdiog 6 otpatnydc Kai dpylepedg vrot[étaktat] O Avtiypapov. | [yev]écbw odv
kaBdmep a&ol.fip” Avdaiov &

|20| [Bog]ihel peydrmt Avtidyor dvmopvnuoe [roapa Iltor]epa[iov] otpatnyod | [Kkai]
apylepéme. a&d, &av oot gaivnrol, Paociked, — — — — mpog 1¢ [KAé]ova kol
‘HMOdw[po]v [tov]g dowknrag gig tag vr[apy]odoag pot ko[p]og [[€y]kmoet kai €ig [t]o
na[t]pxov koi eig [Ag] ob mpo[clétafac wataypdy[oi], [un]Osvi éEovciav eivar
gmotafueve koo pnde]uiov [w]apedpeoty |25 und’ £tépovg Emayoaydv pund’ EmBoinv
nomoog [K]ai &ml Td kTpata, | unde Aaovg EEdyev. v avt[n]v ‘HAodmpot.

[K]ing Antiochos to K[led]n, greetings. Attached is a copy of the Aypomnéma which
[Ptolemaios the] stratégos and archpriest [gav]e to us. So, let it be done as he thinks best.
4™ Audanios, 112 SE [200 BC]

Hypomnéma to King Antiochos the Greatest [from] Stratégos [and] Archpriest
Ptol]lemalios]. I think best, if it should seem so to you, King, — — — — that there be no
authority for the dioikétai [Kle]on and Heliodo[ro]s to billet in the villages belonging to
me by tenure, in my hereditary land, and in the land which you commanded to be deeded
to me under any pretext, nor for bringing in others, nor for making requisitions (even for
property), nor to take away the commoners. The same (letter) to Héliodoros.

E
27| BlaJowebg Avtioxoc Mapovor yoipew. év[e]o[d]vicev fuiv | [IT]tolepoio[c 0]
oTpatNyOg Kol dpyepev[g] mheio[vag t]dv d0dg[v]opévev | katadvew te petd Plag &v
T0ic kKopa[1g] avtod [kai] dAia ddwnuata |30 ovk OAiyo cvvieleicbot ur Tpocéyoviog
t[oic map’] HuU[B]v émoTtd[Opoic]. mepi tovTov [§]mpéretay obv moo[ic], dmwg pm noév[ov]
K[o]AWo[v]tor — | [a]AAd kai Cnu[id]vtol dekomia {1} o<it>aig, av mowdvtal PAGPat. | 1
avt [Avca]vial, Aéovti, Alovikot.

K[ilng Antiochos to Marsyas, greetings. [P]tolemaio[s the] strategos and archpries|t]
reported to us that the majority of those passing through ignored our quartermasters and
encamped by force in his villages and carried out not a few other crimes. So you should
issue an order about these things that not only are they to be stopped — but also that they
are to be fineded tenfold, should damage be done. The same (letter) to [Lysa]nias, Ledn,
Dionikos.
F

34| Booihedg Avtioxoc HAod[d]po[1] y[eiplew. thg dmot[oAfig ig |35] Y]eypbpapey Tpog
Mopo[d]av dmotétaxtor O dviiypagov. v & ovv] | &maxoiovdet. (ip” Eavd[ikod]|
[O]meTdry[n 1 mpog] Ma[p]lovav 1 avth. Bcoddtmt T[7]¢ [1p]og Avoavia[v].| ATtollopdvel
g p[0g A€é]o[vta]. [Thovtoyéver Thg Tpd[] Atdvikov.

King Antiochos to Heliodoros, greetings. Attached is a copy of the epistol[é which] we
have written to Marsyas. [So] comply with it. Xandikos, 116 SE [195 BC] The same
(letter) to Marsyas (attached above); to Theodotos of the one for Lysanias; to
Apollopanés of the one to Ledn; to Ploutogengs of the one to Dionikos.
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I. Erythrae 23 : Erythrai: 330-315 BC
'E@’ iepomo1od Aajudrov teyy®dv €lmotato Tiig av|tmAdong to |5| teiyovg. ..

When Damalos was hieropoios, the overseers of the walls for damp-proofing the wall...

I. Erythrae 205 : Erythrai: 281 BC
Appended to an early fourth century BC inscription on the cult of Asklépios and Apollo

|75| duveit<e> &mi omovdaic ATOA®VOC KLOVOTAOKAUOV | Toido Xélevkov, Ov avtog
yeivato ypv[clordpag | [— 7 —]veite un d100éc0s [—]

Sing with libations of Seleukos, son of dark-haired Apollo, who himself made golden
lyres — — lest you arrange —
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I. Priene 22 : Priéné : 262 BC
[N]opewvt Ipotapyov. |

[¢ni ot]epavnedpov Asmpédovtog, unvoc Tavpe[@lvoc, AJuciac Tolvyapovg simev:

gneldn Nopoo[v | [T]patapyov npdtepdv e ppodpapyoc arnodel|5|[y]0elg tiig drpag Vo
TOD OOV EMpeA®dC te Kol Oy [Kk]a[i]wg SapuAdEag HeTd T PPOVPDOV TOPES®|[KEV
o]V T Nt KaBdTL kol mopéhapev, kal mh|[Av 10] devtepov dmodetyDeig
@POvPaPYOG VO ToD |[dMuov] Thg dxpoag diEpeveé te Tava 10y ypovov |10| [Ev tan
epJovpimt katd TOV VOOV Kol TopédwKkey T | [Oumt, kal T]oic povpoig dpHdg Kol
dkaimg ypopevoc | [€n mavti] Koot kol mpdtepov, Kai £v TG dALOIS | [EavTOV Ot]ateAel
TapeXOUEVOG €1G TO CLUEE|[ povTa THG TOAEWS']

TOYM AyodijL -
de00yOon Tt BovAiit [15] [kai téd dpmr oteelavidoar Nopeova [potdpyov | [toig
Tp®TO1G Atovv]oio[t]g TdL AydVL TAV TPpay®[ddV YpLGEML GTEPAV]®L TAL K TOD VOOV,
Kol On|[Adoat ot O¢ aitiag ote]@avodtat, ThHe 8¢ dvayy[e[Aog Empeindijvoe Tov
&y]ovoBétnyv: dmwg & av 1] |20] [eavepd 1 Tod dpov mploaipesic fiv Exwv [Vnep | TV
AvopAV KoOA®Y Kol 6 ]yaddv dviov Jio|[telel —] kowvdv émiotal[— pvnuovedwv|[tat,
avaypayal tadto gic ot]Any MBi|25|[vnv kol otiicot ig TO 1epov Thig ABNVag 10 O8]
ava|[Aopa 10 €ic te TOV oTéQOVOV —]|

For Nymphon son of Protarchos.

[When] Ledomedon was crownbearer, in the month of Taureon, Lysias son of Polycharos
said:

Since Nymphon son of Protarchos who was formerly appointed phrourarchos of the
citadel by the demos, maintained the guard attentively and correctly along with the
guardsmen, and return[ed it] to the démos, just as he received it and again, when
appointed phrourarchos of the citadel by the démos a second time, continued to behave
according to the law for the whole time in the garrison and returned it to the [démos, and]
managed the guards correctly and justly [in everything] just as before, and in other
matters continued to offer [himself] for the benef[it of the polis].

Good Fortune!

It has been resolved by the boulé [and the demos] to crown Nymphon son of Protarchos
[in the first days of Dionysios] at the tragedy contest, [with a gold] crown as from custom,
and to make known the [the reasons why] he is crowned, and for the organiser of the
contest to organise the proclamation. And so that [the démos’] goodwill, which it
continues to have [for men who are well and good] may be apparent — [and so that that
these deeds?] may be remembered in common know|[ledge? —, to write these things on a]
stone stel[e and set it up in the temple of Athena. And the expense for the crown and —
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IGLS 3.2.1183, Theophilos Decree : Seleukia Pieria : 186 BC
Oeoilov £MGTATOL Kol APYOVTOV YVOUN" |

gmel mopd 100 PaciAémg anedddn mpdo|tayua meplt APIGTOAOYOL TOV TWOUEVOVY | PiA®V
map’ avTdl, oL TO Avtiypoagov VmoTé|5|takTa, Kakde & Exetl, Tod avOpdTOL aipeT|ide
&xovtog mpoOg TV mOALY, kol tpotedeluévon katoknoew évtavba &v 1€ mieijoov TV Tt
TOAEL oLUEEPOVTOV Kol KOwijt | Toig moAitang kai idiat €kdotmr cvveuPoaivov|10|tog
amapoakAnT®dg, O¢ kol ol mepedévieg mpeo||Bevtal mpoc tov Paciién Kovev, Zijbog,
AvOpokAT, | Aptepidwpoc Emavayoydvteg amnyyeay | fiv [rpolonvéykato omovdnyv €mi

10D BoaocLéng | mepi OV ETOyyavVOV dmecTOApSVOL,

eaivesbor | kol v oMV amodeyopévny Qoepoveg v tdv |15 toodtmv dvopdv
npoBupiov Kol evepyeciov, 6nmg | kol ol dALOL EmyvdoKoVTeES TO. TOPO THC TOAE|®C
amaviopeva toig euaya{yo}belv mepopévols, ovvlowilev Tovg moAitag ({nAmtol

ywopevol, avtéymv|ton tiig mop’ Huiv Tolteiag,

ded0ybon T dNumt £man|20|vécar 1€ Aprotoloyov £mi THL TOWWOTNL TPOPECEL Kol
VIap|xev avTdL o’ MUV moAteio, TOV OE €i¢ TV O10 Tod| TpooTayuatog d[18]opévny
gikdva TOTOV Gmodei&al | TOV EmoTatny Kai Tovg dpyovtag &v Tdt | apyeimt, avaypapijvorl
3¢ a0 TOV VIO TOD YPAUUOTEWDC, |25] TaTpdc Aptotodldyov €ig uev dfjuov, OAvumiéa, PLATV

| 6¢ Acodikida. |

gtovg ckp’, UNvog Aauciov A |

Bacthedg Térevkog Ocopidmt kol Tedsvkéwv | v éu [Tepion Tolg dpyovot kai Tit TOAEL
yaipew: |30] AptotOoyOV TOV TILOUEVOY PIA®V TOPEIGYNUE[VOV TAG Ypeiog HeTd mhong
govoiag Tl e ToTpl | NUAOV Kol TdL AdeAE®L Kol UV, Kol &V 101G AvaryKo oTiTolg Kaipotg
TETOMUEVOV ATOOEIEEIC EKTE|VETG THG TTPOG TG TPAYLLOTO, AUPECEMS, Kal Katd TO [35] Aowrd
ugv popunBodueda délmg fig Tposeépetan | [edvoi]ag kai ikovi 88 YAKT 6TEQAVHOGOUEY
e —— ] fiv Bovropeba otabijvar map’ O[—— — — — — — — — —

— —]vteg gic avtv.
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Proposal of Epistates Theophilos and the Archons:

Since a prostagma was delivered from the king concerning Aristolochos, one of the
honoured friends near to him (of which a copy is appended below) it is appropriate that,
as this man, acting with goodwill to this city and having chosen to settle down here, in
many cases [he] has both been of advantage to the city and has voluntarily aided the
citizens publicly and individuals privately, and, moreover, Kondn, Z&thos, Androklgs,
[and] Artemidoros, the ambassadors who were sent to the King and have returned,
reported how much trouble he went to with the King regarding the matters for which they

were sent,

And, so that the polis be seen to welcome the goodwill and beneficence of such men, in
order that others also, learning what comes from our city to those who endeavour to love
goodness and becoming imitators of [him in] preserving the citizens, might care for our

community,

It has been resolved by the démos:
e To commend Aristolochos for such conduct and to grant our citizenship to him,
e To consecrate, for the statue given [to him] by your command, the place [of] the
epistatées and archons in the Town hall,
e And that he is to be enrolled, by the secretary, as the son of Aristolochos, in the deme
of Olympieus and the tribe of Laodikis
Year 126, 30" of Daisios
[186 BC, 31* May]

King Seleukos to Theophilos and to the archons and city of the Seleukeians-in-Pieria,
greetings. Because Aristolochos of our honoured friends furnished the needs of our father,
brother, and ourselves with total goodwill, and in most fraught times has eagerly
demonstrated his devotion to our affairs, and in other respects, we consider him worthy
of the goodwill which he embodies and we have honoured him with a bronze statue [—

——————— ] which we wish to erect in y[our city — — — — — ——1] for it.
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IGLS 3.1184 : Seleukeia-in-Pieria: 187-175 BC

A

[Etovg — — —] xai éxatootod | iepeig | Avg Qivumiov | kol Awg Kopvgaiov |5
Nwnpatog Niknpdtov, | Amdolwvoc tob émnt Ad[ov]n | Kodhudiig Awoy[évoug], |
AmoMwvog | ZnvoProg Znvevog, |10 Zedevkov Awg | Nwkdropog kai Avtidyov |
Amoldvoc Xotipo[c] | kai Avtioyov Oeod | kai Tedevkov |15 KoarAwvikov | kai
Yelevkov Zmtipog | kai Aviioyov kai | Aviidoyov Meyarov | [At]Joyévelg Aptéumvog, |20]
[Bact]Aémg Zedevkov | [Ev]kpatne Avaiovog, | [oxnm]tpoeopog | [— — — — —
Anpuntpiov.

Priests in the hundred and [ — —]™ year: Of Zeus Olympios and of Zeus the Chief:
Nikeratos son of Nikeratos; of Apollo at Daphné: Kalliklés son of Diogenés; of Apollo...:
Zenobios son of Zenon; of Seleukos [I] the Victorious Zeus, Antiochos [1] the Saviour
Apollo, Antiochos [Il] the God, Seleukos [Il] the Beautiful Victor, Seleukos [II1] the
Saviour, Antiochos, and Antiochos [I11] the Greatest: Diogengs son of Artemon; of King
Seleukos [IV: Eu]krates son of Anaxion; [sceptre?]bearer: [~ — — — — ] son of
Demetrios.

B
[Etovg — — —] kol ékotootod | iepeic | Atdg OAlvumiov | tdv Oedv tdV |5 Zotp[wv]
kai Ao | Ko[pvgpaliov | A[vd]pwv OLoei[o—], | AndArovog | Oedpihog Avi[— — —],
|10] Zerevkov A0¢ | Nikbropog kai Avt[idyov] | AmoAldvog Twtipoc | kol Aviidyov
Beod | kol Zelevkov Totii[poc] |15] kol Avtidyov kai | Avtidyov peydrov | Aprotia<g>
Oué[pog?] | o Apiotap<y>ov, | Paciiémg Zerevkov |20| Novunpog Nov[pnelov, |
[o]knmTpo@dpoc | | | ®b6og <I>vbokréwe, [25] kepavvoedpor | Tépav

Yo<{>ov[tog | Tatplo[v Ta]tpa<y>6pov.

Priests in the hundred and [ — —]™ year: Of Zeus Olympios of the Saviour Gods and
of Zeus the Chief: A[nd]ron son of Philophi[a—]; of Apollo: Theophilos son of Ant[—
— —1, of Seleukos [1] the Victorious Zeus, Ant [iochos I] the Saviour Apollo, Antiochos
[1] the God, Seleukos [l11] the Saviour, Antiochos and Antiochos [lIl] the Greatest:
Aristias son of Home[ros?] grandson of Aristarchos; Of King Seleukos [I1VV]: Noumé&phos
son of Nou[méph]os. Sceptrebearer: Thoas son of Pythoklgs; Thunderbearers: Hieron son
of Sozon, [latr]o[n] son of [la]tra[g]oros
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IGLS 4.1261: Laodikeia by the Sea: 174 BC
ETovg NAp’, UNvog Avdvaiov A, |

AcKINTAS0V EMGTATOV Kal APYOVI®V | yvoun:

gnel "Qpog kai AmoAddmpoc | kai Avtioyoc, oi iepgic Tod Tapdmdoc |5| kai tfig "Io1dog
dmedoyilovto dpeodov | &v @ Eotv Kai T TEPEVOC TAV | Tpoyeypappévay Oedv drbpye |
av1oic € Kol T0ic AmoALoddpov vioic, | Toig dveyiolg avtdv Tomndolg, |10| ididxnTov:
ynoeicpatog 8¢ eioevn|veypévov To¢ aitovpévong mapd tig | moremg tonov €ig avabecty
€lkOVOog | 5180val TO EKTETOYUEVOV S10POPOV, | Kai aitovuEVEVY TVAV TOTOVG Kol &v T |15]
Ep®, VPOPOUEVO<> 1| €K TOD TO10V|TOV TPOTOV AvackeLANTUL TA THG | KTHoEMS ATV,

TapeEKAAOVY Tpo|vonOfvor mepi TovTOV,

KoOA®DG &xel | Omwg un o 1o tovTov oi Kthoelg [20| avt®dv dg mpoonVEVKAVTO

avaokevdlmvtar

3€00yOan T0ic | mEAYGov: TOVG PoLAOUEVOLS ioThVEWY | &V T® aOT® TOT® d180dVaL, Ur| ToD

10|mov, atig 8¢ TG £ikovoc O Yyneisbey |25] TAfbog.

Year 138 [174 BC] 30" of Audanios.
Proposal of Epistates Asklépiadés and the archons:

Since Horos, Apollodoros and Antiochos, the priests of Sarapis and Isis rendered an
account of their city-block in which there is the sanctuary of the aforementioned gods
controlled by them and their first cousins, the sons of Apollodaros, which is their private
property and as a motion has been passed that those asking for civic land for dedication of
statues are to give a fixed sum of money and some have asked for places in their temple,
they suspect that their possessions will be wrecked by such practices and they called for

provision to be made in these matters.

It is appropriate that their possessions, which they have offered up, not be wrecked

through such practices;

[so] it has been resolved by the peliganes: that those wishing to set up [statues] in their

sanctuary are to give the amount decreed, not for the site, but for the statue itself.
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IGLS 7.4028 : Baitokaike : 7??= OGIS 262 = RC 70
A letter in Latin from the Emperors Valerian and Gallienus (r.AD 253-259) precedes

|15] émoToAn Avtidoyov BaciAémg: |

Baocievg Avtioxog Evenue yaipewv: €300n 0 koatakeywpio|uévog vmopvnuotionds

vevéaBm oy kaddTL dedhmton Tepi OV Se1 18 60D | cuvtelecOfvar.

npoceveyfévtoc pot mepl Tiic évepyeiag Beod Aog Bartokoukng | ékpibn cuvympnOivou
avT®d €i¢ Gmavta TOv ypdvov, 60ev kal 1 dvvapig Tod |20 Beod KatapyeTOl, KOUNY TNV
Boattokou[kn]viv, fiv pdtepov Eoyev Anuntpiog | Anuntpiov 100 Mvaocaiov &v Tovpymvo
TG mept Amdpuov cotpamiog, 6OV 10ig | cuvkhpovot kol KoBNKOLGL THoL KOTd TOVG
TPOVTAPYOVTOC TEPLOPIOUOVS | KOl oLV TOIC T0D EvESTMTOG £TOVE YEVILOOLWY, OTMC 1| OO
Ta0TNG TPOG0d0¢ | dvariokntal €ic Tag Kata pijva cvviedovuévag Bvuoiag kol Tdilo Ta
p0Og adén|25|ov 10D igpod cuvteivovta VIO 10D KabeoTOUEVOL VIO TOD BE0D lEpémg, OC
ei|fotan, dyovton 8 katd pijvo moviyOpeLg ATeAEic T meviekadekaty Kol | Tprakddt, kol
glvol O pdv igpdv doviov, THV 88 kounV dveric<to>Opov pndepdc | dmoppricemc
npoceveydeionc OV 8¢ &vavtiodnoopuevoy Tiot TV mpoyelypappévov Evoyov eival
doePeiq avaypapivai te kal ta avtiypoeo &v |30] othin AMbivn kol tebfjvar &v Td avTd

iep®.

denoel ovv ypapiivon oig €i]0ioton, tva yévntan dicolovdwg toig SnAovpévorg.
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Letter of King Antiochos:

King Antiochos to Euphémos, greetings. The hypomnematismos recorded below was
granted. So let it be just as it has been instructed in regards to these things, which must be
accomplished by you.

As | was informed about the efficacy of divine Zeus of Baitokaiké, it was decided:

e for him to be granted for all time the village of Baitokai[k&é]n&, which Démétrios
son of Démétrios of Mnasaios in Tourgon of the satrapy around Apameia formerly
held, from which the power of the god may receive sacrifices, with the contiguous
[land] and everything which belongs to it according to the archived surveys and
with the harvest of the current year, in order that the income from the land might
be used for performing sacrifices each month and in order that the other
contributions be used for the expansion of the temple by the priest appointed for
the god, as is customary, and in order that untaxed fairs may be held each month
on the fifteenth and the thirtieth,

e And that the temple is to be a sanctuary, and for the village to be exempt from
billeting (no objection having been offered),

e And that anyone who opposes any part of this proclamation shall be guilty of
impiety,

e And that copies are to be inscribed on a stone stele and placed in the temple itself.

So it will be necessary to write to those who are normally written to, so that it is done in

accordance with these instructions.
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Inscription d’'Iran : Laodikeia-in-Média : 193 BC

Mevédnpog AToAod®p® Kol AaodKE®V | Tolg dpyovot kai Td TOAEL yaipe *

100 | [y]pogévtog mpog Nudg mpootayuatog | [mapd to]d Paciiémg drmotétakton | [0
avti]ypagov * kataxolovdsite obv |5| toig émeotaApévolc kol @povticate | &momc
avaypa@ev 10 mpodcTaypo gic oTAANY | MBivny dvatedij év 1d Empovestdt | TdV &v Th

TOAEL IEPAV. |

"Eppwacbé. Op” [avruov 1 |10

Boolebc Avtioyxo[c M]evedfum yaipew |

[Bov]hopevol tig ad[e]Apfc Pacidicone | Aaodikng toc Tog £mi mhgiov adéew | kol
T0d10 GvaykondTaTov £avToic | vopiloveg etvian] S1d T pn pdvov Huiv erroctopyng |15
Kol KNOEUOVIKADG avTiv cuuPlodv, dAld kai | Tpog 10 Ogiov eboefdg drokeiohal, Kai Ta
dAlo puev | doo mpémer kai dikodv oty map’ MUV [avt]f) | cvvavidobor dratedoduev
uetd errootopyiag | moodvieg, kpivopev 6, kabamnep Mud[v] |20| dmodeikvovton kot
v PBoaocireiov apylepeic, | kai tavtg k[ablictacbat &v toic avtoic To[moig] | apylepeiog
al p[op]ncovotv ote@dvoug ypv[codc] | Exovtag eikov[a]g avtiic, Evypagpnoovtol o0& [kai]

| év 101 cuva[A]JAayuaciv] petd tovg TV Tpo[yovov] |25] kol qudv dpyi[ep]eis -

gnel ovv amodédewct[on] | &v Toic VO o€ to]mog Aaodikm, cvv[teleicOn] | mévto Toic
TPOYEYPaUUEVOLS akoAo[V0mG] | kol T dvtiypago TV EMGTOADY dvaypogév[ta] | &ig
othAag avatedntm &v 1ol Empaveotdrolg to[moig], |30] dnmwg viv T Kol €ig TO Aowmodv

eavepa y[ivinton 1 Hue[tépa] | kai &v T00TO1G TPOG TV AdeAENV T[poa]ipeots. |

Op” Zav[dkod].
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Mened@mos, to Apollodoros & the archons & city of Laodikea, Greetings.

Attached is a copy of the prostagma written to us by the king, so follow these instructions
and ensure that the command is written up on a stone stele and set up in the most

prominent of the temples in the city.

Farewell. 10" Panemos, 119 SE [June/July 193 BC]

King Antiochos [l11], to Menedémos, Greetings.

Wishing to further increase the honours of our Sister-Queen Laodiké and considering this
most important to us, not only because she lives affectionately and attentively in marriage
with us, but also [because] she is piously disposed towards the divine. So we continue
with affection the other things which seem fitting and just for her to receive from us and
we judge that just as archpriests are appointed throughout the kingdom for us [i.e. the
King], archpriestesses will be established in those places for her. [These archpriestesses]
shall wear golden crowns and hold statues of her [Laodik€], and also they will be named

in contracts after the archpriests of our ancestors and ourself.

So as Laodiké has been appointed to those places under you, let everything be as written
above and let a copy of this letter be set up inscribed on a stele in the most prominent

places so that now and hereafter our affection for our sister in these matters may be clear.

Xandikos, 119 SE [March/April 193 BC]
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OGIS 222 : Klazomenai : 268-262 BC
[(e.g.) OV 8¢ aydva kai v Bvciav | kol v Aowny moviyvptv cuvte]re[iv kad’ Ekootov
gviav|tov (e.0.) Metaysrvidvog unvoc Tt te]tpddt ictapévov, tva t[v | fuépav v f
Avtioyoc 0 Baocidedg] &yevvnOn pet’ evenuil[ag kai dyadfg toyng katd TOAES Gy]oUEY.
didocOar o6& tdw [5| [Tavnyvprlovgdv moiewv ekaott] dcov kai gic v Ale|[Eavopov
Tavnyvpwy mpog v Bucliov didotat. dmwe 6& kol | [tv mpoaipesty t0D kowod TOV]
Tovov mepl v Tindv &l|[ddow 0 Pacthedg Avtioyog kai 1] Bacilicoa Ttpatovikn, |
[EMécBar ék 1@V TopovImV ocvvédplov Vo A’ Ekdotng more|l0|[wc mpéoPelc, odg
EMopéVOVG Tpec|Bevoavtag mpog Tov Pal[cthéa Kai domacapévoug avtov T]d te yrieioua
100 amodod|[vor Tt Paciiel kai v ebvotav] tdp toéAemv TdV Tadwv Eu|[eavicar, v
POG o TOV, Kol 6 Tt &]v dyabov duvovtatl Tdt kol|[vidt tepumotijoat. mapakoleito]oav 6&
ol mpéafeig top Paot|15|[Aéa v mpoonkovoay 1ion ému]életay moieicOat Tdp noAe|[wv
6V Tadwv dnmg &ig 10 Aowmd]v éledfepar odoo kai dnpo|[kparovpevar pued’ dpovoiog
noM]tevmvTal kKot Tov¢ matpi|[ovg Ekdotoug VOHoLS INAMGoVGt]V 8 avTdt ol TpEoPelg
10t | [radto molovpevoc moAAGV ayob]dv aitiog £otar taic mOAE|20|[owv Gua Te
axorovba Tpdel T T]dV TPoydveV aipéccl. Toapako|[Asitwoav 8¢ ol TpécPelc Pact]Aé’
Avtioyov dmoervacar | [tomov d¢ dv odtén kéAhoTtog @laivnton givor, &v Mt O Tépe|[voc

avtod KataokevoOnoetot] kai 1) Toviyvpic cuvteAs|[cOnoeta.

dtav 8¢ milv cvvérd]woty oi mpeoPeion i oA [25] [év M Bvev d&i TV Ecouévny
Bv]oiav 1@V AheEavdpeiov | [rapakorécor Tavtag Tovg dNUoJug Tovg petéyovtog Tig |
[6voiag, 6mwe kata 10 dyua 0 T]od cuvedpiov BovAedocwmvion | [rept Thg TOoD TEPEVOLS
0ik0douIN¢ Kai Thi¢ Kataokevtic Kai | [repl tod 1€ dydvog kai Tdv Buc]idv kol mepl TV
Mowmdv kab|30[[6tt mpoyéypamtau, (dot’ &v oig d]lenoel xpovolg cuvtersicO[on | mévto.
KupwOEévtog T000E 10D YIneic[ua]tog tovg cvvédpoug tov[c] | mapdvTag dmd T TOAEWV
[ov]vteléoar Buoiav toig Oeloig miol kai mhooilg kai toig Pla]okedow Avtidymt <kai
Avtioyor> kol Tt | Pacthicont Xtpatovikni, kol [00]oor iepsia TéAew Kol
ote@a|35|vneopiicat Tovg 1€ cuvédpo[vg] kail Tovg dAAOVE TOVG &V | Tijt TOAEL TTAVTAG
avoion 8[&] Tovg iepeis kal tag iepeiag | o iepa Kol Embvew Ensvyou[E]lvovg cuveveykeiv
100 dedolypéva 10ilg te Poacihedor A[v]tioyot kol Avtidyor koi Tt | Pacthicont

Ytpatoviknt kai [rdot t]oig petéyovot tdv T40|udv:

avoypbyot 8¢ kai giot[AInv 10 yreopa tdde kol ta | dvopoto tatpdbev TV Mk[ov]Tmv
oLVESPOV €K TMV MOAE|®V Kai otiioat &v TdL tepév[el] mapa topn Popov tdv Paché|[m]v:
avoypbyor 8¢ koi tovg d[Mujovg év taig idiong moAeowy | [t]6 1€ yMeiopo 6o Kol t[dv
c]uvédpov T dvopata morpd|d5|[0ev xoi otfoon &v ol Gv tOmolg] @oaivnTon
gmoavéstatov. | [eivar. 0ide cuvédpevsav - mapd Eleeciov Aptepidmpog T'opyn|[voc,

— — 16 — — mapa Ag]Pediov: Kan[wéag ? — — —

130



[e.g....it was resolved to h]ol[d games, sacrifices and other festivities each year as (e.g.)
Metegeitnion] comes to an end, on the [th]irtieth, in order that we might [celebrate] the
[day on which King Antiochos I] was born with honou[r and good fortune throughout the
poleis, and the same amount] is to be given [for the sacrifice to each of the poleis holding
these festivities] as is given for the [festiv]al of Ale[xander]. And in order that [King
Antiochos and] Queen Stratoniké shall know [the decree of the league of the] Ionians
about the honours, two [envoys are to be selected out of those councillors who are
present], from each polis [and the ones chosen are to go as envoys] to ki[ng Antiochos, to
greet him and to] give this decree [to the king and to demonstrate the goodwill] of the
poleis of the Violets [towards him] so that the envoys might be able [to gain] profit for
the leagu[e of poleis]. And [let] the envoys [encourage] Kin[g Antiochos] to increase [the
care already belonging] to the poleis [of the Violets in order that in all other matters] they,
being free and demo[cratic], may be governed [in harmony] according to their ancestr|[al
laws. And] the envoys [will demonstrate] to him that, on account of [doing these things]
he will be the cause [of many good things] for the poleis [and also that he would be acting
consistently with the] policy of his ancestors. [Let the envoys] encourage King Antiochos
to declare [the place, which] seems best to him, in which [his] sanctuary [may be built]
and the fairground [may be] set up.

[And when] the embassies for the polis [meet again in the place where the next sacrifice]
of the Alexandreia [is to be celebrated, they are to summon all of the demoi who
participate in the [sacrifice, so that, in accordance with the decree] of the council, they
may decide [about the construction of the sanctuary] and its provisioning and [about the
games and sacrifice]s, etc. just [as written above, so that] it may be decided in which time
everything will be carried out. When this decree [is ratified], the councillors who are
present from the poleis are to celebrate the sacrifice for all the gods and goddesses and for
King Antiochos <and King Antiochos 11> and Queen Stratoniké, and to sacrifice perfect
victims, and both the councillors and everyone else in the polis will wear crowns. And the
priests and the priestesses are to open the temples and to sacrifice also, praying that the
things decided benefit King Antiochos, King Antiochos and Queen Stratoniké and [all]
those participating in these honours.

And also [they] will copy this decree and the names (with patronymics) of the councillors
who came from the poleis onto a stele and set it in the sanctuary near the altar of the kings.
And also the demoi in their own poleis will copy both this decree and the councillors’
names (with patronymics) [and set them in whichever places] appear to be the most
prominent. [These were the councillors: from the E]phesians: Artemidoros son of
Gorg[on] — — — —— from the Lebedians: Kap[oeus?]
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OGIS 223 : Erythrai : 261-246 BC
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King Antiochos [I1] to the boulé & démos of the Erythraians, greetings.

Tharsynon, Pythés, and Bottas, your envoys, delivered your decree to us according to
which you voted honours [for us] and they brought the crown with which you crowned us,
and likewise also, the friendly gift and they gave an account of the honours which you
have extended to our house through everything and about the gratitude of the masses in
general, which is proclaimed for all our good deeds, and further also the prosperity which
the polis came into under the previous rulers, they asked with all fervour and enthusiasm
that [we] be friendlily disposed to you and also to all those to whom belong honour and
glory for increasing the affairs of the polis.

We have indeed accepted the honour and the crown, as is proper, and likewise also the
friendly gift and we applaud your gratitude in regards to everything — for you clearly act
this way always. And therefore, we continue holding goodwill towards you, [as we have
since] the beginning, observing that you contribute unaffectedly and genuinely in
everything, and we are encouraged now more than ever, recognising your nobility also
from many different things, but not least from the decree delivered to us and the things
said by your embassy. Since those with Tharsynon, Pythés, and Bottas demonstrated that
your polis was autonomos and free from tribute under Alexander and Antigonos, and that
our ancestors always pursued this, we, recognising that these things were justly decided
and also wishing not to cease from our good deeds, will carefully guard your autonomia
and we agree for you to be exempt from all the other tributes and from the anti-Gallic
levies. There will be for you also, the [ — — — and ] any other benefaction we think of
or you ask for. We encourage your persistent mindfulness of us, which we have always
taken as proof of friendliness, |[ — — — — — ] goodwill just as is just and [ — — —
— — — — ] also for our ancestors [and we encourage you to continue?] to remember
suitably those by whom you have benefitted. And the envoys, whom we praise for the
other things which they did and for the devotion which they have for the profit of their
demos, will inform to you about these matters and the other things which we have settled.

Farewell.

[O gods! The proposal of] the strategoi, [pytaneis and exetastai seemed good to the boulé

and the demos]: Since K]ing Antiochos, son of King — — — — —

133



OGIS 225 : Didyma, Miletos : 253 BC
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Daisios. King Antiochos [II] to M&trophangs, greetings.
We have sold to Laodike: Pannoukomé, the manor and the land around it:

Boundary: the Zeleitian land, the Kyzikéne land, the old road, which was
above Pannoukomg, but was plowed up by the neighbouring farmers together
in order to appropriate the land (the current road to Pannoukomeé was made

later)

And any places that fall within this land and any household serfs who possess [land] in
that place, with all their possessions and with the incomes of the fiftieth-ninth year [254
BC], for thirty talents of silver. Likewise, any commoners from this village who have
migrated to other places. From it she will pay nothing to the royal treasury and she will be
authorised to convey [the land] to a polis, whichever she wishes. And in the same way,
those who buy or receive the land will have the same authority and will convey the land
to a polis, whichever they wish, except if Laodiké happens to have already conveyed it to
a polis, thus they will get the land which has been surveyed for Laodiké. And we have
arranged to pay the price to the gazophylakion in the service in three payments, the first in
Audanios in the sixtieth year [253 BC], the next in Xandikos, the third in the following

three months.

Organise to hand over to Arrhidaios the oikonomos of Laodiké’s property: the village, the
manor, the land around it, and the household serfs with all their possessions and to record
the sale in the royal ledger in Sardis and on five stone steles. Of these, set up the first in
Ilion in the temple of Athena, the next in Samothraké, the next in Ephesos in the temple
of Artemis, the fourth in Didyma in the temple of Apollo, the fifth in Sardis in the temple
of Artemis. And quickly mark out the land and set up boundary stones and record the

boundary on the [aforementioned] steles. [Farewell].

[Year 59 [253 BC]] 5" Dios
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OGIS 233 : Magnesia-on-the-Maiandros : 193 BC (Part one)
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From the Antiochenes of Persia.

In the first six months of Heérakleitos son of Zoeos’ [tenure as] priest of Seleukos [I]
Nikator, Antiochos [I] Sotér, Antiochos [II] Theos, Seleukos [IlI] Kallinikos, King
Antiochos [I11] and his son King Antiochos, decrees of the sovereign assembly were
affirmed under Asklépiadés son of Hekataios son of Démétrios, the secretary of the
council and assembly in the latter third of the month of Pantheos, that seemed good to the
assembly, when the prytaneis had said:

Since the Magnésians on the Maiandros are kin and friends of the démos, and have also
provided many conspicuous services to the Greeks, they are among those who have risen
to glory, and, formerly [in the time of] honour-loving Antiochos [I] Sotér, our polis
(which was named after him) was to be enlarged, and when he contacted them about
colonisation, they voted good and glorious things, made prayers and sacrifices sent men
who were ample in number and lived with excellence, as they were eager to join in
increasing the démos of the Antiochenes. They maintain goodwill towards all the Greeks
and wish to make it clear that they give all their relations a share of libations, sacrifices,
and other honours which reach up to the divine, which they proved to all Greece when
gold was donated to them, by celebrating sacrifices, festivities, a holiday, and
quinguennial crown games in arts, athletics, and horsemanship for the foundress of their
polis, giving just gratitude to their benefactrix, and dispatched these ambassadors to our
démos: Démoph<6>n son of Lykideus, Philiskos son of Philios, and Pherés son of Phergs,
who addressed the council and Assembly and delivered the decree of the Magnésians.
After renewing our kinship and friendship, they gave an account for most of their time of
the manifestation of the goddess and the services which the Magngsians provided to many
of the Greek poleis and encouraged us to acknowledge the crown games, which they
celebrate for Artemis Leukophryéné according the oracle of the god. And since the démos
worships the gods shared by them and the Magnésians, and wishes to increase their
goodwill to their kin, and many other poleis having voted the same things — — — — —
— — forall, it thinks it must be right [not] to waste an opportunity in which to show the
gratitude which it has held all along for the gift of the Magnésians, for each of them

individually and all of them in common.
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OGIS 233 : Magnesia-on-the-Maiandros : 193 BC (Part two)
dyadtL o[ v

| 8]€[8]6[xOa ] Tt PovAijt kol TdL MU Erar]vécar pev Malyvntog thg t€ Tpog 10 Helov
evoePeiog Evexkev kol Tiic [50| mpog top Pacihéa Avtioxov @ihog kal gvvoiog kai | TOV
dfuov tov Avtioyémv, kal 8[1]ott toig idioig dyad[oic] | kai tijt ednuepion [t]fg mOAemg
KOA®DG ypouevol daglv|Adocovoty T whtpov molteiay, svéoao[0]ar 6& Tovg | iepeig
Be0ic maow kol maoalg, dopuévey M[ayJvnow |55 eig to[v] Gmavta ypovov €mi ToxNL
ayodijt t[v] moig[wtel]|av dn[0]oéEacOan 6 v Ovciov kai v mavryvpl[v] | kai v
gxey[eplav kol TOV aydva otepavitny icomdbwv] | T0v 1€ Hov[cIKOV Kol YOUVIKOV Kol
immikov, O0v] | ovvredod[or Mayvnreg it Aptéudt it Agvkoepunvijt] |60] S to
natpiov —] | eikov tipe [— —] | kai ta Aowtd & [— —] | xai tijt Mayviz[ov moder —]
| Ka®’ éxbotnv [— dmooteidan 6& kai Bewpovg] |65] €ic Mayvnoia[v Tovg Bdcovtag Tijt
Aptédt Agvko]|ppunvijt énl cotpig[t 10D e Paciémg Kol AUEoTEp®V TMdV] | TOAE®YV,
didochar 8¢ a[vToig Kol £pOdiov €k tod dnuociov] | doov v 6 dfjuog ynoe[ilntot ikavov
givor kol wpémov | tij]L moA[el aipeicBon 8 Tovg Oewpovg Tt — tod Hpa]|70|kheiov unvoc,
[6tov kai ai GAAat dpyai ai toltikai] | otabdoty, Tov¢ 8¢ [aipebéviag dmootéAlecta] |
amo Thic €otiog Thi¢ [Kowvig Tod dnpov. Toig 8¢ mapa]lywvouévolc Bempoilc ék Mayvnoiog
pOG NUAS 61606]|0at V7o TV Topdy E[évia doa 8ido]|75|tat kail taig mapd Ap[Tédog
¢ ‘Egeciog Bewpiong] | ovvbvétwoav o6& ol O[ewpoi — Tt Aptéudr Tt
Agvk]op[pv]nvijt ta [—] | T01g 8¢ vikdow T@y [TtolT®dv TOV dydvo Tdv Agvko]|epunvdv
glvor Tog o[V Tog TIHAC Kol To eUAavOpmra wopd] 80| Thc mOAemg ke Kk[oi Toig To [THow
VIKnooow €K Tdv] | vopwv dmapyet, ta of—]|kov piéuevorl, mepm[puevol 8¢ &]lyeoan
t00¢ aydvag [—] | e[—]og[—] koi 1@V mopa[—] |85] ai tipai tdL viknoayv[tt —] | xai
T00¢ mpeoPevtag [— &ralléev O émi t[v kJownv [doiknow Mpnuévog —] | tovg
TPLTAVELS Gel [— katd ta Vo] | Tod dpov E[yIneiop[éva — ot aet]|90[kvoduevor mapa
Maoa[yvitov —] | maong npoedplialg t[—] | iva kai 1 eihio Toig TO[Aeotv vrapyN €ig TOV
dravta] | xpdvov, aipebijvar 8[& kol Oewpoddkov VO ToD dNpov,] | dotic VmodEEeTon
t[odg Bempovg Tovg mapayvopévoug ma]|95|pa Mayviitav, etvalt & —] | 1oV Oempoddkov
g[—] | 6€dextan 6 dfjnog [—] | mpoeympiopévolig — émi —] | iep[éwv Mip]éO[n — — 11
— — Hy]noév[3pop].

|100| opo[i]og ¢ €d0&ev xai | Xehevkevowv toig | mpog [t]dt Tiypet, | Anapedo 101 |
[m]pog T Zeleion, [105] Zehevkedow 101G | Tpog it Epubpd | Barkdoont, | Zehevkeboy

101G | Tpog L EvAaiot, [110| X[e]ievk[edot]v t[oig] | n[po]c td[1 ‘HévemdVTL]

138



Good Fortune!

It has been resolved by the boulé and the démos:

to honour the Magné&sians on account of their piety to the divine, on account of their
friendship and goodwill towards King Antiochos and the démos of Antiochenes, and
because they have acted well for the private good and the prosperity of the polis,
maintaining the ancestral constitution.

That the priests are to pray to all the gods and goddesses, that the Magnésian state
persist in good fortune for all time

To recognise the sacrifices, festivities, holiday, and the Pythian-grade crown games
in ar[ts, athletics and horsemanship, which] the Magnésians celebrat[e for Artemis
Leukophryéng], because of the ancestral —, honour of friends — etc., which — and
to the Magnésian polis — for each —

[And to send theoroi] to Magnésia, [to sacrifice to Artemis Leuko]phryéné for the
salvation [of the king and of both] poleis, and also to give them a travel allowance
from the public funds, however much the demos dec[rees to be sufficient and
appropriate fo]r the po[lis. And the theoroi are to be chosen on — of the month of
Heérakleios [when the other public magistrates] are appointed, and those [chosen are
to be sent] from the [common] hearth [of the démos].

And a guest-gift is to be [given] to the theoroi who came [from Magnésia to us], by
the treasurers o[f the public funds, such as is giv]en to the [thedroi of Artemis of the
Ephesians]. And let the th[eoroi sacrifice with us — to Artemis Leukophryéné —
And for those among [our citizens] who win [at the games of Leuko]phryéng, there
will be the sfame honours and benefactions from] the polis as there are by custom
[for the victors at the Pythian games],

— allowing, attempting to win the games — and of those near — the honours for the

victor — and the one [appointed over] the common [treasury] arranged the ambassadors

— the prytaneis always [— according to the things] decreed by the demos — those

arriving from the Ma[gn&sians —] front-seat-priviliges in everything — so that also the

friendship of the poleis [might continue for all] time, and also [a theorodokos is] to be

chosen [by the démos], who will billet t[he theoroi who came frlom Magn@sia, and the

theorodokos is to be — — the demos has received — by decrees — having been chosen

from the priests [ — — 11 — — H&g]&ésan[dros — ]

And it likewise seemed good also to: the Seleukeians by the Tigris, the Apameians by the

Seleia, the Seleukeians by the Red Sea, the Seleukeians by the Eulaios [Susa], the

Seleukeians by th[e Hedyphon....
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OGIS 253 : Mesopotamia : 166 BC
Boouevovtog Avtidyov B[eod,] | cwtijpog tig Aciog kai ktig[tov] | thg mdAems, ETovg

cu” xoi [p, @] | aydvi Xapiompiolg vmo [tpitnv] |5 amdviog YmepPepetaiov,
[‘Avtioyol] | Oeidt ‘Empav[el ddpo]v avé[nkev] | @ilmmog Ata[— — yevouevog] | év

1 Op’[Kkal p’étel — —]

When Antiochos [1V] the G[od], saviour of Asia and foun[der] of this city was king, in
the year [1]46 (i.e. 166/7 BC) at the Thanksgiving Games running from the 3rd of
Hyperberetaios, Philippos son of Dia.... consecrated a gift to [Antiochos] the God
Manifest [having been — — ] In [the year 1]44 — —

OGIS 254 : Mesopotamia : 7272?
N moM¢ | Anuoxpdtnv Bvuttdkov, | tOv otpatnyov kol Emotdltmyv i moOAemc,

tetayué|S|vov 8¢ kai €mi Tdv akpo|pbAiakinv, kadokdyadiag | Evekev

The polis [honours] Demokratés (son) of Byttakos, the strategos and epistatés of the polis,

appointed also over the citadel guards, on account of his general excellence
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OGIS 257 : Seleukeia-in-Pieria: 109 BC
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[K]ing Antiochos to King Ptolemaios [1X], and to Alexandros [X], his brother, greetings.

If you are well then things are as we w[is]h. And likewise, we are in good health and have
been thinking of you with [affect]tion. The Seleukeians-in-Pieria, holy and inviolate
[since long ago], were attached to our father and retained their goodwill [towards hilm to
the end, [and they maintain]ed their affection towards us and showed th[is through many]
good deeds and especially in those most [desperate] times [which have overtaken us], and
in other matters we have supported them, as they deserve, and raised their reputation [to
greater heights]. And now, eager to deem [them] worthy of the fore[most and greatest
benef]icence, we have declared them to be free for all time, [and we have included them
in the treaties] which we have made with each [other, thinking that our piety and
magnificence] for our fatherland would be more clearly demonstrated [thereby. And in
order that you, too], might kn[ow of these grants, we judged it appropriate to write to you.
Farew]ell Year 203 [109 BC], 29th Gorpiaios

[King Antiochos to the archons, boJule and demos [of the Seleukeians] in Pieria, ho[ly
and inviolate, Greetings!

If you and the city are well, it is] as we wish. [We send to you a copy of both the lette]r,
which we have [written to King Ptolemaios and to the senate of the R]Joma[ns, in order
that you might know.......................
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OGIS 339 : Sestos : 133-120 BC (Part One)
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When Glaukios son of Killaios was priest, in the month of Hyp[erberetaios

— — — it seemed good to] the boulé and the demos, Menandros son of Apollas said that:
S[ince Ménas, son of Meng@s] has been excellent [from the b]eginning of his life, working
to make himself of service to the fatherland, neither sparing any expense or choréegia, in
any way, nor avoiding labour and risk, nor taking into account the damage done to his
private wealth by serving as an ambassador for the polis, but treats all these things as
secondary and made being noble and friendly to his homeland his highest goal, and
always wishes through his personal zeal to provide something of service to the demos,
and to bring about everlasting glory for himself and his descendants through the gratitude
received from the populace,

He performed many embassies to the kings, in which he achieved everything profitable
for the demos with the help of his fellow-ambassadors, and guarded piously the trust
handed to him, and he also dealt with Straton the Strategos of the Chersonese & the
places in Thrace and was deemed worthy by him of the most amazing hospitality, because
of his scrupulousness in matters of trust, and induced Straton to be of service to the polis.
He also dealt with all the citizens warmly, and after the kings went to the gods and the
polis was in a hazardous position, because of fear of the neighbouring Thracians and
because of other difficulties which came about from the unforeseen situation, Mé&nas
continued to say and do the best and greatest things, giving himself without hesitation for
every benefit to the polis, and he eagerly undertook embassies to the generals sent out by
the Romans to Asia and to the ambassadors they sent, in which the demos fared not at all
badly, but was successful in everything, thanks to the labour of the ambassadors, and in
desperate times he negotiated advantageous deals for his fatherland with the démoi to
which he went, with the help of his fellow-ambassadors.

In these hostile circumstances, he continued to be a good man for the démos. When he
was appointed priest of King Attalos, he conducted himself in a manner worthy of the
démos, virtuously undertaking all the choregia in his expenses, considering not only the
citizens and those dwelling around the polis, but also the resident foreigners, giving his
fatherland a good reputation with foreigners. Chosen as gymnasiarchos, he took care of
the training of the ephebes and the youths, and took part in the other maintainance of the
gymnasion, well and generously. He constructed the bath-house and the attached dwelling,
set up a statue of white stone, and provided the shortfall and necessary expenses as well.
Each month, on the birthdays of the king, he would perform sacrifices for the démos, he
held races for the ephebes and youths, and also organised javelin-throwing and archery,
and also gave oil, for his own glory, encouraging the youths to exercise and industry, in
return for which the démos, approving of his enthusiasm and generosity, granted him
honorific inscriptions and in a decree deemed him worthy of a commendation, and the
ephebes and youths crowned him and [made him] ephebarch. And when he accepted the
honour of these things, he freed them from the expense, and made the dedication of arms
from his private wealth.

143



OGIS 339 : Sestos : 133-120 BC (Part Two)
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When the démos decided to use its own copper currency, in order to make common use of
the distinctive coin-type of the polis, and so that the démos take the accompanying profit
from this income, and appoint those who would maintain that trust piously and justly,

Meénas was chosen, and with his co-apointee he contributed proper care and, as a result of
the righteousness and ambition of these men, the demos uses its own coinage, and in other
magistracies and public services, for which the démos chose him, he offered himself
fairly and justly, wishing to match his earlier deeds and in no way to abandon his
goodwill towards the multitude, and to correctly and justly guard the trust handed to him.

When he was summoned to be gymnasiarchos a second time he served in troubled times,
as we were oppressed for many years by Thracian raids and hostile sieges of the polis, in
which everything was carried off from the fields — the majority of countryside went
uncultivated. The unceasing dearth of grain led the déemos in general and each of the
citizens individually into difficulty.

Then, too, Ménas though oppressed in many ways, was responsible in everything for
seeing the demos grateful and able to honour the good men and he exceeded himself by
his expenditure and the other aspects of his love for glory. For he entered the magistracy
on the new moon, carried out sacrifices for Hermés and Herakl€s (the gods consecrated in
the gymnasion) for the salvation of the démos and of the youth, and he also completed the
races, and held [contests of] javelin-throwing and archery, and when he received
favourable omens for it to be held, he summoned to the temple not just those sharing in
the oil [i.e. the youth], but also everyone else and included a portion of the sacrifices even
for the foreigners.

Each month he performed the proper sacrifices for the youth to the gods set over the
gymnasion virtuously and sumptuously, held javelin-throwing and archery and held the
running race, distributing his good-omened share to the youth and out of such love of
glory he urged the youth to exercise and industry, as a result of which the spirits of the
younger ones compete in bravery well and are lead to excellence in character, and he
distributed the sacrifices of the oil that were for the anointed ones [i.e. the youth] to their
households. He made this benefaction a shared one even with the foreigners sharing in the
oil, and he behaved generously also to all those giving lectures, wishing in these things
too to bestow glory on the fatherland as a result of the youth being educated, and he
organised also the education of the ephebes and the youth and the other refinements
which are provided in the gymnasion. And he also paid for the strigils and got the
perfume and carried out the games for Herm&s and Heraklés in the month of
Hyperberetaios, providing to the youth and the ephebes, as the prizes of all the contests,
inscribed shields contained in a shield-case, on which he inscribed the victors and
dedicated them in the gymnasion on the spot. He provided the second place prizes also
and he provided prizes for the kids and the prizes in the hoplomachia for the ephebes and
men, and likewise also for the archery and the javelin-throw.
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OGIS 339 : Sestos : 133-120 BC (Part Three)
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He also made the shields of the long race, and created discipline, industry, and good
health, carried out the sacrifice for the aforementioned gods, promoted their physical
fitness according to law, and summoned to the sacrifices all the annointed ones, and the
foreigners, who shared them in common, and made a brilliant feast, worthy of the gods
and the déemos.

Therefore, so that the démos may be seen to honour the great and good men and those
who have been honour-loving with respect to the common things from the beginning of
their lives and may be seen to welcome those who choose to love glory and so that [the
démos] does not fall short in repayment of favours,

And so that others, seeing the honours which come from the démos to the great and the
good, might become emulators of his greatness and be urged on to excellence and so that
the demos might be strengthened, with everyone eager to seek glory in communal service
and to be great by always supplying something to the fatherland:

Good Fortune!

It has been resolved by the boulé and the démos,

e That Ménas son of Menés has been praiseworthy in all the aforementioned things
and in the goodwill which he continues to hold towards the démos,

e That it was allowed by him also to carry out the dedication of the shields and to
make the inscriptions, as a result of which he was crowned by the ephebes and the
youth,

e That he should be crowned by the démos too, with a gold crown in the gymnasion
contests at the festivities throughout the whole year, with the herald making the
announcement thus, “The demos crowns Ménas son of Menes, who twice served
well as gymnasiarchos with love of glory, on account of his excellence and his
goodwill towards it,”

e And also to set up a bronze statue of him in the gymnasion, on which will be
written, “The démos and the youth [honour] Me@nas son of Mengs, who twice
served well as gymnasiarchos with love of glory, who has been a good man for
the demos.”

e And to summon him and his descendents to the front-seats at all the contests the
démos will hold, and the man in charge of the games that year is to arrange the
announcement of his crown.

Since the démos wishes to show the gratitude it holds during the difficulties which
surround the community and in these things he provided the cost of the statue for the polis
from his private wealth, let care be taken that he be confirmed to be brilliant and let this
decree be copied onto a stele of white stone and let it be set up in the gymnasion.

147



SEG 35.925: Chios : ¢.330 BC
— — — — 20— — — —dfJuog. [ — | — — 9 — — un] 6¢ [dvo]apeota w[pd|ypata

npdoocely kat'] avtod’ 6cotr d'Gv td[v | nqudv ag av dmré]ént 6 Ofjuog un
Katao|5|[thowot tovg pev €ylydove, euAaccétem 1 dl[pyn torovtovg dedlepévong v
3'amodpdl|[t Tic Ta Mpropéva En]itiua anotivew T|[ovg £yyvouévovs t@]v 8'dAAwmv Xinv
undé|[va 100 Aomod Swketlv émt PBoapPapoud|l0|[t und” €mi pundevi tovt]wv, und’
Alkipoyo[v | év vmovoion Exev: €m]eldn diepaptopn|[On avtog uev 6 Adxipay]og £EelOiv
mpo|[¢ Piov dydpevog, odtog] 88 £udg te ikoc |[yéyovey kai ebvovg dv t]dtL TAOsL TdL
0|15|[uetépwr dietédece: tov]g pey yap @edyo|[vtag €omovdace Kotayo]yelv, TNV 08
TOA|[v Dudv amodhoyBijvar T]f|g OAyapyiog | [thg katactabeiong pot]lepov mop’ V[V |

aitiog éyévero Aéymv kai tphocmv ta 6|20/vpeépoviar

KaAGS 8" obv oipon Exetv 4[v|0’ GV avtoc Enpatev Hmgp Tod dYJpov Kai ov|[vipyncé pot
EU mavtl kap]dt mepi VUAC, | [akvpdoat uev doa Eyneicd]n katd tod mol[Tpd]g adToD,
doa [8 apeileto] 1 TOMG Gmod|25|obvarl TpdTmt T[AV Enavid]viov Kol adTolv Kol Tovg
eilovg [mpothp[a]v xail miotedley d¢ Svil @omo[Ael dei']” taoTo yap mO[loDVTEG

yap[1loic]0[e kav €]pot kal € t[1] | £nod déo1o0e mpo[Bvud]tepov v V30|V Vnpetoiny.

————20————de]mos. [ — | — — 9— — Nor] to make [affairs un]pleasant
to him, and whoever does not [arrange gua]rentees of the [fine, which] the demos shall
[comm]and, let the board imprison them, and should [one] of them escap[e, the
guarantors] must pay [the decreed am]ount. No one of the other Chians are to [prosecute
the remainder] for barbarising [or prosecute them for anything], or [hold] Alkimachos [in
suspiscion], since [Alkimachos himself] was testified to been forced to act excessively in
[response to force] and he is my friend and [remains friendly to your] populace.
Furthermore, [he was eager for] the exiles to [return], and by saying and doing beneficial
things he was responsible [for your] polis [being set free from] the oligarchy, [which was

formerly established over you].

Therefore, | [i.e. Alexander the Great] think it is appropriate, in [exchange for the things
he did for the de]mos and for ass[isting me in every matter] of yours, [to cancel the
things decr]eed against his fa[the]r and to give back those things which the polis [took] at
first from [those who are returning], [to h]Jon[our] him and his friends and to trust him as
always being a friend of his polis. By doing these things, you [would] gratify me and if

you should need something from me | would serve you more eagerly.
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SEG 36.1280 : Seleukeia-in-Pieria : 197 BC
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Architheoros Menedémos and the theoroi [honour] Theophilos son of Diogengs, the
Seleukeian from Pieria president of the games in [1]15 [197 BC], on account of his love
of honour and his goodwill towards Great King Antiochos [IlI], Antiochos the Son,
Queen Laodikg, the children, and themselves.
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[ — — — whoever of the Lebedians? is] sent to the Panionion, we think it necessary
that they [do all the common things] for equal time, encamp there and celebrate with
those [sent by you] and be called T&an.

And we thought it necessary that a household plot [be given] to each of the L[ebedians]
by you, equal to what they left in Lebedos. And that [private? houses be given] to the
Lebedians rent-free, until they have built themselves houses, if the existing polis retains
the t[hird part of the] existing houses, but if it is necessary to raze the [whole?] existing
polis, that half of the existing people [be left in place], the third part be given [to the
Lebedians], and you hold the other two parts, but if some part of the polis is razed [and
the remaining bits are sufficient] to be received by you and the Lebedians, the third part
[of those] should be given [to the Lebedians], but if the remnants should not be sufficient
for you [and also the Lebedians too] to receive, enough of the houses about to be razed
are to be retained, [and when] enough houses [have been finished] in the new polis,
destroy the [leftover?] houses, if they are outside the walls built around the polis, and
those [taking] plots are to build [their houses] within three years, and if not, the [plots] are
to belong to the démos.

[And we thought] it necessary that the roofs of the houses be given to the Lebedians, [so
that] the houses [might be built quickly], within four years before the e[nd] of each.

[And we thought] it necessary that the place for the burial of the [deceased] be paid for by
the Lebedians.

And however much the Lebedian polis owes in interest, will be rendered from the
common [incomes each year,] and you [are to take] these loans into your polis, as the
Leb[edians owe them].

And those who are guest-friends of the polis of the Lebedians or who, as benefactors,
hold [citizenship] or some other gift or honour from the Lebedians [are to have the same
from yJou and you are to record them where your guest-friends [and benefactors are
recorded, within a year.

And [the existing] charges and contracts [in each polis] are to be discharged for each and
every one or to be judged [according to the laws of each polis] and our ordinance, within
two years from when [this ordinance is rendered]. The cases <of yours> against the
Lebedians or of the Lebedians aga[inst you, both poleis are to make an agreement, and
the agreement is to be written out and should anything [be disputed in the a]Jgreement, it
is to be decided in the Assembly, within six months. And the arbitrating [polis is to be, as]
both agreed, Mitylené.
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We t[hink] that the notaries should rule on other things additional to these however they
should decide them. However, since we hear that the contracts and charges are [so great a
multitude], that [should they be judged by law], it would not be possible to deal with them
all, [in the wh]ole time [available], for up to n[ow] these agreements of yours, which have
not been executed on account of not [being judged in so long] and which, if the interest
[of all the years?] were added to them, no one would be able to pay, [do not seem] to have
made [progress]. And we think it necessary that the notaries rule that those who willingly
pay should pay no more than double [the principal], but should they go to court in debt,
three times as much. When the agreement [is confirmed], they may indict and challenge
their contracts within a year. Should they not indict or [challenge] the existing contracts
within the aforementioned time, they will be binding and no longer to be indicted or
[challenged. And if someon]e of you or the Lebedians should not be in town within the
appointed time, [allow the absent one] to be charged at the town hall or their house, and
notify the [archon], before two worthy arbitrators.

In future people are to give and [receive justice according to] whichever [lJaws you
undertake to apply fairly for both [and each polis is to assign] three [uncorrup]ted law-
writers, no younger than forty years of age. Those chosen should swear to write laws
which [they think to be be]st and beneficial to the polis. When they have sworn, they
[should write laws which believe] will be fair to both and they should do this within [six
months. 1]t is permissable for any other willing writer to contribute a law. When the draft
laws [are returned], the démos should use those of the laws which it confirms by common
consent, but those which are contested should be sent away to us, so that we may arbitrate
[or select a polis] to arbitrate. Send the agree[d laws] also, and make clear which were
produced by the law-writers and which by other writers, so that if some of the law-writers
seem have drafted things which are unfair instead of being the best, we can penalise and
fine them. These things are to be done within a year.

[Until all the] laws are done, your envoys thought it necessary [to use] your [laws, but the]
Lebedian [envoys] preferred to [use] laws transferred from some other polis. [Since] we
think that it is more [just] that [laws] be transferred from another polis, [we called upon]
both parties to discuss which polis they want to use the laws of. When both agreed to use
the laws of the Koans, we agreed and [we contacted] the Kdans about their laws, so that
they might give a transcription to you. And we thought [it necessary] for three men to be
[chosen] immediately, when the answer was known and to send them [to K&s within]
three [days] to transcribe the laws. Once dispatched, they were to [bring] back [the] laws
sealed by the Koan seal within th[irty days]. When the laws are returned, you and the
Lebe[dians] are to fill the magistracies [within] ten [days].
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154



Those who have been chorégos or trierarchos or have performed another [liturgy for
either polis, we think it necessary that they not [be subject to that same liturgy]. But the
Lebedian envoys thought also that for some time they ought to be released from [liturgies
in the] synoikism. And we think that it is necessary, should you all rem[ain in the] old
polis, that the Lebedians be exempt from liturgies for three years. But i[f some of you]
transfer to the peninsula, these too are to be exempt for the same period, but [those whose]
houses are not <tran>sfered are to perform liturgies.

The L[ebedian] envoys said that [it was necessary] to transfer [one thousand] four
hund[red] gold [statérs] from the incomes [into the] grain reserve fund, [so that] someone
willing could take this gold as a deposit and [bring grain into the] polis and sell it within
the year, whenever he should wish, and when [the year ends, he would return the same
amount of gold to the polis and interest w[hich he took] from it. [They thought it best]
that we arrange this and do it now, so that [sufficient plenty of gr]ain be available [in the
pollis, because you do not produce enough. [Your] envoys thought it necessary [to do the
same, but preferred] that more gold be arranged, since when the synoik[ism is completed,
more] people will have come in and settled in the same place. Earlier, we [wished] that
the wheat-importing-right not be given to any polis nor that there be a grain reserve fund,
[because we did not want the po]leis to spend much money on this when it was not
necessary. [We did not wish] to do this now, either, since the tribute-paying [land] is near,
[such that should a need] for grain occur; we thought [however much] grain is desired
could easily be brought in by [this method]. We were anxious about these things,
[wishing to benefit the poleis], that you and everyone else [ensure] that nothing [be taken]
from your public affairs for private interests. But, obs[erving] these things, we arranged
that the poleis be free from being in debt. [For] we think that we have made [you] free
and autonomos in everything and we [were anxious that] we take care of these things, so
that it be paid off in the quickest way possible. [But since] the grain fund seemed
[profitable], and so that nothing which is just or profitable to the demos cease, we think it
best to make the [grain fund] as the Lebedian envoys said, under[taking] that the whole
one thousand[d four hundred] gold staters be given as a deposit. The import & export of
[grain] should all be declared [in the stoa of the ago]ra, so that if bringing it into the
a[gora and from there] to export does not profit individuals, the right to export would
exist for those paying the dues on the things [decl]ared [in the agora]. We think it
necessary in whatever villages and hamlets there should be ou][tside your polis] for each
person be ordered to rec[ord how much produce] he wishes to export from the
countryside and to record the amount announced to the agoranomos and make the export
after paying the duty.

Your envoys [and the Lebedian envoys] also thought that three men from each polis
ought to be appointed, to make a ruling [if something] of profit to the synoikism [remains
neglected. Thus it seemed profitable to us] to have the men appointed within thirty days
[from the] reading [of this decision] and those chosen are to rule on the remain[ing things
within a month?] Of the things {of the things} written, the thing[s consented in common]
by both are to be [binding] and the contested things are to be sent to us within two
[months?, so that hearing from both] we may judge what we think [profitable] to both.
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Syll3 344 : Teos : 303 BC (Part Four)
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King Antigonos to the boulé and the demos of the T€ans

[Considering the earlier thing, by which] means the synoikism may be carried out, we did
not see whence the [necessary money for you] would be provided, for the value of the
houses held by the Lebedians [to be paid in cash-at-hand], because the money from
income happens to come in over [too long] a time [for you]. We received envoys from
you and from the Lebedians, inquiring [of them, if they had anything] to suggest to us.
Since they did not mention anything other than dues, we investi[gated the arrangements]
of them and we find that only your richest people ever pay these, [so it seems appropria]te
that:

The rich are to be six hundred and are to pay [the necessary things], according to their
property, so that the fourth part of the payment may be rendered [to the Lebedians] as
soon as possible. The repayment is to be made to these payes first of all arrangements
from the income [when the next year] has begun.

Those who will carry out the valuation of [the houses and] the transcription of the laws of
Kos are to be chosen immediately when the final vote [is done] and sent within five days
from their selection. The men [sent] for the laws are to submit the laws brought from Kos
within the number of days which we have written in the ju[dgment. Those sent for the
valuations] are to do the valuations as quickly as is possible.

We think it necessary that] it be determined [how many] of your houses are needed for
[the Lebedians as temporary accommodation within] fifteen [days] from the reading of
this judgment, and those determining [the number of houses needed and giv]ing them to
the people who are to be temporarily accommodated are to be chosen at the first assembly
of the nex[t phylée]
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Syll3 560 : Magnésia-on-the-Maiandros : ¢.200 BC (Part One)
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From the Epidamnians

It seemed [good to the damos®™ in the archonship of Phlalakr[ion son of — —]phdn, in
the month of Hali[o]tropios:

[Since the M]ag[né&sians] on the Mai[a]ndros are kin and friends of the Epidamnians, are
pious to the divine and they chose the virtuous among them and sent them among men as
ambassadors; these ambassadors and rhioroi ™' were: Sosik[les] son of Diokles,
Arist[odam]os son of Dioklgs, Diotimos son of Ménophi[los], who came to [our] boula®*?
and damos and delivered a decree [and th]ey spoke with distinction and explained their
manifestation of Artemis and the help given by their ancestors to the temple at Delphi,
when they defeated the barbarians, who were marching to plunder the goods of the god,
in battle and the good deed which they carried out for the League of the Cretans [by]
putting an end to the internecine war, and also announced the good deeds which have
occurred for the other Greeks through the oracles of their god and through their poets and
through the historians who have described the deeds of the Magn&sians, and they read out
the decrees already sent to them from the poleis, in which were the honours written below
and crowns for the glory belonging to their polis. When the god of Delphi proclaimed that
it be more desirable and better for those who worship Artemis Leukoph[ry]éna and
recognise the polis and land of the Magnésians as h[oly] and inviolate, their damos voted
to carry out sacrifices, festivities and Pythian-grade crown games in the arts, athletics and
horseracing for Artemis the foundress of the polis and they summoned us as family and
friends to recognise the sacrifices, the holiday and the Pythian-grade crown games with

honours.

810 Doric for demos
811 Doric for theoroi.
812 Doric for boule.
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Syll3 560 : Magnésia-on-the-Maiandros : ¢.200 BC (Part Two)
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It seemed good to the boula and the damos of the Epidamnians:

To answer the Magnésians, in their excellent fortune, that the damos of the
Epidamnians is pious to the divine and is able to augment the fatherland and the
honours of the inhabitants,

And to applaud the damos of the Magn&sians for their piety to the gods and for
their goodwill to the [Greek]s and for their good deeds for the Temple at Delphi
and the other Greeks,

And to accept the Pythian-grade crown games which the Magnésians hold for
Artemis L[eJuk[oph]ryéna, just as was called for by the architheoros and the
theoroi,

And to take the initiative in granting victors of these games the same privileges as
are [given by the] polis to [victors of the Py]thian games, and that the polis and
land of the Magn@sians is holy and invio[late, just a]s Apollo at Delphi proclaimed
And to applaud the architheoros Sosiklés and the [thi]oroi: Aristodamos &
Diotimos for their distinction on behalf of their fatherland and the behaviour, in
which they showed themselves worthy of both po[leis] and they will be guest-
friends and [bene]factors of the polis of the Epidamnians

And so that the decrees about the games, with the goodwill of the gods, be
maintained by the Ma[gn@sians] and the Epidamnians now and for all time, the
prytany [vows to] Artemis Le[ukophry&]na and to Hestia, and calling [the thioroi
into the prytan]eio[n], to the common hearth, sacrifices a holy victim by the
hearth [and gi]v[es them the I]egs and the fleece and [a half-mina travel
allowance] of Korinthian silver [and gave] a half-mina of sil[ver to the goddess],
and everything else [was done, just as always happens when thiaroi come] to us.
And whenever it is the time for the cele[bration of the sacrifices] and [the] games,
[to send men to join in the sacrifices]

[And so that the reception of those sent to] Magnésia will always be worthy of
both poleis, to choose a thear[odokos from among us]

And to inscribe the decree in the bouleuterion.
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APPENDIX TWO: COINS USED

Coin Catalogues

Bellinger, A.R. 1949. The Excavations at Dura-Europus conducted by Yale University
and the French Academy of Inscriptions and Letters: The Coins VI, edited by M. I.
Rostovtzeff et al. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

BMC: Gardner, Percy. 1878. A Catalogue of Greek Coins: The Seleukid Kings of Syria in
the British Museum. London: British Museum Press.

ESM: Newell, Edward Theodore. 1938. The Coinage of the Eastern Seleucid mints from
Seleucus I to Antiochus I11. New York, NY: American Numismatic Society.

GCS: Wroth, Warwick William. 1899. Catalogue of the Greek Coins of Galatia,
Cappadocia and Syria. London: British Museum Press.

SC: Houghton, Arthur & Catharine Lorber. 2002. Seleucid Coins: A Comprehensive
Guide. New York, NY: American Numismatic Society.

SdT: Le Rider, Georges. 1998. Séleucie du Tigre: Les Monnaies Séleucides et Parthes.
Florence : Casa Editrice Le Lettere.

WSM: Newell, Edward Theodore. 1941. The Coinage of the Western Seleucid Mints from
Seleucus | to Antiochus I11. New York, NY: American Numismatic Society, 1941.

There are two convenient online databases:
Kurth, Dane. WildWinds. http://www.wildwinds.com/

Department of Coins and Medals, The Fitzwilliam Museum. Sylloge Nummorum
Graecorum. http://www.sylloge-nummorum-graecorum.org/
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BMC: Gardner. 1878.
Catalogue of Greek Coins: The Seleukid Kings of Syria
Antiochus IV, page 34ff.

BMC: | Mint Issuer Date (BC) | Denomination
38 Antiochos IV 175-164 Bronze
39 Antiochos IV 175-164 Bronze
40 Antiochos IV 175-164 Bronze
41 Antiochos IV 175-164 Bronze
42 Egypt? Antiochos IV 175-164 Bronze
43 Antiochos IV 175-164 Bronze
44 Antiochos IV 175-164 Bronze
45 Antiochos IV 175-164 Bronze
46 Antiochos IV 175-164 Bronze
47 Antiochos IV 175-164 Bronze
48 Antiochos IV 175-164 Bronze
49 Antiochos IV 175-164 Bronze
50 Sidon Antiochos IV & | 175-164 Bronze
Sidon
51 Sidon Antiochos IV & | 175-164 Bronze
Sidon
52 Sidon Antiochos IV & | 175-164 Bronze
Sidon
53 Sidon Antiochos IV & | 175-164 Bronze
Sidon
54 Sidon Antiochos IV & | 175-164 Bronze
Sidon
55 Tyre Antiochos IV & | 175-164 Bronze
Tyre
56 Tyre Antiochos IV & | 175-164 Bronze
Tyre
57 Laodikeia Antiochos IV & | 175-164 Bronze
in Koile Laodikeia
Syria
58 Mopsos Mopsos 175-164 Bronze
59 Hieropolis | Hieropolis 175-164 Bronze
Kyrrhestika
60 Hieropolis | Hieropolis 175-164 Bronze
Kyrrhestika
61 Antioch Antioch 175-164 Bronze
62 Antioch Antioch 175-164 Bronze
63 Antioch Antioch 175-164 Bronze
64 Antioch Antioch 175-164 Bronze
65 Antioch Antioch 175-164 Bronze
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BMC: Gardner. 1878.
Catalogue of Greek Coins: The Seleukid Kings of Syria
Antiochus IV, page 34ff.

BMC: | Mint Issuer Date (BC) | Denomination
66 Antioch Antioch 175-164 Bronze
67 Antioch Antioch 175-164 Bronze
68 Antioch Antioch 175-164 Bronze
69 Antioch Antioch 175-164 Bronze
70 Antioch Antioch 175-164 Bronze
71 Antioch Antioch 175-164 Bronze
72 Ptolemais- | Ptolemais-Ake | 175-164 Bronze
Ake
73 Ptolemais- | Ptolemais-Ake | 175-164 Bronze
Ake

74 Antiocheia | Antiocheiain 175-164 Bronze
in Kalliroe Kalliroe

75 Antiocheia | Antiocheia in 175-164 Bronze
in Kalliroe Kalliroe

76 Antiocheia | Antiocheiain 175-164 Bronze
in Kalliroe Kalliroe

77 Antiocheia | Antiocheiain 175-164 Bronze
in Kalliroe Kalliroe

78 Antiocheia | Antiocheiain 175-164 Bronze
in Kalliroe Kalliroe

79 Antiocheia | Antiocheiain 175-164 Bronze
in Kalliroe Kalliroe

80 Antiocheia | Antiocheiain 175-164 Bronze
in Kalliroe Kalliroe

81 Apameia Apameia 175-164 Bronze

82 Laodikeia- | Laodikeia-by- 175-164 Bronze
by-the-Sea | the-Sea

83 Seleukeia Seleukeia 175-164 Bronze
Pieria Pieria

84 Seleukeia Seleukeia 175-164 Bronze
Pieria Pieria

85 Antiocheia | Antiocheia 175-164 Bronze

Mygdonia Mygdonia
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Catalogue of Greek Coins: The Seleukid Kings of Syria

BMC: Gardner. 1878.

BMC Alexander |, page 51ff.

BMC: | Mint Issuer Date (BC) | Denomination

59 Kyrrhos Kyrrhos 148 | Bronze

60 Kyrrhos Kyrrhos 148 | Bronze

61 Kyrrhos Kyrrhos 148 | Bronze

62 Kyrrhos Kyrrhos 148 | Bronze

63 Antioch Antioch 152-144 Bronze

64 Apameia Apameia 147 | Bronze

65 Apameia Apameia 147 | Bronze

66 Laodikeia - | Laodikeia -by- | 152-144 Bronze
by-the-Sea | the-Sea

67 Laodikeia - | Laodikeia -by- | 152-144 Bronze
by-the-Sea | the-Sea

68 Seleukeia Seleukeia 146 | Bronze
Pieria Pieria

69 Seleukeia Seleukeia 146 | Bronze
Pieria Pieria

GCS: Wroth. 1899.

Catalogue of the Greek Coins of Galatia, Cappadocia and Syria.
Antioch on the Orontes, page 151ff.

GCS: Mint Issuer Date (BC) Denomination
1 Antioch Antioch 149 Bronze
2 Antioch Antioch 149 Bronze
3 Antioch Antioch 149 Bronze
4 Antioch Antioch 148 Bronze
5 Antioch Antioch 148 Bronze
6 Antioch Antioch 148 Bronze
7 Antioch Antioch 148 Bronze
8 Antioch Antioch 148 Bronze
9 Antioch Antioch 148 Bronze
10 Antioch Antioch 147 Bronze
11 Antioch Antioch 147 Bronze
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SC: Houghton & Lorber. 2002.

Seleucid Coins: A Comprehensive Guide.

SC# |Mint Issuer Date (BC) |[Denomination Concordance

6 Sardis Seleukos | 282-281 |Bronze WSM1357a-g
WSM1627-8

14 Antioch Seleukos | 300-281 [Silver Hemiobol

35 Apameia Seleukos | 300-281 |[Bronze WSM1128

36 Laodikeia-by-the-Sea  |Seleukos | 300-281 [Silver Tetradrachm |WSM1202-4

37 Laodikeia-by-the-Sea  |Seleukos | 300-281 [Silver Drachm

38 Bambyke Seleukos I? 298-294 Silver Obol

Bambyke?

200 |Ekbatana Seleukos | 311-281 |Gold Stater ESM428
ESM433
ESM438
ESM458a-p
ESM463
ESMA472

201 |Ekbatana Seleukos | 311-281 |Gold Stater ESM499

202 |Ekbatana Seleukos | 311-295 [Silver Tetradrachm |ESM429
ESM443
ESM446-7
ESM453-4
ESMA457
ESM464
ESMA473
ESMA475
ESM485
ESM491

203 |Ekbatana Seleukos | 295 Silver Tetradrachm  [ESM475
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204

Ekbatana

Seleukos |

295-281

Silver Tetradrachm

ESM480;
ESM484;
ESM492;
ESM493;
ESMA496;
ESM497;
ESM498;
ESM500;
ESM503;
ESM506

205

Ekbatana

Seleukos |

295-281

Silver Tetradrachm

ESM508;
ESM510;
ESM512

206

Ekbatana

Seleukos |

311-281

Silver Didrachm

ESM435;
ESM448;
ESM465;
ESM476

207

Ekbatana

Seleukos |

311-281

Silver Didrachm

WSM480A

208

Ekbatana

Seleukos |

311-295

Silver Drachm

ESM444
ESM449
ESM458
ESM466
ESM474
ESM477

209

Ekbatana

Seleukos |

295

Silver Drachm

ESM481

210

Ekbatana

Seleukos |

295-281

Silver Drachm

ESM488
WSM507A

211

Ekbatana

Seleukos |

295-281

Silver Drachm

ESM507
ESM511
ESM514
ESM515
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212

Ekbatana

Seleukos |

311-295

Silver Hemidrachm

ESM430
ESM436
ESM441
ESM450
ESM467
ESM478
ESM494

213

Ekbatana

Seleukos |

295

Silver Hemidrachm

ESM482

214

Ekbatana

Seleukos |

295-281

Silver Hemidrachm

ESM483
ESM489
ESM505

215

Ekbatana

Seleukos |

295-281

Silver Hemidrachm

216

Ekbatana

Seleukos |

311-281

Silver Obol

ESM431
ESM437
ESM451
ESM468
ESM471
ESM479
ESMA495

290

Ai Khanoum

Seleukos |

285-281

Bronze

330

Tarsos

Antiochos |

281-260

Silver Tetradrachm

WSM1294

332.1

Tarsos

Antiochos |

281-260

Bronze

WSM1299

335

Antioch

Antiochos |

281-260

Silver Tetradrachm

WSM937
WSM939
WSM938
WSM940
WSM941
WSM957
WSM958

339

Antioch

Antiochos |

270s?

Bronze

WSM942-4
WSM946

363

Doura-Europos

Antiochos |

2817

Bronze

WSM878
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364 |Doura-Europos Antiochos | 2817 Bronze WSM879

365 |Doura-Europos Antiochos | 2817 Bronze WSM880

366 |Doura-Europos Antiochos | 2817 Bronze WSM881

367 |Doura-Europos Antiochos | 2817 Bronze WSM882

368 |Doura-Europos Antiochos | 2817 Bronze WSM883

481 |Lysimacheia Antiochos I 261-246 Silver Tetradrachm

482 |Lysimacheia Antiochos I 261-246 Silver Tetradrachm |WSM1610-3

483 |Lysimacheia Antiochos I 261-246 Silver Tetradrachm |WSM1616-20

488 |llion Antiochos Il |261-246 |Silver Tetradrachm  |WSM1560

517 |Sardis Antiochos Il |261-246 |Gold Stater

518 |Sardis Antiochos Il |261-246 |Silver Tetradrachm  |WSM1385-8

519 |Sardis Antiochos Il |261-246 |Silver Tetradrachm  |WSM1406

520 |Sardis Antiochos Il |261-246 |Bronze WSM1379-81

521 |Sardis Antiochos Il |261-246 |Bronze WSM1382-3

522 |Sardis(b) Antiochos I 261-246 |Bronze WSM1389-91
WSM1395-6
WSM1398-9
WSM1403
WSM1405

523 |[Sardis(b) Antiochos I 261-246 |Bronze WSM1404

524 |Sardis(b) Antiochos I 261-246 |Bronze

525 |[Sardis(b) Antiochos 261-246 |Bronze WSM1407
WSM1409-11
WSM1413

526 |Sardis(b) Antiochos Il 261-246 |Bronze WSM1412
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527 |Sardis(b) Antiochos Il [261-246 |Bronze WSM1400
WSM1402
528 |Sardis(b) Antiochos Il 261-246 [Bronze WSM1392
WSM1397
WSM1401
WSM1408
529 |[Sardis(b) Antiochos I 261-246 |Bronze
530 |[Sardis(b) Antiochos Il 261-246 |Bronze WSM1384
531 |[Sardis(b) Antiochos Il 261-246 |Bronze
571 |Antioch Antiochos Il 261-246 |Silver Tetradrachm [WSM970-2
WSM975
WSM980
572 |Antioch Antiochos Il 261-246 |Bronze WSM967
576 |Laodikeia-by-the-Sea  |Antiochos Il 261-246 Silver Tetradrachm |WSM1219
WSM1221-6
873 |Alexandreia Troas Antiochus 242-227 |Gold Stater
Hierax
874 |Alexandreia Troas Antiochus 242-227 |Silver Tetradrachm |[WSM1561
Hierax WSM1565
875 |Alexandreia Troas Antiochus 242-227 |Silver Tetradrachm |[WSM1567-72
Hierax WSM1574a
876 |Alexandreia Troas Antiochus 242-227 |Silver Tetradrachm |[WSM1573
Hierax WSM15743
877 |Alexandreia Troas Antiochus 242-227 |Silver Tetradrachm |[WSM1580-4
Hierax
878 |Alexandreia Troas Antiochus 242-227 |Silver Tetradrachm |WSM1575-9
Hierax
879 |AlexandreiaTroas Antiochus 242-227 |Silver Tetradrachm |WSM1585-7
Hierax
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880 |AlexandreiaTroas Antiochus 242-227 |Silver Tetradrachm |[WSM1588
Hierax
881 |AlexandreiaTroas Antiochus 242-227 |Silver Tetradrachm
Hierax
882 |AlexandreiaTroas Antiochus 242-227 |Silver Tetradrachm |WSM1589-91
Hierax
883 |AlexandreiaTroas Antiochus 242-227 |Silver Tetradrachm
Hierax
884 |AlexandreiaTroas? Antiochus 242-227 |Silver Tetradrachm
Hierax
885 |AlexandreiaTroas? Antiochus 242-227 |Silver Tetradrachm
Hierax
886 |AlexandreiaTroas? Antiochus 242-227 |Silver Tetradrachm |[WSM1592
Hierax
927 |Arados Arados 226-223 |Silver Tetradrachm
949 |Seleukeia-Tigris Molon 222-220 |Gold Stater ESM225-8
950 (Susa Molon 222-220 |Silver Tetradrachm
951 |Ekbatana Molon 222-220 |Bronze ESM574
952 (Sardis Achaios 220-214 |Gold Stater WSM1439
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