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Cf. J. & L. Robert, Bull. Epigraphique, 1968, 451; 1969, 495-502; 1973,
377; 1974, 481; 1977, 405. References to other comments, by author and
title, will be found through these critical notices.

Generalities. The editor of these almost sensational inscrip-
tions has been unanimously praised for his conscientious, thoroughgoing,
and in many ways exemplary presentation, and for the rigorous and well
organized commentaries. But a recognition due to an excellent work meri-
toriously executed does not obviate the necessity of further study and dis-
cussion. The purpose of the present undertaking' is a reassessment of cer-
tain aspects of the original edition, a critical evaluation of the restorations
already proposed, and on various parts of the texts proposing a number
of my own instead. In other words my aim is essentially to produce
a reasoned and more or less settled contribution, partaking of the charac-
ter of a comprehensive new edition. Since the texts themselves are rather
too long to be displayed in integro it will be necessary to peruse these
pages with the original publication constantly before the reader’s eyes.

Still relatively recent the discoveries in Teos actually comprise
a whole series of substantial inscriptions of which the greater part was
found in 1963. To this the fragments of four letters were added in 1966. In
their significance for the history of the period these texts equal the discoveries in
lasus, but surpass them considerably in volume. In addition to their con-
tribution to the local history they also augment our original documenta-
tion of royal cults and will be of no less interest to students of special sub-
Jects, to mention only the history of the Greek language 2.

' Presented here is a somewhat revised version of a draft essentially completed in
May 1977. I am indebted to Professor Herrmann for the courtesy of reading the manu-
script and offering a number of useful comments and suggestions, but it should be noted
that [ bear the sole responsibility for everything still at fault.

2 Such for instance is the new documentation of the well pronounced tendency lead-
ing ultimately to Modern Greek phonology.
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The date of the acquisition of Teos. Among histor-
ical facts of the first order of importance, which the editor is convinced to
have established (the claim in which he found ready assent among critical
and competent readers) is the date for the acquisition of Teos by Antio-
chus III, surprisingly in 204/3 B.C.> With impressive care and deftness
Herrmann has marshalled probably all the data of immediate bearing on
the problem and for this reason his arguments and his conclusions de-
serve to be taken very seriously. Nevertheless it appears to the present
writer that it is not really possible to arrange our hitherto known facts in-
to some kind of incontrovertibly solid premises from which the only and
inescapable conclusion should be the one the editor has actually reached.
I would rather venture to submit that the date 204/3 may indeed be ad-
vocated from a certain line (intellectually perfectly respectable) of reason-
ing, but after all said it must be owned that it is really inaccurate to maintain
that this early date has been firmly established. Against a possible objection
that it may perhaps be too much to affirm that in consequence of this
sketchy incursion H.s date has been positively disproved one may (I
trust) at least anticipate that henceforth it will be generally admitted that
it is quite assailable and that the most convincing date is stll eodem anno
197/6 B.C.* H. himself has not completely discarded such an alternative,
although that was not his declared choice.

In any case it does not seem that the arrival of the king with the
court and the army (or fleet) was a mere episode resulting in the esta-
blishment of an isolated enclave away from the main area of operations in
Caria. The event must rather stand in connection with the subjection of
the adjacent territory, and most probably of Erythrae, all of which has
taken place most probably during the fairly well-known campaign®. I can-
not go here into discussion of all the evidence and criteria considered by
the editor (some of which necessitates a good deal of familiarity with re-
sults of certain specialized work) but will try to use the information al-
ready provided.

3 Cf. e.g. Bull. Ep. 1969, 495: “H. a bien établi la date de ceux deux decrets par de
raisonnements convaincants.” Bull. Ep. 1971, 600 speaks as a matter of course of the cam-
paigns in Ionia and Caria in 204/3.

* See Livy 33.38.1. Cf. Gnomon 52 (1980), 258.

5 In my opinion the subjugation of Erythrae is recorded in C.B. Welles, RC 15 and
in Engelmann - Merkelbach, Die Inschriften von Erythrai und Klazomenai I (1972), no. 30,
both, even in the last edition, erroneously attributed to Antiochus I, and in RC to Antio-
chus II.
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It is a matter of common knowledge that after the completion of his
expedition to the Upper Satrapies, but before the commencement of the
Fifth Syrian War, in the period roughly between 205-200 B.C. Antiochus in-
vaded Cana®. In 198 his troops also operated somewhere against the Per-
gamene state, of which, however, little is known’. As for Teos it has been
known from a long series of mostly local inscriptions that about the end
of the third century and at the beginning of the second a number of cit-
ies and other political entities acknowledged the inviolability and neutral-
ity of the temple of Dionysus and of the whole city and territory®. The
confirmation had been sought most anxiously from the states where by
sea and land piracy and brigandage had a long-standing, or even honor-
able, tradition, such as Aetolians and Cretans.

Formerly, because of the reply of M. Valerius Messala, praetor pereg-
rinus in 193 B.C., the whole dossier on the Teian asylia used to be dated
to that year®. Adolf Wilhelm, however, showed that four of the replies
must precede that date. All of them emanate from the continental Greece
and were issued each respectively, by Aetolians, Amphictiones, Delphians,
and Athamanians . Principally on prosopographical criteria (for implica-
tions see H., 84) they come close to the year 204/3, when we know An-
tiochus should be in Caria'. All requests in continental Greece were
made by the same set of emissaries from Teos. In addition to this there
are two series of Cretan decrees of which the older one, solicited by dif-
ferent envoys, must be either simultaneous or not much later, but it is
a remarkable fact that the Teian canvassing was very actively supported

¢ More evidence on this, especially for Amyzon, was in Professor Robert’s possession
awaiting publication. — Fouilles d’Amyzon en Carie 1 (1983) has already come out. Unpu-
blished letters of Antiochus III were also announced from Heraclea ad Latmum (44 1977,
95) and Euromus (A4nat. Studies 21, 1971, 48). Meanwhile some of these texts have already
been publisked in one form or another. R. Merkelbach, Epigraphica Anatolica 7 (1986) 74
(A. III to Sardis, 213 B.C.); M. Errington, Ep. Anat. 8 (1986), 1-7 (Treaty between Euro-
mus and Zeuxis, 197 B.C.); S. Sahin, E.4. g (1987), 55-59 (A. III and Zeuxis to Heraclea);
much better, M. Warrle, Chiron 18 (1988) 421-476; H. Malay, E.A. 10 (1987), 8-15 (A. III
to Zeuxis and two covering letters, found mear Balikesir in Mysia, 209 B.C.).

7 Livy 32.8.15-16; 27.1. Cf. E. Badian, Studies in Greek and Roman Hislory, p. 115.

® All collected in Le Bas - Waddington, Inscriptions grecques et latines recueillies en Asie
Mineure (1870), nos. 60-85. Now re-edited by M. Guarducci in Inscriptiones Creticae.

? Syll3 601 (R.K. Sherk, Roman Documents, 34).

' Syll. 563; 564; 565; RC 35.

"' C.B. Welles, RC 38 is dated precisely 24 May, 203 B.C.
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by an ambassador from king Philip V, one Perdiccas, (a Macedonian who
at the same time was an honorary citizen of Teos), and incidentally by
a representative of Antiochus, the Rhodian Hagesander. On one occasion
both of them appear together, but it is clear that Hagesander’s presence
in Crete had been caused by matters not related to Teos. The decree of
Eleutherna (LW 71, 14-15) states that he was there sent by king Antio-
chus #mi tac t® mohépw draldoelg, but in view of the fact that local
wars were nearly endemic in Crete, it is only a possibility that this was
indeed the peace of ca. 201 B.C. after the immediately preceding “Cretan
War”.

From all these circumstances Holleaux once concluded that the point
of time was 201 B.C. when Philip was probably the master of Teos 2.
Subsequently, however, Philip’s support in Crete was satisfactorily ac-
counted for by the fact of his traditional standing in several communities
of Crete as the prostates of the island. Since (from the presence of his en-
voy) similar arguments could just as well be advanced for Antiochus one
claimant to the possession of the city at that time had to be eliminated.
Holleaux’s ideas on Philip’s control of Teos had not met with a universal
approval and the general consensus, still standing, is that only Antiochus
was established in the city of Dionysus, but the question is at what time
precisely . According to H. his dating would now provide a further proof
that Holleaux’s conception was all wrong, but I am not sure if it can be
dismissed so simply. Perdiccas appears more often and is considerably
more important than Hagesander. He is a constant companion (OUp-
npeoPevtiic), often a principal spokesman, veritable chief and patron of
the embassy, and in several communities great deference is paid to him,
no doubt on account of his standing with Philip. Obviously he must have
gained the Teian citizenship for some important enough role or benefac-
tions rendered probably at a moment when he stood in royal service. It is
still conceivable that such an opportunity presented itself during Philip’s
expedition to Asia Minor. Although the fact is that about Macedonian

12 Etudes d’épigraphie et d’histoire grecques IV, 1, pp. 185-188.

" F.W. Walbank, Philip V, p. 121, n. 3 simply states that “Hagesander’s presence
shows that Teos was at that time [205-203] in Antiochus’ hands”. Perhaps it does, but
a routine support will not necessarily imply a political control, and how can we be sure
that “that time” was precisely 205-3? Cf. Walbank, Commentary on Polybius I, p. 503.—A.
Giovannini’s contention, Mus. Helv. 40 (1983), 178-184, that on the basis of H.’s inscrip-
tions A.IIl was not a master of Teos, but merely intervened for his friend Attalus, hardly
calls for a serious refutation. Cf. Bull. 1984, 365.
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control of Teos we know next to nothing, Philip, or his fleet-captains, op-
erated near Teos in 201 B.C., and we know that he did capture Samos
and probably Chios'* and that his troops invaded the Erythraean Penin-
sula. Indeed actions against Pergamum, both on sea and land, formed
a large part of Philip’s eastern expedition, and on the other hand Antio-
chus was everywhere eager to step precisely in the vacuum created by
Philip’s defeat. It is true that in this case we are informed well enough
that Teos was detached from Attalus, but a possibility that the Attalid su-
premacy might have been recently disturbed by Philip cannot be com-
pletely dismissed. This recent event may have been counted to the ov-
veyelg mOAepor mentioned in the decree.

But from the presence of Antiochus in Caria in 203 does it necessari-
ly follow that he appeared at the head of his troops and took possession
of Teos? Certainly there is a clear statement in the inscription that Antio-
chus “consecrated” Teos and solemnly proclaimed before the assembled
citizens the city and its territory as “holy, inviolable, and tax-free”'>. H.
assumes that it was this very act that provided the formal inception and
the legal basis for all other requests and grants of this particular assylia.
No doubt, king Antiochus formally recognized the new status of Teos,
and from the Cretan decrees it is clear that he had even supported Teian

' Cf. Appian, Maced. 4: Zapov koi Xiov gLAe, kal pépog Tig "Attdhov Yyiig
¢én6pdnoe. His capture of Samos is indirectly confirmed by an inscription published by
Ch. Habicht, Athen. Miit., 72(1957), no. 64 and the commentary. But Holleaux and the
consensus allow only a siege of Chios; cf. his Etudes 1V 226, 266, 292, 294.

15 Block I, line 15: kabépwoey Nudv THv ROAWY, 17-19: napehdov eig v Ex-
KAnoiav avtdg dviike TV WOMV Kkai TV xdpav Nudv tepdv kai Adpopoldyntov.
Save for the general omission of the word aqoporéyntov many of the acceptance docu-
ments declare in fact the same thing, namely the “consecration” of Teos, etc. Cf. LW 75
(Aptera): xai mEOTEPSV Te dovhiav Vuiv Eddkapev kai kadepdoapev v TOMV Kai
v xdpav. Cf. furthermore for Miletus Syll. 590, 11-18: 3E Gv &dvn 1€ ok dhiva kai
nOAELS Kal TOV PaciMéwv ol TETEVXOTES TOV peyiotwv Tig napa tod Peod ovpPou-
Mac tHv te kabépworv kai TV dovhiav advnyoépevoav dmapdxintor avtoi (N.B.
Teos 1 17-19), Tt 1€ Bedr xai TiL moker v GElav mepi tovTV dmoveipavieg
x@pw. This close relation to Apollo is characteristic of the Seleucids, especially of Antio-
chus III (cf. OGI 237). Syll. 590 looks very much like an allusion to a similar consecration
of Miletus by Antiochus III. The only other and remote possibility would be Philip
V after the battle of Lade. The document may therefore well date to 196 B.C. Herzog’s
opinion on the date of this and on the character and date of RC 22, cited by Herrmann,
p- 122 n. 159 do not merit serious consideration today. Cf. the consecration of Xanthus by
Antiochus III, OGI 746, which certainly does not mean a “token submission”, as often re-
peated.

Belleten C. LV, 2
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addresses in certain cities at a time which cannot be determined precisely,
but may well be 201 B.C. Yet, it is remarkable that in a great majority of
cities no account is made of any authority, or justification, other than the
pleas of the Teian ambassadors and the prestige of their city in the Greek
world. Even in those places where envoys of Philip and Antiochus are
mentioned neither of the kings is credited directly, or by implication, for
the origination of the proceedings. On the contrary, all is taking place as
if due solely to the Teian initiative.

In the similar case of Magnesia on the Maeander (the acceptance of
the local festival and of the asylia) in the great mass of the extant docu-
ments, only two decrees make express references to king Antiochus (nos.
6o and 61)'’, beyond the general stereotyped formula of recognition by
“nations, kings and cities”. The king’s and his son’s letters of acceptance
are also preserved, but the manifest fact that emerges from all this is that
the king, however prominent in his role, does not seem to be responsible
for the initiation of the entire movement". It is true that Magnesia was at
that time under the Seleucid authority and that such efforts could not
have been carried on without at least a royal indulgence, but Antiochus
was far from setting the precedent, for in this case we know that the
movement had already had a long history, and that the first initiative (221
B.C.) proceeded from the interested city itself. Ca. 206 at the conclusion
of long efforts Magnesians finally received a favorable response from the
Delphian Apollo. There are numerous allusions to that oracle as a fact of
crucial importance, by which the responses of individual cities are guided
and motivated, while the Seleucid king is generally ignored. In the two
extant cases where he was mentioned there might have been some special
reasons for so doing. Unless this be a studiously maintained convention
the impression one gains from his letter is that Antiochus follows rather
than initiates anything, but he did promise to use his authority to further
the city’s objective (RC 31, 25-28). Since only concrete facts are accessible
to our examination there would be little profit in speculation as to wheth-

' 1. Magn. 60 is a severely damaged decree of an unknown city where Antiochus III
is prominently mentioned. /bid. 61 is a decree of Antioch in Persis, the place from which
nos. 18 and 19 (RC 31-32) were dispatched. My treatment of 60 and 61 is scheduled to ap-
pear in Rivista Storica dell’ Antiguita (Bologna).

7 Cf. RC31; 32.
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er such an oracle could not possibly have been obtained with an advance
assurance of approval from the Court, in the first place .

For historical precedents H. is impressed by the circumstances of the
asylia grant by Seleucus II to Smyrna,'® where the king’s role is very pro-
minently stressed, and that fact he cites in support of his assumption that
the asylia of Teos should have been also first launched by Antiochus.
However in reality the case of Smyrna is quite ambiguous for such an ar-
gument and may be even turned against it. In OGI 228 it is said expressis
verbis that the king was following the oracle of the god of Delphi, on the
surface then acting “just like everyone else”, although in this case he may
have indeed helped the god to find the proper answer®. Interestingly, in
that decree of Delphi Seleucus is mentioned in most deferential terms. By
contrast, is it not “telling” that Antiochus was completely ignored in all
four of the early continental decrees? That neither he nor Philip is credit-
ed for any initiative? At the supposed time when the dramatic proclama-
tion by Antiochus should have been responsible for the starting of the
whole movement, and when that moment should have been only few
months past? Not even the trite formula of the acceptance “by many
others, kings, cities, dynasts and nations”??!

As we can learn from many other asylia grants, especially those for
Cos and Magnesia, it is true that mention or ignoring of kings in such si-

'8 A. Heuss, Stadt und Herrscher des Hellenismus, pp. 145-154, emphasizes that Teos act-
ed as an independent city and that kings had no power to bring about an international re-
cognition of a particular status (e.g. a Panhellenic festival) for a city under their rule. They
could only ask for it. — In the asylia of Cos of 242 B.C. it is a curious fact that the Greek
cities in Italy and Sicily make no references to the Roman power, as noted by H. Bengt-
son, in his review of R. Herzog-G. Klaffenbach, Asylieurkunden aus Kos, now in his Klene
Schriften (reissued in 1974), p. 361.

19 OGI 228; 229, 10.

% When under Tiberius asylia claims of various Greek cities came under senatorial
review Smyrna invoked only that oracle, although other cities did not omit to argue royal
grants, some going back as far as Alexander and Darius, Cf. Tac, Ann. 3.63: ceteros obscu-
ris ob vetustaten initiis niti. nam Zmyrnaeos oraculum Apollinis, cuius imperio Stratonicidi
Veneri templum dicaverint, Tenios eiusden carmen referre, quos sacrare, Neptuni effigiem
aedemque iussi sint. propiora Sardianos: Alexandri victoris id donum. neque minus Mile-
sios Dareo rege niti.

2l OGI 228. But even the Delphian response, given at the end of the century to en-
voys of Alabanda, where Antiochus IIlI is mentioned very honorably, refers once more to
the “god’s oracle” as the ultimate justification for the proceedings. There is no express ac-
knowledgement of the royal mandate, although this much is implied and understood that
such actions could not have been organized against royal wishes.
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tuations was not really “obligatory”, but from the actual mention some in-
ferences on the political situation are possible. It seems that when a king
was involved more than in giving a routine assent he was likely to be
credited for this. This much we hear of Philip and Antiochus concerning
Teos in Crete, of Antigonus in the matter of the asylia of Cos, who regul-
ated it in various cities under his domination?, of Seleucus II in Delphi,
or Antiochus III for Magnesia, and again of Antiochus III in the Delphi-
an decree for Antioch of the Chrysaorians (Alabanda), or in the decree
for Dicaearchus, dated possibly to the time of the Carian expedition?,
Yet, in none of these cities do we hear of any king actually credited for
launching an international status of an asylia. This is clearly at variance
with Herrmann’s thesis. The new status for Alabanda was also credited to
the god’s oracle, but the Seleucid king received courteous acknowledg-
ments both in the speech made by the envoys and in the Delphian dec-
ree.?* Yet for Teos we hear absolutely nothing of this supposedly epoch-
making royal proclamation, the supposed source of the actions taking
place. The question therefore obtrudes itself whether that causal link as-
sumed between the consecration by Antiochus and the continental and
Cretan decrees is absolutely necessary. I believe the answer must be nega-
tive and that we are free to consider the chronology of the acceptance in
Greece without its dependence upon the Antiochus’ presence in Teos and
vice versa. At any rate, in several cases of asylia the efforts for the recogni-
tion and accession of individual cities were not necessarily a one-time af-
fair, but might have stretched over a number of years. This we know
from the asylia of Cos, Magnesia and Teos. From the second Cretan se-
ries for Teos and from the documents of the Coan asylia we can see
clearly that some requests and grants were renewed and repeated after
a lapse of some time.

According to specialists in local chronologies only the Aetolian and
the Delphian rescripts can be dated by their eponymous magistrates, the
other two are fitted only by the necessary synchronism. The Aetolian do-
cument is dated by the year of strategus Alexander of Calydon, which af-

22 R. Herzog and G. Klaffenbach, Asylieurkunden aus Kos (Abh. d. Deut. Akad. d.
Wiss., K. f. Sprachen, Lit. u. Kunst, 1952, 1, published 1957), nos. 6; 7; 8.

3 0GI 228; RC 31 and 32; OGI 234; OGI 241. In the last named documend R. Fla-
celiere, Les Aitoliens a Delphes (1937), p. 506, dated Xenon to 211-0? B.C. However, G.
Daux, Delphes (1936), 512, identified him as Cleon, and placed his year in 168 B.C.

2 0GI 234.
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ter long and involved recounting has been fixed to 204/3 B.C. But the ye-
ar for the Delphian archon Megartas cannot be completely independent
from the date already established for Alexander. It is now set at 203/2,
but one gathers there are still some delicate problems with this scheme.
Not only the year for Megartas has not been determined by completely
independent criteria, but we should also bear in mind that Alexander was
strategus more than once (which H. does not mention), and that his sec-
ond term falls quite remarkably in 196/5 B.C.% If the turnover in Teos
had taken place in the fall of 197 that would fit in excellently. In the spr-
ing of 196 shortly after the opening of the navigation season and after the
Aetolian elections the embassy of Teos would be pleading its cause in
continental Greece.? But even under this scheme the silence about Antio-
chus would be intolerable. As already alluded to the most natural expla-
nation under the early date would be that Antiochus was still few years
ahead from his proclamation in Teos, but in 196 there would have been
overwhelming political reasons why his activities on the other side of the
Aegean could not have been publicized with approval, and such
a mention was not absolutely required by the custom. That was the year
of the Isthmian declaration after Cynoscephalae, when great Roman ar-
mies were still stationed in Greece, and the apprehensions of the Roman
command, especially of Flamininus, about the whole program of Antio-
chus in western Asia and Europe could hardly be a secret to Greek gov-
ernments, and certainly not to Aetolians and their neighbors.?” But the
lack of specification of iteration for the Aetolian eponym (10 devtepov ,
or 10 B") seems to provide a strong presumptive evidence in favor of the
earlier date for these responses. As pointed above, that does not necessari-
ly entail, confirm, or imply the same date for Antiochus in Teos.

% See H., p. 94. Cf. Walbank, Polybius Commentary II, 555, Woodhouse, Aetolia, p.
101; Syll. 563 n. 1. That fact induced scholars to repeat simply “Alexander’s first term”
without further qualification. E.g. Holleaux, Etudes IV, 1, 179, ns. 2-3. The epigraphical ap-
pendix to Woodhouse, Aetolia gives several examples of 10 devtepov, 1o ff, but it would
be possible to construct any arguments only if it had been determined that the omission of
the specification of iteration is admissible at all.

% It is very interesting to read in this connection what Holleaux, Etudes IV, 1, 202
wrote: “Au printemps de 196, selon toutes les apparences, Antiochos, maitre d’Ephese dés
Pautomne précedent, avait etabli sa suzerainité sur Teos”. Holleaux felt it was a problem
how to explain the long interval (since 201, he thought) between the royal grant and its
formal recognition by Rome. As we can now see in fact not much more than three years
may have elapsed and the delay is sufficiently explained by aggravation over despoiling of
Rome’s best ally.

27 Cf. Pol. 18, 45.10-11; 47.1-2; 50-52.



22 FRANCIS PIEJKO

In 197 the Seleucid king established his headquarters in Ephesus, the
city just conquered from Egypt. Almost all nearby places to the north,
and as far as the Hellespont, submitted to his authority on various terms.
Those on which Teos was gained left the city nominally free, with the
widest, possible to define, amplitude of political, religious and fiscal libert-
ies, if all that ever meant what it professed. Assuming that the desire for
recognition of Teian “holiness and inviolability” had already manifested it-
self under the Attalid regime it is doubtful if any great practical conse-
quences could follow from that. It is possible that in 201 the city could
have taken advantage of Philip’s attack to give a greater momentum to its
ambition, but the continental responses seem to precede even that date.
At any rate it is unlikely that such an effort could have met with a great
favor from Pergamum or that anything tangible in tax privileges could
have been conceded when Attalus was in need of money, to mention only
his very costly involvement in the First, and even more in the Second,
Macedonian War.? As is stated, explicitly for Teos and implicitly for Ery-
thrae, Attalid cities were taxed heavily for war purposes. And we should
not forget that even the liberator Antiochus remitted no Seleucid taxes
but only those established by the previous regime, as was the ordinary
practice of most liberators. Late in 197 when the king probably made his
overtures to Teos and Erythrae Attalus, mortally ill after his stroke in
Greece, might have been still alive.” A large part of the Pergamenian ar-
my and fleet might have been still left in Greece, while the Seleucid king
was established not far away at the command of numerous troops and
fleet ready for action. Another invasion army was concentrated at Sardis.
In this situation all the dissatisfied elements in Teos, among them the Di-
onysiac artists, were easily persuaded to embrace the new hopes, or sim-
ply to yield to the necessity, as best as they could.*® Antiochus sum-

% Note the ouvexeis moérepor in I 13-14, and the war tax “Galatica” in Erythrae,
both remitted by Antiochus III. It is my impression that the Galatica is identical with the
contributions originally forced on the city by Galatians. At some time afterwards it may
have been institutionalized as a city tax for emergencies of Galatian and general defense.
Still later it must have been converted by Attalus to a regular royal tax, because he now
assumed total responsibility for external defenses. Certainly Antiochus would not have
interfered with the city taxes, and to me it is absolutely clear that this was not a Seleucid
tax. Cf. Pol. 21.20. 3-5 on military participation and material expenditures of Attalus in
Roman wars.

? E. Hansen, The Attalids of Pergamum? (1971), pp. 66-67.

% G. Cardinali, Regno di Pergamo (1906), p. 61 stresses the impatient readiness of At-
talid cities to take advantage for freeing themselves from financial burdens of that regime.
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moned a competent city representation to meet him and discuss the
terms of the concrete arrangements for his arrival, i.e. the surrender and
the take-over of the city. As in other cities he tried to impress the envoys
with his philhellenic and “philanthropic* policies (H., p. 34), graciously
inquired about the matters of special concerns to the citizens, made gen-
erous promises, and thus the terms were made quickly. Having entered
the city he made special capital of keeping his word, just as Flamininus
was doing about the Roman n{oTig-fides in Greece.

But as we read our documents and consider again the status Antio-
chus granted to Teos, in particular the privilege of agopoloynoia,
which in the usual manner of such cases is contrasted with the fiscal op-
pression under Attalus, we are impressed that what really mattered here
was a guarantee and recognition of the status of interstate neutrality and
an assurance of freedom from spoliation. This could be best effected on
religious pretexts, perhaps the only ones men of antiquity were prepared
to respect, at least in principie, if not always in their actual conduct. It
may be surprising to realize that the full formula iepd, dovhog, kai a-
@opoléynTog is expressed only three times at all, i.e. in the rescripts of
the Athamanians and Messala, and of course in the Teian decrees for An-
tiochus, but just one word dovMia, or dovhog already implies the whole
notion. Scholars are not exactly of one mind on the meaning of this rath-
er singular word a@oporéyntog, but all of them proceed from the no-
tion of &poporoynaoia in the obvious sense of freedom from regular tax-
ation, imposed by a more or less legitimate authority. But difficulties arise
as soon as one realizes that neither the insignificant Athamanians nor the
all-powerful Romans exercised any direct control in Teos to be able to
remit taxes there. Most commentators grasped quickly enough the logical
consequence that the word cannot have such a literal application. Many
thought that Athamanians and Romans give only a customary assent on
the status already granted by the king,*' for which they may seek a fur-
ther support in the new inscription, but that is still not the whole truth.
Others have read much more into the innocuous formula than it really
expresses. Some were ready to accuse praetor Messala of clever propagan-
da to the cities of Asia Minor, to insinuate to them that there will be no
financial oppression when their friends the Romans come there to put th-
ings in order.’? In the year when relations with Antiochus were already

31 E.g. C.B. Welles, RC, p. 155. Comment to Col. I, 1.6.
32 Thus H. Schmitt, Untersuchungen zur Gesch. Antiochus’ des Grossen und seiner Zeit (His-
toria Einzelschriften, 6, 1964), p. 97.
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strained the propaganda motive cannot be completely discounted,® but
from the point of view of international diplomatic practices Messala’s let-
ter is strictly conventional (even in self-praise on piety) and impeccable in
form, as outward courtesy to Antiochus and his representative is con-
cerned. This was neither the occasion, nor the medium, for imperial poli-
tics, although one may already sense in the message certain allusions of
that nature as well. But the emphasis was on the city with which Romans
wished to be friendly, not on the king who had overpowered it just a few
years ago at the expense of their best ally.

The Teian decrees for Antiochus leave no doubt that a tax remission
is involved, but besides the &poporoynaia such a remission may be also
expressed in other terms as well. In the Athamanian letter it is indicated
specifically that the recognition of the status of dpopolhéyntog had been
granted in response to the request made by the Teian embassy. It is evi-
dent that this does not mean just the accession by recitation of formulae
to the tax exemption already granted by Antiochus (whether that would
be good enough with the people of Athamania was in itself a matter of
supreme indifference in Teos), but rather it must express the official re-
cognition of the foremost consequence, the freedom of spoliation and un-
lawful exactions (Gyewv, our@v). Although landlocked the not-too-civilized
Athamanians plied diligently the trade and industry of piracy, just like
their neighboors the Aetolians did. It was the payment of this sort of
contributions to their worthy fellow Hellenes, so proud of their common
name, that the Teians were anxious to avoid on religious pretexts. Their
merchant shipping lines and their territory were always potentially ex-
posed to such irregular “taxation”. It was in this polite disguise that Atha-
manians were asked to refrain from @opoloyeiv, i.e. not to attempt the
extortion of booty (p6pog), or any other depredations such as their own
enterprise or good luck might place in their way.3* Many acceding states

3 So lately M. Errington, ZPE 39 (1980), 279-284.

3 Cf. the literary references in the similar sense given by Welles, RC, p. 319. Further-
more Pol. 1.8.1: of Mapepuvoi — moAa pépn tiic Sikeriag £QopoLGYOUY. 4.46.3-4:
@6pog to Galatians of Tylis. 30.11.1-2: Altwhoi tOV Plov &nd Anoteiag kai Tiig
Toattng napavopiag et@deiocav Exewv. kai fwg pudv EEfv tovg “EMAnvac gépewv kai
Aemhateiv, éx toltwv Enopitovio tovg Biovg, maoav yiv fyovpevor mohepiav. Ath-
en. 6.253; Altwhkdv yap Gpracar & @V néhag viv St kal Td wéppw. Diod. 5.32.5
(Galatians): oUtol yap etowv of Ty pev Pounv éAévieg, 10 ¢ fepdv 10 &v Aedgoig
ovMjoavtes. 28.1: ®lhnmog & Tdv Makedovav Bacikedc Awkaiapyov TOv AltwAodv,
dvdpa tohunpdv, neioag mewpatevely Fdwkev adtd vaic elkool, npooftake 8¢ tac
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in Crete expressed in clear words their solemn assumption of obligation
to prevent spoliation and damages to Teians, actively to help in defense
against such actions, and not to suffer freebooters in their own harbors.
This, not taxation systems, was the main concern of “international” asylia
grants. An additional protection against incidents of wars was no doubt
also hoped for, although in practice this was rather ineffective. Such
might have been the practical implications of the Roman grant, i.e. chief-
ly refraining from using the territory and resources of Teos for war pur-
poses, which was a commonplace hazard in the condition of ancient war-
fare. Considering the fact that Rome had already waged two wars in the
East the request addressed to her was more than a diplomatic formality.
When armies, hostile or friendly, tread on any soil not only nuisance but
often considerable costs and damage was inflicted, not to mention various
forms of soldierly “resourcefulness” and “self-help” (b@éAera), a cause of
great anxiety to local citizens.

A major war came sooner than expected, but unfortunately neither
Antiochus nor the Romans respected the status of the city and its territo-
ry, which they had both solemnly recognized as exempt from such a con-
tingency. Without much ceremony the “consecrated” city had to supply
fleets and armies of both sides, its territory was invaded and pillaged. Be-
fore that time Teos had paid voluntary in form, but apparently regular,
gifts to Antiochus. At the peace of Apamea it was returned to Eumenes
and his house.

In my discussion of OGIS 219 (to be presented separately) I dwell on
the fact that the circumstances of the royal arrival and the entire tone of
propaganda in the two documents have so many points in common that
it is now possible to interpret the Ilian document from Teos. Since the at-
tribution of OGI 219 can no longer be in slightest doubt the reasoning in
the opposite direction is also perfectly legitimate. Even H. notices the fact
that the whole tone of that propaganda and the massive apparatus is
much too intense and far too systematic for an incidental episode, a diver-
sion from the campaign in Caria. He speculates that Antiochus may have
already prepared for his Asianic campaign, unfolded only few years later,

Vi O0US POPOLOYELY. — oltog OF ToUg uév 2undgovg #Afoteve, tag 68 viooug Ane-
Aatdv dpyvplov etonpatieto. Syll 495, 10: ddpa Tig mapédov (plunder raids of Thra-
cians in Istros). Nouveau choix d’ inscriptions grecques (1971), no. 8, 48: dnawtodviog TOV
@6pov (forced contribution).
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but was distracted by the enticement of the more immediate Syrian op-
portunities. That may sound plausible enough but there are serious diffi-
culties, e.g. the seemingly total exterritoriality of that important acquisi-
tion in Teos with no free land access. To be sure the long experience of
the Ptolemaic (but not Seleucid) Empire demonstrated that controlling of
far-flung isolated outposts was perfectly feasible with only sea access re-
maining open, as long as the state was in command of a respectable fleet.
But in 204/3 the Seleucid fleet was not much to speak of, and it would
have to sail past two strong Egyptian naval bases in Samos and Ephesus.
The situation was different in 197/6 in a carefully prepared scenario in
which Teos was but one act.*

To sum up. The initiative for the Teian asylia apparently proceeds from the
aty itself and does not seem to result from any prior royal grant. This esta-
blished, it suffices for our purpose to take notice that the movement be-
gan at the end of the third century, and beyond that we need not be
concerned with the subtleties of the chronology of the early decrees from
the continent and Crete. The intense propaganda blast, made by Antio-
chus of his own recognition of the asylia, was the enticement and the re-
ward for the submission of Teos. The city decrees only reflect the official
pro-Seleucid view of the matter. In each occupied city the general propa-
ganda of the 197/6 campaign was skilfully adapted to local conditions
and the case of Teos conforms well to that pattern. There are no indica-
tions that the recognition by Antiochus was of any unusual importance to
the Greek outsiders in their own replies. Had Antiochus really initiated
all those asylia efforts no reason could be given for that strange conspira-
cy of silence about him, which would be tantamount to a deliberate af-
front to his dignity. I think he is ignored as initiator in all documents, in
the first because his proclamation was still in an unpredictable future,
and afterwards because the political conditions have changed. The consec-
ration by Antiochus is fully acknowledged only in the Teian decree, but
that was just a part of the public expression of acceptance of the new

% Today we are in possession of various bits of concrete epigraphical evidence all
confirming that broad land access to Teos was at this time a fact. A dedication for Antio-
chus Jr. from Claros, L. Robert, Nouvelles inscriptions de Sardes I (1g64), 18 testifies to the
Seleucid occupation of Colophon, where a Zelevkig tribe is also attested (Am. Jour. Phil.
1935, 380, no. VI). Like Teos and other cities Colophon instituted a new festival ’Avti6-
x€wa in honor of Antiochus III (P. Frisch, JPE 13, 1974, 115-116; 15, 1974, 97; Bull. Ep.
1974, 457, 546. All this contradicts H.’s impressions on that remarkable fidelity of Notium
to Pergamum during the troublesome nineties.
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overlord, to whom the liberated cities owed gratitude for liberation and
protection. It was left for his rivals from the West to make an important
alteration in such conditions and arrangements. 3

Textual and other problems. In Block A, 1-8 I read
and supply:

Tupov[x®v Kai oTpatny®dv yvoun éneldn Bacthevg péyag)
> Avtioy[og &v apyfi e napakafav thv Pactheiav kal THV Kak-]

[Mioty[v kai #vdoEotdtmv maoL Toig EvTuyxavouoL TdV
‘EAMvov]

4 [dmodeiEac m]poaipeoiv, x[ai dajp[v]hdoow(v TV mopd
nt[até-]

[pov dodeicaly Eavtdt Sud mpo[yévmlv vYmdpyovoalv V)
voLav, Kafi]

[x&pLv dvax]taodar mpoarpovpevog moranhao(ialv kowvog [ev-]

[epyéTng mploeipntan yiveodar 1V Te GAAwv ‘EAAVidwp [16-]
8 [Mov kai t)iic téAews TiHS NUETEPOG-—-

The text is inscribed in four blocks numbered by the editor in Ro-
man numerals. The fragments within blocks he numbers by capital letters
(A-B above). The engraved blocks belong to a mapaotéag (not an anta,
but either pilasters in some posterior position at the walls, or the space
between the mapaotddes). Even with the later date here proposed it is
not very likely that the building should be the new temple designed by
the famous architect Hermogenes at the end of the third century, because
such constructions usually took years to complete. As with many other in-
scriptions engraved on architectural surfaces the lines run appreciably
longer than in majority of free-standing stelae. They range between 44-52
letters, but only spot count has been taken.

Inasmuch as the appellation péyag does not occur anywhere in the
first block the editor thought it was disqualified as a supplement for the

3 Even H. is contrained to admit, p. 144: “Es ist sehr charakteristisch, dass gerade in
dieser Dokumentengruppe die Initiativrolle des Seleukidenkonigs als des eigentlichen Ur-
hebers der Privilegien an keiner Stelle auch nur andeutungsweise in Erscheinung tritt,
sondern immer nur die durch ihn gewihrte Unterstitzung der diplomatischen Aktion
selbst”. With references to contrasting situations under Seleucus II and Eumenes II.
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first line. Since nothing else seems to be available to fit the lacune he felt
obliged to postulate a vacat. I am not persuaded by this argument and do
not see any good reason for the exclusion, and there is no rule which re-
quires absolute uniformity in all references to a king (e.g. as in I C, 46).
The fact is that a near variant of that title is not missing in another block
(I, 30) and, far more important, we do find it in an exactly analogous
position in the exortation formula of the decree from Iasus passed about
the same time. Besides that Boowhevg péyag ~Avrioxog appears in
Amyzon, in many dedicatory inscriptions elsewhere, and in a petition of
Ptolemy son of Thraseas, from Scythopolis.>” Since the title faoiievg
was often omitted for dead, especially foreign, kings, I am not sure if that
ultra-rigorous distinction postulated by P. Spranger between the secular ti-
tle Baowkeds uéyag Avitioxog and the cult title Méyag ’Avtioyoc,
may sometimes not be somewhat exaggerated. However that may be, dur-
ing the king’s life-time even his cult name will be normally preceded by
the royal title so that in practice there may be little difference to the read-

® The only other possibility, the formula npétepév 1€, so common in
the €neldn clauses of decrees, is not much likely to occur in line 1 be-
cause we find it actually in line 8. The following examples are intended
for the illustration of the whole preamble:

, Syll.? 352! enetén Anpitprog 6 ﬁamksvg oM@V Kol peydiwv
ayaﬁwv alTog @v] Tuyxdvel mepi to[v)g “EMMvag kai thp mOM[v
v Nuetépay.

Syll.> 370,27: mpoargovuev]joc drapurattewy THv [edvolay THV Eig
10V dijujov v napadedouévny [adTdr Tapd TV TPoYSVL]v.

Syll.> 390,10: Eneldl) 6 [Blacihede kai ocwtnp IItolepaiog moAAdv
kal peyGhwv ayaddv attog éyéveto toic te Nnoldtang koi toic &
Aowg “EAAnouv, 1ag te moherg hevdepdoac — kai viv 6 Bacihedc
(IT]tokepaiog dradeEaupevos v Pacihelav mop[d] Tod matpodg?’

¥ My revision is fortcoming in L’Antiquité Classique.

% But there is no logical cogency in the argument that péyag must be excluded from
I 1 simply because it does not occur in that form in the rest of the decree. It is interesting
to note that the earliest epigraphical instance of the epithet 6 Méyag is attested for Demet-
rius Pohorcctes L. Moretti, Iscrizioni storiche ellenistiche 1, no. 7: #meldn mEotTeEOV pEv
Anunrgtog] 0 Méyag-------

? Of course the phrase fits any king on his accession, e.g. OGI go (several times); RC
22 and many other texts.
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v adtv edvolav kai dmpélelav [m]apexduevos diatehrel eig Te
Tovg Nnow’)tag kafi] Tovg dAhovg “EAAnvac. 20: THv T€ mPOS TOUG
ﬁeovg [edoéBlerav Sragurdttwv kol THR TPOS TOVS M[Poyévov)g
£UVOLAY SLATNPOV.

Syll. 463: émeldn Paoihede TMtolepaioc mapaklafdv Tav TdV
Ttaviov mOMv kai tobg moMitog mapd TO MATPOC Baothéwg
[Mtolepaio kal t@vV mpoydvov kakdg kai §vOOGEwg evePYETOV Oi-
atelel kal drapuridoowv pet’ edvoioag ——-

Syll. 629: [En]el Paoihede Edpévne vmapywv @ilog kKol ovppa-
X05 L& mpoyovwy Tav ovoalv mPéTEPOV Ejivolav Ep mavti Koupdt
Qavep®ds yivetal ovvavgmv KaL TOALGS Kal usyakag anoésu&s[tg
nenommt t)ag eic 10 €dvoc svvomg kal tovg dAlovg © EMavag
——= snaUEnKu)g tap Paotketav kol €v tav kalllotav Suadeov &
YVNK@G. ¥

Syll. 630: ’Eneldn Baocihevg] Edpévng napeiingac napd tod ma-
1p0g Baothémg Attdho[v TV Te mPdg Tovg Beolg) evoléferav —--
kol dratnpdv thv mpdc ‘Popaiovg] guhiav alel [tvog ayladod
nopaitiog ywvépevog draterei toig “EAAno[tv. N.B L. 15: [ed]voiav
v Exov dliajterel k[owvijt Tje mpdc dmaviag tovg EAAnvag kai
Kat idtav TPdg TAG TOAELS.

A. Rehm, Delphinion 139, 22-29: Eneldy) 100 dMpov kal mpdtePOV
EA[oJuévov T @uAiav kai ovppaxiov The npdg TOV Dedv kal ow-
tijp[a] tohepaiov ouvvéPn tiv te mO[Mv] elg evdarpoviav kai é-
m@avelav eADelv xai T[ov] dfjpov moAdy kai peydiwv dyaddv a-
Elwdfjvan, 8 d¢ attiog étipunoev avtdov O dfjuog taig peylotaig
npaic, dradeEapevog te Thu Paotreiav 6 vidg avtod -

OGI 54: Baowkevg péyag IMtorepaiog --- maparafov mopd tov
natpog TV Paociielav.

OGI go: Baoiwketovtog tod véou kai mapahafoviog v Pfaot-
Aelav mapd 100 matpoOg --- péyag Pactievg ---

OGI 219: &neldn Paoiheds  Aviioyog Pacihéwg Zehevkov £v
apyfit 1 mapahafdv thu Pacikeiav kai mTpootdag EvO6Eov tai
Kaljc atpéoewmg E£CNTNOE TaC pEv mOMelg -—. 16: Emedn kal
nPOTEPOV TE -

“ For corrections to certain suppiements see L. Robert, OMS [, p. 151 n. 5.
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OGI 237: dx6hovda npdoomv TiL dua Tatépwv Vrapyovont av-
L PO Tovg - EAAnvag evepyeoia.

G. Pugliese Carratelli, Annuario della Scuola Italiana di Atene 45-46
(1967-68), p. 447, . 41-43: Eneldn) Paocihéwg peydhov  Avuié(xov)
TPOYOVIKTV alpEOLY dLaTNPOTVIOS €15 MAVTAC [tov]g “EAA[nv]ag
Kal Tolg MEV ELPNVNV TaPEXOVTOC -—. 47: TV OF Nuetépav mOAv
npotep[Ov te] - !

Ibd., p. 447, Col. II, lines 2-5 (I restore): &mei 00V WPOYOVLKNV
npdg tOv dijjuov aEimg dLedé[Eato evvolav, avTOg TE TUYXGVEL EV-
volwg €lg THv oMy drakeipevog, dyadi toxnL Eamvijodal] Paoi-
Ma péyav *Avtio[xov ---

C.B. Welles, Royal Corresp. 15, 16: &v apyfjL te aipovuevor diate-
AoDuev T mPOC VPdg etvorLay (TNEPOVVIEC, supplevi) dewpovvteg ---

RC 31, 16: £xovieg ovv 2E dpyxiic m[epi] Tod dfpuov TV @L-
havdpomotatnv Sainyiv dud THv edvolay -

It occurs to me that in addition to the six immediately preceding ex-
amples for Antiochus III it is also possible to restore that small fragment
of another decree for the same king from Erythrae, RC, p. 80:

Eneldn) npdTepodv te Placihetg *Av-
[tioxos napakaBav Tv dpyiv dietéhecev kahig kai] EvOO[Ewc]
[tnpdv THv npdg dnavrag 1ovg “EAMnvag evvolav kai] ToAAdv)
(kai peydrwv dyaddv napaitiog yivépevog taic] téie[ov Kai]
[T WOAeL THL HpeTEPAL -
In accordance with this in the first extant line of the new decree for An-
tiochus III from Erythrae (wrong attribution in Engelmann - Merkelbach,
Erythrae, no. 30 I see kakijs kai £vd6]Eov n[poarpéocwg (although in-
complete the E is indisputably sure on the photograph. Only the first up-
right hasta is extant of the IT).

Polybius 21.20.6 (Eumenes II): #yd 8¢ SradeEapevoc thv doxnv
v pév npoaipeoty v 100 natEdg diepurata.

RC 52,5 (paraphrasis of the Ionian decree for Eumenes II): du6t tac
kaliotag amo Tig apyiic EAOpevoc mPGEelc kai KOOV &

! Correction, Bull. Ep. 1971, 621 (p. 504).
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vadeiEac epavtdov evepyétny 1@V EAMfvov ¥ dnacav omouvdiv
kai wpévotav molov[puejvog, Snwg ot tag ‘EAAnvidag katoikoivieg
nOMEfLg) dLa maviog év eipiv kol TiL Peltiotn Kataotdo(el]
vnapyworv. N.B. line 16: pavepdag anodeikers.

With many other accessories of Hellenistic monarchy this whole style
was adopted in official usages of Roman Emperors. Cf. e.g. OGI 493, 17-
24 (Antoninus Pius): thv mapd tod matpdc ma[padodeicav] avrin
Baoileiav maporaBidv mav piv 10 TtdV] Avdpdnwv avaocdler
vévog, eE[apétmg O V] Nuetépav mOMY - YEVOUEVOS Nuel[v —]
nOM®[v kai peydrwv] ayaddv attiog.

Since the fourth century B.C. very similar formulae were quite com-
monly employed also for private benefactors. The number of such testi-
monies is past counting. For “demonstration” (&4n6deiErg, etc.) I refer to
Holleaux’s examples,** but even that is just a sampling. The same may
be said for the koAd kai #vdoEa, or their superlatives, as in our decree.
This phrase has great many applications, e.g. Syl 709: #ne[Ld ALdpav-
106 "AokAja[m]oddpov Zivomedg @ilog [uEv kai evepyétag Guidv
EJov - da mavtdg dyadod mapaitiog yivntaw £[kGotwi] Gudv, &ni
10 KGAAota kal 8vdoEbTata TOV Pacihéa TPOTPEPYAUEVOC.

I 6: yapwv avaxtaodar mohamhaoliajv engages now our attention.
ThlS too is a fixed phrase. Cf. Diod. 11.71.49 kai nokkaukaowvg tng
eVepyEoiag AMOdMDOEL XGPLTOAC. 15.11.1: tag utv evepyeoiag ov
tidetar mpog Xoyov da T Tdg mMEpL avTdV xépttag Kol TLpdg
noklankaotag anelkn@évar. 16.55.4: noMag o kal a@\lag mavrto-
dandg evepyeoiag kai dwpedg dwaoneipwv EKOp.LCeIO tovg purodovg
noAllamlaciovg T™g xapLtog. 20.20.3: EmayyeA\opevog
nolanhaoiovg xdpitag anoddoeiv. 31.36: molhomhaciovs xGpLTag
kopifoviar kai dwpedg AapPavovor mapd tdV Pacihéwv. Polybius
3.98.8: v 3¢ xGpuv avEfoewv Epn moMamhaociav. 18.16.3: moAha-

42 The ambition to become kowvdg evepyétng of Greek cities (or, to be exact, to
gain acceptance and influence by means other than raw compulsion) was vital to the poli-
cies of Hellenistic rulers and was very strongly voiced in the propaganda of Antiochus III.
But very soon Romans overshadowed all predecessors in receiving homages as kowvol ev-
epyétar, which by the time of Mithridatic wars made of them kowoi Zxdiotoi moké-
pwou. Cf. Syll. 741, 111-1v, RC 73-74.

4 See his Etudes VI, “Mots grecs”, Gno6deiELg.
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nhaciwg émradéviec taic evvoiong eikéva e Ypvofiv EYyngicavto
kol Dvoiav avtdL ovviehelv kat Etog Evopodérnoav. Polyaenus
4.2.6: Omwg Vpiv morhoamhaoiwg dmotioaipt Tag xGeLtag. Syl 708,
30: duthaolatwv EavtdL mwagd tdv Dedv Kol TV EVEQYETOVREVOV
xapvrac. I Priene 113,74: kol kowvdg £optig émonpotépag parlov
[no]inoe taic €15 avBpdmoug xGELoL, Tovg 88 TavTaS XPWREVOUS
¢dumhaoi[Goe] taig edvoiang. Not only Antiochus but Flamininus was
also careful to advertise that Romans are out there only to win gratitude
and honor. R.K. Sherk, RD 33, 13: mepi nhelotov moLoOpevol ydpita
kai @uhodoEiav. This places the whole celebrated “sentimental Hellen-
ism” of Flamininus and other Romans in sharply illuminating stage lights.

These examples will permit us to identify the context of yet another
instance, Syl 326,2: [2m]e[LdN A]ukovpyolc Avkdégpovoc Bovtadnc
naplar[a]pav [ralp[d tdv Elajutjod R[poydévwv kai Tapd TOV WO
p0g] T[Mv] np[dg TOV dfjpjov etvo[tav Kal TPoaLPOUREVOS TOAAG-
nhaotav Tiv te xJap[Lv a[vaktaodar -

I 8-11: kol nPéTEPOV TE Vndp[ywv] v TH Enékerva tod Tavpov
noM@v ayoddv yivero mopaitiog fpi[v] kai mapayevopevog Eni
0% kad Npdg témovg dmokatéoTnoe TG MPAYMATO EIG CUPQE-
povoav katdotoolv. H. suggests that this may be an allusion to “previ-
ous diplomatic contacts”, but I rather suspect that “previous benefits”
when the king was still beyond the Taurus may be largely credited to the
polite formulae of the “diplomatic language”. The words sound too much
like a “frame” for an exordium to about any honorific decree. Far more
interesting is the fact that other phrases and references to (Aot and dv-
vaueig have a very close counterpart in the Ilian decree OGI 219, and,
I think also, in the decree Erythrai, no. 30, of which I treat elsewhere. In
OGI 219 after the highlights of the king’s earlier career lines 12-16 pro-
claim: viv te mapayevéuevog &mi Tovg TOHMOUS TOVC €M TGdE TOV
Tatpov perd mdong omovdiic kol gurotpiag dpa Kai taic méAe-
oW TV EPHVNY KOTEOKEVGOEV Kai T npdypata kKol TRV
Baoikeiav elg pelfow kai hapnpotépav diadeowv dyfyoye, péiota
pEv dud thv idlav dpetiv, elta kai S THY TOV QIAOV Kai T@V
duvGpewv etvoiav. In both cities this is unmistakently the propaganda
of the years beginning with 197 B.C., proclaimed in the course of the far-
flung campaign when Antiochus omnibus regni viribus cum ingentis copias ter-
restris manitimasque comparasset (Livy 33.19.9) omnes Asiae civitates in antiquam
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imperii formulam redigere est conatus (33.38.1). The same must be said for the
accompaniment of the king Antiochus by his queen Laodice attested for
the 197/6 campaign in lasus, Teos, and Ilium, but there is not a word
about her in any of the published documents of the Carian expedition.

I 13-14. As already remarked the ouvexeig mOAepor may be the
wars waged by Pergamum in its recent history, but the complaint about
the “hard times caused by war(s)” was often voiced at the moment of
transfer of cities from one kingdom to another, often the very object and
profit of such a war. It could be precisely the war which the liberator was
waging, but it was impolite, imprudent, and impolitic to be more specific.
On these considerations the supposition that Teos was transferred to An-
tiochus entirely peacefully may be granted, but is not necessarily proved.
Such transfers were often accompanied by internal political upheavals and
a party struggle among various factions. Some resistance may also be ex-
pected from the local garrison, if there was any.

I 16. I agree with J. Crampa, Labraunda I, p. 59, n. 2 that H.’s inser-
tion of (kal) is entirely arbitrary.

I 17: noperdav eig v 2xkAnolav adtdg avijke T[v] nOMv
kol THY xOpav Nudv iepav kai dovhov kai agoporéyntov. Note
above I 15-16: kahépwoev MudV TV TOMV Kal TV ydpav and xo-
piCeodar. Dittenberger was probably right to assign the Milesian act,
Syll. 590 on the enhancement of the Didymea to ca. 196 B.C.* It is said

“ Cf. e.g. the letter of Antiochus III to Jerusalem, Jos., 4.7., 12.139. During the in-
vasion the countryside of Teos may have been sorely affected, if only for supplies and pro-
visions. After the surrender the king promised (II 52-53) that peace and order will be
henceforth guaranteed. Cf. Amyzon RC 38; capitulation of Sardis, Sardis VII, 1, no. 2; (see
now AJPh 108(1987), 707-728); Theangela, L. Robert, Coll. Froehner, p. 97-101 (I supply
after L.R.): TuyxGvoviog d¢ 1o fuetépov dpov dodevig drakewpévov kai Ko[Av-
opévou yeEwpyelv dud] Tovg nepLeoyMkoTAg adTov v Tt [norépwr Karpovg, KTA. De-
spite Holleaux’s efforts to demonstrate the contrary there can be no doubt that in the Cor-
ragus inscription, Etudes II, p. 74 mapdhnyig Tiig nOAews can signify only the change of
regime and it must correspond to facts expressed in Teos (I 11) as adnokatéotnoe T
npGypata €ig YV ovpgépovoav katdotaotv. Similar expression in Habicht, Athen.
Mitt. 72 (1957), no. 64, 26-28: the restoration of Ptolemaic rule on Samos, which was ac-
companied by a good deal of rough fighting after a brief Macedonian interlude.

% Cf. n. 15. On other occasions Antiochus III regulated (during his sojourn, or some-
times at a distance) great many matters of religious concern in various cities, especially the
questions of dovhia and atélera. Cf. e.g. Athymbra, RC g (with RC 43, and ibid., p. 291
See my remark in Gnomon 52 (1980) 258); Magnesia, RC 31-32; Alabanda, OGI 234; Amyz-
on, RC 39-40; Tralles, RC 41 (Chiron 18, 1988, 55). Add now J. &L. Robert, Fouilles

Belleten C. LV, 3
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there inter alha in line o 7tiig 1€ néhewg kol Tig Ybpag
kadiepodeiong. L. 11: kai tdv PBachéwv ol TetevyxdteC TOV
peyiotwy, rng napa tov Peod oquouMag, ™mv te kahépwory kal
v aovhiav dvnyoépevoav anapmd»nrom avrol, T te Dedr kai T
néheL TV GEiav TovTOV anovépovieg xapwv. The Baotielc may be
a vague allusion to any kings, but above all it must mean Seleucids
whose traditional relations with Apollo have always been very good. Fur-
thermore we may recall that at one moment during his eastern expedition
Philip was expected to capture Miletus, but it is rather improbable that
there would have been time for Apollo’s counsels.* OGI 237 shows what
kind of a ovpBoviia king Antlochus mlght have received from the god
at the time when in lasus § te Peodc 0 dpymyéne tov yevovg TOn
Baoléwv ovveypepaptipnkev tdL Baocihel mepakaldv ped’ Spov-
olag moMteveodar. Thus the case is very good that we should ascribe
to Antiochus III the “dedication” of Miletus ca. 197 B.C. to its chief
god*. As in Teos the event is recorded only locally. If the “kings” should
be limited to the Seleucid dynasty the plural may also include the eldest
son of Antiochus, the co-regent, and of course queen Laodice was also ac-
tive in her own sphere in imperial politics. Perhaps that stoa inscribed
[‘O dipog 6 MijAnoiwv [Baoihioa]nt Aaodiknt belongs to her, if not
rather to the consort of Antiochus IV.* Thus the consecration of Teos
appears to be not an isolated act, but stands well in line with the consec-
ration of Miletus and still earlier during the same expedition, of Xanthus,
OGI 746 (TAM II, 266): Baowkevg péyag "Aviioxog ApLépwoev ™mv
oMV Tt Antdr kal td CAnMAove kai Tiie CApTEmdL did TV
POG AVTOVG GUVATTOVOAV CUVYEVELQY.

I 19-20. Financial regulations of this type, as clear evidence for incor-
poration of a city within the ambitus of the regulating power, would mer-

d’Amyzon I (1983), no. 1 (which I complete): ZevEig Kuvayov Makedwv tovg dypovuc,
W[v Pacihéwv kehevoviwy, anédwkev ~ AnoMwwve kai ~ Aptéuidi], and ibid, no. 12
(which I complete): [O]i Baociheig [d]nédwkav (10 tep|ov dov[hov, G § o]tAA[n mepi-
opitler. Cf. Gnomon 57 (1985), 609, 613. Note the Baoikeig in relation to Miletus, Syl
590-

“ CI. Holleaux, Etudes IV 220; 229; 247; 284; 292; 293; 296; 330; 334.

Y7 8yll. 590. A more direct evidence for Antiochus Il comes only from a somewhat
later time. Cf. Schmitt, Untersuchungen..., p. 281.

*® Milet 1, 7, no. 184 (p. 282). Cf. the latter Laodice and Miletus in Nouveau choix d’in-
scriptions grecques, no. 7. The Milesian Timarchus, officer of A. IV and future rebel dedic-
ated in Miletus with his brother Heracleides a Bouleuterion in the king’s name, Bull 1977,
446.
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it a special study. It might be treated in conjunction with the theory and
practive of liberations. Only few words can be said here. For eminently
practical reasons the first task of every new authority was to take stand on
the existing political, administrative and financial order. Generally there
was a tacit assumption that all the prerogatives of the previous paramount
power devolved on the new one and continued in force, unless decided
otherwise. The successor disposes of this according to his will or expedi-
ence. However, as much as practicable successors often try to make
a good impression by offering concessions, apparent or real. Thus Alexan-
der regulates and often remits Persian taxes in the conquered cities, Ptole-
my does the same when the Nesiotic League comes under his control, ¥
or when lasus makes a treaty with him. Antiochus III grants fiscal and
religious privileges to the newly conquered Jerusalem, and makes conces-
sions to a just captured unknown city, most probably Sardis, and gives
assurances and promises to the formerly Ptolemaic Amyzon. This is also
what another king (presumably Antiochus III) does with Theangela, or
still another in the decree for Corragus.*® This is what all the successive
regimes Ptolemaic, Seleucid and Antigonid had to settle in Mylasa and
Labranda.’! Even in this cursory form the list of references might be easi-
ly extended to fill a whole page. In Teos and Erythrae the Seleucid king
was induced to grant ostensibly the status of agpoporéyntog to both cit-
ies because such pretenses had been made for them by earlier liberators.
Of course the taxes regulated are those existing under the previous order,
and this fact is very clearly specified in the Teian inscription. No hberation
at this time can happen away from the liberator, but the contrary. Unfortunately
the language of the facts of this nature may often be quite ambiguous,
which in certain cases is ultimately responsible for a good deal of confu-
sion, as e.g. on RC 15, in modern scholarship.

I 24: Gn6diEwv morovpevog peyiotny tig mpoimapyovong avTdL
nioteWg TPOG dnavrag avdpodmovg. The Antiochist party in Teos is
now willingly serving as a tuba vocalis for his propaganda. All those who

¥ Syll. 390, 10-15.

% Theangela, L. Robert, Coll. Froehner (1936), pp. 97-101; Corragus, Holleaux, Etudes
II, pp. 74-75; Jerusalem, Jos., A.J. 12, 138-144; Sardis, W.H. Buckler and D.M. Robinson,
Sardis VI, 1, no. 2; (see now F. Piejko, AJPh 108, 1987, 707-728); Amyzon, RC 39, to be
completed: 10 tegdv T0d ~ An6AMw([vog kai Tiig *Aptjépidog T0 &v [Apvidve Govhov
givar Bovropedal.

5\ J. Crampa, Labraunda 111, I-II (Lund-Stockholm, 1969-1972).
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would welcome him have only good to expect from the king who keeps
his faith in promises and agreements. In some aspects this sounds famil-
iar, like the glorification of the Roman fides. All this will have the practi-
cal implications of the deditio in fidem, since the notions of Eyxelpioar (8v-
dodvar) Eavtove eic v nioTLv, meaning surrender to the good faith
of the victorious party, was well-known in Greek name and practice*2, In
his letter to the much afflicted Amyzon Antiochus gives assurances on this
score, RC 38 npeic kol 005 GMovug pdv navrag [duatehodpev €v
evetodvies Goor ajitods motedoaviec Muiv Evexeipioav, v
naoav av[tdv ToLoUpEVOL pdvolav mpdg] T uévovtag émi TV i
dlwv év tiL néon dogaketar.’> Cf. Teos II, 52(53). In narrower sense
this is the concrete meaning of the peace theme voiced by Antiochus in
many cities. Flamininus and the Romans were also much celebrated at
this very time not only for the eVepyEsianL €ic tovg “EAMAnvac — &Ala
kal nionv &v naolv &v{)p(bnmg kal dvvamv 1 xapic amivia &u-
kaiwg (Plut., Titus 12). In Chalcis Titus Soter and the ‘Popaiwv ITiotg
for a long time enjoyed a cult and were sung in a solemn paean.* Do
we need to ask whether any less would have come to posterity from the
same places for Antiochus, had he the last word in the great contest?
Who knows if the soil of Euboea and of central Greece does not hide yet
some shattered stones with similar adulations for the discomfited liberator.
Even the claim to special divine protection, which guided Antiochus in
his drive to the West was not wanting on the Roman side, as they advan-
ced in the opposite direction. The claim was commonplace enough, but
the perception, or need, for divine sanction on both sides was much deep-
er than that traditionally voiced in exhortations to troops on military cam-
paigns, or during national emergencies. Ultimately the Romans had the

* Cf. Bull. Ep. 1969, 498. For a good example of a forced capture and refusal to
naparauPavelv elc thv niotv see. Pol. 1 5, 4-1. The characteristically Roman deditio in
fidem, often celebrated as true invention of the Roman original genius, seems to be in fact
only a national adaptation of the very common practice, for which immediate models came
from the realities of war and politics and from the more developed Greek customs. There
are many independent Greek parallels.

* I restore in Gnomon 57 (1985), 610.

** Plut., Titus 16: Miotuv 68 ‘Popaiov oéfouev tav peyakevkrotdtov Spxoug
QuAGooeLy- pélnete kovpar Zijva péyav Popav te Titov H° dpa ‘Popaiov te Mio-
uv- iie Marav, & Tite odtep. There is more in what follows. CI. Diod. 23.1: ¢ Pwpaiot
8¢ Dovhoivreg 10 Tiic niotewg dvopa. After the War with Antiochus Roma and Pistis
had also a separate cult in Teos, BCH 19 (1895), 554: ‘Iepedc anedeiydn ‘Podung kai
[Miotewg Z1patwv ‘Eotiaiov.
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better of the argument, and they could point out to the uninterrupted
success as a sure sign of the divine favor. >

I 29-36. Oliver’s ta & &m|tehéoer, Bull Ep. 1969, 497, instead of
H.s ta & €'[t] teléoel, is here accepted. The fact that the usual three-
man embassy was sent seems to indicate that Antiochus was not yet in
the immediate vicinity, for in such event a more numerous, often ten-
man, embassy would have been more appropriate. This invitation for
“talks”, 1, 29-31: m|peoPeiav i cuvvharfoer mepl bV E¢n nmeneioda
kol TdL dMu[wt] ovpgépery has an exact, almost word by word, coun-
terpart in the king’s remark on the departure of the ambassadors from
Erythrae, RC 15, 35-38 (I modify): nspi ot toimuv Kail] Tov &va ov
ovkkekakn[xausv avayyekovow buiv kai ot mpeoPevtai, ovg 6La TE
@ dAra & €npakav émawvobuev kai dd TV omOULdNYV W oé
noLoUv[to mePL TOV oVu@epOvIwv Tt dMuwi]. This was to say the
king was pleased with their cooperation and understanding in making the
settlement, but the language is traditional and fixed, as is the custom of
commendation of the ambassadors to their fellow citizens back home. The
verb used for the “talks” in such negotiations is normal koine, and it oc-
curs in Polybius, the New Testament, and of course in inscriptions, as
e.g. OGI. 229, 23.

I 38: Baolkel kal [adergdr], supplied by Merkelbach, ZPE 3
(1968), 170-174, is good. It had also occurred to me independently.

I 52: Suddowv 1[uiv tdyjadd, not ayladd. Precision contributed by
J. & L. Robert, Bull. Ep. 1968, 451.

I 56. As H. has well noted a whole extra line may be added and mo-
dcllcd after Block II 63: [tovg tapiag €k @V TUAV T@V Pacthéwy, M
£k Tijc dLoukn oewg]. Cf. 1T 87-88.

Block II introduces a new numeration of lines. It consists of two frag-
ments, C and D. After the first two completely lost lines neither the sense
nor the possible connection of words in the next two lines are clear, but

55 Religious sell-justification is deeply rooted in collective psychology of all peoples an-
cient and modern, who feel safer with tutelary gods on their side, especially in the mo-
ments of crisis.

5 Cf. e.g. Pol. 4.23.4: Philip approaching Mantinea in 219 B.C. asks for a plenipoten-
tiary embassy to meet him. I. Priene 14,8: Lysimachus drawing near to the city. M. Worrle,
Chiron 18 (1988), 423: Heraclea ad Latmum sends 22 men embassy to Zeuxis (nearby no
doubt) after the recent Seleucid take-over.
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what follows thereafter is well susceptible to restoration. The numeration
starts from the first partly preserved line. I transcribe the text up to l. 28
with the integration of borrowed and own supplements:

16

20

perhaps éymeicavijto kai Buoliv kai ofmovddv- Snwc odv &
djnog tag)

[tpoimapyovoag Tpag] mpdg avtov Emavky 6ta[q>£pov1:u)g
naviEg ot

[thv méMv oikobvieg Puétwjoav edyapiotog dy[ewv 8¢ v Du-
olav]

[kal v €optiv ’Avudyjeta kai Aaodikeia t[oUg tEe mohitag
Tav-]

[tag kai todg mapoikovg kali ovveivaw &v t§ Nuélpd Tadvty
TOUG TOAL-]

[tag kai tovg dpyoviag malviag kai Tovg nepl tOv [ALévvoov
texw. ]

[tag xatd ovpopialc. kataokevaoaod{aw & kai Bwuodv éxdo-
™mv]

[tdv] ovplopi@dv év TdL] idim TOMWL, Eva noapd [tOv Bwpodv
TS ovpo-]

[plag,] tod te Blaokéwg] ’Avuéxov Meyahov kai [thg
adeAgic]

[avt]ov Baowk[icong Ajaodikng, KO.I. ovvteleiv Ty [Buoiav)

(i) TovTOV Kai Ka[taplyeodar tdv tep@dv 1OV iepéa To[ faot-]
[AM]wg, kai t@v omo[v]ddv kai 1OV MWV TAviwv mpoliotao-|
(D] avtov T Eop[t]F TavTNL, TOV CUVIEAOUPEVOY VRO [TidV)

[ov]uopLdv, kadane[p] 6 tepeds Tod Mooerddvoc &v toig Aev-]
[kad]éoig mpoéotnkev- 10 Ot Eadpevov dvilwp[a kad £-)
[kaotov] dvdpa TGEa piv [wd]v  Sijpov [Gm]aE &v taig
[rpdTONG]
[@pxajipeoiaic Tovg 8 tapiag Tovg EKAOTOTE YLV[opévoug)

(0180 ]var Toig uév TV oVHOPLOY TPOooTATALS TO taydv 8k Tfijg
diot-]

[kNoelog £oyatov T tetpadt 1ov Aevkadedvog, Aafbv(rag
mv]

[aroylpagilv mapd TV n[plootat@v tob mAydoug THV €v taic
[axpa-]
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[ig Ka)i T@dv &v nhkiar kafi] tov anoypapauévev rpog avTovg

[tV mo-]

24 [Mtdv] Doewv Ot kal goptalelv kal TOvg GAovg mavtag tovg
o[ixotv-]

[tag] thp mOALvY fudv &v tolg idiolg OLKOLC €KAOTOVG KATQ
61’)v[amv]

[ote]pavn@opeiv mAvVTAS TOVG v T 7OAeL v m nuspm
mvt[n apei-]
[vau O]¢ kal Tag fpyaoiag ndoag Tag v dv il TOMEL Kai m
xo0[pa kai ei- ]

28  [vau 2JyexLpiag TaoL PGS mAvTag &v T Npuépan TadT).

I 4, There is a combination of three basic expression: (8mi mAelov)
aUEELY tag uuag, TLUav OLaQeEPOVIWG; TAG npoonkovoag (xadn-
kovoac, aElag, AELOAOYOUS, MPEMOVOAS) TLUAG anovépewv. E.g. RC
9, 7: ovvavEewv tdv de[@v Tpag; RC 36,3; 1. Magn. sv. tpn; 0GI
56,20: t4g te mpoimapyovoag tpas Paoihel IMrorepaiwt kai pa-
oLAigont Bepsvixm --- avEewv. H. Gauthier - H. Sottas, Decret tnilingue,
p. 67, inscr. 1. 30-37 (partly restored by editors on basis of Egyptian ver-
sions): T4g TE MPOUVMAPYOVOUG TLUAG --- EmavEELY usyakwg M. Segre,
in L. Robert, Hellenica 5 (1948), p. 104, line 13-14: enavEew TE
Bouvhopevor Tag TLPAG avtijc. Diod. 1.18.2: dragepdvimg VO 1OV Al-
yuntiov Tpdpevov; line 22,60 degepdviwg upmdijvar. 2.47.1;
up.aoﬁat 6Laq>£povm)g Cf. Strabo 11.532C; Bull Ep. 1964, 478; Pol
18.16.1: 6 Pacihevg ~Atrtahog ETLUATO uEv Kai TPOTEPOV - thO
g Sikvwviov torews diapepoviwg; Labraunda, no. 4,2: TLUNOEL 7L
kai v yvvaika Nikaiov kai t@ TéKva Talg TPOOTKOVOALG
npaig. ’

II 5-9. Names of festivals in neuter plural may stand with,but most
commonly are expressed without, articles.” E.g. 1. Priene no. 11, 29: -

57 Cf. also Syll. index, s.v. upt); Habicht, Gottmenschentum?, 207.

8 The statement of Ch. Habicht, op. at., p. 207, that festivals for deified humans are
never called §0ptH is completely mistaken. Attenuated on p. 266, but there is not just one
new example from Teos but more than a dozen of testimonies (mostly among old epigra-
phical texts) contradicting the postulated distinction. The terms were used quite indiscrimi-
nately.
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YEw £0ptiv Zwtipwa; L. Robert, OMS I, 199: &yewv fpag 2mi toic
edayyeliog ’Aviiyévera kol Anuntpiera. I supply 1. 9: katd ovpo-
elalg on the analogy of the usual festive gatherings for banquets kot
QUAGG, and on the assumption that line 10 [t@®Vv] ovp[opLdv is anaphor-
ic. However, I cannot follow without modification J. & L. Robert’s expla-
nation of this matter in the Bull. Ep. 1977, 405 and their idea that there
was one prescription for a meeting of priests and magistrates (l. 7-24), and
another for the whole population (24-32, if I interpret them correctly).
The authors of the Bulletin propose to write mavtag Tovg TG o AEwg
(’ipxo]vrag, or ToVg dpyovrac T ®OAews majvrac. The idea that the
magistrates, the priests and the Dionysiac artists should meet for the fes-
tive occasion is in principle good, but the prescription applies not only to
them, the disconnected composition of the sentence notwithstanding.
They could not have been so numerous as to create a need for a gather-
ing together (ouveivaw) only to be scattered into more manageable divi-
sions. Nor would such a procedure have necessitated an elaborate census-
taking for which heads of divisions were responsible (Il. 21-24), and create
for the popular assembly a need to approve that unprecedented new ex-
penditure on a considerable scale. It is therefore reasonably clear that the
prescription concerns the entire citizen body of Teos. Cf. e.g. the ov-
vapyiar in OGI 309 (Teos) cited below to II 26-28. As in other cities on
such occasions the citizens will have the right to participate in public ban-
quets financed from the city revenues, each in his own civic group, in ac-
cordance with the local divisions of the whole populace. The prescription
in I. 24 concerns all others, the citizens and resident aliens, but at this
time the latter are normally exluded by law from all strictly civic func-
tions and privileges. Nevertheless they are (as in many other cities) urged
to observe the general stephanephoria and to celebrate in the privacy of
their own homes and according to their means. And of course all citizens
are likewise encouraged to make the day festive also in their private
houses, etc. The order to be followed by the Dionysiac artists is not com-
pletely clear, but it was no doubt largely regulated by a long-standing lo-
cal custom. No doubt they were expected to officiate in certain ceremon-
ies on behalf of the entire community, but for banqueting they might
have formed a separate group of their own, or join the priests and magis-
trates. The latter dine separately in Pergamum, OGI 332, 17-21, while the
rest of the people sacrifice by tribes, the heads of tribes obtaining the ne-
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cessary funds from he public treasury, 1. 39-42.°° For my added kai in
line g cf. e.g. OGI 212,5: idpvojacdar 8¢ kai Bwudv.

I 16-17: év 1to[ig Aevkad]éoig has been contributed by the authors
of the Bull Ep. 1968, 451. That was a festival of Poseidon at the year’s
beginning in the local festival.

I 22-24: [@noy]paghy — tdV &v taig [dkpaic kali &v NAkiol ---
[t®dv mohtdv]. In the same manner as heads of tribes elsewhere receive
regularly from the common funds of the city money for holiday expenses
(chiefly for victims) for their own subdivision of the citizen body, in an
analogous manner the heads of the symmonai are authorized to make pre-
parations. The amount of cash they are going to receive will depend on
the number of citizens in their respective units, entitled to participate. For
this reason the headmen are required to present beforetime official lists of
prospective participants. As a supplement for 1. 22 H. considered, but
without committing himself, v taic [oupopiarg], which however exceeds
the number of letters indicated for the lacuna. The editor tried to explain
the passage by admission of a possibility of three categories of partici-
pants, but could find no convincing solution. Inasmuch as the ultimate
confirmation may depend on the peculiarities of the local constitutional
arrangements, which are largely unknown to us, I am not positively sure
of having found the correct answer. Nevertheless it is known that in most
states young men were required, on attainment of certain age to be regis-
tered in their demes (or similar). From such registers the numbers were
computed for individual @ulai, or the total was taken for the whole state.
These were then ol dmoypayduevor t@v mohtdv. For practical rea-
sons (e.g. military service, liturgies) such and other registers may have
been classified by age. But at certain public religious sacrifices and ban-
quets associated with them not only adult registered male citizens (ot &v
nAwkiar) were entitled to attend and share, but also their wives and free
dependents of both sexes. Non-citizens and slaves were normally not in-
cluded, although there were exceptions and the historical tendency
worked toward relaxation of such restrictions. Apparently all those eligible
in Teos were listed for such purposes under the “rubrics” for individual
heads of households, just as we find it in certain lists of citizenship grants.
It seems that the word fAwkia is following another specification of age

5% After L. Robert’s repertory in Etudes anat. and Studies in Honor of C.B. Welles 1 have
collected further examples of ouveivar katd @urGg in my discussion of OGI 219.
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and for that short lacuna I can think of nothing more suitable than &
Kpaig. Admittedly this results in a somewhat pleonastic phrase, but that
was probably a fixed expression, or it may apply to those who are not yet
registered as adult citizens, e.g. maideg and égnpfor, who are often re-
quired to attend public ceremonies in a prescribed order. Axkpu1 is ordi-
narily the prime of life when citizen is liable to active military service, but
the phrase axpatov 1 ﬁhkiq is one of those petrifed idioms in Greek.
Cf. Arists., Polit. 12753, 15: kadanep kai Tovg maidag tovg pHnw S’
nMkiov yyeypappévovg tai ToUS YEPOVIOS TOVS AQEREVOUC
patéov elvar uEv ndg mohitag, ovy GnAdg 8 Alav GAAd mpooTi-
Pévrag, tovg piv dteleic tovg &t mapnkpokdtag, |7 TL TOLOVTOV
£repov. Pol. 2.23.9: anoypagag T@V v taig NAkialg omovdatovreg
etdévar 10 ovumav mhiidoc. 5.64.1; katd yévn kai kad’ Hhkiav
(duehévieg 10 mAfDog). 31.29.7: B¢ katd TE TV AMkiav &
kpaiwg §xovrog. 36.8.1: katd pdv v Nhikiav akpafov. Ps. Aristeas
37: €lg OF TO OTPATEVRO TOVG AKUALOTATOUS TOig NAKIOWG TETAYO-
uev. Jos., A.J. 12.47; tovg 8¢ akpdovrag Taig mhkiolg eig TOV
OTPaTLOTLKOV Katdhoyov katétata. Plut., Philop. 11: dxpdlovidg te
10ig OMpact anaviag kai toig NAukiag. Syl 671,15: el 8¢ g T@V
NYEROVOV Kateypapdviwv tovg év Thkiow pfy Déhor medapyeiv
duvatdg @v - he will be fined. 18: i 8¢ @ain ddvvatog elpev B
npeofitepog EEOp0OGT®. Syll. 709,10: TOVG €V GKWE TV TOMTMV.
This is still further confirmed by the expressions 10 mAfiog t@v mo-
MT®dVv, which abounds.

II 25: v toig idiog otkoig kata dvvamv. H. states (p. 60) that
he knows no parallel for such a disposition and Syll. 695,6 ff.; 43ff; 86 is
cited by him as a completely different category, while in fact it is on the
same level. Cf. furthermore . Priene 14,30 (OGI 11; I supply): tovg t€ év
L nOAeL oikolvrag kai] &v THL xOpar Katd [dUvapv Exdotoug
Bwpovg tdpvoajodar kai Dvewp Pajothel Avoipdywe. In the second
column of the lasus decree (Annuano Sc. Ital., 45-46, p. 448) I restore, 30-
36:

Tav TN THL Npé-]

paL oTEQ[aVN POPEITWOY ot ToAiTaL TAVTES CVVHdOUG]

noLov[pevol katd uAdg kal Buoratovres ageiodar]

8¢ [tovg maidag anod OV padudtov kai Tovg oikétag a-|

7o T[@v Epywv- opoiwg 8 kai Dvétwoav &v TavTnL THL Npé-]

oat o[t AAhot mavteg &v TijL TOAeL OtkoVVTES Kadhg &v]

ML du[vatov Ekaotwe.



ANTIOCHUS III AND TEOS RECONSIDERED 43

Indeed of dMAou are often contrasted with molitau as in OGI 339,
28-30: EmOTPAQE(S OV wévov TV moMtdv [Kai] T@V IMwv TdOV
KATOLKOUVTIOV Thv oMY, GAAA Kol TV Toapemdnuoiviwv Eévov.
Syll. 398,30: kal oteEQaAvVAPOPEIV TOVG MOAiTAG KAl TOVUG MAPOIKOUG
kai tOg dMhog tOg Evdapeiviag &v Kau mavrac. Syll. 589, 28-29
(quoted below under II 52-53). J. Crampa, Labraunda I, no. 6, 4-8: tovg
1€ mohitag kai Tovg AAAOvg TOVG EKTNuéVOUC EV THL YDpoL OTE-
pavneopfioo &mi TiHL ANOKATACTACEL TV TATPWIOY LEPOV KOl
dvoiav mpooayayeiv. IMdpoikor often means the same as mapemidn-
povvteg, although strictly speaking the latter designates sojourners for
a short time. %

IT 26-28. H. was too scrupulously hesitant about supplying ageivar.
I see no problem there. Other attempts (Oliver, Dunst, Merkelbach), such
as mavewv, madeodon (cf. Bull Ep. 1969, 474-498) are not acceptable.
H.’s restoration of the Teian honors for Apollonis, OGI 309 (L. Robert,
Etudes Anatoliennes, 18-19) cited with approval in the Bull, loc. cit., would
still stand some improvement. H. proposes, p. 62:

--- ovvapytog [kal --- Tag]

[Epyaciag maGoag] Tac &v T mOAEL kai T xooat, kai glvar
gxexeLpiag naofL Tpdg]

[ravt]alg &v i) nuépal L T) avn.

I would rather suggest:

[Gyewv OE teloa[v] Thv Huépav. ouveivar & kai Tdg ovvapyiog

[kal Tovg oML

[tag Tovg olkodv]tag v TiHL wOkeL Kai THL yOpar, kai elvar &xe-
xeELplag Aol Tpdg)

[mavtag &v i) Nuépa Havtn. L. 12: ednpejndic.

In tHuépat tavTn I would see (if not another te) a deaspirated cra-

sis (for Onpépar), or rather a radical elision (TijL Muépar), but in no case
an engraving error and no justification for editorial intervention.

% The main ceremony in such private sacrifices was incence burning at individual al-
tars in front of one’s own house. That was one ancient custom Greeks shared with many
Oriental and Mediterranean peoples. Hebrew prophets were scandalized by some Jews,
who in this backsliding manner worshipped in the streets gods other than Yahweh. Cf. e.g.
Jeremiah 44, 21.
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IT 29. Full stop after BOBALOV.

II 33. Concerning 1 kowvi] tiig néhews £otia the question arises
whether it was located in the Prytaneum or in the Buleuterium. In va-
rious cities there might exist even two such hearths at the same time, or
in different times, but the “hearth” in the phrases about invitation to
a public reception elg TO mputaveiov €ml TV KOWNV Tijg TOMEWS £
ot{av should not necessarily be understood literally. Prytaneum was
a central government building of a city provided with an entertainment
hall. Public dining facilities were originally located in the building where
the “common hearth” was symbolically burning, but afterwards a mere
hospitium, repast, reception, or banquet came to be called gotia, €otia-
oug, €0TLGw, the ultimate etymology going back to the prehistoric past
when everyone had meals and entertained guests by his fireplace.

II 33-34: ovviehelv Dvoiav tdr te Paocthel kai Xapiow Kal
Mviunt. The most famous city where magistrates sacrificed to the per-
sonified People and the Graces, although not to the Memory, was Athens,
where after the liberation from Macedonia in 229 B.C. a temple to the
first two deified personifications was built. *'

II 36: katd TO[v vépov], supplevi. Cf. OGI 56,65: ovviehécovory
noiwg dvoiav kai tdMa td ovviehovpéva vopwpa. OGI 78,24:
ouvtelelv T tpd Toig Déolol kattov vopov. OGI 219,28: ovviele-
catwoav thv vomLonévnv kai nat(prov dujoiav. Cf. furthermore Ta
vouLpa, ®g voépog, kaddg vouiletar, in prescriptions of sacred rituals.

II 38. Full stop after téAeLov.
11 48. [adt]ovg, supplevi.
IT 50. I would delete the comma after mapéoyev.

I 51. There is no problem with ékov@iouv. It should be left exactly
as engraved without ill-advised correction, or deletions (H.), or unneces-
sary orthographic cosmetics (Oliver, cf. Bull. 1969, 497), but in principle
Oliver’s solution is certainly right. We are dealing here with a matter of
haplographic spelling, so common in these very texts from Teos. Haplog-

o' Cf. W.S. Ferguson, Hellenistic Athens (1911), p. 212. Also OGI 117, 20; 118, 20.
Bull. 1966, 139: #dvoav ta elovtnTipla KaA®dS Kol €VOEBDG TOL TE AfpwoL Kai Taig
Xapiowy kai Tt [Mooetddve tdrL ‘Innion kata ta natpia. Cf. a false decree in Dem-
osth., De cor. g2, forgery contemporary with Philip V, Bull. 1946-47, 24.
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raphic writing of words compounded with k- followed by a kappa is not
so rare®”. The same phenomenon affects often enough even separate
words in mere juxtaposition and may occasionally be a cause of some
misunderstandings to modern scholars. Although this is not the place to
expatiate on all implications of the problem I suspect for example that
EKOPAC in the Commageman inscriptions belongs to this category.®
The enigmatic group d&pvovpévne EKOPAC oq)f)a)»p,ov TE THKOV,
which is twice attested, should not be resolved to #x(®)pag because the
etymon and the identical groupings of the consonantal letters involved oc-
cur elsewhere in those inscriptions without any phonetic alterations (dissi-
milation). Accordmgly the letters should be transcribed #xépag and
understood £k k6pag, pupil of the eye being meant.* In OGI 308,10: £-
KopLoapévn was wrongly corrected by Dittenberger, who needlessly sup-
pressed the first letter. That “correction” is passed on without comments
by e.g. L. Robert, Villes d’Asie’, p. 159, but it is simply a haplographic
transcription of EKKOpLOapEvT.

IT 52-53; pet’ &ogaheifac] is the correct reading established by ]J.
& L. Robert, Bull. 1968 451; 1969, 497. Cf Bull. 1981, 241 (p. 405):
ovvk[opoddowv of 8k yijc kapmol pet aoqakieiag For peace after
victorious campaigns as condition for flourishing of agriculture (etpnvn
Kol nkovtog) cf. L Mac 14,8 Kal foav yewgyovvteg MY yiiv adtiv
HET elpRvNg, kai 1 ¥i) 86L50v 0 yevijpata avtic kai ta Evha
OV nedlwv kal 1OV kapndv avtdv. Such notions go back to the old
(also Biblical) ideals, as in I Kings 4.24-25: “and he (Solomon) had peace
on all sides about him. And Judah and Israel dwelt safely, every marn
under his vine and under his fig tree.” In Syl 589,26—31 (Magnesia on
Meander) the sacred and civil officials are to pray vmép Te ocwTnpiac
G Te WOAEWS Kal THig XDPog Kal TOV TOMTDV KoL TOV YUVALK®DY
Kal TV TéKvov Kal Tdv dAOV T®V KOTOLKOUVIWY v L TOAE!

52 E.g. Bull. 1956, 194: &xAnoiat; Bengtson, Kl Schriften, p. 365: 8xAnoia; Delphin
ion, no. 143, 27: éxAnoiav; Sardis VII, 1, no. 189: #kapdtwv. R. Herzog-A. Klaffenbach
Asylieurkunden aus Kos, nos. 6; 22; 43: éxkAnaiat, EkAfoiav.

# See F.K. Dorner -Th. Goell, Arsameia am Nymphaios. Berlin 1963 (Istanbuler For
schungen, 23), p. 56, line 216 and notes ibid. New edition H. Waldmann, Die kommagenisch
en Kultreformen unter Konig Mithridates 1. Kallinikos. Leiden, 1973, p- 71, 1. 33 (Incidentall,
W. treats the irregular haplographic spelling KaAwvikov as engraving error, p. 17, L. 6, and
commentary, p. 19. The omission of the iota adscriptum by engraver was ignored by the edi
tor, even as ordinary subscriptum — a debatable principle).

* The idiom d@Paludv THkewv means to “eye with envy”. Cf. e.g. G. Kaibel, #
pigrammata Graeca, Indices, s.v. THKELV.
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N ~ , C b N - ~ ’ -~ S
Kai TiL xopar, VEp TE ELPWVNG Kai TAOUTOV Kai oitov Qopag Kai
TOV KAPROV TAVIOV Kal TOV KTNVOV.

I1 77. G. Daux’s [xpfjo]dau (cf. Bull 1974, 481) is to be preferred to
the editor’s V[dpevea]dar. It eliminates the repetitiousness (l. 79) and the
faulty syntax: the dative (1.78) fits well the former verb, but not the latter,
which normally takes the accusative for direct objects.

IT 83. After long hesitation I have come to the conclusion that the
Roberts’ pet” apvojtpidog (Bull 1968, 4513 1969,499) does not satisfy
the requirements of the contexts. Certainly &pvotpig (rare in this form) is
a vessel for drawing water, which combined with the restoration Wplev-
opévag (not mopjevopévag) makes some sense. However this misses the
whole point of the solemnity in that ritual (. 82), which requires that
those fetching water for cult purposes should appear ceremoniously in fes-
tive cloths with wreaths on their heads. But women who would come to
draw water for the customary ablutions of brides should be attired in
a similar fashion and ... come with [6-8]ATPINOZ. Of course it goes
without saying that some water container will be needed for any purpose,
but that may be too banal and too obvious to require a special, but emp-
ty, regulation, and thus dpva]tpidog falls flat and adds nothing essential
to what was supposed to be a complementary prescription. I had been
thinking of [pet’atin]tpidog, an accompaniment by a flute-player to en-
hance the occasion. Afterwards [peté atin|tpidog appeared in an article
by F. Sokolowski, Greek, Roman and Byz. Studies 13 (1972), p. 171, w0
supposed that a musician helped to keep pace in a stately processional
marching. Although much in that superficial article is full of errors and
misunderstandings I am inclined to think that the accompaniment by
a flutist may be still the best solution hitherto proposed.® However, it is
worthy of note that the closest approximation to the reported lettering
(the detail cannot be controlled on the photograph) is [petd Ttfig
A]atpLdog, which may possibly denote a ceremonial maid in this cultic-
ritual service.®® Other suggestions (just random guesses) may be found
through the references in the Bull. Ep. listed at the head of this article.

% Cf. the real customs in other civilizations, W. Robertson Smyth, The Religion of the
Semites (Meridian Books, repr., 1956). p. 231: “In the actual practice of later Judaism, how-
ever, water was drawn from the fountain Siloam and carried into the Temple amidst blare
of trumpets”.

% An attendant handmaid? Cf. cultic terms such as Vmovpy6s, dmmeétng, Adtols,
discussed by. W. Pleket, “Religious history as the history of mentality”, Faith, Hope and
Worship, edited by H.S. Versnoll (Leyden, 1981), 152-1g2.
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II 84-86. I supply a[nodeiEar émjotdtac dvo €€ anjavtov tdp
TOMTOV OLTLVES [EmuedMicov]ton Tiig KOTaoKeDg Thig K[pivng kai
g avadéoewe eivar O v Kphjvnv Udatog mapecopévny. (full
stop). Those untenable improvisations in GRBS 13 (1972) are rightly cen-
sured and refuted in the Bull 1973, 377. The end of the first sentence can
be easily supplied from II 59-61: amodeiEon d¢ xai Emotdtag dvo [3E
aJnéviwv Tdp moMTdv oltives mpelioovran Tig Te KATOOKEV[fig
tJod aydipatoc kai g avadéoewc. Cf. I 53-54. Also from II 70-73:
gupelndijvall Slrwg els adripy 1 Hdwp axdj xai dvadeivar thy
KpfvYV i) &6sk[(p’r]] 100 Baohéng "Aviiéyov paotrioon Aaodiky,
kai elvar adthv Emdvup[ov] Aaodikng. But examples of setting up
a commission charged with carrying out the provisions of a decree, e.g. ol
uves Empeljoovran s avaypagic s otiAng kai Tig &
vadéoews, or tijg motqoemg Tig elkovoc kal Tig o’waﬁéosmg, go by
thousands. Yet the “short story” of this passage exemplifies once more
how even “absolutely obvious” things need to be in the first place proper-
ly identified, or what seems to be a valid analogy may be irrelevant or
misleading.

From the parailels just cited I think there is hardly a place for a deb-
ate about the completion of the second part in the sense it has been done
here. There is however some problem with TTAPECONUEV..., but that con-
cerns only the case ending, not the reading. The future participle must
agree either with the restored kxpfvn or Udwp, and it all signifies that the
water should be coming from, or through, the device (cf. . 71). One im-
agines it was a pipe, a spout, or a more elaborate gargoyle. Etymologi-
cally it probably derives from mapinut (cf. mapeoc, “letting through”), or
napewpu (“pass”). Even mappéw (from nopapéw) cannot be a priori ex-
cluded, althought that participle (if we should allow for the haplography
of the rho), regularly formed, should be napegvoopévnv. The phenomen-
on of the “vulgar” pronounciation suppressing -v- is operative even at this
early date.”” Cf. OGI 483: megi tdv &v tijL moheL Koi TOlg TPONOTIOLg
KONVOV Emperéc pervéodo 10l @oTVVopOIS Gmag kodagai te &
oW Kol ol Eig avtag fm(’)vouom glodyoviec kai Egdyovteg 10 [0-
d]we evgovg Tragywouv.

IT 100: [mpo(yd)v]org, suggested by H., p- 80 n. 71, is not good, even
it its echoes such very common formulae as dvaved®oaodar ™mv o

7 Meisterhans - Schwyzer, Grammatik der att. Inschniften3, p. 61 n. 516; 154 n. 1318.
CI. 0GI 405, 11: €at0V; 458, g Gt
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TPOYEVOV VREPXOVCaV (o TPOYOVIKTY) €V voLay, @Lhiav, olkeldTn-
ta, etc. The right word is [k]ai [th]v mpovndpyovoav toig [dMujorg
npodg avtovg dvavewodueda ghiav.

I 103-104. Perhaps the omission of Apamea should not be regarded
as deliberate exclusion of the Iranian Apame from the “ancestor” tableau.
E. Breccia, Diritto dinastico, explains that in royal succession only the des-
cent through male line counted, although in natural descent both lines
were about equal in honor. In fact Seleucus I named newly founded cities
after both of his parents, who were only commoners, but they had no
part in the royal cult. Perhaps the real motive in the exclusion lies in the
punishment for the mutiny of the Cyrrhestans in Apamea, over twenty
years ago.

Il 113. I add the last word kai dmhdoavies adtoig [Gti]. See SylL,
index s.v. dMAdw.

Block III is a very small fragment whose even approximate context
escapes us. The first word seems to be t]avta.

The royal letters. There are five of them in unequal states
of preservation and offering varying problems of restoration. Three are is-
sued in the name of Antiochus (Anadolu 9, pp. 41-42; 157-158) and two
are from queen Laodice (ibid., 159).

Block IV. After two lines of which only few characters remain (line 1:
’Av]téywt) and separated by an apparent vacant line there follows
a somewhat damaged toward the end, but still fairly well preserved letter
of Antiochus to Teos, which I would read and complete as follows.

1. Letter of Antiochus III. Ca. 196/5 B.C. Anadolu g (1965), p. 41-42.

[Baoihev]gc [Alvtioxos Tniwv it Pouviiit kali tdr dfpwe
YalpeLv ol wap Vumv]

4 [npeoPlevtai Mudodotog kai IMorvdpouvg xai [~ ca. 8 -- 10
YigLopa anédwkav,]

[Bv] & Eyeypagerte edyaplotodvieg €l T[oig MPOTEPOV YeyE-

v REVOLS VULV]

[puh]avdpdmolg, kal St BovAdpevor TV favtdv aflpeowy £mi
nAeiov amo-]

deikvvodan ote@avdoarte NUag XPLoODL OTEQAV[wL kad €kao-
ToVv Eviav-]

8 1OV kai elkOVL ypvof- diehéydnoav 8¢ kai ot mpéoPeig [petd
onovdiic énga-]
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viCoviec Tiv 100 dfjpov Ektéveiav: Dewpodvies odv Vp[dg €v-
xapiotwg Kol yvn-]

olwc diakelpévovg mPOC TV oikiav Mudv Emouvodpev &g
gvd[éxetar pahota.]

anodedéypeda 8¢ kai 1OV otégavov kal Tag TLRas PLAOPPOVWS
kafi o]i x[eflwg,]

12 Tac Nudc Kai v dpxNv dpoiwg moldr mpodvpotépovs mapa-
ok[eva]t[ovTag eig]

AV 1O CUMQEPOV OUVKATOOKEVGLELV THL mOAEL kai pf povov
ouvInpE[iv Ta Vro-]

keipeva, @A kai 80’dv avikn mpdg wulv kal d6Eav
o[uvavEE Ly Duiv, kali kowvij]

Kol idiar €kdotov moieiodar TV mpoorikovoav ToAv[wpiov:
Kai] viv Y[mouvn-]

16 oGviov OV npeofevtdv Evietdldar Updg [avtolg avavyé]hAewv-
TolTa 1t

[utv, OjpdvTeg gu maoL]v Jvtag Upag exteveic k[al Tiig VDV
atpéoewg moLov-]

[uévoug &)modeik[erc oio]ueda deiv THu mOMv [bpdv eidévar
mePL TOVTOV']

[td 8¢ xatd pépog AvayylehoDowv Vpiv kai ol mpeoPevral,
AKNKOOTES aVTA]

20 [map’ Nudv? Eppwode.]

Critical notes: 3-4 engraved on a rasure. -5. dedepévorg ouiv V@’
nudv, H. -6. ni mhetlov, P.; thv mpdg nuéc, H. - 11. kal..] IZ[ca. 8],
H. - 12, napaok[eva|g[ewv eig ©?], H. - 16-20, P.

“King Antiochus to the Council and People of Teos geeting. Your
envoys Pythodotus, Polythrus and [ca. 8] have delivered your decree, in
which you wrote that as a token of gratitude for the favors previously ex-
tended to you, and wishing even more to express your loyalty, you would
crown us every year with a gold wreath and a gold statue.

The envoys also discoursed earnestly, dwelling at length on the devo-
tion of the people. Considering then your appreciative and sincere bearing
towards our house we are certainly most gratified. Likewise we have ac-
cepted gladly and in a good spirit the crown and the honors, which are

obliging ourselves as well as the government to even greater readiness to
Belleten C. LV, 4
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combine our efforts towards devising every manner of advantage to the
city, not merely for the preservation of the existing order, but also for the
promotion of your interests in all that pertains to honor and glory, and in
general, as well as in particular to take proper care of everyone.

And now since your envoys have mentioned that you had charged
them to announce these matters to us, seeing that in all respects you are
dedicated and giving expressions of your zeal we deem it appropriate that
your city should be notified of this. But about the details you shall learn
from the envoys, as they have heard them from us. Farewell”.

This letter and all the subsequent ones was written after the submis-
sion to Antiochus, i.e. after 197/6 B.C. and few years before he lost the
city in 1go. Without going here into punctilious analysis of stylistic
aspects the similarity of wording and ideas with the letter of the same An-
tiochus to Erythrae, RC 15, and of Laodice’s letter to lasus, should be
particularly stressed. Some account of the rationale of my restorations is
due.

IV 5. H’s line looks too short and the awkward vpiv Ve ﬁu(bv is
begging questions. Cf. RC 15,33: xai 7to0ig npoyeyevnusvotg vuw
axo[hovdwc; I. Magn. 39,23: kai TV npoyeyevnp.evu)v nod’ avtovg
puravdpodnwv; Holleaux, Etudes 111, 142, inscr. 1. 26/27: &l naov toig
npoyeypauusvomg Pol. 29.24.14: t0ig Axonoig éyeyovev gpuhavdpona
KQtd Todg Avdrtepov xpovovg Syll. 563,5: kai T Yneiopata ta
npdTEPOV yeyovora avtoig mepl MAVIOV TV QuhavBpdnwy. But -
i t{oig maQ’ UV yeyevuévoLc Vuiv] would be also possible.

IV 6. H.’s restoration is in place and as such it is a good idiom, but
I feel there is a question of an intensified or repeated (¢mi mheiov, Fu
uaArov) “demonstration”, especially since we may assume that this was
not the first time when some, at least verbal, evidences of loyalty had al-
ready been presented. The concrete substance of this fresh “demonstra-
tion” (if one only considers the plethora of honors in the decree of Teos,
including the cult statues) makes a good impression of being something
distinct from that.That impression is also reinforced by the two other let-
ters of Antiochus (numbered here 2-3), which in their relative chronology
may really precede the one here discussed. This is what seems to be sug-
gested also be the mention of the “crowns and other honors” there, still
occasional, not annual as here, and no less from the continued assurances
on the recently granted status to the city as free, autonomous and inviol-
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able, of which no more is made in this letter, i.e. the subject was already
settled. Cf. furthermore RC 36,2-3: [Boulépevior -— [t]ag mpdg &mi
nhelov av Eewv. Delphinion no. 146,12-13: Bouhépuevog te & dfjpog )
Mulacéwv &ni mhéov avEewv ta map Ekatépwv Quhavlpona. Syl
580,15: @uAoTipovpévolg émi mhéov amodeikvvodar Ty EQUT@V
gdvolav.

The annual crown is almost certainly a disguised form of a tribute,
or tax. One example of a very similar arrangement is known from the far-
away Messembria. It was a treaty, dated loosely in third century, between
a Thracian dynast Sadalas and that city. In addition to a ypvoovg
otépavog voted for one particular occasion the Messembrians decree
otepavoiodar Ot adtov kai kad €xactov Eviautdv oTEQGVARL
otatfipwv neviékovia-® We know that otépavog (which was to cul-
minate in its development as the Roman aurum coronanium) was a fairly re-
gular source of revenue to Hellenistic kings.® The custom (originally not
necessarily of excessive value) is pre-Hellenistic, but since Alexander it be-
comes another form of “voluntary” exactions.

IV g-10. 0swpovv1:eg ovv vp,[ag svxapwtmg kKai yvn)oiwg da-
KELWEVOUG PO THYV ouctav Nudv e:rtawovp.ev ¢ EvO[éxetaL pahio-
ta]. Cf. RC 14,11: enawovusv ®¢ évu pdhota. RC 15,16-19:
dewpovvreg a:tk(iorwg kai dAndivog Ep maou Jtpooqaepop.evovg Kai
vOv mohd T paAdov éneondopeda, Katowoovweg 10 eVyeEvEC VP@dV.
Similar ideas are expressed in RC 22, 7-17.7°

IV 11. The courteous reception (with kindness, gladness) 1s often ex-
pressed in one or two adverbs, among which giAogppdvacg, oikelmg, ex-
1evddg and evyvop.ovwg are favorites. Cf. L. Robert, OMS I, 75: &
nodéEaodaL evyvoubvwg td dedoypéva. Fouilles de Delphes I, 4, no.
175,8: 1tolg MOA{TOLG OUVESTPGYM KAADG Kai gvyvopbévwg. Diod.

% H. Schmitt, \Staatsvertrage I11, no. 556, 8-10.

% Cf. e.g. Jos., 4. 7. 12, 142; I. Macc. 10.29; 13.39.

™ In the letter of Ptolemy to Cos R. Henog-G Klaffenbach, Asylieurkunden aus Kos
(1957), no. 1 I restore lines 27-28: kai tnawvodpev g svbéxemt uahiota. See now Epr
ypangupa 48(1986), 10. I supply the end of RC 22: kai &v 10ig peyiotolg Nyovpeviol
U TOMY vpmv] eic tmaveotépav duadeov dyayeiv k[ai mavia ta tipa kaiji-
AavBowna Enid[waoy AGBovia ouvvdiagurdooely TdL dfpwi). CE. our 3 rd letter to Te-
os, I. 31. A. Rehm’s II Didyma 493: nap’ Wudv] @iiavbowna, éni 8¢ tovtolg --- does
not lead anywhere.
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19.9.6: ebyvopdévwg toic mAidmo npoogépetar. Pol. 8.19. 1: mpoode-
EGuevog gktevidg kai @Lhoppévwg. There is not much firm guidance
in the letter traces indicated by H. and the photograph is completely ille-
gible. The best supplement would be &]ty[vouévwg, but this resulting in
a rhyme should better be avoided.

IV 12. Cf. 267,260 Bouvhépevog tovg dpxoviac Tovg
kathotapévoug mpodupotépovs karaokevdlewv eic 1o PPOVTILELY.
Syll. 709,45: OUVEPYDV €I MAV TO Oovu@épov. I Priene 108,313: mpo-
opovg Eavrtovg napaockevatwory elg Ta ovpugépovra.

IV 13-15. Cf. RC 15,11-12: kol (O)pod m&oLv toig GvikovoL mpPdg
upny kai d6Eav ovvavEewv td tiic mérewc. Also the letter of Antio-
chus III' to Ilium, RC 42 (Frisch, llion 37) in my restoration:

T e e e e e e e - - (O WG]
Te TtPOG TO ov]vkataok(evaLelv Huiv TTAV-]
Ta 1 1pdg Empéleav k(ai KpovoLay dvii-]
kovta: newpaodueda yalp ov pévov tax du-]

@ TPOYOVOV HPOUNNPYU[EVva elg TOV 8j-]

5 MOV ouvVTINPelv, GAAa k[ai iva Tdv mpdc]
d6Eav kai tpnv dvnk[éviwv undevog)
VoTepiiTe moLeiodar T[NV npoonkov-]
[0av] kai kowvij kai tdiar Ex[doTov 7O-]
[Avwpiav: ovyywlootpev bt kai ta [FAha]

10 [RAVTQP === =mm e e e .

Similar expressions in RC 52, 17—20, and ibid. 32-26. Cf. the pro-
mises of a better deal under Antiochus in his consort’s letter to lasus,
lines 8-11: tiv e Ehevdepiav Vpiv dnédwkev kai Tovg vopovg kai
10 Aowna mpotédertar ovvavEey 1o nolitevpa kai elg PBeltiova
duadeorv &Yayetv, and the like assurances of Seleucus II to Miletus, RC
22, quoted in n. 70, as I restore it.

IV 16-20. The subject of this charge cannot be anything special, but
is a “diplomatic” banality. One might think of dondola[odar fpdc xai
0]pdvteg, which involves only the completion of the A into A, but the
choice is determined by the parallels cited below. In I. 17 in place of
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aipéoewg equivalents such as gvvoiag, mpoairpéoewg, or mpodupniag
might be also considered, but whatever it may be, the supplement cannot
be long. For line 18, which is the customary courtesy for the envoys rela-
yed to their government and communities back home Cf. RC 15, 35-38)
one might also consider oidjueda deiv tHp oMV [Dudv ap.etwaoﬁm
avti tovtwv]. Cf. M. Th. Lengcr Corpus des Ordonnances des Ptolemees*
(1980), no. 42, 17 (I supply): kai vpag & otopeda deiv [etdévar. R
Herzog - G. Klaffenbach, Asylzeurkunden aus Kos (1957), no. 1, 20-23 (I
supply): kai TV omwovd[nv apa TE TV anoumow v npeoﬁsv]mw
60vkouevom KaTa [1:0 duvatov apeipacdar, otdpeda deiv] ta £l
pnuéva U avt[uw vnep 0V 6nuov anopaptipeodar kai mPoOlg
10V¢ moATag aVTOV va ELODOLY --.

Some further paralllels. RC 1,69: Unép 8¢ TovTWV Kai ypdypar pou
286KeL kai dmooteihar AKLov SLaAeESPEVOV. 14,14-15: Ta OE mAel[w]
OUVTETAYANEV Hyeorpatwt nept  tovtwv  drakexdijvar  kai a-
ondoaodar nmap’ mww 15, 35 (I modify the supplement) nept o5&
100tov kai] Tdv dMwv &dv ovkkeka)ﬂ][lcapsv avayyehotow Duiv
kai oi] npeofevral. 23,18 Kai mpog vudg dwpeda delv ypmpat nepl
TOUTWV. 25,47 ne[pl av]tdv (FP) tovm)v kai 1@V Aol[v dv] ABov-
Aopeda Eviétaipar avlay]yetho vpeiv. L. Robert, in Laodicée du Lycos:
Le Nymphee (1969) p- 248 n. 1 quotes an unpubhshed lctter of Antlochus
III to Sardis: Ungp avtd®V 8¢ TOVTWV avayyekovow vpiv ot Jti-:pt
Mm:poéu)pov RC 49,10: ta Ot mhelova mepl TOVTOV ouco[voete nop’
amwv] 50, 20-22: T& d& mheiova] mepl TOV KOTA PEPOG [adkovoeTe
Jtap avtdv 1oV dewpldv. 52, 68: ta Ot katd uepog --- &Knxoong
ot npeoBeth fmku)oovow vpiv. 58,100 kai avTdg tovtun ansp ¢
vomov avaykaiov u&evm d¢e Kexowokoynoauevog ELPNKO Avay-
yéMewv. Teos I 34: Umep wv Kal ypa\pag Fon #vietdMdar Toig
[wpeoPevtails AvayyéAhewv fueiv, kol ot mpeofevtol aviyy[thav
Tovta Tl bnp.un Cf. the first letter to Teos, 1. 19 (quoted here p. 26).
Pol 21. 15.12: 6 pu&v ovv ‘HpakAeidng (the envoy of Antiochus) tavta
akovoag tmavij\de kal ovppeiEag 6Leoa(pu 16 Paolkel td kata
uspog I Mac. 12,23 #violopeda odv Snwg anawemkwow Vuiv
Kot tovta. Annuario 45-46 (Anstobulus to lasus): vEp TOUTOV EBOKEL
por BéAtiov elvaw 2moteihar Vpiv. Labraunda I, no. 3, 32-34 (Olympi-
chus to Mylasa): mept adtdv 8¢ TovTOV Kai Toig mpeofevtais EViE-

"' Epigraphica 48 (1986), 10.
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téhpueda anayyéAhewv vpiv. bid, no. 6B, 11-13 (O. to M.): kai 71oig
npecPevraic [avtog Oijaheyeic Eviétalpon anayyéAhewv vpiv ta
nap’ éuod. Sherk, RD 1,6: Snwg odv eldfjre kpjivov ViV ypa[yau
nepl tovtwv). Ibid. 57, 33: Duiv 8(&) Yéypaya mepl tovtwv. Syl 572,8
(Philip V to Nisyros): éviétalpar adtdr avavyeihar vpiv & BouA6pue-
Ba Upag eidfjoar. Syl 671B,4 (Eumenes II): ta aEovpeva Emayyeil-
ato ToiNoELv Kai Toig Te npeoPevtaic éveteilato avavyélewy du-
6t mplkertar avTd Emitelelv Th napakalodpeva YO TaC TOAMOC
Kai YPAQELV UNEp TOUTWV mOTL TAvV TOMLY. Wilcken, Chrest., no. 12:
“Onawg olv eldoteg eddapoeic Smapynte Expivapev onpijvar. 156,7:
"Eypdyapev obv buiv iva eldiite. I Magn. g1a, 7: kai fpeic gxpiv-
apeg Vpiv ypayar nept adtod (cf. ibid, b., line 7). CF. in private corres-
pondence P. Cairo Zen. 59332: 1 8¢ GMa § @épwv ocor v Emo-
ToM|v Epei. M. Warrle, Chiron 18 (988), p. 423, N II, 1 (A. III to Herac-
lea ad Latmum): [¥a] &0 adtdv 8¢ tovtwV GKO [Goeode &k 1] dv
nPeoPeEVTOV,.

It is plain enough that the king’s promise was only a vague formulaic
phrase and that otopeda deiv corresponds exactly to fyovpevor of RC
22 and that the promise was comparable to that in Laodice’s letter to Ia-
sus. Cf however the letter of Antiochus III concerning Jerusalem with the
wording of our considered alternative restoration. Jos.,, A.J. 12, 139: 7
Euboapev kai avtol tovtwv adtods apeipaodar kai TV mWOALY
avtdv avohoBeiv. Ibid 134: & obv ' Avtioxog dikaiov fynoapevog
10V’ lovdaiwv npdg attov omovdiyv dueipacdar.

2-3. Letters of Antiochus. Ca. 196 B.C. Anadolu 9 (1965), pp. 157-158.

[Bagirevg * Avtioxog Tniwv] tij Boulij kai [tdL]
[dMpwe xaipewyv- of map’ Ypdv] tpeofevtai Avovi-
[owog kai Oe6dwpoc? 16 e YipLopa anédwkav

4 [xai avtol eppavitovreg 1 v] Exete dua wavtog
[edvolav duehéxBnoav 8¢ kali mepi v Twpdv
[ag Eymgioacde toic te mpoy|évore kai &v 2pol
[uereddkate: npoodédeypall 82 kai tov otépavov

8  [xai thv tob mhiidovg Enauvad] afpeoiv kai Eni taic
[tpaig newpacopeda tiv te] dpokpatiav vpiv
[ouvinpeiv, kal v T6MV Kai] v xdpav tepav kai
[@ovrov napadéSaodar kaddnep kai of natépec kai
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[adtoc Expuva dvti Tiig EE Dpd]v ebvolag ael Twvog
[ayadod ailtiog opiv yiveodat. gppwode.
[Baothevg * Avtioyog Tyiwv t]ijit Bovij kai tdL M-
[pot xaipey: dviiveykav ol wjag” vudv rpeoPevtai

[1& TidL dijpa dedoypéva Ev] olg kai Ept kai TV &
[deA@i|v 20TEQaVWOE, Kai T& YIn@piopata kad’ a éren-
[pfikerte fuag diow Tiv te] Ehevdepiav kai v
[avTovopiav kai Ta dMa gui]avdpwna TiL ToAeL

[Opudv ouvdLapuAGoTOopEY Kali TOV XPNOIpOV aei
[ nopexopeda, kai nept TdV] AWV T@V EV TOiS
[yneiopaot derhéynoav petd] naong onovdiig

[kai prhoTipiag: Tovg 87 ote|pavoug kai Tag AAag

[Tipag Tag Nuiv EYyneLopévag olikeimg TPoadEdEype-
[®a xai Tniwv tov dijpov gnawvolopev dratnpoivia
[3v mavTi Kap@L Thv adtiy al]peay, dg TPooTikov
[2owv, kai €lg Td peta Tabta, kjadanep GELoTTE, TiL

[t@dv NueTépV TPOYOVOV VPNY]NOEL KATAKOAOV-
[Dotvreg, newpaocdpeda Vuiv OV]vpGooELY Kal TV
[BAevdepiav kai adtovopiav] kal Ta GMha Ta dedopé-
[va Dpiv tipa kol grhavdplona ovvdLagpuldao-

[oewv, Bupevovroy Koi Dpdv Ev Ti adti diadéoe kai
[edvoiar. Ta Ot Mhelw ePl TOJVTWV Kai oL TPEoPev-
[tal katd pépog dMNAdoovov] Opiv. £ ppwod(e].

When H. decided to append these later finds (1966) to his edition of

the main bulk (found in 1963) he was able to contribute only few restora-
tions (e.g. lines 1-2, 14) and separate words here and there. In line 12 H.
had &y®; in 1. 34 GvayYELODOLV.

“King Antiochus to the Council and People of Teos greetings. Your

envoys Dionysius and Theodorus? had delivered your decree and having
themselves made assurances of your constant goodwill, they also spoke
about the honors, which you had voted to my ancestors and in which
you have accorded a share to me.

I have accepted the crown and commend the demeanor of the popu-

lace, and in reciprocation for the honors I shall endeavor to protect your
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democracy and see to it that your city may be recognized as holy and in-
violable. Just as my fathers, I for my own part am also determined, ob-
liged by your graciousness, to become to you always an agent of some
good. Farewell.

King Antiochus to the Council and the People of Teos greetings.
Your envoys brought what the people had decided, wherein you have
crowned myself and the queen consort, and the decrees in which you
have honored us, because we are instrumental in maintaining your free-
dom and autonomy, as well as for other favors to the city, and that we
continue conferring benefits of one kind or another. They also spoke with
all earnestness and diligence on the remaining matters in the decrees.

We have then accepted with satisfaction the crowns and the honors
voted to us and we thank the people for remaining steadfastly in the
same attitude, as it is proper. And for the future, just as you are asking,
we, following the lead of our ancestors, shall endeavor to work together
with you and help to safeguard your freedom and autonomy and other
advantages granted to you, as long as you also continue in the same dis-
position and in a good will. But more about this the envoys will no doubt
reveal to you in detail. Farewell.”

Many formal exchanges must have already been made between the
city and the Seleucid king. The letters are brief and depend very heavily
on the ready supply of formulaic expressions. They carry very little of any
concrete information. Just “diplomatic”, “public relations”, or “courtesy”
letters. The time may be still rather early in the proceedings, but not im-
mediately after the take-over. The restoration was facilitated by this for-
mulaic composition, but even so it was a precision work requiring
a good deal of patient attention to minute details. Certainly as historical
documents these letters are of no great importance, yet together with
other materials for the same events they are not without merits even in
this respect and they bring a good deal of material for the study of chan-
cery styles and related subjects. Ultimately this may be of some use in
the study of other complete and incomplete inscriptions.

Noteworthy is the first person singular which the king (or rather his
secretary) is compelled to employ by the exigencies of the situation. It was
so because he was speaking also for the queen, but wished to keep his
own identity separate. One may find it stated in all modern works that
the normal style of Seleucid royal letters was plural, just as the singular
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form was characteristic of the Attalids, but this is one more good remin-
der, that such “rules” are always apt to be more flexible than rigid sche-
matism of modern classifications. Naturally in his treaty with Lysimachia,
Frisch, Ilion 45,7 Antiochus also swears in the first person singular, as
was the form imposed by the time-hallowed custom. Oath is an expres-
sion of individual and personal will and obligation. But there exist other
examples, rather untypical for the Seleucid chancery, as e.g. RC 32, the
letter of the son and co-regent of Antiochus III, and RC 70, whose author
and date is currently a subject of debates ranging between Antiochus
I to the last days of the dynasty, but a question might perhaps be asked
if it could not just as well emanate from the reign of Antiochus III.”> The
letters in the Maccabeans often shift between singular and plural.” Let us
now turn to the additional evidence.

L. 3. The embassy consisted of only two members, named without
patronymics, evidently because they were already well-known personages
at the court and by this time some of the more budensome ceremonial
could be dispensed with. Dionysius may be identical with the son of
Apollodotus (?) in I 31/32, and the other man presumably had also the
same experience. Either Hermagoras or Theodorus would fit well, but
a shorter name seems preferable, although this is frankly only a “filling”
conjecture. ”® For te (very common here) cf. e.g. RC 31,10: 16 1€ YRPLo-
pa dnédwkav koi avtoi diehéxdnoav and IV 8; Labraunda 1 5, 4, but
dieléynoav is equally grammatical " and idiomatic.

L. 4. CL. II 55; 98. RC 15, 6; 52, 12. Ald mavtog is a “fossil” abbre-
viation for dLa tavtog 1oV Ypdvov. Still in extenso in RC 22, 8.

72 T treat of this in Historia 37 (1988), 151-165.

3 Antiochus rex junior? Th. Fischer, Schweiz. Numismat. Rundschau 65 (1986), 66-67
attributed to the co-regent an entirely separate royal coinage from Tyre, so why not some
letters from Syria, where he sojourned in an official capacity and died in 193? At least as
some possibility. However, K.J. Rigsby, TAPA 110 (1980), 248-254, had argued again for
the traditional date of RC 70 between the end of the second and the beginning of the first
century B.C.

7 J. Crampa in his commentaries to Labraunda I attaches an exaggerated importance
to the use of the sigular or plural form by Olympichus in his letters. I doubt very much if
the dynast had any conscious “prepossessions” of the kind imputed to him. It was a very
trivial matter of style, normal in ancient (e.g. Cicero; the New Test.), and in a good deal of
the present day epistolary practice. The only effect striven for seems to be variation.

7> The number of letters in the restored left half ranges between 21 and 24.

76 Cf. RC 6, 4, which should be restored 16 1€ YyiigLopa (Jpdv anédwkav); 15, 2;
32, 10; Labraunda I, no. 5, 2, 18, 21.
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L. 5-6: deréxdnoav d¢ kall mepl 1@V Tpudv [dg Eyngicaocde.
Cf. RC 15, 3-4. More infra ad lineam 24.

L. 6-7: tolg 1€ mpoy]évolg kai &V E[pol peTedMKATE. Perhaps it
would be too pedantic to illustrate by examples the constructions of pet-
glvar, petadidovar Tt TV, moliteiag, Dvowdv, Oolwv kai
vopipwv, etc., but cf. one for all, Delphinion 143,14: petadidovs avroig
10V nap’ adtdr Tpiov??, The phrase in the letter may be construed
either as a reference to previous honors for Seleucid kings in Teos, pro-
fane and cultic,” voted cumulatively over the years in the past and all
probably preceding the last Attalid period, or else Antiochus may be ac-
knowledging the cult honors just recently conferred on his mpéyovor by
a single act. In the decree of Iasus he is indeed literally sharing in the
cult honors voted to his deified ancestors. There are some further allu-
sions to the ancestors in Teos (I 5; III g5), but the texts we have afford
no direct evidence about the installation of this cult. As I had already an
occasion to note elsewhere (e.g. in the discussion of OGI 21g) the empha-
sis on the House (oikog, otkia), Ancestors (npbéyovor, matépeg), and
Family (yévog) is a distinguishing characteristic of the documentary evid-
ence for Antiochus IIL.7 T have emphasized that the “House” category
does not occur at all before the reign of this ruler, while the “Ancestors”
make their first appearance in inscriptions of Seleucus II, the father of
Antiochus IIL.¥ It is obvious that the lapse of few generations was re-
quired before sufficient historical perspective and any real consciousness of
a series of deified royal ancestors had a chance to develop. This may be
the convenient place to collect the most important references to the
npéyovor under Antiochus III.

RC 15,23: xai ol Muétrepor mpdyo[vol] Eomevdov dei mote mepi
avtiig (scil. *EpvBoaiwv morewc); 36, 17 (the priestess of Laodice will
be henceforth inscribed as eponym in public documents): petd Tovg TV
[tpoyév]mv kai Npdv dpyiepeig. (Nearly identical exemplar from Me-

77 Schwyzer, Griech. Grammatik II%, 451.

8 Cf. Habicht, Gottmenschentum?, p. 102 (also p. 20) and OGI 246, on which see Her-
mann, op. cit., p. 149-150 and Bull. 1969, 502 (local, not imported). Despite the censure in
Bull. Ep. 1983, 332, and the spirited tourney by A. Mastrocinque in Ep. Anat. 3(1984), 83-
85 I hold fast (until something better comes along) to my reconstruction in PE 49 (1982).
The copy cannot ue absolutely accurate.

7 1 discuss this matter in my treatment of OGI 219, at end.
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dia, L. Robert, Hellenica VII, p. 7, 1. 25); 42,4 (Frisch, Ihon 37), cited
above to IV, 13-14, p. 42. Rc 44, 26 (OGI 244. Appointment of a priest at
Daphne): aElwg Tiig Ynmép ToU Té6MOU OMOVdAG MV EOYOV Ol TE
npdéyovor kol fueig (N.B.: te — kai); OGI 234, 19-22 (the envoy of Al-
abanda in Delphi): 6poiwg 8¢ kai mepi Pacihéng ’Avuéyov Tod €V
epyéta *Avuioxéwv eVAOYNKE eVXAPLOTOV déTL TV dapokpatiov
dLapurdooel kattav 1OV mpoyévwv veaynowv. (Teos 3rd letter, line
28 and RC 32, 21: kataxohovddv [tijL Tod] maftp]og VenyHoer). Pol.
18.51.4: Antiochus argues before Roman embassy in Lysimachia that he
had merely recovered places lost katd tovg avtod mPoy6vwv mePL-
onaopots. Cf. Appian, Syr. 3: Opdknv TOV TPOYSVWV avtod yevo-
uévnyv, bis. Jos., A.J. 12.150 (letter to Zeuxis on Jewish colonists): kai
HapTUPOVREVOVS avTOVE VMO TdV Tpoybvev eig mlomwv olda kal
npodupiav.®’ M. Worrle, Chiron 18 (1988), p. 423, N II, 8-9 (Zeuxis to
Heraclea): dvakekopiopévov Npdv tdr Pacthel Thv nélv € aoxfs
vndpyovoav toig meoyovols avtod. N III (p. 424), 13-15: Enevdov-
1eg 0BV Kkai adrol 1oV dijpov eig Ty EE &lexilg diadeowv anokata-
otadijvar kol Emi va Emi tdv mEoyévewv Tod Paciréwg
[ovykexjwenuéva.

L. 8. The equivalent of §) Tod m\f9ovg atpeoig is | Tod dfjpov
evvola, as in OGI 219, 16, 18: Snwg odv & dfjuog - evvovg GV kai
v adTv alpeoty Exwv @avepds Hu tdr Baoikel. RC 15, 7-9: kai
xad6hov mepi edyapiotiag tod mAidovs.? RC 52, 40: EENYOV [uevol
oounalvtog tod mARDovg MPOC NUGS EKTEVE[OTATNV Kai eihKpLvi
v edvorav. Cf. 52, 33: THv edyapiotiav to0 mAiDovg. Recherches sur
... Thasos II, p. 21, no. 170, line 24: v aipeciv Tod nAidovg dg di-

8 RC 22; letter of Icadion to Icarus in the Persian Gul, first published by K. Jep-
pesen in Kuml 1960. My text appears in Classica et Mediaevalia 39 (1988), 95-96. (Typogra-
phical error; p. g5, L. 5 should be: eig ovijAnv &’ #xDete). The mpéyovor in Labraunda 1,
no, g are not the king Seleucus’, but those of Olympichus. Phrases such as in OGI 222, 20
belong to a different (formulaic) category.

81 Cf. also Livy 33.20.7: legatos se Rhodum missurum respondit tisque mandaturum, ut reno-
varent velusla iura cum ea civilale sua matorumque suorum el velarent eos pertimescere adventum re-
gis. One may recognize here a Polybian idiom, something like e.g. Aéywv St npékertan
adtd npeoPevtac eic Pédov dnmooteibar olg Evierardar dvavedoaodar v te &
avté) S mpoyévwv Hrapxovoav oikel6TNta Kai ta dikava (cf. Il gg9-100) dua te
napakarécar ‘Podiovg Dappoiviag déxeodar Thv Tod Baciréws napovaiav.

82 Some references for nAi{Dog (plebs, populus) are collected by W. Giinther, Das Orakel

von Didyma, p. 33 n. 39.
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akeltar evxapiotwg. Delphinion 139, 36 (king Ptolemy II): énaivel tov
dfjpov &mi i aipéoel.

L. 8-9: #mi taig tpaic, “in consideration (reciprocation) for the hon-
ors”. Cf. OGI 332, 4: Onwg &mi Toig yeyevnuévorg ayadoic térn Baot-
Ael éxteveic ol moMiton @aivwviar kol amodidéviec avrdn Tag
katakiag xapitag. OGI 475 (Nero to Menophilus): édflwoav Soa te
avtdg E@uhotpidng mpog Nudg kai §oa elonyfqom TijL TOAeL TEPL—
éxovia tag Nuetépag Tpdg, 8@’ olg he grants favors. See also the
position of T tipra RC 52, 41 and 45: TELpGoOpQL.

L. 9. Cf. below on lines 18-19. Freedom, autonomy, democracy are
all near equivalents and are used indiscriminately. There was no particu-
lar Hellenistic power devoted more to those ideals than any other, and
none would renounce employing such slogans whenever suitable oppor-
tunity presented itself.®> For the expression cf. Labraunda I, no. 3, 29: kai
newpacéueda ovvdiatnpeiv vpelv v Te dnuokpatiav kai THY
xhpav kal navia, kadét dreode deiv.

L. 11. The verbs of acceptance, or dedication v mOMV kai TV
x@pav iepav koi dovhov vary. It may be dvadeivan, dva-, &mo-,
nopa-, npoodéyeodal, also elvar, Enayyélewv, kahepdoar. See the
decrees for Teos in LW and in 1. Magn., passim.

L. 11-13. The king singles himself out as true follower of the example
set up by his ancestors. The language is very much “prefabricated”. Some
examples have already been quoted along with the mpéyovor. The near-
est parallel is RC 15, 23-24: kai fuétepor mpdyov[or] --- Dewpov(v)reg
100t0Ug TE Kpivaviag dikaiwg kai avtol -—-—-. RC 14, 4: S 1O TOV
natépa TOV Nuétepov Opav -, l. 10; kai avtoi mapakorovdodvrec
—-, l. 11-14: appeal to continued loyalty and promise of further benefits in
return. RC 22,2: TP TPOySVOV Nud v kai tod matpdg -, L7; 6-

8 See on this all A. Heuss, Stadt und Herrscher, p. 221. W.W. Tarn, Alexander II
(1948), p. 204. Herrmann’s views that Antiochus avoided the use of the term, éhevdepia,
as embarrassed, or conceding its monopoly to the hostile Roman propaganda, are quite in-
accurate. This may be compared with the notions of unsophisticated news “consumers” in
modern adversary “blocks”, who may be surprised on the discovery that not only the me-
dia on their own side speak of “justice, freedom and democracy”, but on the opposite side
no less. Both the Romans and Antiochus freely used the “liberation” theme. The notions
that ékevdeoia, adtovopia and dnpokgatia denote varying degrees, or kinds of freedom

have been proved completely false. Cf. e.g. Holleaux, Etudes I11 15341; Tarn, Alexander 11,
204 n. 6; 208 n. 11.
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pdvTeg Kai avtol, Lis-17: promise of further benefits. RC 23, 14;
kpivovteg odv dikarov elvan --; 17: avtol te dieyvokapev. RC 25,9;
kadanep kai Nikopuddng 0 matip -- nueig --. Promises. RC 36, 10:
kplivovev Ot kaddmep. Jos., 4.7 12, 139; NEwwoapev koi avdroi
00T0V altolg aueipaodar kai v oMV adtdv avalapeiv. I
Mac. 10, 27: xai viv Eupeivate éni Tob ovvinpijoa nPOC Nuag mio-
v, kai avramoddaopev fmiv ayada avd’ &v moeite ped Nudv.
Labraunda I, no. 7, 10t kai €y® dikaflov eiv[on prm] Ib1d II 42, 6:
Kpt(V)Op.EV kai Npeic. And the most decisive, . Macc. . 33: éxpiva-
pev ayadov moui) oar G ouv tiic €€ adtdv edvoiacs?,

L. 15- 17 Cf. RC 15,2f ot map’ Vpdv npsosttat 10 TE umq)wua
anédmkav np,w kad’ o sxpn(pwﬁs Tag uuag Kol Tov oreqaavov -
vijveykav & Eotepavdoate fuac. For &v olc cf. IV,5 &v oL Syl
426, 44-49: dnodoivar tdL Paocthel TO Yigopa --- avayysilaw kai
"’ANeEGVIpwL Td dO6Eavta (too short for our purpose) oL dMpwe. Y.
Garlan, JPE g (1972), p. 223: napaywouevm ol mpéoPeig dieréyovtd
pot PEPOVIES TA nap VU@V dELdpata 8v olg - . Although not as apt
anfyyelhav, or even dnédwkav, would also come under some consider-
ation.

L. 18-19 Cf. RC 15, 26: n]v 1€ avtovopiav Upiv ovvdLatnpom-
uev kai agopol[hoyjitovg eivar ovyywpodpev (cf. ibid., l. 22- 23). Lao-
dice to lasus, Annuario 45-46, p. 445, line 8-9: v 1€ skevﬁeptav Ouiv
AMEdOKEV Kal TOVC vouovg OGI 237: mpoarpovue|vo[c vuiv (FP)
v dnpokplaftliav kai avltjovopiav diapurdooely. érisch, llion 45,
12-15 (Treaty of Antiochus III with Lysimachia; I restore): xai
dapuhdEw v noMv [év Ehevdepion kai] &v dmuokpatiar [aDTO-
vopov of]gav kai agpovpntov [kai &@opordylntov > Some other
connotations of the #ievdepio terms. OGI no. 1 (Alexander): ad-
tovopovs elvar kai Eyevdépovg. Delphinion 123, 2-4 (Miletus): 1| Mg
Ehevdépa kal avTOvopog EyEveTo VIO CAVTLYOVOU KoL dnuokpatio
anedodm. OGI 6, 6 (Antigonus): kai mepi Tic tdv EAMvov elpnvng
kol avtovopiag; ibid. 1. 14: éhevDepor kai avtévopor dviec #v ei-
pivn. RC 1, 54-55 (Antigonus): ovvdiaguraooely aAAjAolg thv &

# For other varieties of such “recompensation cf. 0GI go, 35; 229, 6; 352, 54.

% For the treaty with Lysimachia ref. above n. 72. H.’s remarks on tax exemption, p.
139-140 would now need considerable revisions in accordance with my re-attribution of the
concerned documents.
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AevDepiav koi avtovopiav. Syl 330, 24-25 (Frisch, Ikion, no. 1); -
n00TEMOVIOV TV ouvEdpwv mpéaPelg mpdg OV Pacihéa VnEp Tilg
Ehevdepiac kai adrovopiog. Y. Garlan, ZPE g (1972), p. 223: &v oOig
v w6hv [EAevdépav kai] avtévopov etvar kai év ovppaxiar. Hol-
leaux, Etudes IV, 147, mscr lines 8-:0 (Rhodian decree for Iasus)
njpévorav [moreijodar Snwg & mOALg avtiv ehevdépa kai avtévo-
nog [drapé]vn(i]. L. Robert, OMS I, 504 (Chios, 3rd century): BovAope—
vou did mavtog elevdé[pav] kai avtévopov THY matpida drapéverv.
OGI 222, 14-17 (lonian League for Antiochus I): napakakeitm]oav o
ot npéoPelg 1o Paci[iéa n]v npoonxovoav Nnon émpléherav mor-
ewﬂat 1op nore[ov tdv Tadwv, o:tu)g gig 10 Aowndlv Ehevdépan
ovoar kai dmpo[kpatovpéver ped’ Gpovoiag moMjrevwvion Katd
1oV¢ matpiovg EkaotdV vopovs. OGI 229, 10 (Seleucus II and Smyr-
na): ¢fapaimoev tdL dMpwt THv avtovopiav kai dnpokpatiav. Ib-
., 1. 65 (military oath) ovvémtnpf]ow v 1€ avtovopiav kai
6nu0|<pauav kai tdMa Ta emxexwpnusva vapvatmg oGI ,234,
19-22: ououng o¢ K(ll. nepl Bamkewg ’Avuoyov tod evepyéta “Av-
uoxeuw eVAOYNKE evxaptotwv avtd déT Tav dapokpatiav Kat
14V eipdvov 1oig ~AvVTLOXEDOLY SLaQUAACOEL KATTAV TPOYOVWYV v
@aynowv. Syll. 591, 30 (Hegesias of Lampsacus on a mission to Rome).
The Roman people dratnp[fjoer thv dnpokpaljtiav kai thHv avtovopu-
{av kai tiv eipfj[vnv. Syll. 613 (An envoy to Rome) énetéhecev mav-
T T& KOWijL CUPQEPOVTA TOIC TE ~APQLKTLOOLY Kai TOig aAhoig
“EAAnowv toig atpovpévolg thv éhevdepiav kai dmpokpatiav. This
may suffice to show that there is a certain flexibility in the use of those
associated terms but the connection of éhevdepia kai adrvovopia pre-
dominates by far and this is the supplement which best fits the circum-
stances of our text. %

L. 21. I depart from phrases such as ypeiag mapéxeiv, xpoipov
gavtdv mapéyeodar, and a variety of constructions around the notion
aei tvog ayadod (map)aitiov yiveodar, ael T TOV YpNoipwv Ka-
TAOKEVALELY, mepioleiv, npdooewv.” OGI 339, 7: PovAOpevég te
L pEv dMpor da Tig tdlag omovdilg ael T TtdV xpnoipwv ka-
T00KEVALewy. Ihid. 1. g1: mepumolely del TL Kai KowvijL WOV Kail

8 T restore in parts. My text of OGI 222 is forthcoming in Phoenix (Toronto).

8 1t is very old in Greek. Cf. Lettre d’Aristée a Philocrate, ed. par A. Pelletier, p. 101 n.
3, citing Sophocles: ’Aei © Povhov ypYowov mpoopavBavewv. Ps. Arist, 135; EE-
EVPOVTOV TL TPOG TO Lijv ypnoipwv.
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Katd TOAELC EKAOTOLC TV MPOC Tuv Kol d6Eav dvnkéviwv. Hol-
leaux, Etudes III, 2go (Gurob Pap.), line 21-22: kai petd TodTa MPOG
1L TPGooeEwy T TOV XpNoipwv Eywvopeda.®® Diod. 2.40.3: mpoka-
1aokevdtovoly del 1w T@V xpnoipwv. Jos., 4.7. 1.9: netdépevog wg
del Toig ypHowpov N KaAOV T mpdttewv duvapévorc. Pol. 9.4.7: @
povaodai 1 TV xpnoipwv.

L. 23. Cf. RC 15, 10: peta ndong onovdils kai mpodupuiag, but
the formula is extremely “trivial”. At random: OGI 219, 13. Delphinion
146, 7 (ol mpeoPevtai) petd naong omovdig kal (pt)»oumag nowm-
oauevor tovg A6yovs, diehéynoav 8 kal mepl TiC evvoiag tOD
Mpov kal tdv AMhov @ulavBpdmwv. I quote this to show the essen-
tial identity in this respect of epistolary style with decree drafting.

L. 24. RC 15, 12: Tdg te M) Tpdg kai ToOV ore(pavov Oedéypeda
oucuwg Cf. II 113; IV 11. RC 31, 21-22: amodexopeda tog
Eyn@Lopévag Ve VpdY Tipac T dedu. Syll. 536, 40; 620, 20; 656, 40;
OGI 299, 15; L. Robert, Etudes anat., p. 19, 13; Delphinion 143, 16; RC 52,
41.

L. 26. Delphinion 139, 41-42: TOM us[v] Bamkea Htolsumov
Ennuvijodau btou éu navu K(ltp(L)L‘tT]V avtv ailpeowv £xer. RC 31,
18: dLa v evvorav Nv Ttuyxdver (6 dfpoc) amodedevypévoc Ep
nAOL TOIG KaPOoig €lg Te Muag kai mpdypata. RC 50, 20; 58, 8; 62,
3; Syll 535, 21; OGI 219, 18. For commendations or exhortations “on
your gracious attitude, as it is proper” (kaddnep dikaiév &ont, GOg
Ka{}nku) cf. especially RC 15, _30-33 (supplevi): napakakovuev 65 Kol
Vpéc p.vnp.ovev[ovrag Ov ed Enadete - TV adTiV Tje evvoLav,
kaddanep dikaév éot, kai v[orepov éta(pvxaooetv and Laodice to
lasus, lines 25° -28: ywopevoag o¢ Uuw elg TE TOV aésktpov Km
kadohov €i¢ TOV olkOvV MUV 0L0vg kadfiker kai OV @
NAVIOUEVOV EVEPYEOLOV PEUVNILEVOUC EVYXAPIOTWC TELPACOUAL KTA.

L. 27-30. The most common kai €i¢ TO AOLOV, or glc 1O voTe-
pov, seems to be too short. Caesar in R.K. Sherk, RD 26, Col. Ia also
follows a good Hellenistic style), 10-11: Ndéwg Te THY TOMY [Dpdv €0
EQYETELV MELQAOOMAL KOl KATA TJoVG MOQOVIAG KaLQOUS Kol &v

8 My re-edition is forthcoming in Archiv fur Papyrusforschung.
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10i¢ petd tad[ta yeovols. Cf. Sherk RD 34, 17-24, cited under L. 32.
At the end of a letter of A. III to Amyzon after the acknowledgment of
the “crown” etc. I restore, Gnomon 57 (1985): kai g]ic Ta pletd tabTO
newpaodpeda kth. OGI 234, 21 (quoted above, pm.). RC 32, 21-23 (7ex
Antiochus iunior): mowgGoopor Katokohovd@dv [tiit tod] ma[tp]Og
venyfoer ovvavEetv vpiv [8v oig & v mapakakijte N kai avtodg £
mvo®. RC 23, 13 (Pergamenian magistrates “following the lead”): &éma-
kohovDodvrag TiL Venyfoet.

L. 31. The combination of t& tipia kai @Aavdpwno abounds and
not rare is the amplification of dedopéva, or yeyevnuéva. The évdoka
kol tipa ovvdiaguldooely recurs several times in the Cretan decrees
for Teos (e.g. LW 67, 20). RC 22 (quoted above, n. 70); OGI 234, 14; RC
64, 13; 67, 14-15; Syll 564, 10; 669, 20; 705, 45: T& Oedopéva tipa
xkai @uhavdpomna. SGDI 1178; 1379; 1380 (three times); 4566, 40; Sherk,
RD 15, 48: ovuvinpiioon & €k makou@v xpovav dedopéva tipa kal
puhavdporna. Ibid. 34, 21; 57, 13-14.

L. 32. The perfect parallel is Messala’s letter to Teos, Sherk, RD 34,
17-24: Kol Td elg TOV Dedv Tima kol Ta €l Vpuds @UAavdpona
newpacopeda ovvenaivEerv, dratnpoiviwv Vudv kol elg TO peETd
tadta v npdg Nudg evvoiav. Conditional promises of future favors
occur also in honorific decrees. It is a characteristic of Athenian decrees
of about this very time® and it enjoyed a wide application in letters, of
which examples will be found in RC as the appeal of no. 14, 12-14
shows: napaxakouusv o K(IL gic 1O AoLmov Xpovov n]v avrnv
Exewv at peowv mpdc Mudg tva koi Nuelg Tolodtwv VpdvV dviov Emi
nhéov gmpélerav Tiic norewg mordpeda. Cf. further more Jos., AJ.,,
13.48 (Demetrius I) enuén dratnpioate THv TPOg Nudg Quhiav ———
KaL tavtnv UEV Uuwv Emouvé®d rnv oLy K(lt napakakw 08¢ toig
avtoic Eppévery dmoAnypopévoug dpolag map’ MudV kai xapitag.
Cf. the first letter to Teos, 1. 18. But (8p)uévw also alludes to mutual ob-
ligation to keep the existing understanding, which is always conditional
upon the good faith of the opposite contrahent. As such, the formulation
is borrowed from the language of treaties, (e.g. Eupevd &v toig GQKOLG
kol &v T tudepévne ovppayiar), and this may be very much the con-
notation Antiochus is trying to impress on the Teians. As pointed out (af-

8 Syll. 535, 70; 540, 50; Moretti, Iscr. stor. ellenist., no. 28,41; Syll. 704 F, 13 should
probably be restored dtaguracoety ta dedopéva avroic tipa kai guAavbpona.
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ter Heuss) in my discussion of lasus a de facto state of a symmachia need
not rest on a formal treaty. The people of Iasus are indeed numbered
among the king’s @{lot xai odppaxor, but we may take for granted
that most of the “free cities” associated to the Empire (not only the Seleu-
cid ones) were officially “friends and allies”. ®

The case of Lysimachia affords one good example of such relations
based on a formal treaty and verbal comparisons are interesting. Frisch,
Tlion 45, 12 (quoted to L. 18-19, p®), and 1. 24: gupevovtog kai Baot-
Mg “Avudyov #v Tiit ovppoxior. Cf also the treaty of Pharnaces
I with Chersonesus Taurica, 179 B.C., JOSPE, no. 402, 22: dAAa ovvdL-
aguhGEn THv dnupokpatiav katd TO duvatév, ennevéviov (scil.
Xepoovnottav) &v T mpdg Ept guhial kal TOV adtdv Sgkov Opo-
oGvtov. In Teos 2v TijL adtiit dodéoer kai evvoian alludes to very
much the same condition and it is clear that the kind is trying to solidify
his hold on the city by appeal to a moral obligation generally incurred by
virtue of a treaty.

More for the dnhdoewv kata pépog, etc. Cf. Pol. 4.66.10: ongp &V
Nuelg T& pEV Katd UEPOG &v 1§ mpotépd PuPhie dednhdkapev.
21.13.6; Umep Hv t& Katd pépog &v toig EEfig dnhdoopev. Diod.
12.1.2. GMOQ 7mepl pEv tovtwv of katd pépog mPaEELs fxaota
dnhdoovowy. 17.6.3; 17.79.41 Katd pépog Emayyeilag NElwoe TV
tayiotv amayyeithow tédr Baoikel. I1 Macc. 11.19-20 (Lysias to Jews):
3av piv ouvinprioate TRV Eig TA TPAypato evvolav, Kai glg 1O
YooV melpdoopar mapaitog ayaddv (buiv) Eoeodan. vnee O¢
TOVTOV Kai TV Katd pépog #viétahuar TOUTOLS TE KoL TOlg map’
2uod duohexdijvar Gpiv. Syll 633, 14: EmeldovTeg Em TOvG dpyovrag
—- gEéDevVTO TO KaTd PéPOG.”!

4-5. Letters from queen Laodice. Anadolu 9 (1965), p- 159-

[-=- == == === === QLAAYLY === -o- - mm s v duel[Angox &)
[x€L EPL TOD ONPOV" TPOALPOVREVT o) kai av[th eVePYE-]
[telv TV oMY VU@V, TeLpGoopar Kjai gic 1O [AOLToV,)

% See Bikerman, Institutions des Séleucids (1938), p. 144. A formal treaty of @uAic xai
ouppayio was concluded in 197 B.C. on behalf of his suzerain by Zeuxis with Euromus,
M. Errington, Ep. Anat. 8 (1986), 1 (there were four envoys in genitive, with no patronym-
ics [no Tod preceding the names so understood], rather than two with them). Ca 196 B.C.
an elaborate treaty on similar conditions was made by A. III with Lysimachia, Historia 37
(1988), 152, with further references.

9 For td katd pépog cf. also Holleaux, Etudes I, 447 n.2. Cf. Teos IV 19 in the text

above here. Belleten C. LV, 5
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4 [xadow dv nuac napakakijte, ovdevodl dgiotalodar TOV]
[ovnEepvTOY Kai VUiV kol toic GAMjoLg “EAAn[owv, kai]
[un &xaprotely vpiv &v Toic aErovjuévorg, 81 Epod, n]
[810 TOD adedpoi: TnpotvTwv O VudV] TV adTi(v atpeoLv)

8 [elg TOV ﬁuén—:pov oilkov Kol ™y edv]olav u 1[pdc fuac)
[mapaokevacopev Upiv kol t& dAha,] #yo kai & ad[ergoc,]
(0”00 mpdS TPV Kai S6Eav dviker.] ¢ pp[wode.]
[--- == == - == - Baoihooa Aaodikn]

12 [TdL KOLVDL TV TEPT TOV AL6VUGOV] TEYVLTOV [xaipeLv.]
[0l mpdg TOV adelgov mpéaPerc 1O YMgLopa o [map’ Ypdv)
[kai Epoi dnédwkav, kaldv kai @l ]avBpwn(ov, kal avtoi]
[@&rworoyioduevor ™V edvoray, nv])&xet[e dua navtog eig)

16 [tV Nuetépav oikiav ki eic fu&c)] NE[lovv ---

It may be stated with some confidence that although extensively re-
constructed the first letter has fair claims to consideration as a genuine
restoration. The second one is far too fragmentary and the remains are
too scanty to allow a similar assurance, but from one or two details that
can still be grasped it is, with all due reservations, also a reasonable hy-
pothesis exempli gratia, shall we say.

It is quite evident that these lines carried no specific message, as they
consist largely of widely used closing and opening formulae. However,
seeing that the queen’s letter to Iasus also ended in a similar manner, it
is quite possible that the now lost portion also contained something com-
parable to her foundation in that city. That she is the authoress of the
second letter was well surmised by H. because for this we have a good
circumstantial support from the fact that the lower letter follows immedi-
ately after the first one, identified in I. 9, an arrangement analogous to
the engraving of the king’s letters 2-3. The lines as restored would
amount to ca 40-43 letters. It will not be practivable to apportion parallels
to their strictly respective lines, but we shall roughly follow their sequ-
ence.

L. 1. Reference to king’s benefactions and his opinion of the city,
most probably avtidmyic, or duainyig Cf. Laodice to lasus, line 5: v
€ AviiAquv T@dv Ekeivou @ilwv kol ovppdywv dratekel morovpe-
vog, where, however the word in question chiefly signifies ‘succor’, ‘relief
but may also mean, apprehension, ‘conception’. OGI 237, 11: fiv &xov
dalniv dijpog - Vnep tod Baoihéwg - scil. duatehel: Syll 721, 25:
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ooav gxev uaamyw; 11 Macc 3.32: p.nnore étaknWW 0 Baoileig
exm --- nepl. RC. 31, 16-17: exovreg ovv &§ apxng TEPL TOV 5711101!
mv havdoomotdtv 6 Anyuv. CL RC 32, 16. RC. 35, 11: ovy, 'r]K—
wota 8¢ kal dud 1o npog v oAV vuuw (pt)»oo'copyov dSaAnyuy €
xewv- Pol. 31.23.10: dfjhov O T kai o TV avTv € XELg SLahnyuv.

L. 2. Cf. Ls letter to lasus, 11-12: npoarpovuévy 8¢ kai EY® a-
k6 ovda mpdoewv TH) avtod kai éxteveior. Reiterated 1. 29- 30: navTl
TQOMWL OUVEKTREYELY (concur) npoatpouusvn L TOoV aderqov
fmmou Teos I 36: kot talTQ K(lt a&ekcpn avtod Pacihooa Aao-
dikn &v [Gmact kauploig 1:1|v avthv éxovoa yvounv diatelel tdL
Bamku Kal [Gderh@dr K](II. gv Toig mPdg THV oMYV cptkavﬁpwnOLg
gktevi] kai mpédupov Eavtiv napéygtar P0G Tag svspyemag RC.
9, 5: [npoatgovu]e[ﬁa yap tiv ‘EMAnvidov méhewv del  toig
nohA]itang p.sv eVEP[YETOVVTES xapt?;.eoﬁat Syll. 412, 7: TOVG MPOOL-
POVPEVOVG EVEPYETELV THV TOMY Nuédv- All this is a regular “idiom”.
The letter of King Antiochus the Younger in RC 32 should be recalled
with special attention to 1. 17-19, which shows how in their public acts
members of royal family indicate that their authority is consistent with,
and subordinate to, the king’s will.

L. 2-6. kadanep Npéac mogakakeite is also thmkablc cf. grd letter
of A to Teos, 1. 27. RC, 66: nupaoousf}a ot kal etg 0 komov S u
dv EYOUEV TV OUUPEPOVIOV K(IL vuiv kol Toig aMomg EMnow
nopaokevacelv: RC. 25, 30- 32; gv &t 1oig Aowroig kad’ & Av Huég
a EL@Te, Jtupaoopsﬁa Kai idial EKAOTOL KOl KOV nam QL-
kavﬁpwnsw Kaf} Soov duvatol gopev- 26, 22-27: Kai}ou o 6nuog
ngtwoev Kal smg 10 Komnov netpaoouef}a v kad’ Nuag dviov év
novyxion, pi) ayapioteiv vpiv &v toig atiovpévors.”? Syl 495, 155:
ovdév Pouhdpevog axaproteiv. The same idea is expressed positively
in RC. g, 6 as xapiteodaw and RC 35, 14: XxGpLv dLd6vau.

For doing a favor to someone kai TOig d\owg “Erdnowv cf. Dem-
osth., De cor. 187; Epist. 1, 2; Syll. 390,11; 629, 2; OGI 6, 10. With ovde-
vO¢ dpiotacdar 1OV ovpepovIwv (xpnoipwv) volumes may be filled.
Delphinion 141, 21; 149, 21; I Prene 15, 13; 107, 114; LW 70, 15; L
Magn. 53, 62-65; 58, 25; RC 6, 12-13; 52, 42° 46; Labraunda I, no. 3, 29-
32: kai mewpaocdpeda ouvdlatnpelv VpEiv TV Te dmupokpatiav Kai

2 Cf. RC 35,7: dravia ta GELoUpevVa VLAKOVELY.
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A ’. N ’ P b d ~ . -~ Pl >
MV Xweav kat mavia kadow wieode deiv, kai v Tolg aAloig ov-
devog anootospeda 1o Tin dMuw ovpugepdvTwv.

L. 6-7 Two antithetic, or complementary d1& in motivation of acces-
sion to requests was one of those “recherché” stylistic devices. In religious
matters it was often construed “for the god’s sake and for your own sake”,
as in RC 41,6 (I modify): BouAépevoc odv kai adTdg dLdx TOV Dedv
kai] 8 Gudc moieiv mavt[a ta dikawa. Cf. RC. 35, 9-13. For a paral-
lel in secular matters cf. Labraunda I, no. 4, end (as restored in Bull Ep.
1965, 368): kadét NEwoD[te, kal eic 16 ooy 8¢] mewpdoopar ovv-
KQTAOKEVALEWV Vuly [did Tod Baotréws k]ai 8 Epavrod, Soa nPOG
wpiv xai d6E[av aviker. Ibid. no. 8,10-12: PoaLpovpevoL e]Vepye-
telv &v mavti KaledL T péylota v na[tpida oﬁéénors] 6néo1:n—
HEV TOV £l d6Eav kai npnv &vnkév[rmv. Ibd. line 16-17 (1 suppose):
npofapovpevor &v obdelvi SleJitepor elvan TdY EVEPYETNOGVT@Y
TOTE TV N6]Mv, Tt B2 povréuevor Huiv xapiteodar. ?

For the “honor and glory” a good number of examples has already
been displayed passim, but for the sake of convenience these additional
references are added here. RC. 15, 12; 42,6 (lhon 37); RC 52, 20; 37, 44;
Teos IV 13; 0OGI 219, 33; 0GI 771, 50.

If the line marked vacant by the editor (the 11th in my numbering)
should be completely free that would entail the necessity that the second
epistle could not continue in the alignment of the same column, but
would have to be shifted to the left by some twelve letters. In inscriptions
incised on pre-existing architectural structures that is always possible, but
here rather improbable. Considering the fact that the two letters from An-
tiochus (2-3) run consecutively in one column with an intervening blank
line,* that the right margin is casily amenable to restoration that keeps
the preserved parts directly beneath those of the top letter, one cannot
avoid the conclusion that the apparently vacant line is most likely to have
been partially filled. It may have contained no more than the queen’s title
and name (for which there is no room in line 12), or it might have been

» Upon re-examination the editor J. Crampa reported Updv as his new reading for
the original ta&¢, with some ambiguity about the east letter. My observations on this cor-
pus are forthcoming in Opuscula Atheniensia.

* The “vacat” line in that little fragment on the top of the letter no. 1 in Block IV
cannot be cited as possible evidence to the contrary because we know nothing of its now
lost left margin.
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preceded by some desngnatlon added in Teos, such as e.g. ~"AMn émo-
toM, or Iapa tiig avtijc. Her letter to lasus still bears traces of such
an intitulation: 'EmiotoA ma[pd Pacikioons Aaodikng], and such
superscriptions are a very ordinary thing, as e.g. OGI, no. 1, or RC 70,
“AM\Y, or 1) avTy may appear as super-, or subscription of administra-
tive letters, as in Wilcken, Chrestomathie, no. 2, 19; the letters of Antiochus
III from Scythopolis, re-issued by Th. Fischer, JPE 33 (1979), 131-138; or
the letter of Dolabella to Peparethus (I think), Sherk, RD 21, end.

For 1. 13 we may again utilize the lettcr of Antiochus Junior, RC 32,
esp. lines g-10: anédwkav kai 1O TPOG éué Yfigiopa. But one cannot
discard a possxbllnty that he may be the author of this second letter.
E.g.11: [Baoihevg ’Avtioxog O VEdTEPOG?]; 13: [ol mpdg TOV natépa
npeoPevtai.] 13: [0l mpdg TOV natiea nEecPevtal.

L. 14. Cf Demosth. 19, 39: "AkOUET & Gvdpec Aﬂnvmom Tig €
nwtolng, Og kaAf xai qnlavﬁpwnog RC 48A, 4-5: anédwkav o
nop’ VU@V YhHguopa kakdv Kol éx|re[vés. RC 52, 4-5: anédwkav
[x0] (I add) wn(pwua KoAOV kai (ptldvﬂpmnov RC 58,6: tv nmapd
oo tmoTOMv anédwkev poi, odoav éxtevii kai @ulkiv. Cf. the
Latin calque, Cic., Fam. 9,1: Litteras plenas humanitatis, officti, diligentige.

For 1. 15-16 one may gather that there certainly followed the usual
“apology” and a “request”. The object of that request need not be very
substantial. The rest is a matter of adjustment of pertinent phrases from
our “crown witnesses” RC 15 and Laodice’s letter to Iasus, and other in-
scriptions coming next. It will be interesting to learn in the future how
the other unpublished letters of this royal couple affect these interpret-
ations. *®

Utica, New York

9% So far as known to me the new publications (n. 6 above) do not seem to contradict
anything essential stated here.
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