Antiochus III and Ilium
Francis Piejko (Utica, N.Y.)

«Le labeur des érudits et des critiques serait
vraiment trop ingrat, s’il n’aboutissait de
temps en temps a la déroute des opinions qui
passent, sans titres valables, pour «consa-
crées»», — M. Holleaux, Etudes III, 256.

I. HONORS FOR ANTIOCHUS III AT ILIUM. 197 B.C.

Stela found in 1718 at Yenisehir, the site of Sigeum. From 1766 to 1970 in Trinity College, Cam-
bridge; now in Fitzwilliam Museum. Complete but right corner from 1. 26 down broken off, and only
the middle section of the last line remains.
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Boeckh; Aaodixnv], Piejko. — 45. dvvduews, &neira &' drayyeloviow adrée miv tilunv, Boeckh; [dvvd-
peic dvoigovow avro iy éyneuoudvy Tiluny, Holleaux; dnoddoovory, Piejko. ~ 46. Rest. Holleaux;
dmoAoyiogdufevor Boa ruiv dmdoyer mpoc avrdy re xail rov malréoa, Boeckh. — 47, Z[éAevxov énawéo-
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“When Nymphius son of Diotrephes was President of the Assembly for the month,!) Di-
onysius son of Hippomedon the Foreman of the Council’s Standing Committee, on the
motion of Demetrius son of Dies:

Whereas King Antiochus son of King Seleucus from the beginning, as soon as he suc-
ceeded to the reign and proposed himself a (5) glorious and honorable course of action,
sought to restore the cities of the Seleucis, vexed by the troublesome circumstances
caused by those who had defected from the realm, to peace and original prosperity, pursu-
ing the rebels against the state as it was just (in the endeavor) to regain his ancestral em-
pire. Wherefore, since his purpose was honorable and just, in the contest for his cause (10)
he was aided not only by friends and troops with alacrity, but also by the favor of the ben-
eficent deity, so that he restored the cities to tranquillity and the kingdom to its pristine
condition.?)

And now upon his arrival in the regions on this side of the Taurus with all due care and
dispatch he has assured peace to the cities and at the same time brought his affairs and
the Empire to a greater and more splendid condition. (15) (He has achieved this) owing
above all to his personal valor, but also through the good will of his friends and of the
troops.

Therefore in order that the people, in the same manner as once before, at the time when
he succeeded to the kingdom, had performed vows and sacrifices to all gods on his behalf,
might even now give to the King a manifestation of a good will and of their abiding in the
same proposition, with a good luck, be it decreed by the Council and the (20) People: The
Priestess, the cult officials and the governing magistrates shall pray to Athena of Ilium
jointly with the ambassador for the propitious advent of the King, of her ladyship his
Queen, and of the friends and the troops, and that among all other blessings, which may
be granted to the King and the Queen, their rule and their kingdom might endure in sta-
bility and in constant (25) increase of strength, just as they wish themselves. Likewise,
that other priests and priestesses pray together with the priest of King Antiochus to Apollo
the Primogenitor of his race, to the Victory, to the Supreme Deity,’) and to all gods and
goddesses. On the occasion of prayers the cult officials and the governing magistrates to-
gether with the priests and ambassadors shall perform the traditional and prescribed rites
to Athena, while the officers with the priests do the same to (30) Apollo and other gods.
When they offer these sacrifices all the citizens and resident alients shall wear festive
crowns, and as they congregate by tribes they should make oblations to the gods in the in-
tention of the King and of the people.

In order that the people give a fitting expression in respect to honor and esteem, to eu-
logize the King on his prowess and valor, with which he has been distinguishing himself,
and to erect his (35) gilded equestrian statue in the sanctuary of Athena in the most con-

) P.Frisch: ,Priester der monatlichen Opfer war Nymphaios*“.

2) E.R. Bevan, The House of Seleucus I (1902), 233-234 renders this passage somewhat differently.

3) Cf. CAH VII, 5: “Zeus-Ammon-Yahweh-Ahuramazda-Jupiter ... became the Highest God or
(since the Greek language was the lingua franca) Zeus simply“.
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spicuous place, upon a basis of white stone and inscribe it: THE PEOPLE OF ILIUM (set
up this statue of) KING ANTIOCHUS, THE SON OF KING SELEUCUS, FOR HIS DE-
VOTION TO THE SANCTUARY (and) BECAUSE HE BECAME BENEFACTOR AND
SAVIOR OF THE PEOPLE. That the President of the Festival and the D[elegates] proc-
laim [the honors at the Panathenaea during the] athletic contest, when the city [of Ilium]
(40) and the confederate cities crown the Ilian [Athena with the wreath of] valor, making
the announcement [through the secretary of the directors of the festival?].

Furthermore to elect out of [all the citizens of Ilium a deputation of three men, who]
having addressed the King on behalf of [the populace and congratulated him upon the]
good health of himself and her [ladyship his Queen Laodice], (45) and of his friends ond
[troops, shall convey the decreed] honor, and after appropriate affirmations [of the con-
stant good will, which has always animated our community towards his] father King S[el-
eucus and towards the affairs of the King himself], they shall exhort [him to continue also
in the future as our benefactor], for [thus he will gratify the people”].

* ok ok

A capricious ruling of destiny has reserved this text, perhaps to illustrate the observa-
tion enunciated many times before, that historical studies of certain subjects and periods
may be impeded not only by excessive gaps in our documentation, but also by the fact
that relative scarcity of information may present to our view documents in a totally unreal
isolation. This may greatly hinder their correct interpretation and proper arrangement
into a fitting genus commune et differentiam specificam.*)

In terms of modern classical studies the inscription we are about to examine happens to
be one of the oldest epigraphical records ever available to scholars. Discovered in 1718 by
the British ambassador to the Ottoman Porte Lord Edward Wortley Montague and Lady
Mary Wortley Montague®) it remained in private possession until 1766 when Lady Bute
the daughter of the Montagues presented it to the Trinity College. But even before that
date the stela had been available for study to qualified scholars. In 1728 it was published
in conformity with the then attainable standards in that widely acclaimed and fashionable
Antiquitates Asiaticae Christianam aeram antecedentes, by Edward Chishull, Esq. At least
three more publications of this “Stone of Sigeum”, as it was dubbed in various works, fol-
lowed in the course of the critical nineteenth century and at the beginning of the current
one. By fateful compliance with the first attribution in Chishull (which may owe some-
thing to Milord Montague’s suggestions) the notorious myth of Antiochus I Soter and his
“soror regina” has been perpetuated from 1728 down to the latest edition in 1975 without
a serious challenge. In 1977 it passed again a considerably more exacting scrutiny, indeed

%) Of the third century W.W. Tarn, Antigonos Gonatas (1913), p. 4 wrote: “Even the epigraphical
material is sometimes wasted through utter uncertainty where to place it”. In the same year
A. Bouché-Leclercq, Histoire des Séleucides I, regretted, p. 65 (about RC 15): “Ici, ’'homonymie, le
fléau de I'histoire hellénistique, accroit encore la difficulté qu’il y a & dater les textes épigraphiques”.
P.74 (OGI 219; RC 15): “Les documents épigraphiques et autres, encombrés d’homonymes et le plus
souvent impossibles a dater avec précision, épaississent les ténébres qu’ils devraient dissiper”. Al-
though some progress has been made since that time (notably the “Eriza™), or is being made, much
still remains as it was. Complaints about difficulties with inadequate source materials are almost a
constant refrain of many studies down to our own days.

) The incident is described in one of the famous letters of Lady Montague. Some interesting
background facts are presented by L. Robert in Essays in Honor of C. B. Welles (American Studies in
Pap. I), 1966, pp.178-180.
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as if “‘consecrated”.®) The inveterate error, now more than two and a half centuries, and a
score. old seemed to derive a countenance of truth from the homonymy of the kings and
that of their fathers. A further unfavorable coincidence was that the queen’s name is with-
held in the first two references to her in lines 22 and 23/24, and that the stone is damaged
in 1.44, where she appears for the third time, but whether by name it may remain forever a
matter of more or less “educated guesses”.

Admittedly there exists a certain analogy between the initial troubles of Antiochus I be-
fore he was able effectively to claim his inheritance, especially the unconsolidated recent
acquisitions of his father’s in Asia Minor and Europe, as compared with the better docu-
mented challenges Antiochus III met on his accession, when he had to deal not only with

the entangled court cabal, external hostility from the traditional enemy Egypt, but also

| from the disturbances in north Syria and the dangerous apostatae from the Empire, partly

|
|

instigated by Egypt and partly counting on profiting from those troubles. However, once
we set aside this document the analogies appear to be rather slight and vague; the two si-
tuations are quite different.

When by divine grace and active support of his loyal friends and brave troops Antio-
chus had finally demonstrated his worth as a king, much elated he came once more to
Asia Minor to claim what he thought to be his inherited patrimony. On these matters our
inscription, if only confronted with what is extant from such authors as Polybius, is quite
plain and fairly explicit. Yet, generations of eminent scholars and minorum gentium lumina
were accustomed to deal with this text in the manner of Roman turists admiring the “Co-
lossi of Memnon”, or as imaginative Levantines contemplated “Solomon’s Granaries”,
and “Nemrod’s Castles”. Indeed the monuments were there, grandiose and imposing, but
how profoundly misunderstood!

It is hard to say whether the interpretation of immediately relevant epigraphic discover-
ies, as they were made on by one, was more predicated on the “established” fallacy about
the “Stone of Sigeum”, or whether the problems inherent in themselves contributed more
to the reinforcement and canonization of the old error. The publication in 1875 by
G. Hirschfeld of another decree of Ilium discovered in 1873, this time for Seleucus II Cal-
linicus’) (now OGIS 212, etc.) could be fitted with uncanny accuracy to its relative posi-
tion vis-a-vis OGI 219, even if both attributions prove ultimately to be wrong. In the light
of the old inscription Apollo dgynyoc Tod yévovs seemed easy to explain. A reference to a
previous good reception of the king’s father Seleucus now seemed to find a material coun-
terpart in OGI 212, and indeed so far as it goes it need not be disputed. Sinice # ddelpn
Baoiliooa was not so well compatible with Antiochus I a good deal of “sophisticated” ex-

%) E. Will, Hist. polit. du monde hellénist. 1 (1966), 122, assigns OGI 219 unequivocally to Antio-
chus 1. In the second ed. I (1979), 140, he poses a question whether the king is not really A. III (“hé-
sitation est légitime”), but chooses to stay with A.I.

") OGI 212 is subject of another article forthcoming in Cl. et Med. I was led to it after starting an
intensive investigation of OGI 219 (with intermissions since 1970), which after a prior exposure to
Polybius struck me almost immediately as quite suspect in its old setting. Since 1971 that suspicion
has become a firm conviction, as many can testify. My conclusion about Seleucus II in OGI 212,
which since 1972 was no hermetic secret, well antedates not only W.Orth, Kéniglicher Machtanspruch
und stddtische Freiheit (Miinchen 1977), where only OGI 212 is classed correctly, but also P. Frisch,
Die Inschriften von Ilion (Bonn 1975), where nos.31 and 32, are, as much else, “fast durchgehend iiber-
nommen”, with no real effort at a critical new edition. The present paper was essentially completed in
1976. It forms a part of a larger project on epigraphic testimonies for Antiochus III, which had been
originally planned to be presented as a whole, but finally grew into a series of loosely connected trea-
tises. Cf. Gnomon 52 (1980), 258; AJPh 108 (1987), 711, n.7; 727; Historia 37 (1988), 162, n.29.
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planation was required to patch-up some reconciliation. That seemed to have been satis-
factorily effected via Ptolemaic Alexandria (after Arsinoe II), through the recollection of
the later Seleucid history, and from a snippet in Polyaenus VIII, 50 on Antiochus II and
his duomdroioc ddeAgn, although directly contradicted by Porphyry-Eusebius, and rejected
by a good number of excellent scholars.®)

Apollo appeared again in a lasian inscription from the British Museum, now OGI 237,
as 6 9edc xal 6 doynyérnc tov yévovs Twu Pactiéwy, but unfortunately in 1882 the first
editor E. L. Hicks had attributed the inscription to Antiochus II Theos, although on ac-
count of line 11, ueydiov, he did reserve in his commentary a possibility for Antio-
chus III. When in 1884 Pierre Paris and Maurice Holleaux found another inscription in
Durdurkar, on the confines of Caria and Phrygia, subsequently celebrated as the “Edict of
Eriza”,’) and published it next year in the BCH 9, all doubts and all scruples seemed to
have been obviated. The editors had decided promptly: that was Antiochus II instituting
the cult of Laodice, whom he later divorced to marry the Egyptian Berenice. It was argued
that the queen was styled ddedpr pagidiooa merely in conformity with the conventional
court title.!%) Hence—some insisted—there was no longer any reason to doubt the existence
of the same convention already at the court of Antiochus I.!') This “plausible” explana-
tion remained virtually undisputed even when the publication in 1885 of what is now OGI
222 gave something to think about and afforded no support for the presumed existence of
such a conventional court title for queen Stratonice.!?) A distinguished historian and epi-
graphist argued vigorously, and for a long time too persuasively, for the wrong identifica-
tion of the chief personages in his “Edict of Eriza”. The correct view (even if among faulty
arguments) was first propounded by Th. Sokoloff and R. Laqueur in 1904, and about the

8) E.g. M.Holleaux, Etudes III, 291: “Au reste il convient d’ajouter qu’en dépit de I'affirmation de
Polyen, il n’est nullement établi que Laodice fut bien la sceur d’Antiochos II”. Cf. ibid., 381, n.1. Be-
loch, GG 1V, 2, 201: “Und daB Antiochos Theos’ Gemahlin Laodike keineswegs seine Schwester ge-
wesen ist, ergibt sich auch aus Euseb. I 251”. Also A. Aymard, Etudes d’histoire ancienne (1967),
p.-215, n.2. As a daughter of Achaeus (presumed to be a younger son of Seleucus I) Laodice I would
be a paternal cousin of A. I, and (as we can see below, p.36) ddeAd@n was the correct word even for a
more distant cousin. This fact and the paternal relationship may possibly be the cause of confusion
in Polyaenus, or perhaps his source might have read something like duot matgd¢ ddeAgot Jvyarépa.

%) The text is now in C.B. Welles, RC 36, but see also L.Robert, Hellenica VII, 9-10, for improve-
ments and the correct date 193 B.C.

10) One may sample the argumentation in Holleaux, Etudes II1I, 380~81, some of which may today
sound very strange in retrospect. Whatever was faulty or ridiculous in affirmations of Professor Hol-
leaux’ opponents the truth of the matter is e.g. diametrically opposite to the sentence on p.380, n.7.
Cf. E. Will, Hist. polit. du monde hellénist. II*, 81: “De fagon générale il faut lire ces pages d’Hol-
leaux ... avec un esprit critique aussi impitoyablement éveillé que celui qu’Holleaux lui-méme con-
sacrait aux travaux des autres”. See L.Robert, Villes d’Asie Mineure* (1962), 418 for the altera pars and
on the necessity of scholarly criticism and sometimes polemics.

) E.g. E.Breccia, Diritto dinastico (1903), p.160. W. Orth, Kéniglicher Machtanspruch, 72, is persu-
aded that such a custom had existed already at the court of Seleucus I. But for this Livy is no author-
ity, nor can he be really pressed for Apama “soror Seleuci regis” (as e.g. Bouché-Leclercq thought);
he is patently anachronistic, following the polite conventions of later and his own times.

12) My text of this inscription is forthcoming in Phoenix (Toronto). Cf. also a tiny fragment from
Teos, Ch. Habicht, Gottmenschentum?, p. 102: [Bacidéwc] Avribyov xai Pacidicons Zroarovixng [thg|
Jedg) (supplevi) xai Avridyov Bagiiéws xai owtrpog. This is evidently Antiochus II reigning, queen-
mother Stratonice, probably living (d. 254 B.C., Beloch, GG IV, 2, 200; but her posthumous style was
dea Zrparovixn, OGI 229, 9), and Antiochus I dead. Let us add that the title fagilicoa for Strato-
nice, here and in OGI 222, would not yet decide the question because all queens styled upon occa-
sion ddeign Padidigaga continued at the same time to be called by the simple royal title.




same time Holleaux reached his new conclusions where he admitted Antiochus III, but
no more than a possibility, and still had not completely abandoned Antiochus I1.1*) That
ungrudging concession he made only in 1930 after a thorough re-examination of the
whole question, although the difficulty of decipherment is responsible for the fact that his
date 205/4 B.C. was still inaccurate by few years. Yet even after 1904 in an untold number
of works the error tended to persist as if nothing had ever happened, causing not a small
harm among unwary readers and writers, some of whom may be found even among first
rate scholars.!*) When in 1930 the title ddeAg? was definitely returned to Laodice III it is
rather surprising that OGI 219 has been left untouched, but unfortunately Holleaux died
in 1932 and memories may last or fade, but scripta manent.

[ True, there had been some discordant voices, which had once declared for Antiochus
‘ III, such as Alfred Briickner (going a way back, but communicated to the public by
" E.Preuner in 1926; initially Briickner had also followed the tradition); Th. Sokoloff again,
in Klio 4, 101; and R. Laqueur, Quaestiones epigraphicae (1904), p. 80; and Preuner him-
self, Hermes 61 (1926). But since there were obvious weaknesses and faults in the manner
those views were presented and the best authority of that time combatted them, practi-
cally all others followed the suit and the new idea fell in discredit.'s) It was very unfortu-
nate that in 1966 on two different occasions the old error was for all practical effects en-
dorsed by the authority of Professor Louis Robert, even if after some hesitation.!6)
Nevertheless Robert adjudged Briickner’s opinion (a no mean specialist on the inscrip-
tions of Ilium) as “not without weight”. He fairly cites Preuner to the effect that Briickner
had thought that the letter forms decide for Antiochus III, but for precisely the same rea-
son, the script characters, Robert declared for the Chishull tradition. There can be no
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13) “L’erreur se glisse facilement au cceur des raisonnements les mieux établis. Holleaux ne s’en-
dormait jamais sur ses positions. Il reprenait son examen dés que lui venait un doute” — G.Radet in
Holl., Etudes V1, 53. For the problem of the date see Holl., Etudes II1, 176. Cf. C.B. Welles, RC, nos.
36-37. The true date in L. Robert, Hellenica VII (1949), 13-14.

14y 1t would be a Sisyphean labor to track down even the better known “standard works”. Let some
speak for all. Thus Ferguson, Greek Imperialism (1913), 231 was wrong on this point. He remained
wrong in CAH VII (1928), 19. Some go wrong about the organization of the Imperial cult “under An-
tiochus Theos”, even if otherwise aware that this Antiochus is now Megas. So evidently RostovtzefT,
CAH VII, 162 and Tarn, The Greeks in Bactria and India* (1951), 450, n. 3. Ernst Meyer, Grenzen ...
(1925), 123 talks about Antiochus II selling land to a “Schwester”. In general the necessary reclassifi-
cation of OGI 212; 219; RC 9; 15; possibly 17, antiquates everything touched by these inscriptiosis as
evidence.

15) In 1928 W. Otto, another eminent scholar, felt justified to draw the balance in his Beitrdge zur
Seleukidengeschichte (Abh. Akad. Miinchen, 34,1, 1928), p. 17, n.1: ,der Versuch von Sokoloff ... das
Dekret in die Zeit des 3. Antiochos zu setzen ist wohl allgemein abgelehnt worden“. To tell the truth
that ,,allgemein“ was not without attenuating gradations, or even exceptions. Thus F. Stdhelin, Gesch.
der kleinasiat. Galater? (1907) wrote: ,,Ubrigens weisen Sokoloff Klio 4, 101ff. und (wenn auch weniger
bestimmt) Laqueur, Quaest. epigr. et pap. sel. (Diss. Argentorat., 1904), S. 80, Anm. die genannte In-
schrift mit beachtenswerten Griinden Antiochos III, zu“. Even more positive was A. Bouché-Lec-
lercq, Hist, des Sel. I (1913), p.74: “L’ Antiochos fils de Séleucos de 'inscription de Sigée pourrait
étre a la rigueur, Antiochos III”. II (1924), p. 544: “On pourrait faire descendre d’une quarantaine ou
cinquantaine d’années la date de 'inscription de Durdurkar — aussi bien que celle de I'inscription de
Sigée — et attribuer I'une et I'autre au regne d’Antiochos III”. Well, yes, certainly!

16) Monnaies antiques en Troade, 12; Bull. Ep. 1976, 566 (p.521): “le décret pour un Antiochos”; Es-
says Welles, 175, 181: “L’écriture empéche clairement de descendre jusqu’au regne d’Antiochos III”.
Approved without reserves by Habicht, Gottmenschentum? (1970), p.257. Followed by Frisch, Ilion,
no.32: “Decree for Antiochus I soon after 280 B.C.” Frankly this is less than one should have expec-
ted after the publication of those important new inscriptions from Teos (1967) and Iasus (1969).
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longer any doubt that the older tradition represented by scholars of great authority must

be pronounced erroneous, and that the later date (the reign of Antiochus III generally, {.

rather than Sokoloff’s “exact” 213 B. C.), supported by scholars of less eminence, is the
correct one.

Since it was the lettering that induced Robert to pronounce against the correct date we
are obliged first to take a look at that matter. Before 1966, when the photograph was pu-
blished, the consideration of script characters had only a subordinate place in discussions
and before Briickner and Preuner it was not even mentioned.!”)

As is known accuracy in dating by script is often problematic and for shorter periods
quite risky, especially when this happens to be the only criterium. When local specimens
and serial sequences are but imperfectly known this may lead to quite hazardous conclu-
sions. Such eminent practitioners of the art as Adolf Wilhelm,'®) Maurice Holleaux,!?)
and Louis Robert?) himself scattered many prudent counsels and salutary warnings
against relying too much on letter shapes as the sole criterium in dating. This they wrote
from the plenitude of their own experience, and yet on one occasion or another none of
them escaped from falling in some traps of this nature. The causes may be many, but one
of them is the virtual impossibility of accurate allowing for the persistence of certain char-
acteristics and styles beyond their prime periods, when they coexist with those evolved la-
ter. The common result in such cases is dating too early, where even a fastidious expert
may be deceived. M. Holleaux (still when he championed Antiochus II) had thought that
the script in the letter of Antiochus III from 193 (“the edict of Eriza”) resembles the ol-
dest Greek papyri. This may be true, but no account was taken of the fact that the same
script continued in use much longer. The same scholar had observed great contrast in let-
ter shapes between the just named document and the epistles of Antiochus III to Magne-
sia and Amyzon.?!) Indeed it has been noted that the inscriptions from the reign of Antio-
chus III exhibit a remarkable variety of styles, which is probably attributable more to local
differences in engraving rather than to the thirty-six year period of his reign, but the argu-
ments derived from the letter shapes of OGI 219 turn out once more to be untenable.

Despite the presence of certain allegedly “archaistic” features a closer analysis will re-
veal that their significance has been exaggerated. In fact letter types are somewhat incon-
sistent in this not too carefully executed piece, where for quite a few characters the en-

1Ty W. Orth, op. cit.,, p.62, treats to some extent of this question.

18) E.g. Jahreshefte 3 (1901); 14 (1911); 17 (1914).

19) Etudes II, 80: “dans cette matiére ... les risques d’erreur sont infinis”.

20) Hellenica II, 16: “un tel critére comporte presque toujours des chances d’erreur”. The example
of B. Meritt (ibid., 16, n. 3) a major specialist in Attic inscriptions, who assigned a second century
Athenian inscription to the fourth century, is very instructive. See I. Priene, no.37 for a similar exam-
ple, where a second century inscription is engraved in characters practically identical with those of
the fourth century. La Carie 11, 286: “résultat paradoxal pour ceux qui n’ont pas appris 4 étre quelque
peu sceptique sur la chronologie tirée de Iécriture lapidaire”. Hellenica VII, 6 stresses the importance
of the dated inscription from Nehavend for the study of engraving, but warns: “Il faudra naturelle-
ment n’en point tirer de conclusions abusives”.

21y Etudes III, 166-167. Cf. L.Robert’s observations CRAI, 1967, 281-297 on the differences in la-
pidary script in the three exemplars of the same edict of Antiochus III from 193 B.C. The problems of
dating solely by palaeographical criteria are even more hazardous in manuscripts. Cf. e.g. A. A. van
Groningen, Short Manual of Greek Palaeography (Leiden 1967), p.30: “Different lines of development
often run parallel to one another ... it must be understood that periods may be indicated only approx-
imately: the transition from one style to another always takes at least one generation”. Cf. C. H. Ro-
berts, Greek Literary Hands (Oxford 1955), p. xv.




graver employed, so to speak, multiple “typefaces”. Our stela shows a close affinity with
the lettering of the not much later Corragus decree, found in Brusa. Certain inscriptions
discovered in Iran and adjacent lands, all datable to the first half of the third century, pro-
. vide a very instructive repertory for contrasts and comparisons.??) As in Ilium the letters
there are drawn in strokes of even thickness, without apices, but they tend to be squatty,
and are spaced generously within the lines, and interlinear spaces are quite ample. This is
| precisely what sets them apart from the decree of Ilium, the “edict of Eriza”, and the de-
cree for Corragus. The characters in all these three just named cases tend to be elongated
* and spaced more thickly. The supposed early features, though impressive at first sight, are
i already accompanied by numerous marks of a later age.?*) One may instance the shapes of
| A against A, or A, and compare E: E,K:k, M : M, N:N,MT:T, §: %X Following
i these observations with some persistence one must soon be led to the conclusion that
* Briickner was right: our inscription as a whole presents nothing unusual for the times of Antio-
chus the Great. Almost every character may conjointly with others, or isolated by itself, oc-
cur well down to the end of the first half of the second century B. C.2) Anyone may ex-
amine the examples in our references and make his own judgment, as to whether or not
the script presents any interdict against Antiochus III. From what I have been compelled
to learn about engraving it appears that the characters as such would permit an extension
of the chronological scope to ca. 260-160 B. C., which well encompasses the true date,
- ca. 197 B.C., as we can well gather from the internal analysis and the comparison with the
known historical facts.?)
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22) The photograph of the decree for Corragus is appended to Holleaux, Etudes II (end). For Iran
see L. Robert, Hellenica X, Pl. XXXIX (ca. 265 B. C.); Hellenica XI-XII, Pl. V (262, or 261 B.C.);
M. Wheeler, Flames over Persepolis (1968), p.60-61 (ca. 255 B.C., but note ibid., p.67, 69, the strongly
contrasting letters of another inscription of A§oka). The photograph is also included in L.Robert, Op-
era Min. Sel. 111, P1. XXXVII.

33) For the photograph of the “Eriza” see BCH 1930, Pl. XII-XIII. Analysis: Holleaux, Etudes 11,
166-169. The Aristodicides stela in RC, 10-13, invoked in this connection, is not clear enough for
the purpose. Cf. also H. Gauthier — H. Sottas, Un décret trilingue ... (1925), P1. IX, of 217 B.C. For ex-
cellent western example of engraving similar to the earlier Iranian inscriptions see W. Dittenberger —
K. Purgold, Die Inschriften von Olympia, no. 39, dated by script and dialectical features to the first half
of the third century.

24) Arched transverse bar of alpha is not wanting even in early third century. Cf. e.g. II Didyma,
115 (in one pronounced instance almost broken). The divergent mu and sigma are still quite common
throughout the second century. Cf. I. Olympia, no.39, where the straight-crossed alpha is the principal
point of difference with OGI 219. Dated by Kirchhoff only approximately to ca. 323-146, but this
may well be the first half of the third century. Cf. ibid., no.46 from the time of Polybius. B. Latyschev,
IOSPE, 12, no.402: facsimile drawing of a treaty between Pharnaces I ahd Chersonesus, 179 B.C. Indi-
vidual letters practically identical with our stela, except for the straight-crossed alpha and nearly par-
allel sigma. Divergent mu of this shape is rare after the last quarter of third century, but is still found
sporadically down to the end of Hellenistic period. Cf. an Ilian inscription from the time of Augustus
in L. Robert, Troade, Pl. 111. The same may be said of the unequal perpendiculars of nu, very rare by
the first century B.C. For the contrary phenomenon of a decisively later-looking script in relation to
its true date see A. Rehm, II Didyma, no.492. One should not miss to examine the lettering of the
treaty of Antiochus III with Lysimachia from 196 B. C. published by Z. Tashiklioglu and P. Frisch,
ZPE 17, 2 (1975), PL. IVa. This induced J. L. Ferrary and Ph. Gauthier, Journal des Savants (1981),
327-345, to maintain that the letters in the new fragment are too early for A. III.

25y L.Robert concluded in an analogical case where faulty dating by palaeographical criteria stood
in the way of correct interpretation: “Nous essaierons donc nous appuyer sur le documen lui-méme
et non sur la gravure de la pierre”, Hellenica 11, p.17. But in our case the very notion of a “script prob-
lem” should be completely abandoned.
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L. 1. Emunwviedovroc. Frisch quotes his authorities to the effect that this was not an
eponymous magistrate, and translates , Priester der monatlichen Opfer was Nymphaios®.
But that interpretation the authorities cited have pronounced as inapplicable in this case.
It may be the president of the popular assembly for the month @Emunviedwy tiic éxxin-
giag), or possibly of the Council (& z7c Bovisc, cf. e.g. OGI 22, 30), whose function must
be distinguished here from that of ¢ émordrnc, the foreman for the day of the council’s
section representing the executive branch of the government.?6)

L. 2-4. Eneidn Baoidevc Avrioxoc Paciiéws Zedevxov év doxni te magaiafov tiu Paoct-
Aglay — — — é(nrnoe tdc uév nodeic ——— eic elpnvny xai Ty doyaiav evdaiuoviay xara-
orijoat. Taking exordium from a king’s accession to the throne is a familiar pattern in -
many decrees for kings. It varies in such respects as the inclusion or omission of mapa o0
areo¢ (Or mEoyovwy), or MoAAWY xai ueydiwv dyadwv aitioc éyévero, in the actual expres-
sion of the evegyeaia concept, etc, but the formula rarely omits xaid xai évdoéa and the
benevolence towards the médeic, the "EAdnvec, or the EAlnvidec moAei, especially the as-
surance of peace and prosperity. All this is very much a traditional stock, peculiar not
only to adulation of kings and rulers, but it may be extended to important individuals.
Contrary to superficial, and often naive, interpretations one may meet in modern discus-
sions, such recitations do not necessarily represent factual merits. To discover these we
would have to look harder beyond the formulaic verbiage for facts ascertainable from
other sources. The blessings of peace, prosperity, justice and better conditions for the en-
tire kingdom (if not a particular region, or city) were qualities people desired from all
good kings, and not only from the Greek ones. The praises for these accomplishments (ac-
tually realized, or only hoped for) are echoed and re-echoed in many Hellenistic texts.
The phraseology was so much hackneyed that a king may be credited for bringing peace to
a community even if it was himself whose ambition, or military operations disturbed the
status quo and peace, and who is now asserting himself in the city and promising peace
under a new settlement.?’)

But as we render ourselves account of the traditional nature of this phraseology, we
must be also on guard not to fall into the opposite extreme: these words may sometimes
convey some facts, or allude to events which actually have taken place. The facts and cir-
cumstances will have to be determined for each case individually. Those scholars who
have looked here in earnest for genuine information on the peace-treaty between Antio-
chus I and Antigonus Gonatas, or for any other peaces, let themselves too easily to be
misguided by the stereotyped formula.?®) The words of the decree simply pay homage to
Antiochus III as Prince of Peace.

We shall review some examples with peace references in order to illustrate this proposi-

26) See on this in addition to L. Robert, Troade, 13—14; H. Swoboda, Die griech. Volksbeschliisse
(1890), p. 96, that it might be “Priester, welche monatliche Opfer darbrachten”, or “fiir Monatsdauer
bestellte Vorsteher des Rathes”. The same view in Hicks, A Manual of Greek Hist. Inscriptions (1892),
no. 165. The former function, however, is not in case at Ilium. Cf. also Bull. Ep. 1968, 365.

27) Cf. Athenaeus 6. 63 (p.263e), 20: Athenians sing to Demetrius in 291 or 290: evydueda 61 gou-
ooy uév elorivny moujoov @itare: xvgiog yag €l av. Letter of Aristeas, 291 (dialogue on kingship):
Ti uéparév éon Paoideiag; IModg taira elne: To did mavrdg év eiptivy xadegrdvar Tods Umorerayué-
vovg, xal xouileadar 10 dixaiov rayéws év raic diaxpioeor. See also Rostovtzeff, SEHHW I, 193;
L. Cerfaux et J. Tondriau, Le culte des souverains (1957), p. 185.

28) E.g. W.Tarn, Antigonos Gonatas (1913), 168, n. 3. Ch. Habicht, Gottmenschentum? (1956, 1970),
84, n. 3; E. Will, Hist. polit. I (1979), 143; D. Musti, Studi classici e orientali 15 (1966), 74, n. 20;
P. Frisch, Ilion, no.32, comment to line 13. By contrast this point is treated well by W. Orth.
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'tion. Diod. 18.56.1-2 (Philip III): Enedr ovuPéfnxe toic mpoydvoic nuwv moldd tovg
- EAAnvac evegyernxévar, PBovidueda diapuidrrew v éxeivwv mpoaipeowy - - — nyoduevol
érayayeiv mavrag émi Tijv eigrivny, »x1A. The message is constructed on the traditional pat-
L tern, but the peace here and in the next sentence is concrete and means freedom from in-
‘ternal dissensions after the return of the exiles. Real peace is also meant in the decree of
EScepsis for Antigonus, 311 B.C., OGI 6, 8: xai negi tiic vwv EAAivwv elphivne xai atrovo-
i ulac; 15: avvnadivar ¢ v néAw xai roic "EAAnow 6t éAevdegor xal avrévouor év eipn-

vy el 10 Aowrov dudovawy.

A.Rehm, Delphinion 139, 30 (Ptolemy II to Miletus): xail v cipnvyv mapaoxevdlwy 1di

Ouwe xal Tov dAAwv dyaddv magaitioc yevéuevog Tl moAel.
. OGI 56 (Canopus decree for Ptolemy III): v ve xwoav év elofivm Owarcthignxev
TOTOAEUWY UMEQ avThic meo¢ woldd Edvn xai Tovg év aliroic dvvacrevovrag, xai toic &y
THL ydear mdaw xal toic dAdoic Toic Umo Ty avr@v (scil. regis reginaeque) Pacidciav Taoc-
ooudvows iy evvouiav magéyovow. These are the traditional virtues of any Pharaoh, or Or-
iental ruler.?”) Even the rulers of Ethiopian Adulis have eventually learned to boast on
this account, OGI 199, 35: xai év elgfivu xaraorigac ndvra Tov On’ éuol xoouov — — —

The idea of peace is much stressed in our Ilian document (lines 6, 11, 13), but it is also
well in evidence in other decrees for Antiochus III. Obviously the king wished to take spe-
cial credit for the future protection of the cities, once they had been confirmed to his Em-
pire. The cities (at least their pro-Seleucid parties) were raised once more to fresh hopes
that a new era of peace might be inaugurated, or on the contrary, they may have been full
of apprehensions about the prospects for peace considering the “world politics” of the
time.

OGI 234, 20 (Delphi for Antioch of the Chrysaorians, i.e. Alabanda): duoiwc d¢ xai
nepl Pagiiéws Avridyov 10U elepyéra Avmioyéwv eVAdynxe evyagiotdv avrdr SioT TAY
dauoxpatiav xal tav elpdvav toic Avrioxeiow diaguidaoel, »xdtr’ Tav T@v mEoyovwy Vedyn-
ow.’%)

G.Pugliese Carratelli, “Suppl. Epigr. di lasos”, 2 I, 41 (Annuario della Scuola Ital. 45-46,
1969), 447: éncidn Pagihéwe ueydiov Avridyov mpoyovixny aipeov dtarnpoivroc eic mdvrac
[rod)c “EAd[nvlag xai voic uév elovny magéyovrog, xTA.

P. Herrmann, Anadolu 9 (1965), p. 38, 1. 50: éneidrj ov uévov elprivyy fuiv 6 Paocileic
nagéoyev didd xai tax remissions, etc.’!)

C.B. Welles, RC 52, 5 (Eumenes II rehearsing the Ionian League’s decree in his honor):
diétt Tac xaliiorac dno tic doyfic éAduevoc mpdéeic xal xowoy dvabeibdusvoc éuavioy ev-
eoyérny tav EMfvov — — — dmacgav omovdny xai mpévotav motobuevog, dnws oi tde EAAn-

2%) For the stereotyped views of ideal royal virtues see Diod. 1. 70 (esp. 70. 6). Cf. M. Nilsson,
Gesch. der griech. Rel. II*, 390 and ibid., n. 5.

30) Ditt., OGIS I, p.387, n.15: ,indicatur regem ab externi belli periculis et miseriis cives tutatum
esse”.

31y Even while following the tradition P.Frisch could not resist to compare this passage with OGI
219, 13. Prayer and vow formulae may also include invocation of divine help for royal endeavors to
assure peace to entire kingdom. E.g. Letter of Aristeas 37: xai 1@ ueyiorw 9eg 10 yagiorixdv dvaridév-
tec, O¢ nuiv Ty Pacideiav év elprivn xai 86&n xpariory map’ SAnv v oixovuémy daterignxev. 45:
EvSéw¢ oly mpoonydyouey vnép goi Svaiac xai tiic ddeApric xal t@v téxvwy xal iy @idwy- xai ni-
Earo ndy 10 mAdog, iva oot yévmrar xadw¢ mgoaign did mavidg, xai dacdly gor Ty Pacideiav év
elonvn uerd 66&ng 6 xvpiebwy dndvrwy Jdedc. All just like OGI 219, 20-25. Cf. Jos., A.J. 12. 55: xal
10 mAfido¢ elyds émoujoato yevéadar oot td xard vovy xal @viaydjvai cov v Bagideiav év elgivy
——— (6 mpoaigy Téloc also there!). But these were blessings universally desirable. See also L. Ro-
bert, Etudes anat., 257-58.
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vidac xarowxoivrec mode(ic) dia mavrog év elpriv xai T PeAtiorn xaracrdglel] vndoyw
aw.

L. 3-8. Without some extra effort the syntactic connections between xaddneg v 6i-
xawov and the sequel are not immediately apparent and the structure of the whole sen-
tence is rather difficult to follow. It is commonly understood that there are two clauses de-
pendent on é(rnoe: 1) tdc uév moieic — — — xaracrioal, 2) tovg 8’ ——— dvaxriodai
Certainly this makes some sense, but one may still wonder about a possible omission by
the engraver of a verb (éomevae), or participle (omeddwy), which was in particular to govern
the dvaxrioaocSar v marowiav doynv. This of course is the allusion to the famous pro-
gram of Antiochus formulated “right from the outset”, etc., as in Pomp. Trog. Prol. 30, '
cited below, p.28. N.B.: qui post regnum acceptum persecutus defectores ... But the balances |
in this long and artificial period would be even better restored if we take the last named
phrase as dependent upon and continuing lines 3-4: xai mpoordc évdééov xai xaific aigé-
oewc. In other words, with or without an insertion, the phrases between é(fjitnoe and 6i-
xaiov may be bracketed as hypotactic. The following examples seem to support the con-
sidered here interpretation. OGI 248, 36: ogneboac vmép 1ol Paciiéws Avridyov xai
oUyXaTacTiocas avtov eic Tov Tou mpoydvwy doyrv. LW 419: xal to0 éfuov ameiddovroc
dvaxrigaodar (scil. danilotowwuévmy icpav yweav). M. Worrle, Chiron 18 (1988), 424, N
III, 13-15 (Zeuxis to Heraclea): Zneddovrec odv avrol tov dnjuov eic tiv &€ doyfic didde-
ow droxaraoradivar xal tra éni v mpoydvwy tov Paciiéwc (A. 1) ovyxexwonuéva ovv-
mmondivar — - —. Of course, é€ doxfic here is simply “original”, but the whole context of
the “reacquisition” and the “historical perspective” are remarkable and suggest that a si-
milar phraseology was in the back of the writer’s mind. Cf. also our 1. 13: uerd ndonc
oovdnc.

L. 6, 11-12, 14-16. These lines have very striking counterpart in the first decree of
Teos (datable in my opinion to about the same time as Ilium)3?) P. Herrmann, Anadolu 9
(1965), 34, 9-11: mapayevduevog eic tovc xad’ rudc Témove dmoxaréornoe tTd modyuara
€l Ty ovupégovaay xardaraow. This of course means that Antiochus is now establishing
hiw own order in Asia Minor, but “bringing the affairs (kingdom, city) to a better (more
brilliant) state, prosperity, original condition”, etc. is also a well-known formula with
which kings like to beguile their friends, allies and subjects. It occurs in many variations:
dyew, xaragrioal, gvvadéew 1a modyuara (v Padideiav, v mwéiw) elc ueilw, Aaumporé-
pav, xaldiorny, doyaiav, v é€ doxtic bddeow, evdawuoviav, émepdvaiav, etc.’®) Cf. the
lettet of Laodice III to lasus, G.Pugliese Carratelli, Annuario Sc. Ital. 45-46, p.445, lines
6-11: mjv vuerépav méAw dvaxrtnaduevoc v e éAevdepiav Vuiv dnédwxev xai Tovc
véuovg xal Td Aowd mpotédeirar ovvavéew 10 molitevua xai eic PeAtiova didSeqiv dyayeiv.

It will be apposite to add at this juncture that W. Orth, Machtanspruch, p. 60, n. 55, af-
firms that the term Saoideia in territorial sense had not been employed by the Seleucid
chancery before Antiochus III (RC 36, 11). Assuming that the observation is correct (but
if so, the term is equally rare in all dynasties) one can detect in OGI 219 at least three ex-
amples that lend themselves somewhat to the specified meaning (lines 11, 14, 24). In a
way the same may be said of dgy7, as a synonym of “state”, or “Empire”, of which Hellen-

32) Cf. Gnomon 52 (1980), 258. My comprehensive annotations on these inscriptions are forthcom-
ing in Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Belleten 2107. Cf. E. Will, Histoire ... 112 (1982), 114.

33) Cf. M. Holleaux, Etudes II, 113; I1I, 119. More examples: RC 52, 12; Syll. 547, 5; 629, 5; OGI
194, S5: mdvrac [rov¢ modivac xaraor|noduevoc [eic dopdieiav xai] elc Ty dgxaiav €v]d[at]uoviav
(supplevi); 332, 25, 55.
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dent in his letter to Teos, Block F, 12 (cf. Orth, ibid., n. 54). The term occurs in this sense
in OGI 219, 8. If more is needed this also gives us additional points in the confirmation of
‘the later date for the Ilian decree.

But in the political vocabulary of Antiochus III these were more than inane repetitions
-of trivial formulae. It was an intensely charged programmatic statement, a proclamation
of his intense desire to dvaxmicaodar v marogav doxnv xai v Pacideiay el ueilw xai
Aaumgotégay duddsowv dyayeiv. The king proposed himself a program of recovering all the
territories which his ancestors had once possessed or claimed, and to equal or outshine
even the greatest of them. No other of the Seleucids was more conscious of his hereditary
“historical rights”, 7a éf dgxfi¢c dixara, which he emphasized and argued repeatedly and
so insistently on various occasions, whether with the Egyptian envoys, or with Euthyde-
mus of Bactria, or during his operations in Asia Minor, or again in diplomatic exchanges
with the Romans before the opening of the armed conflict. Our inscription is full of such
“Public Relations releases”, yet to my knowledge these facts have never been cast in relief,
even by those who rightfully suspected the correct Antiochus.

In ancient sources,’) particularly in Polybius, and in modern treatments of his times
the writers emphasize the Seleucid’s ceaseless activity and unstinted expenditure of en-
ergy in the realization of his goal antiquam Imperii formam restituere.’*) The words év doxft
1€ — —— mpootdc &vdéEov xai xalfic aipéoews ——— dvaxrigacSar v marowiay doxnv
and yonoduevoc émpPoAn xaft xai dixaiar may be compared with the Polybian rodur xai
@ilonovia (11. 34. 15) and with 8ddxer xara uév vdc doxdc yeyovévar ueyaiemifodoc xai
T0Aunpds xai Tot mporedévroc éfegyagrinds (15-37). Theodotus recalls v mpoTyy émi-
Poiny Avriéyov roic xard Lvgiav mpdyuacy (5. 40. 2). Naturally mjv facideiav eic ev-
dawoviav, or doyaiav diddeow, xaraorijoasr fits much better a king who can say this (the
decree simply echoes the tone from the court) from a longer perspective of his own and his
predecessors’ reign than one who at Ilium would have to look back to an “antiquity” of a
very recent date (few months or years). Stressing this policy of Antiochus Max Cary has
even a chapter entitled “Antiochus III, Restitutor orbis”,*6) which apparently impressed
H. Schmitt, the author of the still relatively recent and our best monograph on this ruler,
so much that he inscribed “Restitutor Orbis” the second long chapter in his book.3”) This
is not without some precedents in earlier works.’®) We must forego here a systematic

fistic kings generally do not speak, but Antiochus III would be again an innovator, as evi-
[
'

34y E.g.Pol. 5.67;11. 34; 18. 51; Livy 33. 38. 1 and 9-14; Appian, Syr. 1; 3; 6; C.B. Welles, RC 15
(N. B. mpdyovor, which does not occur in this sense before Seleucus II; and especially oixia, not at-
tested before Antiochus III).

35y M.I. Rostovtzeff, SEHHW I (1941, corr. repr. 1953), p.49: “The dominating ambition of Antio-
chus III was to restore the early Seleucid Empire to its former greatness”. More on this in the same
paragraph ibid. and following. Bevan’s fair sketch of his reign does him justice, The House of Sel. II,
46: “A restoration of the conditions of things under the first kings of his house was the formula of
Antiochus’ policy”. T.Frank, Roman Imperialism (1914), p.165-166: “Perhaps he even dreamt of re-
gaining the whole of Alexander’s Empire, including the possession of Greece and Egypt. The deeds
of Antiochus loomed large in the flattery of his courtiers”.

36) A History of the Greek World from 323 to 146 B.C.? (1963), p.69-73. The appellation Restitutor
Orbis is borrowed from the title of Emperor Aurelian in contemporary coins, inscriptions and docu-
ments after his restoration of the unity of the Empire. Its legitimation for Antiochus comes indirectly
from ancient historians, especially Livy 33. 38. 1 (quoted below, n. 45).

37y Untersuchungen zur Geschichte Antiochos’ des Grossen und seiner Zeit. Wiesbaden, 1964 (Historia
Einzeischriften, Heft 6), p.32—-107.

3%) E.g. P. Jouguet, L'imperialisme macedonien et I'hellénisation de I'Orient (1926, ed. rec. 1961),
p.255-269: “Restauration et chute de 'Empire Séleucide”.
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sketch of the king’s words and actions in the light of his self-imposed mission, and of th
estimates in modern historiography of his achievements and ultimate failure, but shall§;
point out to certain unmistakable parallels, which should leave no doubts in reader’s
mind how to number the proud Seleucid on the stage.

It has been almost an automatic procedure for anyone who treated of the first years af-
ter the death of Seleucus I Nicator, or commented upon our inscription to compare the
text of Memnon of Heraclea O 6é Zedevxov Avrioyoc moAdoic moAéuowc € xai udiic xai
000 mdoav, Suwc dvacwoduevoc thv matpdiay doynv, méumer orparnyov Ilatgoxiéa avv
éxarparebuat eic v éni 1dde 1o Tabgov, with OGI 219, 7-8: dvaxrrioagdar v mated- j
tav dgynv.’®) Whatever analogies there might have existed between the respective acces- |
sions of Antiochus I and Antiochus III, I submit that these two sources do not comple- |
ment each other, but should be kept entirely separate and distinct.*°) Although it is not
our purpose to analyze here the sources and events from the first years of Antiochus I
something must be said to dispose of him, as we concentrate our attention on his third
namesake.

It is indeed a historical fact that Antiochus I, surprised in the Eastern Satrapies by the
news of his father’s death, encountered considerable difficulties in assuming the posses-
sion of the newly acquired extension of the Empire.*!) It is also true that he failed to vali-
date all of his father’s claims (in virtue of the victory over Lysimachus), not only in Eu-
rope but also in extensive parts of Asia Minor. Furthermore certain cuneiform texts
inform us that Antiochus] indeed fought with Ptolemaic forces in Syria.*?) But there is
absolutely no indication that this has anything to do with a “revolt in Seleucis” awkwardly
plastered on him from the Ilian decree by a long procession of modern historians.*})
Neither dwoordvres Tov mpayudrwy, nor émdéuevor toic mpdyuaot can really mean an ex-
ternal attack.*’) Some Egyptian troubles in Syria and Asia Minor is about all we are al-

3) So already in J. G. Droysen, Gesch. des Hellenismus. Hrsg. von E.Bayer (Basel 1953), 111, 164,
n.162. Of more recent works cf. e.g. E.Will, Hist. polit. 1 (1966), 122; I? (1979), 140; D.Musti, “Lo stato
dei Seleucidi”, Studi classici e orientali 15 (1966), p.73. The author was so habituated to the comparison
that he inadvertently slips to dvaxmaoduevoe, instead of Memnon’s dvacwaduevog.

40) The excerpts by Photius is all we have of Memnon, who lived after Caesar but before Hadrian,
and therefore was far removed from the times described. For the earlier portion of his work (up to
247/6) he utilized a history of his compatriot Nymphis. See F.Jacoby, Fr. Gr. Hist. 434. 9. 1.

1) Cf. H. Heinen, Untersuchungen zur Gesch. des 3. Jhdt. v. Chr. Wiesbaden 1972 (Historia Ein-
zelschriften, Heft 20), p. 63f. Marred by common misconceptions about OGI 212; 219, etc.

4%y S.Smith, Babylonian Historical Texts (London 1924), p. 156,10, and K.J.Beloch, GG 1V,2, 449.
Cf. Smith, 151-154, but adducing 1.22 of our decree for the evidence that the royal couple were at
the time in Sardis is gratuitous. Even for Antiochus III no inference can be made from 1.22 on his
whereabouts, but Livy 33. 19. 10 tells us that the king ordered the land army to wait for him at Sardis,
as he himself progressed with the fleet along the coast. Nevertheless Polyaenus IV, 15 informs us that
Antiochus I recovered Damascus from Egypt.

43) One of the most influential accounts is W. Otto, Beitrige zur Seleukidengeschichte des 3. Jhdt.
v. Chr. (ABAW, 1928), p.17ff. Cf. E.Will, I?, p.139-140, and 148 for references to learned discussions
of that imaginary revolt under Antiochusl. Some, as W. W. Tarn, CAH VII, 701, or E. T. Newell,
W.S.M., 155, n.1, were even able to descry how the rebels held at some point “Apamea and all the ele-
phants there”. But G.Corradi, Studi ellenistichi (Turin 1929), 99 wrote: “Di questa ribellione xard v
ZLeAevxida non ci é conservata nessuna notizia nella nostra tradizione”.

) Of course émrideodar can mean any attack in any situation (as, inter alios, Orth, p. 70, n. 85,
argues), but not the whole phrase, and that is the point. For the designation of internal enemy as
énifovioc t@v mpayudrwy and similar, of which great many examples can be produced, see E. Biker-
man, Institutions des Séleucides (Paris 1938), p.4, n7. Cf. Strabo 16. 1. 28: Phraates sends away four
sons to Rome dedudc tdg ordoeic xai Tovg émdeuévovs avrd.




lowed in this connection by the evidence for Antiochus I. Certainly the words of the Ilian
. decree must mean an internal rebellion, but we are confronting here a set of events that
“ occurred well over half a century later, and only under Antiochus III. In fine, it is true
- that AntiochusI had to face a foreign attack in Syria, but his “revolt in Seleucis” is a
- doublet fabricated from the misplaced document of Ilium.

The adjective marp@oc means both “paternal” and “ancestral”. Of course in an approp-
riate situation dvaxtrjocauevos Ty matpwav doxrv may be said of any king, but the pas-
sage in Memnon does not constitute any exact parallel. W.Orth (p. 63, n.69) is right that
Memnon sounds like a characterization of the entire reign of AntiochusI, and this forced
him to recognize its irrelevance for OGI 219, in spite of his choosing to support the wrong
Antiochus. On the other hand we have overwhelming indications that the Ilian decree is
faithfully echoing the voice of Antiochus III. Thus, we recall that during a later diplo-
matic interview the king emphatically and deliberately replied to Roman envoys at Lysi-
machia, who had reproved him for his recent aggrandizements: Eic 0¢ tiv Edpwnny épn
oafefnrévar perd tT@v Odvvduewv dvaxrnoduevos td xavd v Xepgévnoov xai td¢ émi
Opdxnc moAeis - Ty ydo T@v Témwy TovTwy doxny pdiora maviwy avtg xadnxew ———.
avroc 08 viv o0 xrdedar toic PLdinmov xaigoic avvemdéuevog, dAA’ dvaxrasdar toic idiow
duaiows yoouevoc.®S) Cf. Appian, Syr.3: Godxny uév, rév mgoydvwv atrod yevouévny te xai
&’ dayodiag éxmeoovoay, avroc éni ayoific dv dvalauPdvew. Should this still fail to carry
conviction we can cite two epigraphic instances from the same period. One recording the
same operations of 197/6 B.C. concerns the Seleucid acquisition of Iasus, the city which
just like Lysimachia had been previously held by Philip V, whose title there, like that of
the Ptolemies, was no doubt considered by Antiochus as an encroachment on his own
rights. In queen Laodice’s letter to Iasus she refers to the king’s act as mrjv duerépav néAw
dvaxtnoduevoc,*®) but in the light of the currently available evidence we cannot point to
any concrete fact of previous Seleucid presence in that city. So far only the Antigonid and
Ptolemaic antecedents are known. The other is a more recently published letter of Zeuxis
to Heraclea ad Latmum of 197/6 B.C., M. Worrle, Chiron 18 (1988), 423, N1I, 8-9: dva-
xexoulouévey nudy Tor Pacidel v oA €€ doyric vmdoyovoav toic mpoyévoic avrob.
These then are the true analogies and parallels, not the irrelevant sentence from Memnon,
which has misled so many.

But this is not all. The revolt in northern Syria and the extreme perils from the dmoord-
Tai 1@y mpayudrwy on the further fringes of the Empire and the king’s brilliant success in
rising to the demands of the occasion with the help of his friends and troops, blessed by
the divine grace, and his consequent restoration of the Empire to its ancient splendor,
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45) Polybius 18. 51. 3-6. For the entire campaign see Livy 33. 38. 1: Eodem anno (197/6) Antiochus
rex cum hibernasset Ephesi, omnes Asiae civitates in antiquam imperii formulam redigere est conatus. 33. 40.
4: ad ea recipienda in antiquum ius venisse. 34. 58. 4—13, esp. ita parta ita recuperata. 35. 16. 5: eandem
de Zmyrna, Lampsaco civitatibusque, quae Ioniae aut Aeolidis sunt, causam ab Antiocho accipite: bello su-
peratas a maioribus, stipendiarias ac vectigales factas in antiquum ius repetit. It is remarkable here how
brutally frank the debaters could be and how little scruples they really had about the “Greek free-
dom”, whose championing was the pretext raised by both sides for mass propaganda and for the ben-
efit of Greek public opinion. To that extent the protagonists understood each other fairly well!

46) “Supplemento epigrafico di Iasos”, no21, 6~8, Annuario della Scuola Italiana, 45-46, p. 445.
The editor, G. Pugliese Carratelli, erroneously attributed this letter to Laodice II and needlessly rei-
terated his error in Annuario 47-48. Cf. Bull. Ep. 1971, 621 (p. 504); 1973, 432. Iasus was acquired
directly from Philip V, but Lysimachia only after abandonment by the Macedonians and the Thra-
cian devastations.
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etc., all this is consciously recited in the Ilian decree and all this, as we know, were the
ambitions or accomplishments of Antiochus the Great. All this appears now so obvious
that it must be pronounced as one of inexplicable puzzles of scholarship to account for.
How anyone with any presence of Polybius in mind could have ever failed to notice that
the allusions in the “Stone of Sigeum” are to a striking degree identical?*’) Adequate
means of verification existed already in 1718, the year when the inscription was brought
to England, for scholars could have an easy recourse to Casaubon’s edition, but it so
happemed that although many studies of both texts were made, they were evidently
never brought to ultimate confrontation. We shall attempt it here, first by framing a rapid
sketch of the background events and then considering some relevant details in compari-
son.

In 223 at the moment when Seleucus III was assassinated the greater part of the impe-
rial troops were engaged in Asia Minor against Attalus. Over these Achaeus now assumed
command, but a substantial army was apparently still left behind in Syria and those sum-
moned Antiochus from Seleucia or Babylon, who was thus made effectively the king.*%) At
first however the actual control of affairs was in the hands of the chancellor, 6 éni Ty
mpayudrwy, Hermias. Achaeus was left with supreme authority beyond the Taurus, Molon
was appointed the governor general of the Upper Satrapies and satrap of Media, while his
brother Alexander of Persis.

Very soon, however, Hermias’ strong drive for power antagonized other dignitaries of
the Empire who felt threatened, and that might be the possible cause that Molon (sec-
onded by his brother), on the example of governors of Bactria and Parthia, defected and
proclaimed himself king in 222 B.C. When against the advice of the popular general Ep-
igenes, who urged that the king should appear at the head of the army, two successive ex-
peditions, the first one led be Xenon and Theodotus, the second by Xenoetas, were dis-
patched by Hermias and both defeated in turn, the Crown Council reverted to the original
plan. The simultanous operations under way on the southern border were tempo-
rarily halted. However, before the king could set out a widespread discontent arose among
the forces concentrated at Apamea in Syria over their pay, much in arrears at this time.
Hermias who was a man of considerable means (presumably amassed in the state service)
offerred to satisfy the demands of the soldiery on the condition that Epigenes be removed
from the command of the expedition, to which the young king reluctantly consented. All
the malcontents returned to allegiance except the contingents from Cyrrhestica, which
might have been the province Epigenes governed himself.4’) He was forthwith accused of
collusion with Molon and put to death. In a swift campaign of 221/0 the royal army, this
time accompanied by the king, was completely successful and the usurper with his nearest
adherents committed suicide. In the regions affected by the recent rebellion the authority

47y So essentially 5. 40-87; 7. 15-18; 8. 15-32; 10. 27-31; 18. 51-52; 37. 48-49. Orth is aware of
these Polybian parallels (of which I have been preaching to some and sundry since 1971) but only to
discard them. It is not quite right to say that in OGI 219 there “findet sich nicht die geringste Spur”
(Orth, p.68) of the Eastern anabasis. Lines 8—16 allude to it. Pol. 11. 34. 14-16: xai ovAdnfdnv riopa-
Aloato mjv Paocdeiav compares directly with OGI 219, 11: xai mju Paciieiav eic v doxaiav diddeowy
xatéornoey, and with 13-14: xai vd mpdyuara xai mju Paotdeiav eic ueilw xal Aaumgorégav diddeory
dynyoxe. The same passage, especially line 7: dvaxmjoacfar miu navpdiav doyrv, may also be com-
pared directly with Pol. 11. 34. 14: rov¢ dvw oatpdmac dmnxdovs émoujoaro tic ldiac doxric.

%) Eusebius, Chron. (Schoene) I, 253; Jerome, In Dan. 11. 10.

4%) E. Bevan, The House of SeleucusI (1902). E. Will, “Les premieres années du regne d’Antio-
chos IIT (223-219 av. J.-C.)”, REG (1962), 72-129. Histoire I (1982), p.20.
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of the new king was restored. Presently on his way home high courtiers accused Hermias
of plotting against the king and with royal connivance dispatched him.

In 220 B.C. when Antiochus was still in the East Achaeus, instigated by the Alexan-
drian court, assumed at Laodicea ad Lycum the royal title and was intent to march on An-
tioch and seize Syria. In his calculations he counted on support from the disaffected Cyr-
rhestans, but this plan proved vain in the face of unwillingness of his troops (as it was with
Molon) to oppose their legitimate sovereign. In the meantime the Cyrrhestans were at-
tacked and for the most part exterminated, while the rest returned to loyalty. Since Acha-
eus was now checked in his designs Antiochus was free to give attention to the Egyptian
frontier, where he met his disaster at Raphia in 217. Nevertheless he was able to secure
Seleucia, held by the enemy since 246, which was not a small gain. The years 216-213
were devoted to the dealing with Achaeus, who still had partisans in Syria and even in An-
tioch.’®) The apostate was captured, mutilated and executed in Sardis. Then in 212-205
follows the famous anabasis, which contributed so much to the king’s self-esteem and to
his reputation among his contemporaries.*!) In 204/3 he was in Caria, but I think not in
Teos yet. In 200 follows the battle of Panium and the annexation (“reacquisition” from
the official perspective) of southern Syria. Ca. 198 Antiochus probably invaded Attalid
territories.’?)

The year 197/6, after many other coastal cities, brought his power to bear on Ilium.
Smyrna, Alexandria Troas and Lampsacus, encouraged by Attalus and Romans obsti-
nately refused liberation from Antiochus. As a member of the Ilian League Lampsacus
had an indirect claim to “consanguinity” with the Trojan descendants in Rome. However
in 196 the envoys of that city were unable to have recourse to Ilium for seconding their
addresses to the Senate, but had to apply in a roundabout way to the less qualified Mas-
silia instead. Some scholars have correctly concluded that the most obvious mediation,
the one from Ilium, was at that time not available simply because that city was already in
the hands of Antiochus. That deduced fact stood firm enough (cf. Schmitt, Unter-
suchungen, p. 293), but now OGI 219 can be proferred as a concrete documentation and
a decisive, if much belated, confirmation of this sagacious inference. Moreover, there
can be no longer any doubt that Welles, RC42 (Frisch, Ilion37) belongs to Antiochus III,
and it is high time to stop copying question marks and repeating “perhaps” and
“probably”.*)

L. 4-12. é{ntnoe tdc uév méleic tdg xariv Ledevxidba megiexoubvac vmo xawpdv dvaye-
o@v did Tovc dmoordvrac T@v mpayudtwy eic elpivny xal v doyalav eddawoviav xara-
agrijoat, tovc émdeuévove toic modyuaow éneéeAdwv ———. The dmoordvres twv mpayud-

50) See Polybius 8. 17. 10-11.

51y Pol. 11. 34. 14-16: did ydp ravmc tiic oreareiac déoc Epavn tic Paoideias o udvov roic xard
v Adgiav, didd xai voic xara tiv Edpwnmnv. Cf. Appian, Syr. 1.

52) Cf. e.g. E.Badian, “Rome and Antiochus the Great”, now in his Studies in Greek and Roman His-
tory (1964; orig. 1959), p. 114-115. Similar ideas in H. Schmitt, Untersuchungen, 85, 269-270;
273-276, who locates the area in the Hellespontine Phrygia. M. Holleaux, however, argued Etudes I11,
33-335, for the attack on Pergamene kingdom only in connection with the expedition of 197 B.C.

3) The inscription fragment from Ilium relating to an oath taking is since 1975 a settled problem,
not as Orth, p.69, n. 84 still met it. It belongs to a treaty between Antiochus III and Lysimachia and
contains not “einen Eid der Ilienser auf Antiochus III”, but a reference to an oath of Antiochus for
his partners. Some years ago this fragment had been luckily connected with a substantial new addi-
tion. Both together now in P. Frisch, Ilion, no. 45, but contested, see above, n.24 (end).
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7w, the rebels against the legitimate royal authority are certainly Molon**#) and Achaeus,
including their parties, but oi émdéuevor toic mpdyuao:, the conspirators against the
realm, may also include Epigenes and Hermias, at least in the official version of the cause
of their demise. The cities in the Seleucis, in North Syria, affected by the xawoi dvoyepeic
and the rebellion are precisely those involved in the mutiny of the Cyrrhestan troops,
which broke out at Apamea, the central military base of the Empire, and one of the four
representative members (tetrapolis) always counted to Seleucis (Strabo XVI, C 750).

The situation was very grave because the mutineers were in communications with the
insurgents in the East and in Asia Minor, of whom at least Achaeus’®*) was directly encou-
raged by the Egyptian prime minister Sosibius. Polybius (5. 50. 8) expresses himself in si-
milar terms how much under the circumstances Antiochus was dispirited by the commo-
tion (70 yeyovic xivnua dud tov xaweév). Book Five is full of references to the dndaraoic
from the Empire. 41.1: Molon and Alexander are scheming to draw Achaeus into their al-
ready conceived plan of dgioracdar. 41.6: The Crown Council deliberates meoi tH¢ 100
MéAwvog dnoordoewe. 42.1: Hermias charges Epigenes modvy épnaev avrov émifoviov (cf.
émiéuevol) dvra xal mpodérny tiic Pacideiac — — ~ omovddlovra uetr’ SAiywv éyyyewioar o
100 faciiéwc odua toic dmoordraic. 42.7: Ptolemy in a letter to Achaeus’®) avrov magaxa-
Ael mpayudrwv dvumoumjoasSar xai @noi xai yoruact yognyrnoew meo¢ mdoac tac émi-
Boidg, éav dvaidfyn duddnua xai pavegds yévnrar mdow dvrimoiotuevos ¢ dgxfs, fiv Toic
modyuaat Eew avrov xai viv. 45.6: Hermias argued @rjgac deiv mooc tov¢ dmoordrac
0TEaTNYOIC TOAEUEDY, TPOC ToV¢ Paadideic avrov mowiodar Tov Paciiéa xal tdc émPoidc xai
T0v¢ Unép T@v SAwv dyavag. 50.8: Dissatisfaction of Cyrrhestans deteriorates into an open
mutiny: obrot 8 éoragiacav xal oyedov eic éEamayidiovc Svreg 1ov doduov dméornoay.
50.9: Hermias temporarily asserted himself against growing opposition: Tov¢ uév @ilovc
dua Tov pdPfov, rdc O duvduewc dud v evyonotiav v’ éavrov memoijuevoc. N.B. the dis-
tinction and due credit to each of the partner elements of power in Hellenistic monarch-
ies, the King, the Council of Friends, and the Troops in our lines 9, 15-16 and 44-45.
The prominent role of the same is stressed in the decree for Antiochus III from Teos,
where Antiochus émnednunoe — — — év T nméAer uerd tou @idwy xal v dxolovdovowy
avrde dvvduewv and the city decided to honor him dxdiovdov t7j 100 Bacidéws xai Tv
[pilwyv] evvoiar moog Tov Ofjuov xai T mag’ fudv medc e Tov Paci[iéa xai] Tov¢ pilovs

534) Molon prociaimed himself king. See now Th. Fischer, Molon und seine Miinzen (222-220
v. Chr.). Bochum, Brockmeyer, 1988 (Kl. Hefte der Miinzsammlung RUB, 9).

%) Achaeus was a scion of the cadet branch of the Seleucid family, sprung from Achaeus, an ob-
scure son of Seleucus Nicator. So Beloch, GG1V, 2, 204, but cf. G. Corradi, Atene e Roma 8 (1927),
221. The elder Achaeus appears in an inscription from 268/7 B.C. published by M. Worrle, Chiron 5
(1975), 59-60, but there is no indication of his relation to the ruling house. Cities were named after
him, Strabo 11. 10. 1; Appian, Syr. 57; Pliny 6. 48 (Beloch IV,1,257, n.4). Some of the usurper’s coins
featured horse’s head (one of the common devices of Seleucus I and Antiochus I) and the Seleucid
anchor. Evidently he thus wished to emphasize the legitimacy of his claims. See Schmitt, Untersu-
chungen ..., 170, n.2; 187 (10). Indeed, had he not declined the diadem in favor of Antiochus, he,
rather than A., might have been the heir to the entire kingdom (Pol. 4. 48. 10). For illustrations see
E. T. Newell, WSM (1941, repr. 1977), PI. LX, 1-2; Ch. Seltman, Greek Coins® (1965), Pl. LII; and
N. Davis—C. M. Kraay, The Hellenistic Kingdoms: the Portrait Coins and History (1973), no.67. On the
settlement of Sardis after his fall see now my study in AJPh108, 707-728 (P. 727, better: Baogii[éa
Avrioyov Padidéws Zedelnov]| of tiye[ubves uerd t@v va’ adrove orpatiw)|r@v, ailgéocws Evexev xal
dvdpayadiac). Cf. 0GI219, 2-3, 4, 34, 36-37).

55) Although considered a forgery by Polybius this letter was probably genuine. So H. Schmitt, Un-
tersuchungen, 161-164; cf. E. Will, Hist. II2, 25.
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avrov éxreveiar’®) The same most probably followed in lasus, OGI237, after the last re-
maining word: &l[t]ev.

But in his success Antiochus was aided not only by his friends and armed forces but
also by 70 dawudviov etivovy xai ovvepydv (line 10). That patron deity was the divine Provi-
dence in general, but above all Apollo, proclaimed it seems since Antiochus II, his grad-
father’s reign (RC22), and more consistently since the first years of his father Seleucus II
(0GI212; RC22), as the divine ancestor of the royal house. That doctrine, now official,
comes to the full expression in quite similar words at Iasus, 0GI237,5: § e 9¢d¢ 6 doyn-
vétne Tov yévove tou Paciiéwav guveyucuagrignxev tov Paaidel (cf. 1. 10: auvvegydv)s)

Resuming our analysis we pause at Polybius 5. 54. 13. End of the MéAwvoc dméaracic
and the subsequent di6pdworic xai xardaraagic of the conditions there (cf. 0GI219,5,12).
55.1: Expedition against Artabazanes and other dynasts iva unre avyyoonyeiv unre ovu-
ToAeuelv ToAu@ar Toic dmoordrais prvouévois. 55.5: In the event of the king’s death Her-
mias hopes xvptoc Eoeodar Tri¢ doxfic avrdg, i.e. he was in effect émdéuevos roic modyuao.
56: Apollophanes and other gidoi, insecure from Hermias, win the king to a conspiracy
against the chancellor’s life. The danger to Antiochus and to his @ido: is represented in
56.3, 6, 10. In 56.14 the king’s modéeic and émpPoiai against Hermias win him general ap-
probation. This was his full emancipation from tutors. 57. 2—4: During the king’s absence

5¢) P.Herrmann, Anadolu 9 (1965), Block B, 22-24; 92-94, which I date to 197/6 B.C. The same
triad appears in the decree for A.IlI, Engelmann — Merkelbach, Erythrail, no.30,27-28, which I ren-
umber and venture to restore: xai ouvnodévrec avrd éni T Yyaively xai 6vi td Aownd mpdaoer xard
ylvoulnv, avréc te xai oi pikot xai ai dvvdueis. (Cf. 0GI219,43-45). Lines 38-39 may be restored:
viv 06 6 Padtiedc Avrioxoc magayevéluevos (uerd t@v @idwv xai Tav dvvducwy éni tods Témovs Umé-
axeto v dnuoxpariav alvvdia| puidaagey 7juiv. On all this see Habicht, “Herrschende Gesellschaft in
den hellenist. Monarchien”, Vierteljahrschrift fiir Wirtschaftsgesch. 45,1 (1957). F. W. Walbank, Hist.
Comment. on Polybius I (to 5. 50. 9) compares this passage with our inscription, although in its old
chronological frame.

57) Recourse to divine help in time of crisis is a universal phenomenon in human race, especially in
antiquity. Military leaders often claim to have a special relationship with deities. Alexander and Sci-
pio believed or exploited this expectation to an unusual degree. Cf. H. Bengtson, KI. Schriften, 411-
415. Lesser figures did the same on more ordinary scale, cf. e.g. Plut., Fab. Max. 4; Sert. 11, 12,
24. The address of Scipio to troops before Zama, Pol. 15. 8. 2. belongs to military commonplaces.

All armies go to battle with their tutelary gods and trust to be favored by Yahweh Sebaoth, Athena
Promachos, Michael Archangel, etc. Gods are partial to those who succeed, and success is a visible
proof of rightousness of one’s cause and of god’s favor. Not only Antiochus could argue in that vein,
but Messala does the same in his letter to Teos, R. K. Sherk, Roman Documents, no.34,11-14 (note
dawuoviov there). Like Antiochus, Flamininus also made an intense propaganda of divine collabora-
tion. Cf. Plut, Flam. 22. 10b: xai Seoi ouvepamrouévov. Still later Sulla Felix was a favorite of For-
tuna, quite in the Hellenistic tradition. A. is now reassuring himself, his courtiers, his troops and par-
tisans, because he knew he was on a dangerous course. As successes fortified confidence in divine
help, misfortunes could easily provoke an ancient man to fear that the favor of deity had deserted
him. Helplessness, irresolution, and superstitious despondency attended defeats of characters like
Philip V, Antiochus, Perseus, Pompey, or even the stout Mithridates, all of whom perceived their set-
backs as dawovofidfeia. As Socrates before, A. enjoyed a close intimacy with his dawévio, but in
bad fortune he felt the deity reversed himself and was determined to punish him. Cf. Appian, Syr. 28:
vouloac avrd 10 dawwéviov émpPovietew. Cf. ibid. 29 and Pol. 21. 13. 2. On this Holleaux, Etudes I1I,
262-263. The Romans, on the contrary, were increasingly elated. Diod. 28. 3: roiyagotv domep dno
napaypa@rc Tov diwy mpdéewv éni 10 xeigov Ewpov td¢ avrev Pagideiac (Ph.V and A.III) dno roi
daruoviov mpoayouévac, but the righteous Romans cvuudyovs elyov tovg 9eovc &v dndoaic raic ém-
Polaig.

F.Cumont, Les religions orient.* (1929), 262, n. 79, thought that Seleucids believed in Chaldean as-
trology with its strong emphasis on fatalism, but that should not be stressed for the earlier rulers, even
if Berosus did write for A. L.
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in Atropatene Achaeus advances with Egyptian support éinicac pSdoew éufaiwv eic Xv-
olav xal auvegyoic xongduevos Kvggnotaic dmogrdraic yeyovoor 1ol faciléws taxéws dv
xparroar T@v xarad v Pacideiay mpayudrwv (cf. 0GI219, 4-6). He marched on toward
Syria (Pol. 57.7), but was obliged to turn back from Lycaonia. 58.2: Antiochus évédwxe
toic @idowc dafodiiov on the operations in Coele Syria. 66.3: He anxiously watches nor-
thern Syria omeddwv 8¢ urn moAvv ypdvov dmoomdcdar t@v oixciwy Tomwy, dAd’ év 117 Le-
Aevxeig moujoaddar Tiv T@v Suvvduewv mapayewaciav did 10 moogavic Tov Ayaiév ém-
Bovievew uév roic opetégoic modyuaot, ovvepyelv 06 tovs mepi 1ov ITroAeuaiov ouodoyov-
uévwe (cf. 0GI219,7). 67. 13: Achaeus protected by Egypt proves a stumbling block in
peace negotiations. Avrioyoc 0¢ xaddnmal 0vdé Adyov rveixero mepi tovrwy, Sewov 1yoi-
uevogc 10 xai todudv tov ITroleuaiov megiotéAdewy tov¢ dmoordrac xai uviuny mowioSa
7epl Twog T@v Towovtwy. 87. 2: After Raphia Antiochus épofeito 6¢ Tov Ayawov un ovv-
enidnrat Toic xaipoic. 8. After the peace treaty Antiochus resumes his plan against Acha-
eus. 8. 17. 10: Achaeus besieged in Sardis is thinking of escape and of a clandestine ap-
pearance in Syria to start uprising there, while the king was still at Sardis. He counted on
support and popularity (ueydin dmodoyn) in Antioch, Coele Syria and Phoenicia. Quite
explicit is also the parallel to our lines 3—8 in Pomp. Trog. Prol. 30: Transitus deinde ad res
Antiochi qui post regnum acceptum persecutus defectores in Mediam Molonem, in Asiam Acha-
eum, quem obsedit Sardibus, pacata superiore Asia Bactris tenus in bella Romana descendit.

But those were not the only dmoordra: with whom Antiochus had dealt succesfully be-
fore his latest enterprises beyond the Taurus. The whole eastern expedition of 212-205
had an ostensible purpose to win back the provinces lost under his predecessors, and here
Antiochus’ gains were more impressive than solid, but although not a complete success it
was in a sense a “restoration of the ancestral kingdom”. The recalcitrant rulers of Parthia
and Bactria and an Indian prince were forced to offer at least a token submission as vas-
sals of Antiochus, who now became a Great King, presiding over a loose conglomerate.
Appian, Syr.1 stresses this achievement: éofalwy éc Mndiav te xai Hapdvnviv xai éregpa
& doiordueva it mpo avrod xai molAd xal ueydia dpdoac, xali uéyac Avrioxoc dno
10006 xAndeic — — — xal pixpov ovdev évGuvuoduevos xTA.

From his dealings with Euthydemus we know very well that “apostasy” was the formal
charge levelled against the rulers of the states (officially “satraps”) formed at the expense
of the Seleucid satrapies. Euthydemus faced the accusation by replying resolutely that he
was by no means a rebel against the legitimate sovereign, but that he himself had won
Bactria by destroying rebels. Pol. 11. 34. 2: yeyovévar ydo ovx dmoordrnv 107 factiéwc,
dAl’ &régwy dmootdvrwy émavedwuevos Tovg Exeivwy éxydvovs ottws xgatiioar Tiic Bax-
Totav@v dgxfic. Similar arguments were probably proferred by the Parthian Arsaces. Cf.
Strabo 11. 9. 2: Newregio9évtwy 6é 1dv EEw Toi Tavgov did 10 medc dAdows elvar Tovg Trig
Lvgiagc xai tiic Mndiac Pacidéac tovc &xovrac xal ravra, mowrov uév tv Baxtgiaviv
dniéornoay oi memorevéuevor xai tiv &yvc avric mdoav, oi mepi EvSvdénuov. Appian,
Syr. 48: Iagdvaiot te mpoamoordvrec dno tic v Zelevxidwy dgxfic. 65: xai Iapdvaio
¢ dmoordoews tiic Téte fokav (against Seleucus I) ¢ Teragayuéve vic tav Zedevxidwy
doyric. Justinus echoes the same theme, 41. 4. 5: Quod exemplum (of Bactria) secuti totius
Orientis populi a Macedonibus defecere. And 9: Arsaces cum Seleuco (11) rege, ad defectores
persequendos veniente, congressus victor fuit>®) Antiochus III made a prompt settiement with

%) Actually it was not Arsaces who initiated the defection, but the rebel governor Andragoras,
who still under AntiochusII had detached Parthyene from the Seleucid dominions. See the refer-
ences in E. Will, Histoire ... 1> (1979), 287-288.
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the successor of his father’s adversary (Just. 41. 5. 7). Cf. also Plut., Cato Maior 12. 2: A.Ill
Ty ydo Aoiav domv O vixdrwp Lédevxoc elyev dAiyov deiv dmaoav &€ vmagyfic dveilngdc,
&9vn 1e maumdolia xai udywa PagPdowy vmixoa memoujuevog. All this counted as his
great effort to dvaxricacdar Tiv marpdiav doyny.

It is clear that these extensive coincidences between the inscription (supported by other
inscriptions of A.III) and the text of Polybius with later historians (some ultimately deriv-
ing from him) are so vivid as to render the identity of the facts incontestable. Even if one
wished to subject this conclusion to an additional test and look for possible discrepancies
they would not be easy to detect. At most a question might be raised whether the disturb-
ances caused in northern Syria by dissatisfied soldiers really coincide with the area of the
Seleucis in the inscription. Polybius, following an unusually well informed source, speaks
of the first troubles in Apamea, then of Cyrrhestans, Syria, Phoenicia, Apamea, Seleucia
and Antioch, as all looming large in the plans of Achaeus. Thus we are allowed to infer
that the mutiny was wide-spread, but mainly confined to the localities of northern Syria,
where everyone agrees Seleucis was situated.’®) However this may be, it is a curious fact
that in the text of the Achaean historian, as we now have it, the name Seleucis does not oc-
cur, although in the preserved portions there was no lack of opportunity to employ it.

In historical geography this term offers a number of difficulties, which for the purpose
at hand it will not be necessary to tackle more exhaustively.®®) It is natural enough to
think that, even if not actually attested for his reign, the name may have existed already
under Seleucus I, when he first acquired that region after Ipsus, signifying something like
“the country of Seleucus”. After the redating of the here discussed inscription, 0GI229,
from the beginning of the reign of Seleucus II Callinicus, represents our oldest testimony.
Obviously the name must have been current at least as far back as Antiochus II. The de-
cree of Ilium now takes the second place chronologically, but the region, although not ex-
plicitly named, is no doubt implied also in the decree for Antiochus III from Teos, where
the three cities of that “tetrapolis”: Antioch on the Orontes, Seleucia in Pieria, and Laodi-
cea on the Sea, are granted a sympoliteia with Teos. The motive invoked was to honor the
king for whom these are émdwuuot woAeic Tov 100 Pfactiéwe mpoydvwy;, among them, how-
ever, Apamea is conspicuously absent.®!) If this omission was deliberate I wonder if the
explanation may not lie in the disgrace for siding with the mutiny over twenty years ago,
rather than in the obscure matters of the “ancestor policy”, as has been suggested. In any
case we note that not only in Teos, but also at Ilium, the local formulators of decrees were
well aware that Seleucis, the heart of the kingdoti, was prominent in the royal concerns.

Due to somewhat confused nature of our sources the question of the tetrapolis in Seleu-

39) I assume that meant Xedevxic ywga, or y7, rather than Zedevxic Zugia, or uegic, as Musti (p. 64)
would elicit from Strabo 16. 2. 2, regardless of whether the name derives from Seleucus oder Seleu-
cia. The formation of territorial names derived from the owner city in -ia, -is, where ydpa is implied
whenever the name is not yet fully substantivized, is extremely common: Ilias, Samia, Prienis, Peda-
sis, Megaris, etc. Plut, Demet. 47. 2 for Cilicia: t7j¢ xwoac ofiong vmo Zedevxov tére suggests that the
king’s name may be the true etymon for the whole country. The territory of Seleucia may of course be
also named on the familiar pattern, but that may have no bearing on the question of the larger Seleu-
cis. These points do not seem to be sufficiently differentiated by Musti.

60) The discussion and references in A.H.M.Jones, The Cities of the Eastern Roman Provinces* (Ox-
ford 1971), p.241-242 and n.21; also D. Musti, Studi class. e orient. 15 (1966), p.61-81, which now
should be read with all the necessary reservations about the inscriptions being redated. Cf. H. Seyring,
Syria 47 (1970), 290-311. Clear outline maps contributed by G.Tchalenko, but the extent of the Se-
leucis toward the north is not indicated.

*1) Block IID, 90-104. Commentary ibid., p. 79-84.
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cis and of the original extension of the satrapies in northern Syria is debated, but the best
authorities tend to agree that the four satrapies of Strabo (cf. RC70,7) cannot be coexten-
sive with the original administrative divisions of the Seleucis. On this essential point
W.Otto, A.H.M.Jones and D.Musti, all of whom appear to have studied the question with
care, are in complete agreement. Seleucis is the wider sense would embrace all the nor-
thern Syria from Amanus,—perhaps including Commagene—southwards. Even if other
scholars object that Commagene should be excluded, most seem to agree that Cyrrhestica
was comprised.®?) In any event, whether or not Cyrrhestica should be counted as a part of
the larger Seleucis, the disturbances did begin in Seleucis (Apamea) and spread to the
neighboring districts of north Syria, i.e. they were largely confined to Seleucis.5?)

This settled, I should not bypass this opportunity without throwing a mite to the vexed
question of Cappadocia Seleucis in Appian, Syriaca 55. There should be little doubt that
such a country never existed and the whole matter rests on a slight textual corruption (the
possibility Musti considered, but without adjudication), probably committed by Appian
or his copyists, if not already by A.’s source. Instead of xai tii¢ Kannadoxiac tijc Ledev-
xidoc Aeyouévns we should read xai tiic Kannadoxiac xai tric ZeAevxidos Aeyouévng. This
was in fact the text emendation already proposed by Th. Sokoloff, and I believe it is good,
even if his location at Seleucia on the Euphrates is indeed unthinkable.®*) The argumenta-
tion relies mainly on the fact that while the Syrian Seleucis is well known from both liter-
ary and epigraphical sources, and confirmed by later numismatic evidence, that “Cappad-
ocian Seleucis”, or “Seleucid Cappadocia” is as a fixed geographical name an isolated
anomaly known only to Appian, and is difficult to explain. Why should we have two dis-
tricts under the same rule in such a close proximity (but apparently not contingent, if
Commagene be not counted to Seleucis), designated by a common denominator and yet
kept apart? To be sure there are somewhat analogous cases, such as that of Cilicia and the
Cappadocian prefecture of Cilicia, but those names apparently go back to a common eth-
nic background and do not occur in the same kingdom. In any event the situation is dif-
ferent with names of old, but divided by state boundaries, historical regions. Within the
confines of the same kingdom similarly named and recently created districts or provinces,
would be certain to cause serious administrative problems. It is difficult to perceive any
reason, or advantage, in such a nomenclature. Furthermore Appian’s enumeration is
neither systematic nor complete, and in general his reputation as accurate historian is not
above suspicion. Nor is there any objection to the emendation in the fact that the Syrian

2) This assumption derives primarily from Strabo 16. 2. 8 (C751) and from the designation of
Nicopolis, a city in Cyrrhestica, as ¢ Zedevxidoc on Imperial coins. Likewise Ptolemy 5. 15. 15
counts Gephyra, Gindarus and Imma to Seleucis, and Strabo considers Gindarus to be the “acropo-
lis” of Cyrrhestica. Cf. W.Otto, Beitrige (BAW, 1928), p. 38, n.3; Jones CERE?, p.450, n.21; Musti,
op. cit., p.64; 80.

63) See Bevan, House of Sel. I, 218 on the basis of Pol.5. 57. 4. When Achaeus contemplated inva-
sion of Syria he was counting on support of the Cyrrhestans. After crossing the Amanus Cyrrhestica
would be the first region on his way, Plut., Demet. 48. 6. The whole country was thickly settled with
military colonies.

64) See on this D. Musti, op. cit., p.65, n.8. We cannot consider here the question what and when
Seleucus obtained in Cappadocia. Cf. Bevan, op. cit., I, Appendix D, p.323; Th. Reinach, Mithridates
Eupator, deutsch von A.Goetz (Leipzig 1895), p.25, n.2; E.T.Newell, WSM, p.239. Diodorus says that
Cappadocia was soon able to assert her independence during the contest between Antigonus and Sel-
eucus (31. 19. 5. Cf. 20. 113. 4). Cataonia was held by S. in 286 B.C., Plut., Demet. 48. 1. One may un-
derstand the logic of viewing this part of Cappadocia as “Seleucid“, but such a name is nowhere else
attested, and the confusion with the other Seleucis would be intolerable.
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Seleucis would be already included in the sweep jc uer’ Evpodtny Lvoiac éni daidrry.
In the passage taken as a whole Appian is not keeping to any particular order, thus for ex-
ample Phrygia is also mentioned twice.

It is remarkable, however, that Strabo (16. 2. 2) also uses a similar participle as Appian:
v 1€ Kouuaynwmiv xai v Zelevxida xalovuévmy tijc Zvgiag, and again Eustathius re-
produces exactly Appian’s qualification: Taréov d¢ éTi uepic éort Zvoiac doiotn n Aeyo-
uévn Ledevwic.5) 1t transpires that it was an established habit of geographers and histori-
ans to call by such participles the reader’s attention to the name, especially when
anticipated to be unfamiliar, but inasmuch as this stylistic device was very much in use
we cannot press these coincidences beyond a certain point.®6) Evidently this distinguish-
ing participle belongs habitually to the Syrian Seleucis, but it would be no less proper to
many other names, whenever the writer felt necessary to add an explanation “the so-
called”, “as they call it”, or “as it is called”. In a long string of enumerative conjunctions
one xai might have been easily omitted and, since the result raises no immediate ques-
tions of comprehension or syntax, it has been passed on unnoticed. The whole seemed to
accord well enough with the familiar type of geographic names where a qualifying adjec-
tive sets apart a limited area from a larger country, to mention only Media Atropatene, Ci-
licia Aspera, Cappadocia Pontica, Syria Palaestina, Gallia Narbonensis, or Mauretania
Tingitana.®”)

I believe we have in Eustathius Commentarii yet another and a very much similar case
where xal has been omitted twice.®®) Instead of Kouuaynvn Kannadoxia (“Commagenian
Cappadocia”?) and in the same passage Kouuaynviiv Kammadoxiav it is clear that we
ought to insert xai as a diaeresis between the two countires, obviously confused in Byzan-
tine learning, or in the text transmission. The latter sentence should read: Znuciwoar 6
O6n meol v Koupaynviv (xai tijv) Kannadoxiav xai 1 MeAurnvny xeitat, xai 10 Aeyduevov
Apavoc dpog. If we now turn to the text of Dionysius Periegeta®) we find in the verse 877
an announcement of a description to follow: Kouuayenvav &doc, Zvoinc te mwéiewc.®) Yet
the text goes on to describe the cities of Syria, but makes no further mention of Cappado-
cia. Therefore it appears that Commagene described in terms of Cappadocia is the learned
bishop’s own elaboration, in which the necessary xai has been omitted. But Dionysius in-
fact uses 7¢ to keep Commagene distinct from the rest of Syria. Strictly speaking in a
work which was a kind of a periplus no detailed mention of inland regions was necessary,
but Dionysius had used for his work sources from the time of Augustus when a king of
Cappadocia, Archelaus, ruled also over Cilicia Aspera, which fact may have contributed to
a later extension of the name Cappadocia, similar to what happened with the Galatians of
the St.Paul’s Epistle.

If we now combine the data from Strabo, Appian and Eustathius we see that geographi-

65) See Eustathii Commentarii, ad lineam 921, in K. Miiller, Geographi Graeci Minores II (1861).

6) In various horothesiae, descriptions, or references to geographical elements, the participles Aepd-
uevog, xaiovuevog, mpoonyopevuevos, voualduevos, émxindeic, and others of the same sense, recur
with great frequency in almost any kind of text (e.g. Polybius, Diodorus). Cf. e.g. Holleaux, Etudes II,
180, 14: Muvoiac tii¢c xalovuévne APPairidog.

7) With the problem of Cappadocia and Seleucis in Appian, Syr. 55 may be compared the same
author’s Mithrid. 117: Haiaworivnc 8¢ 1j viv Zedevxic, manifestly another corrupt passage. Cf. on this
A.Dreihzehnter, ChironS (1975), 220-221, notes 46-49.

68) Eustathii Commentarii in Miiller, GGM II (1861), ad 1.877.

%) A geographic versifier at the time of Hadrian, to whom Eustathius wrote his Commentaries.

70y Dionysii Orbis descriptio, GGM II, 1.877 (p.158).
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cal descriptions, no matter whence they depart, tend to pause either in Cappadocia or in
Cilicia, before turning to Commagene, Seleucis, or Syria in general. In the same para-
graph Eustathius also mentions Seleucis, and he amplifies that some divide Syria into five
parts: Commagene, Seleucis, Coele Syria, Phoenicia, and Judaea. In the excerpts from
Memnon of Heraclea, where it is stated that after the peace of Apamea Antiochus III
ruled over Commagene, Syria and Judaea,’!) we find another indirect confirmation that
Commagene belonged to the countries of Syrian, rather than of Cappadocian, description.
Thus we can to an extent control and correct both Appian and Eustathius by Strabo and
Dionysius and this, I suppose, frees us for good from “Cappadocia Seleucis”.

L.12-16. The fact that Memnon (Fr. Gr. Hist. 434. 9. 1) also uses the designation émui
tade 100 Tavpov does not prove anything for AntiochusI because this geographic term
was used indiscriminately for many generations, as is well attested.”?) Naturally the com-
plementary opposition was “the other side of the Taurus”, 7da énéxewa rov Tavpov. The
expression compares with the decree from Teos’®) in Anadolu9 (1965), p. 34, 8-11: xai
MPOTEQOY TE Umdgywv &v Trf énbxrewva 100 Tabgov moldwv dyadwv épivero magaitioc ruiv
xal mapayevéuevoc éni tovc xad fudc témove dmoxaréornoe Td mpdyuara eic TV ovu@é-
povgav xatdoraow. That was, as already noted, a polite manner of saying that having ap-
peared with a strong army and fleet the king is successfully confirming, or re-establishing
Seleucid supremacy in the seabord places on his way. All this happened partly spontane-
ously, or under various forms of pressure, persuasion, and promises by royal plenipoten-
tiaries, sent beforetime to prepare the reception (wagovaia, émdnuia) of the king with the
entire court and the armed forces.”) The news alone about the armed progress of the ex-
pected visitors usually proved persuasive enough, and only in few cases proper welcome
had to be preceded by a show of force. Sometimes the final arrangements before the “ad-
vent”, and “sojourn” were worked out with the city delegation invited to appear at the
court by previous letters and envoys.”5)

The natural result of such procedures in this single-minded program is that, however
much the understandings reached with individual cities might vary, they still tend to fol-

) F.Jacoby, Fr. Gr. Hist., 434. 18. 5, and 9.

2) E.g. 0GI229, 2, 13; Polybius (B.-W.), index s.v. Tadpoc. In Latin it was Asia cis Taurum, or Asia
intra finem Tauri montis (Just. 27. 2. 6); the other side being ultra Tauri iuga (Livy 37. 53. 25).

) I date the acquisition of Teos, together with Ilium, eodem anno 197/6, against Herrmann’s
more problematic 204/3 B.C. This takes care of Orth’s scruples, p.68. See above, n.32.

%) Cf. Livy 33. 20. 7: royal envoys are dispatched to Rhodes to announce adventum regis (probably
“in these regions” generally, rather than to Rhodes specifically). See Livy 33. 29.7 for the Roman
view of in Asiam adventus eius (i.e. in A.Minor). Orth, p.48, n.19, misses the whole point of the 7agov-
oia, the expected royal arrival in state to Ilium. At the time under consideration Antiochus might
have been staying at Ephesus. Certainly his envoys would not be “ordered about” to participate in ex-
clusive civic ceremonies, as Orth, p.44, n. 3, protests. That was in fact a courteous invitation and a
very high distinction expected and sanctioned by a universal and long-standing custom for important
and friendly envoys and theoroi.

%) Cf. Teos, Block B, 21: émoreidac 8¢ mpoc rov dfjuov VméAaPe deiv méuwar [mpd)s avrov mpeo-
Beiav i ovvAadriger megi v Epn meneiodar xai T drjuw) ovu|@éoew). For such prearranged “talks”
and negotiations by letters with city representatives cf. RC9, 3—-4 (the extant names I take for sons of
A.III); RC15 (A.1II): dv ovideAadrixauev; OGI237 (1asus): yéyoagn mieovdxic Tt drjuwe. The second
column of the new inscription from lasus (4Annuario 45-46, p.447) begins with the end of a clause
providing for sending out an embassy, or listing its members by names, which I believe can be res-
tored: xai 70v Ociva) ApiaroAdy[ov vmép Tdv xowfi ocvupegbvrwy TéL Paci)Agl Siadebouévove.
Whether the letter to Ilium, RC42 (Frisch, Ilion, 37) preceded or followed the magovoia cannot be de-
termined on the currently available evidence.
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low certain models. Ilium belongs to the category of cities won over by an advance em-
bassy (1.21). This must have occurred still in the fall of 197 B.C. Recognizing the inevi-
table many cities tried to make the best out of their submission and often made direct ap-
peal for a favorable treatment, spelled out in a variety of formulae or more concrete
expressions. Thus the Erythraeans pleaded pathetically, RC15,10-12: gulixidc avroic da-
xeiodar xal ndaor voic eic tuny xai 66Eav dvixovar ovvadéew td ¢ médews. Not infre-
quently the liberator king made promises in the same terms, cf. e.g. RC42 (treated below
here, p. 47f.), or Anadolu9, p. 42, 14-16. But these were very elastic phrases of which
many uses could be made, as in 0OGI219, 33. Only enemies of Antiochus had a bad
name for all these arrangements, but needless to say any adverse sentiments in the
affected cities had a chance to come to a public expression only when new liberators ap-
peared.

L. 16-20. Smwc odv 6 bfjuog, émeidn xal mpdrepdy te, xad v xapdv mapélaPev v Pa-
aiAeiav, elydc xai Svaiac x7A. Ilium is anxiously reviewing the past, scanning for any
events which it might be now advantageous to bring out in dealing with the new situation.
The Attalid connection, formed at an earlier period, is passed over in silence. In Teos the
gracious benefactor Antiochus could be expressly contrasted with the ruthless fiscal exac-
tor Attalus, but not before the liberating “sojourn” was already the fact. We may recall
that, like many other cities in this region, Ilium had been first acquired by Attalus I from
Antiochus Hierax. After the death of SeleucusIl and his elder son SeleucusIII it was
Achaeus who quickly drove the Pergamenian dynast back and re-established the Seleucid
authority. It was probably under such circumstances that the news of accession of Antio-
chus III were relayed to Ilium. Thereupon, as an expression of loyalty, it was understood
that public ceremonies for the magdinyic tiic Pacideiac would be appropriate.

Ilium was not the only place where such solemnities were held for the occasion, when
loyalty to the Seleucid house needed to be publically reaffirmed. C. B. Welles, Royal Cor-
resp., p.279, printed a small, poorly preserved and inadequately treated fragment from the
Carian Hieracome, which, as the new honors are being decreed for Antiochus (presum-
ably the Third), makes also an allusion to similar honors once voted on his accession, just
as at Ilium. Since the whole is constructed on the basis of very much used formulaic ma-
terial I think it is amenable to this restoration:

————————— énel olv xai modregdv]
e xaldc énundn oid tav(ra xad’ 6v xaipdv magélaPev)
v ndrpiov Pala)iciav xai [viv Edoke crepavioar av-)
T0[v] orepdvw: (Te xovawi doioteiw xai eixdév yovon?)
4 ourjmrgov éyodgm xoloufioar, xai Svoiav vmée avrod]
ovvredetv xad Ex[agrov éviavtoy Tovc doyovrac xail
[rovc icgeic xai evxds movjoaddar xai tdlda voui(s-
ueva O[wekdyewv xai mouneiew xai Pagidéa Avrio-]
8 xov [twfoar mdoaws taic mpoonxovoals Tuaic — - -]

It would be out of place and much too involved and tedious to give here a detailed ex-
position of parallels and a full rationale for this restored text. For the purpose of this com-
mentary it will be sufficient to say that it has very close affinity with a numerous class of
honorific inscriptions in general and, in some other respects, with those of Antiochus III
in particular, especially 0GI219,16-21, 25-30.

But in 220 when Achaeus severed his allegiance to Antiochus the city of Ilium became
thus detached once more, and in 218 Attalus was able to confirm there his own authority
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at the expense of the usurper.’®) In 216 with the help of Alexandria Troas Ilium repelled
an attack of the Aegosagae Galatians.””) When Antiochus entered with Attalus into an un-
derstanding against their common foe (xowompayia) the ally’s encroachments in the
Hellespontine region must have been tolerated as a fait accompli, even after 213, especially
since no real alternatives seemed possible for the time being. In the peace of Phoenice in
205 Ilium may well have been adscribed to the treaty as Pergamenian ally.”®) Hence it
seems that immediately before 197 Ilium had been effectively in the Pergamene orbit of
influence. Along with Teos it could be among those cities which a few years later Antio-
chus offered to restore to Eumenes as a price for his cooperation, or neutrality, in the ap-
proaching Roman war.

It is not clear when the priesthood for Antiochus was invested (most probably without a
temple), and whether it continued without a lapse under Attalus. More likely this installa-
tion was one of the very first acts after the last changeover to Antiochus. In Teos a priest
of Antiochus is also mentioned, but as in Ilium only on the occasion when his public ap-
pearance is called for (Block II, 13). At any rate it is extremely improbable that such priest-
hoods could have been established under Attalus, but once in existence they might have
been tolerated. The Ilians were able to recall their good relations with the king’s father
SeleucusII, whose presence both in the Troad generally and in Ilium particularly
(wrongly negated by some scholars) is sufficiently well attested by coins and inscriptions.

In this context an earlier Roman contact with Seleucus and a concern for local des-
cendants of their common Trojan ancestors ca. 245-240 B.C. is perfectly conceivable as a
historical possibility, although so hotly denied by Holleaux and certain other scholars. Of

6) Polybius 5. 77. 78. Niese, GGMS 1I, 642, thought that since 220 Antiochus left Attalus free
hand in the Hellespontine area when they both faced the common enemy Achaeus, and that after the
death of Attalus in 197 the Seleucid king meant to resume his rights there. A dated inscription found
near Balikesir in Mysia shows that in 209 B.C. Antiochus must have held some land in that region.
See H.Malay, Ep. Anat. 10 (1987), 7-15. The edition would stand improvements.

7) Polybius 5. 111. 2f.

78) Without having studied this question in depth I confess to some reluctance about outright re-
jection of the historicity of this adscription, but Ch. Habicht, Studien zur Gesch. Athens in hellenist.
Zeit, Gottingen 1982 (Hypomnemata, 73), p. 138-142, again pronounces vigorously for the deletion
of Ilium and Athens from the list of the adscripti, essentially with no new arguments. Yet by 197 B.C.
the syngeneia was an incontestable historical fact, from which practical political consequences were
drawn. It was on this ground that Lampsacus asked for adscription to the peace treaty with Philip,
Syll. 591,63-65. 1t is true that in those few intervening years the face of the Mediterranean world had
been changed very profoundly, but would it be so revolutionary to assume the currency of similar
ideas in 205 B.C.? Ilium was at that time under protection of Attalus and like Lampsacus it was not
in a state of war with Philip. For such purposes Ilium was as “sovereign” in “international law” as
were Ukraine and Belorussia voting in the United Nations. In 195 Flamininus consciously boasted,
in his two Delphian dedications, of his own descent from Aeneas, Plut., Tit. 12. If we believe anything
at all about the vetus epistula in Suetonius, Vita Claudii, such notions could have been well in the air
already under SeleucusIl. See the conspectus and references in H. Schmitt, Staatsvertr. 111,
p.283-284. The Trojan consanguinity was officially recognized by Rome in the dedition of Segesta,
262 B.C. Of course the importance of that fact should not be exaggerated in the light of later develop-
ment of the legend, but rather taken in the vast context of traditional, often patently impossible, gvy-
yéverar of the Greek world. Cf. F.P.Rizzo, Studi ellenist.-romani (Palermo, 1974), 15-43. The assumip-
tion of continuous Attalid control before 197 reduces the number of changeovers, which perplexed
Orth, p.68-69. The peripeties of many cities (to mention only Athens in the 3rd cent., or Lysimachia
in the decades preceding the peace of Apamea) demonstrate vividly enough that frequent changes of
affiliation with monarchies and other foreign powers was nothing unusual for the period under dis-
cussion.
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Die Kontrolle bei dem Zensus hieB anderseits offiziell , Epikrisis“?),
und die Schitzung selbst wurde demgemiB Ofters als ,Epikrisis“ be-
bezeichnet.?) Das Ergebnis der Epikrisis wie die Bezeichnung dmixsxg:-
ugvog u. dgl. wurde seinerseits nur in den Zensusakten angegeben (vgl.
§ 10). Der Zusammenhang zwischen beiden Priifungen ist somit unver-
kennbar. Die agyptische Epikrisis stellte nur eine Ergénzungs-
kontrolle der Zensusakten dar, die zwischen den Schitzungen fiir
bestimmte Bevtlkerungsgruppen vorgenommen wurde.®) Das bestitigt
jetzt Lond. 1600b (s. Beilage), wo der Deklarant ausfiihrt: [0Tyio &ud
dmun[e]xoladar i) ular’ ollxlav dmoygaqd . . . evvamopsyoou[uélvng xal
tijg To¥ émingewopév[olv unreds. Damit findet seine Erklirung auch der
an sich befremdliche Umstand, daB die Epikrisis in verschiedenen Gauen
zu verschiedener Zeit eingefiihrt wurde: 54/5 in Arsinoe*), 64/5 in Her-
mupolis®), 72/3 fiir die ,vom Gymnasium“ in Oxyrhynchos.®) Das wird
durch lokale Verhiltnisse bedingt sein, wie die dgyptische Epikrisis tiber-
haupt nicht vom Prifekten, sondern durch die Strategen jedesmal an-
geordnet wurde.

1. 0¢ éxd unroowdilemg.

Eine solche Anordnung ist auf einem unedierten StraBburger Papyrus
(Gr. 185) erhalten, den ich hier nach Wilckens (vorliufiger) Kopie
verwenden mochte.”) _

Avraviog ITrodsuaios ergaryyos ‘Eguomol(izov).

Ol amo Tijs pyroombéieng &lg Tovg TeaorQEOHALIER K-
ereig mwoooPalvovreg apridines &y [.. ... ouolw]s®)

xol (o) &m0 Tdyparog tod pvuveslov &.......... ] é
mxglveedar, & €& dupotépmv yovéo[v Td uyroox]o-
Aty yévog dafovai, ol 0" éx tod yvu[vaaiov, &) é-

=]

T’ adrod Tod rdypuards siar. Ipog viv [ 1
T0vtov dvayxefdlraroy #elrar nal of vx] dv-
dodv dEoyeéwv yevéedau éxdw o . [ ]

Vom Rest sind nur einzelne Buchstaben erhalten.

1) BGU II 484 (Arsin. 201/2): diderompe moos énixeiory nat’ oin(lav) dmoyeagpis.
Vgl. Bad. 75b: die Eidesformel beim Zensus: undé tuve dvnimagusrij(oas) vjj énngliot.

2) Ostr. Brux. 14 (J. 33); Hamb. 60 (J. 90); Lond. III 915 Verso (J. 160); Mitt.
Chr. 91 ¢. I 1. 21 (IL. Jahrh.). Zu Wilck. Chr. 218 1. 31 (J. 182) vgl. Groningen
a. a. 0. 138.

3) Vgl. Wilcken, Grundz. 201.

4) P. M. Meyer, Heerwesen (1900) 116ff. Wessely, Stud. Pal. IV p. 61.

5) Amh. 75; Ryl. 102 1. 30.

6) Oxy. II 257; X 1266; XII 1452; PSIV 457

%) Zit. schon Wilcken, Grundz. 200.

8) 6moiw]s und {of) von mir erginzt.

3*
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vouc testifes irrefutably against SeleucusI in OGI 212, so can ddeiprn Padgilicoa be now
singled out as one incontrovertible proof that OGI 219 cannot belong to Antiochus I. This
is indeed the litmus paper of our inscription. In 1966 Louis Robert wrote probably with-
out the immediate knowledge of the new finds from Teos (published only in 1967) and
from Iasus (published 1969). But it would not be wrong to say that, although this new ac-
cession of information is so supremely important, it was not an absolute conditio sine qua
non for the correct solution of the problem. Unfortunately the way led through the silva
horrida of the tradition and the best scholar of our present generation was content to leave
the matters relatively at rest, and died in 1985 without another comment on the ques-
tion.?!) The discovery of the Nehavend exemplar of the edict of Antiochus III from 193
B.C. was already begging (or should have been) some urgent questions.

Although the words ddeAgr, ddedpdc came to be regarded at many Hellenistic courts as
honorific titles for the queen and for the king in relation to each other, but especially for
the queen, originally it was more than a title. As in many other languages, in Greek the
terms “brother”, “sister” may in fact include further blood relationship, even more distant
cousins.??) Linguistically the first precedent of Arsinoe II and Ptolemy II needs no com-
ment, but even the next Ptolemaic ddeipr Bacgidiooa and her frater cannot yet be cited for
proof that this has become now a pure metaphor. Since Berenice II was the daughter of
Magas of Cyrene and of Apama, daughter of Antiochus I, the pair were in fact not too dis-
tant relations. Magas in turn was the son of Berenice I from her previous marriage before
she met Ptolemy Soter. This Berenice was thus the common grandmother of Ptolemy III
and Berenice 11, i.e. the couple were in reality cousins.??) Even Cleopatra Syra, daughter
of Antiochus I1I, and Ptolemy V, often adduced as ultimate proof of merely conventional
use of the word in question, are also a false example because this royal couple were like-
wise related, as both of them traced their descent partly to Antiochus I, grandfather of the
heroine of the Coma Berenices, who in her turn was the grandmother of Ptolemy V.%) If Be-
loch and the consensus are right that the elder Achaeus was a younger son of Seleucus I
(and not a more distant relative) at least two cases of cousin marriages had occurred in the
Seleucid dynasty before Antiochus III. The first pair would be Antiochus II and Laodice I,
daughter of Achaeus the Elder,?*) and the next one Seleucus II and Laodice II, daugher of
Andromachus, son of Achaeus the Elder. Still we find nothing of any ddeigsi in the
sources for those times. Superfluous to emphasize, by the time of Antiochus the Great all
the major Hellenistic dynasties were related to each other, and Antiochus was related not

81 The incidental references to “des sacrifices pour Antiochos I¢ (OGI 219,32)”, BCH 109 (1985),
480, republished in his Documents d’Asie Mineure (Paris, 1987), 534, simply reflect the position once
taken, but without new thinking.

82) Cf. however Abraham and Sara, Isaac and Rebecca. In later Hellenistic times it might be a title
of almost common courtesy, as e.g. in Tobit, passim. In 6. 19 ddeipr clearly means “kinswoman”, but
in 7. 12; 15; 84 ddeA@dc, ddeApri means man and wife, yet in 6. 19 it was revealed that they were in
fact related: om forwv avrg ddeAprn éx tol omépuaros Tov mareds avrod.

83) See Catullus, Coma Berenices 22 (after Callimachus): fratris cari flebile discidium. Cf. A.Bouché-
Leclercq, Lagides IV, index, s.v. “Berenice 11”.

84) E.g. J. A. Letronne, Recueil des inscr. gr. et lat. de 'Egypte I (1842), p. 10: Cleopatra “cette prin-
cesse fille d’Antiochus, n’était parente d’Epiphane & aucun degré”. E.Breccia, Diritto dinastico, p.159:
“Cleopatra Sira ... non aveva col marito alcun vincolo di parentela”. The words “aucun” and “alcun”
are obviously false. So is Beloch, GG IV, 2, 131: “Erst Ptolemaeos Epiphanes’ Nachkommen standen
in ovyyéveia mit dem Seleukidenhause.”

85) Th. Sokoloff, wholesale contradicted by Holleaux, Etudes 111, 381, n.2, was not so utterly wrong
in his presumption that the title ddeAd@n does reflect a degree of consanguinity, after all.
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only to Ptolemies, Antigonids, and Attalids, but also to the Iranian rulers of Cappadocia
and Pontus.?®) The first incontestable instance of “adelphic” titulature in the Seleucid dy-
nasty rests on cognate relationship. Laodice was daughter of Mithridates II of Pontus and
of a sister of Seleucus II, that is to say Antiochus and Laodice were first cousins. In later
times both in Egypt and in Syria ddeign became a stereotyped conventional title of for-
mal courtesy to queens, but by then the title was seldom far removed from real “lifestyles”
anyway. It is wrong to argue anything for Seleucus I from the fact that Livy 38. 15. S calls
Apama soror Seleuci regis, as Orth (p.72) does. As has been recognized that is an obvious
anachronism, for Livy is unconsciously following the conventions of later and his own
times.

L. 21-23. mjv 1e mapovoiav — - —. “Arrival”, “appearance”, “presence”, “sojourn”, in
the common sense, but the term here has also a more formal connotation of an “advent”,
and as such it was often an occasion for public festivities and solemn religious ceremon-
ies. A magpovaia, or (map)emdnuia (the words per se are indifferent) might have primarily a
religious significance, as émpdveia had with gods.?”)An effusive demonstration of public
enthusiasm in a magovoia was often practiced as means of converting uncertainties, and
sometimes licences, attending the arrival of a king with the court and soldiers, to an or-
derly solemnity well calculated to conciliate him.?®) Still worse things might be expected
on arrival of a conqueror, therefore an enthusiastic public reception in accordance with
the already existing customs was a common remedy, and, from our point of view, a magni-
ficent pious comedy. This of course does not rule out a possibility that the dominant feel-
ings of the moment might have been quite sincere, but only few years later the Romans
were received with no less enthusiasm (Justinus 31. 8; Livy 37. 37. 3), whose sincerity no
one questioned. We possess now quite extensive records of such a public welcome for An-
tiochus III in 197/6 from several cities, notably Iasus, Teos, Erythrae, and Ilium.

L. 23-25. xai yiveodar td ve dAda dyada taL te Paoidel xai T Pactdicon mdvra, xai
1d mpdyuara xai v Pacileiav avroic dwaueveiv AauPdvoveav émidoaw,®) xaddmeo avroi
mpoatpotvral. Traditional formula. As a rudimentary custom prayers, vows and sacrifices

86) Ardys and Mithridates may possibly be sons of Ariarathes of Cappadocia and of the Seleucid
princess Stratonice, daughter of A.II, therefore cousins of A.III. Or, perhaps royal princes of Pontus
and relations of queen Laodice, and more distantly his own. Polybius calls M. vid¢ tijc ddedgric
avrov (scil. Avtiéyov) xard @vow. More on this in my unpublished paper on “Antiochus III and
Athymbra”.

87y The notion is still preserved in the Christian Advent. See A.Deissmann, Light from the Ancient
East. Tr. by L.R.M. Strachan (1937), index, s.v. magovaia. Cf. M. Nilsson, GGR II?, 184. On this “ad-
vent” and its collateral, “reception” (dndvrnoic, vmdvrnoic), L. Robert, Documents d’Asie Mineure
(1887), 467-486, passim.

8%) A detailed scrutiny of the festivities in 291 of 290 B.C. for the magovoia of Demetrius with his
@ilot and troops to Athens, Athenaeus 6. 62-63, is very instructive. See the analysis in L. Cerfaux
and J. Tondriau, Le culte des souverains (1957), p. 182—-187. Cf. the reception for the conquering
Ptolemy III in Seleucia and Antioch in the Gurob Papyrus studied by Holleaux, Etudes I11, 281-310.
My edition appears in APF 36 (1990). For Attalus in Athens as honored foreign guest see Pol. 16. 25.
1-9. Fictitious magovaia of Alexander to Jerusalem, Jos., 4.J. 11. 328. Justinus 24. 3. 4: adventus of
Ptolemy Ceraunus to Cassandrea. Livy 23. 7. 11-12; 23. 10. 7: Hannibal’s festive adventus in “lib-
erated” Capua. 35. 43. 7-9: “liberator” Antiochus in Lamia, exceptus ingenti favore multitudinis cum
plausibus, clamoribus et quibus aliis laetititia vulgi significatur. The custom was still much in vogue in la-
ter times, as in Tacitus, Ann. 6. 42 (Seleucia ad Tigrim): Tum adventantem Tiridaten extollunt veteribus
regum honoribus et quos recens aetas invenit.

8) In the light of this I restore Syll. 352, 7-8: xai elixeodar xai eic 16 Aoumoy én(idoory yive]odar
Anunroiwe Tr Paoidel. (L. 4 ought to be todc xarvoi[xotvrac v wéAw], not évddoe).
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for kings in established places of cult are of extremely great antiquity in the Orient. Ac-
cording to forms developed in Hellenistic kingdoms one prayed that gods grant the king
and his family success, health, power, victory over enemies, and guarantee of peace to his
subjects, and that the kingdom might last, flourish, prosper, and grow “as the king wished
himself and we too pray to the gods”, and that among all other blessings it might endure
for children’s children forever. In RC 5, 9-12 SeleucusI is “modestly“ hinting at those
traditional prayers, which he expects to be performed in his intention and for the city: iva
&mre andvdew xai ypdodar vyiawdvrwy fuav xai ebrvyotviwy xai tic modews diauevoi-
ong owag, &¢ éyw Poddouar xai vueic efyeade.”®) Similar in Anadolu 9, p. 40, 107-112:
[#ai] ovvnadévrec éni t@t Vyaivew avrovc [xai] modgoew Ov Todmov [avr]oi te Poilov-
Tai xal nueic Toic Jeoic evydueda. Compare furthermore OGI 56,19: dvd’ &v oi Jeoi dedw-
xaow atroic eboradovoav tiv Pacideiav xai ddoovow tdida dyadd mdvra eic tov del
xo6vov. OGI 90, 35: avd v deddxaow avrdr oi deol Vyweiav vixmy xpdroc xai tdiia
dyada mdvra, tiic Pacideias Siapevodons avtwi xal Toic Téxvois €ic TOov dmavra ypovov.
OGI 168, 54 (partem supplevi): o[v Oia]ieimouey e[ xduevor toic deoic mdow xai mdoaig
fnwe Owddoww vuliv xai toic Téxvoig Vyei[av uopgrlv ebynoiav v[ixnv xpdrogc - ——.
OGI 332, 32: xai tovc iegeic xal td¢ icge[i]ag dvoifavrac Tovs vaovs t@v Jedv xai ém-
Hovrag 1ov Afavwrov eliye[o]dar viv te xai eic Tov del yodvov ddévar Paagider Arrdiwm:
Didountogr xai Edegyérm vyieiav owtngiav vixnv xedvoc xai [éni yil¢ xa[i xard)
da[Aatrav] x[a]i doyovrt xai duvvouévwi xai v Pacileiav avrodv dwauev(eliv [eic] Tov
dnavra aidva dfAapri uera mdonc dopadeiac.

L.27. xai it Nixm xai v@r Au. The Victory here is not really a “cult” established for
anything particular, as Frisch speculates. Zeus and Nike are patron deities of successful
military enterprises,’’) and the city takes advantage of this convenient abstraction for a
good omen, a “godspeed” and a “motto” to the present royal campaign conducted under
the sign of the goddess of Victory, daughter of Zeus. For, although in most cities the offi-

90) Seleucus has also in mind another formula: efiyeoSar dnép vyweiac xai owrnoias Tov ¢ Paai-
Aéw¢ (optional his mpdyuara and family) xai t¢c mblewc, or oo Onuov. A. Rehm, II Didyma,
n0.424,21A, spoiled this to the incomprehensible: xai ducic (7)o {r)d? &ere, which is finding little
favor. See e.g. P. Herrmann, Anadolu 9, p. 85; W. Orth, p. 29, n. 66. W. Giinther, Ist. Mitt. 27-28
(1977-178), 265 has lately proposed diauevovone, ¢ éyw PovAouar xai dueic. eladéyxe(ad)e, which is
scarcely an improvement. Evidently the engraver, if not his modern copy, had omitted something. I
conjecture: ¢ éyw fovAouar xai vueic (ellyecde vu)eic &' &ere 1d éneoraiuéva xti. This involves
an addition, yes, (of the presumably omitted part), but no tampering with the attested letters.

Incidentally I have been convinced since 1970 that the “Osiris” in this inscription is just another
obstinate phantom of scholarship. To me the name simply reads Of[n]idoc (not contradicted by the
photograph, kindly lent to me from the German Archaeological Institute in Munich; nor by the
Haussoullier’s squeeze in Paris, graciously examined at my request by Prof. and Mme. Robert). Un-
fortunately there was no chance to write the article I had once contemplated. Cf. Classical Review,
N.S.23 (1973), p.218 and Bull. Ep. 1980, 456. Odmc (1), as hypostasis of Artemis, is by no means
limited to Peloponnesus, but is a figure of universal Greek mythology and belongs to the Apollinian
circle. Like Leto and Hecate she is in various local cults related, associated, or identified with Arte-
mis. Seleucus is not making in Miletus a propaganda for the still exotic Pharaonic god, but behaving
as a cultured Greek among Greeks. When the time was ripe for wider reception of Egyptian gods
among Greeks, Osiris was at first supplanted by Sarapis, ultimately to re-emerge in his own person.
Osiris seldom stands alone without other Egyptian deities, and (I must insist) Soteira there is not Isis.

91) Cf. Alexander’s habits in these matters, L. Cerfaux et J. Tondriau, op. cit, 10. 126. M. Launey,
Recherches sur les armées hellénistiques, 2 vols., indexes: Zeus and Nike were honored and invoked by
soldiers at all times and on all occasions. It is worth nothing that dvdgayadia (OGI 219, 34) is above
all a military virtue. Cf. OGI 332,22 and this paper, n. 54 (end).
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cial polite parliance avoided a too obvious emphasis on the blunt military demonstration
under way, a realistic cognizance of the true nature of the “visit” and “setting the things
aright” was taken nevertheless. Victory is allegorized as another of divine powers watching
over the martial king. Cf. the vixn in the prayer formulae just cited above. The personified
Nike appears with Zeus Soter in the thanksgiving celebrations in I. Priene 11,29 after the
liberation from a local tyrant, and at Cos after the defeat of the Galatians in Delphi,
Syll. 398,33.

L. 31-32. xai ovwiévres xard @u]{A)dc. For basic information Robert’s discussion of
this custom may be read with much profit®?) but his xard tdc oixiac, suggested “je crois
plutdt”, is presented perhaps not so decisively ds to be admitted without further scruples
to the text, as Frisch does. Although at first look it would seem to meet all the critical re-
quirements, I think that actually is not the case. Dittenberger followed here Boeckh, but
Robert has demonstrated that the old supplement is false (Essays Welles, 184). Yet the
phrase which the last named scholar seemed to favor does not provide the solution. Ro-
bert has pointed out correctly that the lacuna must be filled with a distributive phrase,
and that the most obvious restoration xard gv|1]d¢ would encounter the difficulty of dis-
agreeing with the syllabic division, otherwise rigorously observed.

Yet, keeping a holiday privately at home could not be much of a “gathering” for citiz-
ens and the general stephanephoria for citizens and metics. All the prescriptions for domes-
tic holiday-making usually follow the prescriptions for the citizen assemblies in public by
tribes. But a domestic holiday can hardly be a gtvodoc, ovveivai, or gvvaywyrj, and it has its
own phraseology, closely paralleling the prescriptions in Teos, Anadolu 9, p. 37, 24-25:
Svew 8¢ xai éogrdlerv xai vovc dlovs mavrac Tovg ofixotvrac] miu méAw fuvv év roic
idioic oixots éxdarovc xarda dvv[auw. But the examples for ouveiva:r (including synonyms
and equivalents like ovwddovc moiciodar) Tovc molirac, or Tov éfjuov do by all means re-
quire xara @uvids because this is how Greek communities normally functioned on such
occasions in religious and civic life, as Robert himself has brought out so well. Neither
xard td¢ mAarel]ag, nor Robert’s oixi]ac would satisfactorily agree with ovwmdvres. A bet-
ter opportunity for gathering might have been afforded by xard yeurvilag®) but, as we
shall presently see, there is no compelling reason why the usual routine should not be fol-
lowed here.

The examination of the photograph confirms that the beginning of the line is indeed in-
tact, but only AZ stands there. Yet, however much one hesitates (by all methodical princi-
ples) to resort to invocation of engraving errors as expedient, there are several converging
indications that this is indeed the case. Thus, not counting this instance, there are at least

92) Essays Welles, 184—192. Cf. L. Robert, Etudes anat., 180.

93) So the example from Commagene, OGI 383: gvvaywyds xai mavnyvgeic xai dvoiac — - — xard
xuac xai wéAews — — — xard yerrviav. No gudai because the prescription concerns a supra-local le-
vel, the entire kingdom. On city level the normal arrangement is invariably xard guvidg, of which the
only exception known to me is xatd gvuuogiac from Teos. Its precise relation to the tribes is a matter
of conjectures. Certainly Prof. Ebert’s suggestion xara @paroi]|ac would well satisfy the sense and
the syllabic division without correction, but it is not only isolated but also invalidated by P.Frisch, II-
ion 52,19, which clearly favors the remedy I propose. We meet with a more mixed arrangement in the
cosmopolitan city of Imperial Rome, Jos., Bell. Jud. 7. 73: Toénerar 6¢ 1@ mAndn mpo¢ edwyiav, xai
xard @vidc xai yévn xai yeiroviag mowoduevolr tds oridacis etyovro 19 9@ ombvdovres avrov T’ émi
nAeigrov xpévov émucivar Oveanaciavov tij Pwpaiwv ryepovig, xai maioily avroi xai toic 6 éxeivwv
dei ywouévoig uiaydivar 10 xpdroc dvavraydwiorov. The burning of frankincense before house
doors (also discussed in Bull. Ep. 1967,120), may perhaps be conceived as taking place xar’ oixiac,
but the point is that this was never prescribed with the verb ovveivay, or its near equivalents.
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seven other errors of engraving and three of them demonstrating the stonecutter’s absent-
minded propensity, in two cases to crossing his lambda into alpha (9, 32), and in one in-

stance omitting to do so (41), probably a psychological “hypercorrection” for the two ear- | f

lier errors.

To the attention already distracted by this habit the case in question was particularly
treacherous because in the group @YAAZL two contradictory operations, in tracing two si-
milar but distinct letters, were required. The intervention of word-division was surely an
unfavorable factor: one look-alike letter simply slipped out from the engraver’s conscious-
ness, or was crossed too soon, with the same result. This conjecture is borne out by closer
observation of the errors in lines 7: ITIPATMAZLI 9: AABON, 30: AAAQI 32 (next to the
word in question): ZYNTEAEITQXAN, and 41: IAIAAA. All these errors have one common
denominator: the trouble with (superfluous, or insufficient) horizontal or perpendicular
dashes, which form the distinguishing elements among several letters of partly similar de-
sign.?*) This type of error is fairly common in inscriptions of all times, and every modern
writer will recall from his own experience how often he automatically crossed an | into t,
repeated or omitted letters or syllables at word division, etc. I should think all this makes
a convincing case and do not hesitate to read xard pv]{4)dc.

Moreover, since the custom and the phraseology are now fairly well known, I believe it
is possible to detect and restore the xard @uddc formula in several old and new inscrip-
tions, which it may be convenient to register here. Taken together they derive elucidation
and support from one another and they supplement Robert’s repertory in Etudes anato-
liennes and Essays Welles. They are:

A liberation festival in Priene, ca. 297 B.C., I. Priene 11,29-30: ovveivar 8¢ xai tov
O0fjuov] xara @uidc ruépac ddo.

Birthday of Lysimachus, I. Priene 14,23 (OGI 11): ovveiv[at 6é xai tov drfjuov xard guv-
Adc. Cf. L. Robert, Etudes anat., 184: “Je crois que le supplément ovvelv[a: 0¢ xai Tov¢
arganiwrac] fait contresens”. After this public prescription there follows a domestic one,
1. 30-31: [ro0c &’ év Tt moAeL oixotvrac xai)] év T ydear xard [dbvauw éxdorovs Pw-
uovg idpoac)dar xai e Palodei Avowudywt.

Honors for Lysimachus in Samothrace, Syll. 372 (end): mowiv 6é [xai gvvédovs xara
Quidg ———.

Honors for Seleucus II at Ilium, OGI 212,18-19: gvveidéodw xa)i 7 aivodog Tov drjuov
xard [puids xai Svétwoav Paoi)Aei Zedevnwi.

Honors for Laodice IIT at lasus, Annuario 45=46, p. 448, 30-32: tabtm vt 1jué]oar
ore@| avnpogeitwoay ol moAitar mavreg gvvédovg] molov[uevor xara @uiac xai dvaalovres.
The follows a prescription for private holiday-making, 34-36: duoiwc 0é xai Svérwaay év
rabrm i fuélear o[i dAdot mdvres év T mbAer oixotvres xadw¢ dv] M dv(varov éxa-
oTwL.

Honors for Antiochus III, Engelmann-Merkelbach, Erythrail, 31, 6-11: dyadi toyne-
0eddydar TijL] PovAfi xai t[dt djuwi Tovg uév iepeic xai tdc icpeiag xal Tovc oTparnyovc
xal tov¢ m)ourdveiws [evéacdar toic Oeoic mdow xai mdoawc xal Hvoiagc ovvredelv tdg
voulouévac: 1o]dc t{e moAirac ndvrag cvveivar xard uidc xai ddew roic deoic vmég ToD
Paciléws Av]n[dyov xai Tod Orjuov: duoiws 66 xai tovs ém)dp[uovvrag év év T moAer

%%) Some outside examples: OGI 56, 45: ITOAOY; OGI 326, 9: xa]|(A)d, stone 44; I. Magnesia:
2: AYZANIOY; Sherk, Roman Docs. 22,17: AIAKATEXQCIN; 30: CYNKAHTON; 31: BOYAHI; L. Mor-
etti, Iscr. stor. ellen. 16,25: AAXIMAXON (AAxiuayov); Schmitt, Staatsvertr. I1I, 428,10: AIAAYZEQN;,
Frisch, Ilion 52,5, and 9: PIAANOBQIIEITAI, PIAANOBQITIAL
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xai év T ywear Hew xarda ddvauwv oixov éxdorovs xai mdv]res o repavnpopeirwoay &y
Th nuéoar tavrm. Cf. OGI 219, 19-32.

L. 35. orijoar d'avrol xai eixéva yovory ép’ inmov év 1@t icodt THic Adnvdg. Statues in
chief temples of a city are high distinctions, but that was a profane honor (eixwv), not a
cult statue (dyaiua); no “Kultbild”, as Orth writes, p.67. Of course, as in many other cases
with statues and stelae the phrase év 1@: icpt does not necessarily mean “inside the tem-

” o«

ple building”, “in the shrine”, but simply “in the sacred precinct”. Tegdév here has the ori-
ginal etymological force of a “sanctuary”, a “consecrated place”.’’) During his memorable
progress many cities voted for Antiochus both profane and religious statues, which could
be set in various places. Thus three cult statues were decreed by Teos alone, but in addi-
tion to this the Teians dedicated an ordinary non-cultic gilded figure, such as we meet in
Ilium, and this can certainly be recognized also in Erythrae.’®) An earlier bronze(?) sta-
tue, probably pedestrian, erected on the temple grounds of Athena Ilias, may likewise be
surmised for Seleucus II, the father of Antiochus II1.%7) But this was not an honor exclu-
sively reserved for royalty, as it continued from time to time to be accorded to private in-
dividuals of high station as well.%)

L.37-38. cvegyérny xai owrfjpa. 1t is really an exaggeration to say that owrrjp is an epi-
thet, or that it should imply cult honors.?”®) In the sense defined by Habicht the word is
not a true epithet, although such is also Habicht’s suggestion. It is worth noting that here
it does not stand alone but forms a part of the much hackneyed hendiadys edegyérnc xai
owrnp, which goes a way back to a good pre-Hellenistic usage, and ordinarily has no cult
significance.!®) It is precisely for this old tradition that these words are by far preferred in

95) See the references in Orth, p. 46, no. 10.

%) Teos, Block I, 45-47: dydiuara pagudowa ¢ xdAdior{a xai ic)pomgenéorar(a) rov te Paai-
Aéwe Avrudyov xai tijc ddeApiic av[t]ov faaidioong Aaodixng. Block IID, 31-33: d[vadeivar d]yaiua
xaixotv é&v T PovAevrnoiwt w¢ xdAdiarov [tov Paciiélwe. Block F, 8: xai elxéw ypvor. It is not
clear, however, whether in this case it is a statue or rather an annual tribute like an aurum coronarium
mentioned in the same passage. Erythrail, no. 30, 19-21 (supplevi): xai orepav@écar avrov tie éx
100] véuov orepdvw(t yovodt Tt doloteiwt xai eixdve yovorjt doetfic Evexev xai evvoiac] ¢ eig Tov
onjulov.

97) Frisch, Ilion, no. 38,3-5 (supplevi): xai orijoar [avrod eixdva yalxijv év tin icpdr e Admvdc
&ovaav Priu)a rov Acvxoi [Aidov. The base of that statue was inscribed, Ilion, no. 62, as cited above
in n.79.

98) E.g. llion, no.2,47-52.

%) So Frisch, ad lineam, after Habicht, but cf. Bull. Ep. 1974,402: “et nous soulignons que le titre
de owmrje n’implique nullement un culte”.

100y E.g. Diod. 16. 20. 6 (Dio in Syracuse, 357 B.C.): ériungay tov edegyétny ¢ udvov owtijpa
yeyovéra tijc marpidog. If Plut., Dio 46. 1 must be emended, I would suspect evegyérny xai owtijoa
xai 9eov yeyovéra tic marpibog, rather than Ziegler’s rhyming maréga xai gwtijpa. Cf. Habicht, Gott-
menschentum, p.9, n.2-3. Memnon of Heraclea, F. Gr. Hist., 434. 3, writes that Timotheus was so pop-
ular di¢ unxén tigavvov AL’ ebepyétny atrd, olc Enparre, xai owtiiga dvoudlesdai. Cf. Demosth.
18. 43: Thessalians and Thebans gidov evegyémy, owrfipa Tov Pidimov rfjyotvro. Hellenistic and Ro-
man combinations of these two epithets are extraordinarily common. In Teos, Block B, 20-22 we
read: iva yevouévne émavéijoewe t@v xard v moAwv un uévov ebegyegiac Adfy v émygagrv tic
t00 dnjuov, dAda xai owrngiag. Literally “the inscription”, as in Ilium, or simply “the title”. In the
second column of the decree from Iasus I supply lines 4—6: énpvijodai] Pagidéa uéyay Avrio[yov diém
ebegyétne xai owtip) yéyovev xai @vdaé [éo)ty [1hi¢c moAews. The same words edegyérny xai owrfipa
are inscribed in a private dedication of a statue to A.III by Menippus, one of his high courtiers. See
the ed. improved by Holleaux in Durrbach, Choix d’inscriptions de Delos, no.59 (cf. ZPE 44,1981,106,
n.2). How commonplace this has become cf. N. T. Luke 22. 25: oi pacideisc 1@v édviv xvgieovawy av-
1oy, xai ébovardlovres avrdy evegyérar xalovvrar Cf. also Diod. 37. 26.
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the initial stages of the formation of cult epithets, usually owrnp. For us it is more than of
antiquarian interest to realize that this partly preserved word (1. 38) may be the ultimate
culprit in the “historic” error we are dealing with. The first Seleucids used no official cult
epithets in their life-time, and the coins stamped ANTIOXOY LQTHPOZ are all posthu-
mous. Antiochus III was welcomed as Evegyérnc xal owtrjo in more than one city.!?!)

L.41. Robert, Essays Welles, p.182, n.41 approves the editors’ idea and construction, but
condemns their wording and rightly observes that the “herald of the Council and of the
People” has no place at the federal festival of the Ilian Confederation. Since 1. 38-39 al-
ready make the agonothetes and the synedroi responsible for the proclamation of the honor,
the actual “crying” would have to be done (as it frequently is) by a keryx, or grammateus.
The choice will be conjectural, but the latter is attested as federal magistrate in Frisch, II-
ion 5,6. We see there five agonothetai, one from Ilium and four from other member cities,
and, yes they have a secretary. The singular agonothetes, who in 1.39 takes the over-all su-
pervisory responsibility, is of course the representative of Ilium.!°?) But although the city
and the Confederation have each their own functionaries one should not forget that Ath-
ena was first and above all the city-goddess of Ilium before she became the patroness of
the Ilian Confederation. OGI 212 and 219 both testify that a degree of close cooperation
and partial overlapping between the two bodies is taken for granted. The same kind of in-
terdepence may be detected between Priene and the Panionium in OGI 215,4 (1. Priene 12)
and between the Ionian League and an unknown city, where OGI 222 was passed. It seems
all cities situated in proximity to any “Federal” shrine always had a chance to exercise
over it a degree of control not possible to other members of the same league.!%)

L. 42. Although the language of éiéoda: éx mdvrwy Ty molitav is often employed for
election of all manner of commissions charged with specific tasks on city level, for outgo-
ing embassies one preferred the ethnic without the article. But 7oy modtrév instead of TA:-
éwv would make the line a little longer, and the example of OGI 11, 7-11 (1. Priene 14)
shows that this is no less appropriate for an embassy. However, since all the lines that fol-
low immediately seem to be slightly shorter from the preceding ones, no positive argu-
ments may be urged either way on this condition.

L. 43. Both maga r[od dnuov and mdrdoc (lit. populi) are perfectly good and widely
used at this juncture, but mijdoc seems to be a little more favored and a longer word is
desirable. Cf. A.Rehm, Delphinion 146,82; OGI 229,10, and especially RC 15,5-8 (A.III):
xal avrol dmodoyioduevor mepi te ¢ evvoiac fiv dud mavioc elaynxate eic Ty fuetéoav

101y Sardis, Iasus, Teos, Erythrae, Ilium and more.

102) See L.Robert, Etudes anatoliennes, 182.

103) Prof. Ebert of Halle has made a keen observation that the very object of the announcement
ought to be expressed, e.g. [7fj¢c Te eixdvoc xai tijc émypagric], which (even with my 7e) is rather too
short. More adequate for length would be [7@v dedouévwy vno tov drjuov Tudv), but cf. 45-46. At-
tractive as this idea certainly is, it entails the difficulty that the usual object of such proclamations
are ai (bympuouévai, dedoubvar) tuai, or & te orépavos xai 1 elxwy, or ér grepavoi 6 dfjuoc xTA.
Normally it is in the context of contracting and physical setting up, and/or general supervision, where
we find “statues and inscribing” (dvaypagrn). On the other hand many good parallels do indeed sup-
port the notion that one should expect in the lacuna an official who does the announcement
(Syll.656,30), and who is not always a keryx. Of course some flexibilities in the formulae are possible,
but more conservative approach would be to consider either an inadvertent omission (cf. 22), or an
expression of “the honors” in 1. 38: dvayogeivoar 8¢ xai éu [Iavadnyvaiows rdc tiudc (or raira) év
7], which can still be accommodated and does not obviously disturb the syntax. Or, perhaps a com-
promise in 1. 41, e.g. mjv dvayyediav moiovuévove [t@v éyn@iouévwy did Tov yoauuatéwc?), or [xai
dnAovvrag v &vexev tetiunrai?). Cf. 1. Priene 8, 32; 18, 9-10.




o

Piejko, Antiochus III and Ilium 43

oixiar xai xadéAov mepl tiic evyaptotiac Tov mAndoc. RC 22, 14: dwodebdueda v aipeaiy
100 mArjSoc. RC 52, 32-33 (Eumenes II): magaxaiciv t[é ue dewgoivra] v evyxagoriay
100 mAnSoc. Syll. 581,93,95; 6 6¢ aipedeic (envoy) upavilerw rdv etvoiay Tdv vndoyovoay
avroic mapd T mArdeL.

L.44. Seeing that the queen’s name in lines 22 and 23/24 is not spelled out we have no
firm guidance what to expect here. But since she was already mentioned twice before and
“the children” not at all, I feel it is advisable not to exceed the limits of the precedents,
and instead of 7d 7éxva I restore Aaodixnv. Other inscriptions from the record of Antio-
chus I1I show that there was no established “protocol” in such matters. Naturally the bulk
of them take cognizance not only of the principal agent, the king, but some are conscious
of the fact that the queen had an active personality and a role of her own in furthering the
policies of her royal spouse.!®*) We can also find some recognition for the Crown Prince
Antiochus (Bagidevc Avriogoc, 209-193 B.C.).1%) Even his two younger brothers do not go
completely without a separate mention under their own names.!%) The rest of the royal
children are at best included in the collective ta Téxva, or 1a naidia.'°’) There is also to
consider that observable tendency of style which favors variation, to the effect that in mul-
tiple references the royal title alone, when preceded by article but followed by no personal
name, was sufficient for identification. This may be interchanged with pronouns, or with
the title accompanied by personal name, as here restored.

L.45. droddoovow. Holleaux’s line is slightly out of proportion with other lines in this
section, although some shorter lines do occur even at the top. With this verb substituted
the pronoun (already repeated far too often, but such repetitions were not deemed intoler-
able in “officialese” Greek, as e.g. OGI 229,99-100: avroi five times) is not absolutely
necessary. Cf. Anadolu 9, p.40, line 100; I. Priene 14,9 (OGI 11); Syll. 370,54; 700,42; L.Ro-
bert, Coll. Froehner, no. 54,22-26: éiéodar 6¢ xai moéafeic névre oitves dpuxduevor Tdc -
udc tac Syneuoudvas dmodwaovary xai magaxaiovoww avrov Tiv elvoiay magéxew Tt
TdAeL.

L.47. At first sight one gains an impression that Holleaux might have been right with
his concept of the oixia, but a closer scrutiny of his text raises unsurmountable difficult-
ies. As exemplified by the new inscriptions from Iasus and Teos, to which I add Erythrae
(RC 15), the words olxoc and oixia are particularly characteristic of Antiochus III, and
before his times they are not at all attested in Seleucid royal letters. Prior to that time the
idea of dynastic loyalties used to be conveyed not by references to the “House”, but var-
ious circumlocutions, among which #d (#uézepa, toi faoléwc) mpdyuara was pre-emi-
nent. Cf. for instance RC 12,11; 22,8; 31,20; 44,2; 45,7; and OGI 229 passim. At present
when the necessity for reclassification of OGI 219 and RC 15 may be stated as plainly
manifest Holleaux’s restoration would seem for reasons he could not have anticipated,

104y Note her role in Sardis, lasus, Teos, and the remarks in Bull. Ep. 1971, 621.

105y E.g. RC 32 and the inscribed base of a statue from Claros, quoted by L.Robert, Nouv. inscr. de
Sardes I (1965), p.18. C.H.Kraeling, AJA (1964); cf. Bull. Ep. 1965, 436. (I think this stela was set up
by Menedemus of Alabanda, an officer of A.III and subsequently his governor general, d éni Ty
dvw oarpanciav, L.Robert, Hellenica V11,7, line 7). This prince is also well attested as co-regent, e.g. J.
& L.Robert, Fouilles d’/Amyzon I (1983). Cf. Gnomon S7 (1985), 616.

106y T surmise they both appear in RC 9, the inscription (in my opinion) from the reign of Antio-
chus II1. Cf. now also M. Worrle, Chiron 18 (1988), 422, N1, 3.

107y OGI237 and a phyle inscription from lasus, Annuario 39-40 (1963), p.578. (The experimenta-
tions on this text in GRBS 13, 1972, p. 175, have no value). In another inscription from Antioch on
the Orontes, alluded to in Bull. Ep. 1965, 436, Avrioyoc 6 viéc is distinguished from 7d madia.
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doubly attractive. Yet the fact is that practically all the epigraphic allusions to the
“House” are made by members of the dynasty concerned, and even so such references are
few in number and for the most part of a later date.!%)

It is true that Polybius uses the simple word oixia, or Tavtn 7 oixia in the sense of dy-
nasty, for Antigonids, Ptolemies and certain other ruling houses. Also 7 T@v Maxedovwy
oixia, 1) T@v &v Maxedovia Pacidéwv oixia, and such locutions as oi dno ¢ AdeEavdpeiac
Baaoiieic, oi tiic Lvpiac Paciieic, but the use of the “royal” adjectives is not much in evi-
dence at this time. To be sure Diodorus writes occasionally 7 facidixn oixia (18. 57. 4),
but this is not necessarily the prevalent early Hellenistic idiom, which would probably be
more in conformity with such expressions as 7 r@v év dpw Pagiiéwv oixia (20. 21. 3).
Syll. 685,95: v ITroAeuaixnv oixiav dates from 139 B.C. and is not a honorific decree,
nor a document addressed to Ptolemy VI. In view of OGI 219,27 and OGI 237 (cf. OGI
212, 14) 16 yévoc twv Paoctléwv would come closest to this dynastic notions appropriate
for outsiders, or possibly 77jv t@v facidéwy, or Bacidevévrwy, oixiav, which however is dif-
ficult to fit. In all other cases of honorific inscriptions 7 facidixn oixia belongs invariably
to the adulatio Graeca of Roman emperors. Likewise the turns of (ovw)mavroc oixov, or
wdonc¢ th¢ oixiac are totally strange to the Hellenistic formal usage: they are entirely Ro-
man!

This forces abandonment of Holleaux’s supplement!?®) and brings us back to the notion
of 7d mpdyuara, so strongly emphasized in OGI 229, e.g. 1. 7: ériunoev mju noAw fuwv did
1€ Y 10U Onfjuov elvoiav xai @iiomoviav fiv émemointo eic Td mpdyuara avrov xai Oiud T
Tou marépa avrov deov Avrioyov xai t.A. These words may be restored in the decree
P. Frisch, Ilion, no. 38, 6-8: o1 agrepavoi 6 dfjuoc Pagiréa Zéievx)ov Paodéws [ Avridyov,
iva @avegov i, du eic td modyuara 1a tov fact)iéws del v [adriv éovres duaredotucy
aipgeow. Cf. M. Worrle, Chiron 18 (1988), 423, NI (A.III to Heraclea ad L.), 14-15: ITowov-
uévovg 0€ xai eic T0 Aowmov dud T@v [Egywy Tdg moo|gnxodoag dmodeikeis Th¢ eic T mody-
uata fud(v ebvoiag] - --. OGI 219,17, 10, 14, 24. RC 31, 18-20 (A.III to Magnesia on
M.): did v edvoav 1y Tvyxdver (scil. 6 drjuog) dmodedeiyuevos €ic te fudc xal ta mody-
uara. In spite of the oixia innovation in the official terminology under Antiochus III the
employment of 7@ mpdyuara continues in the old sense down to the end of the dy-
nasty.'10)

L.48-49. Here we are at the end of this windy rhetorical period and nothing substantial
could have been added to the message. Toward the conclusion of official communications
(or at appropriate moment within them) it was an approved chancery style to offer (7eipa-
agéueda) or to request (magaxaleiv) xai eic 10 Aowmov del rwoc dyadov (mag)aitiov pive-
oday, especially if it had not been already mentioned above, but this could be said more
than once in the same communication. Like efvowa it could be offered, or requested, of-
ten at the same time. The formula appears very commonly in the “ambassadorial routine”,
e.g. OGI 332,51-56; 353,57-63; Syll. 700,40-45; Jos., Antiq. Iud. 14. 155; 254 (the lan-

108y For the Attalid usage see OGI 331,22 (RC 65,18); RC 66, 6.

109) Etudes I11,118: “Je suis bien loin de pretendre que ces restitutions doivent étre toutes tenues
pour certaines, mais comme le dit M. Dittenberger a propos de cette méme inscription ‘supplementa
mea sollemni talium decretorum usui magis respondere vix negaveris’”. Alas, it is precisely that sol-
lemnis usus, which condemns mjv wdgav Paoidwxrjv oixiav, nowhere to be found among the inscrip-
tions of this period. Cf. OGIS II, index, s.v. olxoc.

110y See e.g. RC 12,11; 22,8; 31,20; 44,2; 45,7. So it is in other kingdoms, e.g. OGI 102; 7d 7o fa-
oldéws modyuara; 329: did 10 €ic Td Tod PaciAéws modyuara xalw¢ xai Sixaiws dveorpépeadar.
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guage is highly “idiomatic”; the question of authenticity of the cited documents is irrele-
vant). The same routine occurs in the decree for AntiochusIIl from Erythrail,
no. 30, 24-26, which I restore: xai dupavicavres fjv &ouev mpoc avrév te 1ov Pa)odéa
xai [ra mpdyuara eifvorav magaxalovow avrov — - — del tvog) dyad|ov yiveadar aitiov.

Sometimes assurances were added, that when the object of this polite request will be
graciously granted, the benefactor will thus have done something honorable, will follow
the example of his own ancestors, or that he may count on further marks of honor, grati-
tude, or reciprocation, etc. See for instance Le Bas-Waddington, InscriptionsIl, no.
64, 9-12: the envoys requested xai del mwo¢ dyadw magaitiovg yevéodar T dduwi, xai
6n tatra moujgavres dxdiovda mpdéouev taL te [ovypeveiat] — — — xai vd uéyiora yagid-
ueda 11 dduwi. The reply in lines 18-19 promises xai meipa]ovueda dei rwvog dyade
nagainior piveodar Tt dduwi. Same formula with the “gratification” assurances in
nos.72,10; 73,9,18-19; 74,11-12.

This general formula of obligation, or however we call it (“your gracious compliance
will oblige, please, us greatly”) is most commonly used with routine requests, e.g. asking
another city to assign a suitable spot for setting up a stela, or carry out its part in honoring
someone else, often a citizen of the addessed city. But, as evident from other examples,
this is not the only occasion for its use. Syll. 644,22 toi dyyedot toi eipnuévor moti facidn
Avrioyov deuxduevor xal Evdauov magaxaledvrov adro[v] ovvempueinSiu(e)w ——— dnl-
otvrac adrdr, 6t tadra mpdéag yagieirar Tt dduwe. L. Robert, Coll. Froehner 95,45: diémt
roira mpdéac Eorar mdow xexagiouévog. L. Moretti, Iscr. stor. ellenist., no.77,13: xai ravra
wouwv (rex Ptolemaeus) evyapiorioer toic Aitwloic. A reciprocation for such an obliging
compliance could be promised also in terms of further expressions of gratitude to follow,
but the full formulae are for the most part too long to be considered here. A very good, if
somewhat curt, alternative would be cgvufaiv[ovroc ydg robrov ydowrac déiac dmorryn-
rat], or tunjgerar mapd tod dnuov. Cf. RC 52, 36-37: olrw pdp xai uerd radra ué
qdv[Twy tevéeadar T)dv eic Tipny xai 66&av dvnxdvrwy. Similar in lines 39-40 (Eumenes
quotes extensively from the decree in his honor).

Finally the “moral reward” may be conceived in the satisfaction of the benefactor in the
continuation of his own and his ancestors’ record. Cf. A.Rehm, Delphinion 141,40-47: na-
oaxalel 0 6 Orfjuoc Kiavovc — — — Tiv oixeiétnra éni mheiov atifew émaxoiovdoivrac it
TGV mpoybvwy aigégel, oltw pdg xai mapd 100 drjuov moAdwr udidov vrdofer avroic ndvia
1d ptddvdowna x7A. Similar in Delphinion 146, 79-87. Cf. also OGI 222,9-20 (Erythrai,
no.507), especially 19-20, which I siightly modify: [zaiira mowduevoc 7ol dyad)av ai-
Tio¢ €otar taic woAe(ow dua te dxdlovda model T]Hi TdY mpoydvwy aigéoel. Perhaps ovu-
Baiv|ovroc ydg Totrov dxolovthiger th (Tov) mateos aigéoet] might still pass the muster
for excessive length, if the necessary omission of the article is tolerable.

It is interesting to add that the equivalents of our genitive absolute are often employed
at the conclusion of real petitions and applications of all sorts, where the petent antic-
ipates a favorable result of his addresses. E.g. OGI 139 (end): Tovrov d¢ pevouévov éadueda
xal év tovtoic — — — evegyernuévor. Similar in Hunt-Edgar, Sel. Pap. 11, no.272 (end) and
Jos., A.J. 12. 261: yevouévov ydp tovrtov — — —. This is also suitable for mildly worded or-
dinances, as in Syll. 543,7: rovrov yap ovvredeadévrog. All considered the “gratification”
formula seems to be the best choice. Of course it is well understood that the Ilian envoys
were charged to make a representation in the sense: dniwoovow ydg avr@r 6m ovu-
Baivovrog TovTov yapieitar Tt drjuwe, but the verb of “demonstration” is already implied
in the “address” (43) and the “exhortation” (48).

In the last line the extent of the left hand lacuna (ca. 11 letters) can be calculated quite
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accurately from the relative position of the preserved letters to those in the line above.
However in the light of OGI 222, and that several times mentioned fragmentary decree
from Erythrae (which, although so cruelly damaged, is still remarkably “perspicuous”),
and the honors for Eumenes II, as reflected in RC52, where the decrees still continue at
great length even after the deployment of equivalents to our closing formulae, a question
may perhaps arise whether the Ilian decree could not possibly have continued on another
stela. In all probability the last line was quite sufficient to conclude this fulsome flattery,
and the public act of submission, with another ready-made phrase of traditional Greek di-
plomacy.

Perhaps the apt way to sum up our exposition is to translate from Preuner: “But in real-
ity it is plain that we are concerned here with Antiochus III, for which Briickner also takes
the script in the field.”!!!) If we should discount those first essays of 1904, the distance of
more than sixty years that has already elapsed since 1926, when the above-cited conclu-
sion was written, is perforce the measure of absolute retardation in the study of this in-
scription. As a historical document it came dangerously close to being permanently rele-
gated to a false place, and each repeated assertion seemed to add new sanction to the
original misunderstanding. This case shows well how habituation and complacency can
fatally influence all subsequent thinking to a mere “conditioned reflex” and how smugly
an “established tradition” can be maintained even against the accumulation of facts. If by
the documentation and criticism possible in the early eighteenth century the first attribu-
tion is perfectly understandable, and if we still must make reasonable allowances for the
conditions of scholarship in the next century, today neither the venerable antiquity of the
tradition, nor rather perfunctory invocation of “safe” opinions, can really be offered as cri-
tical investigation of facts. The facts are already so abundant and so unequivocal that they
settle the debate without appeal and for all times.!’?) No less than this affirmation can
now be made with full confidence and without fear of valid contradiction.

Perhaps that symplegma with OGI 212 is partly to be blamed, but the latest published
study shows clearly that these texts can be separated and the judgment still continue in
the inert old routine, determined by the sheer weight of the tradition. On account of poor
preservation the discrimination of relevant factors in OGI 212 was considerably more dif-
ficult and still further complicated by a faulty supplement, in circulation since 1937, but
challenged nineteen years later, although apparently without immediate influence on fur-
ther studies.

Both inscriptions examined impartially in their turn reappear in the same connection
as before, but in a totally different setting. It was a great injustice to the historical memory
of Antiochus called the Great that this, until quite recently, the most comprehensive in-
scription concerning him, preserved as inscriptions come to us, in almost a perfect condi-
tion, and well-known for more than two and a half centuries (in time for all those modern
standard works), written in familiar and legible Greek, and displayed to visitors in full

111y “Hier scheint es sich aber in der Tat um Antiochos III zu handeln, wofiir Briickner auch die
Schrift ins Feld fihrt”, Hermes 61 (1926), p. 118.

112) May I be allowed just to mention that two authoritative scholars (Princeton and Harvard)
when asked to read an earlier draft of this study both privately signified their ready assent with the
main argument, i.e. the re-attribution. I am not quite sure if they would care to be cited here by
name.
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light, also accessible in print to all those who were initiated to the idiom and cared to
read, that it should have been shrouded in a darkness thicker than that which once enve-
loped the Egyptian versions of the much newer to European scholarship, but exactly con-
temporary, Rosetta Stone.!'>) Habent sua fata tituli!

II. LETTER OF ANTIOCHUS III TO ILIUM. Ca. 197 B.C.

Fragment of a stela found in Ciplak, preserved in the Museum of Canakkale.

Ed. A.Briickner, in W.Dorpfeld, Troja und Ilion IT (1902), 448. Photograph. (R. Cagnat, Inscr. Grae-
cae ad Res Romanas Pertinentes IV (1927), no. 192; F. Schroeter, De regum hellenist. epistulis
(1931), Fr.11; C. B. Welles, Royal Corresp. (1934), no. 42); P. Frisch, Die Inschriften von Ilion (1975),
no.37.

Cf. R. Laqueur, Quaest. epigr. (1904), 101; Ad. Wilhelm, Anzeiger Akad. Wien 57 (1920), 49;
D.Magie, Roman Rule (1950), 947-48; F.Ceruti, Epigraphica 17 (1955), 125-126; H. Schmitt, Unter-
such. zur Gesch. Antiochos’ des Gr. (1964), 293; W. Orth, Kdniglicher Machtanspruch (1977), 68, 69,
n. 84.

————————— duoiwg)
e mpog 16 gl v]yxaracx[evdlew duiv mdv-]
ra td meo¢ émubleiav x[ai mpdvowav dvij-]
xovra® mewpacoueda pa[p ov uoévov td Oi-]
a mpoybvwv mpoiinnoyul[éva eic Tov 67-]

5 uov ovvmnelv, dAdd x[ai iva T@v mog]
d6kav xal tuny dvnx(dvrwy undevic)
toreorite moweiadar T[Ny mgoarxov-)

[oav] xai xowfi xai idiar éx[dorov mo-)
[Avwoiay- émx|vootuey 0¢ xai rd [dida]
10 [mdvra? ——- - - - ———

1. duoiwc]| e, Piejko; éroiuws Eouev --]| e, Br.; g[vlyxaraox|evdoaodai ndvlra, Welles;
dnav]ra, F.; of v]yxaraox{ evdlerv vpiv, P. - 2. xaradoyrv, Br.; edvoiay, W.; moévoiay, P. ~ 4. modg, edi-
tors; elg, F. — S. mpdg, editors; €ig, F. — 6. undevig, W. — 7. ueyiomnv, Br., ndgav mgévoiav, W.; mgoorx-
ovoav, P. — 8. éxdorov ........, Welles; éxdorov, F.; modvwgiav, P. — 9. avyyw]ooiuev, W.; émx]vgov-
uev, P.; [dAda| ndvra?, P.

The essential comments have already been made by Welles and are partly reproduced
by Frisch. Since Briickner thought that not only Antiochus III, but also a Roman official
is possible as author, all editors are wont to state their attributions with a question mark.
But for the latest editor it was entirely safe to remove all doubts because H. Schmitt had
already well placed the letter within the frame of events at Ilium and in the Troad, which
took place in the fall of 197 B.C.!) So did also P. Herrmann in the commentary to his
Teian inscriptions.?)

113) The Stone of Rosetta was discovered in 1799 and the decree inscribed there is dated March
27, 196 B.C.

Y Untersuchungen zur Geschichte Antiochos’ des Grossen und seiner Zeit. Wiesbaden 1964 (Historia
Einzelschriften, Heft 6), p.293.

%) “Antiochos der Grosse und Teos”, Anadolu 9 (1965), published 1967, p. 89.
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Welles thought that re should be a finite verb ending, but as Frisch also observes, the
message under consideration employs phrases comparable to those in the first (as placed
in Herrmann’s edition) letter of AntiochusIII to Teos.’) Everyone will agree that the
Teian text may indeed be adduced for the interpretation of our document. I quote with
own additions for 1. 12: (nwudc) td¢ njudc xai v doxnv duoiwe molié mpodvuorégovs ma-
gaox[evd]{{ovrac €ic) ndv 10 guupépov ovvxaraoxevdlew T WoAet xal un pévov gvv-
oe[iv 7 Vmo)xcipeva dAdd xai Go° Gv dvipxn mpoc Ty xai 0okav ofvwadéelw vuiv
xali xowni] xai idlar éxdorov moieiodar v mgoadrixoveay moAv[ weiav.

Not much different, I think, is the wording in the letter of Lysimachus to Priene, RC
6,16-20, which I propose to read and restore:

[BovAduevor uév xai xowni] mdviwy xai idia
[éxdarov vu@y molvwpeiv émuleAéc O nuiv
[éorar v moAw Dudv, xaddnelo xai mporegov,
[edeoyeteiv - quyywootuev olv, &loneg néiw[aav)
[0i mpeafevrai ——- ——- —— -

The turns of the hackneyed phrases in the letter to Ilium show a marked affinity with
the routine diplomatic language, above all with other letters of Antiochus III. Such are the
assurances to the recently conquered Amyzon in C. B. Welles, 38, 1-3: nueic 6¢ xai tovg
dAovg mdvrag [Tvyydvouev evegyerotvres (if not modvwpoivreg) door alitovs morevoavres
nuiv évexeipioay, Ty ndoav ad[T@v mowovuevor modvorav; 8—9 (I restore): mdvra cvvxara-
axev[ actijoeadar 1a mdc émuéleiav x)ai moivwpiav dwixovra.!) A. Il to Heraclea ad
Latmum, M. Wérrle, Chiron 18 (1988), 422, N 1,8-9: 9élovrec 8¢ xai xard td Aowwd modv-
wPEW Vudv 1d T vmo Zevédoc auyywoendévra duiv xvooivuev.

Assurances of similar kind were also made by other overlords and conquerors, includ-
ing Romans. The Scipios wrote in such vein to the people of Heraclea ad L. in 190 B.C.,
R.K. Sherk, Roman Documents, no. 35,8-10: xai newpaddueSa nagayeyovétwy dudv eic tru
nuetépalu mionu)] mobvoiay mowiodar iy évdeyoubvmy, dei mvoc dyadoi magalitiol
yev]ouevor. The same is related by Memnon concerning his native city Heraclea Pontica
about the same time, F.Jacoby, Fr. Gr. Hist. 434. 18. 6: diampeaBevaduevor mpo¢ Tov¢ Ty
Pwuaiwv orgarnyovc — - — émorodsic prioppovoduevor Ervyov Momdiov tAiuviiov (prob-
ably corrupted for Kogvndiov) tavrny dmooreidavrog, év fj prdiav e mpdg avrovs Tijc ovy-
xAftov Povlfic dmoyveiro, xal td dida, moovolac ve xai émpueieiac, éneibdy Tvoc ddowro,
undeurdac voregeioda.

We recognize here not only the small-change courtesies, bouncing back and forth in so
many inscriptions and in other documents of A.III, such as 7d eic (modc) Turv xai déEav
dvrixovta,’) but also the rationalization of the present and future favorable policy from the
example of the king’s ancestors. Antiochus III, as we learn from many epigraphical and li-
terary testimonies, entertained a hightened consciousness of the merits of his own
meoyovou, evidenced not only in general invocation of precedents created by them, but no
less in citing their accomplishments in particular areas, as historical justification of his

%) Anadolu 9, p.42, lines 12-15.

4) Gnomon 57 (1985), 610.

) E.g. J. Crampa, Labraundal, no. 4, 16; OGI 219, 33; RC 15,12 (which I assign to A.III); RC
52,20,37,44-45.
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his own claims and actions.®) Except for his elder brother all Seleucid kings before A.III
are attested in the Hellespontine area—it was no empty phrase.

L.7. For dorepnre, in addition to the above quoted passage from Memnon, one should
also keep in view the usages of its compounds, on which Welles, RC p.341, comments. It
is interesting to note that xadvaregeiv occurs in a fragment of a letter from a king Antio-
chus to Ephesus concerning Cyme, RC 17. Perhaps: Boviduevor ofv |év 0ddevi x]advore-
peiv xai undeulidc Aeineodar 1ijc v adroic yonoiuwy |émueieiac. On the basis of script
characters Dittenberger was undecided, but placed it among the inscriptions of A. IIl.
Welles was inclined to date it by A.II Theos, if not by his predecessor, but E. L. Hicks in
his first edition had assigned it to A.III (see notes to OGI 242). Personally I think the el-
ongated, tall and proportionally narrow forms render the later date more likely than hith-
erto allowed (N.B. the shape of N), but neither the contents of this little fragment, nor the
verb in question, afford any more reliable criteria.

L.9. Frisch says that he was able to distinguish on the squeeze an oblique hasta before
-gotvuev, which should exclude Wilhelm’s ovyywgooduev. Perhaps yes, but the restoration
simply looked too good to be discarded on a tangent. Our examples do show that this verb
is very much expected here. Cf. furthermore RC 15,27: ovyywooiuev 1ov e dAdwv dmdy-
wwv; RC 64, 11-13, ovwywgnoa —-— xai 1a dda 0é mdvra tiua xai @Uldviowna:
J. Crampa, Labraundal, 3,14: ta Aowd td émywpovuéva wévra; 15-16; nepacdueda ovy-
xaraoxevdlew vuiv — — — 6oa medc tuny xai dééav dviixer; Sherk, RD 35, 10: ovyyweoi-
uey ———; 13; xai & roic dAdou.

However, the parallel from Chiron, cited above, p.48 happily decides for émxvpoduey in
a not much different sense.

Some scholars believed that there is still another epigraphic document testifying to the
supremacy of A.IIl in Novum Ilium,”) but the small fragment thus suspected turned out
to be merely deposited at Ilium and concerns that city in nothing. It belongs to the treaty
of A.III with Lysimachia.?)

Among literary testimonies we have a notice in Livy 35. 43. 3 (surely from Polybius) of
Antiochus’ sojourn, who like Xerxes®) sacrificed to Athena Ilias before embarking to his
defeat in Greece. Evidently in the mighty contest of Europe with Asia the goddess sided
consistently with Europeans. Alexander had also sacrificed to Athena of Ilium and bor-
rowed the sacred armor from her temple, which was to protect him in all his battles.'?) Jus-
tinus tells us how L.Scipio, the leader of the descendants of ancient Trojans, offered there

on his crossing to Asia in 190 B.C. 4 spleadid sacrifice amid joyous acclamations of the
populace. Great many of them must have made the crowds, which but a few years past had

%) Of course anyone, not only kings, may refer to some good record dud mpoydvwy, as in La-
braunda I, no. 1, 3, but there is a good reason to believe that the king is invoking his own ancestors,
not those of his addressees, just as he does in many other of his messages.—~One new instance,
M. Worrle, Chiron 18 (1988), 423, N II (Zeuxis to Heraclea ad L.): dvaxexouiouévwy fju@v 1dL facidel
v méAw &€ doyfic vndgyovaav toic mooydvoic avrod.

") A.Briickner in W. Dérpfeld, Troja und llion I1 (1902), p. 448, no. IIl. Cf. H. Schmitt, Untersu-
chungen, p.293, n. 4.

8) Another and much larger fragment of that treaty was published in 1975. Both parts now in
Frisch, Ilion, no.45 with references to earlier publications. W.Orth, Kéoniglicher Machtanspruch, still re-
peats the old conjectures. The attempt by J. L. Ferrary and Ph. Gauthier, Journal des Savants (1981),
327-345, to discredit both the attribution and the connection I find (Historia 37 [1988], 151-165) de-
batable.

%) Herod. 8. 43; Xenophon, Hellenica 1. 4.

10y Arrian, Anab. 1. 11; Diod. 17. 17. 6; Plut., Alex. 15.
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welcomed Antiochus, as we can still read in their effusive decree, OGI 219.!") But such are
the ways of the world; new benefactors and liberators come along, conquer, and have to be §
greeted and thanked. The causes of defeated rivals are fortunate enough if they can leave §
to posterity any record of their existence at all. Such are the inscriptions of Antiochus the
Great being now recovered from the soil and from some books.

1y Cf. Livy 37. 37. 2; Justinus 31. 8. 1-4. I
!




