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Introduction

Now the word politeia (citizenship) is defined also as "having a share of the
rights in a State," as we say the Megarians voted Alexander the politeia; and
when he made fun of their eagerness, they told him that up to that time they had
conferred citizenship upon Heracles only and now upon himself. Then Alexander
was astonished and accepted the gift, thinking that its rarity gave it value.
(Plutarch, On Monarchy, Democracy, and Oligarchy 826)

Alexander the Great inaugurated the Hellenistic Period, but he did not
remain close to Megara on the Greek mainland for long. The Hellenistic World
was volatile and hosted a wide variety of states. The Hellenistic Kingdoms
revered the Greeks and their way of governing themselves, but still ruled as
glorified warlords. In this environment, the institutions of the poleis of Asia
Minor were under pressure to build military, economic, and diplomatic guarantees
of security and to placate the newly influential class of states and individuals of
the period. The poleis remained citizen-states. Citizenship in the Hellenistic
Period was malleable and reflected geopolitical realities. But as before, the
institution of citizenship remained a potent marker of self-identity and civic pride
that, whenever possible, was regulated within the bounds of tradition and civic

ideology.

Methodology:

This investigation synthesizes scholarship on Greek citizenship with
epigraphical evidence from the Hellenistic period in select Greek poleis of
western Asia Minor in an effort to explore the uses, perceptions, and bounds of

citizenship in that environment. The result is a snapshot of the institution of



citizenship in these cities, but it applies more broadly to the region. As
background for the cases presented, a first chapter surveys the literature on Greek
citizenship as it developed from the Archaic and Classical period, and a
theoretical and historical context for understanding Greek citizenship. This
section will also provide an idea of what notions of citizenship were rooted in,
what it meant to be a citizen, and how individuals without citizenship status fit
into the state, drawing on modern scholarship.

The case studies for this investigation consist of three thematically
arranged sections concerning citizenship in the Hellenistic poleis of Asia Minor
from the early third to the early second century BCE. That approximate century
corresponds to the influence of the Seleukid Empire over much of Asia Minor.
Unless otherwise stated, all dates are BCE. The first two sections will handle
collective grants of citizenship. One will explore the institution of isopoliteia, or
potential citizenship, and the other will explore sympoliteia, or a shared or merged
citizenship. The last section will transition to individual grants of citizenship and
the connection between citizenship and royal officials. Common themes that
united these three sections are the importance of kinship, Greekness, and
collective outlook to justifying adaptions of citizenship. Also common to the use
of citizenship is a willingness to blur civic distinctions and privileges for
geopolitical reasons, while maintaining self-identity and the fundamental value of

citizenship in the polis.



Thousands of inscriptions documenting civic decrees, personal honors,
and diplomatic correspondence have survived from Hellenistic Asia Minor. Many
of them have been published, and a significant subset of this corpus exists in
English translation. Abundant evidence is also available from the Greek mainland
and Crete, but that evidence lies outside the scope of this investigation. In the
interest of consistency and simplicity, this investigation keeps its evidence bound
to the regions of Karia in the Southwest, lonia on the Western Aegean Coast, and
the Troad in the Northwest. In lonia, the paper presents evidence from Smyrna,
Teos, and Miletos. In Karia, it focuses Amyzon, but Mylasa, Olymos, and Pidasa
arise as they relate to other cities. In the Troad, the included case is from llion, the
city on the site of Homeric Troy. Each polis is introduced with a concise historical
background, after which inscriptions relating to citizenship with analysis of their

meaning and usage are provided.

The first chapter introduces Hellenistic Asia Minor and provides a
framework for discussing citizenship in the Hellenistic Period. It presents the
ideology of citizenship and connected themes. It lastly defines the key institutions
of sympoliteia and isopoliteia. Three thematically-separated chapters follow. The
first of these, and the second chapter, discusses the institution of sympoliteia, the
merging of citizenship between multiple city-states. It finds that sympoliteia was a
delicate process that set local independence and self-identity against regional and
imperial geopolitical concerns. The third chapter discusses the institution of

isopoliteia, the right of potential citizenship. It suggests that isopoliteia found its



mostly diplomatic value in the pride that the granting city-state held in its
citizenship. The fourth chapter discusses individual grants of citizenship and the
connection between citizenship and landownership. This chapter has a particular
emphasis on these themes as they relate to officials of the Hellenistic Kingdoms.
First: a survey of the literature concerning the Hellenistic World and its notion of

citizenship.

A Literature Review

Scholars since Aristotle have studied the issue of the Greek polis and its
component institutions and historians have studied the history of the Greek world
since the beginning of the Classical Age. The Hellenistic Period, situated after the
golden age of the Classical city-state, has traditionally been painted as an era of
autocratic warlords and degrading institutions ended by the grand unification of
the Mediterranean by Rome. The traditional view held that the independence of
the Greek city state ended either at the Battle of Chaeronea when Philip 11 forced
the cities of Greece into the Macedonian-led Hellenic League or with the
conquests of Alexander the Great.X No modern scholar would end the city-state at
Chaeronea, but nonetheless the poleis of the Hellenistic Period are traditionally
neglected. The traditional approach to the civic institutions of antiquity centered
on the classical polis, republican Rome, and the Roman Empire. For an English-

speaking scholar of Greek civic culture and institutions, abundant material is

1 See Harland, 2006 for discussion of this tradition.
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available on classical Athens and the Greek East of the Roman Empire with little
in between.

One such example is the work of Moses Finley. His argument that the
economy of the Greco-Roman world was a function of the status of individuals
and a civic ideology is one useful to this investigation. In his monumental work,
The Ancient Economy, Finley describes a notion of citizenship that developed and
solidified from the Archaic period to the Classical age, but he sees its next
development with the coming of Rome. 2 Finley’s work is now somewhat
outdated, and institutional history of the Hellenistic Age has been reinvigorated
since the Mid-Twentieth Century. An abundance of epigraphic material and new
methods of constructing history arose since then. Rome and the Classical world
are impossible to completely escape in a discussion of Hellenistic Asia-Minor, but
focusing on the Hellenistic polis is more possible than ever.

It is important to note that this work focuses largely on sources that were
written in or translated into English.® Prominent French and German scholars,
though, have made great contributions to the study of Hellenistic institutions.
German scholars such as Wilhelm Dittenberger performed much of the early
compilation of Greek inscriptions, particularly those of Asia-Minor, in the
Nineteenth and early Twentieth centuries.* Whether writing in German or Latin,

their translations and commentaries of a vast array of inscriptions is unavailable to

2 See Muller, 2014 for concise discussion of Finley’s idea and others in that tradition; Finley, The
Ancient Economy, 1973.

3 Read: I don’t know German and my French isn’t very good.

4 See W.Dittenberger, "Sylloge Inscriptionum Graecarum™ (Syll), W.Dittenberger, "Orientis
Graeci Inscriptiones Selectae" (O.G.L.S), “INSCRIPTIONES GRAECAE.”(1.G.) Dittenberger’s
commentaries are in Latin, as are those in 1.G. When referring to inscriptions of this period and
region, these three abbreviations are quite common references.
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this investigation in their original form. Likewise, much of the epigraphically-
based scholarship on the institutions of the Hellenistic polis derives from a French
tradition, of which only select works are available to this investigation.®
Fortunately, many inscriptions have been repackaged and translated into English,
as has some of the scholarly work of the more recent French and German
epigraphists.® While not complete, the quantity of inscriptions available in English
offers a reasonably comprehensive sample of how the cities of Asia Minor treated
the institution of citizenship.

G.G. Aperghis’ book The Seleukid Royal Economy is a vital contribution
to an understanding of Seleukid power over subject and allied cities.” It is also
especially useful for understanding status in the Hellenistic Period. And John D.
Granger’s herculean Seleukid Prosopography and Gazetteer is of great value
concerning the people and places of Seleukid Asia Minor.® Hansen and Nielsen’s
Inventory of Archaic and Classical Poleis is invaluable for understanding the
geography and history of the numerous poleis that arise in this investigation.
Other notable scholars of Hellenistic history and cities include Rolf Strootman,

Andrew Erskine, R. Malcolm Errington, and Richard Billows.® Frank Walbank,

5T engaged with Gauthier’s work, since it very directly relates to the cases of Teos and Smyrna.
Gauthier, Philippe, 1985 and Gauthier, Philippe Symbola: les estrangers et la justice dans les cites
grecques, 1972. See Muller, 2014 for scholarship available in English, but others of French and
German traditions include Peter Hermman, Francis Prost.

& Muller, 2014, see above.

" Aperghis, The Seleukid Royal Economy, 2004.

8 Grainger, A Seleukid Prospography and Gazetteer, 1997.

% Strootman, “Kings and Cities in the Hellenistic Age”, 2011; Erskine, A Companion to the
Hellenistic World, 2005; Errington, A History of the Hellenistic World, 2008; Billows, “Cities”,
2008.



Michael Austin, and Peter Derow fit the same category, and their work
interpreting and compiling ancient sources is particularly valuable.°

Studying the Hellenistic Period through literary sources can be difficult
outside of a Roman-centric narrative. In Asia Minor, an abundance of epigraphy
fills the gap. Inscriptions document institutions and societal practices particularly
well. There are a few significant names in the field of Hellenistic epigraphy.
Relevant to Asia Minor is the work of French scholars Louis and Jeanne Robert
(typically abbreviated L. and J.) and Philippe Gauthier.** Louis Robert coined the
idea that “the Greek city did not die at Chaeronea” and his and Jeanne Robert’s
work is vital for its compilation and commentary of inscriptions in Asia Minor. *?

Gauthier’s study Les Cités grecques et leurs bienfaiteurs and several other
essays analyze civic institutions in the Hellenistic Polis. His work concerning the
institution of euergetism, royal officials, the interaction of king and city, and of
course, citizenship, is particularly useful to this investigation.*®* His work from the
1970s and 1980s frames much of the modern discussion on the Hellenistic polis
and its institutions and interactions. The model of close case studies of
epigraphical evidence from Hellenistic poleis that Gauthier uses is one this

investigation hopes to emulate.

10 Austin The Hellenistic World from Alexander to the Roman Conquest: A Selection of Ancient
Sources in Translation, 2006; Walbank, Polybius, Rome and the Hellenistic World, 2002; Bagnall
and Derow, The Hellenistic Period: Historical Sources in Translation, 2004.

11 See Gauthier above, and numerous works by L. and J. Robert, Documents d'Asie mineure
(1987), Villes d'Asie Mineure. Etudes de géographie ancienne.(1962), “Les honneurs de l'officier
Séleucide Larichos a Priéne.” In: Journal des savants.(1980) to name a few.

2 Muller, “(De)constructing Polietia”, 2014; Robert, 1969 p. 13.

13 Gauthier, 1985. Others: Gauthier, 1972, for example.
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John Ma employs a similar model of using inscriptions to study governing
systems, albeit focused on the Hellenistic monarchies as well as the Hellenistic
polis. Specifically, his research on inter-polis violence—*Fighting Poleis of the
Hellenistic World” —and Hellenistic kingship highlights the complex balance of
power between larger states and local communities, particularly in Asia Minor.*
He paints a Hellenistic Western Asia Minor in which ancient rivalries between
largely independent poleis communities blend with power struggles between the
great Hellenistic dynasties. Perhaps most influential is Ma’s comprehensive
monograph Antiochus 111 and the Cities of Western Asia Minor, which closely
examines the case of Seleukid activity in Asia Minor during the reign of
Antiochus the Great around the turn of the third century.®® Ma utilizes the
abundant Hellenistic epigraphical evidence from Western Asia Minor to
investigate not only Seleukid administration of subject poleis, but also the actions
of the Asian city-states as they navigated a world of vacillating influences and
uncertain status. Ma frames grants of status from these poleis in the context of
cities currying favor from Seleukid royals and their officials.

Sara Saba’s work Isopoliteia in Hellenistic Times, is the first work
exclusively concerning isopoliteia since Gawantika’s book written in the 1970s. It
presents the institution as one with a primarily diplomatic purpose of
strengthening the relations between cities. Per this view, a usual grant of
isopoliteia in Asia Minor was a symbolic gesture between cities rather than a

potential amendment to the citizenship of a polis. It is also invaluable for

14 Kingship: Ma, 2003.; Ma, "Fighting Poleis of the Hellenistic world", 2000; Ma, "Kings", 2003;
15 Ma, Antiochus 111 and the Cities of Western Asia Minor, 1999.
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understanding the individual cases of isopoliteia that this investigation visits. This
investigation largely accepts Saba’s diplomatic framework for isopoliteia but
problematizes it at times.

Smaller studies of polis institutions also prove useful: Kyle Fingerson’s
Persian Katoikoi in Hellenistic Smyrna, and Sheila Agler’s Keeping the Peace in
lonia: Kings and Poleis.'® Henning Bérm’s Stasis in Post-Classical Greece,
Christel Muller’s (De)constructing Politeia, Gary Reger’s Sympoliteiai in
Hellenistic Asia Minor, Andrew Lintott’s Citizenship.!” Reger analyzes the
practice of Sympoliteia in the region as one deeply shaped by the monarchies,
while Muller provides an excellent analysis of the variable and blurry meaning of
Hellenistic citizenship and Lintott delivers a more theoretical analysis of
citizenship in the classical and Hellenistic ages.

The works discussed above reveal an evolving understanding of the utility
of citizenship for the Hellenistic poleis. It is an understanding that is derived from
classical notions of community membership, but it is also frequently connected to
the peculiarities of the Hellenistic period. There does not exist a comprehensive
study of citizenship in the Hellenistic polis, and there is certainly not one specific
to Asia Minor. This investigation builds upon the existing literature to provide
examples and analysis of how poleis under the unique political circumstances of

that region and time used the institution of citizenship.

18 Fingerson, “Persian Katoikoi in Hellenistic Smyrna”, 2007; Agler, “Keeping the Peace inn
Ionia: Kings and Poleis”, 1997.

17 Reger, “Sympoliteiai in Hellenistic Asia Minor”, 2004; Muller, 2014; Bérm, The Polis in the
Hellenistic World, 2018; Lintott, “Citizenship”, 2009.
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Lastly, the weight of Rome often pulls at Hellenistic history. Readers must
learn to make observations about the Hellenistic East, even when it is framed by
the arrival of the intruders from the West. For the narrative of the Hellenistic
Period, especially, Roman-centric sources are invaluable. As the region of Asia-
Minor was a frequent neighborhood for Hellenistic kings to assert influence, the
cities were often the pawns and sometimes instigators of great-power conflict.
Erich Gruen’s two-volume work The Hellenistic World and the Coming of Rome
is essential to an understanding of the diplomacy and state-level history from the
mid-late third century. 8 Its goal is to evaluate Rome’s ascension in the Eastern
Mediterranean, but it is set in a Hellenistic world and follows Hellenistic actors.
His argument about the rise of Rome hinges partly on the high degree of
independent action that Hellenistic kingdoms and cities enjoyed well into the
second century.

Arthur Eckstein, following in Gruen’s tradition, focuses his study Rome
Enters the Greek East: From Anarchy to Hierarchy in the Hellenistic
Mediterranean in the years 230 to 188. ¥ Eckstein’s argument for Hellenistic
state-level anarchy includes a wide coverage of the events, Roman-centric and
otherwise, that culminated in Roman unipolarity after 188. Gruen and Eckstein
are able to more fully ground their narratives and arguments in the ancient literary
sources—primarily Livy and Polybius, whose own histories centered on the rise

of Rome. Many other sources available that have Roman-centric framings to

18 Gruen, The Hellenistic World and the Coming of Rome, 1984.
19 Eckstein, Rome Enters the Greek East, 2008. See Eckstein, Mediterranean Anarchy, 2006 for a
broader study of interstate relations in the ancient Mediterranean before the rise of Rome.
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varying degrees are useful in their adjacency to Hellenistic themes and often, they
provide openings to exploring Hellenistic topics. However, this investigation
endeavors to study Hellenistic actors independent of Rome whenever possible. As
Gruen and Eckstein argue, until well into the second century, Rome was just one

actor among many on the Hellenistic stage.
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Citizenship and the World of the Hellenistic Polis

The Poleis of Hellenistic Asia Minor

The coastal cities of western Asia Minor have a storied history that rivals
the cities of the Greek mainland. The Greeks of the region of lonia traced their
origins into the Greek Dark Age and their cities prospered during the Archaic
Period as a wealthy link between the Greek Aegean and wider Near East. During
the later Archaic Period, the coastal poleis experienced Lydian, then Achaemenid
Persian, influence and eventually conquest. Both kingdoms exerted influence in
western Asia Minor from the city of Sardis, some miles inland from the Aegean
coast. Persian control in coastal Asia Minor was sometimes strong and sometimes
nonexistent. The coalition of Greeks that resisted Persia and expelled the Persians
from lonia would eventually become the Athenian-led Delian League. Athens
would eventually incorporate most lonian cities, along with many Karian,
Aeolian, and Hellespontine cities (the Troad), into its imperial system of
alliance. By the Fourth Century, western Asia Minor was under a firmer Persian
control as Delian power waned.

The campaigns of the Macedonian King Alexander 111 (The Great)
inaugurated the Hellenistic Period in Asia Minor. Upon his invasion of Asia,
Alexander first campaigned in the northwest of Asia Minor: in the Troad he
defeated a Persian army at the Granicus River in the Spring of 334. He later laid
siege to the cities of Miletos and Halicarnassus and captured several other lonian
and Karian cities before continuing East. The Macedonian conqueror encountered
some resistance from the Asian Greeks who, evidently, had some allegiance to the

14



Persian Empire. Alexander did not bring Hellenism to the poleis of western Asia
Minor—again, these poleis enjoyed prestige as ancient Greek cities—but he did
inaugurate the system of Hellenistic royal states. The Macedonian successors of
Alexander replaced the Achaemenid Persian dynasty as the supreme royal
authority in the Near East. The Hellenistic kings retained many Persian and Near
Eastern traditions, but like Alexander, they held a powerful reverence for the
Greeks and their cities, political institutions, and culture. The Persian kings
famously asked subject cities to offer ‘earth and water’ as a symbolic token of
their total submission to the Great King, who knew no equal.?® Alexander and his
successors, instead, viewed themselves as benefactors and protectors of Greek
independence and democracy.?! They spoke in terms of alliances with the Greek
city-states.

Upon Alexander’s death in 323, the Diadochi (successors of Alexander)
hotly contested coastal Asia Minor. The wars of the successors are convoluted,
but straightforwardly Antigonus | Monophthalmos (one-eyed), the founder of the
Antigonid Dynasty that would later rule Hellenistic Macedon, controlled most of
Asia Minor until his death at the Battle of Ipsos in 301. For some twenty years,
another Diadoch, Lysimachos, would control the territory. Finally in 281, an aged
Seleukos | defeated Lysimachos in Lydia at the Battle of Corupedium. Though he

was murdered almost immediately by a rogue Ptolemaic prince, Seleukos’ victory

20 Thomas R. Martin, An Overview of Classical Greek History from Mycenae to Alexander 8.1.2
21 | should not oversimplify here—there are instances of the Seleukids acting as benefactors of
non-Greek cities, and instances of the Persians engaging in alliances with Greek poleis, but the
reverence for Hellenism and the Greek cities, in particular, was potent for Alexander the
Macedonian Seleukid Kings.
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at Corupedium established an enduring Seleukid presence in Asia Minor, from the
Taurus Mountains to the Aegean.

Seleukos I Nikator, “the Victor,” like the other successors, was a
Macedonian and a general of Alexander the Great. Upon the death of Alexander,
Seleukos received Babylon. With the help of Ptolemy I, the diadoch in Egypt,
Seleukos expanded his control over Babylon and lands to the East. By 281, as a
result of the battles mentioned above, he had expanded his authority as far West
as the Aegean coast of Asia Minor. With a few exceptions, Seleukos | had
recovered Alexander’s land Empire in Asia. On that basis, the Seleukid dynasty
held a credible claim as the successors of Alexander, and as the successors of the
Achaemenid Persian Empire.

Like Alexander, Seleukos was a Macedonian who revered Greek language
and culture. His wife, Apama, was a Sogdian, and the royal family would adopt
certain Iranian traditions, but the Seleukids saw themselves as one with the
Greeks.? They primarily governed their Empire from two capitals, founded by
Seleukos and named for himself and his family. Seleukia on the Tigris displaced
Babylon as the royal capital in Mesopotamia. Antioch on the Orontes in coastal
North Syria became the Seleukid western capital. These marked the core domains
of the Seleukid Empire, North Syria and Mesopotamia.

Asia Minor was simultaneously a Seleukid peripheral territory and its
gateway to the Greek Aegean. Seleukid power in Asia Minor would not be

unchallenged—the smaller kingdoms of Pergamon and Bithynia were proclaimed

22 Sogdia is @ mountainous region in Central Asia. Like the Persians, the inhabitants’ culture was
Iranian.
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in the West and Northwest; Pontus and Cappadocia in the center and North by the
mid-Third Century. Amid the six Syrian Wars fought between the Seleukids and
Ptolemaic Egypt, the Ptolemies for some time wrested away control of parts of the
Southwest, including Karia. Towards the end of the Third Century, ambitious
Macedonian kings campaigned in the Southwest and West. The island Republic of
Rhodes also maintained a small territory in Karia throughout the period, known as
the Rhodian Peraia. Seleukid authority would wane and reform, seeing heights
under Antiochos I, Antiochos I, and Seleukos Il from 281 to the mid-century, and
under Antiochos Il from around 220 to his defeat by Rome in 190/89. In 188, the
Treaty of Apamea, between Rome and Antiochos 111, banished the Seleukid kings
from Asia west of the Taurus Mountains. They would not return to Asia Minor.
The Romans proclaimed the Greeks of Asia Minor free from Seleukid oppression,
but the reality under Seleukid influence was much more complicated.

The Greek cities under Seleukid influence in Asia Minor had a long and
storied history. The Greek core of western Asia Minor was centered on lonia,
with Aeolis to the North and Doric settlements to the South, but by the Classical
Period, peripheral areas to the North, South, and Southeast were also Hellenizing.
By the end of the Classical Period, the cities of Karia, Mysia, and the Troad
largely governed themselves as poleis like the lonians and mainland Greeks.
Accordingly, their local languages and practices become displaced by those of the
Greeks. There was always a population of non-Greek agricultural serfs who
retained indigenous languages and traditions and populated the rural areas of

western Asia Minor. However, the abundant epigraphical evidence from these
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cities that is used in this investigation is all in Greek. And the citizen-population
of these cities was comprised of Greek speakers who considered the Greek poleis
of the west as peers.

The cities under consideration were Greek, and they were democracies. In
his campaigns, Alexander favored democracies over oligarchies and his
successors would continue this preference. Most cities probably were not radical
democracies, in the style of fifth century Athens, but the citizens assembly was
usually sovereign with popularly elected magistrates.?® The word demokratia
continued to hold a meaning that contrasted it with oligarchy and tyranny, and it
held a potent normative meaning as a popular and free form of government that
was to be maintained “at any price.”?* For the cities themselves and for the
philhellenic Hellenistic monarchs, upholding democracy in the Greek cities was a
tantamount goal in rhetoric and in practice. In the early Hellenistic Period, this
form of democracy was ascendant and its fundamental basis was citizenship, an

institution that had already developed for centuries in the Greek world.

Origins of Greek Citizenship

The issue of citizenship in the ancient world is pulled between two poles,
geographically and in time. One is the Classical Greek politeia on the Athenian
model and the other is the Roman civitas. This investigation centers on the Greek
cities of Western Asia Minor, polities with civic structures originating squarely in

the Classical polis. Even as the Roman Republic began to exert power east of the

23 Ma, 1999 p. 150; Weimer, Hellenistic Cities, p. 57.
24 Muller, Oligarchy and the Hellenistic City, p. 34.
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Adriatic, no significant convergence of Greek and Roman political institutions
would develop at least until the later Hellenistic Period.? Thus, as this project’s
scope is in and around the third century, the Greek notion of politeia anchors this
investigation. Whereas the Roman notion of civitas tended to denote civil rights,
the Greek politeia reflected both civil rights and a function in the civic
community. The word politeia does not only translate to citizenship, but reflects
the norms, procedures, and structures of the political system of the polis.

Josine Blok writes: “In the 430s BCE, a new abstract noun emerged,
politeia (Hdt. 9.34). It refers to the written rules and unwritten conventions
shaping a society, in particular its system of political authority. “The Greeks
conceived the polis and its politeia as an organic whole, because over the years a
politeia created the distinctive sociocultural climate of a polis.”?® In this framing,
the polis was a collective of its oikoi (households) along with the property of
those individuals, the state, and the gods.?” Men and women were citizens of the
polis, though with different rights and roles.?® Only adult men could participate in
the assembly or councils, for example.

Aristotle stated: “A citizen pure and simple is defined by nothing else so
much as by the right to participate (metechein) in judicial functions (krisis) and in
office (arche).”?® In other words, Aristotle defined citizenship in a Greek polis in

terms of function. The central role of a citizen was the “dual participation” in the

2 Gruen, 1984 for the interaction of Hellenistic and Roman institutions, with a particular focus on
diplomacy. The Romans would adopt some Hellenistic diplomatic practices, but civic institutions
did not converge.

26 Blok, “Citizenship, the Citizen Body, the Assemblies”, p. 163.

27 |bid, p. 164.

28 |bid, 166.

2 Avrist. Politics 3.1275
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courts and in the arche, the function of office that includes participation in the
assembly, council, and magistracies of the polis.®® These are political rights
associated with participation in the political institutions of the polis, rather than
civil or economic rights. Again, this serves as a contrast to the Roman concept of
citizenship, civitas, which was more closely associated with civil rights.

There were civil rights associated with the Greek politeia, though. There
was a fairly clear set of rights that citizens held in the Hellenistic polis. They
included the right to own a house and land (enktesis ges kai oikias), the right to
import and export (eisagoge and exagoge), grazing rights (epinomia), and the
right to marry other citizens (epigamia). This list is not comprehensive, but these
rights are fundamental to the concept of the politeia across city-states. The right
of land-ownership is a principal concern of this investigation. If the polis was
made up of the households and property of its citizens, land-ownership in the
territory of a city-state would be the exclusive domain of citizens.3* Aperghis
writes that for the polis and its chora (land), “a long tradition made it the absolute
property of its citizens.””32 Muller, on the other hand, finds that cities could grant
many of the “fragments” that constituted citizenship without formally granting
politeia.3® Muller does not reach a definitive conclusion about exactly what rights

a citizen always had or what rights were always the domain of citizens, instead

30 Muller, Deconstructing Politeia, 540

3L Ibid.

32 Aperghis, 2004, p. 88

33 This is one of the main points of Miller, Deconstructing Politeia
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finding that the meaning of politeia in Hellenistic epigraphical sources was
inconsistent and often ambiguous.3*

Though more prominent in the Archaic and Classical Periods, there was
also a fundamental military dimension to citizenship in the Hellenistic Period. It is
theorized that some of the more democratic elements of the Greek polis developed
as a result of the Greek style of warfare—the middle-class hoplites demanded
representation, as did the rowers of Classical Athens.*® Hellenistic poleis fought
one another and maintained citizen militias as they had in earlier periods.® The
grand armies of the kingdoms dominated events at a high level, but locally, these
cities still relied on their citizens for military force. The institution of the ephebia
was fully developed by the Hellenistic Period and trained citizens to be soldiers.*’
Consequently, there was an incentive for cities to enlarge their citizen populations
in the interest of defense.

Membership in the polis was also holy and steeped in tradition. Blok
writes that at the core of the heritage of polis membership was a “covenant with
the gods.”® Her words on this heritage are worth including:*

Mythical narratives about the origins of the polis created the identity of the
present population as the legitimate heirs of the ancestors and legitimized
real descent as a condition of polis membership in the present, expressed
in the ethnikon... descent thus became the criterion of belonging to a polis
and its subgroups.

34 Muller, Deconstructing Politeia, 549.

3 Victor Davis Hanson’s The Western Way of War, 1989 offers the classic theory for this idea;
and Hanson, The

Other Greeks, 1995.

3 See John Ma, “Fighting Poleis of the Hellenistic World. In Van Wees, Hans (Ed), War and
Violence in Ancient Greece. London: Classical Press of Wales, 2000.

37 Wiemer Hellenistic Cities, 61.

3% Blok, 165.

%9 Ibid.
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She adds that “Fundamental revisions of the polis body... were again cast
in terms of descent.”*® Kinship and Greekness were central to a notion of
citizenship. Fundamentally, citizenship was a hereditary thing, and any alterations
of a citizen body needed to reflect a kinship relation. Most citizens of a polis
would have been born into their citizenship, and qualified by having one or both
native parents, depending on the city.*! Granting citizenship to a foreigner was
akin to adopting them into a common heritage.*? When circumstance demanded
the expansion of the citizen body, invoking shared kinship between peoples could
appeal to the hereditary nature of citizenship. In some cases, cities could reference
a colonial relationship, where the people of a colony were supposedly descended
from the people of a mother city. Particular to Asia Minor, many cities on the
Aegean coast claimed shared kinship with the cities of Crete, with references to
mythological heroes and the thalassocracy of the legendary King Minos.*?
Colonial relationships often delved into mytho-history, but when no colonial
relationship existed, cities could just as easily reference a shared kinship through
mythological heroes or simply the gods. Kinship and citizenship and the
relationship of kinship and diplomacy often worked in tandem, as shared kinship

justified warm diplomatic relations and shared (potential) citizenship.**

0 1bid.

#1 See Pericles’ citizenship law from Classical Athens, which documents this typical requirement.
42 Blok, p. 166.

43 Jones, Kinship Diplomacy in the Ancient World, 1999 p. 60.

4 See Jones, 1999.
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In a similar way, the notion of being a peer in a world of Greek poleis was
also an essential qualifier of citizenship. The Greek communities of the
Hellenistic Period saw themselves as connected through kinship relations, but this
often acted more as a justification for expansions of citizenship rather than a
tangible qualifier. Whether explicit or implicit, membership in the world of the
poleis was often essential. Exceptions exist, for example where Smyrna grants
politeia to a group of Persian military settlers, but they are far from the norm.*
When a city grants citizenship to an individual, a Greek ethnikon, or ethnic
demonym, is almost always given that places individuals into this system. At
other times Greekness is more explicitly required. Aside from a degree of ancient
prejudice, there is a logic to accepting into citizenship the citizens of other poleis,
which often shared political institutions and an ideology of civic pride.*® There is
a helpful framework here known as “peer polities”. It is an international relations
theory whereby politically similar states interact with one another on an
ideologically level playing field.*” This notion of Greekness fits with the idea of
the poleis of the Hellenistic World acted as “peer polities.” This framework is

helpful for understanding diplomatic uses of citizenship.

Collective Grants

The use of collective grants of citizenship status reached its height in the

Hellenistic Period. Muller uses the term politography for the mass-registration of

4 1.Smyrn. 573, explored in Chapter 2

46 Ma, 1999, p. 208. Menestratos is “a citizen and the son of a citizen.” This idea is visited in
Chapter 4.

47 See Ma, John. “Peer Polity Interactions in the Hellenistic Age,” 2003.
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new citizens.*® Two forms of collective citizenship grants, isopoliteia and
sympoliteia are highly relevant to this investigation. Muller offers clear
definitions for isopoliteia and sympoliteia: “Isopoliteia was the reciprocal or
unilateral granting of citizenship by a Greek community to all the members of
another community through a decree or a treaty. Sympoliteia was the merging of
one or more civic bodies, which led to the creation of a shared citizenship.”*® As
collective forms of citizenship, these grants are agreed, or decreed, between
states, or in rarer cases between states and some other group of individuals. Both
institutions, in their Hellenistic forms, are treated in modern scholarship.
However, there remain major questions about the varying nature of their use and
impact.

Isopoliteia is the more difficult institution to understand for modern
scholars. Isopoliteia agreements are between poleis, granted from one community
of citizens to another. Sara Saba, who has composed the most recent work
devoted to isopoliteia, employs the term “potential citizenship” when describing
the institution, using both terms interchangeably. She also sees isopoliteia as a
primarily diplomatic tool, and as more of a means towards warming relations
rather than an end in itself. In that way it is a supplemental, and somewhat
symbolic, element of treaties, used to reinforce peace or other Hellenistic
diplomatic institutions such as asylia, a term for territorial inviolability sought by

numerous Hellenistic poleis.

48 Muller, Deconstructing Politeia, p. 548.
49 Muller, Deconstructing Politeia, p. 536 (in footnote).
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Agreements of isopoliteia, though, could be quite specific in their
procedures for enactment and usually included grants that could be disconnected
from pure citizenship. It seems implausible that grants of potential citizenship
were only symbolic in nature, and many scholars take the stipulations of an
isopoliteia at face value. At one extreme, a literal reading from modern eyes of
certain isopoliteia grants could suggest the existence of dual citizenship and free
movement for those granted potential citizenship.® A middle ground seems fair.
Cities could grant actual citizenship to individuals from poleis who held
isopoliteia status, but they could do the same for other individuals too. It is
helpful to consider the status as “potential citizen,” rather than “citizen,” for an
individual granted isopoliteia. A grant of potential citizenship probably helped
recipient individuals receive citizenship, but potential citizens had to activate their
citizenship on an individual basis by enrolling in the citizen rolls. Other grants
that were connected to isopoliteia, for example import-export rights and perhaps
sometimes land ownership rights, could plausibly have also been used without
becoming an enrolled citizen.>*

One should be wary of any notion of dual citizenship between poleis.
Granted, individuals could simultaneously enjoy citizenship in a polis and in a
Federal League. In some cases, individuals could also enjoy a sort of quasi-dual

citizenship, holding some of the component rights or privileges of citizens in a

%0 See, for example, J.K. Davies, “The Polis Transformed and Revitalzied” in The Cambridge
Ancient History Vol. VII, p. 309, who speaks of potential dual citizenship and more permeable
boundaries between poleis.

51 On the possibility of granting rights that made up citizenship, see Miiller, Christel.
“(De)Constructing Politeia...”, 2014.
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polis that was not their home.> But isopoliteia probably did not open the door to
individuals acting as citizens of multiple cities simultaneously in the early
Hellenistic Period. A citizen of one polis could hold potential citizenship in
another, but he could probably not activate his potential citizenship and remain a
citizen in his city of origin. Picard states that a practice of multiple citizenship
would “assume a complete severing of all ties with the former country.”>?
Development of multiple citizenship in federal leagues and constituent poleis may
have “laid the groundwork™ for later developments that look more like dual
citizenship in peer poleis, but even Muller, who is somewhat skeptical of
scholars’ rejection of the possibility of dual citizenship in the Hellenistic Period,
does not claim it could have existed in the early Hellenistic Period, which forms
the scope of this investigation.>*

Whereas cities used isopoliteia as a diplomatic tool with a basis in
citizenship, sympoliteia usually had territorial and geopolitical concerns and
effects for the parties involved. It is a more direct form of “politography.”*® The
term overlaps with synoikismos, the joining of adjacent settlements or the
resettlement of nearby people. An act of sympoliteia can be an act of synoekismos,

but a treaty of sympoliteia emphasizes the political arrangements and common

citizenship of a union. Synoecism is attested in the Classical Period, as

52 Muller, Deconstructing Politeia.

%3 Muller, Deconstructing Politeia, p. 543 cites Olivier Picard, “De la citoyenneté classique a la
citoyenneté d’époque romaine : essai de conclusion,” in Patrie d’origine et patries électives. Les
citoyennetés multiples dans le

monde grec d’époque romaine, ed. Anna Heller and Anne-Valerie Pont (Bordeaux: Ausonius,
2012), p. 341.

54 Muller, Deconstructing Politeia, p. 543.

55 Again, the term Muller uses for large-scale citizenship grants Muller, Deconstructing Politeia,
p. 548.
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neighboring poleis joined together, sometimes creating a unified urban center as
well.

In the Hellenistic Period, though, the poleis used the institution in two
predominant ways. On the mainland, the Achaeans and Aetolians expanded their
federal leagues through treaties of sympoliteia with new member cities.*® The
political institutions of the federal leagues and the existence of a federal
citizenship is greatly interesting, but outside the scope of this investigation. In
Asia Minor, through the institution of sympoliteia or synoikismos, the great cities
of coastal Asia Minor subsumed many of the tiny poleis that inhabited the coast
and river valleys.>” Sometimes the kings initiated sympoliteia, but usually it was
the city-states acting in their local interests. A treaty of sympoliteia created a
shared citizenship, usually with a senior partner absorbing a lesser group into its
citizenship and annexing its territory. Expanding a city’s population and territory
is largely motivated by geopolitical factors, but treaties of sympoliteia must
consider deeply the issue of citizenship in the reformed poleis that they create.
Each instance of sympoliteia reflects unique local circumstances, but this

investigation will begin by exploring cases in Miletos, Smyrna, and Teos.

% The Aetolians used isopoliteia as well to grant their Federal citizenship to foreigners, but this
was not the same process as the sympoliteia used to actually expand the League.
57 Reger, 145 quoting Robert and Robert, 1976 p. 174-5.
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Miletos, Smyrna, and Teos: Sympoliteia

[Thales of Miletos] advised that the lonians have one place of deliberation, and
that it be in Teos (for that was the center of lonia), and that the other cities be
considered no more than demes. (Hdt. 1.170.3)

When the Persian General Harpagus set out to conquer the lonian Greeks
in the 540s, Thales of Miletos had the idea to unify the lonian cities into one state
with common institutions. This process was not identical to the sympoliteiai of the
Hellenistic Period, but the Greeks of the region had been familiar with the idea of
political consolidation in the face of a changing geopolitical environment since
the Archaic Period.

The cities of lonia boasted legendary pasts and a Greekness as strong and
ancient as the settlements of the Greek mainland. Miletos, Smyrna, and Teos are
three settlements that sit on the Aegean coast of Asia Minor and boast prestigious
Ionian pedigrees. Archaic and Classical Miletos, the “Ornament of lonia,” was
responsible for the foundation of countless colonies across the Black Sea region.
Smyrna claimed the epic poet Homer as its most famous resident, who supposedly
inhabited the city in its Archaic past. These cities all played prominent roles in the
lonian revolt against the Achaemenid Persian Empire at the beginning of the fifth
century. During the Hellenistic Period, these cities maintained their existence as
independently acting Greek poleis, albeit under the influence of the Antigonid,
Ptolemaic, and Seleukid kings. These kingdoms often contested supremacy in the
lands of western Asia Minor during the third century. In navigating this volatile
international environment, one tool these cities used to maintain power and

security was the control of their citizenship, particularly through collective grants
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of citizenship. Miletos and Smyrna serve as model cases for agreements of
locally-initiated sympoliteia. Teos provides a special case where sympoliteia was
decreed from above.

Teos and Lebedos were neighboring lonian cities. In that late third
century, the successor King Antigonos I controlled the region of lonia and
attempted to join the two cities in sympoliteia. The act is best known from two
letters of King Antigonos to the Teians, found inscribed at Teos. The inscriptions
date between 306 and 302, slightly outside the scope of this investigation.
Nonetheless, the event described in the text serves as an example that contrasts
with the other instances of sympoliteia explored below. In the case of Teos and
Lebedos, King Antigonos commanded the cities to join. Ultimately the
sympoliteia failed after a coalition of other successors defeated Antigonos at Ipsos
in 301. Without Antigonid authority, the cities were left a choice, and chose to
maintain their separate citizenships. Selections of two of the letters follow:

Inscription 1: Teos and Lebedos®®

We thought it best that a building lot [be given] to each of the L[ebedians] among

you equal to that which he leaves behind in Lebedos. Until the new houses are

built, houses [are to be furnished to all] the Lebedians without charge: if the
present city remains, one-[third of the] existing houses; if it is necessary to tear
down the present city, half of the existing houses [are to be left], and of these

one-third are to be given [to the Lebedians] and you are to have two-thirds; if a

certain part of the city is torn down and the remaining houses [are enough] to

receive both you and the Lebedians, [the] third part of these] are to be given to
the Leb[edians]; . . .

As to the proxenoi of the city of Lebedos or those benefactors who possess
[citizenship] or some other grant or honor from the Lebedians, (we thought it

%8 Derow, The Hellenistic World from Alexander to the Roman Conquest, Source No. 7. Greek text
of each inscription is included in the Appendix, matched by inscription number.
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right) [that they have the same among] you, and that their names be inscribed
within a year in the place where your proxenoi [and benefactors are] inscribed.

This makes clear that Antigonos intended Teos and Lebedos to merge
politically. Additionally, it seems that many of the Lebedians were supposed to
move to Teos, given the provisions for building housing in Teos and leaving

dwellings behind in Lebedos.

King Antigonus to the boule and the demos of the Teans, greeting. When we
[before studied] how the synoecism might be completed most quickly, we did not
see from what source the [necessary] money would come [for you] to be able [to
give immediately] to the Lebedians the value of their houses, because the amount
arising from the revenues comes in over a [rather long] period of time. [When we
received] your envoys and those from the Lebedians and asked [them if they had
any] expedient to suggest to us, and they said they had none except taxation,
examining [their proposals] we find that only your wealthiest citizens have
always advanced the property taxes. [It seems good to us, then] that there should
be six hundred (designated as) wealthy, [and that these] should advance money in
proportion to their property, so that there may be [for the Lebedians] one-fourth
of the compensation available at once, and that repayment be made to these men
first, after an interval [of a year) from the revenues [of the city] all of them being
appropriated for this purpose.® ...

In comparison to other relevant inscriptions, the details of these letters do
not give a great deal of information about citizenship. This documents
geopolitical landscaping by the Macedonian warlord Antigonos. There are aspects
of great interest to law, economy, and settlement patterns, but the main effect is
straightforward. The Lebedian polis is to vanish and become a part of Teos.

Likely, Antigonos forced the Lebedians to leave their city and move to Teos.®®

59 http://www.columbia.edu/itc/classics/bagnall/3995/readings/b-d2-1b.htm
%0 Ibid.
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For them, the sympoliteia does not preserve self-identity or citizenship in their
polis.

There is no known instance of the Seleukids being so heavy handed in
forcing the merging and resettlement of Greek city-states. Cases in the third
century were more successful than the sympoliteia of Teos and Lebedos. The
institution still usually had pressing geopolitical purposes for its use. However,
when sympoliteia was by the initiative of the poleis, rather than that of the king,
the merging cities could be more mindful of self-identity and local civic
institutions like citizenship. The example of Teos and Lebedos serves as a
contrast for the third century examples that follow. The first sees Smyrna absorb a

nearby city and a group of military settlers.

Smyrna, Magnesia, and the Katoikoi

The dossier of three Smyrnaean inscriptions that follows presents a
Hellenistic grant of citizenship that contrasts deeply with grants of isopoliteia and
directly involves the Seleukid King Seleukos Il. The context of this inscription is
vital to understanding this mass grant of citizenship. The treaty follows the Third
Syrian War, fought between the Seleukid and Ptolemaic kingdoms in the 240s.
Seleukid royal involvement in the series of events described in this inscription is
clear. The text invokes the name of Seleukos and his alliance with Smyrna
numerous times. Evidently, Smyrna stayed loyal to the victorious Seleukos I,
who allowed or encouraged Smyrna to absorb into itself the citizens of Magnesia-

on-Sipylus, which had remained loyal to Ptolemy I1l. This is an instance of
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sympoliteia, or the merging of citizenship between poleis, but other individuals
are also involved. In this case of sympoliteia, two parties of the agreement are
poleis, but the citizenship grant also involves a group of individuals who were
citizens of neither city beforehand. For Seleukos, this act rewarded an ally and
reinforced his influence in Western Asia Minor. The fortress and garrison at Old
Magnesia and the allegiance of the military settlers may have been a particularly
enticing prize for the King.

The following series of inscriptions is split into three sections:

Inscription 2: Smyrna and Magnesia (Sip)®*

A:

...Whereas previously, at the time when King Seleucus crossed over into
Seleukis, when many and great perils beset our city and territory, the demos
maintained its good-will and friendship toward him, not terrified at the attack of
the enemy nor caring about the destruction of its property, but reckoning
everything to be secondary to standing by its policy and to supporting his state to
the best of its ability, as has been its way from the beginning; wherefore King
Seleucus too, being disposed piously toward the gods and lovingly toward his
parents, being magnanimous and knowing how to return gratitude to those who
benefit him, honored our city, both on account of the good-will of the demos and
the zeal which it evinced for his state and on account of the fact that his father the
god Antiochus and the mother of his father the goddess Stratonike are established
among us and honored with substantial honors by the people in common and by
each of the citizens individually, and he confirmed for the demos its autonomy
and democracy, and he wrote to the kings and the dynasts and the cities and the
leagues, asking that the temple of Aphrodite Stratonikis be (recognized as)
inviolable and our city (as) sacred and inviolable...

(Continued below...)

This section is all praise and honors for King Seleukos. It does not contain
any details about the logistics of the coming sympoliteia, but it provides critical

framing. Seleukos is ascendant and any actions taken by the Smyrnaeans is

51 Found at http://www.columbia.edu/itc/classics/bagnall/3995/readings/b-d2-1c.htm

32



supervised, if not guided, by his wishes. The King’s confirmation “for the demos
and its autonomy and democracy” essentially validates his control over the city,
and his assistance with the Temple of Aphrodite Stratonikis demonstrates that
Smyrna was in Seleukos’ favor.®?

Smyrna’s absorption of Magnesia was, at least in part, directed from
above by the Seleukid king. Reger distinguishes sympoliteia instances that were
the product of local initiative from those related to royal initiative, seeing the
former as more amenable to both parties, while royal direction tended to create
agreements that were forceful and unstable.®® As John Ma states, in some
instances, “the expressions ‘synoikism,’ ‘sympoliteia’ should not obscure the
violence of the process.”® On the other hand, in their work L. and J. Robert stress
the preservation of local identity in many sympoliteia agreements that they
encounter.®® The language of this Smyrnaean decree is not the explicit language
of violence, but local identity is not preserved. The impact of Seleukid and
Smyrnaean force is understood. The Seleukid incentives to hold the fortress of
Old Magnesia, reward its ally, and attract military settlers to its side after the

Third Syrian War are clear enough. The implications for Smyrna and Magnesia of

a forceful combining of citizenship are more relevant to this investigation.

On the following terms the Smyrnaeans (on the one side) and (on the other) the
katoikoi in Magnesia, both the cavalry and the infantry in the city, and [those] in
open camp and the other inhabitants concluded the (treaty of) friendship, and the
Smyrnaeans gave citizenship to the katoikoi in Magnesia, the cavalry and

52 On the theory of Seleukid control over subject cities in Asia Minor, see Ma, 1999 Ch. 3.
8 Reger, Sympoliteia.

8 Ma, Fighting Poleis in the Hellenistic World

% Reger, Sympoliteia.
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infantry in the city, and to those in open camp and to the (others who] live in the
city, on the condition that those in Magnesia preserve with all zeal for all time for
King Seleucus the alliance and good-will toward the affairs of King Seleucus,
and that they return to King Seleucus as much as they have received from King
Seleucus, after guarding (it) to the extent of their ability. They shall be citizens
with the Smyrnaeans according to the laws of the city, without faction and
reckoning the same as enemy and friend as the Smyrnaeans. Those in Magnesia
shall swear to the Smyrnaeans and the Smyrnaeans to those in Magnesia, each of
them the oath written below in the agreement. When the oaths have been carried
out, let all the accusations that arose in the course of the war be done away with,
and let it not be possible for either side to bring accusations about what happened
during the war either through a court case or in any other way at all; otherwise,
let every accusation brought be invalid. Citizenship in Smyrna, on equal terms
and the same as for the other citizens, is to be given to the katoikoi in Magnesia,
the cavalry and infantry in the city, and to those in open camp. Citizenship is
likewise to be given to the others [who] live in Magnesia, as many as may be free
and Greeks.

Here the Smyrnaeans agree to extend their citizenship to the Magnesians
and the military settlers in Magnesia. This section specifies who is to receive
citizenship in Smyrna and requests peace among the newly formed citizen body.
Since the katoikoi in Magnesia are listed separately from the cavalry and infantry
of the city and the other free Greeks in Magnesia, it seems likely that the katoikoli
were not citizens of Magnesia. It is also notable that for those others who live in
Magnesia, the qualifier for them receiving Smyrnaean citizenship is not
Magnesian citizenship, but being free and Greek. Magnesian citizens would
already meet this requirement, but this could also include any foreigners in the
city, as long as they were originally Greeks. This may align with the geopolitical
motives of the treaty for Smyrna, a city attempting to increase its citizen body in

an unconventional way. Still, though, the requirement of Greekness is prominent.

Prodecure:

Let those who are secretaries of the (military) divisions deliver to the demos the
registers of the cavalry and infantry in Magnesia, both those in the city and those
in open camp, and (let) the men appointed by the katoikoi in Magnesia (deliver to
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the demos) the list of the other inhabitants. When the secretaries provide the
registers and the appointed men the list of the other inhabitants, let the exetastai
have them swear on oath at the metroon over freshly sacrificed victims, [the]
secretaries that they have from the best motive brought the list of the katoikoi
really with them, cavalry and infantry, [both those] drawn up [in the city and
those in] open camp; the men who bring the list of the [other inhabitants, that
they have from the best motive brought the list of those who] live in Magnesia
and who are really free and Greeks. Let [the] exetastai hand over the [lists] that
have been brought to the record-keeper of the boule and the demos, and let him
deposit (them) in the public archive. Let the exetastai assign all the names that
have been brought to tribes by lot and enter them in the allotment-lists, and let
those entered in the allotment-lists share in everything in which the other citizens
share. Let the enrolled citizens use the laws of the Smyrnaeans in contract and
injury cases involving Smyrnaeans, even in Magnesia. And let them accept also
in Magnesia the coin of the city as legal. And let those in Magnesia receive the
magistrate whom the demos may send to have control of the keys and to be in
charge of the protection of the city and to preserve the city for King Seleucus. ...

Here is a specific procedure for deciding who is to become a Smyrnaean
and general instructions on how they will be integrated into the synoecized polis.
The process whereby the representatives of the katoikoi provide a list of eligible
individuals acts to audit the individuals who will be joining in Smyrnaean
citizenship. While again, this does not specify that all must be former Magnesian
citizens, it does demonstrate that Smyrna was not content to expand its citizenship
to anybody. The procedure whereby those named individuals are entered into
tribes by lot and the granting to the new citizens of a “share in everything in
which the other citizens share” served to guarantee the equality of the new
citizens to the original Smyrnaeans. The random tribe-allotment even suggests an
elimination of Magnesian identity within the polis—other cases, shown below, do
preserve local identity in political institutions. Within this arrangement, it does
not appear that any sort of Magnesian citizenship remained after the sympoliteia.
Though, clearly, people remained in Magnesia.

Magnesian Oath
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The katoikoi of Magnesia, both the cavalry and the infantry in the city, and those
in open camp, and the others who are being enrolled in the state are to swear the
following oath: “I swear by Zeus, Ge, Helios, Ares, Athena Areia and the
Tauropolos, and the Sipylene Mother, and Apollo in Pandoi, and all the other
gods and goddesses, and the fortune of King Seleucus: I shall abide by the
agreements which I conclude with the Smyrnaeans for all time; and | shall
preserve the alliance and good-will toward King Seleucus and the city of the
Smyrnaeans; and | shall preserve what | have received from King Seleucus to the
extent of my ability and shall return (it) to King Seleucus; and | shall transgress
nothing of what is in the agreement, nor shall | change for the worse the things
written in it, in any way or on any pretext whatsoever; and I shall be a citizen,
with concord and without faction, according to the laws of the Smyrnaeans and
the decrees of the demos, and I shall join in preserving the autonomy and the
democracy, and the other things which have been granted to the Smyrnaeans by
King Seleucus, with all zeal and at all times, and | shall not wrong any one of
them, nor shall I allow another (to do so), to the extent of my ability; and if |
perceive anyone plotting against the city, or the territories of the city, or seeking
to subvert the democracy or the isonomia, | shall reveal (this) to the demos of the
Smyrnaeans and shall go to its aid, contending with all zeal, and shall not desert
it, to the extent of my ability. May it be well for me if | abide by this oath, but if |
break it may there be ruin for myself and for the family sprung from me.”

Smyrnaean Oath

The Smyrnaeans are to swear to those from Magnesia the following oath: “I
swear by Zeus, Ge, Helios, Ares, Athena Areia, and the Tauropolos, and the
Sipylene Mother, and Aphrodite Stratonikis, and all the other gods and
goddesses: | shall abide for all time by the treaty which we have concluded with
the katoikoi [in] Magnesia, the cavalry and infantry in the city, and those in open
camp and the others who are being enrolled in the state, transgressing nothing of
what is in the agreement nor changing for the worse the things written in it, by no
device and on no pretext whatsoever. And | shall bear good-will both toward
King Seleucus and toward the katoikoi in Magnesia, those in the city and those in
open camp, and (toward) the others who live [in] Magnesia, as many as are free
and Greeks, and | shall make them all citizens, (them) and their descendants, on
equal terms and the same as for the other citizens, and assigning them by lot to
tribes | shall enter them in the one each may draw by lot, and I shall not wrong
any one of them nor shall | allow another (to do so), to the extent of my ability.
And if | perceive anyone plotting against them or their descendants or their
property, | shall reveal this as quickly as | can, and shall lend support with zeal.
And | shall give them the right to share in the magistracies and the other public
affairs of the city in which also the other citizens share. May it be well for me if |
abide by this oath, but if I do not may there be ruin for myself and the family
sprung from me.”...

The oaths that the Smyrnaeans and Magnesians swore reinforced civic
cohesion and allegiance to King Seleukos. In each section of this inscription, the
connection between allegiance to Seleukos and being a good citizen of Smyrna is
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strong and striking. Here, in the form of an oath for all parties to the treaty, the
words describe how a citizen of Smyrna, post-treaty, ought to act. For both
groups, the alliance with the King is named first. It is at least as important as the
words seeking domestic peace and unity. The strong influence of Seleukos
distorts the qualifiers for good citizenship. This is a powerful reminder of the
geopolitical motivations for this treaty, but it should not remove attention from
the details provided about a new Smyrnaean citizenship.

Ignoring Seleukos, the provisions about citizenship show a concern for
internal unity and concord among the new citizen body. This also suggests
concerns about a Magnesian desire to preserve self-identity within the polis. The
requests for the Magnesians to act without faction, not subvert the democracy, and
adhere to the laws as a Smyrnaean may reflect a worry that the Magnesians would
misbehave within Smyrna. From the unequal circumstances of this treaty, one can
already propose that the Magnesians were not fully content with joining Smyrna.
A desire to maintain a self-identity, or even to regain independence, may have
been strong. Self-identity and local citizenship are not the same, but here it is

clear that Smyrna saw the unity of its citizens, legally and in identity, as essential.

In contrast to more diplomatic agreements of isopoliteia, this sympoliteia
served as a more tangible instance of geopolitical landscaping by the Smyrnaeans.
While the katoikoi at Magnesia apparently sent ambassadors, for the Magnesians
the only advantage of this sympoliteia seems to be that it concluded a war in

which Magnesia had backed the losing side. Citizens of a polis granted isopoliteia
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may voluntarily apply for citizenship in the granting city, but the Magnesians and
the katioikoi seem to be enrolled as citizens of Smyrna by force of this treaty,
assuming they cooperate. Furthermore, this decree seemingly dismantles the
independent polis of Magnesia and the independence of its component
institutions. In Magnesia, Smyrnaean law is to be followed, a common coinage is
to be accepted, and a Smyrnaean magistrate is to govern. With its enactment,
Magnesian citizenship ceased to be the primary allegiance of the inhabitants of
that settlement, if it continued to exist at all.

Magnesian enrollment into the Smyrnaean citizen-body is conditional on
allegiance to King Seleukos. Further, an alliance with Seleukos is central to the
oath that all Magnesians must swear. This allegiance does not seem to be
voluntary, like the grant of citizenship itself. Citizenship is “given” by Smyrna,
but the gift could not be rejected. There is not an alternative presented to swearing
allegiance to Seleukos or to becoming a Smyrnaean citizen. Any notion that the
Magnesians could remain politically independent conflicts directly with the

Smyrnaean official sent to govern the new territory.

Along with Seleukos, Smyrna was the triumphant party to this treaty.
Nonetheless, the absorption of the Magnesians conditional on an alliance with
Seleukos represents a form of royal intrusion into the institution of citizenship, an
institution that was traditionally tightly controlled by the polis. Several instances
of royally initiated sympoliteia do exist, which are well treated in Gary Reger’s
work on sympoliteia. However, the royal initiative in these instances tend more

towards administrative restructuring in the royal interest rather than matters

38



dealing more specifically with polis citizenship. In the cases of sympoliteia
between Teos and Lebedos decreed by Antigonos I or the consolidation of the
cities of the Troad by Lysimachos, there existed some desire to form stronger
urban centers which could strengthen royal power and influence in the region.%®
This case presents a mix of local and royal initiative. Seleukos is rewarding and
strengthening an allied city by allowing it to coax a smaller, troublesome city into
sympoliteia. The case of Teos and Lebedos is more akin to geopolitical
landscaping by a strong king. Nonetheless, Seleukos’ presence is abundantly clear
from the inscription and Smyrna probably could not have done this without that
presence. Under the influence or direction of the Seleukid king, Smyrnaean
citizenship is dramatically expanded, even to non-Greeks, and Magnesian
citizenship may cease to exist.

It is possible to consider such changes of citizenship as merely the
institutional reaction of Smyrna to the military victories of Seleukos Il. Other
provisions may suggest greater royal influence in the area. Particularly, the
stipulations involving which individuals are to be granted citizenship raise
questions. It is not only the free, Greek Magnesians. Rather, it is the katoikoi,
military settlers who had resided in Magnesia, including a group of Persians. As
stated, the separation from the free Magnesians suggests the katoikoi did not hold
Magnesian citizenship before the treaty, and the Persians holding citizenship
seems even less likely. Combined with the requirement of dual allegiance, to

Smyrna and to King Seleukos, this grant is atypical.

% Reger, 145; 155.
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The atypical nature may reflect Seleukid influence—perhaps Seleukos 11
saw a particular incentive in placating these military settlers and Persians through
a reward of citizenship. With a desire to maintain his footing in the region
following the Third Syrian War, the allegiance of these soldiers to him and their
integration into the civic institutions of an allied city strengthened the Seleukid
position on the Empire’s western frontier. But this does not explain exactly why
Smyrna offered citizenship. It seems possible that the Smyrnaeans could have
gained the allegiance of the katoikoi without granting them full political rights.
After all, they were not Magnesian citizens in the first place. As is also
demonstrated by a Milesian grant of citizenship to Cretan settlers, though, it
seems that obtaining citizenship was an attractive reward for military settlers, and
perhaps it was even more forceful when requesting a shift of allegiance to
Seleukos and to Smyrna. Further, granting citizenship established the military
settlers as a permanent presence that would strengthen the king and the city in the
long term. Citizenship tied these settlers to their new home city, to its defense,
and quite explicitly to the interests of its Seleukid ally. That Smyrna allowed this
expansion of its prized citizenship is a tangible result of Hellenistic international
politics.

A last section of this treaty provides even more detailed terms for the
Katoikoi and a group of Persians granted citizenship alongside them. It follows:

C. The Katoikoi in Particular

... In order that they might maintain the alliance and good-will of King Seleucus;
reckoning it to be necessary for the city to take over also the place Old Magnesia
and to make a guardpost with it, in order that, with this taken over as well, all the
important affairs might remain (solid) for King Seleucus, they (the demos) sent to
those living in the place and called upon them to choose friendship toward King
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Seleucus and to hand over the keys to the magistrate sent by the demos and to
accept the guard-force which will join with them in maintaining the place for
King Seleucus, promising that, if they do these things, they will have from the
city all the kindnesses and noble things; ...

... with good fortune, be it resolved that they are to be citizens and to have all the
same things the other citizens have, and that they are to have, free from the tithe,
their allotments, the two which the god and savior Antiochus, granted them and
about which Alexander has written; and if the territory, which the katoikoi who
were previously in Magnesia hold, is joined to our city, they are to have the three
allotments as a gift and are to keep their present freedom from taxes; and as
many of them as are without allotments, (resolved) for a cavalryman's allotment
to be given them from the (lands) located by the place; and Timon and the
infantry under Timon, who have been assigned from the phalanx to the guard-
force of the place, are to have citizenship and the same freedom from taxes
[which] also the others have, and they are to be in the place; and Omanes, and the
Persians under Omanes, and those sent from Smyrna to guard the place—
Menekles and those under him—are to have citizenship and the other kindnesses
which have been decreed also for the others from Magnesia, and the demos is to
take thought as to how the drink and food allowances, and as many other things
as used to be given to them from the royal treasury, may be given to them from
the royal treasury

The first clauses of this section emphasize the loyalty of the katoikoi, in
particular, to King Seleukos. The middle of this section discusses land-related
privileges of the katoikoi. Vitally, it reveals that the land of the katoikoi could be
“joined to our city.” Presumably, these military settlers held land outside of
Magnesian territory. Perhaps they worked nearby plots of Seleukid royal land,
since they served the Seleukid king.®” If they had occupied Magnesian land, it
would make little sense to separately discuss the prospect of joining their plots to
Smyrna; the annexation of Magnesian territory was a certainty in the sympoliteia.
Holding Magnesian land would have also probably made the katoikoi Magnesian
citizens, which does not seem to be the case. As discussed above, the property of
citizens, the cults, and the state formed the territory of the polis. Upon becoming

citizens of Smyrna, though, the land of the katoikoi became property of citizens,

57 See Aperghis, 2004, Ch. 6.
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and became outlying territory joined to Smyrna. Later in this investigation, a
related question appears concerning a Seleukid grant of land to a royal official

that is joined to Ilion.

The last notable aspect of this section is a peculiarity: the inclusion of a
group of Persians in the citizenship grant. It is unique and runs contrary to
frequent references of Greekness as a qualifier for citizenship in a Greek polis.
Even in the second section of this inscription, there is a requirement for new
Smyrnaean citizens to be “free and Greek.” These Persians are an explicit
exception. These Persians, under a man named Omanes, are probably also
military settlers, like the other katoikoi granted citizenship. They are a remnant of
the legacy of the Achaemenid Persian Empire, which controlled the Near-East
before Alexander’s conquests. Fingerson, in his article on the issue, states:
“Omanes and the Persians... reflect an earlier Achaemenid practice that was
adopted by Alexander and his successors and suggests that the Greco-Macedonian
sources of manpower had been exhausted by the middle of the 3" century.”5®

Persian elites and soldiers remained in the former Persian satrapies and
Iranian influence remained potent even in the Seleukid court.®® Even in Asia
Minor, where Greek influence was strongest, kingdoms arose that were heavily
influenced by Persian culture and royal tradition—Pontus, Armenia, and

Cappadocia.”® They may attest to a shortage of Greco-Macedonian soldiers in

% Fingerson, Persian Katoikoi, p. 120.
% See Seleukos I’s wife Apama, for example.
0 Fingerson, Persian Katoikoi.
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Asia, on whom the Seleukid kings traditionally relied.”* If there was going to be a
violation of a Greekness requirement for citizenship, at least there was the
consolation that the grantees were Persians, who also enjoyed prestige and
privilege in the Hellenistic Near-East. Nonetheless, these Persians likely had little
exposure to the political life of a Greek polis and integrating them into the civic
institutions of Smyrna probably posed a considerable difficulty. The offer of
citizenship to the Persians contradicts Classical and Hellenistic tradition. It was
possible only with the involvement of the Seleukid king that is abundantly evident
in this dossier of inscriptions. The Smyrnaeans remained in the good graces of
Seleukos Il and absorbed the territory of an entire other polis, but in return they
accepted an alteration to tradition and to their identity of citizens of a polis.

The issue of granting citizenship to military settlers is not unique to
Smyrna, though the grant within a sympoliteia decree is exceptional. Epigraphical
evidence also documents a grant of citizenship from Miletos to a group of Cretans
who are presumably military settlers. This investigation visits that grant in a later

section, but the city of Miletos also engaged in several agreements of sympoliteia.

Miletos and Pidasa

Miletos and the other lonian cities were within the reach of several
Hellenistic dynasts. After the settlement following the Battle of Corupedium in
281, the city, along with much of western Asia Minor, fell under the sway of the

Ptolemies.”? In 283/2 Antiochus | Soter was named Stephanephoros, the

L Fingerson, Persian Katoikoi.
2 Errington, 134
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eponymous magistrate of the city, in gratitude for ending the oppression of
Lysimachos in the city.”® By the 260s, during the Chremonidean War, a series of
inscriptions documents correspondence between Miletos and King Ptolemy 11.74
Its citizens were required to swear an oath of adherence to this alliance and the
city was granted privileges by the Ptolemaic king.” By the early 250s, though,
Antiochos Il Theos reasserted Seleukid influence in the city as he expelled the
tyrant Timarchos from the city after the tyrant aided a Ptolemaic rebel.”® Around
246, Seleukos Il granted the city numerous privileges and likely declared the city
free, citing its goodwill for his father Antiochus II and the dynasty’s reverence for
the Oracle of Apollo at Didyma within its territory.”” The city had developed a
warm relationship with the Seleukids by the late Third Century, but little is known
of Seleukid involvement in Miletos after Seleukos Il abandoned Asia Minor to
Antiochos Hierax during a Seleukid civil war.” This period of the 230’s to the
180’s gives us an exceptional wealth of inscriptions concerning Milesian
citizenship and diplomatic activity. The great-power warfare of the period
involved fighting in lonia, but Miletos was not known to be heavily involved.”

The city seems to have conducted an independent foreign policy that used its

8 Errington, 134; Milet | 3.122-128 http://www.attalus.org/docs/sigl/s322.html#B

4 Derow 21, Millet 1 3 139

75 1bid

8 Antiochus II apparently gained his epithet “Theos” from the Milesians for this deed. See Appian
Syr. 13.65; Justin, Epitome of Pompeius Trogus Prog. XXBI; OGIS 226
http://www.attalus.org/docs/ogis/s226.html

T Errington 133; OGIS 227 / Didyma 22 http://www.attalus.org/docs/rc/s22.html

8 Errington 134-5

9 See Eckstein, Rome Enters the Greek East, pp. 152-4 for the potential for Antigonid and
Ptolemaic influence in Miletos in the late third century.
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citizenship as one powerful tool, among many, to strengthen its power and
alliances.

Hellenistic Miletos expanded its power physically and diplomatically
through the use of collective citizenship grants. Diplomatically, the Milesians
enacted numerous isopoliteia agreements and territorially the Milesians expanded
the bounds of their polis with the institution of sympoliteia. It makes sense to
consider the motivations and practical impact of sympoliteia in a geopolitical
sense. The absorption of one polis into another involves power, military,
demographic, and diplomatic. Nonetheless, it is possible to discover details about
citizenship from the stipulations and local administration of a sympoliteia
agreement. Inscriptions and literary references reveal several sympoleteiai
involving Miletos as a senior partner, including one with the town of Pidasa.

Pidasa was located close to Miletos, though Pidasa was traditionally a
Karian settlement. About twenty miles to the Southeast, Pidasa was a minor polis
in a volatile region where Miletos was one of the strongest local actors. Scholars
have dated the sympoliteia agreement between Miletos and Pidasa to the years
188-186. This dating straddles the later edge of the scope of this investigation. In
190/89, an allied army under the Roman Consul Lucius Cornelius Scipio and
Pergamene King Eumenes Il had decisively defeated Antiochos Il at the Battle of
Magnesia. This pushed the Seleukid king out of Asia Minor, leaving a power
vacuum that the Roman allies would only partly fill. If anything, it was Rhodian

authority in Karia that the Pidaseans feared.®® Nonetheless, Seleukid authority had

80 Jeremy LaBuff, Polis Expansion... p. 99. Rhodes was allowed to expand its authority over much
of Karia after acting as an ally of Rome and Pergamon in the war with Antiochos.
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been banished from Asia Minor before, and the basic assumptions of the Eastern
Mediterranean environment were not yet dramatically different from the Third
Century.8! A climate of uncertainty, though, may have prompted the Pidaseans to
seek protection from Miletos.

Selections from the agreement follow:

Inscription 3: Miletos and Pidasa®?

With good fortune. When Pasikles was stephanephoros, in the month of
Anthesterion, the Milesians and Pidaseans agreed to and arranged the
following... [Milesian officials are named]

The Pidaseans shall be Milesian citizens, as well as their children and any of their
wives who are Pidaseans by birth or citizens of another Greek polis.

The men chosen by the Milesians shall produce a list of names in the council-
hall, and those who are named in the list shall have a share in the sacred rites and
offices and other things in which the rest of the Milesians have a share. (...
continued below)

This stipulates the admission of the Pidaseans into the Milesian citizen
body on an equal footing as the Milesians. One learns that some Pidaseans men
were married to non-Pidasean women. One also learns that Greekness was a
condition for the wives of Pidasean citizens for admission into Milesian
citizenship. Membership in the world of Greek poleis seems to be a common
condition for individual grants of citizenship, often simply denoted with a Greek
ethnic, but in this case the requirement is expressed explicitly. The grant of a
“share in the sacred rites and offices...” is similar to what is granted in an

isopoliteia agreement, but in a sympoliteia agreement these rights and privileges

81 For more information on the interstate environment of the Second Century Mediterranean, see
Eckstein, Rome Enters the Greek East, 2008 or Gruen, The Hellenistic World and the Coming of
Rome, 1984. Eckstein places the critical point in the rise of Rome in the East towards the year 170
upon its defeat of the Antigonid King Perseus.

82 |.Milet 3.149; translation at http://www.attalus.org/docs/other/inscr_107.html
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are actualized, rather than potential. What is conspicuously absent from this
section is an assignment of the Pidaseans to Milesian tribes, suggesting that the
Pidasean demos survived within the sympoliteia.® This is a significant concession
for the Pidaseans, since it preserves a community of Pidasean citizens and some
degree of self-identity. The inscription continues:

... The Milesians shall send to Pidasa a citizen chosen by lot as commander and
garrison soldiers, as many as seem to be sufficient, and they shall make sure that
the walls are maintained and remain in the land, and shall take care of the defense
of the city, as they deem beneficial. (... continued below)

This implies that the settlement at Pidasa is to remain occupied, if under
the protection of a Milesian garrison. The garrison and its Milesian commander
demonstrate full Milesian control of Pidasa and its former territory.

Of the exports which are produced in the territory of the Pidaseans, the olive oil

shall be exempt from the taxes that the Milesians enforce ... and when the

aforementioned time has passed, the Pidaseans shall pay the same taxes in

Miletos, just as the rest of the Milesians do. (... continued below)

The people of Miletos shall give dwellings for up to 390 beds to the Pidaseans
who have resided and have remained until now in Pidasa or its territory.

It may seem logical to assume that this means individuals would not
remain in Pidasa, but other provisions of the agreement make clear that some
Pidaseans did remain. An alternative reading is that this was another Milesian
concession to the Pidaseans: those Pidaseans who wanted to live in Miletos after
the sympoliteia would be housed.3* Others would remain in Pidasa.

The Pidaseans shall tend their existing property ... and when the aforementioned

time has passed, they shall pay the same taxes as the Milesians do. ...

The Pidaseans who will be enrolled shall be free from liturgies for ten years,
starting from the year when Philides is stephanephoros.

8 Jeremy LaBuff, Polis Expansion... p. 99.
8 This is the view of Jeremy LaBuff, Polis Expansion... p. 100.
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It shall be permitted for those Pidaseans, who will be enrolled in the citizenship
and who possess land in the territory of Euromos, to transport from the existing
wine harvest in their private property up to 1000 metrétai, from the month of
Poseideon during the year when Philides is stephanephoros, paying as tax a
chalkous for all time, after those who possess land in the territory of Euromos
have been recorded in the archive of the council.

The Milesians shall build a road passable for carts that leads from the territory of
Pidasa to loniapolis.

The Pidaseans who have been enrolled previously shall have a share in the same
things as all Pidaseans, except for the exemption from liturgies. (... continued
below)

This implies that there were some Pidaseans who had already received
Milesian citizenship. One can speculate whether these are migrants or individuals
who have been granted citizenship as an honor, but the removal of the liturgy
exemption for these individuals suggests migrants—there would be little reason to
cancel the exemption if they had not become established Milesian citizens. The
building of a road to the port of loniapolis is another indication that some of the
Pidaseans meant to remain in their city. It would be worthless to build the road if

the Pidaseans were going to abandon their settlement.

The other things set down in the decree, which was written about what is fitting
for the sympoliteia, shall be valid and they shall be fulfilled, just as has been
agreed on when the Pidaseans offered us their city, its territory, and the public
revenue from them.

The stephanephoros with the sacred herald shall administer an oath to the envoys
of the Pidaseans who have come, and to the prytaneis and the men chosen for the
protection of the city and the appointed councillors, using the following oath: "I
will forever abide by what has been agreed on and recorded, and | will not
transgress it by any device or contrivance nor will | tolerate anyone who does
transgress the arrangement, and if I learn that someone else has chosen to
transgress the agreements, | will not tolerate him as far as is in my power, but |
will expose him to the council and the people. This is the truth, by Hestia Boulaia
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and the other gods. And may I prosper if I should uphold my oath, but if I should
break my oath, may | be destroyed, together with my property."

The other Pidaseans who are resident and are of age shall also swear this same
oath in Pidasa, swearing in addition by the gods who inhabit their city.

Whoever does not abide by the things set down in this arrangement shall be
deemed unjust to the gods by whom they have sworn; and those not abiding by
the arrangement shall pay a fine of thirty talents to those who do abide by it.

For the purposes of this investigation, the relevant issue in this agreement
is the status and identity of the Pidaseans within their new sympoliteia. It seems
that, in return for agreeing to be effectively absorbed into Miletos peacefully, the
Pidaseans have drawn numerous concessions that preserve their identity and some
independent status as Pidaseans. The question of Pidasean citizenship within the
sympoliteia demonstrates how that institution was malleable but also highly
valuable and connected to civic pride. Forming a separate group within the
Milesian demos, the Pidaseans must have enjoyed some sub-citizenship within the
Milesian poleis after the sympoliteia. An immediately available comparison
would be the Federal Leagues, in which individuals could enjoy citizenship in
their own polis and a separate federal citizenship that gave rights in other federal
cities, but the Milesian polis was not a federal league and Pidasa was no longer a
self-governing polis.

Perhaps, a more apt comparison would be the local deme councils in the
Classical Athenian polis, in which local subdivisions of Attica governed
themselves within the larger city-state. Nonetheless, the result is a separate
identity and different sort of citizenship for the Pidaseans within a larger Miletos.
This type of arrangement is not guaranteed—in the more one-sided case of

Smyrna and Magnesia discussed above, the treaty merely places the new citizens
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into Smyrnaean tribes by lot. Pidasa was not powerless before Milesian authority,

so it could preserve some of its autonomy on more equal terms.

Miletos and Myus

In a rare case, a literary source presents an instance of sympoliteia, one
between Miletos and Myus. The event dates to the Third Century. Like Miletos,
Myus was an lonian polis. The Roman-era geographer Strabo mentions the
political union in passing in Book 14 of his Geography.® He reports that Miletos
incorporated Myus into itself on account of Myus’ sparse population.®® This quick
reference does not reveal anything remarkable about sympoliteia in Hellenistic
times, and the agreed-upon details of the merger have not survived. Whether
because of the silting of the Meander River delta or in a general move towards
consolidation in larger settlements, it must have made sense for both the
Milesians and Myesians to join Myus to the larger Milesian polis. For the
institution of citizenship, this sympoliteia is interesting because epigraphical
evidence for Myesian identity within the synoecized Milesian polis is available.

The inscription of interest documents the Myesians honoring an individual
named Apollonios Metrophanes, a Milesian official. The Myesians honor
Apollonios for dedicating silver to the temple of Apollo Termintheos.?” A
Milesian officials-list shows that Apollodoros son of Metrophanes was

stephanephoros, the city’s eponymous archon, in 212/11.88 The Myesian

8 Strabo, Geography 14.10

% Ibid.

87 Mack, 2015 p. 22; Syll 332.

8 Syll. 332 http://www.attalus.org/docs/sig1/s322.html
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inscription in question is dated to the same time. It honors Apollodoros, a
Milesian (presumably not a Myesian Milesian) without an ethnic. This is
abnormal for a city honoring a foreigner—in the vast number of honorary
inscriptions that survive from the Hellenistic Period a foreigner is always named
with his ethnikon. Omitting the ethnic is conspicuous and it implies that
Apollodoros is a citizen of the honoring community.®® Because of the sympoliteia
between Miletos and Myus, Apollodoros is not exactly a foreigner. The terms of
his honor in Myus, though, are not typical of an honor for a member of the local
community.®® In Gary Reger’s words: “as a Milesian, he is at once a fellow-
citizen and a foreigner.”%*

There are several other instances where ethnic demonyms are
conspicuously absent for honored individuals in poleis that have executed a
sympoliteia. In Karia, there was a sympoliteia enacted between the cities of
Mylasa and Olymos, where Mylasa essentially absorbed Olymos.®? Some of the
relevant inscriptions are unpublished, but Reger reports that decrees from the
Olymean demos after its mid-Third Century sympoliteia with Mylasa begin to
report the Mylasean eponymous archon at their beginning.®® He also reports that
the Olymean tribes were subsumed into Mylasean syngeneiai, a Mylasean civic

subdivision of citizens.®* The most striking feature of this sympoliteia, however, is

the persistence of an Olymean citizenship. Three Olymean decrees exist from the

8 Mack, 2015 p. 222.

% Ibid.

%1 Reger, 166-167. See also Mack, 2015 p. 222.
92 Reger, 165.

% Ibid; Reger cites 1.Mylasa 861 as an example.
% Ibid.
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period after the sympoliteia that grant citizenship to individuals whose names are
given, as in the case of Miletos and Myus, without an ethnic.® One inscription
references individuals “who have become Olymeans,” indicating that the
Olymean demos granted its citizenship somewhat regularly after the sympoliteia.®®
The Olymean citizens assembly (ekklesia) continued to meet and Olymos
continued to administer its temples.®” The citizens of the absorbed city continued
to maintain a separate identity.

The issue of self-identity is so relevant to cases of sympoliteia because
they oversaw the mass registration of new citizens in an already existing polis.
Sympoliteia was a tool that operated under extraordinary circumstances—wars or
royal directives for example—and made fundamental revisions to the structure of
a polis. Extraordinary circumstances and fundamental changes sometimes
demanded that poleis break with traditions related to citizenship. The institution
of isopoliteia, another form of collective citizenship grant, did not always
necessitate fundamental change to the citizen body, and often reflected the more

traditional nature of citizenship. The city of Miletos also used the institution of

isopoliteia extensively, along with sympoliteia.

% |.Mylasa 876 is one example.
% Reger, 167.
9 Ibid.
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Isopoliteia: Miletos and Potential Citizenship

Miletos

Numerous Hellenistic inscriptions from the lonian city of Miletos
concerning its isopoliteia with other poleis of Asia Minor and the Aegean are
particularly interesting to this investigation. This investigation will examine
treaties with the cities of Kios, Seleukia-Tralles, and a group of Cretan military
settlers, but others do exist. As explored above, Miletos used collective grants of
citizenship extensively in the Hellenistic Period. Acts of sympoliteia merged the
citizen bodies of other poleis into Miletos, while the acts of isopoliteia presented
below offer citizenship to groups of individuals on a potential basis. Several
Milesian inscriptions will follow in chronological order, dating from the second
half of the third century and early second century.

A treaty of isopoliteia between Miletos and Kios is the earliest of this
series. Kios was a Greek city in the region of Bithynia, located on the shores of
the Propontis 200 miles to the North and East of Miletos. Archaic Miletos
apparently founded Kios as a colony, making it one of the many poleis that called
Miletos its ‘Mother City.’% The inscription of isopoliteia is dated to 228 and
concerns Kian religious offerings and offers extension of Milesian citizenship to
those Kians who wished to gain it. A translated selection from the inscription

follows:

% This colonization is mentioned in the inscription below.
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Inscription 4: Miletos and Kios®

As they proposed: since the Kians, who are colonists of our city and have
maintained their friendship towards our people, have sent the hieropoioi
Nikandros and Philippides bearing a decree, in which they describe the wars that
have oppressed their territory and the expenses arising from these wars, they ask
to be relieved from donating the phialae, which they still owe to the god, as
many as possible ... and have explained the marks of kinship and the privileges
given in Kios both publicly to the city of Miletos and privately to those Milesians
who come there ...

For the future, the people think that the offerings to the gods should remain as
agreed by our ancestors. Citizenship shall be given to the Kians, as the hieropoioi
mentioned, so that the people may be seen even more to retain their kinship with
the Kians and to act in accordance with the policy of their ancestors. The
prytaneis shall take care that the privileges agreed by the people should be
granted to those Kians who choose to share in our citizenship; and the prytaneis
shall allot them to tribes, if the Kians testify in a decree that they are their
citizens. The people request that the Kians, recalling these privileges given to
them, should retain their piety towards the god and should enhance their kinship
with us even more, in accordance with the policy of their ancestors. For in that
way they will be even more sure to receive every kindness from the people, and
in no way will they be left lacking what is advantageous to them, just as
happened in previous times.

A Kkinship connection is vital to the close connection between the

Milesians and Kians. This connection provides justification for isopoliteia and

warm diplomatic relations between the communities. At least symbolically, it

allows Miletos to offer its citizenship to another city. Collective citizenship grants

often note preexisting kinship connections, as also shown between Miletos and

Crete or Miletos and Seleukia-Tralles.!® Before the isopoliteia grant is

introduced, the text emphasizes that, to the Milesians the Kians are “colonists of

9 |.Milet 3.141, translation from http://www.attalus.org/docs/other/inscr_108.html
100 This investigation visits both instances.
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our city.” 1% More directly relevant to citizenship, the Milesians state that the
grant will allow them to “retain their kinship with the Kians and to act in
accordance with the policy of their ancestors.” Later, the decree states that the
isopoliteia grant will “enhance” the kinship connection “even more.” This is an
ideological justification for an extension of citizenship. As citizenship was given
to the children of citizens, the Milesians may extend this idea to admit into their
citizenship the ancestors of the Milesians who colonized Kios in the Archaic past.
While the citizens of the Greek poleis rarely retained administrative
authority over colonies founded by their ancestors, the connection of kinship
could remain strong enough to ideologically qualify a colony for isopoliteia with
its mother-city. When no colonial relationship existed, references to Myth could
substitute, but the colonial relationship made it easier. There is no conclusive
evidence that colonies always held the right of potential citizenship in the mother-
city. If they did, there would be little sense in explicitly granting isopoliteia.'%?
Additionally, such an institutionalized international (potential) citizenship regime
would be quite out of place in the Hellenistic Period outside of the Federal
Leagues. Nonetheless, a kinship connection could provide a potent ideological
justification for a citizenship grant, even when geopolitical dynamics were more

often the practical motivator of events.

101 On obligations of the Kians to their mother-city of Miletus, see the rest of this inscription
concerning the Kian request to skip sending an offering of a silver bowl to the Sanctuary of Apollo
at Didyma due to the wars referenced earlier. See A.Chaniotis, "War in the Hellenistic World", p
122 for a discussion of this.

192 Thank you to Professor Hirsch for this extremely logical thought.
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At a surface level this inscription documents a unilateral decree of
isopoliteia by the Milesians for Kios, though Sara Saba argues that for the Kians,
the principal purpose of their diplomatic mission was relief from a religious
financial burden associated with the phialae, a donation sent to the temple of
Apollo in Didyma, a Panhellenic sanctuary controlled by Miletos.%® In this view,
the grant of potential citizenship is subordinate to the request for remission of the
phialae.'* Regardless of whether the grant was truly subordinate, the diplomatic
nature of the inscribed agreement is clear enough. Saba describes the clause
granting Milesian citizenship, in particular, as a “concession that would
compensate for any unsuccessful results of a mission by establishing an even
stronger tie between communities.”1% Indeed, the Milesians do not relieve the
Kians of their phialae obligation. It must “remain as agreed by our ancestors.”
Accordingly, the grant of isopoliteia does serve this purpose as compensation in
the form of a positive diplomatic gesture. This does not diminish the significance
of the grant of Milesian citizenship, but it does suggest that the primary intention
of the cities was not to establish a system of immigration from Kios to Miletos.
As an outcome of the Kian failure to extract the desired concession—relief from
phialae—though, the Milesians do make it easier for Kians to inhabit Miletos.

The clause requiring that individual Kians who wished to become
Milesian citizens obtain proof of their citizenship from Kios suggests that the

poleis did intend to create a process for immigration. A Kian may apply only “if

103 Saba 56-57
104 Saba 57
105 Saba 58

56



the Kians testify in a decree that they are their citizen.” This process is on a case-
by-case basis, though, and it would require a serious effort on the part of a Kian if
he or she hoped to emigrate. Gawantka has suggested that this provision existed in
order to deter Kians from migrating to Miletos, since they would, in effect, need
permission to emigrate from the body of Kian citizens.*® The warm relations
outlined in this inscription, however, do not suggest that the Kians would take
much issue if one of their citizens wanted to immigrate to closely-allied Miletos.
Either way, if the agreement made immigrating difficult for Kians, it was clearly
still possible.

While it does not force or necessarily encourage Kians to become
Milesians, there is a procedure described by which an individual Kian citizen may
become a Milesian citizen if he pleases. It is not the case in the reverse—the grant
is unilateral. A unilateral grant of isopoliteia is somewhat atypical, since usually
two cities grant potential citizenship to each other.'%” The immediate explanation
for the lack of reciprocation is the circumstance of the grant. Isopoliteia is a
consolation for the primary Kian request. A Kian grant of isopoliteia to the
Milesians does not serve a logical function within that dynamic. One could also
speculate about the colonial relationship between Miletos and Kios—perhaps
potential citizenship in the wealthy and powerful Miletos was more coveted than
in the smaller colony. This seems unlikely, since many reciprocal isopoliteia

agreements exist between cities of varying sizes.*’® Or perhaps as the mother city,

16 Saba, 57; See Gawantka 1975, p. 159, n. 148
107 See Saba or later cases of isopoliteia in this section.
108 Miletos and Seleukia-Tralles, for example.
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the Milesians already enjoyed privileges in Kios. While the decree does provide
details, the ambassadors reportedly mentioned “the marks of kinship and the
privileges given in Kios both publicly to the city of Miletos and privately to those
Milesians who come there.”

Given this diplomatic context, what did a grant of potential citizenship do
for a Kian in Miletos? From a surface-level read of a translated isopoliteia decree,
the institution may seem to grant Milesian citizenship to all Kians without strings
attached. Such a reading even suggests the possibility of dual citizenship between
poleis. From the inscription one can gather, at least, that the grant was only on a
case-by-case basis. It is very important to note the potentiality of isopoliteia. For
good reason, Saba calls the institution “potential citizenship.” Potential
citizenship is the only status shared by this grant. A Kian granted potential
citizenship by this decree holds a status as a potential citizen in Miletos, but he is
not a citizen of Miletos until he decides to actualize his potential citizenship. This
is the view of Saba. And in this view, to actualize potential citizenship would
have required that the individual perform whatever actions a naturalized
immigrant had to perform normally, probably including the revocation of one’s
old citizenship.

Of course, if actualized, Milesian citizenship offered immigrants a wide
array of rights and privileges. Exemption from Milesian taxes, the right to own
land in Milesian territory, the right to own a house in Miletos, and the right to
participate in its government are typically reserved for citizens. The procedures by

which Kios must confirm the citizenship of any Kians who desire Milesian
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citizenship, and by which the Milesian prytaneis allots those individuals a
Milesian tribe suggests that there was an expectation that some Kians would act
upon this grant. Perhaps amid a period of instability and violence in the region
surrounding Kios, the option to migrate to Miletos was particularly valuable.®
Nonetheless, promoting a large outflow of citizens from their city would be
nonsensical for the Kians. This was a time when Kios needed to strengthen itself,
and promoting outmigration would do the opposite. Further, the purpose of the
original Kian embassy was not to seek immigration rights. In this way, isopoliteia
was a diplomatic tool that both parties probably did not view as a means to
regulate immigration.

Nonetheless, the combination of the procedures outlined and this
understanding of the motives behind the grant of isopoliteia demonstrates the
value that Miletos and Kios held in regulating their citizen-bodies. It is regulated
on both sides—Kios authorizes the legitimacy of one of its citizens and Miletos
still accepts and processes new immigrants on a case-by-case basis. The decree is
not an open immigration policy, but it derives its diplomatic value in the pride,

symbolic and otherwise, of citizenship. Even citizenship, in its potential form,

was a potent symbolic reward for Kios.

Miletos and the Cretan Settlers

109 By the end of the Century the city would actually be sacked by Philip V and eventually handed
to Prusias of Bithynia, so their fears were not unfounded. Prusias would rename the city after
himself—Prusias by the Sea.
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The following inscription documents a grant of citizenship to a group of
Cretan military settlers by Miletos in the 220s. The document either dates to
229/228 or 223/222, a time of Seleukid revival in western Asia Minor. The grant
makes references to diplomacy between Miletos and the Cretans, but the origins
of this particular group are unknown. It is difficult to place this decree into the
category of isopoliteia or sympoliteia, since its scope is somewhat unique. A
selection follows:

Inscription 5: Miletos and Cretan Settlers!®

[since] familiarity and kinship exists between us and the Cretans, [starting from

the god], and there is also a treaty with them, which the people has maintained

from the time of our fathers, ... as was fitting for those who took the beginning

of their kinship [from the] god, ... it determined also in accordance with what
was really advantageous [to each party] and following . . . (continued below)

In the opening words of this inscription are references to the relationship
between Miletos and Crete. These references demonstrate a kinship relationship
and hint at the role the grant of citizenship plays on a diplomatic plane. As with
the grant of isopoliteia to Kios, kinship is integral to qualifying the Cretans for a
grant of citizenship. For the Cretans, the notion of kinship with the Milesians
originates in the mythological past. It is “starting from the god,” but “maintained
in the time of our fathers.” Diplomatically, the relationship is difficult to parse.
Also as in other isopoliteia agreements, there is reference to treaties in the past, at
least providing some diplomatic framing for the grant of citizenship. It is unclear

which Cretan state this treaty refers to, though. Perhaps it is the city of origin of

110 http://www.attalus.org/docs/other/inscr_182.html I.Milet 3.37

60


http://www.attalus.org/docs/other/inscr_182.html

these settlers, or perhaps it is the Cretan koinon.'*! It is difficult to find diplomatic
purpose in this decree, but it follows the framework of isopoliteia in placing a

grant of citizenship in the context of warm diplomatic relations.

.. .therefore so that the people [may meet the needs of those who wish to take
citizenship] with the Milesians . . . received [a response of the god] in agreement
with its plans, with [good] fortune it is decreed by the Milesians that to those who
have sent messages [about] citizenship, whose names have been sealed up . . . [in
accordance with the] previous decree, there shall be granted a share in
[citizenship at Miletos, and in the sacred rites] and the magistracies and all the
other rights which [are shared by the other Milesians; and in order that] all this
may be arranged with the . . . favour of the gods, the prophet and the treasurer in
attendance at the temple shall perform a [sacrifice] to Apollo Didymeus, and the
stephanephoros shall perform a sacrifice to Apollo Delphinios, and the priests
and the prytaneis and those chosen for the defense of the city shall perform
sacrifices to Hestia Boulaia and to Zeus Boulaios, praying that the distribution of
citizenship may contribute to the safety and concord of all the Milesians; and so
that what has been decreed may remain fixed for all time, after [the distribution]
it shall not be permitted for anyone who has received a share in citizenship [to go
to law against any of the] citizens [about any matter], but [they shall remain] on
familiar and [friendly] terms [with the citizens and] the magistrates, and [they
shall abide] by the decrees of the people . . . (continued below)

This section reveals more about the inspiration for the grant of citizenship,
demonstrates the civic ritual surrounding a grant of citizenship, and hints at
concerns the Milesians had about expanding their citizen body. The civic ritual is
most clear. Milesian officials performs sacrifices to attain the “favour of the gods”
for the grant of citizenship. This demonstrates the sanctity of citizenship within
the close connection between civic institutions and religion. The reference to a
group of individuals who sent messages to the Milesians about citizenship reveals

that part of the initiative came from the Cretan settlers. Their names of those who

111 For a treatment of Hellenistic Crete, see Chaniotis, Angelos. 1996. Die Vertrage zwischen
kretischen Poleis in der hellenistischen Zeit. Stuttgart: Steiner.
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wanted citizenship are “sealed up.” This makes clear that one party is the
Milesians, and the other party is a group of individuals, not in the form of a polis.
Despite the presence of a diplomatic framing, the involvement of a group of
individuals, rather than another polis, differentiates this grant from instances of
isopoliteia.

The request for “concord” among citizens and the prohibition for these
new citizens to go to court against other Milesians reveals some of the Milesian
concerns with admitting a group of new citizens into their citizen body. The
inscription does not state what the time limit on this provision was, if there was
one. This is a distinction that makes the naturalized Cretans second class citizens
in Miletos, even though they are explicitly granted a share in Milesian citizenship
on par with the other Milesians in the same decree. It may reflect a Milesian
concern that the Cretans would go to court against the Milesians for past slights
(before the Cretans became citizens), or it may reflect a desire to limit the
political rights of a group whose loyalty to Miletos was yet unproven. In decrees
of sympoliteia, there were often provisions concerning the identity of newly-
absorbed citizens. Here, one sees a similar concern over regulating a group of
newly admitted citizens within the wider citizen body. It is not a concern that

isopoliteia agreements typically address.

The prytaneis shall also allot [them] to the tribes that the people indicates . . .
they shall be able to obtain official posts in defense of the city and as commander
of the guard after the passage of twenty years; they shall remain free from official
duties {liturgies} for five years from the [year] after the year when Protagoras
was stephanephoros, and [also] the assessors shall conduct the sale of the
contract to collect the harbour dues, on condition that the buyers [of the contract
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will exempt] from taxation any of those [enrolled as] citizens who import
anything

The nature of this decree is local and practical rather than diplomatic and
ideological. This is an instance where citizenship grant was used outside of an
institutionalized diplomatic tool like isopoliteia or sympoliteia. The parties to this
decree are the Milesian polis and a group of individuals, rather than two poleis.
The Cretans are almost certainly mercenaries, and this is a procedure to integrate
a large number of them safely and effectively into the Milesian citizen body for
demographic and military reasons.*? Temporarily ignoring the problem of
classifying this grant into an institutionalized tool, it is worth asking what the
function of citizenship was for the Cretans granted it and for the Milesians
granting it.

First, why was citizenship an appropriate reward? This is a simpler
question; Citizenship offered these Cretans a means to participate in Milesian
government and prosper in its society. The grant does not explicitly list the rights
that constituted Milesian citizenship, but they would include the right to own land
and a house, the right to conduct trade, and the right to participate in the
assembly, courts, sacred rituals, and magistracies. By the Hellenistic Period, some
of the economic rights could have been granted on an individual basis to
foreigners without citizenship, but the participation in government was something

unique to citizens.''® With two exceptions, the Cretans would not be second-class

112 see A. Chaniotis, "War in the Hellenistic World", p. 105 ( Google Books ) for the number of
mercenaries.

113 On the granting of economic rights separately from citizenship, see Muller, Deconstructing
Politeia.
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citizens in Miletos, but more or less equal to native Milesians in rights and
participation. In return, Miletos’ increased manpower presumably strengthened its
defense and local influence amid the period of instability and violence of the later
third century. The Cretans are exempted from harbor dues and other economic
rights are granted to them with their citizenship grant, most importantly the right
to own land in the territory of the polis.

Considering that cities sometimes did grant economic privileges to
foreigners without granting citizenship, it is curious that the Milesians chose to
give these Cretans full, participatory, citizenship rather than the status of resident
alien with economic rights. A few explanations seem plausible. First, perhaps the
right of land ownership was too fundamental to citizenship to grant it to
foreigners, without integrating them into the citizen body. The polis was supposed
to be composed of the households of its citizens, including their land and
property, so it would be a problem to have a large group of individuals owning
polis land who were not citizens. Second is the question of participation. Property
rights would have given the Cretans a stake in the success of the Milesian state
and participation in the courts, assembly, and magistracies gave them a stake in
the running of that state. The Milesians may have seen this as a way to build trust,
goodwill, and patriotism among the new citizens, and the Cretans may have
demanded it as a condition for settling in Milesian territory. This is a testament to
the value citizenship held as a draw to the Cretans, and as a tool for the Milesians

to strengthen their city.
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It is also worth further discussing the exact political status of those Cretans
granted Milesian citizenship. While the document emphasizes that they were to
receive equal citizenship in Miletos, there are a few notable restrictions placed
upon their political activities. Already mentioned was the prohibition of the new
citizens using the courts against fellow citizens. The other restrictions concerned
eligibility for military positions in the city, positions which the newly
enfranchised Cretans were not allowed to hold for twenty years. These restrictions
contradict the notion that citizenship in the Hellenistic polis was always a
precisely delimited institution—in this case there are rights held by native
Milesians not held by naturalized immigrants. There was not full equality.

Limiting service in military offices was a disconnect from a fundamental
aspect of membership in the Hellenistic polis. Hellenistic city-states maintained
citizen-militias for defense, even as Hellenistic kingdoms dominated the broader
international stage.'** Hellenistic cities probably did not limit their defense to
citizens—clearly mercenaries were active as well and the armies of the kingdoms
also provided security—Dbut it was a role of the citizen to serve. The restrictions
on military office-holding limit the role certain citizens could play in military
matters. It seems there was some doubt in the trustworthiness of the newly
enfranchised Cretan settlers, and it resulted in an alteration of fundamental rights
and responsibilities of citizenship: office holding and defense, alongside the
restriction in the courts. Another explanation may be the Milesians giving the new

citizens time to become better integrated into the culture and traditions of the

114 See Ma, Fighting Poleis for a discussion of Hellenistic militias.
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community. This explanation still connects to self-identity of the Cretans within
the polis and trust among the citizen body. The military restriction was marginal
and temporary, but it is nonetheless notable.

Other statements in the decree emphasize the importance of trust within
the citizen-body. The new citizens were to always remain on “familiar and
[friendly] terms [with the citizens and] the magistrates” and to always abide by
the decrees of the people. A Milesian citizen was trusted to act in a certain way
towards the interest of the city. These statements imply a citizen body that was
meant to look out for its fellow citizens collectively and act in harmony with
common goals. This parallels Weimer’s statement that in the Hellenistic city,
“Being a citizen is equated with participation in the decision-making process in
the general assembly and in the law courts, with service and devotion to the
public good, and with obedience to the laws and decrees passed by the assembly
of the people.”!®

In a broader sense, this grant of citizenship and the special provisions
restricting office formed an instance of an unorthodox use of the institution of
citizenship. As with the sympoliteia between Smyrna, Magnesia, and the military
settlers, an unorthodox use of citizenship demonstrates how the polis treated the
institution when faced with the circumstances of the Hellenistic period. For this
grant there are parallels in sympoliteia and in isopoliteia. Likewise, the Milesians
chose an unorthodox way to cautiously expand the citizenship of their polis as a

means to bolster their defenses against the Hellenistic states operating in western

115 Weimer, Hellenistic Cities. p. 57-58.
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Asia Minor. Both adapt the institution of citizenship in innovative ways in
response to external pressures. Nonetheless, the Milesians still justify this grant of
citizenship in traditional terms.

Without disputing the Milesian belief in a shared kinship with the Cretans,
the presence of this reasoning as an introduction to the grant of citizenship
suggests that the Milesians felt a need to provide a traditionally valid reason to
give Cretan mercenaries citizenship. Military and demographic necessity were not
adequate. Present in most decrees of isopoliteia, a notion of shared kinship
apparently was a valid reason. The kinship shared between Miletos and the
Cretans is even more dubious than the distant but direct connection between
Miletos and its colony of Kios—there is no specification even of the Cretan city
or cities from which these mercenaries came.*® The notion of kinship is a
remnant of diplomatic nicety found in other grants of citizenship. The Milesians
must have felt it necessary to include this, even in an atypical non-diplomatic
grant of citizenship to a body of mercenaries. Even if temporal concerns dictated
the more liberal granting of citizenship, what some scholars may call a
degradation of the institution, the idea of expanding citizenship to unrelated
individuals may have remained taboo for the Greeks outside of a few special

cases.tt’

116 By the third century the word “Cretan” was sometimes even used as a label for archers
regardless of origin, although it does appear that the inscription is referencing the islanders here
given the reference to shared kinship. See Fingerson, Persian Katoikoi, p. 119

117 For a broad view on changes in city-state institutions, see J.K. Davies, “The Polis Transformed
and Revitalized” in The Cambridge Ancient History Vol. VII.
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Miletos and Seleukia-Tralles

The following inscription documents an instance of isopoliteia between
Miletos and Seleukia-Tralles dated to 218/17. Seleukia-Tralles was a polis located
on the border of Karia and lonia. Xenophon report that it was in Karia, and
Diodorus Siculus reports it was lonian.'® Nonetheless, it was not far from
Miletos. Originally named Tralles, the Seleukid King Antiochos I renamed the
city Seleukia, after his father.!® During the later third century, the city probably
reverted to calling itself Tralles, but the history of the polis in the third century is
poorly understood.*?° A selection follows:

Inscription 6: Miletos and Seleukia-Tralles!?!

A (Milesian Decree):

... [to explain] in detail [the good attitude] that they have towards the populace
[of Miletos, and because they wish] also to honour Apollo Didymeus, to whom
they trace [the origin] of their kinship with our city, [they have] voted [to send]
theoroi ...

So that the demos shows that it sees with favor those who have behaved piously
toward the god and with benevolence toward the city and that it grants them what
is of value to it, it was decreed by the Milesians that the Seleukeians be praised
for their attitude and that they be put under the care of the boule and the demos,
and also that we accept the honors that have been decreed by them with
benevolence. (17) (Also, it was decreed that) citizenship shall be granted to the
Seleukeians who live in their homeland and city Seleukeia up to the year of the
stephanephoros Epikrates and the month Taureon. If some have been granted
citizenship by decision of the demos, but do not live in the city of the
Seleukeians, or in case citizenship is granted to anyone after this (deadline), they
shall also have our citizenship after they have inhabited Seleukeia as homeland

118 Inventory of Archaic and Classical Poleis, p. 1135; Xen. Hell. 3.2.19; Diod. 14.36.2. Tralles
was not one of the 12 cities of the Classical lonian League and the Inventory groups the city into
Karia. It was supposedly an Argive colony and its location on the border of Karia and lonia gave it
a particularly strong connection to the Hellenic world.

119 Saba, Isopoliteia, p. 60 cites Ma, 2002 ch. 2

120 |bid. The city was certainly called Tralles again after 188, when the Romans drove Antiochos
I11 from Asia Minor.

121 saba, Isopoliteia, p. 60
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and city for ten years starting from (the time of) their enrollment in the citizen
body. (continued below...)

Like the two above decrees of Miletos granting citizenship to Cretan
settlers and potential citizenship to the Kians, this inscription uses kinship to
justify a grant of citizenship. As in other decrees of isopoliteia, a declaration of
common kinship between the two signatories precedes the grant of potential
citizenship. Other decrees reference kinship relationships between a mother-city
and its colony, particularly with Miletos, but this inscription references shared
kinship originating with the god Apollo Didymeus. Regardless of whether the
Milesians and Seleukians believed their ancestry with the god was literal, a notion
of common kinship through a divine being is more far-fetched than an invocation
of the ties of colonization or semi-mythical migration.*?> All three could be
fictional, but the different attempts to form kinship connections are notable.

This first section also hits at grants of citizenship by decree in Seleukia
outside of this grant of isopoliteia. The inscription requires that individuals
granted citizenship in Seleukia-Tralles “by a decree of the people” have lived in
Seleukia “as their fatherland” for ten years if they are to qualify for potential
Milesian citizenship. It is no surprise that citizenship was sometimes granted by
decree in Hellenistic poleis—countless inscriptions describing this phenomenon
exist.!2 The difficulty regarding these individual grants is understanding what

they meant for the grantee if he did not immigrate to the granting city.

122 See Miletus and Kians
123 79 cite a few from Miletos: Milet V1,3 1055; Milet | 3, 32a; Milet 1 3, 39
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The inscription makes clear that some individuals granted Seleukian
citizenship did not live in Seleukia. There is an implication that individuals could
continue to live in another community but enjoy some form of honorary
(potential?) citizenship in Seleukia-Tralles. This is one instance where it would be
easy to declare the existence of dual citizenship between poleis. Some scholars
are adamant that a notion of dual citizenship may have been “inconceivable” to
the Greeks. 12* This seems the same problem as with understanding a grant of
isopoliteia: isopoliteia was really a grant of potential citizenship. Perhaps the
grants of citizenship to individuals who lived in foreign cities were also potential.
They held the right to politeia in Seleukia, but they were not acting citizens until
they chose the actualize that right and become enrolled in the citizen body.*?® In
other words, being granted the right to citizenship was not the same as becoming
a citizen.

But evidently, Miletos saw those who had moved and held Seleukia-
Tralles “as their fatherland” for ten years as holding the legitimate form of
citizenship, one which qualified them for isopolity. This seems a more concrete
problem of trust and citizenship that arises in several of the cases in this
investigation.'?® Perhaps new immigrants to Seleukia-Tralles could not be trusted
to be as friendly to the Milesians without integrating into the Seleukian citizen-

body. It is also possible that this provision closed a loophole that would have

124 Saba, 16; See O. Picard 2012, p. 342 on dual citizenship

125 From this inscription “enrollment in the citizen body” is a clear marker of actualizing a
citizenship grant. This would involve being allotted to a tribe and phratry.

126 Such as the case of Cretans naturalized into Milesian citizenship not being able to hold military
office for ten years.
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allowed an individual to migrate to Miletos by migrating first to Seleukia-Tralles
as an intermediary. Both possibilities could be true.
(The Milesian decree continues...)

Those who decide to live with us as citizens and (24) partake in (our) sacred
(practices) and magistracies and all the rest, in which take part all other
Milesians, shall register at the seat of the boule every year before the 20th of the
month Anthesterion (by declaring) their fathers’ name and the tribe to which they
belong. (27) The secretary shall report to the next assembly after the registration;
the prytaneis shall distribute them by lot in the tribes, which the demos shall
indicate. Those who join the citizen body shall partake in everything else
immediately but be assigned to the guard and command of the guard only ten
years after their first allocation (to the tribes). If anybody lives as citizen against
this decree, he shall be liable to prosecution by the molpoi and with the
procedures that discipline matters concerning foreigners according to the laws.

(..)

Above is the actual grant of potential citizenship. It is clear that the grant
is potential. The Seleukians who “decide to live with us as citizens” may choose
to activate the grant before the council at a specific time of year. The grant of
potential citizenship retains its force indefinitely after this agreement of
isopoliteia. This helps further differentiate potential citizenship, or citizenship in
its isopolitical form, from actual granted citizenship. This decree is a one-time
grant of isopolitical citizenship, which allows the Seleukians to approach the
Milesian boule if they choose to activate active citizenship.

From the grant, it is also notable that the Seleukians requesting citizenship
must declare their father’s name and Seleukian tribe membership. Including the
father’s name is common in civic inscriptions and probably served a more
functional than ideological purpose, but it does highlight the importance of

kinship and descent to the institution of citizenship. The requirement to declare
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the Seleukian tribe is more puzzling. Greek poleis often had the same, or similar,
sets of tribes. It is quite likely that lonian Miletos and close by Seleukia-Tralles
had the same set of tribes, but this seems inconsequential, since the new citizens
are assigned to Milesian tribes by lot.*?” Perhaps providing a Seleukian tribe
demonstrates the applying citizen’s membership in a common system of
citizenship, or perhaps it provides further verification of the applicant’s identity.

The last part of this section describes two restrictions placed upon the new
citizens. First is a restriction on military service quite like the one placed upon the
Cretans discussed above. New citizens may not serve in or command the guard
for ten years. Like the corresponding restrictions on Cretans, this demonstrates an
issue of trust in having non-native citizens serve in military roles. The other
restriction sees any individual who “lives as citizen against this decree”
prosecuted as a foreigner. It is not stated explicitly what it would mean to “live as
citizen against this decree.” One can imagine that fraudulently meeting the criteria
to become a Milesian citizen would suffice. Perhaps acting in a way contrary to
the Milesian interest would, as well. Regardless, this is a demonstration of the
importance the Milesians held in regulating their citizen body carefully. If an
individual became a citizen illegitimately, the Milesians would revoke any rights
they had been granted as citizen and punish them harshly. If the actions classified
as “against this decree” were defined more broadly, this could provide the

Milesians a further mechanism to maintain authority and civic concord.

B (Seleukeian decree),

127 Given more time, it would be helpful to verify the similarity between Milesian and Seleukian
tribes with epigraphical evidence.
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To good fortune; it has been decreed by the boule and the demos to praise the
Milesians for their benevolence and conduct which they have in regard to the
people. Citizenship rights on equal footing shall be granted and they shall partake
in everything in which other citizens do. Anyone of the Milesians who wants to
live as citizen in Seleukeia shall be registered by the strategoi and the secretary
of the demos. They shall register the applicant in the tribe to which he wants to
belong. They shall also have proedria in all festivals and access to the boule and
demos first after the sacred matters. The current elected strategoi shall take care
of the demos of the Milesians and provide for those who come to our city, so that
they always find the best possible conditions. Theoroi shall be sent to Miletos to
join in performing a sacrifice to Apollo Didymeus, the founder of our kinship, at
whatever times the Milesians perform a sacrifice. (...)

The Seleukian decree is shorter and looser than the grant offered by
Miletos. The nature of the grant is the same—this decree grants potential
citizenship in Seleukia-Tralles to the Milesians, which they may activate when
they wish. In Seleukia-Tralles, though, there seems to be less care involved with
regulating the citizen body. Any Milesians who wish to join in Seleukian
citizenship are allowed to choose the tribe to which they wish to belong. For
Seleukians joining Miletos, the secretary selects the tribe by lot. There are no
restrictions placed upon former Milesians for military service or in the law courts.
The grant is straightforward and open.

This probably reflects the circumstance of the grant and the context of the
two cities. In the correspondence between the two cities, Miletos is the senior
partner and Seleukia-Tralles the junior, even though the grant was reciprocal.
Miletos was a famed and locally powerful lonian city. Seleukia-Tralles, though it
had considerable Hellenic history, was a relative backwater. The citizenship of

Miletos, therefore, was something more valuable to foreigners. Seleukia-Tralles

was small and there was little reason to restrict access to its citizenship past the
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normal requirements, such as being Greek.*?® It is probably not that the
Seleukians did not care who became a citizen of their city, while the Milesians
did, but Milesian citizenship was more coveted, so it made more sense to regulate
entry into it strictly.

According to Saba, this isopoliteia between Miletos and Seleukia-Tralles
is representative of a diplomatic and reciprocal use of isopoliteia. It bears a great
deal of similarity to the case of Miletos and Kios, and some similarity to the
unclassified case between Miletos and the Cretan settlers. The next case presented
is even more difficult to classify in nature and in effect than the case of the Cretan

settlers. It involves Teos and three cities in Seleukid Syria.

Teos and the Syrian Cities

The lonian polis of Teos was introduced above in the context of its failed
late fourth century sympoliteia with the city of Lebedos. The following inscription
dates to around 203, about a century later. The polis was part of the lonian
dodekapolis, the twelve cities of the lonian League, alongside Miletos and
Smyrna. During the initial Persian invasion of Asia Minor in the 540s, some
Teians fled to found the colony of Abdera in Thrace, which remained in some sort
of political union with Teos through the Classical Period.*? In the fifth century,

Teos participated in the lonian Revolt and later joined the Delian League.*®® An

128 These requirements were probably inherent.

129 Inventory 1101; Hdt. 1.168.

130 The Ionian Revolt saw the cities of lonia revolt from the Persian King in 499. The Athenian
burning of the Persian regional capital of Sardis during this revolt supposedly drove King Darius
to plan his infamous invasion of Greece. The Delian League was Athens’ de facto empire that rose
out of its defense of Greece during the Persian Wars.
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Athenian ally, the city was sacked by the Spartan Admiral Kallikratidas late in the
Peloponnesian War.'3! Teos probably returned to Persian influence early in the
fourth century.*®? Following the campaigns of Alexander, the city saw Antigonid
control and eventually fell under Seleukid influence, which waned and returned
by the late third century under Antiochos I1l. From the Archaic Period to this
point, Teos had found itself deeply involved with events of the Aegean. It could
certainly boast of its history as an independent Greek polis. This is the context of
a quite unique grant of isopoliteia that was decreed by the Teians around the turn
of the third century.

An inscription!3 from ca. 203 documents a Teian offer of potential
citizenship to the people of three “eponymous” cities in northern Syria, the
administrative core of the Seleukid Kingdom. In the first sections of the decree,
the Teians give honors to Antiochos 111 and his wife Laodike and incorporate the
couple into the civic and religious rituals of the city. The section included below
decrees the Teian intention to grant potential citizenship to the Syrian cities. It
follows:

Inscription 7: Teos and the Syrian Cities™*

... and since, in addition to the honours given to the king by the city, it is a fine

thing and fitting with the goodwill of the king and his friends towards the people

and our eager character towards the king and his friends, to put in common, so to
speak, with the cities named after the ancestors of the king the favours which
were given and those which will be given by the king to the people, so that, after

a grant of our citizenship to them, they should be the readier to benefactions and
show eagerness in all matters, just as it is a fine thing to do with one’s own

131 Inventory, 1101; Xen. Hell. 1.5.15

132 Inventory, 1101; Diod.14.84.3: The city was induced to secede from the Spartan alliance by the
Persian Satrap Pharnabazus.

133 Ma Antiochus, No. 18 Second Decree of the Teians for Antiochos 111 and Laodike I11

134 Translation found in Ma, 1999 as inscr. No. 18
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fatherland, and so that we should renew our pre-existing friendship with them,—

with good fortune, (it seemed good to have the strategoi and the timouchoi

propose at the next election that citizenship be granted to the people of the

Antiocheians by Daphne and the people of the Seleukeians in Pieria and the

people of the Laodikeians by the sea...

and in order that King Antiochos and his sister, Queen Laodike, should know of

the gratitude of the people, to appoint three ambassadors who should go to them

and hand over this decree, and after bringing greetings from the people, and after
rejoicing that they be in good health and in the situation which they wish and
which we pray the gods for them to be in, and after informing them of the
honours decreed and after telling them...

Some more general information about this inscription is warranted.
Critical are the identities and status of these three cities “named after the ancestors
of the king.” First, it would be foolish to use this grant of citizenship as a model
for Hellenistic grants of isopoliteia. Its circumstances are quite unique—no other
grant like it exists. Like any grant of isopoliteia, though, the grant is directed
towards the collective people of the receiving city, even as the language classifies
the cities as corporate bodies of citizens.

Next, the three cities “eponymous”, more commonly called Antioch on the
Orontes, Seleukia Pieria, and Laodikeia by the Sea, formed the urban core of
Seleukid North Syria.'*®> Antioch on the Orontes served as a sort of dual capital of
the Seleukid Empire, along with Seleukia on the Tigris. Seleukia Pieria served as
the port for nearby Antioch, and Laodikeia was another important Seleukid port

on the Syrian coast, located to the south. The cities were founded by earlier

Seleukid kings and named for Antiochos I, Seleukos I, and his mother Laodike.

135 Along with Apameia on the Orontes, these formed an area called the Syrian Tetropolis. One
can only speculate on why Apameia is excluded, but Saba and Hermann suggest Apameia, named
for Seleukus I’s Persian bride, did not hold the same status as the other three, which were named
for Macedonians. Saba, 225; Hermann, 1965 p. 84. Apameia may have also served a more military
function than the other cities.
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One can presume that many officials serving the Seleukid kings, as well as their
philoi, resided in these Syrian cities.'® Gauthier traces several philoi of Antiochos
11 to the cities.®®” The cities each had some number of Greco-Macedonian
inhabitants and some degree of Greek architecture and governmental
institutions.'3 However, Aperghis writes that “one should probably not refer to
the new foundations as Greek cities.”**® He reports that the actual citizen
population of these cities was relatively small, likely below ten thousand, and that
the general population of these cities was made up of non-Greeks.**° Additionally,
despite being some of the more prominent Hellenistic cities, the Seleukid
foundations had no Hellenic history before the late Fourth Century. Most
importantly, these cities did not conduct their own foreign policies, symbolically
or actually. Greeks were certainly a dominant political and culturally, but these
were not independent poleis in the sense of Teos, Ilion, Smyrna, or Miletos.

It is also important to note that this inscription decrees the Teians intention
to grant citizenship to the Syrians. It is not known for certain whether the Teians
actually implemented the grant of isopoliteia, but this lack of certainty must not
completely discount the fairly clear instruction of the Teians to their officials to

enact a grant after the next elections in the city. Nonetheless, this inscription

136 On the philoi and the Seleukid court under Antiochos 111, see Rolf Strootman. "Hellenistic
Court Society: The Seleukid Imperial Court Under Antiochos the Great, 223-187 BCE" In Royal
Courts in Dynastic States and Empires: A Global Perspective, 63-89. Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2011.
137 See Gauthier, 1985 p. 173 provides examples of philoi close to Antiochos I11 who were from
these cities.

138 On the cities, see for example Rolf Strootman, “Kings and cities in the Hellenistic Age.” In
Alston, Richard & van Nijf, Onno M. Political Culture in the Greek City After the Classical Age.
Walpole: Peeters, 2011.

139 Aperghis, 2004, pp. 92-93.

140 1bid.
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presents the intention and the reasoning behind it, but not the details concerning
how the Teians would implement the grant. This information is available in other
instances of isopoliteia.

Given these premises, the primary question for this investigation is what a
grant of citizenship to the Seleukid foundations in Syria meant for citizenship in
Teos. Why would, and how could, a Greek polis extend its citizenship to cities
that may not have been fully autonomous?**! Hermann, Gauthier, and Ma take
the following view for why the Teians offered the grant: that the grant served as
an honor for Antiochos 111 and royal officials (the philoi).*? Teos was under
Seleukid influence for much of the Third Century. It stood to suffer at the hands
of Seleukid demands or prosper from the beneficence of the Syrian royals and,
vitally, their friends and officials. Whether a tangible privilege or symbolic honor,
a grant of Teian citizenship demonstrated goodwill and deference toward the King
and his officials. For Antiochos Il1, the grant honored his capital city and its
neighbors, named for his family. For his philoi residing in northern Syria, the
grant honored them and their cities, quite explicitly to make them “readier to
benefactions.”

One can, however, argue that the purpose of the grant of citizenship was
primarily a diplomatic honor for the Seleukid king in return for favorable
treatment, without consideration of the king’s philoi. Saba hypothesizes that in

return for Antiochos granting asylia to Teos, the Teians responded with

141 I must qualify ‘comparable political institutions,” since some Greek city institutions did exist in
the Seleukid foundations of Syria and in the rest of the Empire. However, the fundamental source
of power in the Seleukid royal-named cities was not in these institutions, but in the monarchy.

142 3aba, Isopoliteia, p. 225; she cites Hermann, 1965 p. 79-84; Gauthier, 1985 pp. 169-175.
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concession of an “equally important” diplomatic tool, isopoliteia.'*® To support
this hypothesis, Saba documents several instances from Teos where a grant of
isopoliteia occurs alongside another polis’ concession of asylia.!* If this is the
purpose of the grant, it would mean that, in effect, the Seleukid eponymous cities
could serve as representatives for the King in diplomatic exchanges with
autonomous Greek city-states. To the Teians, a diplomatic concession to the
citizens of those cities could be potent enough to serve as a diplomatic concession
to King Antiochos. Despite dealing with the monarchical Seleukid Empire, the
Teians acted within a paradigm of diplomacy in which relations were between

city-states made up of citizens.

Meaning of the Grant

Even less so than in typical instances of isopoliteia, the Teian decree does
not seem to anticipate large-scale immigration from the Syrian cities to Teos. It
presents no details on how the Syrians would win citizenship, although this
inscription only declares the Teian intention to grant isopoliteia. Nonetheless, the
symbolic and honorific use of Teian citizenship is meaningful. It is difficult to
understand what reason the Teians had to implicate their own citizenship if
dealing exclusively with the king, even if the king was the primary beneficiary of
the honors. Relative to Teos, then, the status of the inhabitants of the Syrian cities

is a relevant question to ask. John Ma writes that the recipients of the decree

143 Saba, 226.
144 Saba, pp. 227-232.
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became “quasi-citizens with a sense of obligation towards Teos.”**> This seems
plausible. As with other cases of isopoliteia and outside of the federal leagues,
this could not create some sort of dual citizenship between Teos and the distant
Syrian cities. The Antiochenes, Seleukians, and Laodikeians were not going to
become Teians as well, and therefore become likely to provide benefactions truly
as if they were citizens of Teos.

Additionally, the Greeks and Macedonians of the Seleukid Syrian
foundations could not have conceivably acted for their cities as independent
entities. The great Hellenistic cities—Alexandria and Antioch—were known for
their rowdy populaces as well as for their roles as centers of Greek culture and
thought, but they remained the seats of monarchical regimes. Isopoliteia was a
diplomatic tool and accordingly references to the Antiochenes, for example,
referred to them as a corporate political body. Gauthier does not believe that the
royal capital had any sort of independent authority to deliver benefactions to a
Teos.1* The eponymous cities’ foreign policy was entirely in the hands of the
king. Gauthier finds this Teian supposition that it could expect benefactions from
the initiative of these cities “une incroyable malconnaissance des réalités du
royaume seleucide” (‘an incredible ignorance of the realities of the Seleukid
Kingdom”).*4

Another idea that is relevant here is the concept of “peer polities.” As

theorized by John Ma, the Hellenistic poleis tended to interact with one another

145 Ma, 1999, 210
146 Gauthier, 1985. p. 170
147 | bid.
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on an ideological level and decentralized playing field, as peers.* This world
view not only meant the operation of diplomacy without international hierarchy,
but also the acceptance of other actors as ideological equals. This has implications
for the interaction of long-established Greek poleis with newcomers to the polis
system, and it has implications for the interaction between independent poleis and
larger, imperial states. Both are relevant in the case of Teos and the eponymous
Syrian cities and both have interesting implications for citizenship.

Regarding interaction between long-established poleis, such as Teos, and
newcomers to that political system, the case is straightforward and reflects
something of a liberalization of a symbolic notion of Teian citizenship. The
region of north Syria had no Hellenic settlement before the campaigns of
Alexander. Afterwards, the Seleukid foundations would have been inhabited by
Greeks and Macedonians but also by Persians and native Syrians.!*® Ma gives the
example of Delphic recognition of asylia for the Karian city of Alabanda, and
here is the example of Teos and these Syrian cities as another example of Greeks
operating under the paradigm of peer polities with different sorts of polities. And
as stated above, a city under direct Seleukid control was a different sort of
political actor from the long-established and theoretically independent poleis of
Western Asia Minor. Granting potential citizenship to the inhabitants of such a
city demonstrates how under the circumstances of the Hellenistic Near East, a
peer polity paradigm could extend the bounds of an institution like citizenship in

order to meet diplomatic goals, using familiar diplomatic tools.

148 John Ma, Peer Polity Interaction in the Hellenistic Age, pp. 24 and 25.
149 Can just assume this but try to cite something
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It is difficult to disentangle issues relating to citizenship from larger, more
controversial issues relating to ethnicity and diplomacy in this unique case of
isopoliteia. Though it may be symbolic and seemingly unrelated to the
international politics of the Seleukid Empire, citizenship is the tool chosen by
Teos. Honoring the citizens of Seleukid eponymous cities could both honor the
royal family and make the inhabitants of those cities “quasi-citizens” of Teos in
some loose, symbolic way. In their capacity as Seleukid actors, when applicable,
perhaps those individuals would have some enhanced benevolence toward
Teos.'™ Either way, a citizenship grant meant something of significance to
Antiochos, to the residents of his capital region, or to both. This is a
demonstration of how, in the Hellenistic Period, members of different political
systems could be brought into the diplomatic system of the poleis that remained
powerful in Asia Minor by engaging outsiders in civic institutions like citizenship.
A parallel exists to the Smyrnaean grant of citizenship to a group of Persian
katioikoi in the interest of greater military strength. The institution of citizenship
was malleable and Hellenistic Greeks inventively crafted ways to adapt the
institution to novel interstate circumstances.

Malleability and innovation did not, however, mean that the institution of
citizenship became degraded or meaningless. A grant of potential citizenship
meant something to Antiochos and to the eponymous cities, but clearly it also
meant something important to Teos. Citizenship was a diplomatic prize, and it

was only so because as an institution, citizenship in Teos remained valuable. The

150 perhaps find evidence that some Seleukid officials were from these cities
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Teians granted citizenship as a symbolic gesture, but in the city-states citizenship
was still the fundamental basis of government. It conferred a broad range of
economic rights and privileges and more importantly, it conferred the political
privileges that allowed the poleis of Asia Minor to continue their prized but shaky
political independence. In Seleukid Asia, a realm inhabited by countless peoples
but culturally and politically dominated by Greco-Macedonian power, the
institution of citizenship in a Greek polis must have enjoyed great prestige outside
of the Greek homeland. A grant rooted in domestic pride and foreign prestige
enhanced, not degraded, the value of citizenship in the polis. In its collective form
and in its individual form, citizenship was a valuable tool in the hands of the cities
of western Asia Minor. The next chapter visits the individual form of citizenship

grant.
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llion and Amyzon- Royal Officials and Land Ownership

Honorific decrees are abundantly common from Hellenistic Asia Minor.
Decrees honoring royal officials for benefactions or other good deeds are an
ample subgenre of this inscription type.'®* Notable examples of such decrees are
found in Amyzon, Ilion, Sardis, Apollonia under Salbake, and Teos. This section
will investigate a set of three Amyzonian decrees, all likely dated to the years
201/200.

Amyzon was a polis located in western Karia, a region of southwest Asia
Minor. Close by, to the West, were the coastal cities of lonia, and to the East was
the rugged Anatolian interior. Like the Troad, the region of Karia was largely
Hellenized by the mid-Hellenistic Period. During the mid-fifth century, the cities
of Karia were members of the Athenian Alliance and by the wars of Alexander’s
successors the region was strongly connected to the Greek Aegean. The
‘Greekness’ of the Karians is variable in geography and in time, but by the turn of
the third century the Karian cities governed themselves as poleis and their Karian
language had been on its way to extinction for two centuries.*>? The ethnic
identity of the Karians is important to keep in mind when considering their
adoption of conventionally Greek institutions. Compared to the lonian Greeks,
who enjoyed prestige as a Greek cultural center, the Seleukids may have had less
respect for the traditions and institutions of the Karian cities. But in the grand

stage of the Hellenistic world, the Karians were extremely closely associated with

151 Ma Antiochos 206; J. and L. Robert 1983: 194
152 Carless Unwin, 2017, p. 2; Errington p. 136.
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the Greeks. The Hellenistic kingdoms treated the Karian cities as such when
operating in the region.

The campaign of King Antiochos 11 in western Asia is vital context to this
set of inscriptions as well. Amyzon in the Third Century was subject to the
Seleukid, Ptolemaic, and Antigonid kingdoms at different times. In the decades
immediately preceding the dating of these decrees, ¢. 201/200, the allegiance of
the Karian cities is extremely difficult to pin down. Amyzon could have remained
under the control of a Ptolemaic-turned-Antigonid governor named Olympichos,
or the Ptolemies could have reasserted their authority in the region. Just as likely,
some of the Karian cities may have become independent of the kingdoms, or been
brought under a lighter Rhodian influence.'>® Nonetheless, the evidence is clear
that Zeuxis, Antiochos’ chief representative in Asia Minor, reconquered Amyzon
and surrounding cities in 203.2** Inscribed language of benefactions and mutual
good feelings should not overshadow the fact that Antiochos’ commander brought
Amyzon back into the Seleukid dominion by force.

Many of the Karian cities also belonged to a loose federal structure known
as the Chrysaurian League, headquartered in the town of Chrysaorium.*®® The
scope and institutions of the League, like those of other lesser-known federal
leagues, are not well understood. The League will feature in one of the following
inscriptions, and its nebulous existence seems to have been relevant to the

Amyzonians and the Seleukid officials operating in Karia.

153 Ma, 1999 p. 69, 70.

154 |bid; Ma, J. T., P. S. Derow, and A. R. Meadows. ""RC" 38 (Amyzon) Reconsidered."
Zeitschrift Fir Papyrologie Und Epigraphik 109 (1995): 71-80. is also helpful for chronology.
155 Ma, 1999, p. 175.
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The three inscriptions included below may all date to the same season of
201/200. The first, a decree for Menestratos of Phokaia, has a more certain dating
to November or December of 201, while the origins of the others are less solid.**®
The inscriptions involve the granting of civic or economic rights and privileges to
Seleukid royal officials. The first:

Inscription 8: Amyzon for Menestratos of Phokaia: **

When Antiochos the Great and [Antiochos the son] were kings, in the hundred
and twelfth [year], in the month of Apellai[os, in the high-priesthood of
Nikan[or] and in the tenure of . . . as priest of Zeus Kretagenetas and Diktynna,
and within the city in the tenure of the god as stephanephoros for the second time
and in the tenure of lason son of Balagros as priest of [the kings]; it seemed good
to the people; proposal of the prytaneis; since Menestratos, son of Agathokles, of
Phokaia, appointed epistates over the Artemision, has given many
demonstrations of his excellence in favour of all the interests of the people, by
writing to Zeuxis, the official in change of affairs, concerning the goodwill which
the people continuously has towards the kings and towards Zeuxis, and by
writing to Nikomedes and to Chionis, the official appointed over Alinda, to give
likewise testimony of the goodwill of the people; he zealously took care of our
movable property that was held in Alinda, so that we should recover it; he also
takes full care concerning the remainder of our citizens, who reside in the
autonomous (cities), and summons them to the repeopleing (synoecism) of the
Artemision, and is kind towards those of the citizens who meet him on their
own;--so that the people be seen to return gratitude to those among men who are
worthy of it;--with good fortune, let it seem good to the people of the
Amyzonians:--to let Menestratos be praised for the disposition which he has
towards the people; to let him be a benefactor of the people; to give him
citizenship, the right to landownership, and participation, to full extent, in the
rites, the offices, and all the other things in which the Amyzonians participate; to
extend the same privilege to him and his descendants; to send to him a share of
the public sacrifices, as is done for the (other benefactors)...

Here, one Menestratos of Phokaia is awarded several rights and privileges

for his overseeing of a Temple of Artemis and his gracious treatment towards the

156 Ma, 1999 p. 207
157 Ma, 1999 no 10; Robert, 1983: 151-4, no. 15- Decree of the Amyzonians for Menestratos of
Phokaia, the Epistates of the Artemision (c. Nov-Dec 201)
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Amyzonians. The identity of Menestratos and his position in Amyzon is important
here. He is epistates, governor or overseer, of the Artemision at Amyzon.**8
Plainly, Menestratos, apparently of the lonian city of Phokaia, is not an
Amyzonian. Menestratos, then, seems to be a local Seleukid official, managing a
temple located in Amyzon but under some broader Seleukid jurisdiction.
Menestratos seems to have had access to more powerful officials in the Seleukid
imperial system--it seems that he acted as an advocate for the Amyzonians in his
dealings with Zeuxis, Antiochos III’ deputy and chief representative in Asia
Minor.'%® Menestratos writes to Zeuxis and to peer Seleukid officials in other
Karian cities about the goodwill of the Amyzonians towards the King, but also
towards Zeuxis himself.

His more concrete deeds seem to involve advocacy for the Amyzonians
within the region of Karia outside of Amyzon. They hint at a few ideas of the
Amyzonian notion of citizenship within their community and region. More
obvious is the emphasis on the people, or citizens, of Amyzon. The “people" and
the citizens are emphasized. Menestratos is “kind towards those of the citizens
who meet him on their own.” This is unsurprising, since this decree originates
from the collective Amyzonian citizen body. The object of good treatment
towards the polis of Amyzon is good treatment towards the Amyzonian citizenry.
Less clear is what this means non-rhetorically. The decree mentions taking care of
property in Alinda, another Karian city, and taking “full care of the remainder of

our citizens who reside in the autonomous (cities).”

158 Grainger, Gazetteer, p. 464
159 Grainger, Gazetteer, p. 122-123.
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The meaning of “autonomous (cities)” is not immediately clear. The
Greek, “nuov ToOMTOV TOV KOTOIKOVVTOV TAG CVTOVOLOVS,” means “our citizens
who inhabit the self-governing (cities)”, or “autonomous (cities).” Ma supposes
that these individuals in the autonomous cities were refugees from Antiochos’
campaign in the area c. 203.1%° A broader meaning could simply denote the
multitude of independent poleis of Western Asia Minor. A narrower meaning
could be the cities of the Chrysaorian League, the koinon of Karian cities.*6? It
does seem that, within this League, citizens held the right to inhabit other member
cities.6? One can draw from this that the citizens of Amyzon could reside in
certain other cities, maintaining an identity as Amyzonians and still enjoying
certain rights or protections as Amyzonian citizens. Interestingly, the protection of
Amyzonian citizenship is also provided by the local Seleukid officials appointed
to Karia. Menestratos “takes care” of the Amyzonians in the other cities. The
deeds for which the Amyzonians reward Menestratos offer some idea of how the
Amyzonians view their collective citizen-body, a citizen-body that they then
invite Menestratos to join.

Menestratos is first named a “benefactor,” or euergetes in the terminology
of Hellenistic civic honors. Cities may have separated their foreign benefactors
from domestic ones, so one should first consider the grants of the Amyzonians to
Menestratos of rights and privileges shared by citizens. The broadest grant is

citizenship. Below that, and typically included under the rights of active citizens,

160 Ma, 1999 p 144.

161 Ma, 1999 seems to suggest the “autonomous” cities would include Myus and Alabanda. These
are Chrysaorian cities, pointing to the latter definition. p. 144.

162 See L. and J. Robert on institutions of the Chrysaorian League.
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are the right of land-ownership, participation in civic institutions and offices, and
the same for his descendants. What is absent from this inscription is an
assignment of Menestratos to a deme or phratry, which is often present in other
individual and collective citizenship grants. It does seem plausible that such an
assignment could have been found after the inscription cuts off. Nonetheless,
these rights and privileges, if activated, constitute some of the most fundamental
aspects of citizenship: property ownership, participation, and entry of descendants
into the Amyzonian demos as if part of its ethnikon.

Regarding the Amyzonian ethnikon, there is a broad relevance of the
identity of Menestratos discussed above. Menestratos is introduced as
“Menestratos, son of Agathokles, of Phokaia”: a Greek and the son of a Greek; “a
citizen and the son of a citizen.”*®® This places Menestratos into the community of
peer poleis with people of a similar political disposition and a (perceived) similar
ethnic identity. Within the Seleukid space, this practice is one unique to the Greek
city-states. Ma reports that “in royal administration, individuals are called by
name, with no patronymic or ethnikon, as abstract and interchangeable conveyors
of executors of orders...”%* The Greeks could see these origin-less royal officials
as “flatterers’, or simply servants of the king.1®> Menestratos, conversely, is
portrayed as, in Ma’s words, “an individual who happened to have been appointed
to a position by king Antiochos.”®® This, in addition to the Amyzonian praise for

his virtue and good treatment of their local citizen-community, qualifies

163 Ma, 1999 p. 208

164 Ma, 1999 p. 207; He also cites J. and L. Robert 1983: 114-15 on the topic.
165 |bid, 208.

166 |hid, 208.
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Menestratos for a citizenship grant. And since Menestratos’ status as the son of a
citizen (of some city) serves to qualify Menestratos to interface with the
Amyzonians as an equal, Menestratos’ descendants are welcomed into the
Amyzonian civic community.

Menestratos’ qualifications demonstrate the importance of descent and
Greekness for citizenship, with its relation to kinship and of common political
values among Greeks. While there are exceptional instances of non-Greek
foreigners being invited into the civic communities of the polis, the Greek-
populated administrative apparatus of the Hellenistic kingdoms made such grants
ideologically easier.'®’” This is not to say that the Seleukids exclusively employed
Greek administrators in their Empire—Ilocals administered the Seleukid state
throughout its satrapies alongside Greeks. % Nonetheless, Greeks certainly held a
privileged and outsized status in Seleukid administration, especially in their own
territory. This allowed the special dynamic discussed above, whereby imperial
administrators may become, symbolically or literally, local citizens.

Now that Menestratos’ qualification for what he is granted is established,
it is worth discussing what his grant did for Amyzon and what his grant did for
him. For Amyzon, the grant expresses thanks and attempts to socialize
Menestratos into a community of citizens who patriotically value the prosperity of
Amyzon and its citizens. The grant probably did not immediately transform

Menestratos the Phokaian Seleukid administrator into a tax paying, assembly-

167 The instance where Persians are granted citizenship by Smyrna occurs under royal direction
and after a destructive war.
168 On Seleukid administration, see Aperghis, 2004.
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going, landowning Amyzonian. If he chose to activate his grant and enroll as an
Amyzonian citizen, though, he probably could. Whether described as potential or
unactivated, Menestratos’ offer of citizenship makes the Amyzonians his
compatriots, at least in a symbolic sense. In this way, to socialize a royal official
as citizen is to attempt to attract favorable action on the part of the official in his
capacity as a royal administrator, as a member of a well-connected class within a
royal system, and as an otherwise wealthy and influential individual.

A last issue at hand with this inscription is the addition of Menestratos’
name to the city’s list of benefactors. The title euergetes, or benefactor, was
widely granted by Hellenistic poleis to individuals who had done some good for
the city, often giving money or performing some other good service. These
individuals were usually, if not always, foreigners. There is a relevant interplay
between the title euergetes and citizenship in Amyzon. Amyzon had a history of
rewarding the title to royal officials—it named as euergetes one Margos, a
Ptolemaic governor of Karia more than half a century before.'®® Menestratos was
a foreigner, but he was also granted citizenship in the same decree that also calls
him a benefactor of the people (evepyenv 0L dnpovL).

Further, the Amyzonians grant Menestratos several privileges “as is done
for the (other benefactors)”. This clause, kaBott kot To1g [aAAoig guepyetong],
associated with those same privileges, is one used when honoring citizen
benefactors in Amyzon (this is not the same as the title euergetes, which was

granted to foreigners).1’® Here, there are honorific practices in conflict with one

169 J. and L. Robert 1985: no. 3
170 Ma, 1999 p. 207 referencing inscription No. 14 in the same work.
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another. The apparent contradiction of Menestratos, originally a foreigner,
receiving honorific privileges usually reserved for citizens reveals an interesting
blurring of the dynamic between citizen and foreigner in the polis. Menestratos, a
Greek but a foreigner, receives honorific privileges usually reserved for citizens.
But he receives these privileges only after a grant of Amyzonian citizenship. On
the one hand, the Amyzonians are honoring an official of an imperial power that
so recently conquered their city by force. It seems logical that any independent-
minded polis, to some extent, resented the need to flatter an imperial official. On
the other hand, the Amyzonians use Menestratos’ grant of citizenship to protect
privileges traditionally reserved for citizens. They still abstain from handing to a
foreigner these rights, and they only grant them to Menestratos once he has
received a grant of citizenship, even if the grant was largely symbolic.

Another inscription from Amyzon documents an honorific decree for an
official named Nikomedes:

Inscription 9: Amyzon for Nikomedes!’

(let it seem good to the people) . . . and to grant him participation) [in all the
other things] in which the Amyzonians as well [participate] among the cities of
the Chrysaorians; to elect men who will go to Nikomedes and hand over the
decree to him, and, after greeting him on the part of the people, invite him to
always try to be responsible for some good for the people since he is a
benefactor; to write up this decree at the most conspicuous location of the temple
of Artemis; to have the prostate take care of the writing up, so that it be clear to
all that the people, when it has received a benefaction, returns worthy tokens of
gratitude to those who do good to the people . . .

This inscription was carved on a different side of the same block of stone

as the one for Menestratos. At issue in this decree are citizenship, federal

171 Translation from Ma, 1999 inscr. No. 11
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institutions, and benefaction. It grants privileges to one Nikomedes in the
Chrysaorian League, another Seleukid official who seems to be a colleague of
Menestratos. Ma suggests that Nikomedes was a Seleukid financial official with
jurisdiction over an area of several cities.!’? Grainger supposes that this
Nikomedes was the same Nikomedes of Kos who had served Antiochos Il1 in his
eastern campaign as a cavalry commander.'’® If Grainger’s connection is correct,
it would confirm that Nikomedes is a native Greek—Kaos is a Greek island located
near coastal Karia. Greekness remained a requisite quality for participation in
civic institutions.

Text is missing before Nikomedes is granted participation in the cities of
the Chrysaorians. It seems likely that Nikomedes would have been granted rights
and privileges similar to those the city granted to Menestratos, but one can only
speculate without the whole inscription. He apparently was a “benefactor,” or
euergetes, of the city, which would only suggest that he was not a citizen at the
time of the grant. Accordingly, it is not known whether Nikomedes is granted
citizenship in Amyzon, but the inscription does show that the Amyzonians grant
him some sort of federal citizenship in the Chrysaorian cities. This would grant
him certain privileges within many of the Karian cities, though these rights and
institutions are not well understood.’ It is worth discussing the oddities of this

Chrysaorian League, since they leave questions about its federal citizenship.

172 M3, 1999 p. 207.
178 Grainger, Gazetteer, p. 109.
174 Ma, 1999 p. 175. Cites J. and L. Robert, 1983 on the finances of the League.
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The League is a little-understood federal structure. It apparently had an
assembly and financial institutions that met at Chrysaorium, and citizens of
member cities held rights in the other cities of the League.!” This koinon was
looser than the Achaean and Aetolian Leagues of the Greek mainland. Perhaps an
appropriate parallel would be the also little-understood koinon of Athena lIlias in
the Troad. What is remarkable about the Chrysaorian koinon is that its cities were
divided between the dominions of multiple Hellenistic states. Amyzon and nearby
cities were loyal to Antiochos’ Seleukid Empire, while some of the cities to the
South were subject to the Rhodians."®

This dynamic is fascinating on its own, but for present purposes it
demonstrates the layering of institutional structures that was possible in the
Hellenistic Age. An institution of common citizenship in a federal league could
exist under the Rhodian and the Seleukid dominion. This demonstrates how
disconnected imperial administration was from the civic structures of the Greek
poleis—no idea of Seleukid citizenship existed, but a koinon could operate with
shared citizenship in and outside of the Seleukid space. The institutions acted
independent of Seleukid or Rhodian power and probably did not fall under the
scope of imperial practice. Like citizenship within the poleis, Greeks could use
these independent institutions to pursue goals within the Seleukid imperial

system, but it remained on local terms.

Citizenship Grants and Land in llion

175 Ma, 1999 p. 175
176 |bid.
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The previous two inscriptions originated in Amyzon, in Karia. The
following two are from Ilion, in the Troad. Like the Amyzonian decrees, the first
is an individual citizenship grant for a friend of a Seleukid king. The last
inscription involves a land grant to a different friend of a Seleukid king. The focus
is the connection between grants of citizenship and the right of land ownership in
the Hellenistic polis.

The first of these was found in Ilion and is typically dated to 275-268.
Some scholars date the inscription to the reign of Antiochos Il around the turn of
the Second Century, but a consensus exists around King Antiochos | and around
the year 270.1"7 The surrounding region straddling the straits leading to the Black
Sea, the Troad, was firmly under Seleukid control by the 270s. At that time, Ilion
was a Hellenized polis located on the site of Homeric Troy. A loose federation, a
koinon, of cities in the Troad seems to have existed from the beginning of the
Third Century called the koinon of Athena Ilias.}’® Knowledge of this koinon is
similarly murky to knowledge of the Chrysaorian League. In the 270s, during
their invasion of Asia Minor, the Galatians sacked Ilion, though the city survived
the sack and continued its political existence.’® Somehow, Antiochos was
wounded in battle, and the physician Metrodoros healed him. If the battle was
local, Antiochos may have been fighting the Galatians, but Antiochos could have

easily received the wound fighting the Ptolemies in Syria. Little is known of the

177 Bagnall and Derow, 2004, The Hellenistic Period Historical Sources in Translation No. 79
Commentary (p. 138)

178 On the koinon, see Ellis-Evans, Aneurin “The Koinon of Athena Ilias and its Coinage,” in
American Journal of Numismatics, Vol. 28 (2016) pp. 105-158; Lefévre, F. and Pillot, W. 2015.
“La confederation d’Athéna Ilias: administration et pratiques financiéres.” REG 128.1: 1-27

179 Strabo 13.1.27
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physician Metrodoros, but he is a Greek, from the Athenian colony of Amphipolis
located some miles upriver from the Aegean coast of Thrace. The inscription
follows:

Inscription 10: Ilion for Metrodoros the Physician?®

Whereas King Antiochus has sent to us (to say) that, having been wounded in the
neck in the battle, he was safely healed by Metrodoros the physician, (and
whereas) Meleager the strategos, thinking of what is in the interest of the city,
has also sent (to us) about him, be it resolved by the boule and the demos to
praise Metrodoros son of Timokles, of Amphipolis, for his virtue and his good-
will towards the Kings Antiochus and Seleucus and towards the demos, and for
him to be (declared) proxenos and benefactor of the city; and for there to be
granted to him citizenship and the right of owning land and the right to approach
the boule and the demos first after the sacred matters; and to permit him to [enter
into] whatever tribe and phratry he may wish ...

This is a grant of citizenship to an individual. Many such grants exist in
the cities of Hellenistic Greece and Asia Minor, so many that the practice appears
routine and uninteresting. Often the reasoning for individual grants of citizenship
is unknown, but when not involving immigration, grants often reference
benefactions, or in some cases, royal service. This is one of those cases, in which
a court physician is rewarded for his good work.

Metrodoros’ good work was not for the city of Ilion or its people, at least
not directly. Antiochos | Soter was, indeed, a savior to the cities of Asia Minor.
His defeat of the invading Gauls in the 270’s ended their plunder of the region,
and Metrodoros’ healing of Antiochos, thus, saved the city’s protector, and its
overlord. Perhaps that is enough to prompt the Ilians to grant Metrodoros

citizenship and his further honors. It is worth asking whether this grant was on the

180 Translation from http://www.columbia.edu/itc/classics/bagnall/3995/readings/b-d2-3.htm
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sole initiative of the Ilians or whether it was prompted or asked for by the
Seleukid strategos Meleager. Perhaps the exact terms of the grant of citizenship
were not demanded by the governor, but his “thinking what is in the interest of the
city” and his message to the Ilians about the deeds of Metrodoros’ strongly
suggests royal initiative. Would the Seleukid governor suggest citizenship for
Metrodoros’ and why would the physician be pleased by such a grant?

As a Greek with origins in the North Aegean, it seems plausible that
Metrodoros could actually use the rights and privileges granted to him by the
Ilians. If the rights granted to Metrodoros were intended to be tangible, meaning if
Metrodoros intended to acquire land in the polis or participate in its government,
the prize could be quite valuable. Perhaps the governor Meleager suggested the
grant to the Ilians so that Metrodoros could become established there. But other
than being under Seleukid influence following Antiochos I’s campaigns, there is
no known reason for Ilion, in particular, to grant citizenship to Metrodoros.
Perhaps other cities in the region made similar grants that do not survive. That
would follow from a more symbolic and honorific nature for this grant of
citizenship, but it does not mean that Metrodoros did not receive other privileges
in the community, potential or otherwise. This grant is clear that Metrodoros is
being honored for his service. This means that citizenship was a tool that the
poleis used to maintain favor with the Seleukid royal house through honoring
officials in the Empire’s court.’8! In that way the audience of this decree is

Antiochos and his friends.

181 | hesitate to call citizenship a tool that the Seleukid Empire could use, since the initiative is
almost always with the polis, though sometimes we can assume royal influence.
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One can assume the symbolism and honor in the grant and even assume a
royal audience, but the political and economic rights detailed in the grant do
suggest the possibility of tangible actions. One can even suppose that multiple
poleis in the Seleukid orbit made similar grants and offered tangible privileges. It
is similar to cases of isopoliteia granting potential citizenship to a group, where
an individual from one city can choose to move to the other and own property or
participate in government. It seems logical to read this grant in a similar way. The
Ilians grant Metrodoros rights that, should he decide to move to Ilion, he may
enjoy. Per the inscription, Metrodoros is not even enrolled in a tribe or phratry
yet, he is only told that he may enroll in one if he desires. A similar grant could
exist in other cities, but presumably Metrodoros would only accept the grant in
one city.'® Doing so would create another dual-citizenship problem. In short, this
grant does not see the man enter the body of active Ilian citizens, but he may if he
wishes. The other rights—to own land and to approach the boule and demos—
may have also only been activated in the city if Metrodoros chose. The
relationship between land ownership and citizenship may have changed in the

Hellenistic Period.

Land Ownership and Grants

Land ownership and the right to approach civic institutions with priority
are the two fundamental rights that the Ilians explicitly offer Metrodoros. Land

ownership was fundamentally woven into the concept of citizenship in the polis.

182 There is no indication that dual citizenship was possible in the Hellenistic polis. Ma, 1999 p.
210; Gruen, Hellenistic Poleis, 1993.
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Under a typical understanding of citizenship and except in the radical
democracies, land-owning citizens constituted the decision-making bodies of a
polis and only citizens of a polis could own land within its borders.'8 As
introduced in an earlier section, Aperghis writes that for the polis and its chora
(land), “a long tradition made it the absolute property of its citizens.”'8*
Meanwhile, Hellenistic dynasts ruled over the Asian poleis, just as the
Achaemenid Persians had. Much of Asia Minor was, in theory, owned by
Hellenistic kings as ‘spear won’ territory, though in practice a patchwork of royal
land, tributary land, and free cities existed throughout Hellenistic Asia Minor.18
Despite the booming trade of the Hellenistic Eastern Mediterranean, agriculture
continued to dominate the ancient economy, and in such a system ownership and
exploitation of land was largely synonymous with wealth. For these reasons, royal
grants of land in territory containing poleis poses an interesting problem for
citizenship in the Hellenistic period.

The ownership of property by individuals differed from the kings’
property rights. The Seleukid kings were able to break the Classical tradition of
property ownership being the sole prerogative of citizens, though one could argue
that the kings, and the kings only, acted above the institution of citizenship in the

Hellenistic polis. On the topic, John Ma writes that “some cities in the Hellenistic

period lost the monopoly of authority over property rights within their urban

183 See Finley Ancient Economy for a classical treatment. As for the radical democracies, we know
that landless individuals could certainly participate in the Classical Athenian Democracy, but the
Hellenistic democracies did not usually follow this model. The converse of this is more important
to this investigation—the idea that only citizens could own land--and it did remain in the radical
democracies.

18 Aperghis, 2004, p. 88

185 1bid, pp. 88-89.
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centre--to the advantage of the king, the political master.”*® Inscriptions show
that the Seleukid King Antiochos 11 owned porticos in Sardis and properties in
various other cities.'®” The Seleukid dynast and usurper Achaios the Elder also
owned private estates in Asia Minor, but his position both as a Seleukid prince
and usurper attempting to establish an independent power base makes his status
closer to a Seleukid king than an official or private individual.'®

A dossier of inscriptions found at Ilion forms the primary set of evidence
for this issue. They document a gift of land by the Seleukid King Antiochus I to
one Aristodikides of Assos.!8 The first follows:

Inscription 11: Antiochos I, llion, and Aristodikides

RC. 10

King Antiochus to Meleager, greeting. We have given to Aristodikides of Assos
two thousand plethra of cultivable land to join to the city of the Ilians or the
Skepsians. Do you therefore give orders to convey to Aristodikides from the land
adjacent to that of Gergis or Skepsis, wherever you think best, the two thousand
plethra of land, and to add them to the boundaries of the (land) of the Ilians or
the Skepsians. Farewell.

11

King Antiochus to Meleager, greeting. Aristodikides of Assos has come to us,
asking us to give him in the Hellespontine satrapy Petra, which formerly
Meleager held, and of the land of Petra fifteen hundred plethra suitable for
cultivation, and two thousand other plethra of cultivable land from that adjacent
to the lot previously given to him. And we have given him both Petra, unless it
has been given previously to someone else, and two thousand plethra of
cultivable land besides, because he as our friend has furnished us his services
with all good-will and enthusiasm. Do you therefore having made an
investigation, if this Petra has not already been given to someone else, convey it
with its land to Aristodikides, and from the crown land adjacent to the land

186 Ma, p. 156.

187 | bid.

188 | bid.

189 Included English text found at http://www.columbia.edu/itc/classics/bagnall/3995/readings/b-
d2-1c.htm

100



formerly given to Aristodikides give orders for the surveying and conveyance to
him of two thousand plethra, and that he be permitted to join (his holding) to any
of the cities he wishes in our country and alliance. If the crown peasants of the
region in which Petra lies wish to live in Petra for protection, we have ordered
Aristodikides to allow them to live (there). Farewell.

12

King Antiochus to Meleager, greeting. Aristodikides has come to us, saying that,
because it had been assigned to Athenaios the commander of the naval base, he
has not even yet received the place Petra and the land belonging to it which we
previously wrote giving it to him, and he has asked that there be conveyed to him
instead of the land of Petra the same number of plethra elsewhere, and that there
be granted to him two thousand plethra besides, which he may join to any of the
cities in our alliance he wishes, just as we wrote before. Seeing therefore that he
is well-disposed and enthusiastic in our interest we are anxious to favor the man
highly, and we have given our consent in this matter also. He says that his grant
of the land of Petra was fifteen hundred plethra. Do you therefore give orders to
survey and to convey to Aristodikides of cultivable land both the twenty-five
hundred plethra and, instead of the land belonging to Petra, fifteen hundred other
plethra suitable for cultivation from the crown land adjacent to that originally
given him by us. (Give orders) also to permit Aristodikides to join the land to any
of the cities in our alliance he wishes, just as we wrote in our earlier letter.
Farewell.

(The dossier continues below...)

This inscription offers a rich view of Seleukid power and administrative
practice in the lands of western Asia Minor. The fact of a gift of land by a
Hellenistic king to a friend is not surprising and its motivations are not of
particular interest to this investigation. The treatment of land in this dossier is of
great interest to this investigation in its implications on citizenship in Ilion. While
the Greeks and Romans viewed Ilion as the site of Troy, the Hellenistic city

governed itself as a Greek polis, seemingly no different from any other poleis in
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Asia Minor.**®® As with its grant of citizenship to Metrodoros treated above, one
should treat it similarly to other Greek cities and assume it handled citizenship in
a similar way.

Two citizenship-related questions raised by this dossier concern Seleukid
intervention into the status of individuals in the polis and the actual status of an
individual granted land in a polis. The case of Metrodoros above already
demonstrates that some Seleukid intervention into the status of individuals in the
poleis of Asia Minor occurred, though the exact extent of Seleukid pressure is not
known. These questions are interconnected, since the status of an individual
granted land in the city depends on the royal authority to dictate status in that city.

The core issue at hand is that Antiochus | made a gift of royal land to
Avristodikides and required that the land be joined to a polis. Given the nature of
land ownership in the polis, this either forces Aristodikides into citizenship or
poses a challenge to the connection between land ownership and citizenship in the
Hellenistic period. From the inscription, it is clear that the land granted to
Avristodikides must become part of a polis. According to Aperghis, this is no
surprise, since land in the Seleukid realm was always either royal land, direct
property of the king, or attached to some city.*** If the land was to belong to
Avristodikides, as a private individual, it had to be attached to a city. This does not
necessarily mean that the land had to be physically connected to the established

borders of the polis—it seems that outlying plots of land owned by citizens of a

19 On Hellenistic Ilion, see Charles Brian Rose. “Ilion in the Early Hellenistic Period.” Chapter.
In The Archaeology of Greek and Roman Troy, 158-95. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2013.

191 Aperghis, 2004, p. 88.
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polis were still part of the city’s territory. Even when a citizen of a polis acquired
land, it could become part of the polis, as it was owned by one if its citizens. In
this situation, though, a presumed non-citizen obtains land and attaches it to a
polis. At least by the understanding above, this inherently admitted Aristodikides
into the body of land-owning citizens in llion. To consider this from the Ilian
perspective, perhaps the llians were happy to allow a distinguished friend of the
king into their citizen body and expand their tax base with the addition of his land.
The cities of Asia Minor were undoubtedly vying for land to expand their
borders.1%? However, it does not seem that the choice to add this land was in the
hands of the Ilians.

One aspect of the inscription that is particularly striking is a choice that
Mealeagros gave to Aristodikides. The grantee may choose the polis to which he
will join his granted land. The initial parcel of land to be gifted, in Hellestpontine
Petra, was already occupied. Aristodikides is then given the option to join the
alternate land found for him to either Ilion or Skepsis. The possible locations of
this land are all in the vicinity of the Hellespont, but otherwise the decision of
which land to offer Aristodikides is arbitrary and unrelated to the identity of the
man. If not for an administrative mix-up, he could have acquired a wholly
separate tract of land and attached it to a different city-state. Through this
awkward and arbitrary mechanism, royal initiative and personal choice results in
Avristodikides of Assos owning land controlled by Ilion. If attaching land to a polis

did grant the owner citizenship, this freedom to choose based on the whims of

192 [bid, p. 101
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royal officials would represent a direct intrusion into the constitution of the
citizen-body of the city-states of Asia Minor. Aperghis states that because owning
city land was an exclusive right of its citizens, “when Aristodikides eventually
decided upon the city, he would effectively become one of its citizens.”*%® On the
privileges Ilion would grant Aristodikides, Derow states that they “will have
included citizenship.”'°* In this view, Aristodikides is able to make himself a
citizen of a nominally independent polis essentially by his own choice under the
authority of King Seleukos. Once he chose, Ilion was faced with a new large
landowner who was, at least previously, a foreigner.

13

Meleager to the boule and the demos of the Ilians, greeting. Aristodikides of
Assos has given us letters from King Antiochus, the copies of which we have
written for you below. He has also himself come to us, saying that although many
others address themselves to him and confer on him crowns—a fact which we
ourselves know because certain embassies have come to us from the cities—he
wishes, both because of the sanctuary and because of the good-will he entertains
toward you, to join to your city the land given him by King Antiochus. What he
thinks should be granted him by the city, then, he himself will make clear. You
would do well to vote all his privileges and to inscribe the terms of the grant
which he will make on a stele and to place it in the sanctuary, so that the grant
may remain securely yours for all time. Farewell.

Aristodikides’ is to be given a choice of privileges within his chosen polis:
“What he thinks should be granted him by the city, then, he himself will make
clear.” The Seleukid official Meleager does not make an explicit demand that the
Ilians grant these privileges, but his declaration that they would “do well to vote”

them makes his demand known. What sort of grants would Aristodikides desire

193 Aperghis, 2004, p. 101
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from the Ilians? Likely these privileges would include exemptions from taxation,
religious rites, and whatever other honors a polis would see fit for a friend of the
king. The grant of citizenship to the physician Metrodoros may serve as an
example of what such a grant would entail. It offers citizenship, land-ownership,
and political rights.

One can only speculate about any right to hold office or special access to
the assembly and courts of Ilion, but it is logical to imagine the Ilians may have
granted some form of citizenship to Aristdodikides. There was a clear connection
between citizenship and owning land within a city, but the rights to participate in
the assembly as a landed citizen, serve on courts, and participate in civic rituals
would be the most basic of rights which Aristodikides could request if he really
did receive citizenship. As the owner of a vast, newly incorporated tract of Ilian
land, he also acquired a vested interest in the politics of the city. Access to the
governing institutions of the polis would serve his interest if he wanted his land to
be secure and prosperous. At face value, it may seem overly speculative to
assume that a royal grant of land resulted in Ilion adding the grantee to its citizen
rolls, but given the tight and well-established connection between land ownership
and citizenship, it is difficult to imagine otherwise. If this practice was
widespread, it would represent a fundamental, if consented, intrusion into the
cities’ control of status, if not citizenship.

In Asia Minor, several other instances of royal land grants attached to
poleis do exist. This same set of inscriptions reveals that a naval commander

Athenaios was granted the village land initially chosen for Aristodikides. The

105



evidence does not reveal to which polis Athenaios joined his granted land, but a
similar process was likely. Another set of inscriptions documents a transfer of
land from King Antiochos Il to his former wife Laodike, who must then attach it
to a city. That transfer may pose an interesting problem for gender and
citizenship, though Laodike is herself a former Seleukid queen and may transcend
traditional restrictions.!® Gauthier explores a grant of land by a Seleukid king of
the Third Century to a Seleukid officer named Larichos that becomes attached to
Priene.*®® This instance provides geographical breadth—even the thoroughly
Hellenic cities of lonia were subject to grants becoming attached to their territory.
Other cases probably existed where documentation has not survived. The practice
seems to have been fairly common.®’

If this practice was not exceptional, it suggests that there was a small class
of rewarded royal officials who gained privileged civic status or citizenship in the
Greek cities of western Asia Minor. Perhaps it was only a few grantees in any one
city, if any. But if the above logic is correct, it was possible for individuals to gain
citizenship as a direct result of Seleukid actions. Again, it would be misleading to
consider the attaching of this land and the potential granting of citizenship to
these individuals unwelcome by these poleis—on the contrary, these cities
probably coveted any expansion of territory. Accordingly, this is not some sort of

corruption or degradation of control of the institution of citizenship by the

19 RC no. 18; Austin inscr. no. 173; Aperghis, 2004 p. 102. The gender issue would concern the
rights of women, who technically were citizens but held few rights.

196 Gauthier Philippe. Les honneurs de I'officier Séleucide Larichos a Priéne. In: Journal des
savants, 1980, n° pp. 35-50; The King is likely Seleukos | or Antiochos |

197 Aperghis, 2004 - that the practice was common for Seleukid Kings
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Hellenistic poleis. It is more plausible that navigating the geopolitics of the
Hellenistic period forced cities to exercise their political institutions in
unconventional ways that reflected novel diplomatic conditions.

In the Hellenistic Period, the relevant novel conditions were the Greekness
of royal officials and the system of ‘alliances’ that constituted the Seleukid sphere
among the poleis of Asia. Many, though not all, Seleukid officials were Greeks or
Macedonians. Though Greeks did play some role in the administration of the
Achaemenid Persian Empire, under the Seleukid kingdom Greeks and
Macedonians filled the role formerly held by ethnic Persians. The aforementioned
Aristodikides of Assos or Larichos, another ethnic Greek, serve as examples.®
Among the Greek cities of Asia Minor, with their long and prestigious histories
connected to the Greek world, this meant that some Seleukid officials were more
or less compatible with the institutions of the poleis. Of course, their ethnicity
qualified them for citizenship more than if they were Persian, though by the
Hellenistic period such ethnic concerns may have become more blurred.**°
Perhaps more important was a familiarity with the institutions of the polis. An
official with origins in one polis could more easily engage with the civic
institutions of another polis. Variation certainly existed between political
structures among the poleis, but one can presume that the basic component
institutions of the city-state of Assos were similar to those at Ilion. Aristodikides
of Assos knew how to be a citizen of a polis, and perhaps it would seem natural

to, for example, attach him and his granted land to that of a Hellespontine Greek

198 See Grainger, Gazetteer. Larichos was the son of Laomedon of Mytilene, a Satrap of Syria.
199 See Smyrnaean grant of politeia to Persian katoikoi
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city-state. Perhaps this is a liberalization of citizenship in the cities, but it remains
within a traditional framework.

Similarly, the system of alliances that constituted the power of Hellenistic
kingdoms in regions settled with Greek poleis presented a complex dynamic for
the cities of Asia Minor when attempting to interface with the monarchical, but
symbolically Macedonian, polity that was the Seleukid Empire. Earlier things
were different: “What men are you, and where dwell you, who desire alliance
with the Persians?” stated the Achaemenid Satrap in Sardis upon an Athenian
request for an alliance.?%® An earlier iteration of the Persian Empire and a farther
away city, yes, but the delivering of Earth and Water to the Persian King was
unlike the alliance system of the Hellenistic states. For the Macedonian Seleukids,
Greeks and their cities were prized and their allegiance was hotly contested.
Meanwhile, Greek city states often involved the issue of citizenship in their
diplomatic relations. As visited in other parts of this investigation, an offer of
potential citizenship could help cement alliances between poleis, and other forms
of citizenship grants were part of the diplomatic arsenal of the Hellenistic cities.
The relationship between Ilion and the Seleukids is described in the same terms of
such an alliance. On the orders of Antiochos, Aristodikides is allowed to attach
his land to any city “in our alliance.” Under this sort of alliance, a deal can exist
where a royal official is awarded a gift of land and an allied city, Ilion, is allowed

to expand its territory but must implicitly extend its citizenship.

200 Hdt. 5.73
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Conclusion

This investigation examined the institution of citizenship in the poleis of
western Asia Minor through three lenses. It explored mass grants of citizenship in
two forms, sympoliteia and isopoliteia, geopolitical and potential. It then
examined royal land grants and individual grants of citizenship to royal officials.
Both forms of collective grant and the discoveries related to land ownership and
individual grants of citizenship reflect political aspects of the Hellenistic Period.
Sympoliteia often saw direct royal involvement and offered the city state an
institutional ability to strengthen itself by making fundamental changes to its
citizen-body. Isopoliteia allowed poleis to build alliances and engage in
diplomacy on a level playing field through the potential offering of the status of
citizen. Individual grants of citizenship reveal attempts to socialize and flatter
royal officials and royal grants of land demonstrate instances where royal fiat
intruded into the institution of citizenship. These reveal the extent of the political
independence of the Hellenistic polis and its civic institutions, but they are still
based on the value that individuals and cities in the Hellenistic Near East placed
upon citizenship in a Greek city state.

This investigation has shown that citizenship in the early Hellenistic
Period was a changing institution, despite its enduring value as an institution
connected to traditional values of Greekness, property, and kinship. Cities used
citizenship in novel ways, but it remained the fundamental basis of government
and self-identity. Change in the use of citizenship does not reflect a degradation of
the institution, at least not in the part of the Hellenistic Period covered by this

109



investigation. Rather, in the century of Seleukid influence over western Asia
Minor, the institution of citizenship proved to be adaptable and meaningful
enough to play a significant role in the diplomacy and geopolitics of the city-
states and kingdoms. Hopefully, this investigation has shown that the topic of
citizenship in the Hellenistic Period is worth further study.

The body of inscriptions from Hellenistic Asia Minor that relate to
citizenship, civic ritual, benefactors, and civic honors is abundant. A great deal
also exists from the city-states of Sicily, Crete, and mainland Greece. Crete, in
particular, is a source of many cases of isopoliteia. Better studied, the Federal
Leagues of the Greek mainland pose questions about multiple citizenship and the
adaptability of the institutions of the polis to the Hellenistic geopolitical
environment. In Asia Minor, only a selection of these inscriptions is available in
English translation.?%* A more comprehensive investigation of this topic should
consider the broader body of evidence available.

A few themes related to citizenship in the Hellenistic polis are also worth
exploring more thoroughly. The connection of citizenship to civic ritual and the
proliferation of royal cults deserve attention. The extent of royal access to the
institution of the polis also deserves study—the right of kings and their officials to
access the council, assembly, courts, and cults of cities under their influence

seems to present a problem for citizenship. Given the broad body of evidence

201 The Federal Leagues are well studied—see A. Rizakis “La double citoyenneté dans le cadre des
koina grecs: I'exemple du koinon achéen” in Anna Heller / Anne-Valérie Pont (Bearb.): Patrie
d'origine et patries électives, Pessac : Ausonius, 2012.
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available, studying these topics would readily add to the understanding of
citizenship in the Hellenistic period reached in this investigation.

Citizenship in the Hellenistic Period after the Treaty of Apamea (c. 188)
also proves quite worthy of exploration. In some ways, the poleis of the later
Hellenistic Period play more smoothly into a narrative of institutional decline,
even as the power of the Seleukids, Antigonids, and Ptolemies waned in Asia
Minor. The smaller kingdoms and states that gobbled up former Seleukid territory
and operated under Roman unipolarity did not always treat the city-states under
their sway in the same way as the successor kingdoms.?%? The Attalid kings of
Pergamon, in particular, engaged subject cities with benefactions in an
exceptional way. Perhaps their interaction with citizenship in the second century
differed from the Seleukids of the third.

Of course, the entrance of the Roman Republic, a non-monarchical but
still imperial polity with its own notion of citizenship, into the politics of Asia
Minor poses its own questions. “Freedom of the Greeks” was a potent idea for the
Romans as it had been for the Hellenistic Kingdoms, and the institutions of the
polis would continue to develop under Roman hegemony.?% Into the late
Hellenistic and early Roman Imperial Periods, it is much easier to detect changes
in the use of citizenship, especially when viewed in the context of oligarchizing

and the development of a provincial elite. By the early Empire, for example, it is

202 5ee Gruen, The Hellenistic World and the Coming of Rome for details on the smaller kingdoms
and states; Eckstein, Rome Enters the Greek East for an understanding of the rise of Roman
unipolarity in the first half of the second century.

203 See Sviatoslav Dmitriev, The Greek slogan of Freedom and Early Roman Politics in Greece,
2012.
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possible to find examples of elites holding magistracies in multiple cities,
indicating the existence of multiple citizenship.2%

The Greek cities of Hellenistic Asia Minor remained citizen-states. They
governed themselves with peoples’ assemblies, civic magistracies, and citizen
courts. The world in which they operated brought challenges to the city-states,
and the institution of citizenship was malleable enough to adapt as a diplomatic
and geopolitical tool that helped the cities survive and maintain independence.
Cities referenced tradition sometimes and broke with it at other times, but the

value of the uses of citizenship discussed in this investigation always was based in

the value of citizenship in the polis.

204 see Denise Reitzenstein, Elite und Mehrfachbiirgerrechte im lykischen Bund; Anna Heller,
Stratégies de carriére et stratégies de distinction : la double citoyenneté dans le Péloponnése
d'époque impériale; Gabrielle Frija, Les citoyennetés multiples chez les notables locaux :”
I'exemple des prétres du culte impérial civique in Heller, Anna. Patrie d'origine et patries
électives: les citoyennetés multiples dans le monde grec d'époque romaine, 2012
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Appendix

This section includes the Greek text of the inscriptions used in the
investigation. Selections of English translations are included in the text of this
project. This appendix section includes the inscriptions in their entirety, unless
otherwise noted. Each inscription has a number and short title associated with it,
so that they may be matched with those in the text of this investigation. The Greek

text is largely sourced from https://epigraphy.packhum.org/, which compiles

epigraphical texts from a variety of textual collections.

Inscription 1: Teos Lebedos
Syll. 344; SEG 4 6182%°
Only a selection is included (lines 1-25 ;109-126)

[—]vte me[—]

[ 60115 & dv] €ig o 10 Tavidviov drooté[AAnTal, ®10]ueda deiv [Tpattey
Tavta To)

[Ko]wva TOV ooV xpovov, cKnvodv € ToDTOV Kol Tovnyvpaley Hetd TV Toap’
[budv aneotolué]-

vov kol kargicOar Tniov. dopeda 82 deiv xoi oikdmedov ekdotmr tdv Alefedimv
do0fvar]

map’ VUiv ioov O av katodinnt v AeBédmr Emg & dv oikodopromvrat, [idiag?
do0fvan]

[o]ixiag Tolc Aefediolg auiodi, Eav pEV dtapévnt 1) DTLapPyovoa TOMGS TO T[pitov
HUEPOG TAV]

DILOPYOVCAV OIKIDV* €0V 0€ OET KATAGKATTELY TNV VIhpyovsav TOA [OANnV,?
KataAelpOfivor]

[LE]V T@V dapyovc®V TaG NEICELNS, TOVT®V 0€ TO TpiToV PEPOG d0OT|[Vor Tolg
Agfedioig, ta]

[6]¢ 600 pépn Exetv DUAG €0V 6& UEPOG TL THG TOLEWMC KATUOKATTNTAL, Kol iKovol
Oow ai kota]-

205 hitps://epigraphy.packhum.org/text/256448
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Aewmopevor 0é€acban kal LG Kai Tovug Agfediove, dobijvar Toig Ag[Pediorg
TOVTOV T0]

[tp]itov pépoc: dav 82 ai kararewmdpevar pn ikavol Mot déEacOat DG [te kol kai
00 Agfediovg, oi]]-

[ki]og kaTodelpOnval TV peALOLG®Y KaTaoKATTEGOOL TG IKOvA[G, dTav O
ovviehecldoV]

[ik]ovai oikion v T katackevalopévt TOAEL, KOTOOKOWAL TOG OlKI0G TG
Kataielelpbeioac,?, 6]-

[cat] v EEm mimTEat Th¢ TEpPailopévne mOAEmS” oikodop[Eloat d¢ TG oikiog
TOUG AaL]-

[Bév]tac ta oicdmeda &[v] Ereotv Tpioty, &l 8 ury, dnudota sivon T [oikodmESO.
o1opeda 6¢)

O€lv Kol TaoTéYNS TOV OIKIAV dmododijvar toig Agfediolg [dnwc tdyiota
KOTOOKEVA]-

[Co]vtor ai oikio, [&v Ete]oy TéGGapoty TPOg LEPOG EKAGTOV EVi[avTOD. MIOUEDN]
[62] 8€iv kai tomov dmodeydijvor Toig AeBediorg o Bdyovst To[dg vekpovc. Boa
0¢ €ig Tokovg]

[0]pei<i>er 1| AgPedimv ToMg, Tadta dSopfwdfval £k TOV KOW[®V TPocddwV
Kot EViauTov, |

[ta] 8¢ ddvern TadTo DUAG €ic TV VUETEPAY TOAY, OGS ol Agf[£d101 DPerov,
TaporaPeiv].

Kai 6oo1 6& Tpdevoi giot Thig AePedinv modems 1i evepy[Eton 1 Tolttei]-

[av] 1 GAANV Tiva Sopedv T TNy Exovoty Tapd TV Aefediomv t[a avta Eyev kol
mop’]

[O]piv kol avaypagpiivarl Tobtovg, 6mov Kol ol Vuétepotl TpOEEV<0o>1 [Kai evepyétat
elotlv ava)-

[Ye]lypappévot, €v EvianTdt. T 6¢ EykAnpoTa Koi td cupufoiota  [td dhpyovio
éxal-

[té]poic avToVE TPOC 0 TOVE StaAvOTvar §) dtakpiBijvarl k[atd TV EKATEP®V]

... Lines 109-126:

[Bao]hevg Avtiyovog Tnimv Tt PovAfit kai téd Spmt yoipetv. fueic to
[rpdTepov ckomodvTeg S’ 0]

[Tp]omov TaYIoT’ AV cLVTELEGOEIN O GUVOIKIGHOG, OVK EPDUEV TG [Avaykaio
VUiv]

[x]pnpata T60ev mopioOfL, tod Exetv Agfedioft]g Tag TIHaG TOV oi[KIDV €&
£toipov amodi]-

[66]vat, d1i TO TG €K TGV TPOGOIWV YIVOLEVE KOTA ¥POVOLS TPosTopeD[ecban
VUV pokpotépovg” deEhpe]-
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vou 8¢ To0¢ Te Tap” VUMV Kol Tovg Tapd TV Agfedinv dtamvvOoavou[evol a0tV 1
TvaL £XOVGLY]

[7]uiv mopov gionyeichat, o[V @louévmv Exev EEm TV mepl Ta. TEAN
émo[keyapevol Ta eifiopéval]

aToig, evpiokopey del p[ov]ov [mplogiceveykeiv DUBY TOLG EVTOPMOTA[TOVS, UV
oDV KoA®C 50]-

[K]€T &yetv, ToOG pév ye edmopodvrag sivot Eokociovg, TPOsIGEVEYKETY [8€ T
avarykoio ypruoTo]

KOt TOG 00Giog, dote yevéshal TO TETAPTOV UEPOG TOV TIUAV TAYIGT[ 0L TOTG
AePediog, ]

NV 0€ KoUdNV YevésOaL TOIC TPOEUTOPIGUGIY TPMTOLS €K TMV TPOTOI®[V TOD
gviowtod tod £]-

[V]eoTt@®TOg TOCMV GUVTACCOUEV®Y TOVG HEV BEOVTOC TOVG TIUOOVTO[G TAG OiKiag
Kol Tovg|

[Ex]ypayouévouc tovg vopovug ék Kd aipedijvar €000¢, dtav 1 aroyneioi[c?
yévnrtou, kol amo]-

[oT]oAfivan &v fiuépoug mévte a@’ g av aipeddot[v, k]ai Todg uév émi tovg vouo[vg
AmocTaAEVTAG KO-

[o]apévoug ék K@ dveveykeiv &v toig fjuépoug aig yeypagopey &v Tijt dmo[kpicel
TOVG O€ €l ToVC]

[T ]unTag drootaléviog dyety TOVS TIUNTAG MG GV EvoEynTat Tdylota. o[idpueda o0&
deilv boov ov]-

[T]o é£ap1OunOfvar tag map’ vUiv oikiag dg ol AePediog gic m[apowiav &v
MUéEPOG]

Sexamevte 4’ NS Av 1) AnOKPIoI AvaryvmcOit, Tovg 88 EEapduncovt[ag Tdc
oikiog kol dm]-

[c]ovtag Toig mapowilopévolg aipedijvar év Tht TpdTN EkKAncion map’ Ekdo[Tng
puATic.]

Inscription 2: Smyrna and Magnesia (ad Sip.)
I.Smyrna 573.1 + 1.2 (p. 376)2%
(names of ambassadors are omitted at beginning)

£€00&ev TM1 OMU®L, GTPATNYDV YVOUN" ENEWON TPOTEPOV TE KOO’ OV Kopov O
Bacihevg Léevkog vep-

éPodev eig TV Ledevkida, TOADY [K]oi pHeydA®V KIVOOVOV TEPIGTAVI®OV THLL
TOAWY UDV Kol TNV

Yopav, dteOragev 6 STjHog TN TPOG adTOV EHVOLAY TE Kal PLAioy, OV
KOTATAQYEIS TV TOV EvavTiov Epodov

208 https://epigraphy.packhum.org/text/254898
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000¢ PpovTicag TH¢ TOV VIaPYOVI®V A[T]mAtiag, AAAG TAVTH dEVLTEPO
NYNGAUEVOC Etvon TPOC TO Sloei-

vau &v T aipéoet kKol avtilafécOon o [ playudtov Katd Ty Eavtod dvvauty
K06t €€ Apyfic VTEGTN 010

Kol 0 factieng LEAEVKOG, EV0ERDG TO TPOG TOVS Be0VG drakeipevos kail
QUAOGTOPY®G TA TPOG TOVS YOVETS, LEY-

AOYVY0C DV Kal EMOTAUEVOS XAPLTOS ATOdOGVOL TOTG EAVTOV EVEPYETODOLY,
gtiunoev U TOAW HUAOV S14

T€ TNV TOD OMUoL €Hvotay Kol Grhotipioy v EmEnoinTo €ic Td TPAyLOTH 0O TOD Kol
O 1O TOU TOTE-

pa odvTod B0V Avtioyov kol TN untépa. TV 10D TaTPog Oedv XTpotovikny
10pdcOat wop’ MUV TipOué-

VOUG TIHOAG AELOAOYOLS Kol KowvijL VIO ToD TANB0LE Kal idlot Ve’ EkdoTov TOU
ToAT®V kol EfePfaimoey TdL SMpmt TV av-

Tovopiav kai dnpokpatiov, Eypayev 6& Kol TPOG TOVG PACIAEIS Kol TOVG SLVACTOG
Kol TG TOAELS Kai T E6vn ai-

Ooog amodéEachot 16 te iepov ThC Ttpatovikidoc Appoditng doviov eivan koi

TN TOAY UAV iepdy Kol doviov: VDV 1€ Vrep-

BePAnkdtoc 10D Paciiémg gig v Zelevkida ol oTpaTn[Yo]l 6IELOOVTESG dLAUEVELY
TO1 BACIAET TA TPAYUATO CLUPEPOVTWOG OlE-

TEUYOVTO TPOG TOLG U Mayvnoeiot Katoikovg kol Tpd[g] Tovg vmaifpovg inmeig
KO1 GTPOTIOTOC Kol ATESTEAAY £ AVTAOV

&va Atovholov TOp TopakaAEGOVTA DTOVS S0 L ]AACCELY TN PLAaY Kol
ocuppoyiov Bactiel Xelevkmt €ig

névta Ty YpOVoV, ETayyEAAOUEVOL SLATIPOVVTIMV OVTAV TA TPAYUATO KOl TOV
avTOV €X0p0Y Kai eidov Nyovpévav ddpéety av-

101G Tapd ToD dMpov Kol wapd ToD Paciiémg LedevKov mhvto T PLAGVOpmTo Kol
KaA®G Eyovta Kol drododnoechat yapt-

Tag avToic a&iag The aipéoews ot 0¢ éu Mayvnoiot mapakAnféyteg Kai avtol
Ovtec mpdOv oL TPOG TO S1PVAAGSEY T PACIAET TV TE PL-

Mav kai v ovppayiov Kol Statnpelv avtdl o tpdypata, T t[e] a&imbévta Ho
TOV oTPATNYDV PLAOTIHOG ATedEEavVTO Kol EmaryyéA-

Aovtot T otV EEgv dipecty TdL MUmL T HUETEPWL €1G TAVTA TA TOD
Bacihémg Lelebkov CLHEEPOVTOL Kol AmECTAAKAGLY

TPOG MUAG TpecPentag £y pev TV katoikwv [otapmva kal [Tlepoxdijv, &y 8¢ TdV
Vraifpov Adumva kol AToAL®VIKETNV, TOVG O[1a]-

Ae&opévoug e UiV kai dvoicovtag v oporoyiav kad’ fiv a&io]vowv cuvBécha
T TPOG E0VTOVG PAiay: EmayOivieg 0& kai ofi]

npeoPevtal £l TOV SOV GUVAEAUANKAGLY VTIEP ATAVTO®V AKOA[00]0mG TOlC &V
T OpoAoyion yeypappévols: ayadit toymr 6ed6yOaft]
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™V 1€ QIAiaY ovvtifesOat Tpoc Tovg Eu Mayvnoiot £€ml wdot Toi[g] Tod fachémg
YelevKOV GLUPEPOVOLY, KO Amodei&at Tpog avTod[c]

npeoPevtac Tpeic, oitveg TV Oporoyiay te HTig av 60ENT TdL SMumt dvoicovoty
aOTOIG Kol TEPL TAY YEYPAUUEV®V €V aTL S a]-

Aeynoovtat Kol TopakaAEGoVotY aToVg 0€xechal Te Kol GUVTEAETV TO &V T
oporoyiat yeypappéva, kai Edumep déEmvtat ol

Mayvnoiot, 6pKicaT®oov adTovg ol anoderydnoouevol tpecfevtal TOV Opkov TOv
&V T opoAoyion yeypappévov: tpocdelauévimv]

d¢ tadta TV £ Moayvnoiol Kol GUVGEPAYICAUEV®Y TV OMOAOYIOY Kol
OpochvTmV Kal EmaveABOVI®V TOU TPESPELTMV GL[VTE]-

Aeiobm kol T Aowma hvta Ta €V THL OpoAoYiot Yeypappéva, Kol T0 yneioua tdde
AVaypaONTO KOTA TOV VOUOV" AvaypaenTo 08 k[ai €ic]

otAag €ig 0¢ Kol 1| OpoAoYio dvaypaNoeTal KOAEGATOOAV 08 01 EXUNVIOL THS
BovAfg Kai TOVG TPEGPELTAG TOVG TOPAYEV]OUEVOVC]

&y Mayvnoiag énil Eeviopov €ig T0 mputaveiov: Toig 0¢ amoderyde[T]op
npecPevtaic 66t pnedddov Kailivog o tapiog 10 €k tod [vopov]

nuep®dv dowv av 0 dfipog TaENT Ao TAV THS TOAEWS TPOSOOWV" NUEPA[L]
grynoap mévte, mpeoPevtal anedeiydnoav Povoomuoc Mik[imvog?,]

Arovicrog Arovutd, [appeviokog [TuBéov.

Inscription 3: Miletos and Pidasa
|.Milet 3 14927

givar ITidacsic Milnciov mo-

Mrog koi tékva kai yovoikog, doat dv ooty eocel ITidocideg §j morewg EAAN-
vidog moAitideg mapadodval 6¢ €mi TO POVAELTPLOV TAV OVOUAT®V AVOYPOL-
oMV 100G aipeBévtog VIO Minciov dvopag kol peteival Toig OVOLOGY Kol
dveveyDeiowy iepdv kai apyeiov kai tév AoV, OV koi Toig Aomoig uéte-

ott Milnciowg méuney 6¢ Miknciovg gic [Tidaca 1oV Aaydvta TdV TOMTOY
PPOVPOPYOV Kol PPOoVPOC, BG0VG GV ikavodg tvar gaivntol, Kol TPovoely, dmwg
Ta TelYN EmokevdinTon Kol KOTo YOpay LEVNL, Kol THS QLANKNG EMLE-
Aelobat, KabITL GV KPIveot GOUPEPEY. TAV € EKQOPIOY TMV YIVOUEV®[V]

v i yopon T Mdacémv O pdv Edoiov eivon EmTelic THV TEAD-

v, ®OV kol MiAnoiot Ti0éooty. TdV 8¢ GAAmV TELETV yoAkoDV &’ &t méy-

1€ ApyovTog oTEPoVNPOpov D1AiIdOL, Kol TV KTNVAV TOV ioTapéVe[V]
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&v it [Tbaeidt, 6oa eotiv [Tdacéwv tdv Epn [TdAc01G Katokovvimy

kol Cunvev 10 icov [€]e’ £t tpia GpyovToc ToD aDTod GTEPAVIPOPOV,
deABdvToc ¢ 10D mpoepnuEvo ypdvou teAely gic Mikntov ITidooelg

T oOTA TEAT, KaBOTL Av Kol o1 Aowmoi MiAnolotl teAwvdvtal.  dodvart 68
1oV dfjpov tov Miknciov [Tidacedoty toig KaTmKNKOsY Kol EVUENLE-
VKOGV PEYPL Tod VOV xpovov Eu [Tddcoig fj Tt ydpot tht [Iidacéwy
olk<n>oelg €lg KAv@dv Adyov tplokocimv kol éveviikovia.  vépecsOo 8¢
[Mdacels g Te VTapyoVoaG lEpic KTNOELS Kol dnuociog Kol dv Ti-

veg dAAat Tpooyivevtol Toig 0€0ig 1) T Ot TEVTE PEV &1 Ap-

XOVTOG GTEQOVN(POPOL DIAIGOV TELODVTOG TOV EKQOPI®MY YOAKOD[V],
deABOVTOC 0& TOoD TTpoEPNUEVOL YpOVOL TA Toa TEATN, doa Kol Midno[iot]
(QEPOVGLY. TOD 08 €V TO1G 1epOig OPEGLY TOIG TEPLMPICUEVOLS YIVOUEVO[ V]
olTov TeEAETV aDTOVE S1EABOVTOV TOV TEVTE TRV EKOTOGTNV

glc TOV del ypovov.  etvon 8¢ ITdacémv TodC TPOGYPUAPNGOUEVOVS
atelelc Aettovpyldv €0’ £t déka APYOVTOG GTEQPOUVI(POPOL

D1Aidov. gydikticat d¢ TOV dOfjpov Top Midnciov Kai tepl Thg ydpag

g amokabeoTapnévng atoig VIO TAV oTPATNYDV, £0v TIC Yiv[n]-

Tt SLaKpLols. cvykexwptiobat 6¢ [Iidacéwv T101¢ TPOoYPUENGOLEVOLS

pO¢ 10 moAitevpa kol Evektnuévolg v it Evpopidt eicdystv amd tod
YEWOUEVOL 01VIKOD YEVLOTOG £V TOIC 10i0ug KTOESY EMG TAEIGTOY
HETPNTAV AoV amd unvog [Toc1de®dvog 1od ént D1didov teAodoty EA-
Mpéviov yahkobv i TOV del ypdvov amoypayapuévey €mt TO TG BOVATG
apyeiov TV évektnuévav &v it Evpouidt.  katackevdoot ¢ Miknciovg
000V éx i [Tbacidog {uyiolg mopevtny €ic Toviav TOAY. petéyety 68
[Mdacéwv Kai TOVG TEMOAITOYPUPNUEVOVS TPATEPOV TAOV AVTMV TAG[1V]
[Mdaceboy TANY {TANV} Tig dteleiog TV Asttovpyldv. drapyey O[]

Koi TOAAG TO KOTAKEYOPIGUEVA &V T yneiopatt TdL ypapévit tepi Td[V]
AvNKOVTOV €ig TNV cupmoltteiay KOpla kai cuvteAeicOon avTd, Koo 1]
ovykey®pnton TposPepopnevev Idacéwv molv te kol ydpav Koi ta[g]
[€]k TOVT@V TPOGOSOVG.  OPKIGATM O& O GTEPUVNPOPOG LETA TOD 1EPOKNPLKOS
[t]ovg te fikovtag €k [Tidacéwv TPecPeVTiC Kol TOVG TPVTAVELG Kol

ToV[¢] elpnuévoug €t Tt LANKNL KOl TOVG KEXEPOTOVIUEVOVS GUV-
£0poVg TOV OpKOV TOVOE" EPUEVD TOTG MUOAOYTULEVOLS KOL GLVOLYEYPOLL-
HéEVOLG [€ig] TOV del ypdvov Kai o0 Tapafricopon Téxvnt OVJEULAL OVOE U)oL
Vvijt 000¢ G[AL]wt TapafaivovTt TV cuvONKNV EmTpéym, Kol £0v Tiva
dAloy ov[Bd]vouo aipodpevov mapafaivety Tag Opoioyiog, ovk €mt-
TPEY® KOTA SHVOULY TV EUV, GAAL SNADo® THL POVATL Kol TdL Snumt.
tavta aAnof, vi v ‘Eotiav u BovAaiov kai tovg GAAovg Ogoc.

Kai pot sdopkodvtt v eV i, g1 8¢ Eproproiny, EEOANG sinv kai ot Kai
Tapa. opdoat 8¢ £u IMddooig kol Tovg dAlovg [Tidacelc Tovg dvtag
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EmMOMUOLS Kol &v NAkion VILAPYOVTAG TOV ADTOV OPKOV TPOGOUVIVTOC

KOl TOVG KATEYOVTOG ADTMV TV TOAY 000C. OmOTEPOL OE AV YN EUU<e>Tvem-
oV T0i¢ &v THISE Tl GLVONKNL KOTAKEXWPIGUEVOLS, Bdikovg TE Etvat

aOTOVG TOV BedV, 0DG OUMUOKAGTY, KOl ATOTEIGOL TOVG UT| EUUEIVOV-

T0G TO1G Upeivacty TOAOVTO TPLOKOVTAL.

Inscription 4: Miletos and Kios
l.Milet 3, 141208

YVoOuN cuvédpmv TV aipedivimv, Ebddpov tod

Yopadov, Avivopog tod Evavopidov, AvTokpdTov

100 ‘Hynuovog, Zapiov 10d Avdpiov, Aaodnpov 10D
Aogptov, Tywomdiog T0d ‘Hearotiov, [Tooedwviov 10D
Bonbov, Atyavtog 100 ‘Eppogdvtov, Atovuciov 10D
[Mocedwviov, IacikAieiovg 100 Bnpiléng eimov: émeidn
Kool drowkot 8vteg g mOLews kai 010pUALGGOV-

TEG TN TPOG TOV OfjLoV PLMav ATEGTEILOY 1EPOTOL-

ov¢ Nikavopov kol @uurniony ymeicpo kopilovrag,

&v O1 AIToLOYIGAUEVOL TOVG TOAELLOVG TOVG KOTAGYOV-

TOG OOTAV TNY YOPAV Kol T damdvag Tog €ig Ta-

T0 YWVOEVOS AE0DGIY €1G TOC PLAANG, OG TPOGOPEILOV-

o @ Oed1, apedijvar, doag dv Suvatdv N, Kai ol iepomotol
0¢ ol firovteg mapa Kiavdv mepi te tovtmv diedéynoav
aKoAoVOmC TOTg &V TML YNEIcHATL YEYPAUUEVOLS Kol ELQO-
vicavteg T0 oikelo Kol IAAVOpTa TA VTLAPYOVTA KOWT|L TE
T onpot &y Kimt kai idion 1 yrvopeva toig dpikvoupé-

voig Muknciov éuviodnoap mepi moAtteiog, dmwe vapyn<t>
Kuovoig ép Mutot, mpoonket 6& Td1 OMpmt ktiotnt dvtt

TG amokiog Kol TNV €i¢ TOVG oikeiong ehvolay € ToV-

TL Kap®1 Amodekvopévmt P deiotacOot Tod cvueépovto[c],
AL Empédelop momcactot TV Amoik®my T TPOGHKOV-
ocav éymoeicOar Miknciolg dnokpivacOor Kiavoig mepi pév tdp [o1]-
aA@v, OV aodot Ty deeoty yevésOar, S10TL, £l u&v pn cuvéPoive

Kol a0 ToVG TeOATPOHaL O1d TOVG TOAEHOLS Kol TAG APOopiag TG
KATAGYOVGOG THY YOPOV, Tt 8& Kai advvaTov etvor THv dee-
o Tomcactat TOV STiHoV TAY YIVOUEV®V ATapydV Td[1 Og]-
@1 10 TO TOV VOUOV TOU TTEPL TOHTOV VITAPYOVTO KOAVELY, &-

208 https://epigraphy.packhum.org/text/252140
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Tl WAV TO SvvaTov v E<m>pa<E>ev gig 10 cvvtedesOivar Kiovoig
T TEPL TOOTOV S0V UEVA, VOV OE EMYWPET O TOIG TON OG-

[0]o TV dmoKaTAGTACY TGV OPENOUEVOV PLOADV. ETELTOY
poivnTat odTolg Katd Katpdv eivor. mepi pévrol TV dpetfic

ofetar delv 6 dfjpog yiveshan tag dmapydg TdL Oedt kaTd TO VO
[t®]u TpoyoveV cuykeipeva. Ty 68 moAtteiav 6ed6500n Kiovoig,
[K]aBoTL Epvcnoay oi iepomotoi, dmmwe 6 dfjrog eaivnton £l TAg[T]-
OV TNV 0IKEOTNTO SLTNPAV Koi dkdAovba Tpdccmv Tt TOWU TPOoYHd-
vov aipéost’ tva 8¢ toig mpoatpovuévolc Kiovawv petéyewy t[c]
moAlteiag yivntot To Ko Tod OMpov dedouéva, EmUereicd]at]

TOVG TPLTAVELS KO EMKANPODV aDTOVG ETL TOG PVAAC, £y
amopaptupdotv avtoig Kiavol petd ymoeicpatog, 61t gicty

aOTAOU ToATToL TopakaAel 68 O Ofjpnoc Kiovolg pvnuovevoy-

TG TAY YWOUEVOV 0DTOIG GIAAVEPOT®V THV TE TPOG TOV B0V

evcé {1} Belav {evoéPetav} dratnpeiv Kol v oikeldTNTO €Ml TAETOV ODEEWY EMal-
KoAovBodvtag Tit TdU TPoydveV aipécel.  oDT® yap Kol Topd ToD
ONHov TOAAML paALOV VITdpEel aTolg Thvta Ta GAAVOpmmTaL

[K]ai &v ovBevi AelpBncovtal TV GLUPEPOVT®VY 0VTOIG KaBITL Kol
[E]v tan mpoTEpOV YpdvL TO dE YNPIGHa TOSE Avaypayat €ig GTAANY
MOty kol avabeivar €ig 10 iepdv 10D AmOAL®V[0]g T0D Aghvi-

oV’ TG 6€ KaTaoKeLT THG OTNANG Kol TG dvaypaeg ToD Y-
QIopHOTOC EMpeAn0fval TOVG TELYOTO10VG Kol TOV dpy1tékT[o]-

va© 10 8¢ avaloua o €ig TadTa dodvar Tovg Mpnpévoug éml T[]
dnpociog tpamélng Amd Tod VTAPYOVTOG AVTOIG €1G TO TELYO-

TOTKG KaAéoat 8 TOLG lepomotong kai £mi deimvoV gig TO mpuToy[El]-
ov. £00&e TM1 OMUML €ig AEVK®OULA AVOypaYOL TO Y OICLLOL.

Inscription 5: Miletos and Cretan Settlers
l.Milet 3 37%0°

£d0&e T SMpot yvount &[m]otardv: Avtinatpo[c ...?2. einev: émeidn]
npog Kpftag dmapyovong oikeldtrog Kai cuyyeve[iag amod tod Oelod],
OLYKEWEVNC OE Kol Guppoyioag, v 010 Tatépv O dfo[g Koo Ta]|

316 TV yne160éviav Hpiopéva TETPNKEY, OC TPoc[fjkov fv &md [tod
Beod Vv dpynVv The cvy<y>eveiog eiAnpoct, Kai S TdV E[pymv 0 dfpo|g]
EkQavii{1} kabiotdag v avtod Tpoaipesty kowit 1€ Tavt[wv Kpntdv]|
EMOLETTO TPAVOLOY Kol TOIC dgopuéVOLS THG 0’ avto[d PBonbdeiag vmn]|-

KOVE TOIG AELOVUEVOLG Ol TO Kpivew K[a]l katd T[O EkaTtépolc]|

oikeimg ovupépovta dxorovbms 8¢ [K]oi T[]

209 https://epigraphy.packhum.org/text/252160
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(Lines 10-29 missing)

[1I[—] 8mog odv o[vvav]-

[tont 6 dfjnog Toic Povrop|évolg moitteve]obot petd MiAnciov
[—1[—]9..Andrrwv..5..

[.....c.15...... nepi GV TV edvot]av dmeprivoro £[ni tod Ogo?]

[toD devtépov ToD pet’ Abn|vaylopov Kol Tpocédafe cOLYMEOV TV TOD
0g0d yvouny, ayadijt wo][mtr Eyneicbor Midnciolg toig pev dlamept-
[yapévolc mepi Thc moit][telog, OV T OVOLOTA KATOGPPAYIGAUUEVOL
[....11..... Katd o Tpld]TtEpov yreiopa, 68060t peTovoioy

[tfic éu MiMjTon moAteiag kai| iep]@v kai dpyeionv kol Tdv GAAmv, OV Kol
Muinoioig péteotiv. tva 6& mhlvta mpocov Jong kai ¢ [.2-3.] v Bedv
[edpev]eiog toonTat, O Tpoe[RTNV K]ai Tov Tapioy Tov
no[pled[plevovia &v Tt igpdl cuvteés|[at Buai]av TdL AT[OA]AwmvL TdL
AOVUET, TOV 8¢ otePavneopov T Ag|[Apvimt], Tov [d]¢ iepéa kol Tovg
TPLTAVELS Kol TOVG NpNUEVOLGS £ml T|[Tjt puA]akiit Tit Te Eotion Tijt
BovAaiot kol tdt Ad td1 Bovhaimt éngvyo|[névov]g Ty petddooty

Mg ToMteiog €ml cmtnpion kai opov[olion wh]vtov Midnciov ye-
vésOar [Om]wg 0¢ Td Eyneiopéva dwap[elvn]t TOv del xpdv[ov], ye[vo]ué-
ng [t petaddcewc] un é€Jéotm toic [p]letetineoot Tiig moAttei[alg
[ducalecBon Tepl unBevog unbevi Tdp [moAt]t[d]v, GAL’ oikeiovg kol
@ilovg VTTapYEWY TOIC TE TOAiTOUG Kai]| Tolg dpyovoty, Toig 68 dOy-

HoGtV ToD ONUoL Eppévery [—]

(Lines 50-59 Missing)

[ dmotive]wv O Tipmua. £av 6 0 SidKmV un pet[oAdfInt

[10 méumrolv pépog] T[@]v ynewv, drotelodto to ey To[d Tiu]n-
[patog —|—] 10 pév g moAemc, 1O 6 TOD id1hTOL” TNV 88

[mpoBeopuialv évtog Tpi]dv etvan Eviovtdv.  dmikAnpocitocay 82
[avToVG oi] Tplutdy[et]g Kai £mi PLAAGS, ¢ v O dfjog dmodeiEnt

[..6... hayy]lovét[o]oav 6& GLAOKTV Kol @povpapyioy ETOV TAPEL-
[66vToV £f]|koot Antovpyldy 8’ EoTmoay ATEAEIS ETn TEVTE QMO
[EviavToD T]|od pe]ta TOV Evianzov tov €ri [Tpwtayop[ov: mlomcacbot
[6¢ kai Tod|c ava]t[dxTalg Ty Tpdicty Tod Evapeviov, £¢° Oite ol Tpt-
[Gpevor v v a]TeA<eT>¢ [APNGOLG |tV TOVG EIGAYOVTAC TL TOW TOAL]-
[toypaenBéviav —]

(Lines 70-79 Missing)

[—I]I[...7...]¢ kai ol TpuTaVELS

[I]I[..6...] vou[i]mow Emtndet-

[.. glvar ..5.. 6 8¢ 8pkoc E6tm" cuumoi/tevcopar] TdL dYpmt TdL Midn-
[clmv ped’ dpovoiag kail cuvdlotnpNom| TV TOAV] Kol Td epovpla, G Te
[VOV katéyet 6 dMpog kal doo dv Dote|pov Tpog a]Ta Tpooyivntal,
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del kKot dvvouy Ty €Uy,  EUUEV® Og| Kou Ttd]ot Tl £v T yneicua-
[Tt yeypoappévorg kai ov moapapioopat, AAL’ dy]oVioTng ®G TpocT|kov
[OmbpEw vrep Thg TOAEMS, Kai pot gvop|kodv]tt y[i]votto Guewvov, &l 6
[Eproproinv, EEdANG inv awTog Kal Taud| dvaypdyal] 8¢ t6 € yReiopa
160¢ Kol T0 OVOpaTO TOV OpocdvTov €ig| 10 i€]pdv T0D ATOAA®VOG

00 Aghgwiov ....11.....]t0 B[...... 15....... TOVG| 8¢ TELYO]-

[moovg peta tod alpyitéktovog piobdoal v dvaypaleny.  &ig 6¢]
[todTo VINpe]tiican Tovg £mi Th On[pociag Tpaméing €k to|b doBévtog]
[eic T& tey]omowkd.  TadTo 88 etvou ic [pLAaxTv kai coTh|piay Tiic]
[mOAems.  €]60&e T dMumt €i¢ AevKkmpo avaypdy[oat TO| yeiopa].

Inscription 6: Miletos and Seleukia-Tralles
(Two decrees) Milesian Decree:?!% 1. Milet 3.143A; SEG 37.982

[oonnnn. c.20........ gupavifolvteg nt[epi @V TpodTEPOV VITOP]-

[x6vToV Taig mOAESV Ap@oTéEPAUC] TPOG aTAS Plovip[drwv, kai]

[VOV? Zehevkeig 010 Tpoyovav olikeimg ypmduevotl TdL Mot Td1]

[Miincimv 61d v amd 10D 0e0d] cuyyévelay TeTiKact TOV O1j-

[pov kol anectddkacty mpesPelvtag Mnvodswpov Tiuéov, Avtryévny

[....... c.18....... [Mavoa]viov, Apiot[é]av [Tavoaviov, Atoviciov
[Enpoviodvtag v aipeoty adT]dV kata pépog, fiv Exovot Tpog to TAf0oc

[10 MiMnciov, kKai Bovdopevot] Ty kol tov AmOAA® TOV AL, €ig OV dvapé-
[povowv kai TV apyn]v Thg TPOg TN TOAY GuYyYyeveiag, EYnPIGHEVOL

[elol méumev Be]@povg ToVG GuvTEAEGOVTOG KO EKOGTOV £TOG TOUTTY

[kai Buoioav kol dJAAaG TIac peTd mhong 6movdig Kol erAoTIiog:

[6oc 0bv] 6 Sfjpog paivnTon GLVAVTBY TPOSKOVTINS TOIG TPO-
[cevnvey]uévolc mpdc te T Belov eDGEPAC Kal TPOG THIL TOALY €D-

[voik®dg K]ol pHetadidovs anToig TdW mop’ adTdl TYiov, dedoybat Miinciow
[¢mn]v<f>c0on pév Tehevkeic aipéoemg Evexev kad etvor &v Empeleion

[ma]pd Tt fOLATL Kai T UL, d€xecBaL O€ Kol TAG EYNOIGUEVOC

[V]7” avtdV Tipag pet’ evvoiag, 666060t d& Kol moAtteioy ZeLevKEDGL

101G VELOLGL TaTtpida Koi TOAY Zedevkelav £m¢ €l 6TEPAVNPOPOV

‘Entkpatny kai pijva Tavpedva: €l 0€ Tiveg Kot Oy ToD SOV TOATTOL
yeyévnvtat, un Evepov 6& TV Xehevkeiov TOAWY, 1 €4V TIGWV HETA TADTA

d00NL map’ adToig moAttein, VILAPYEY TOVTOIC Kol T wap’ MUV ToArTeiow vei-
HoG1 TPATEPOV TTATPiIdN Kol TOAY ZeAgvkelay TN dEKA A0 THE TPOS TO
TOAITELHLO TPOSYPAPTIC.  OTOCOL O’ AV aT®V aipdvtor PLed’ HUdV
GUUTOATEVEG-

Oo kai petéyety iepdv kai apyeiov kol Tdv Aomdv Andviov, Oy Kol Tig GALIG

210 https://epigraphy.packhum.org/text/252141
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uéteott Midnoiotg, mogicOmoay v amoypaenVv émi 10 Ti¢ PovATic dpyeiov av’ &-
KOoToV £10¢ £0G ThiG £1KG00G TOD pnvog tod AvOeotnpidvog Tatpddev k[ai]

NS v ®G1 QUARC” O 88 YpoppaTeDS ElcoyyEAET® el T TPOTV EKAnGiay petd.
TNV ATOYPaPNV" 0l € TPLTAVELS EMIKANPOVTOCAY ADTOVS, £’ GG AV O ONIOG
AmodeiENt LUAGG.  TOVG € TPOSIOVTAG TPOG THH TOALTELOY TAW UEV GAADV TOPOL-
YPTLOL LETEXEW TTAVTWV, GUAOKTV 0& Kol epovpapyioy cuykAnpodceOat dieh-
0OVI®V €TV 06K AP’ EKAGTNG EMKANPOCEDS. €0V O€ TIG TOALTEVTTON

napd TOdE TO YRPIGUa, Elvar adTOV VTEHOVVOV THL TE £ LOATOIC &VOThGEL KOl
T 0lkNL TG Egviog KT TOVG VOLOUG. Tval 0€ TO dOEAVTO TOIG dNUOLS TTEPL

TG €ig avTovg PrravOporiog dtopvnuovevntat €ic TOV del Ypdvov, avoypa-

yor o ynoeiopata gig otAny Abivny kai avadeivar gig To igpov 100 ATOAA®VOC
100 AgA@viov. TH¢ 6€ KaTaokeLTc TG OTANG Kol THS Avaypaeic TV YnNelopi-
TOV EMUEANBTvVaL TOVC TEWYOTOLOVE LETA TOD APYLITEKTOVOG €1G O TaDTA VTIN-
petiioat ToVg &nl TG dnpoociog Tpamélng amo Tdv &ic ta teryonoika EEsipnu[€]-
vov. tva 8¢ Ekaota yivntot petd thg Tdv 0edv evpeveiog, Top puev Tpoent|v]

Kol TOV Tapiov TOv Tapedpevovia v Tt iepdt Buciog Kai Tpocsddovs iep®dV mot-
noacHor tog voplopévag Tdt ATOAL®VL T AOVUETL, TOV 08 GTEPAVIPOPOV UETA
TV TPOCETAIP®V TML ATOAA®VL TOL AEAQIVIOL, ETEVYOUEVOVG GUVEVEYKETY TA [€]-
YNOGUEVE TOTG TOAEGTY AUPOTEPALS.  TOVGS O€ TPEGPELTAG KaAEG €1 TO
TPLTAVEIOY,

amooteidat 6& avToig kal EEvia, ThG [0€] amooToAfic EmpueAn0fvon Tovg Tpu-
TAVELC Kol TOVS NPNUEVOLGS €L TN LAKTL.  vacat

Seleukian Decree:?!!
I.Milet 3.143B; SEG 37.982

£00&e Tht PovAft kol Td1 OMpmt BovAfig yvoun: éneldn Midnciot gilot Kai oikelot
VILAPYOVTES 010 TPOYOVAV TPOTEPOV TE OETEAOVV €U TAVTL KOPDL TPOVOLV
TOLOVLEVOL KOl KOVl TavTOG TOD O1Lov ToD LeAevkémv kol kb’ idlav Exdo-
TOV TV APIKVOVUEVOV €IG TN TTOAY 0OTAV Kol LETO TODTA TOPOYEVOLLE-

vog [TpHtavig aviyyerdev, d10TL T adTVv aipeotv Exovteg ovBevog api[o-
TOVTOL TAV THL TOAEL GUUPEPOVIMV U TAGY OIKEIMS Amodekvipevot T[]
adTAV oToVdV* e oLV i TAéov abEnTan T TPODAPYOVTO PIAAVOpLTQ

Kol olkela Toig TOAEGY AUEOTEPOLS KOl paivTol TIH®Y O dfpog MiAnciovg
a&log €u movti kapdt TG €1g adTOV dvoiag TOYML AyadnfL 0eddyBa T

BovAnt kai Tt Mpotr EnnviicBout Miknciovg €ni Tt vvaiot Kai THt Tpoapéoet,
fiy

gxovov gig TOV dfjpov. 60660t 8¢ avToig Kol mohteiav £’ Tont kKol Opoion Koi
HETEYEW AVTODG ATAVT®VY, OY Kai of GALot ToATTAL HETEXOVGLY, Kod TOp BOVLAS-

211 https://epigraphy.packhum.org/text/252124
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uevov Milnoiov moAtedectat £v Zehevkeg[ia]l dmoyphpechat mpdg 1€ Tovg oTpa-
TNYOLS Kol TOY ypappatén Tod O1Hov” Tovg 6& Kataympilew gic LAy

TOV ATOYPOYOUEVOV, €i¢ Tiv ap fodAnTal.  DIapyew 6& adToig Kol mpoedpiay

&V 10ig ay®dov maotv kol Epodov €l T POVANV Kai TOV IOV TPMTOLG

petd T igpd.  moleloBot &’ EMUEAELOV TOVG GlEL YELPOTOVOVUEVOVG GTPATIYOVS
10D 0oL Tod MIANGiOV Kol TPOVOETV TAV TAPAYIVOUEVDV €IG TV TOALY, OTTMG
TAVTOV TUYXAVOCL TOV KOADG EXOVI®V. Téumechot o0& kol 0empovg ToLg
[c]vvterécovtag Buaiav TdL ATOAAMVL TML AGVUET T ApyNYETNL THG OIKEL-
[6tnTo]g, &V 0i¢ v Ypdvolc cuvieAdot Midiotol.  &mi 8& Toic SYyneIoUEVOLS GUV-
[teréoon Buoia]y TdL Al TdL Aapaciot kol TdL ATOAA®VL TOVG LEPOUVI|LLOVAG
Ka[i]

[ToVg ..7-9... xai Tovg ie]pok[RpuKa]g EXEVYOUEVOVC GUVEVEYKETV AUPOTEPAILS
[toic mOAesL T Syn@iopéva kai etvar] éml coTnpiat Koi edTuyia dve-

[Yypayor 8¢ TO yMeiopa gig oTiAny MOivn ]y kai gtijcat £v TdL igpdt ToD

[A10¢ 10D Aapaciov: Thg 8¢ KaTaokeLTG THG oTNANG Emt]pueAnbijvor Toug é-
[ml........ c.20........ 10 0¢ dvaiopa to €l tag Bu]oioc kai Vv ka-

[TackevnV THS 6THANG VanpeThicot Tovg Tapiac?.  tov O mplesPev[tnv]
[kodéoou €ig TO mpuTaveiov—]

Inscription 7: Teos and the Syrian Cities
SEG XLI 1003, reproduced in Saba, Isopoliteia, p. 223.
This includes the second decree of the dossier, from lines 90-113.

... €mel 0¢ k[a]-

[Aidg E]yov €otiv dpa Taig GG Tolg dedopévalg Topa Thg TOAE-

[0 @ PlactAel Tipaig kai dxdolovBov T1j 1€ T0D Paciiéwg kol TV
[piAwV] edvoion Tpdg TOV dfjpov Kai Tf) map  MUAY TPOg 1€ TOV Pact-
[Aéa kai] Tovg ilovg av[t]od ékteveion kabdmep gic KooV TedRvaL TO
[tdV é]tovopny Todewv TOV T0D PactAémng Tpoydvmv td 6g[d0]-

[néva k]ai SoBncopeva Tapd oD PactAémg dyadda Tt dumt (iva) yn[eic]-
[0eiong] avtoic mhowv map’ MUV TG ToAlteing Kai ETotpudtepot [ pog]
[Tag ev]epyeciog VTLAPYWCL GTEVOOVTEG d10L TOVTOC, KaOA[Tt]ep

[KaAO]v €otiv, Dmep ThG 1dilag matpidog [K]al [t ]v Tpobmbpyovsay Tolg
[...Jowg TpoOg avTovg dvavemaoueda eiliov: Toyn ayadii Tov[c] otpa-
[Tnyo]0¢ kal TOVG TIHOVYOVG EIGEVEVYKETV €1G TOC £MOVGAS ApYaiL-
[pecia]c kaBoTL S00McETAL TOAITEN TML SMU®L T AVTIIOXE®V TOW

[mpoc] Adpvnt kol Td1 Mot TdL Zedevkémv TV & [Tigpion [Ka]l Téd oM
[pot T]®1 Aaodikémv TN TPOG Bordoon dvaypdyar ¢ [K]oi TO yn-
[popa T]0d¢ €ig TV mapactdda Tod vEm Tod Alovicw Kol K]abiepd-
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[oat, ] 08 dvaypaetig ToD yneicpoatog Empeindivalt t]ovg Eveo-
[tnrot]ag ta[pi]oac: iva 6¢ 0 Pacthedg Avtioyog Kai 1 &[d]eren adtod
[Baci]Moca [A]aodikn gidnomaot v gvyopiotiov Tod [d]fuHov, dmodel-
[Eon ] pecPevtag Tpig H1OM OlTIVES TAPOYEVOUEVOL TPOS OLTOVS TO

[LEV yIneopa 100 Amoddcovct Kol AoTacaeV[o]t vrep ToD dNpov
[kai] cuvmoBévteg éml TdL VYlaive adTovg [Kal] Tpdocey OV TpoOTOV
[avt]ol T BovAovtan kol Ml Toig Beoic evyoueba kal Eppavicov-
[tec] tog [t]pog Toc Ey[n]eou[€]vac kai d[n]idcavieg avtoig [-]

Inscription 8: Amyzon for Menestratos of Phokaia
Ma, 1999 inscr. No. 10; Robert, Amyzon no. 1522

[Bacire]vovtov Aviidyov Meydrov k[ai Avtidyov 1od viod, &Tovg]
[dw]dekdTov Kol £K0TooTod, UNvog Ameldaio[v: &ml dpyepémwc —]
[..]Jopog, Tod 8¢ Atog tod Kpnrayevéta kol Aktovvng [...c.11...., g 6¢]
[0 8]fnog Gyetl éml oTte@avnEOpov Beod devTépov Kai iepémg T[MV Poot]-
[A]éwv Taoovog Tod Barla<y>pov- £50&e Td1 ONUML YVOUN TpLTAVE[WV"]
[€]medn Mevéotpatog Ayabok<i>giovg Dmkaieds Kotaotodelg &l

100 ApTepoiov Emotdrng drodei&elg moAldg memoinTot THg b ToD
KaAokayadiog eig Tavta Td T dNUOL GLUPEPOVTA YPAP®Y TPO ZeD-

Ew OV €l TdV TpaypdTev VIEp ThHe evvoiag fiv Exwv dtoTehel

€lg 1€ T0U¢ Pactrelc kai gig {1} TOV ZebEwv, moAAAKL OE YphO®V Kol

pOg Nucopndnv kai Xioviv tov én’ AAvO®V teTarylévov Opoimg
EYLOPTUP®V VIIEP THS ELVOIAG TOV TOMTAV: E6TOVOAGEV 08

Kol VTEP THG AmooKeLT|g ThG Kataoyebeione nudv &v AAivdolg 6mmg
Kopompeda: ppovtilet 6¢ dud T€lovg Kol VTEP TOV AAA®Y UMV TOAL-
TOV TOV KATOIKOOLVTOV TG ADTOVOLOVG TPOGKAALOVLEVOG €1G TOV
OULVOIKIGHOV TOD ApTepiciov idian T€ TOig EVTLYYAVOVGL TV TOAL-

TGV GLUTEPLPEPOUEVOC SlaTeELET" Tva 0DV Kod O Sfjpog patvntar

101G AEI01G TAV AVOpdV YAPLTaG Amoddovg TOYML Ayadfjl d£00-

yOor Apvloveémv Tdt dMpot Eanvijcbor Mevéotpatov £mi Tht aipé-

oel M Exel gig TOV dfjuov: etvan 8¢ adToV Kai edepyétnv Tod dMpov:
0€0660a1 8¢ advTdL Kol ToAL{p}teiov {>*°molteiav}?® kai EvKTnoy Kol petovsiov
le-

[p]®V Kol Apye<t>GV Kol TBV FAA®V AmdvTov OV kol Apvloveig pe-
[té€]xovot Tavnu Ta 6& avTa TADTO VTAPYEY ODTAL Kod EKYOVOLS TEUTE[G]-
[Bon 8] avTdt Kol yEpag Amd TV dINUoTEL®V BucidV KaBOTL Kol TOTG

Inscription 9: Amyzon for Nikomedes

212 https://epigraphy.packhum.org/text/256811
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Ma 1999 no. 11: J. & L. Robert 1983: 192-3, no. 1623

[—]

[ kai tdv AoV ar]dviov ov kol Ap[vlo]-

[velg petéyovoty év] taic Xpvoaopéwp ToOre[ov']
[EXécBan &€ Gvdp]oag ol apikdpevol Tpoc Nikounon[v]
[10] yreiopa anoddcovsty Kol AoTacipuevol adT[ov]
[Ta]pd TOD OOV TOPAKAAEGOVGIY GVTA EVEPYETNV TEL-
pacOot del Tivog ayabod mapaitiov yivesOHat T SMMumt
avaypbyat 8¢ T0de YNeLoua £V TdL ETPAVESTATML TO-
o1 ToD VoD ThHe ApTEUd0G EmpueAndijvon o€ TG a-
Vaypopfic ToVC TPooThTog ST™G N TAGL POVEPOV

OT1 0 dfjpog evepyeTOEic AmTOdOML YaptTog aia[g]
TOIG EVEPYETOVOLY ANVTOV TO 08 AVA®UQ €1 TODTO
J0T® 0 KaBeoTAUEVOG TOUiNG GO TOV KOWV®DV
npocddwv. pédncav Mvwviong Tepokieiovg, Mévur-
10¢ N1IKoGIKAEIOVG.

Inscription 10: llion for Metrodoros the Physician
OGIS 22024

Emeldn 0 Paciiedc Avtioyog E<p>¢o-
TAAKEV, OTL TPOVUOTIOG YEVOUEVOG

&V T paynt €ig Tov tpdyniov
Bepamevf<ei>n VO Mntpodmdpov 10D
toTpod AKIVOVV<®>G, EPECTAAKEY <O&>
nepl avtod kol Meléaypog 0 otpa-
TNYOG TPOOPOEVOG TO THG TO-

Aem¢ cuUEEPOV: ded0YBaL THL foLARL
Kol T ONUOL ETOVESUL LEV
Mntpddwpov TipokAéovg Apet-
TOAITNV GpeTTic Evekev Kol

evvolag tiig €ig TOVG Paciiéng
Avtioyov Kol ZérevKov kai TOv
Sfinov: lvan 88 antov Koi TpdEe-

VoV Kod e0gpYETV THG TOAEWS
0€066001 8” aTdL Kot ToATELOY

Kol <€&y>Kknotv Koi EQodov £l TV

213 https://epigraphy.packhum.org/text/256814?bookid=483&location=1682
214 https://epigraphy.packhum.org/text/287671
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BovAnyv kai OV dfjpov TpOTO<r>
ueta ta iepd £Eetvan & adTdL Kol
€1¢ VANV Kol epatpiav fjv av fov-
Mo g[ioeAfely — —]

Inscription 11: Inscription 11: Antiochos I, llion, and Aristodikides
OGIS 221; Austin no. 164; RC 10-13%°
Greek only available for RC 10-12.

Meléaypog TAémv Tt fovAijt Koi Td1 dYpmt yoi-
PEWV" ATESMKEV MUV AploTodikidng 6 "Acoiog Emt-
oTohdC mapd Tod Paciiémc Aviidyov, GV TavTiypa-
Qo VUiV VToyeyphpapey: véTuyxev & NUiv kol av-
TOC PApEVOG, TOADY AT Kol ETEP®V Stohe-
Youévev Kol oTépovov d106vVTwv, domep Kol 1)-
Leig mopakoiovBoduev did To kol mpesPfedooar d-
70 TOV TOALEDV TVOG TPOG UGS, BovAecBat v
YOPAV TNV 0£O0UEVIV aDTML DO 10D Pachéwg Av-
T1OYoL Ko Sl TO iepOV Kal o1l TNV TPOS VUAG £DVOL-
av TpocevEykachat Tpog TV DUETEPAV TOALY" O
H&v ovv G0l yevéchar adTédt mapd Tfig TOAEmC, av-
TOC DUV ONA®GEL KOADS &’ AV TONGOLTE YNPIoALE-
vol 1€ mvTa T0 EIAGVOpOTa o0 TML Kod Ko’ OTL v
CLYY®PNONL THV AVIYPOPTV TONGALEVOL KOl GTT)-
Adoavteg Kol Bévteg gig TO iepdv, tva pévnt vuiv
BePaimg ig mavta tOy Ypdvov T cuyxwpnBévta
Eppwobe.

Baciievg Avtioyog Mehed-
YPOL Yoipey deddKapeV AploTtodikidel T Accimt
Yic épyacipov TAEOpa dioyiia Tpooevéykachat
npog v TAéwv oMY §j Zknyiov: 6O odv chviatov
napadei&or AptoTodikidetl amod TG Opopovong Tit
Cepydion f it Zxnyiat, od dv Soxualnig, To Sioyiia
TAEBpa TG YT\, kol mpocopicat £ig v TAéwv §j TV
Zxnyiov: Eppwco.

Baciievg Avtioyog Meke-

aypot yoipev: Evétuyev MUV Aplotodikiong O
"’AcG10G, 4SOV dodval avTdL NUAG v T €9’ ‘EAAnc-
novTov catpaneion v [Hétpav i tpdtepov

215 https://epigraphy.packhum.org/text/287716
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glyev Meldaypoc, koi T yopog tiig Ietpidoc
gpyacipov T<A>£0pa yilio Tevtakoota, Kol GALN

viic TAEOpa dioyido Epyacipov and g Opo-

povong Tt TpdTePOV d0beiont avTdL pepiot

Kol Nueig v te [étpav dedmrapey avtdr, &l

un 6€dotat GAAML TPOTEPOV, KOL TIY YOPAV THV

npog Tt [T€Tpan kai dAla yig TAEOpa dioyila
gpyacipov o1d to ilov dvta NUETEPOV TAPES-

oot HUiv tag Kad’ adTov ypeiog LETA TAoNG
govoiog kol Tpodvpiog 6O 0OV EMIGKEYEAUEVOS,

€l un dédotan AAlmt Tpdtepov adtn N [étpa, ma-
PASEIEOV TNV Kol TV TTPOG aOTiL Ydpov Apio-
TodKiONt, Kol Ao TG PAGIAIKTC ydpog THG Opo-
povang Tt TpdTePOV dedopévnt yopat Aptotodt-

KioNt 6VVTaEOV KATAUETPToL Kol TopadET&ot

avTd TAEOpa Stoyiha, Kol Eac0at OTOV TPOCEVEY-
KacOat Tpog fiv dp fodAnton O TdV €V THL YD poL
1€ Kol svppayior ol 6¢ Pactiikol Aooi ol ék oD 10-
mov &v Ot éotv 1 [létpa dau Bovrmvrar oikeiv &v Tijt
[Té€tpan dopareiog Eveke, cuvtetdyapey Aploto-

{To} oot {**Ap1oTodIKIdNL}?¢ €0V aTOVG OIKEIV' EPPWGO
Bacihevg Avtioyog Mehedypmt yoipewv: EvETUyEV 1)-
uiv Aptotodikiong, eauevog [étpav 10 ympiov kol Ty
YOPAV THY GLYKDPOVGAY, TEPL IS TPATEPOV EYPAYALLEY
JdOVTES oV TAML, 000 &t Kol VOV Tapedneévarl ot To Abn-
voimt Tt €l Tod vouoTtabpov émkeywpiicOat, kKoi néi-
woev avti pev g [etpitidog ydpag mapaderydijvor
avTdL T0 Toa TAEOpa, cuyxwpnOfjvar ¢ Kol dAlo TAE-
Opa dioyidia, mpocevéykacHot Tpog v ap fodAnTo
TOU TOAEWV TAOV €V THL NUETEPOL LT, KO-
TEP Kod TPOTEPOV EYPAYOLEY: OPBVTEC ODY ADTOV
gbvouv 6vta kol TpoOupov gig Ta UETEPA TPAYLLO-

T0. BovAopeda moAvpElv TavOpdTov, Kol TEPL

TOVTOV GLYKEYOPHKALEY” PNGiV 88 glvor THG
[TeTpitidoc yodpag Td cLYY®PNOEVTA QT

mAE0pa il TEVTOKOGLA” GUVTOEOV 0DV KOTO-
petpricot Aptotodikiont Kol mapadei&on yiic
gpyacipov Td te dioyilo Kol TEVTOKOGLO TAE-

Opa kai avtl todv wepl v [éTpav Al Epya-

oipov yilo teviakooia Amo The PactAkiig xo-
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pag thg ovvopllovong Tt v dpyit dobsiont

aOTOL TOp’ NMUAV" €dcat 6& Kol TpocevEyKasOat

Y YOpav Aptotodikionv Tpog fjv av fovintot

TOAWY TGV €V THL NueTépar cuppayiot, Kabd-

nep Kol &V T TPATEPOV EMGTOANL Eypayape[ V]
Eppwoo.
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