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Paul Viereck’s dissertation, entitled Sermo graecus quo senatus populusque romanus
magistratusque populi romani usque ad Tiberii Caesaris aetatem in scriptis publicis usi sunt
(Géttingen, 1888), was a pioneer work that assembled for the first time all the extant
copies of Roman senatus consulta, foedera, and epistulae down to the Principate of Tiberius.
In the years that followed its publication Viereck turned away from such studies generally
and worked in the new and rapidly expanding field of papyrology, without, however,
forgetting his earlier interest. After World War I he began to make plans for a new
edition of his first book. Other duties constantly interrupted his work, and World War
11 found him still collecting information and making notes of new texts on the subject.
He died on February 9, 1944, in Wittenberge at the age of seventy-nine. His Nachlass
revealed that he had planned a second edition of his Sermo Graecus on a scale much vaster
than was possible for the original work. It was to include not only the material from
the Republic but also all the epistulae and edicta of the Empire. His papers and plans for
this work eventually reached the hands of James H. Oliver and the present writer. For
the most part the papers consist of handwritten copies of the Greek texts as they were
published in collections such as Dittenberger’s Sylloge or in various periodicals. Oc-
casionally he had taken the time to add a note or two of his own to these bare copies.
Whenever the reader of the present volume finds the reference Viereck (notes) he will
know that the information given has been found in his posthumous papers.

The importance of assembling and studying all documents of the same type has been
well illustrated by such publications as L. Robert’s magnificent Les gladiateurs dans
I'Orient grec, C. B. Welles’s Royal Correspondence in the Hellenistic Period, and J. H.
Oliver’s Sacred Gerusia, to name only a few of the outstanding examples. The geo-
graphic arrangement of inscriptions followed in the various Corpora is a necessary and
useful one, but the process should not stop there. An arrangement by type or category
would in many ways be far more useful to the investigator of religion, public law, or any
of the various institutions of the ancient world. Clearly, the decrees of the Roman
Senate and the letters of Roman magistrates can be studied more effectively this way, and
it was for this rcason that the present work was thought to be necessary.

Several problems were encountered almost immediately. There was the matter of
chronological limitation. The large number of imperial letters and edicts made it clear
that no single volume could possibly include them all. Division was inevitable. The
most that one volume could include easily would be the material from the Republic.
Then it proved inadvisable to remove the Augustan decrees and letters from such a
volume, for the figure of Augustus stands as a bridge between the old and the new and
not merely as the founder of the Principate. Thus the basic design came to be the pres-
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entation of all the Roman material in Greek down to the death of Augustus, complete
with bibliography, apparatus, and commentary.

In the establishment of the text the matter of control was considered vital. In the case
of inscriptions on stones that had been lost after their discovery in modern times, there
was, of course, little to do but to utilize the old copies. But for all the others every effort
was made to verify the readings. The author is especially indebted to Professor Giinther
Klaffenbach, who made it possible for him to examine many squeezes from the incom-
parable collection in Berlin.  Whenever these were used, the word squeeze was added to
the heading of the document in question. In addition, Mr. Pierre MacKay kindly took
the time to photograph and to make a new squeeze of the S.C. de agro Pergameno, and
Mr. Sacantis Symeonoglou graciously sent me a photograph and a squeeze of 1.G., VII,
2413-14. Every line of text of the remaining documents was verified, wherever possible,
by the use of published photographs.

This is a study in which epigraphical texts have been used to illustrate the machinery of
Roman public law and to broaden our knowledge of republican history. One papyro-
logical text (No. 57) has been admitted, but the decrees and letters found in our literary
sources have been excluded. The model followed by Viereck in this regard is as valid
now as it was then.

It soon became apparent, in the course of assembling the material, that very extended
commentaries were out of the question, for some of them would easily fill small volumes
in themselves. The commentaries, therefore, had to be limited to the presentation of
only essential information. They were designed to orient the reader in the historical
background of the documents, to acquaint him with problems of interpretation, and to
give him full bibliographical references.

Occasionally it was believed necessary to include documents other than decrees or
letters in order to place those texts in their proper historical perspective. To lift any
document out of the body of a large dossier is almost always risky. Such a procedure
may not be tampering with evidence, but it is certainly one which can often omit facts
of importance. Sometimes, as in No. 68 (Augustus to Sardis), it was impractical to in-
clude all the documents in a dossies.

Through the financial assistance provided by the Research Foundation of the State
University of New York and the Graduate School of the State University of New York
at Buffalo, the expenses involved in travel and extended research were reduced to a
minimum. For the original idea of such a work and the encouragement to carry it
through, deep gratitude is owed to James H. Oliver. He read the entire manuscript and
made possible the elimination of many errors. T. R. S. Broughton and E. Badian also
read the manuscript and contributed a large number of suggestions, many of which
were adopted in the final stages of the work. To both of them I would like to
acknowledge my thanks. The responsibility, of course, for all omissions and mistakes
is mine alone.

Rogert K. SHERK

vi
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1. THE SENATUS CONSULTA AND THEIR SOURCES

The reader of Livy or Dionysius of Halicarnassus who keeps his attention fixed upon
Roman political institutions soon discovers the wide variety and amazing number of
senatus consulta issued during the Republic. The Senate was often an extremely busy
organ of government, for, unlike our modern Congress, it rarely had an official holiday
or vacation. Senators were expected to be on hand constantly and, down to the first
century, were subject to call on almost any day of the year.! Beginning with the first
recorded notice of a senatorial decree in the period of the Republic, introduced on the
relatio of Brutus and providing ut omnes Tarquiniae gentis exsules essent (Livy 2.2. 11), their
number and subject matter increased in direct proportion to the political and military
expansion of Rome. They dealt with almost every possible aspect of political life, and
their contents alone present a vivid outline of the competence and jurisdiction of the
Senate: matters of private law, treaties, international arbitration, triumphs, public
honors and games, funeral ceremonies, thanksgiving, declarations of war and peace,
military levies, advisability of appointing dictators, emergency powers for the consuls,
constitutional or magisterial modifications, prorogation of certain magistrates, elections,
founding of colonies, salaries for soldiers, public lands, temples, finance, instructions to
magistrates, and provincial administration, inter alia.

In the strict theory of law a decree of the Senate was merely advice to the magistrate
who requested it, and, it has been said, the whole Senate was the consilium of the higher
magistrates—a board of advisers. But the peculiar nature of the Roman State during the
Republic made it de facto much more than that, for the senatorial order as a whole was a
sociai as weli 45 a-political organization. By its exclusiveness and its monopolization of
the higher magistracies the Senate controlled the entire state and perpetuated itself trom
generation to generation by marriages and liaisons within its own orbit. Thus co-
operation among its members was essential, even though the aggrandizement of personal
power was the individual goal.  Each one of the senators owed his position, his privileges,
and his career to that nice balance of ability, social connections, and political collegiality
which formed the living body of the Senate. Each was forced to look to the others for
the continuation and strengthening of his own interests. Hence the will or desire of the
T Willems, op. cit., pp. 149-56; A. O'Brien Moore, R.E., s.v. “Senatus,” cols. 702-3. Apparently
even the division of days into dies fasti and nefasti did not affect meetings of the Senate. But Varro
(apud Aulus Gellius 14. 7. 9) tells us that there were some days on which no meeting could take place.
‘We do not know what days he meant. Not until quite late (perhaps either 71 or 61 B.C.) did a lex

Pupia introduce regulations on the days on which the Senate could not meet. Unfortunately, exact
details are not known; see Weiss, R.E., s.v. “‘Lex Pupia,” col. 2405.
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senatorial class became a kind of silent command; one could disregard it and place his
career in jeopardy or listen and gain power. To incur the displeasure of the Senate could
be fatal. Only a strong man with a large following could challenge it successfully—a
condition generally reserved for the late Republic. The higher magistrates therefore
consulted the Senate, not only to be advised of the proper and the most expedient pro-
cedure to follow in difficult situations, but also to discover its will or desire. A long
tradition had given Rome a Senate, and, with the passing of the monarchy, the New
Republic continued to use it and made of it an institution that soon formed the very heart
and soul of the ruling class. Naturally, when the aristocrats had expelled the kings,
they formed the New Republic around themselves, i.e., around the Senate. Consulting
it therefore generated a kind of collective responsibility, at least to a degree.

A competent magistrate convened the Senate, presided over the meeting, introduced
a relatio, and asked for sententiae. "When he judged that a sufficient number of opinions
had been heard, he asked for the vote.2  Such in brief was the procedure, and so power-
ful was the force of the resultant senatus consultum that, even when vetoed by a tribune, it
became known as a senatus auctoritas and occasionally could still command some degree
of political influence. ~ Although technically in Republican times they had no legislative
force, nevertheless, representing the voice of the Senate as they did, the result was that
senatus consulta were felt to be binding. And by the time of the early Empire they had
acquired the full force of law.3

Unfortunately for the student of Roman constitutional form, comparatively few
complete texts of these decrees have survived. A new and full collection of all the refer-
ences to them that appear in our sources throughout the entire period of Roman law
would fill a small book, but most of them would be mere references with, at best, sum-
maries of their contents.# By far the overwhelming majority of the actual texts have
been lost. And the authors who refer to them, such as Livy, Dionysius of Halicarnassus,
Appian, or Diodorus, may never have consulted the originals at all. They were usually
content with the second-hand information they found in the works of their predecessors.s

2 For full details on the procedure followed in the Senate see the works of Willems, Mommsen, and
O’Brien Moore cited in the Special Bibliography on Senatus Consulta.

3 Senatuiscciisultuin est qued senstus fnbet atque corstitiit idque legis vicem optinet, quamvis fuerit quaesitum:
Gaius L. 4. See Loreti-Lorini, loc. cit., and the remarks of H. F. Jolowicz, Historical Introduction to
the Study of Roman Law? (Cambridge, 1952), pp. 372-74.

+ E. Hiibner, op. cit., has attempted to give such a list, but it is incomplete and now almost hopelessly
antiquated. There is room for a new work, a collection of references chronologically arranged and
with a short summary added to each, similar to what Rotondi has done for the leges. The present
writer has already started such a work.

s See P. G. Walsh, Livy: Historical Aims and Methods (Cambridge, 1961), pp. 112-14, who notes that
Livy’s account of the S.C. de Bacchanalibus, in bk. 39, sec. 14, 1. 3-9, differs from the extant copy
(C.LL., I7, 581); cf. the remarks of R. M. Ogilvie, A Commentary on Livy: Books 1-5 (Oxford, 1965),
pp. 5-17. For Dionysius of Halicarnassus we have his own statement (bk. [, 7) for the sources he
used (Cato, Fabius Maximus, Valerias Antias, Licinius Macer, and other annalists). Appian’s chief
sources were also the annalists, especially Asinius Pollio, and the reliable Greeks Polybius and Hierony-
mus: details in Schwartz, R.E., s.v. “Appianus,” cols. 216-37, and the Introduction to E. Gabba’s
edition of Appiani Bellorum Civilium Liber Primus (Florence, 1958), pp. xdi-xxv. Notices or sum-~
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Polybius, however, does appear to have consulted some original material in this regard,
but never to the point of quoting the full text.® Such a distinction was claimed by
Josephus, who, in his Jewish Antiquities, has given us what he claims are true copies of
those senatus consulta which concerned Jewish history. They may be regarded in general
as genuine, but whether he changed anything or was guilty of mistakes in transcription
is a matter of conjecture. Even the texts he gives may be mere copies of copies.?
Frontinus (De aquis urbis Romae 100, 104, 106, 108, 125, 127) gives us excerpts from the
six senatus consulta passed in 11 B.C. concerning aqueducts. Suetonius quotes from the
S.C. de philosophis et rhetoribus of 161 B.C., and Aulus Gellius from a S.C. de hastis Martiis
of 99 B.c.8 From Macrobius (Sat. 1. 12. 35) we learn of a S.C. de mense Augusto of 8 B.c.
And Cicero (Ad Fam. 8. 8. s-8) quotes in extenso from several senatus auctoritates, vetoed
by the tribunes, and one senatus consultum of s1 B.C., De provinciis consularibus.”

Thus the literary sources have given us a mass of information on senatorial decrees—
mostly in the form of summaries or notices—but only a handful of actual texts or parts
of texts. For the later period of Roman history, the Principate through the Dominate,
the story is not much brighter. The Codex of Justinian, the Digest, and other legal
sources then add to our knowledge. These too, however, usually give summaries or
notices, occasionally excerpts.

Although we possess not one of the originals, i.e., those on deposit in the aerarium
Saturni in Rome, fortunately, official copies (exempla, dvriypape) were often made and
sent or given to interested parties upon request. These official copies were then used,
especially by the Greeks, to set up permanent records of those decrees which concerned
them. It is to the Greek inscriptions, therefore, or to the Greek copies, that we look for
full texts in sufficient number and of wide enough chronological spread to study the
nature and the redaction of Roman senatus consulta. Naturally the subject matter of
these inscriptions will be limited generally to those matters which caused the Greek
cities to go to the Roman Senate and seek official action: to obtain d¢ovAix either for a

maries of senatus consulta, of course, are found in many other historians and writers. No attempt
at an exhaustive treatment of such notices can be made here.

6 viereck, Sermo Graeus, pp. 85-51, <till has the best treatment on the senatorial decrees preserved in
Polybius. For the treaties in Polybius see E. T4ubler, Imperium Romanum (Leipzig, 1913), pp. 37377,
whose remarks must be tempered by the observations of A. HeuB, “AbschluB und Beurkundung
antiker Staatsvertrige,” Klio, 27 (1934): 45-53. On the general sources of Polybius see K. Ziegler,
R.E.,s.v. ""Polybios,” cols. 156064, and F. W. Walbank, A Historical Commentary on Polybius (Oxford,
1957), pp. 26-35; cf. E. Mioni, Polibio (Padua, 1949), pp. 119-27.

7 Josephus Ant. 13. 9. 2; 14. 8. §5; 14. 10. 10. A large literature has developed concerning these
decrees, for there are numerous problems of chronology and sources. A useful discussion of the
older theories, together with a full evaluation of all the important documents given by Josephus, will
be found in Viereck, op. cit., pp. 91-116. A full bibliography is given by Ralph Marcus in his Loeb
edition of Josephus, vol. 7 (London and Cambridge, Mass., 1943), app. ], pp. 775-77- It is very
probable, as Niese and Viereck believed, that Josephus found these documents in books 123-24 of the
history written by Nikolaos of Damascus.

8 Suetonius De Rhetoribus 1; Aulus Gellius 4. 6. 2.

9 On these see M. van den Bruwaene, *Précisions sur la teneur et I'importance du sénatus-consulte
d’Octobre s1 av. J.C.,” Les Etudes Classiques, 21 (1953): 19~27.
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temple, a city, or an area of land; to retain or acquire possession of territory, buildings,
harbors, or to collect revenues from them; to fortify or wall their city or land; to settle
disputes between cities or corporate bodies; to conclude treaties of friendship and al-
liance; to obtain or have confirmed grants of privilegia and immunitates; and to enter
complaints against various groups or people, such as the publicani. To attempt a full
listing would be tedious. The texts will speak for themselves.

The fact that the inscriptions are in Greek, for the most part, and are, therefore, trans-
lations from the Latin, does not detract from their value, for, as we shall see, they were
official translations made directly from the originals on deposit in Rome. In addition
they were not “literary” translations. On the contrary, the translators slavishly repro-
duced each word of the Latin, so that at times the Greek becomes intelligible only when
the Latin idiom is uppermost in the mind. The value of the translations cannot easily
be overestimated. The Latin copies that have survived, on the other hand, are not
nearly so numerous or complete in the information they give us.1°

2. THE REDACTION AND DEPOSITING OF SENATUS CONSULTA

Down to the first consulship of Caesar (59 B.c.) there may have been no scribae or
librarii in the Senate to keep accurate records of meetings and the various matters dis-
cussed in them.'* Thus a small committee was formed immediately after each meeting
to put into final form any senatus consultum that may have been passed. The committee
contained a chairman, i.e., the relator, who was usually the presiding magistrate as well,
and those members of the Senate who had supported the matter. They acted as wit-
nesses. On the basis of notes and memory they drew up the document. The number
of such witnesses, who were always senators, was usually two or three, down to about
the middle of the first century B.c., but there were sometimes as many as ten or more.!2
The official redaction itself was always in Latin and was sometimes completed in the
meeting-place of the Senate or in the home of the relator, but in any case within a short
time after the meeting.!3

Each senatus consultum took a specific form, which was rigidly followed, and was com-~
posed of four main sections: the prescript, the theme, the decree proper, and the mark
of approval.

10 They can be found in Bruns-Gradenwitz, Fontes iuris Romani antiqui? (Tiibingen, 1909), chap. s.
In general see Stella Maranca, loc. cit., who also gives (pp. 520-49) a full list of those senatus consulta
which are alluded to or mentioned in Latin inscriptions.

11 Willems, op. cit., pp. 204-6; Mommsen, Romisches Staatsrecht, 1113, 2, 1015-21; O’Brien Moore, op.
cit., cols. 718-19 and 770-71 (acta senatus).

12 The number of witnesses named in the extant copies may be summarized here: Nos. 1 (4), 2 (2), 4
(at least 3), 5 (3), 7 (2), 9(3), 10(3), 15 (3, or 42), 18(2), 22 (3), 23 (3), 26 (b= 6, c=possibly 8 or 9), 27
(10), 29 (at least 10); Josephus Ant. 14. 10. 10 (11 Witnesses); ibid., 13. 9. 2 (2); De Bacchanalibus (3).
13 Plutarch Mar. 4; Cicero In Cat. 3. 13. It could even be completed in the home of the relator:
Cicero Ad Fam. 9. 15. 4. The S.C. de Asclepiade (No. 22) was passed on the eleventh day before the
Kalends of June (1. 4) but was deposited in the gerarium before the first of June, as the notation in line 3
shows. Willems, op. cit., p. 207, goes too far in saying that the redaction always took place on the
same day as the meeting. There is no proof.



ROMAN DOCUMENTS FROM THE GREEK EAST

The prescript gives the name and rank of the presiding magistrate (or magistrates)
followed by the phrase senatum consuluit () ovyxiTe ovveBovAedoaro), the day and
month of the meeting, the place, and the names of the witnesses introduced by the phrase
scribendo adfuerunt (ypopopévew mapijoav).

The theme announces the relatio in the form quod (name of relator) verba fecit de (or
ut) ..ol (mepl dv 6 Seiva Adyous émovjoaro mepi (or Smws) ..... ). It gives
a résumé of the events or motives that prompted the relator to lay the matter before the
Senate, and there are sometimes several clauses to it in order to make the whole matter
clear, as in Nos. 14, 15, 18, 22, 23, and 26. At the conclusion of the theme is found the
phrase d(e) e(a) r(e) i(ta) c(ensuerunt) (mepi TovTov Tob mpdyparos obrws é8ofev), which
actually serves to introduce the next section, the decree proper.

The decree proper, in indirect discourse or introduced by ut (uti), is technically the
advice given by the Senate to the magistrate who had brought forward the relatio for
consideration. It had been obtained by a simple majority vote. Ifit included a remark
or some kind of instruction to the magistrate, it was always softened by the traditional
formula si ei (eis) videbitur or ita uti ei (eis) e republica fideve sua videatur. The Senate in
strict theory did not issue orders.

The mark of approval is the vote of the Senate formally expressed: c(ensuere) (é8ofev).
However it is not found in all decrees, a fact that may be attributed to the vagaries of a
transcriber or stonecutter. In some cases it is found in the body of the decree proper, at
the end of individual sentences.!+

From our earliest extant decree (No. I) to those of Augustan times this basic structure
remained unaltered. Only under the Principate, which does not concern us here, were
serious modifications introduced.!s

After the decree had been written up in the proper form, the relator had to deposit it in
the state archives, the aerarium Saturni. This was a most important act, necessary for the
validity of the decree, and it was usually performed as soon as possible after the writing.16
At the aerarium it was received by the urban quaestor, who saw to it that it was entered
into the public records. The technical phrase was in tabulas publicas referre (Plutarch
Cato min. 17; Josephus 4ni. 14. 10. :5)i Thic wae the original copy, and it was never
permissible to take it from the building. None of the originals have survived.

14 Full discussion by Willems, op. cit., pp. 213-15. For the mark of approval within the body of the
decree see Nos. 2, 7, 15, 16, and 18. Willems assumes that when it appears only once, at the end, it
means that the Senate voted in only one discessio, while its repetition at the end of each article shows
that the Senate voted separately for each of them. Again wc must say there is no proof. Valerius
Maximus (2. 2. 7) explains it thus: veteribus senatus consultis C littera subscribi solebat eaque nota sig-
nificabatur illa tribunos quoque censuisse. He appears to have misunderstood it; cf. O'Brien Moore, op.
cit., col. 803. Mommsen, Romisches Staatsrecht 1113, 2, 1009, n. 8, would substitute senatores for tribunos.
s O’Brien Moore, op. cit., col. 803.

16 That the deposit was necessary for validity can be seen by the decree quoted by Josephus (Ant. 14.
10. 10), for the whole purpose of passing the decree was to ensure the registration in the aerarium of =
decision rendered by Julius Caesar in accordance with a senatorial decree. It is there stated that there
was no time for it to be properly registered. Hence, clearly, registration of a state act was a legal
necessity; cf. Suetonius Aug. 94 and Cicero In Cat. I. 2. 4.
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A second archive in Rome in which copies of senatus consulta were also on deposit was
the Temple of Ceres, under the control of the aediles. Its exact relationship to the
aerarium is not known, but it has been suggested that it was established in order to provide
outside, i.e., plebeian, control over the quaestorian records. This sounds reasonable, for,
despite many safeguards to guarantee accuracy of the texts of the senatus consulta, there
was always the possibility of someone tampering with the records or even removing them
at some future time.!” Having an official copy on file in Rome as a check on the original
would help to reduce such criminal acts. But since the Temple of Ceres was under
plebeian control, its record office may have contained only those decrees which con-
cerned the plebs. At any rate this second archive ceased to function after 11 B.C., and
the quaestors remained the sole keepers of the records.!8

After the document had been received by the quaestors it was handed over to the scriba
quaestorius, who then took care of the details of registration. The decree was apparently
surrendered to the quaestors in the form of wooden tablets that were then kept together
as a unit with other decrees in the order of arrival. It would appear that the scribae did
not copy the decree into the records immediately, but rather retained the written form
and the materials that the relator had deposited. The wooden tablets were given a file
number for identification and were bound together with others into a codex. And each
annual batch in turn was marked off into monthly groups so that all the decrees registered
in the space of one month would be bound together in the exact order of registration.
They would be stored according to that system. At some time, however, it is possible
that they may have been copied into libri (Cicero Ad Att. 13. 33). To find a particular
decree one had to know the year in which it was passed, the month in which it was
registered, and the tablet number. Our knowledge of these matters can be deduced
largely from the decrees themselves, as we shall see later. Despite the lack of full
knowledge of the details of registration, storing, and possible changes in procedure in
the course of time, we can be sure that the wooden tablets themselves were registered and
stored in the aerarium.’® The material in them may have been copied into libri at a later

date.

17 Plutarch Cato min. 17; Cicero Ad Att. 4. 18. 12; ibid., 15. 26. 1; Cicero Ad Fam. 12. 29. 2; Cicero De
lege agraria 2. 14. 37. For the role of the aediles in safeguarding the texts see Livy 3. §5. 13 and the
comments by Ogilvie, op. cit., p. 503. Zonaras (7. §) is witness to the fact that the plebeian aediles
exercised some amount of control over the acta of the people and the Senate, i.e., over the texts of
those acta. It must be emphasized that in the Republic the official record office was always the
aerarium under the direction of the urban quaestors. The records apparently kept in the Temple
of Ceres were official copies, not the originals.

18 Dio s4. 36. 1, where, however, he gives the mistaken impression that the tribunes and aediles
alone had previously watched over the records.

19 Clearly, wooden tablets were still in use in A.D. 68, when a decree of L. Helvius Agrippa was
registered. The beginning of it (I.L.S., 5947) is as follows: Descriptum et recognitum ex codice ansato L.
Helvi Agrippae procons., quem protulit Cn. Egnatius | Fuscus scriba quaestorius, in quo scriptum fuit it,
quod infra scriptum est, tabula V'O VIII | et VIIII et X (ll. 2-4). Here the O (an obviously reversed C)
is an abbreviation for ceris. Full commentary by Mommsen, Hermes, 2 (1867): 102-27 (Gesammelte
Schriften, 5: 339ff. and 506). See also O’Brien Moore, op. cit cit., cols. 805-6.
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‘Whenever an official copy was requested, the scriba would locate it and make the copy.
He would also indicate on the copy the location in the archives where the original could
be found. At a later date, when the copy was published, e.g., in the Greek East where
most of our copies have been found, this notation was sometimes engraved along with
the decree. It was not a part of the decree at all, but merely served to vouch for the
authenticity and accuracy of the copy. Those notations which surely must have been
added in the aerarium are assembled here.

No. 22, 1-3: 'Emi dndrwv Kolvrov Avrariov Koivrov viod Kdrdov xai Mdpxov
Alp[hiov Kolvrov viod]| Mdpkov viwvod ALed>n{{d8ov, arparnyod 8¢ kara méAw roi
émi 16w Eévwy Aevkiov Koprmio[v. . . .. .. viod]| Zioéwe, umos Maiov.

No. 29, 1-3: [Emi Zéérov Ilopmmiov Zéfrov viod kai Aevkiov Kopvigiki]ov
Aevklov viod dmdrwy ék tdv dvla) [yeypau|uévwy év mpayudrwy cvuBeBovAevuévwy
knpipcow 7 éurrw Ektw éBSouw Syddw évdtw Talmievti|kdy Sedtwy - - nomina
quaestorum - - Tou] @v kard modw 8édTw mpdrTy.

Josephus Ant. 14. 10. 10: Adype ovykMjTov €k Tol Tatuielov avriyeypauuévor ék
T@v 8édrwv Tav Tapevtikdv Kolvrw ‘Povrdip Kolvrw Taplus kare médw Sédre
Sevrépa kmpuwpare mpdbrew. At the end here the manuscripts have kai éx T@v mpdirawy
mpayry, which Viereck, in his Sermo Graecus (p. 101), emended as given.

L. Gallet (op. cit., pp. 255-64) thought that lines 1-3 of No. 22 were “une rédaction
purement privée,” and that they had been added by the three Greek naval officers for whom
the decree had been passed. In his view the reference to the month of May does not
allow us to form any conclusion about the system of filing or registering in the aerarium.
It was on the basis of this text that Willems (op. cit., p. 218, n. 3) had concluded that the
archival records were divided into monthly groups within each year for reference pur-
poses. Gallet disagreed, for he saw here a Greek and nota Roman notation. However,
he failed to notice that the filiation used in these lines is in the Roman manner, not the
Greek (simple genitive). The conclusion of Willems was correct.

In addition to these notations we may suspec. otlicis whencver we find a dating by
consuls at the beginning of a decree, as in No. 27, lines 3-5. The prescript to a decree
did not begin with a consular dating. It began with the name of the relator followed
by senatum consuluit.

From these notations and other references it is possible to form some idea of the Roman
filing system, but in the absence of full information it would be foolish to attempt a com-
plete description.20

20 For other passages that contain information see our No. 23, 57-59: év 7@t qupfovAiwt mapijoay | of
avTol of éu mpaypdrwy cuuPefovievuévwy SédTwi mpwTe, | KNpdpaT recoapeokaidexdrwe.
And in No. 12, 20, we find: 4é\ros v (Sevrepa) v k[fjpwpe - -]; cf. the decree of L. Helvius Agrippa
(above, n. 19). One difficulty arises in the fact that 8éAros sometimes may mean codex (as in No. 23, 31)
and at other times tabula (as, e.g., in No. 23, 58). Then k7jpwpe (cera) becomes obscure when it is found
in the same context with 8éAros = tabula. Perhaps xfjpwpa then means “column,” especially if the
tablets at times were bound chain-fashion, each one linked to the next in a long series. See T. Birt,
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3. THE PUBLICATION OF SENATUS CONSULTA

The only extant copy of a senatorial decree which contains exact and detailed in-

structions for its publication is the S.C. de Bacchanalibus.2*  Actually it appears to be a
letter of the consuls of 186 B.c. to the Teurani informing them officially of the decree and
directing them to publish it locally. The instructions (Il. 22-30) are as follows:
Haice utei in conventionid exdeicatis ne minus trinum | noundinum, senatuosque sententiam utei scientes
esetis,—eorum | sententia ita fuit: sei ques esent, quei arvorsum ead fecisent, quam suprad | scriptum est,
eeis rem caputalem faciendam censuere—atque utei | hoce in tabolam ahenam inceideretis, ita senatus aiquom
censuit, | uteique eam figier ioubeatis, ubei facilumed gnoscier potisit; atque | utei ea Bacanalia, sei qua sunt,
exstrad quam sei quid ibei sacri est, | ita utei suprad scriptum est, in diebus X, quibus vobeis tabelai datai
| erunt, faciatis utei dismota sient.

No other senatorial decree offers a parallel to this, and it has been suggested that the
instructions were given in this case because of the special problem of the Bacchic wor-
ship; the Senate felt that it constituted a danger for the Italian communities and therefore
took special measures to suppress it.22  Publication was highly desirable. Not only was
the decree to be engraved on bronze and erected in a conspicuous place—one is re-
minded of the banal formulas of Greek epigraphy in this regard—but also it was to be
read aloud on three successive market days before the assembled people (in conventionid).

One unusual form of publication is seen in the fifth Augustan edict from Cyrene (No.
31), in which Augustus himself communicated a senatus consultum by means of the edict.

And a special problem exists in the matter of the foedera concluded by Rome with
foreign states or cities. Two copies of the treaties were made on bronze tablets in each
instance, one of which was erected in Rome on the Capitol, the other in the foreign city.
‘We have the explicit statement of Suetonius (Vesp. 8. 5) that 3,000 Capitol bronze tablets
had been destroyed by fire and that these consisted of senatus consulta, plebiscita de
societate et foedere ac privilegio cuicumque concessis. But since senatus consulta were passed
for the execution of many of these treaties—the so-called senatorial treaties—and were
published in the Greek East along with the treaties, the question arises as to whether the
senatorial decrees of authorization were also published in bronze and set up on the Capitol
in Rome. Some scholars have separated the decree from the treaty, e.g., in the case of
the treaty with Astypalaea (No. 16), and have concluded that the publication in the Greek

Kritik und Hermeneutik nebst Abriss des antiken Buchwesens (Munich, 1913), pp. 262-63. But Wenger,
op. cit., p. 75, n. 10, suggests that it means one side of a wax tablet. He would translate the pertinent
part of the decree of L. Helvius Agrippa thus: *“Polyptychon (tabula i.d.S.) 5, Seite 8-10.” The
tabula would therefore be waxed on both sides, and in the present case very many of them would be
tied together. From a consideration of all the examples it would appear that the terminology is not
consistent. Some illustrations of tabulae bound together can be found in the Notitia Dignitatum, ed.
O. Seeck (Berlin, 1876; reprinted 1962), or. XIX, and oc. XVIIL

21 C.I.LL., I3, s81. Latest text with notes by A. Degrassi, Inscriptiones Latinae Liberae Rei Publicae,
vol. 2 (Florence, 1963), no. 511, pp. 13-17. See also Riccobono, op. cit., no. 30, pp. 24041, and
Von Schwind, op. cit., pp. 59-61.

22 Von Schwind, loc. cit. This is made clear by Livy’s account in bk. 39, secs. 8-18, especially secs.
15~16, in which the consul speaks to the people of its dangers.
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city did not reflect exactly the form of publication in Rome.?? They think the treaty
alone saw publication in Rome, while the decree was merely deposited in the aerarium.
The Greek city, having acquired copies of both the decree and the treaty, published both.
The inclusion of senatus consulta in the statement of Suetonius might then refer only to
those passed for the granting of privileges, e.g., to the S.C. de Asclepiade (No. 22). Such
a view appears to be wrong. Silvio Accame, in my opinion, is right when he says that
the authorizing decrees of the Senate were also crected on the Capitol along with the
treaties. As proof he cites the text of the treaty with Pergamum, which clearly states
that two tablets of bronze were placed in the Temple of Jupiter and that they contained
the text of both the decree and the treaty.2¢ Here is proof for the publication of decrees
of this type. None of them, however, have survived.

The bronze tablet containing the text of the S.C. de Asclepiade (No. 22) would seem to
indicate not only that it was an official publication by Rome but that other decrees of
this nature, i.e., those which granted privileges, also were published regularly by Rome.
This is not the case, however. No. 22, line 25 of the Greek, specifically gives the
recipients of the decree permission to erect a bronze tablet. 'We may then assume that
the recipients did so at their own expense; such an assumption is warranted by the fact
that the last two lines of the inscription, containing their names, could not have been part
of the decree itself and must have been added by them. The fact that Suetonius (Vesp.
8. 5., cited in part above) saw fit to include among those documents which had been
destroyed in the fire senatorial decrees granting privileges to anyone leads one to believe
that recipients of these decrees often did erect bronze tablets in Rome. Such decrees
were publications, but they were not official Roman publications. Consequently we
have no way of knowing whether, when such decrees were published in bronze and set
up on the Capitol by the recipients, they always included both the original Latin text and
the Greek translation. Likewise we have no way of knowing how many of these
decrees were actually erected at private expense. But certainly they were not official
Roman publications.

From these examples 1t 1s reasonably cleai that somie sonatus ronculta were published,
but only those which were of an unusual nature demanding official promulgation or
those which were passed to authorize treaties. In addition permission was given to the
recipients of decrees involving privileges to erect bronze tablets containing the text of the
decree on the Capitol in Rome. But thatisall. The great mass of senatus consulta were
not published officially until the era of Julius Caesar.

How does it happen that we possess a good number of decrees from the Greek East ?
The answer is this: Whenever a decree of the Senate was passed in the interest of, or at

23 HeuB, op. cit., p. 247, and H. Horn, Foederati (Frankfurt, 1930), pp. 76ff.

24 S. Accame, Il dominio romano in Grecia dalla guerra acaica ad Augusto (Rome, 1946), pp. 80-83. The
treaty from Pergamum or a nearby community is most easily accessible in S.I.G.3, II, 694:
avakeyuévo[v] 8¢ é[v ‘Pdun]e év 76 lepd (o T0T] | dids Toid Kamerwl[iov mi]varos [x]aAko D
ki) | év abrdr kararera[yuévav] Tob [re ye]yovdros | [8]dyparos [8]mo Tis [auyrddir]ov
mepi Tis avppal| (x]les, kA (1. 23-27).
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the request of, a foreign community, a copy was usually sent to it with a covering letter
of a consul or praetor.  For these covering letters see Nos. 1, 4, 7, 8, 13(?), 14, 18, 20, 23,
26, and 28. One embassy, at least (No. 10 B, 1), brought a copy of the decree back
from Rome. The Greek city then undertook at its own expense the publication of the
decree. It could serve as a mark of honor or as a legal text in the local society. These
decrees, therefore, which have been preserved for us from the Greek East are not really
official Roman publications; for the most part they were erected for private interests.
They are copies of copies, for the originals always remained in Rome.

A good example of an unusual circumstance that prompted the publication of a decree
concerns one passed in 44 B.c. Dio (44. 7) supplies us with the details. To honor
Julius Caesar the Senate passed a series of decrees which gave him the right to be buried
within the Pomerium. These decrees were then inscribed in golden letters on silver
tablets and deposited beneath the feet of Jupiter Capitolinus—unusual honor for an
unusual Roman.

4. THE GREEK TRANSLATION

If one examines all the extant Greek copies of senatus consulta from the viewpoint of
the language employed and the details of translation, he will soon discover a remarkable
consistency in phraseology and vocabulary. The texts span a period of two hundred
years, yet one sometimes feels that a single individual has done them all. Some, of
course, are short and business-like (No. 5) while others are long and involved (Nos. 2,
10, 14, 15, 18, 22, 23, 31), but these are matters beyond the control of the translator.
The texts have been found in widely separated areas of Greece, Asia Minor, and even in
Italy (No. 22). If the translations had been made in the countries in which they were
found, we should then expect a variety of expressions and vocabulary reflecting the
linguistic habits of a number of minds working independently of one another. But such
was not the case.

The fact that there is a uniformity in the method and technique of the translations is
good evidence that they were not made in those cities or lands i which the copies have
been found. It is clear that they are official translations and that they are not the products
of chance endeavor. Senatus consulta were important documents, and their translation
could not be left in the hands of amateurs or Greek provincials, who might deliberately
or unintentionally distort the true meaning. One official source was responsible for
them, and, in the light of the color latinus which they display, that source could only have
been in Rome. A brief analysis of the translations is necessary in order to bring out
these points more effectively.2s

25 No attempt will be made here to give an analysis of the orthography and syntax of the documents.
The work of Viereck, op. cit., pp. $5-70, is still the best one on the subject, and the new material has
only served to confirm his observations.
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The Prescript

Senatum consuluit is regularly translated as Tt ovyrdjrwt cvveBovevoaro (Nos. 1, C
1-2; 2, 2; 9, 9; 10, B 2; I, 4; 18, 19; I9, 2; 22, 3).

Dates are reproduced literally, e.g., in No. 22, 4: a. d. XI k. Iun. becomes mpo{sduepdv
&vdexa kadovddv *lovviwyv. They are probably the most striking of the Latinisms to
appear in these documents. Any Greek who was ignorant of the Roman calendar
would be unable to equate them with his own method of dating. (See Nos. 1, C1; 2, 2;
4, 12, 8, 7; 9, 9; 10, B 2; 14, 76; 19, 3; 20, A 4; 22, 4; 23, 60. One finds mpd pés
€l[8udv] in No. 23, 5, mpé & €ld@v in No. 32, 5, €ldueols évrepk{apre[p]iows in No. s,
18, and mporépar elSvdv *Oxrwufpiwy in No. 2, 14.)

The place of meeting is usually in comitio, expressed év koperiwe : Nos. 2, 2; 4, 14; 5, 17;
7,38; 8, 8; 9, 10; 10, B 2; 15, 4; 22, 4; 23, 60. But we also find év xovpla *TovAion in
No. 26, 39, and év] 7@« vade o8 [4ids] in No. 19, 4. The place in No. 20, 5, however,
is not certain; perhaps one could read év 7@ Ti]unmpiwe. In No. 27, 4-5, we have
& 10 vad @ s ‘Opovolas.

The enumeration of the witnesses (scribendo adfuerunt) usually appears in one of two
forms: either as ypagopévw: wapfioav. (Nos. 2, 3, 14; 20, A 5; 22, 4; 26, col. b, 39; 29, 4)
or as ypagopévov mapijoav (Nos. 4, 14; 5, 19; 7, 38; 23, 60). Butin one instance (No. 27,
s) it is found as ypadopévois wapioav.

The Theme

The introductory clause, quod . . . verba fecit, etc., assumes the form mepi dv. . . . Adyovs
émoufoaro followed by indirect statement, as, e.g., in No. 22, 6; ITepi dv Kdwros Avrdrios
Kolvrov vios Kar{A)os tmraros Adyovs émoujoaro ktA. (Cf. Nos. 2, 5, 17, 27, 31, 36;
5,23; 7,40;9, 14; 10, A 1, B 4, 7; 11, §; 14, 8; 15, 29, 34, 36, $6, 62; 18, 73; 22, 5; 23,
16, 22, 24, 63; 26, 1, 17; 27, 11.) In No. 31, 81, the form dmép dv...x7A is found.

The concluding clause, de ea re ita censuerunt, becomes mepi Tovrov T0G TpdypaTos
oirws &8ofev and serves to introduce the decree proper (ut=émws). (Nos. 2, 10, 21, 42,
51;3,6;5,31; 6, B7[pl]; 7, 46, 57; 9, 59; 10, B 10; I1, 12; 13, 7; 14; 55, 35, 53 [eL];
16, 1; 18, 67; 22, 9; 26, b 19, C §, 21.)

The Decree Proper

Even here, despite a variety of subject matter, certain common formulas recur.
Envoys to Rome, for example, or the recipients of honors are viri boni et amici populi
boni et amici: dvdpes kai dyafoi kei pidow mapd Sfpov kadod ki dyafod (Nos. 7, 41, 43;
9, 17, 40; 10, A 2). Whenever it is appropriate, their country is further qualified by the
addition of et socii nostri: ovppudyov Te fjuerépov (Nos. 10, B s, 8; 15, 8, 55; I8, 70~72; 20,
D 3-s; 21, col. 1, 3).  The designation “fine and noble man” is, of course, a common-
place also in Greek epigraphy.

14



SENATUS CONSULTA

A list of important phrases, apart from those which have already been mentioned, will
be useful.

L T S

w

I10.

II.
12.

13.
14.

IS.

16.

17.

18.

. quod cognovimus: & éméyvwuev (No. 23, 30).

. sententiam pronuntiare: yvawuny Aéyew or amodaiveafar (No. 23, 43, 29).

. referre: mpooavapépew (No. 23, 30).

. senatui placere: dpéoxew i ovyrhjrw: (Nos. 26, c 3; 28, B 6; but Ne. 31, 97, 137,

142, has @péorew i Bovije).

. censuere: €8ofev (passim).
. ex senatus consulto: kare 8éype ovyxhijrov (No. 9, 54); kara ovykMjrov 8dyuc

(No. 14, 77); kare 16 8ype cvykdirov(Nos. 7, 46; 14, 27) ; kaTe. 70 THs oUyKAjTOU
8dypa (Nos. 14, 85; 15, 12 [pl]; 23, 3, 34).

. ex (de) consilii sententia: dmd quuBovAiov yvuumns (Nos. 14, 78 [?], 97; 23. 29, 39, 43,

55-56); perd aupBovAiov yvduns (Nos. 17, 9; 18, 96); pwera aupfovAiov (No. 14,
75-76); €k oupBovAiov. yvduns (No. 31, 87).

. si ei (eis) videretur: éow adrd. (adTols) paivmrar (Nos. I8, 104; 20, E §; 22, 8,

24, 29; 26, b 24, ¢ 6, 22).

. ita uti ei (eis) e republica fideque sua videretur: oSrws rabws &v adrdr (adrols) éx

Tév Snpociwy mpaypdrwy mwioreds Te tis dias (vel kai Tis Bias mioTews)
¢aimros (Nos 6, B 9; 7, 50; 9, 70-72; 10, A 11, B 13; 14, 73; 15, 63, 65; I6, 8;
18, 120; 22, 31; 23, 68-69; 26, b 25-26, has dmws s @&v «k7A and 26, ¢ 7, has
date v kT)).

extra ordinem senatum dare: éxtds Tob ariyov ol dpyovres avyrMTov 8ibdo[w]
(No. 18, 66).

coram senatu: kot mpdowmov (Nos. 7, 42, 44, 56; 10, B 6, 9; 18, 68).

ex formula: kard 76 Sidrorype (Nos. 15, 64; 16, 10; 18, 90; 22, 26).

in amicorum formulam referre: els 16 T@v idwv Sudraypea dvapépew (No. 22, 24).
munusque eis ex formula locum lautiaque quaestorem urbanum locare mittereque iuberent:
£évd Te adTols katd TO SudTaype TémOV TapOYY TE TOV Taplay TOV KaTd TOAY
TovTois piofdoou dmooTeilal Te kedevowow (No. 22, 25-26). The verbs are:
¢évna Sodvar (Nos. 9, 67; 16, 10; I8, 90); {éna dmooréMew (Nos. 10, A 9, B
12; 15, 64; 22, 25).

benigne respondere: rovfpdrmws amorpifijvan (Nos. 6, B s; 9, 61; 10, A 6; 15, 54;
16, 5; 18, 35, 68).

gratiam amicitiam societatemque renovare: ydpira ¢illav ovupayiov dvavedoaofou
(Nos. 9, 19, 42, 60; 14, 3; 15, 9, §5; I8, 69; 20, D 2; 21, col. 1, 12; 26, b 16).

ut legibus et iustis et moribus suis uterentur: Smws vopous Te kai éfeaw kal Sikaiols
Tols i8lows ypdvrow (vel similia: No. 18, 49, 91).

in integrum restituere: els axépaiov dmorabioraclor (No. 22, 14, 21).

Magistrates, Institutions, Res Romanae

David Magie long ago demonstrated the principles whereby the titles of Roman
magistrates were expressed in Greek: per comparationem, in which the titles of Greek
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magistrates or officials with similar duties were used (quaestor = rapias); per translationem,
which is a literal translation (quaestor = {nrmjs); and per transcriptionem, which is simply
a transliteration from Latin into Greek (quaestor = kvaiorwp).  All three of these methods

are used in the senatus consulta.

I.

12.
13.

14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.

20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.

quaestor: Tapias (Nos. 9, 68; 10, B 13; 15, 65; 16, 10; 26, b 25); quaestor urbanus:
Taples kare méAw (Nos. 23, 26; 29, 3).

. practor: arpoarnyds (passim); praetor urbanus et peregrinus: oTpoarnyds kerd wOAw

kol éml T@v Eévwr (No. 22, 2).

. censor: Tunis (No. 25, 10, 12).
. consul: Smaros (passim; but in Nos. 10, B 2, and 14, 61, 62, 70, we find the older

aTparnyds matos).

. dictator: Sucrdrwp (Nos. I8, 43, 74, 103, 125; 26, b 7).
. triumvir rei publicae constituendae: Tpets &vdpes o]i Tijs Tdv Snpociwy mpaypdrwy

Siardéews (No. 28, B 4 [cf. 28, A 3-5]).

. proguaestore: avrirapias (No. I8, 90).
. proconsule: cv@vmaros (Nos. 15, 60; I8, 114; 21, col. 1, 1. But No. 26, e 11, has

av]rdpywv; perhaps it is pro-magistratu).

. designatus: dmodederypévos (No. 28, 1-2; but No. 26, b 7, has kef[eorauévos].
10.
II.

magistratus: &pywv (Nos. 18, 61, 66; 22, 19, 23, 30; 31, 100, I01, I0S, 120, 125, 137).
imperator: abroxpdrwp (Nos. 17, 10; 18, 104; 20, E 14; 23, 36, 39; 24, 11;26,b 7,
24, € 27; 31, 86; but No. 21, col. 1, 11, has {umepdrwp).

princeps: fyyepdv (No. 31, 86).

senatus: 1) adyrdnros (passim; but in No. 31, 88, 90, 97, 101, 106, 116, 125, 137, and
142, 1) Boulyj is found).

senator: 6 owvkAnTicds (No. 31, 110).

res publica: T& Snpdowe mpdypare (passim).

publicanus: Snpoowwms (No. 23, passim).

iudex: kpirijs (Nos. 22, 19; 31, passim; but No. 31, 138, has Sikaoris).

provindia: duapycle (Nos. 18, 77, 114; 20, G 10; 31, 78, 80, 95).

decretum: émikpupc (No. 28, A 25, B 4; but see Stroux-Wenger, op. cit., p. 25, for
the word in the Augustan edicts).

capitis accusare: kepadijs edfvvew (No. 31, 99).

summa pecuniae: kepodaiov ypriparos (No. 31, 132).

accusator: 6 ebfvvwy (No. 31, 132).

reus: 6 ebfuvopevos (No. 31, 118).

milia (passuum): peihiee (No. 31, 108, 109, I12).

sestertius: anoréprios (Nos. 9, 69; 10, A 10, B 13).

The Definite Article

The lack of a definite article conditioned the Romans to neglect it when translating
into Greek. In the Greek copies of the senatus consulta it is absent in those places where
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a Greek would normally and naturally have supplied it. Its omission is regular in the
prescript for the title of the presiding magistrate. And the place of meeting usually
lacksit. Elsewhere it is sometimes used and sometimes omitted, with no real consistency
except the general tendency to omitit. No. 22, 25, has év 7 Kamerw)iy, and No. 2, 33,
els 76 KamerdAiov; but in other passages (Nos. 16, 11; 26, b 17, 21) the same phrase lacks
the article. And one finds kard ovyrhijrov 8éypa (No. 14, 77), kara 76 Tis ovyrMjrov
8dypa (Nos. 14, 85; 23, 3, 34), and kare 76 8dyua cvyrxMirtou (Nos. 7, 46; 14, 27).

Generally one feels that the translator is unfamiliar with the use of the article. He
knows of its existence in Greek, but is careless about using it—a good indication that he
is a Roman, not a Greek.

Kol and Te

Of all the particles which the Greeks used so effectively in composition, and almost
certainly in speech as well, only kai, 7€, 098¢, ofire, undé, uijre, and 8¢ are used at all
commonly in the senatus consulta, and they are almost colorless, lacking the subtlety of
the others. The use of i and 7€ corresponds exactly to et and -que, but they are not
used very often, for asyndeton is common: compare No. 28, B 5, mpooeuépioay
mpoouepiovow, auvexdpnoay cuvywprioovow, and No. 11, 9, [8i]wpfdly éSwpifn
apéfn élnuid[0n]. Especially revealing is ydpire puMlav ovppeyiav e dvevedroavro
(No. 9, 19, 42, 60).

Here the hand of a Roman rather than of a Greek is felt to be moving over the lines,
although not so surely as in the case of the definite article.

Filiation

The practice of including the parent’s name among the tria nomina was official, and it
was certainly followed in the Latin originals of our decrees. In Latin the name took the
form of the genitive and the word filius. So habitual to the Roman mind was this
practice that even in Greek one had to have a word for filius. In No. 22 the Greek
trznslation of [Polustratulm Poluarchi f. Carystium is IloMorparcy Todudprov vidy
Kopvorov. If a Roman, therefore, translated into Greek a document containing
filiations, he tended to add the word vids; a Greek would have omitted it.

In some cases, however, vids is indeed omitted (e.g., in Nos. 5, 20ff.; 7, 39; 12, 24fT.).
These instances can be explained quite easily when one examines No. 10, B, where in
line 2 we find vids used in the name of the presiding magistrate but omitted in the names
of the witnesses in lines 3-4. It may be suggested that the Greek translation originally
contained vids everywhere, but that the Greek engraver found it superfluous. He might
accept it once at the beginning but not thereafter; to him it was odd. Similarly with
No. 12, the engraver omitted vids each time, even though, we may assume, it stood in
his copy.
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We may conclude that Romans were responsible for these translations, Romans who
worked in an office where a continuity of translation style and vocabulary was achievable.
They must have been professionals whose lifetime duties kept them in close contact with
official state papers and who were at the same time familiar with Roman constitutional
forms. Under the Republic there was no real counterpart to the imperial ab epistulis.
The closest would be the personnel employed in the aerarium, and it is there that we hope
to find the particular office we are searching for.

The chief of the aerarium during the Republic was the quaestor urbanus; he was re-
sponsible for the administration and safeguarding of that institution. This was a double
responsibility, for the aerarium was a combination of Treasury and Record Office. The
quaestor was usually a young man, holding a position of great importance in the State
for the first time. But since the office was an annual one, a more-or-less permanent staff
of lower-ranking men performed the necessary routine of bookkeeping, filing, storing,
copying, and classifying the documents in its possession. Such work required continu-
ous effort, continuous attention. The most important of these men were the scribae
librarii quaestorii, each of whom had under him a full staff of librarii.26 These scribae
were organized into decuriae, apparently three in number, with first nine and later (after
Sulla) twelve scribae in each decuria. They were assigned to the various magistrates on an
annual basis. They were professionals, the key men in the routine and operation of the
aerarium, and very often they were able to overawe and manipulate the young quaes-
tors.2?” They were also men of some standing in the community. There is no doubt
that some of them had legal training or had otherwise managed to acquire knowledge of
the law.28 One of them, a certain L. Naevius L. 1. Urbanus, had inscribed on his
tombstone vixi iudicio sine iudice (C.IL. VI 1819 =1L.S. 1896), and another (C.LL.
VI 1853) prided himself on being iuris prudens. They and their assistants were the
officials who received the original senatus consulta at the aerarium, saw to their proper

26 See E. Kornemann, R.E., s.v. *Scriba,” cols: 848-57, &>p. 55 55, and A H. M. Tones, “The Roman
Civil Service (Clerical and Sub-Clerical Grades),” Journal of Roman Studies, 39 (1949): 38-55 (= A. H.
M. Jones, Studies in Roman Government and Law [New York, 1960], pp. 153~75).

27 Plutarch, in Cato min. 16, gives a most revealing and important account of the clash between Cato
and the scribae. Cato expelled one of the scribae from the aerarium and brought another to trial for
fraud. Rather than instruct and acquaint the young quaestors with the intricacies of the office, as
they should have done, the scribae refused to give up to them any of the power they held through their
special knowledge. Cato began by treating them as assistants rather than as superiors. Virtual war
resulted, says Plutarch.

28 F, Schulz, History of Roman Legal Science (Oxford, 1946), p. 87, speaking of laws, senatorial decrees,
and magisterial edicts, says: *“ The technicalities of these acts being beyond the capacity of politicians
generally, their texts were framed by professional draftsmen. These men, who were of course
Jjurists and scribae, evolved traditional schemes for the various kinds of act, veritable counterparts to
the traditional forms of acts in sacral, public, and private law.” And on p. 97 he says: *“ The language
of the senatus consulta is different. Here too a stereotyped scheme betrays the collaboration of the
secretariate, but the pedantic circumstantiality of the leges is avoided.” This last remark is relevant
to our conclusion about the role played by the scribae in the redaction and translation of decrees.
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registration, and supplied copies when duly requested.?

The drafting of State acts is generally performed by professional draftsmen. Roman
politicians, of course, had some knowledge of legal form, but, given the well-known
Roman propensity for exact form and precise detail in matters of law, we may assume
that the services of scribae were available to the presiding magistrate and his committee
at some time during the redaction of the senatorial decrecs. In any case the scribae could
have examined them when they were presented to the aerarium for deposition. Their
opinions on the proper form to be followed would surely have carried weight.

Considering the position and technical knowledge of the scribae, we may now ask our-
selves the important question: Is it possible that they, or perhaps other personnel under
them, were responsible for the Greek translations of the senatus consulta? There is no
proof. However, such an assumption does satisfy the main requirements: a central
office in Rome, a continuity of duty, and professional ability. In my opinion the
scribae in the aerarium or qualified persons on their staff made the translations.

29 Cf. Cicero De leg. 3. 20. 46: Legum custodiam nullam habemus, itaque eae leges sunt, quas adparitores
nostri volunt: a librariis petimus, publicis litteris consignatam memoriam publicam nullam habemus. Surely
the senatus consulta fell generally into the same pattern; see Schulz, op. cit., p. 87.
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DESCRIPTIOIN. A large maible siele existing ioday only in small fragments
and copies. Ulrichs in 1840 discovered and published the first of them, but he
did not consider all the fragments worth publishing and they lay buried in his
notes until Preuner brought them to the attention of scholars. The stone seen by
Ulrichs has long since disappeared. In 1894 the French excavators of Delphi
found another fragment (A), and in 1914 still another (B). The only
trustworthy arrangement of the fragments is the one by Holleaux, whose

work unfortunately has all too often escaped the notice of scholars and
translators. It can be found in B.C.H., 54 (1930): 38-39 (Etudes, V, 282-83),
and is the one presented here. Originally the large stele must have contained a
full record, in chronological order, of the official correspondence between
Delphi and Rome concerning the status of the city and of the Amphictyonic

League.
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Document A

[Zmdpios MToordpios Aevkiov vids, arparnyds ‘Pwpaiwy, deddpdv Tols dpyovor kai T
moNeL yaipew: ol mwap’ Hudv]

[@mooradévres mpeaBevrai Bovdwy, Opaoukdis, *Opéoras mepl Tijs aovAias Tob iepoid
kal THs modews Kal T7s]

[xwpas SixdexBévres Kai mepl Tijs éevBepios kol dverodopias 9] Elovy Smw [s Jpuiv
émywpnfi mapé Tob Srjpov Tod)

[‘Pwpaiwv: ywuokere odv Sedoyuévor Tt ovykdjrawe 76 T€ iepd]v Tob

*AméMwvo[s Toi ITubiov dovdov elvar kol Tiv]

[moAw 1@y Adedddv kal Ty ydpav kai dedpovs avrovép|ovs kai | [é] AevBépovs Kai

> , s o \ ; sy
avel[opdpovs, olkobvTas kai molirevovras avrovs)
> ¢ \ \ /’ -~ 3 ~ ’ \ -~ ~ ’ \
[k abrovs Kol Kuptevov [Tas Tis TE lep] &s ypas kol Tob LGPOIU Awpévos, kabws

’ k] - b R -~ T o
wdrp[tov adTols €€ apyfs fv:  Smws]

[odv eidfire, éxp]wov Suiv ypd[how mepl TovTWY.]

Frag. Preuner Frag. A Frag. B

Document B
Frag. Ulrichs Frag. A Frag. B

Zmépios TTooropos Aevkiov vids, arparn|yds ‘Pwpaiwy, rdi kot|vde Tdv
- *Appuctidve [v xalpew: ol dedpdv mpeaPev-]
rai Bovdwy, @pacurdijs, *Opéoras mepl Tijs &|ovAles Tob &pos auli}} v8s wdleme kai
s [xdpos Siadexfévres)
\ \ ~ 3y ’ A 2] ’ o k] - 2) ~ AJ
ol mepl Tiis éevbeplas kai avewodop[i]|as Hélovw Smws a|drols émiywpnlij me[ps
T0d drjpov Tob ‘Pwpaiwy:]
ywdokere odv Sedoyuévor T cuyrij[t]|we 78 Te lepov T0|G *AmdMwvos Tob
ITvbio[v dovlov elvan rei]
T moAw 1@y dedddv ral Ty ydpov, kal A|[eddod]s adrovd|povs kai éXevfépous
- , o
K[t aveiaddpous, olroiv-]
Tas kol molredovras abrovs kaf ab|[rods kai] kupievo[v]|ras Tiis Te lep@s ydip[as
Vs o
kol 70U lepod Au-]
pévos, kabas mdrpiov adrols €€ dpydis v Smws o] dv eld[7]|re, Expwov Sty ypd [hou

mepi TovTWY.]
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Document C

Frag. Ulrichs Frag. B
IIpo Huepav Tecodpwy vawvav Mai [wy év Koperiw: ? - -]’ Oxrdios I'variov orpar [nyds?
ouve-]
Bovdevoaro T ouykMitwe.  ypad[opévar mapficav: - -]os IomAiov,
Mevi[os - - - - - - - )]
Tdios *Arivios Iailov, Tefépios - - - == mept dv A] Aol Adyovs émo[ujoavro mepi
{epod]
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Text by Holleaux, who showed that it is a case of two letters, not one. He restored Document A
from Document B. B2 8ixAexfévres, L. Robert, adopted by Holleaux in place of Viereck’s
Siedéynoav. C1’Oxrdios: Holleaux previously had thought of Bai- or Bé]Batos, but a revision
of the stone made the present reading almost positive. At the end of this line could be orpar[nyos
or arpar| nyds Umaros. C 4 éhevlepr, Ulrichs, corrected by Holleaux.

COMMENTARY. When the military advance of Manius Acilius Glabrio freed
Delphi and the Amphictyonic League from the control of Aetolia in 191 B.C., arrange-
ments were made by the Roman authorities for the future status of the city and the
League.! To validate these “on the spot™ arrangements and to be able to have docu-
mentary proof of their status, the Delphians and, presumably, the representatives of the
League ac well, sent envoys to the Roman Senatc. In the absence of the two consuls the
praetor Spurius Postumius Albinus convened the Senate and introduced the envoys.
A senatorial decree was then passed guaranteeing the inviolability of the Temple of
Apollo and affirming the free and autonomous status of the Delphians. Spurius
Postumius then sent one letter to the Delphians and another to the League, both of them
identical in content, in which he gave a résumé of the contents of the decree. These
letters are the present Documents A and B. The date is 189 B.c., and very likely after
April of that year, when the two consuls were absent from Rome.2

1 For the details see Daux, op. cit., pp. 227ff.

2 The two consuls of 189 B.c., M. Fulvius Nobilior and Cn. Manlius Vulso, were each given command
of an army and sent abroad, Fulvius in Aetolia and Manlius in Asia. Fulvius, however, returned to
Rome to hold the elections. For the chronology of the whole year see Holleaux, loc. cit., and T. R.. S.
Broughton, The Magistrates of the Roman Republic, I (New York, 1951), 360.
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In the two letters it is a point of interest to note that the Greek éAevfepix is not felt to
be completely adequate to convey the effect of what the Latin libertas had upon a Roman.
For, whereas libertas was capable of exact definition in the Roman world—one was free
or he wasn’t—the Greek term in this age had lost its original connotation and was inter-
preted in a very elastic manner by the Hellenistic kings.3 The present documents are the
earliest of their type: in them a Greek city is formally declared libera et immunis.

Beneath these letters on the stele appeared Document C, a senatus consultum de privilegiis
Delphorum. Unfortunately it cannot be dated exactly, and all that one may say is that
it was passed at a time when the Senate had been convened by a consul or praetor whose
gentilicium was Octavius. Beginning with the year 190 8.c. no such official appears until
168 B.C., when Cn. Octavius was praetor. But since his was a military rather than an
urban command, that year must be discarded. The same Cn. Octavius, however, be-
came consul in 165 B.C., and that might very well be the year in which this decree of the
Senate was passed.+ The mutilated condition of the fragment makes even this identifi-
cation only possible and certainly not positive.

Document D is much too short for any definite conclusions to be formed about it,
and no satisfactory identification of L. Furius L. f. has been made.s

In the third century the political life of Delphi, the sanctuary of Apollo, and the
Amphictyonic League were all more or less controlled by the Aetolians, who in the
course of that century had acquired great power and prestige. They came to consider
the city as their cultural and intellectual capital. In addition the political rivalry of the
Hellenistic states, one for the other, produced a corresponding cultural rivalry that was
expressed in their efforts to surpass one another in the erection of buildings and monuments
in the sanctuary. Under the aegis of the Aetolian League the city enjoyed a quiet
prosperity, reasonably secure at a time when the Celtic invasion and later wars might
have proved disastrous. No city in that period was completely safe, but Delphi fared
better than most. Nevertheless the Delphians must have looked upon the Aetolians
with mixed feelings, for, after all, they were not their own masters. Thus, when the
Roinans in 151 2.2, liherated the city from Aetolian control, it was at last in a position
to be truly free and autonomous. '

In the two years that followed the expulsion of the Aetolians the city was engaged ina
series of diplomatic relations with Rome in an effort to secure its future independence.
We are fortunate in having several epigraphic documents illustrating this effort. First
there is the letter (early in 190 B.C.) of Manius Acilius Glabrio (No. 37) in which we hear
of various properties and houses being removed from Aetolian possession and given to
the god and the city. Acilius pledges to use his influence in preserving the ancestral laws
of the city and the temple, and in obtaining automony for the city. Good news!
Delphi lost little time in pressing the point. In 189 B.c. three envoys named Boulon,

3 Cf. Badian, op. cit., pp. 87ff.
+ Broughton, op. cit., pp. 428 and 438, and F. Miinzer, R.E., s.v. “Octavius 2,” cols. 1803-4. Ad-
ditional material on Octavius has been assembled by P. Chameaux, B.C.H., 81 (1957): 181-202.

s See Holleaux, Etudes, V, 260, n. 2.
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Thrasykles, and Orestas were sent to Rome to obtain confirmation of their freedom and
autonomy. The Senate yielded to their request and passed a decree on the matter.
The praetor Spurius Postumius then communicated the favorable action of the Senate to
the city and to the Amphictyons in the present letter (No. I) in that same year. Un-
fortunately the three envoys were murdered on their return to Delphi, but two others
were almost immediately sent back to Rome to request assistance in fixing responsibility
and apprehending the murderers. Rome again received these envoys favorably, as-
sured them of Roman co-operation, and gave them duplicates of the documents that the
three previous envoys had been carrying back to their city. The consul C. Livius
Salinator sent a letter (No. 38) at that time (late in 189 or early in 188 B.C.) to the Del-
phians explaining Rome’s determination to give them all possible help. Thereafter
Delphi was free and autonomous, and it was able to maintain its independence despite
the power struggle among the Aetolians, Macedonians, and Thessalians for the control
of the Amphictyonic League: see the commentary to No. 39. It is important to dis-
tinguish between the city of Delphi, the sanctuary of Apollo, and the Amphictyonic
League. Each was separate, but actually each was conditioned by the presence of the
others.

The gratitude felt by Delphi for Roman favor and assistance was immediate and long-
lasting, as one can see by the series of statues and honorary inscriptions to the Romans.
They reflect not empty flattery but sincere appreciation. There were statues to T.
Quinctius Flamininus, Manius Acilius Glabrio, M. Minucius Rufus, and others. But
perhaps the most impressive display of the city’s feeling was the founding of the ‘Pwpaia
which thereby set an example for other Greek cities.

25



SENATUS CONSULTUM DE THISBENSIBUS 170 B.C.
blafslslalalaiaalaiaaslaslaaisaslaiaslalsislasiaslalaslaslaaalaalaieiaiaie

BIBLIOGRAPHY. P. Foucart, Archives des missions scientifiques et littéraires, 2°
série, 6 (1872): 321ff.; Th. Mommsen, Ephemeris Epigraphica, 1 (1872): 278ff.
(Gesammelte Schriften, 8 [1913]: 274ff.; 1. N. Madvig, Nordisk Tidskrift for
Filologi, 1 (1874): 1ff.; Aubert, Forhandlinger Videnskabs-Selskabet J. Christiana,
1875, pp. 278ff.; Th. Mommsen, Ephemeris Epigraphica, 2 (1875): 102-4; J.
Schmide, Athen. Mitt., 4 (1879): 235ff.; idem, Z.S.S., 2 (1881): 116f.; idem,
Hermes, 16 (1881): 155ff.; E. L. Hicks, A Manual of Greek Historical Inscriptions,
1st. ed. (Oxford, 1882), no. 195; P. Viereck, Sermo Graecus (Gottingen, 1888),
no. XI, pp. 12-16; J. Schmidt, Rheinisches Museum, 45 (1890): 482; W.
Dittenberger, I.G., VII (1892), 2225; idem, S.I.G.2, I (1898), 300; C. Michel,
Recueil d’Inscriptions Grecques (Brussels, 1900), no. 69; A. Wilhelm, Géttingische
Gelehrte Anzeigen, 10 (1903): 795; G. Colin, Rome et la Gréce de 200 & 146 avant
J--C. (Paris, 1905), pp. 424-30; P. Foucart, Sénatus~consulte de Thisbé; Memoires
de I'Académie des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres, 37 (1905): 300ff.; Bruns-Gradenwitz,
Fontes iuris Romani antiqui” (Tiibingen, 1909), no. 37, pp. 166ff.; A. Wilhelm,
Neue Beitrdge zur griechischen Inschriftenkunde, 111 (1913), 19; F. Hiller von
Gaertringen, in W. Dittenberger, S.I.G.3, Il (1917), 646; Abbott-Johnson,
Municipal Administration in the Roman Empire (Princeton, 1926), no. s, pp. 254ff.;
L. Robert, Etudes épigraphiques et philologiques (Paris, 1938), pp. 287ff.; M. Segre,
Clara Rhodos, 9 (1938): 205; S. Riccobono, Fontes iuris Romani antejustinianiZ,
pt. 1 (Florence, 1941), no. 31, pp. 242ff.; S. Accame, Il dominio romano in Grecia
dalla guerra acaica ad Augusto (Rome, 1946), pp. 47 and 62; idem, Rivista di
Filologia, 77 (1949): 222; Lewis-Reinhold, Roman Civilization, I (New York,
1951), no. 123, pp. 314ff.; P. Meloni, Perseo e la fine della monarchia macedone,
(Rome, 1953), pp. 245ff.; J. Robert and L. Robert, La Carie, II (Paris, 1954),
1c2, n. 2; F G. Maier. Griechische Mauerbauinschriften, 1 (Heidelberg, 1959),
126-28; L. R. Taylor, The Voting Districts of the Roman Repubiic, American
Academy in Rome, Papers and Monographs XX (Rome, 1960), pp. 167-68;
Johnson, Coleman-Norton, Bourne, Ancient Roman Statutes, no. 30; C. Nicolet,
L'ordre équestre a I'époque républicaine (31243 av. J.~C.), 1 (Paris, 1966), 348.

DESCRIPTION.  Stele of white marble found in the modern village of
Kakosi (the ancient Thisbae) in Boeotia. Height: 1.18 m. 'Width: 0.54 m.
Thickness: 0.19 m. The letters are regularly formed with clear apices, having a
height of 0.008-0.011 m. Now in the epigraphical museum in Athens,
inventory no. 10053. There is a photograph in Maier’s publication, Plate 15

at the end, which is unfortunately very inadequate.
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This text is based upon those by Foucart and Mommsen. 22 A verb has been omitted here:
mapeyévovro, Viereck; mpoaidfov or mpociAfooar, Robert. 38 [6m|ws ofror xaréywvrat,
anacoluthon; one expects avpdimovs - - - - karéyeofor. 55 The stone has KAN, but Mommsen
and Viereck (notes) change to [é]dv (={>av).

COMMENTARY. In 172 B.C. a2 Roman mission led by Q. Marcius Philippus (cos.
186 B.C.) was sent to Greece for the purpose of cementing friendly relations between the
Greek communities and Rome, for Roman suspicions of King Perseus had finally become
acute when Eumenes went to Rome and spoke to the Senate about the Macedonian
king’s ambitions and actions. The mission succeeded in breaking up the Boeotian
League and winning over to the Roman side numerous Greek cointiunitics, but despite
these measures three Boeotian cities remained steadfastly loyal to the Macedonian cause
and drove out the pro-Roman party: Thisbae, Haliartus, and Coroneia.! In 171 B.C.
the praetor C. Lucretius Gallus captured Haliartus and marched on Thisbae. The city
surrendered, was placed in the hands of pro-Romans, and the Macedonian partisans

! For the situation in Greece and Macedonia at this time see, besides the standard histories, E.
Bikermann, R.E.G., 66 (1953): 479—506, and Meloni, loc. cit. The sources for the stand of the three
Boeotian cities against Rome are Polybius 27. 5 and Livy 42. 46. 7 and 42. 63. 12. For the reading
of the text in these places see Mommsen, Ephemeris Epigraphica, 1 (1872): 288-89. Especially per-
tinent to our document is Livy 42. 63. 12: Inde Thebas ductus exercitus; quibus sine certamine receptis
urbem tradidit exulibus et qui Romanorum partis erant; adversae factionis hominum fautorumgque regis ac
Macedonum familias sub corona vendidit. Here it is clear (cf. Mommsen, loc. cit.) that Thebas must be
replaced by Thisbas, for the city of Thebes was predominately pro-Roman and did not, of course,
resist the Roman army. The commander of this army was the praetor C. Lucretius Gallus.
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were sold into slavery. The following year a Thisbacan embassy—clearly composed of
members of the pro-Roman party in the city—was sent to Rome to obtain official
rulings on the various political and legal questions that had arisen as a result of the city’s
surrender. The present senatus consultum paints a rather full picture of Thisbae’s
condition at the time and deserves a careful study.

Actually we have two decrees, the first (II. 1-13), of October 9, 170 B.c., authorizing
the praetor Q. Maenius to select a commission of five senators to investigate more fully
the Thisbaean requests, and the second (ll. 14 to the end), of October 14, granting con-
cessions to the Thisbaeans on the various issues. The connection between the first
decree and the second would appear to be as follows: When the Thisbaeans first ap-
proached the praetor with their request for an audience with the Senate, the praetor
found that the matters which they wished to present were so lengthy and complex that
confusion and misunderstanding might arise. In addition the pro-Roman envoys were
perhaps not quite clear in their own minds about their position in Thisbae with respect
to Rome. From the type and large number of issues presented in the second decree it is
very apparent that they were having difficulties of a serious nature. They needed advice.
Therefore I believe that the praetor suggested to them that at the first meeting of the
Senate they request that a special committee of senators be formed to advise them about
what particular measures would be most effective in securing the control of the city for
them. This same committee could then help them to organize and coordinate this
material with their other requests in order to present everything in a systematic manner
at the next meeting of the Senate. The Thisbaeans themselves were hardly likely to
have known about senatorial committees of this sort, and the presiding magistrate of the
first session would be the one person most likely to have suggested the matter to them.
The Thisbaeans agreed to this proposal. Maenius convened the Senate, and the motion
for the creation of a five-man committee was duly approved. After the Thisbaeans had
explained their difficulties to the committee, their requests in a revised form were pre-
sented at the next meeting of the Senate and were approved.z In this whole procedure
we can see that these envoys were becoming the clientes not only of the praetor but also
of the five men who formed the committee. The relationship between cliens and
patronus may be cemented in many ways, and one of them was certainly to be found in
the social and political atmosphere created when foreign envoys arrived in Rome.
Here, for example, I believe the envoys are bewildered. They appear to know no one
who can help them—just the right conditions for Roman senators to add to their
foreign clientela.3

There is a distinct possibility that in this instance the committee was composed of the
five witnesses to the decree. They would be the most likely choices. Since the pre-
siding magistrate was obliged to supervise the writing of the decree in its final form after

2 This is one of the very few examples of a senatorial committee being formed to aid in the preparation
of material which would later come before the Senate: see Mommsen, Rimisches Staatsrecht, 1113, 2,
1002.

3 On the whole subject see E. Badian, Foreign Clientelae (264—70 B.c.) (Oxford, 1958).
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the meeting of the Senate, in the presence of witnesses, it would have been most natural
for him to ask those first two witnesses to serve on the committee. Then, at the con-
clusion of the second meeting and the passage of the second decree he could have asked
the other three members of the committee to take their turns at the witnessing of the
decree.

1. In the first proposal (ll. 17-20) we learn that the ager Thisbaeorum had become ager
publicus in 170 B.C., after the surrender of the city. The land, harbors, revenues, and
mountain pasture are now returned to the possession of the city.

2. The various magistracies of Thisbae are to be held only by members of the pro-
Roman party for the next ten years (Il. 20-24).

3. Private property may be retained by the legal owners (Il. 25-27).

4. The pro-Roman party is given permission to fortify the acropolis and live there
(1. 27-31).

5. Permission to fortify the city is denied (1. 31).

6. Gold, collected for a crown to be dedicated in the Capitol, but evidently con-
fiscated by the anti-Roman party, is to be returned (ll. 31-35).

7. Concerning the proposal that anti-Roman Thisbaeans be held in detention, the
Senate decreed that Q. Maenius should act as appears best for the interest of the State and
according to his own good faith (Il 35-40).

8. Concerning the proposal that those anti-Roman Thisbaeans who went to other
cities to avoid meeting the Roman praetor should not be permitted to return to their
former rank in the city, the Senate decreed that a letter be sent to the consul A. Hostilius
authorizing him to deal with the matter as appears best for the interest of the State and
according to his own good faith (Il. 40-45).

9. Three women, formerly of Thisbae, are to be prevented from living in either
Chalcis or Thebes, where they now reside, and are not to be allowed to return to
Thisbae (I. 46-49).

10. The matter of the bribing (?) of the praetor C. Lucretius by these three women is
to he postponed until Lucretius can be present (Il. 50-52).4

11. Concerning the Thisbaean partnership with the Iialian Griseus Pandosinus, judges
are to be appointed, if so desired (Il. 53-56).5

12. Travel visas are to be given to citizens of Thisbae and Coroneia whenever they
wish to visit Aetolia, Phocis, and other states (ll. 56-60).

This bare enumeration of requests is sufficient to indicate the very strong Roman
measures taken to make sure that a pro-Roman party would not only survive but would
4 The entire episode of these three women is expressed in a (deliberately ?) vague manner and no
satisfactory explanation of it has been given. C. Lucretius seems to have expelled them from Thisbae
and (as Mommsen thinks) imprisoned them in Chalcis and Thebes. Viereck (notes) suggests that the
Thisbaean envoys are requesting their release because they might in some way be related to the local
nobility at Thisbae.

5 On this man and his overseas business enterprises see Mommsen, op. cit., pp. 287 and 295-96, and F.
Miinzer, R.E., s.v. “‘Pandosinus,” cols. §52-53, where further references will be found; cf. Nicolet,
loc. cit.
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also, and more importantly, assume direct control of the local government in all spheres.
Maier has also noted that the precaution of allowing the pro-Roman party to fortify the
acropolis, while refusing to allow the whole city fortification, appears to have been
followed also in Elateia and Coroneia. This would almost guarantee the protection of
Roman interests in such cities but would certainly not lead to cordial relations.
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Maverbauinschriften, 1 (Heidelberg, 1959), no. 29, pp. 130-31 (cf. S.E.G., XIX
[1963], 374).

DESCRIPTION. Stele of white marble now in the Museum at Thebes,
complete only on the left side, the reverse decorated with palmettes. Height:
0.305 m. Width: 0.13 m. Height of letters: 0.008-0.009 m., but 0.005 m. for
omicron and omega. Apices. There are excellent photographs in Robert, op. cit.,
at the end, Plates X (stone) and XI (squeeze).
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COMMENTARY. Despite Roman efforts on the eve of the Third Macedonian War
to win over the Boeotian cities, three of them remained steadfastly loyal to Macedonia
and Perseus.! 'When C. Lucretius Gallus in 171 B.C. captured Haliartus and accepted the
surrender of Thisbae, only one of them, Coroneia, remained to face Rome. After
harassing the Thebans for their pro-Roman sympathies, Coroneia also was captured..

From the fragmentary remains of the present decree one may deduce with great
probability that the pro-Roman party in Coroneia had been driven out and all the
property-owners deprived of their possessions while the city was in the hands of the pro-
Macedonian faction.  After the Roman victory the exiled pro-Roman party must have
sent an embassy to Rome, where the present senatorial decree was obtained. Lines
3-10, at any rate, would seem to mean that their possessions are now to be returned to
them and that they are to have permission to fortify the city’s acropolis for their own
protection. If so, then we may be assured that the pro-Roman party, like the one in
Thisbae, is to control the political affairs of the city.?

Although parts of the wall on the acropolis are at present in situ, it is not possible to fix
the exact date of their construction.3

! See the commentary and note to the S.C. de Thisbensibus (No. 2).

2 A comparison of ll. 25-31 of the S.C. de Thisbensibus with the present decree will show that the
contents of both documents must have been quite similar.

3 Maier, op. cit., pp. 128-29, 131.
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EPISTULA P. CORNELII BLASIONIS
ET SENATUS CONSULTUM DE Between 175
AMBRACIOTIBUS ET ATHAMANIBUS and 160 B.C.

jsjsisigjsisisisisisisiaaisisisisiniaisisisisisisigiaininisiniaisiaataiaiaisiaiaisiainta

BIBLIOGRAPHY. Notice by W. Dérpfeld in Archdologischer Anzeiger, 1914,
p. 50; M. Holleaux, B.C.H., 48 (1924): 381-98 (Etudes d’Epigraphic et d’Histoire
Grecques, V [Paris, 1957], 433-47); L. Robert, S.E.G., Il (1929), 451; L. R.
Taylor, The Voting Districts of the Roman Republic, American Academy in Rome,
Papers and Monographs XX (Rome, 1960), p. 168.

DESCRIPTION. Discovered at Corcyra in 1912, now in the city museum
(Inv. no. 215). G. Fougeres and A. Plassart made copies and squeezes. A
photograph will be found in the original publication by Holleaux. A squeeze
was also made by Klaffenbach and was used by Viereck (notes). Height of
front face: 0.44 m. Maximum width of front face: 0.26 m. The lettering is
irregular and peculiar, the omicron and theta being very small and placed above
the line. Numerous other peculiarities may be observed in the photograph.
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Zvyrhijrov 8dypa 76-
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os ITomMlas, I'dios Zep-
20 Ppdwios Aevkiov vi[ds)

1 Kopv[1]Awos, Viereck (notes); others, Kop[JAtos. 1-2 II[o]mAiov, Klaffenbach, but
Holleaux, I'atov. 16 ETNAZTIOZ, stone. 17 ZHAATINAZ, stone.

COMMENTARY. There are three basic facts necessary for the proper understanding
of this document: (1) The praetor is here writing to the people of Corcyra in order to
communicate to them certain information about Ambrakia and Athamania. (2) The
Ambrakiots and the Athamanians had sent envoys to the Roman Senate to obtain a
decree. (3) The praetor here gives a copy of the decree not only to them but also to the
people of Corcyra. Although only the prescript of the decree itself is extant, these
three facts enabled Holleaux to reconstruct the situation. The Ambrakiots and Atha-
manians had a dispute over some piece of land and had agreed to leave the decision up to
Rome. The Senate in turn decided to hand the case over to the people of Corcyra for
final judgment, and the present decree (Il. 12-20) was passed to authorize the friendly
state of Corcyra to act as arbitrator. We may confidently assume that Corcyra ac-
cepted the Senate’s ruling, for some fragments of the decision of the Corcyrean tribunal
have survived.! Such, in brief, would appear to be the purpose of the decree and its
covering letter.

The year in which P. Cornelius P. f. Blasio held the praetorship is unknown, but by a
careful sifting of the available evidence Holleaux has established that it must have been
between 175 and 160 B.c.2 Having arrived at this date by historical, epigraphical, and
also prosopographical means, Holleaux drew attention to the fact that the tribal affilia-
tions of two witnesses are given (Il. 16-19). This becomes important when it is realized
that formerly it was thought that the mention of the tribe and the cognomen of witnesses
in this type of document followed a regular procession that would allow the senatus
consulta to be dated on the basis of the presence or absence of one or the other of the two.
But such a view, as Holleaux saw, can no longer be true with regard to the mention of
the tribal affiliation, for from the time of this document the custom of adding the name
of the tribe to the name of each witness is followed down to the end of the Republic.?
In the older documents, generally, its use is accidental.

Ambrakia lay in the southern part of Thesprotis, in southern Epirus, on the River
Arachthus. It was situated on the northern slope of a hill and protected by the river on
the north and west (Livy 38. 4). Pyrrhus made the city his capital, built a palace there,

1 See I.G., IX, no. 690, and the remarks of Holleaux, op. cit., p. 438.

2 For the complicated method used to arrive at this date see Holleaux, op. cit., pp. 438-46. His dating
is accepted by Broughton, Magistrates, 1, 438, who suggests that Comelius attained the praetorship
‘“‘very soon after 166."”

3 Holleaux, op. cit., p. 447.
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and adorned the whole city with works of art. But after the Aetolians invaded Acar-
nania it joined the Aetolian League (229 B.c.), while at about the same time Athamania,
to the east, declared itself a separate kingdom under Amynander. It was captured by M.
Fulvius Nobilior in 189 B.c. and pillaged by the Roman Army, after which it was
separated from the Aetolian League and declared free (Livy 38. 44).
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SENATUS CONSULTUM DE SARAPEO
DELI INSULAE ca. 164 B.C.

SajsisisisiaisisisiiiSinisiininiiasissIsisBssisisiisis SIS ISs)

BIBLIOGRAPHY. E. Cug, “Le sénatus-consulte de Délos de I'an 166 avant
notre &re,” Mémoires de I' Académie des inscriptions et belles-lettres, 39 (Paris, 1912),
pp- 139-61 (cf. A. Thomas, Comp. Rend. Acad. Inscriptions, 1911, p. 834); R.
Cagnat and M. Besnier, A.E., 1912, no. 288; P. Roussel, “Le sénatus-consulte de
Délos,” B.C.H., 37 (1913): 310-22; P. Wahrmann, Berliner Philologische
Wochenschrift, 1914, cols. 403~7; P. Roussel, Les cultes égyptiens & Délos du III° au
I°* siecle av. J.-C. (Paris, 1915), no. 14, pp. 92-94; idem, Délos colonie athénienne
(Paris, 1916), pp. 17, 27, 121; F. Hiller von Gaertringen, in W. Dittenberger,
S.I.G.3, 11 (1917), 664; G. De Sanctis, Atti della Reale Accademia di Torino,
1918/19, pp. 526-30; F. Durrbach, Choix, I, fasc. 2 (1922), no. 77; M. Holleaux,
B.C.H., 48 (1924): 390, n. 1 (=FEtudes d'Epigraphie et d’Histoire Grecques, V
[Paris, 1957], 440); Abbott-Johnson, Municipal Administration in the Roman
Empire (Princeton, 1926), no. 6, pp. 256-57; P. Roussel and M. Launey,
Inscriptions de Délos (Paris, 1926), no. 1510; W. A. Laidlaw, 4 History of Delos
(Oxford, 1933), pp. 178-79; J. A. O. Larsen, “Roman Greece,” in T. Frank, An
Economic Survey of Ancient Rome, IV (Baltimore, 1938), 337, n. 1; Lewis~
Reinhold, Roman Civilization, vol. 1 (New York, 1951), no. 124; Johnson,
Coleman-Norton, Bourne, Ancient Roman Statutes, no. 33.

DESCRIPTION. This is a stele of white marble with three small projections
at the top in the form of acroteria, found in 1911 during the excavations at
Delos in the ruins of a building that may have been a sanctuary of Serapis.
Height: 1.00 m. Width: 0.33 m. Thickness: 0.11 m. Height of letters:
0011 m. The letters are decorated with large apices.
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1 First twe words in rasura.  The stone-cutter may have engraved OIZTATHTI OI and then
corrected it. 6 The first alpha of Zapamieiov is engraved over an erased epsiion, \ie spcliing with an
epsilon perhaps reflecting that of the Latin original; cf. Roeder, R.E., s.v. “Sarapis,” col. 239s.
18 évreprAapiots may be a mistake for évrepxadapiois. 24 ‘Prvaios (for ‘Prvaievs 1. 5-6);
B. D. Meritt, H. T. Wade-Gery, and M. F. McGregor, eds., The Athenian Tribute Lists, vol. 1
(Harvard, 1939), “ The Register,” pp. 392-93, where the usual form is ‘Pevaés, but where ‘Pevaiot
appears as well (for the year 443/42 B.C.). 34-35 70D paj: For the construction sce the S.C. de
Prienensium et Samiorum Litibus (No. 10) and Durrbach, op. cit., pp. 117-18.

COMMENTARY. In 167/66 B.C. the island of Delos was designated a free port by
Rome and placed under the control of Athens. Although most of the Delians were
driven off the island, a few were allowed to remain on condition that they renounce their
nationality. Athenian colonists moved onto the island, and an Athenian epimelete was
placed in charge. At some unknown date not long after this momentous event had
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changed the whole pattern of life in Delos, the Serapeum of the priest Demetrius was
closed by order of the Athenian government. The reasons for this are obscure. Cuq
believed that Athens favored the cult of Apollo and therefore suppressed that of Serapis.
Roussel and Wahrmann objected to this view on the grounds that Athens herself did in
fact recognize the Egyptian cults and could hardly have been expected to oppose them
in Delos. Roussel believed that the Serapeum was closed because it had been a private
rather than a public sanctuary. This view is supported by the fact that public sanc-
tuaries bad become the property of Athens, and Athens naturally would not permit
private competition to interfere with the public sanctuaries. Furthermore, Wahrmann
thought that it was not the cult of Serapis at all which angered the Athenians but rather
the fact that it was not an Athenian who controlled this particular sanctuary; Demetrius
was not an Athenian.! It is possible, I might add, that by closing the sanctuary of
Demetrius the Athenians hoped to acquire it themselves. Whatever the motive or
motives, Demetrius did not acquiesce meekly. He went to Rome, appealed to the
Senate, and won his point. A senatus consultum was drafted in his favor and he hurried
back to Athens to make known its contents. It was there decided at a meeting of the
Athenian boule (l. 3) to comply with the Roman decree. Accordingly the epimelete of
Delos, Charmides, was instructed to allow Demetrius to reopen his Serapeumn and not to
interfere with him in the future. There the matter rested.

The date of this decree cannot be established with certainty, for the year in which the
praetor Q. Minucius Q. f. had held office is unknown. Clearly the events took place
after 167/66 B.c., but how long after? Livy (45. 44. 2) gives us the names of the praetors
for 166 B.c., and our Q. Minucius is not one of them.? Since the praetor urbanus (or
peregrinus) in 165 B.C. may have been P. Cornelius Blasio, the next earliest year would be
164 B.c. And it is very reasonable to assume that the quarrel between Demetrius and
Athens developed very soon after 167/66 B.c. and the subsequent expulsion of the in-
digenous population. At present, however, we do not have the means of dating exactly
any of the officials mentioned in the document.

* He almost certainly belonged to a priestly family of Egyptian origin and had at some time in the past

acquired Delian citizenship. See Roussel, op. cit., pp. 319-20, and Durrbach, op. cit., pp. 119-20.
2 See Broughton, Magistrates, I, 437. He tentatively lists Q. Minucius as praetor in 164 B.C. (p. 439).
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SENATUS CONSULTUM DE PRIENENSIBUS
ET ARIARATHE ca. 156 B.C.
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BIBLIOGRAPHY. E. L. Hicks, The Collection of Ancient Greek Inscriptions in
the British Museurn, 1II (1886), nos. CCCCXXIV a-b; P. Viereck, Sermo Graecus
(Géttingen, 1888), no. XXVIII (B only), pp. so-51; W. Dittenberger, O.G.LS.,
1(1903), 351; E. Hiller von Gaertringen, Die Inschriften von Priene (Berlin, 1906),
39; E. V. Hansen, The Attalids of Pergamum (Ithaca, 1947), pp. 123-24; D.

Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor (Princeton, 1950), I, 117 and 202, II, 969, n. 93,
and 1097, n. 9; Johnson, Coleman-Norton, Bourne, Ancient Roman Statutes,

no. 36a.

DESCRIPTION. Two fragments of wall stone from the cella wall of the
Temple of Athena Polias in Priene. Fragment A: top and bottom are complete,
sides broken; now in the British Museum. Measurements by Hicks. Height:
20 inches (=ca. 0.50 m.). Width: 13 inches (=ca. 0.33 m.). Fragment B:
broken only on the right; copied by A. S. Murray at Priene and later lost.
Height: 20 inches (=ca. 0.50 m.). The lettering is well done, with apices

throughout.
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A 2 dvave[woapévovs Ty ovppayiov, Hiller. 4-5 Perhaps 8w 7&[v dmAwv kparioou
T&v xpnpdrwy, éumodiobeis ¥mo - - - | - - ‘Podiwy ?] kal ‘Pwpaiwv rdv [- -, Hiller. 5-6
Perhaps [- - s 7év ‘EMjvwy edvopins ? kal | edvolas mpoeord]rwy, Hiller, acting upon
suggestion of Dittenberger to compare the phraseology of S.I.G.2, 304 (=S.I1.G.3, 665), 1. 43.
7-8 For the general sense Hiller gives uera 8[¢ radra mpeafevrdv éNddvrwy mapa ITpmpéwy
- -~ | - éotev W)uiv amox [pivachou - - .

B 1-4 Cf. Polybius 33. 6 (below, n. 1). 2 moAAe, Dittenberger; mwAeiore, Hiller. 2-3 iSicirind
Te kai dnudlowe Hiller, fpéupara, Hicks; moMamAd|ow, Hicks, incorrectly; am[ayayav,
Dittenberger. 7-8 Dittenberger. 8-10 Dittenberger and Hicks, but Viereck formerly had émws
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COMMENTARY. In 159 B.c. King Ariarathes V of Cappadocia was driven out of
his kingdom by his half-brother Orophernes. During his short reign Orophernes
quickly earned the great displeasure of his people by his constant and excessive forced
contributions. After amassing a huge sum of money, he deposited 400 talents in the
Temple of Athena Polias in Priene as a safeguard against future misfortune. Early in
157 B.C. the Senate ruled that Orophernes and Ariarathes should rule jointly. However,
Ariarathes considered such an arrangement impossible and immediately enlisted the help
of Attalus II of Pergamum. The two kings soon drove out Orophernes. When
Ariarathes then attempted to withdraw the 400 talents from the temple at Priene, that
city refused to surrender the money to anybody but the original depositor. Ariarathes
and Attalus again joined forces, and an army marched on the city. Priene appealed to
Rhodes for help and then to Rome.! Our two documents refer to the situation at this
precise moment.

1 The single most important source for this entire incident is Polybius 33. 6, and because of its direct
bearing upon the present document it must be quoted in full:

“Ort kata Tods koupods TovTovs kai Ilpunvels évémeoov mapaddyw avudopd. Seéduevor yop
map’ *Opopépvovs, 67° éxpdtnoe Tis dpxis, v mapathiky TeTpardoie redavra ampToivro
kard Tovs ééfis xpovovs vm’ *Apiapabov, 6Te perédafe Ty dpxijv. of pév odv Ipuveis, ws
éuoi dokeiv, dpbds ioTavro, paorovres undevi mporjoeclon Ta ypiuara {@vros *Opodéprovs
mhpy adrd 16 mapabepévw: o 8 Apiapabfns moldois é8cker mapamimTew Tod kabirovros,
amaur@v Ty addotplay mapabikny. ol uny aAX’ éws pév TovTov Tay' &y Tis Exo ovyyvduny
abrd katamepalovr 7@ Sokelv Tis ékeivov Paoilelns elvar To yprjpatar 16 8¢ kal mop-
pw:re'pw -rrpoﬁat:vew 6pyf;‘g\xosi ¢Monpl.fag ?ﬁSu;.Lcﬁs éd6ker yevéobar kare Adyov. kata 8é
ToUs viv Aeyouévous kaipovs emamooTeilas éxenddarel Ty xwpav Tév Ipumpéwy, ouvepyodvros
*Arrddov kal mapofivvovros avTov Sua Ty Slov Siadopdy, fv elye mpos Tods Ilpunveis.
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Fragment A is either a decree of Priene (Dittenberger), perhaps thanking the Senate for
its favorable attitude toward her, or else a covering letter from a Roman magistrate
(Hiller), to which was appended the following decree. Line 8 would seem to support
Hiller’s view. In its present state one can only say that it included a résumé of the affair
up to the moment of writing. Fragment B is the decree of the Roman Senate, which
was favorable to Priene (l. 5) and directed that a note of protest be sent to the two kings.
The Senate could hardly be expected to do more than that, for the two kings were allies
of Rome. The situation was a delicate one, and the Senate compromised. If the
restoration of this decree is substantially correct, we may say that Rome gave the im-
pression of sympathizing fully with Priene without actually interfering openly with her
two allies.

Such a decision on the part of the Senate is in general agreement with the policy
adopted by Rome after Pydna in Asia Minor, a policy calculated to establish and main-
tain a “balance of power” by making the kingdoms and cities dependent upon Rome
alone.2 The Senate wished to control Asia by playing one kingdom against the other,
by never allowing any single power to acquire great superiority, and by forcing them all
to accept Roman arbitration. Resort to force was not her intention as yet, for there
were easier, less expensive, and less dangerous means to achieve the same end. A good
example of this policy, worth mentioning here because of some similarity to the present
situation in Priene, may be seen in the attack launched against the Pergamene kingdom
in 156 B.C. by Prusias of Bithynia.3 The Senate intervened, ordered Prusias to desist,
and, when he refused, authorized allied cities to support Pergamum. The war ended in
154 B.C. with Pergamum vindicated and Prusias defeated.

moM@Y 8¢ kal owpdtwy kai Opeppdrwy dmolouévwy kal mpds TH moler TTwpdTWY Yevo-
pévwv, dudvacbu pév ody olol 7° foav of Ilpinveis, émpéaBevov 8¢ kai mpos ‘Podlovs, pera
8¢ rabr’ éml ‘Pwpaiovs karébuyov. ol 8’ ob mpooeiyov Tois Aeyouévois. kai Ipunveis uév
peyddas éyovres éAmidas éml TG wAjler TV xpnudTwy Tols évavriols évexvpnoar: T pév
y&p *Opodépver Ty mapabrikny dmédwrav, bmo 8¢ tod Baoiréws *Apiapdfov ikavais Tiow
BAdBais mepiémeoor adikws Sua T Tapalbikny.

Some further details may be found in Diudorus 31. 32.  For modern accounts see Hansen, op. cit.,
pp. 123-23, and Magie, loc. cit. P. V. M. Benecke, C.A.H., VIII(1930), 281, appears to be unaware of
the existence of the present decree. M. L. Rostovtzeff, S.E.H.H.W., IIl (1941), 1520, n. 71, mentions
the very difficult economic situation of Priene in this period. An excellent survey of the entire
Ariarathes-Orophernes affair will be found in the account by Th. Lenschau in R.E., s.v. “ Orophernes,”
cols. 1168-71. The fact that Orophernes had presented the city of Priene with many gifts (ibid.,
cols. 1169~70) may have influenced the city in showing such noteworthy loyalty to its greatest
depositor.

2 See Badian, Foreign Clientelae, pp. 96-115. For the relationship of the cities in Asia to Rome sce
Magie, op. cit., I, 11118, with the notes in II, 958-69. The attempt to preserve a balance of power in
the Greek East after Pydna no doubt reflects the laissez faire attitude of the Senate. This attitude
changes in about 155-154 B.C.; see H. H. Scullard, Roman Politics 220-150 B.Cc. (Oxford, 1951), pp.
232-36.

3 For the attack and the war as a whole see Magie, op. cit., pp. 316-17, and, of the older accounts the
most detailed, B. Niese, Geschichte der griechischen und makedonischen Staaten, 111 (Gotha, 1903), 326-28.
For Prusias’ route into the Pergamene kingdom see L. Robert, Etudes Anatoliennes (Paris, 1937), pp-
112-18. The most recent account of the war is that of Christian Habicht in Hermes, 84 (1956): 101ff.
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The date of the decree can be determined only by considering the historical back-
ground of the times. Orophernes ruled for only about two years, 158-156 B.c., and
Attalus IT could hardly have given much military assistance to Ariarathes in the period of
156-154 B.C. The decree should date, therefore, either from just before the attack upon
the Pergamene kingdom in 156 B.C. or after it, around the end of 154 B.c. ButI cannot
see Orophernes leaving his 400 talents in Priene untouched for two or more years after
his explulsion from Cappadocia. Accordingly, I would like to place the decree in 156
B.C., almost on the very eve of Prusias’ attack, but the lack of precise information on the
chronology precludes positive dating for the document. About 156 B.C. is as much as
one should say.
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EPISTULA M. AEMILII ET SENATUS

CONSULTUM DE MAGNETUM ca. the middle of the
ET PRIENENSIUM LITIBUS second century B.C.
[Squeeze]

Sisissisiasisssisipinsiasinsisipsisisiaisniaisisisiaiaeleiniaelaiataiaieinia

BIBLIOGRAPHY. O. Kern, Die Inschriften von Magnesia am Maeander (Berlin,
1900), 93 b; W. Dittenberger, S.I.G.2, Il (1900), 928; J. Partsch, Die
Schrififormel im romischen Provinzialprozesse (Breslau, 1905), pp. 27ff.; G. Colin,
Rome et la Gréce de 200 & 146 avant J.-C. (Paris, 1905s), pp. s09-10; F. Hiller von
Gaertringen, Die Inschriften von Priene (Berlin, 1906), 531 II B; M. N. Tod,
International Arbitration Amongst the Greeks (Oxford, 1913), pp. 44-45; M.
Holleaux, B.C.H., 38 (1914): 67, n. 2 (Etudes d’Epigraphie et d’Histoire Grecques, |
[Paris, 1938,] 334-35); F. Hiller von Gaertringen, in W. Dittenberger, S.I.G.,3
I (1917), 679 Il b; M. Holleaux, B.C.H., 48 (1924): 384-86 and 39698 (Etudes
d’Epigraphie et dHistoire Grecques, V [Paris, 1957], 436-37 and 446-47; cf. S.E.G.,
IV [1929], 508); A. Passerini, Athenacum, 15 (1937): 26ff.; V. Arangio-Ruiz,
Fontes iuris Romani antejustiniani?, pt. 3 (Florence, 1943), pp. 501-4; D. Magie,
Roman Rule in Asia Minor (Princeton, 1950), I, 113-14, and II, 964, n. 82;
Lewis-Reinhold, Roman Civilization 1 (New York, 1951), 336-37; Johnson,
Coleman-Norton, Bourne, Ancient Roman Statutes, no. 38.

DESCRIPTION. White marble inscribed on all four sides, from the southwest
corner of the agora in Magnesia. Height: 0.50 m. Width: 0.83 m.
Thickness: 0.83 m. Height of letters: 0.01 m.

[ - déypa 16 xopiobév map]a Tijs ovyrxijrov{v} ‘Pw[paiwy Smd Tdv
amooTalévrwy mpeaBevtdv)

[Smép 7@v mpos pimueis.] Mdapros Aluvdios Madpkov [vids orparmyos
Muvdacéwy)

[BovAdt kol Sjpwe yai]pew. mpeaBevral Mayvnres e[i Tpinpeis éuol
mpooriAfogar]

[6mws adrois odykd]nrov 8@+ ToUTOLs Y UyKAnTOY €8 [WKE.  OVYKMiTOV
Sdypa:  mwpo nue-]

[pov--------- |Bpiwy &y woperiw-  ypadouévov mapijofay - - - - - ]

------- Do ?vrijos Kolykrov amepla, Tiros Mados De[- - - - - - - -
7 Y P

[-------- | mepi dv Mdyvn[re]s mpeaBevral ITufddwpos

'HP(Z,KA [ELTOS‘ .- (’Z’V']
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[8pes radoi kayab]ol mape drjpov kedoi kai dyabod kel idov ovp[udyov Te Hueré-]

[pov karé mpdow]mov Adyous émovjoavro Kai mepi dv Ilpinvets
mpe[ofevral - - - - - - ]

[-------- s &vdpes kadoi kai ayaboi kai pido mapa Sjuov kadod ke[l
ayafod rai ¢i-]

[AJov o[v]pupdxov Te fuerépov kara mpdowmov Adyovs émouioavto mepl Hs

xwpas éexdpnooy Maywmres kol Ty katoxy Tadms Ths xwpas éexd [pnoav]

Sfpwe Ipuvéwy kara 16 Tis ovyrhijrov 8éypa émws kpirijpiov 8o  mepi
To[vTov Tod]

mpdyparos ovrws €dofev:  Smws Mdapkos Aiuvdios Madprov vids orparnyds
8 [fuov é-]

Ae[v]Bepov kpurny 8, 8s &v év adrols duddoyos yernffi: éav 8¢ év adrois
ouddoyos (w7 yivn-]

Tau, Smws Mdapros A[l]pvdios Madprov vids orparnyds Siuov éevlepov
kpurr) [v 8édi]

els ToUTovs ToUs Adyous olTws, kabws Gy adTdL éx T@V Snpociwy mpaypdTw v
mioTe-)

ds Te Ths dlas paimronr E8ofev: Ss kpwet Maywpow kai Ilpimveidow mepi
Tai[rs Tis]

xpas tis mape Hpmpéwy dmoxekpipéms obans, € fs xdpas Meymr[es éow-]

ToUs épacay ékkexwpnrévor, SméTepov Av TouTwy Spwy edpiornTar TavTNY

xwpav eloymkévau, 8te els Ty dudioy Tod Srjpov Tod ‘Puwpaiwy mapeyévero, Tavm[v]

v xdpav Smws abTdi mpookpivy Opid Te oTrion: Edofev: woavTws mepl BV of
adrol Ilpe-

nvels mpeofevral kard mpéowmov mpos Mayvmras mpeoBevras Adyous émoujoay-

To mepl aduknpdrwy & adrois MayvmTes memonikeioay, Tepl TovTOV TPdypATOS OV~

Tws é8ofev, Smws Mdapkos Alpvdos Madpkov vids oTparnyds Tov adrov Sijuov

[xpv] ar kedevo[n], 6s dv mepl xipas kpitns Sedopévos 7, Ss Kpivel Tadra
aducjuare: €l yeyo-

[vér]e eloiv Smé Maywitwy, Soov dv xkadov kai Sikaiov daivmrar. Siatiunodobw,
kal Smws

[els] Tov adrov Shuov kpurjy Maapros Aipvdios Madprov vids arparnyds mepl
ToUTWY TAV

[mpay] udrwy ypdppora 8@, mpos v dv fuépav éxdrepor mapayivwyrar mpds
éxdrepa Ta Kpi-

[por]e [koi k] §[v &]v Huépav kplvwor[. . .. &]mws kai [- - - -]

36 éuol mpoofiAfov or mpoorjAfocay, Holleaux, also Viereck (notes); Adyous émoirjoarro Hiller.
39 Po[Aépva or Pa[Bie, Kern, Holleaux. 40 Mdyvy[re]s, Hiller; Mdyvr(re)s, Kern. The squeeze
is next to useless at this particular point. Two, not three, names followed. 43-44 Perhaps kai
#iX]ov should be omitted. 48 éAe[]fepov. The squeeze shows a badly worn area on the stone.
63 [rei k6] [ &]v, Hiller, Viereck (notes). I cannot detect the eta on the squeeze. Kern saw
nothing between xpi[para and fjuépav.
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COMMENTARY. Somewhere in the vicinity of Priene and Magnesia is a stretch of
land which was a bone of contention between the two cities. There are indications that
they had quarreled for some considerable time, but it was not until about the middle of
the second century B.c. that friction over the possession of this land finally caused them
to send envoys to Rome for the purpose of settling the matter permanently.! The
Senate answered their request with the present decree.

The method adopted by Rome to settle the dispute was to authorize the praetor, M.
Aemilius M. f., to appoint some free state as arbitrator, one which both Priene and
Magnesia might find acceptable. If they could not agree upon some such state, the
praetor himself was to make the appointment.  This arbitrating state was to be instructed
to determine which one of the two cities actually possessed the land at the moment when
amicitia with Rome had been established.2 That city was then to be granted possession.
It seems that the Magnesians were also charged with the commission of injustices against
the people of Pricne. The arbitrating state was directed to investigate this matter; if
the charges were true, the damages were to be evaluated fairly and a corresponding fine
was to be levied against Magnesia.

The date of the decree is uncertain, for, although the name of the presiding magistrate
is indeed preserved, the omission of his cognomen makes positive identification most
difficult. The presence or the omission of tribal affiliation and cognomen may not serve
as a sure and reliable guide to the dating of Roman decrees.3 But since the lettering
appears to belong to the first half of the second century, possible candidates for our
praetor include M. Aemilius Lepidus (cos. 158, praetor in 161 at the latest) and M.
Aemilius Lepidus Porcina (cos. 137, praetor in 140 at the latest).4 Holleaux believed the
date to be about the same as that of the letter of P. Cornelius Blasio which contains the
Senatus Consultum de Ambraciotibus et Athamanibus (above, No. 4), that is, about 175-160
B.C.5 Such a dating may be tentatively accepted until such time as further evidence
either confirms it or disproves it.

Fortunately the present document is not the only one which contains information on
this particular dispute between Priene and Magnesia, for there were five documents that

T That the present quarrel was not the only one between the two cities may be seen in Kem, op. cit.,
93 3,1l 26-28 (= S.I.G.3,II, 679 I. a), where we learn that Magnesia not only won the present dispute
with Priene but also another on a previous occasion. The pertinent section reads as follows: 6 8fjuos
vucijoas 6 Sevrepov Ipinpeis i Smép wijs xdpas rkpi[oet émi MvAa|oé]wy Sikaornpiov krA.
I take this to mean that there were two disputes concerning the same area of land. It is possible, how-
ever, that the words might mean that Magnesia is merely boasting of having won two disputes with
Priene and that only the last of them involved this land.

2 Most probably this took place at the conclusion of the war with Antiochus or very soon thereafter.
Tacitus in his Annals (3. 62) states that after the defeat of Antiochus (190 B.c.) L. Scipio paid homage
to the loyalty and courage of Magnesia by making the Temple of Artemis inviolable. Priene had
been free ever since Apamea (Polybius 33. 6; cf. S.I1.G.3, II, 688).

3 Holleaux, Etudes, V, p. 447.

4 Broughton, Magistrates, I, 443 with n. 2 for the former, and 472 with n. 1 for the latter. He lists M.
Aemilius Lepidus Porcina under the year 143 B.C., but, as he notes, the date is not assured.

s Op. cit., p. 446.
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Magnesia had engraved on stone and set up in her public square.6 The first, a decree of
the city to honor her public advocates and to order the engraving of the entire dossier
about the dispute, informs us that Mylasa had been selected as the arbitrating state
and that Magnesia had won. The second is our letter of M. Aemilius and its accom-
panying senatorial decree. The third is lost. The fourth contains the final decision of
the Mylasan arbitrators, and the fifth lists the names of the Magnesian advocates who
had presented their city’s arguments so convincingly to the Mylasan tribunal.

The exact location of the disputed land is not known, but there are indications that it
may have been part of the old territory of the city of Myus. Located south of the
Maeander but not far from Priene and Magnesia, it had been settled originally by Athe-
nian emigrants and had become an independent city in its own right.” In the Hellenistic
age, however, it had been absorbed by Miletus and then in turn acquired by Philip V,
who gave it to the Magnesians in return for food to feed his army.8 In 196 B.c., when
Miletus and Magnesia signed a peace treaty, much if not all of the land of Myus was
divided between those two cities.? It may have been the northern part of that land over
which the present quarrel between Priene and Magnesia broke out, for in the first of the
Magnesian documents in the dossier on the dispute we are told that the Mylasan ar-
bitrators went to the land itself, heard both the Prienean and the Magnesian advocates on
the spot, and retired to the Temple of Apollo in Myus. It is wholly possible therefore
that the land in question originally had formed part of the territory of Myus. At any
rate one could maintain that the land is not too far away from the triangle formed by the
lines Priene, Magnesia, Myus.™®

6 S.I.G.3, 679 I-V.

7 For the history of Myus see the account by W. Ruge in R.E., s.v. “Myus,” cols. 1430-37. Cf. also
the remarks of L. Robert, Villes d’Asie Mineure? (Paris, 1962), p. 55; idem, Hellenica, 2 (1046): 88, n. 3;
and Magie, op. cit., I, 883-84.

8 For Philip’s possession of Myus and subsequent gift to Magnesia see Polybius 16. 24. 9: 8t0 Kol
Muoivros kupievoas Tois Mayvnow éxapiocaro 16 ywpiov avri Tdv ovkwy.

9 S.I1.G.3, 588 (Miletus).

10 That Magnesia had acquired the northern part of the old land once probably belonging to Myus is
spelled out in the rerms of the treaty between Miletus and Magnesia (S.1.G.3, 588, 1l 28-35). Hiller
(n.2in S.I.G.3, 679 I a) believed that the land over which Priene and Magnesia had quarreled was north
of the Maeander and between the two cities, for he thought that the phraseology of the document
indicated that the Temple of Apollo at Myus was not within the area of land over which the dispute
arose. One cannot wholly agree with this reasoning. The text reads (. 9-11): (Sikaoral) of kel
émedfovres [éml Ty xdpov 1] pépas kol mAelovas Sujrovoav mapaypiipd Te émi T@V TémwWY
[kai pera Tabra év] T iepdn Tod *AméAAwvos Tob éu Myodvti. In this passage I would read
[koi éxdBioav év] T lep@e krA. on the analogy of S.I1.G.3, 68s, 1. 28-29, and I.G., XII, suppl.
(1939), 142, C, l. 122-23. Lines 9-11 mean merely that after the Mylasan arbitrators listened to the
arguments from both cities “on the spot” (that is, on the disputed area), they retired to the Temple
of Apollo in Myus for divine guidance in reaching a decision. The temple could have been two
miles or twenty miles away from the disputed area. However, considering the previous connection
between Magnesia and Myus and considering the fact that the arbitrators did in fact go to the temple
in Myus, I am strongly tempted to believe that the land in the present dispute lay south of the
Maeander. Cf. M. N. Tod, op. cit., pp. 140-42.
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EPISTULA P. SEXTILII CUM
SENATUS CONSULTO Second Century B.C.?
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BIBLIOGRAPHY. N. Giannopoulos, *E¢ A py., 1934-35, no. 1, pp. 149fF,
L. Robert, Etudes épigraphiques et philologiques (Paris, 1938), pp. 287-88, n. 1;

T. R. S. Broughton, The Magistrates of the Roman Republic, Il (New York, 1952),
465.

DESCRIPTION. Found at Triccala in Thessaly. The stone is 0.25 m. high,
0.24 m. wide, and 0.20 m. thick. The letters are 0.005 m. high.

Iémhios Zeboridiofs - - - - - - - - oTpa-]
yds ‘Pwpaiwy, KO[ - - - - - Tois Taryols)
kol T Bovdfj yoip[ew: - ------ mpdi-]
ypatos kadds y[wdokw? - - - - - - - - ]
Juiy éyaw ovy[khnrov édwka - - - - - - ]

1€ Tpukrai[wy - = = - = = e acee-- ]

mpo fuép[av vel Gy - - - = - - - - - - |

éy kope[tiw: ypadouévov mapijoav - - - -]
P I Zefori-]
D R ]

Text by Robert. Viereck (notes) had recognized it as a senatus consultum. 8 Alternative
spelling, ypagouévw.
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SENATUS CONSULTUM DE
NARTHACIENSIUM ET MELITAEENSIUM
LITIBUS ca. 140 B.C.

HHRHIHISIHIISIHHHIHISIHIIInisInisInisisisisiisisisiSS s ISGIsIs I el e el

BIBLIOGRAPHY. B. Laticheff, B.C.H., 6 (1882): 356-87; P. Willems, Le
Sénat de la république romaine, vol. 1 (Louvain, 1885), app., pp. 708-14; H. G.
Lolling, Athen. Mitt., 10 (1885): 284-85; P. Viereck, Sermo Graecus (Géttingen,
1888), no. XII, pp. 16-19; E. Sonne, De arbitris externis, quos Graeci adhibuerunt ad
lites et intestinas et peregrinas componendas, quaestiones epigraphicae (Diss.,

Géttingen, 1888), no. XX VIII, pp. 18ff.; E. De Ruggiero, L’arbitrato pubblico
presso i Romani (Rome, 1893), pp. 251ff.; W. Dittenberger, S.1.G.2, I (1898),
307; A. Wilhelm, Gottingische Gelehrte Anzeigen, 1903, p. 795; O. Kem, I.G., IX,
2 (1908), 89; E. Tiubler, Imperium Romanum, I (Leipzig, 1913), 122-23; M. N.
Tod, International Arbitration Amongst the Greeks (Oxford, 1913), pp. 2324,
129-30; F. Hiller von Gaertringen, in W. Dittenberger, S.I.G.3, II (1917), 674;
Abbott-Johnson, Municipal Administration in the Roman Empire (Princeton, 1926),
no. 8, pp. 258-61; F. Stihlin, R.E,, s.v. “Narthakion,” cols. 1760-64; idem,
Philologus, 88 (1933): 130-32; G. Daux, B.C.H., 57 (1933): 97; S. Accame, I!
dominio romano in Grecia dalla guerra acaica ad Augusto (Rome, 1946), pp. 69-70,
217-24; Lewis-Reinhold, Roman Civilization, I (New York, 1951), no. 133, pp.
333-34; T. R. S. Broughton, The Magistrates of the Roman Republic, Il (New
York, 1952), 643; Johnson, Coleman-Norton, Bourne, Ancient Roman Statutes,

no. 39.

DESCRIPTION. A grayish stone found near the Thessalian village of
Limogardi, where ancient Narthacium must have been located. The

inscription is engraved on two of its sides, the front face being crowned with a
comice and the other decorated in the Byzantine period by a semicircle. Height
of the front face is 0.67 m., width 0.345 m. Height of the other side is 0.63 m.,
width 0.425 m. The engraving is carefully done, the letters measuring almost
one centimeter in height. Omicron and omega have the same height as the other
letters except that at the ends of lines omicron is sometimes smaller or elongated.
The transverse bar of the alpha is sometimes straight, sometimes curved, and
sometimes broken.
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[Zrpar] ayéovros Tav Ocooaddv Aéovros]

[rof ‘Ay]notrmov Aapioaiov, év 8¢ Napfariw[i]
[rayevov] rwv Kpirwvos Tot *Apewie, TTodvrAéos
[rob Pei]dimmov, Iavréra Tob *Ayeldov, av|e] -
[vpdn 76] 8Syue 76 yevopevov Smo ovykA[1]-
[rov énmi o] Tparnyod T@v Oecoaddv Oeooa-

[Aod 0] Opacuuribeos Pepaiov. wv

[Icios ‘Oc]ridios Abdov vics Maykivos arpa-
[ryds T]Hv ovyrAijrwe ovveBovAeioaro mpo

[+ vw]v@v Koivridiwy éy roperiwe:  ypago-
[névar m]apioav Kdivros (Z)raridinvos Koivrov
[vids Kop]vmAie, I'vatos Aordrios I'vaiov vid[s]
[A....9w]on, Addos Zeumpuwios Addov vics Po-
[Mpva] w  mepi dv Oecooadoi Melirarels ‘Apud-
[evos Av]odvdpov, Aapmpdpayos ITodire
[mpeaBev] Tai Adyous émovjoavro, dvdpes Kka-

[Aoi xay]aboi ki idor waps Srjpov kadod
[réyabo]d kai didov cupudyov (re), xdpire
[pdiov o)vppaxior Te dvevedoavro, me-

[t xwpas] Snpogias kai wepi xwplov éprjuov
[elmacar ?], ued’ s xdpas els Tu diAiav Tod
[87mov 1] 0D ‘Pwpaiwy v mapeyévovro, 1y xw-
[pav Napfe]kiets pere raidra éavrdv adikws
[émouvioart]o, mepi TovTOV TOD TpdypaTos Smws
[y Budvoi] ey mpdalodywaow, Smws TodTo TS MP&-
[yue axépa]iov adrois amokaraoralij odrw
[keBws mpdTepo]v émi Mndelw: kal éml Oeooaldy
| lwv kai émi T@v mepl TTvAov Moxe-
[8wem wexo] uévov adrols v, Tabrd Te T « [pl] -
[mara kipia Smw]s ff+  mepl TovTOU TOD MPdYpa-
[ros ovvevddk]noev fuiv kol Napbariedow

[6mws Tov aydv]a Tov mapdvra kpivy éu M[e)]-

[reloa(?) .. ... élv Tadrn T xwpale ... ... ]
[.. dugorépwr] Tdv Sjuwy é[mirpemdvrwr]
| ] éoriv & paf- - - - -m e ma -t ]

[- - -1a[. . ] ][- - xol wepi By Oeaoaiot]

[Nopfariets N)wedras To[.....ooueen.... ]
[..... , mpeafe]ural Adyo[us] ém[ovfoarro Kard]

[mpdowmov év Tiji] auyrijr[we dvSpes kadoi]
[kaya]foi kai pidow waps Sjuov Ke[Aod kd] -
[yabod ka]i ¢pid[ov ovpudyov Te fuerépov xd]-
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[prre dud]iov ov[p]pe[xiav Te dvevewoavTo Kail
v ; ~ v o
[mepi T@v mpay|pdrw[v T@v kel adrovs SieAé] -
[¥]moav mepi xdpas [kai] i[€]p[@dv mepl TH]s Te
ad[n]pn[uéms] 7[Hs kare Mehir]a[i]éas dpxis Nop-
Borié[w]v [rav] év 7[f *Axu]ia[e kel yap] pere ta[vms]
7[F]s xdpas els Ty [p]idia[v] 7[od &f]pov [rod ‘Pw]-
s - , v
[p]eiw[v] Nopbarieis mapay [eyovév]ar [k]oi mepi
Tijs xdpas kal @y ipdv kpurnplos [vev]umk [¢] -
vaw kare vépovs Tovs Peooaddv, ols [vé] -
wous €ws Ta[v] v xpdv[r]a, ods vépovs Tiros
Kotykrios Umaros amd Tiis Tdv déka mpeo-
Bevr@v yvaiuns édwkev, kol kard Sdype
ovykXijTou, mepl T€ TodTWY TAV mMpaypd-
[rw]v ére dvdirepov Tpirew éml Tpidv Sikao-
[mn] plwv veviknrévon, émi Zopiwv, Kodo[p]wv[{]-
[wv,] Mayvirwy, kex[p]péve elvaw kara vépou|s],
o A s ! \ v
omws TadTe kUple ) ovTws, kelbws kal &Alows
yeyovds éoTw:  mepl ToUTOV TOD TPYUATOS
L3 ! A ’ ’
oUtws é8ofev:  ydpita dudiav ouppayioy
kA ’ / ’ 3
[a]vavedoaobou TovTois Te prdavbpdimws a-
mokplBijvar, &vdpas kadovs kdyalbods mpoo-
ayopedooi, 8oa kexpuyuéva éoTiv ket vépovs
) ’ - L4 4 ~
ols Tiros Kolyktios Gmatos éwkev, Tabra, ko-
Ows kexpipéva éotly, obrw Soxel kvpio elvan Seiv
ToDTS Te u1) eVyepés elvar, Goa kaTd VopoUs ke-
kpupéve. éoTiv Grupa owely.  Eénd Te éxarépois Idi-
os ‘Ootidios aTparnyds Tov Taplay Sodver ke-
’ k) \ ’ ’ I3 \ »
[A]edon amé onoreprinwy vépwy éxarov eikoat
[m€]vre els éxdorny mpeaPeiov, obtw kafws dv
[abrdi éx] Tdv Snpoociwy mpeypdrwy mioTe-
’, -~ NS ’ »
[dbs Te T7s] Bins pabmrar  €Sofev. w

Text based upon those of Laticheff and Viereck, except where noted. 3 [rayevdv]rwy, Stihlin
and Accame; [dpxdv]rwy, others. 4 Pe]dimmov, Lolling; Kv]dimmov Laticheff. 11 The first sigma
of Zrariinvds was omitted by the engraver. 13 ’Apwijv]on or *Avujvjorn. 18 Viereck added re.
21 [elmacav], Wilamowitz, but Kern seems to see ¥ before nuef’ 7s. If Y is right, there may have
been another noun or adjective in the genitive in this place. Viereck, however, feels the need of a
verb at this point (notes). 22 The engraver seems to have inscribed PRMAIQNQN and to have
erased the second 2N (Kern). 26’ Axépat ?Jov, Kern. 28 Laticheff transcribed part of a mutilated
omega followed by a clear nu at the very beginning of the line, likewise Kern. Viereck rightly
indicates (Sermo Graecus, and notes) that one expects here the name of some Thessalian city that
had formerly rendered a decision about the land in question. 30 Sww]s 4, Kern; adroi]s 7, others.
32 éu M[eMirelo ?, Kemn. 33 Tadbrne: it is uncertain whether the iota is on the stone, for the space
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there is badly worn. 34 é[mrpemdvrwy), Dittenberger. 35 pa, stone; [$]e, Kem. 36 IHIIINHIII
stone. 43-46 restored by Dittenberger and Viereck (notes).

Here we have a familiar scene: envoys from two Greek cities in Rome asking the
Senate to act as arbitrator in their dispute about a piece of land. Although the Senate
could, and usually did, appoint a third city as the arbitrator, in this instance it hands
down the decision itself.

Two envoys from Melitaea in Thessaly claim that the Narthacians had unjustly seized
control of ““public land and a deserted area’ which had belonged to Melitaea when that
city became a friend of the Roman people. They cite previous arbitral awards in their
city’s favor and request the Senate to restore the land to its previous status. The envoys
from Narthacium state that their city had possessed the land with its sanctuaries when it
became a friend of the Roman people and add that it had received favorable judgments
in previous cases of arbitration concerning this same land “in accordance with Thessalian
laws which they enjoy up to the present moment and which the consul Titus Quinctius
had granted them on the advice of the ten legati, approved by a decree of the Senate.”
Then they cite, in particular, a decision concerning the land, won by Narthacium before
a composite tribunal whose members came from Samos, Colophon, and Magnesia.!
The Senate then passed the present decree in favor of Narthacium.

Since the presiding magistrate, C. Hostilius Mancinus, had been consul in 137 B.c., his
praetorship may be dated in 140 B.C. at the latest, under the Lex Villia2 The early
editors of this decree (Laticheff, Viereck, Kem, Hiller, and Abbott-Johnson) believed
that it must have been passed prior to 146 B.C., for they saw that in it Thessaly is free and
not subjected tc the authority of the Macedonian governor. Objections to such a date
for the decree were first advanced by Daux, Stihlin, and Accame. It was shown in
great detail by Accame that after 146 B.c. all of Greece was divided into two parts, one
conzected with the province nf Macedonia. the other independent.3  There is therefore
no valid objection to a date after 146 B.C. for the decree. And since it has been shown
that the Thessalian officials, whose names are given in the decree, held office toward 140
B.C., it was very probably in that year that Hostilius was praetor and presided over the
Senate.4 Thessaly belonged to that group of Greek states which retained independence
after the Achacan War, and no changes were made in the arrangements agreed upon by
T. Quinctius Flamininus.

! Tod’s interpretation of the phrase émri Tpudv Sikac[1n]plwy appears to be the correct one and
it is here accepted.

2 Broughton, op. cit., I, 480, and II, 643.

3 Op. cit., pp. 1-15.

4 On the Thessalian officials see F. Stihlin, “Zur thessalischen Strategenliste,” Philologus, 88 (1933):
130-32.
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The city of Narthacium, situated in Achaea Phthiotis and protected by strong walls
with a series of towers, falls outside the mainstream of Greek history until Hellenistic
times. The nearby mountain of the same name is mentioned by Xenophon (Hell. 4. 3. 8;
Agesilaus 2. 2) in connection with the expedition of Agesilaus in 394 B.C., but the city
itself apparently remained undisturbed. Only a few inscriptions and the present
document tell us of the city’s history.

To the north of Narthacium lay Melitaea, separated from it by a ridge of mountains,
a city that already in the fourth century had acquired a reputation as a secure fortress.
Near the end of the third century it appears, on the evidence of inscriptions, to have been
favored by the Aetolians at the height of their power. In the second century, after the
humiliation of the Aetolians at the hands of Rome, Melitaea was part of Thessaly and,
later, of Phthiotis. The border between the two cities must have been somewhere in
the mountains, and the area over which the dispute arose was very likely some choice
mountain pastureland.
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DE PRIENENSIUM ET SAMIORUM A: before 135 B.C.
LITIBUS B: 135B.C.

Dlsinigsisigsisigjsisisipaisisiaisisisisiaisinaisnisisiaisiaisisisiaiaiaieierateie)

BIBLIOGRAPHY. R. Chandler, Inscriptionum Syllabus, p. VII, F 6 and G;

A. Boeckh, C.I.G., T (1843), 2905, F 6 and G 7; Le Bas-Waddington, Voyage
archéologique en Gréce et en Asie Mineure: Inscriptions, I1I (1870), nos. 195-99; E. L.
Hicks, The Collection of Ancient Greek Inscriptions in the British Museum, III (1882),
nos. CCCCIV-CCCCV; P. Viereck, Sermo Graecus (Gottingen, 1888), nos.
XI-XIV, pp. 19-22; E. Sonne, De Arbitris externis, quos Graeci adhibuerunt ad
lites et intestinas et peregrinas componendas, quaestiones epigraphicae (Diss.,

Géttingen, 1888), nos. XIX-XX, pp. 13-14; W. Dittenberger, S.I.G.2, 1(1898),
315; F. Hiller von Gaertringen, Die Inschriften von Priene (Berlin, 1906), nos.
41~42; M. N. Tod, International Arbitration Amongst the Greeks (Oxford, 1913),
nos. LXINI-LXIV, pp. 42-43; F. Hiller von Gaertringen, in W. Dittenberger,
S.I.G.3, 11 (1917), 688 (B only); D. Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor (Princeton,
1950), I 114, and 11, 965, n. 84; F. Ceruti, Epigraphica, 17 (1955): 138; Johnson,
Coleman-Norton, Bourne, Ancient Roman Statutes, no. 41 a.

DESCRIPTION. A long series of documents had originally been inscribed on
the north anta and the north cella wall of the Temple of Athena Polias in Priene
to record those events which had been of importance to the city. These
included, among others, the dedication of the temple itself in 334 B.C. by
Alexander (Hiller, Inschriften von Priene, no. 156 [=M. N. Tod, Greek

Historical Inscriptions, 11, 184]); an edict of Alexander (ibid., no. 1 [=Tod, op. cit.,
II, 185]); a decree of the city granting divine honors to King Lysimachus (ibid., -
us. 14 [=O.GT S, v1])- the answer of Lysimachus to Priene (ibid., no. 15

[=C. B. Welles, Royal Correspondence in the Hellenistic Period (INew Haven,
1934), no. 6]); the celebrated record of the Rhodian arbitral tribunal concerning
a dispute between Samos and Priene (ibid., no. 37); the Senatus Consultum de
Prienensibus et Ariarathe (ibid., no. 39 [=No. 6 of the present volume]); and the
present two senatus consulta (ibid., nos. 40-41). Our two decrees were
immediately to the right of Inschriften von Priene no. 37, near the bottom of the
cella wall. They are now in the British Museum.

A (Inschriften von Priene no. 40): a wall stone of bluish marble, complete at
bottom and right side with enough of the top preserved to assure the
dimensions. Height: 0.so m. Width: 0.59 m. Height of letters: 0.015 m.
The stone contains lines 1-10 only of A, for line 11 is found on the upper edge
of the stone containing B. Hicks (op. cit., no. CCCCV, p. 20) assumed that
this single line'might indicate the existence of still another senatorial decree
between A and B, line 11 forming its conclusion. Hiller, however, felt that the
stone containing A rested directly upon the one containing line 11 and B, and .
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therefore considered line 171 as the concluding line of A. An uninscribed space
of one line separates line 11 from the beginning of B.

B (Inschriften von Priene no. 41): four fragments of wall stones of bluish
marble. The early copy of Le Bas is here very valuable, for the stones were
badly damaged before reaching the British Museum. His readings allow us to
form a fuller and more accurate picture of the central portion of lines 6-14.
Fragment (1): contains approximately the first third of the beginnings of lines
1-6, the text itself being inscribed on the right side of the same stone that carries
Inschriften von Priene no. 37 y. The measurement of this fragment, like that of
the other three, is given by Hicks. Height: 104 inches (=ca. 0.27 m.).

‘Width: 564 inches (=ca. 1.435 m.). Fragment (2): contains about the last
two-thirds of the ends of lines 1~7. Height: 104 inches (=ca. 0.27 m.).
Width: 384 inches (=ca. 0.977 m.). Fragment (3): found on the same stone as
Inschriften von Priene no. 37 z, but on the right side of the stone. It contains the
first eleven or twelve letters of the beginnings of lines 8-14. Height: 20 inches
(=ca. 0.50 m.). Width: 34 inches (=ca. 0.864 m.). Fragment (4): contains
the ends of lines 8-13. Height: 9 inches (=ca. 0.228 m.). 'Width: 13} inches
(=ca. 0.349 m.).
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Ay Y . y , > ,
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\ ~ 14 a ’ i3 -~ ’ \ 2 13 b 3] ! \
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\ /7 -~ ’ o ~ 4 kA 0;\ v A 14 3y -~
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L - ~ v ) o P , ) ~
[0+ éofev: kai Goa ITpinveis Aéyovow émi Toloaire érn karéyew éxeivns Tis
. Xdpas,

[mepi TovTwy ofrw, kabws Kai ‘Pddio k] €[] pikaociv, obrws Sokel elvar el 8e i
éoTwv

[évavriov dv Wpiopéve Imé Avri]ydvov éotiv, obrws daiverar Seiv elvou:  Eéna
T€ ob-

- 3 -~ \ ’ o R \ ’ ’ € \ » 2

[rots amoaTeidaw Tov Tapiay Ews dmo vé]uwy onaTepTiwy ékardv eikoot mévre
kel éxdorny

[mpeoBeiav], kabws &v adrdr éx T[@v Snuociwy mpayudrwy BeAriora (?)
dladm[r]a-  €8ofelv].

Adypa 6 ropiobév wapk Ths ov[yxhirov ‘Pwpaiwv $mo T]dv dmooradévtav  (2)

mpeafevr@v mép T@v mpos Loplovs:
Zépovios PSdovios Kolvrov vids ar[paryyds d]maros it qukhijrwe ovveBovAevoaro

’ L 4
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pdv mévre eldudv Defpoapiwv. ypadop [évwe map]foar Aevkios Tpepsihos Ivaiov
Kapeliea, I'dios *Avvos Iaiov
Kopede, v Aedkios "Avvios Aevkiov TTo[Mig. m]epi dv Lol mpeafevrai
TyAépayos Marpwvos, Aewv Aéovros,
Gvdpes kool K]ai dyabol kal idor mops Srjpo[v kaxdod] koi dyabod kai ¢idov
ouppdyov T€ fueTépov v Adyous émorfoavro
\ !’ \ -~ \ 14 v e 7 o , \
kara mpd[a]| wmov mpos Ilpimy[e]is 7[epl x] dpas [kai opiwy, Smws dow], kafws
I'vaio{i}s MdvAios kai of 8éxa mpeoBevral Siérafay
\ \ \ b ’ ’ \ T - \
[pera Tov mpds Avrioxov médepov:  kai mepi dv Ipumvels mpeoPevral
--------- lpov, v *Ave[£]e[- - - - - - - -],
[Z]mvd8oros Ap [répwpos &] vSpeg kadoi ayafol kai didow m[apa Srjpov ka]dod (4)
kai ay[afod] ovppdyov Te [uerépov]
Adyouvs émotjoe[vro kar]& mpdow [mov mp)os Zaulov[s] mepl xdpas kai wepi dpiwv,
o 4 T \ k4 ~ e ’
Smws obrw(s d]ow, kabws S Sfpos ¢ ‘Podiwy
i3 ’ ’ ~ \ 4 ~ 4 3 -~ o
éxarépwy Geddv(T]wy éxpwev: mepl TovTOV TOD Tpdypao[s dmorpi] Bfvar odrws
&ofev: uilv odk ely[ep]és {elvau} doTwv pera-
Betvar & 6 Sfuos 0 ‘Podiwy éxarépwy Beddvrwv kékpi[ke k|al op[iopov] memoinran,
700 p[7)] TovTwr T@L kplpaTe kal Tov[Tows Tols dplois]
éupelvwow:  T[ovr|wi Te 7@ kpipaTe kel Tod[Tos Tols dplois éupeve]v édofev
ToUTOIs T€ Eéviov els éxdorny mpeaBelav éws
) \ I3 ! i3 \ ” 2’ ¢ IA K ’ o \
&mo omarepriwy vépwy éxatov eikoar [Zépovios P|SA[o]uios Kolvrov dmartos Tov
Taploy drooTetdar ke [AevodTw kol mpabdrw],
\ n Y A y -~ ’ 4 \ -~ IS ’
kabws v adrd ék [7]@v Snpociwy mpayudrwy [kai Tis iias wic]Te[ws

daimrai].  édofev.

A Text with restorations as given by Hiller in his Die Inschriften von Priene, but in lines 1~3 and
10 Hickshad already given therestoration, suggesting, however, adicdpevocinstead of dmooradévres
in line 2. Viereck originally had wep[i dv 2| puioi] in lines 1-2, which he later abandoned (notes).

B 4 After Kapelig space for a single letter is uninscribed. Similar spaces are seen in lines 5
and 7. 8[Z]qéS8ores, brackets omitted in S.1.G.3; *Ap[ordpyov, Le Bas—Waddmgton Hiller, but
corrected by Viereck; for the name see Die Inschr iften von Priene, no. 60, l. 10. 10 {eiveu} is the
stone-cutter’s own error. 11 Tod ufr}: The scribe seems to have confused two constructions, rof
un). . .éppéverw and a pgy. ... .. éupeivwow (Viereck, notes).

On the mainland opposite Samos lies the rich plain of Anaea. The ownership of the
southern part of this land, called Batinetis, was a long-standing controversial issue
between Samos and Priene. The beginnings of the controversy may be found as far
back as about 700 B.C., when the city of Melia, located in that area, was destroyed by a
combination of enemies and its surrounding territory divided among its neighbors.!
1 The two most important documents for the history of the quarrels between Samos and Priene are

Hiller’s Inschriften von Priene, no. 37, the first forty-four lines of which are to be found in S.I1.G.3, 599,
and Inschriften von Priene, no. soo (=O.G.L.S., 13 =Welles, op. cit., no. 7). The first of these is a
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Samians and Prieneans promptly moved in and took possession. When the arrange-
ments then made between them for the division of the land were interrupted by the
Cimmerian invasion under Lygdamis in the third quarter of the seventh century, all the
Samians and Prieneans living there were forced to leave. After the departure of
Lygdamis some years later, the Prieneans and a limited number of the Samians returned
to Batinetis, the Prieneans apparently in the majority.2 Relations between the two
cities later in the early sixth century became so strained that a war of seven years’
duration was fought. At the conclusion of hostilities a peace treaty was drawn up which
appears to have left Priene in possession of much if not all of the land.3  After a lapse of
three centuries, during which time we know nothing of the situation, we learn that King
Lysimachus in 283/82 B.C. arbitrated a dispute between the cities concerning the very
same piece of land. He awarded the victory to Samos.# About a century later (ca.
196-192 B.C.) we find the Rhodians in the role of arbitrator in still another quarrel
between them, this time over the possession of the fortress Carium and the surrounding
area of Dryoussa. This fortress apparently was located southwest of Batinetis and had
been a part of the disputed territory from the very earliest times. The Rhodian tri-
bunal awarded the victory to Priene.5 The southern plain of Anaea therefore had been
the principal cause of friction between Samos and Priene for five centuries before the
Romans interfered in Greek politics.

The present documents, both of them decrees of the Roman Senate, may be said to
have brought a more lasting solution to the problem of the possession and boundaries of
the Batinetis and adjoining regions. Both of them are here grouped together, for there
has been some question about the exact relationship of one to the other. Are they
separate parts of the same decree, or do they represent two separate documents? After
a careful consideration of the previous theories Hiller concluded that they were two
decrees and that A preceded B in time.® The fact that line 11 of A rests upon the same
block that contains the first six lines of B is not, however, conclusive proof that A was
immediately followed by B, for line 11 might have belonged to some other decree now
lost. But Hiller felt that they went together. Clearly both of them are concerned with
the question of land, and it is here believed that they are indeed two separate decrees.

long inscription of some 170 lines dating from about 196-192 B.C. and records in detail the dispute
between Samos and Priene as argued before a Rhodian tribunal. The second is a letter of King
Lysimachus to Samos in which that city’s possession of the Batinetis is confirmed. The commentaries
of Hiller and Welles are very valuable, but the following works should also be consulted: Ulrich von
‘Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Sitzungsberichte der Kdniglich Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften,
Phil.-hist. Klasse, 1906, pp. 41ff. (=Kleine Schriften, V, 1, pp. 128ff.); Th. Lenschau, Klio, 36
(1944): 227ff.; Magie, op. cit., pp. 892-93, n. 99. There is a good summary in Tod, op. cit., pp.
135-40.

2 Welles, op. cit., no. 7, ll. 14-20.

3 For this war see Plutarch 295 F-296 B.

4+ Welles, op. cit., no. 7.

s Hiller, op. cit., no. 37; see p. VI for location of Carium.

6 Ibid., no. 40, p. 46.
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A. Tt appears reasonable to assume that the date of this decree is prior to that of B,
perhaps even in the immediately preceding year. And if the restorations are correct, or
even approximately correct, the subject matter must have concerned the effect that the
Treaty at Apamea had upon the question of Priene’s territorial possessions. It would
not be rash to suggest that the possession of the Batinetis or the nearby fortress of Carium
was at stake, but some other tract of land cannot be excluded. There is the possibility
that this decree resulted from an early attempt on the part of Priene to obtain a senatorial
ruling on the justice of the territorial arrangement of the Batinetis as made by Manlius
and the Ten Commissioners in 188 B.c. Since the second decree (B) invalidates the
arrangement made by Manlius, the first may have been an earlier step in this direction.
The fragmentary nature of A, however, makes any positive statement about it virtually
impossible.

B. The mention of the consul Servius Fulvius Q. f. (Flaccus) dates this decree in 135
B.C.7 Here again we find Samians and Prieneans at odds over the possession of the same
land that had been the origin of their quarrels over five hundred years before. Samians
request the Senate to respect and uphold the arrangement of land made by Manlius and
his commissioners, and Prieneans ask the Senate to uphold the decision of the Rhodian
tribunal (ca. 196-192 B.c.). The Senate rules that it cannot very well change the dis-
positions previously made by Rhodes and that the Prienean claim is to be upheld.
From this simple fact it becomes clear that the territorial concessions made at Apamea by
Manlius with respect to Samos and Priene were in conflict with the Rhodian decision.
Bribery has been suggested as the reason which prompted Manlius to favor the Samians
at Apamea.? Since the main result of the Rhodian arbitration was the awarding of
Carium and Dryoussa to Priene, the present decree guaranteed Prienean possession of
that area.

7 Broughton, Magistrates, I, 488-89.

8 See note § in S.I.G.3, 688, where reference is made to Polybius 21. 35. 4 and Livy 38. 42. 11 in order
to show that Manlius was quite willing to accept money in return for Roman favors. His con-
dvet in the Galatian campaign (Livy 38. 12-25) could also be cited to prove his venality.
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POPILLIANUM Latter part
DE PERGAMENIS of 133 B.C.?
[Squeeze]

Dnisisiaiaisisisisiaisigisinisinisisinisigiigisisiisisisisisisissisiaisieisisieioiaie)

BIBLIOGRAPHY. A. Conze and C. Schuchhardt, Athen. Mitt., 24 (1899), no.
61, pp. 190-97, with supplements by Wilamowitz and Mommsen (cf.
Gesammelte Schriften, 4: 63—68); R. Cagnat and M. Besnier, Revue archéol.,
Troisiéme série, 35 (1899), no. 200, p. 509; P. Foucart, “Formation de la
Province Romaine d’Asie,” in Mémoires de I’ Académie des Inscriptions et Belles-
Lettres, 37 (1904): 313; W. Dittenberger, O.G.1.S., I (1905), 435; G. Lafaye,
LG.R.R, 4(1927): 301; H. Last, C.A.H., IX (1932), 103; T. R. S. Broughton,
“Roman Asia,” in T. Frank, An Economic Survey of Ancient Rome, IV (Baltimore,
1938), 508; M. Segre, Athenaeum, 16 (1938): 123ff.; M. I. Rostovtzeff,
S.EH.H.W., 11 (1941), 811 (with n. 83 on p. 1524); G. I. Luzzatto, Epigrafia
giuridica greca e romana (Milan, 1942), chap. s, pp. 111-43; E. V. Hansen, The
Attalids of Pergamum (Cornell, 1947), pp. 141-42; D. Magie, Roman Rule in Asia
Minor (Princeton, 1950), I, 33, and I, 1033-34, n. 1; Lewis-Reinhold, Roman
Civilization, I (New York, 1951), 321-22; T. R. S. Broughton, The Magistrates
of the Roman Republic, I (New York, 1951), 496-97, n. 1; G. Tibiletti, “Rome
and the Ager Publicus: the Acta of 129 B.c.,” J.R.S., 47 (1957): 137, n. 17; ].
Vogt, Atti del terzo congresso internazionale di epigrafia greca e latina (R.ome, 1959),
Pp- 45-54; Johnson, Coleman-Norton, Bourne, Ancient Roman Statutes, no. 42;
A. H.J. Greenidge and A. M. Clay, Sosrces For Roman History 133-70 B.C., 3d
ed. by E. W. Gray (Oxford, 1960; corrected reprint, 1961), p. 12.

DESCRIPTION. The stone is white marble, broken on all sides. Height:
0.28 m. Width: 0.21 m. ' Height of letters in [ines 3-21: 0.006 m. Height of
letters in line 2 and apparently also in line 1: 0.013 m. The lettering is very
beautifully and carefully executed, with apices used throughout.
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Zuvk [1iTov 8dyue]
[T deos ITomiMios Iaiov vids o[rparyyds T cvyiki-]
[r]we ovveBovAevoaro mpd Hu[epdv - - - - - - - - - ]
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Aeis| Sudpbwoav énuiwoay 7 [edfixay édwpricov-
p piwoay 7 [dh
70, 8]0 ToUTWY éyéveTo mPo pibs [Nuépas mpv T
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1 The bottom of the sigma and the lower ends of the next letter (1/ ) appear to be in letters larger
than those of lines 3-21, but absolute certainty is not possible. Presumably this is the last line of a
document quite different from the present decree. 2 In large letters: 0.013 m. 56 évlTepydu]wt,
Wilhelm, but restoration is not positive. 7-8 6[oa €v’Aoiou uéypi]s Conze-Schuchhardt; éw]s,
Dittenberger. 9 a¢éfn, stonecutter’s error? ageifln, Viereck (notes). 9-10 mdrepov §j wv]piax
Conze-Schuchhardt. 14 %) [d¢7ixav, Conze-Schuchhardt; 9[¢ieoar, conjecture of Dittenberger. 17
undév kwdow, Conze-Schuchhardt; undév xivdou pdr|ny, Dittenberger ; ua) ko v Suabiix |y,
Foucart, followed by Viereck (notes). 18 7Ayv Soa 1) avvkAnTos, Conze-Schuchhardt. 19 Since
there is an empty space at the beginning of this line, it has been assumed (Dittenberger, Viereck)
that the text of the decree ends in this line. 20 This is probably the beginning of a new docuirent.
All previous editors record only ITorr]Aiov, but the horizontal bar and the vertical hasta of the pi
appear plainly on the Berlin squeeze. 'With ypau]udrwy one expects to find the word avriypagov
(Dittenberger and Viereck). 21 Viereck (notes) reads YTEY, and on the squeeze it is possible to
detect one upper bar of the upsilon, but the trace is too minute to be positive. For P. Servilius
Lsauricus see his letter to the Pergamenes (No. 55).

COMMENTARY. When Attalus III died in 133 B.C. he bequeathed the Pergamene
kingdom to Rome, with the stipulation that the city of Pergamum and its civic territory
were to be free.! It has been suggested that the motives for his action may be found in
the social and economic conditions which prevailed in the Pergamene kingdom at the

! For conditions in the Pergamene kingdom during the reign of Attalus III see Rostovtzeff, op. cit.,
pp. 806-11; Hansen, op. cit., pp. 134-42; Magie, op. cit., I, 30-33 and II, 1033-37, nn. 1-8.
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time.2 Although the bourgeoisic of Pergamum, like that of Asia in general, enjoyed
prosperity and security, the working classes were poor and discontented. The whole
kingdom may have been hovering on the brink of a social upheaval At any rate,
Attalus left the kingdom to Rome. Very soon after his death Aristonicus, the ille-
gitimate son of Eumenes, disputed the will and began to gather support for a revolt.
The resulting war continued until 129 B.c., when a Roman army under Manius Aquillius
succeeded in restoring peace. The province of Asia was then formed.

The present senatorial decree was passed sometime between 133 and 129 B.C., and in
the latter part of one of those years, but the exact year is unknown. If we knew when
C. Popillius C. f. was praetor, we could date it very precisely, but unfortunately he is
otherwise unknown. The traditional view of scholars has been that the date is 133,
immediately after Rome learned of the bequest and before any news of the revolt
started by Aristonicus had reached the Senate,3 but Magie has challenged this on the
ground that a praetor could convene the Senate only when both consuls were absent
from Rome.# Since he did not believe that both consuls had been absent in 133, he
favored the year 129 when such was the case. And since Aristonicus is not mentioned in
the decree, Magie felt obligated to account for this omission and explained it by the fact
that by late 129 the war was already over and there was no longer any need to mention
him or the war. Broughton, however, rejects this view and champions the older theory
that the date is 133, reminding us that one of the consuls for that year, L. Calpurnius Piso
Frugi, was in Sicily and the other, P. Mucius Scaevola, might have left Rome for some
unknown reason late in the same year.5 Support for this older date, he believes, may
be found in the relation between this decree and the Senatus Consultum de Agro Pergameno
(No. 12). He argues that the latter decree, which concerns land disputes brought about
by the formation of the new province, was probably passed in 129 and that such disputes
could hardly have arisen before the general principles of governing the whole province
had been stated. Hence the present decree must have preceded it.

It would appear therefore that the date of 133 B.C. is indeed the correct one, but it
cannot be stated positively. The purpose of the decree is to record the Senate’s ratifica-

2 Rostovtzeff, loc. cit.; see also Hansen, op. cit., p. 140.

3 It must have been passed toward the end of the year, for the document itself (ll. 4-5) shows that it
was between the Ides of August and the Ides of December. Mommsen, Dittenberger, Foucart, and
others favor 133 as the date. For the very early beginning of the revolt of Aristonicus see J. Vogt,
loc. cit.

4 For his arguments see his Roman Rule in Asia Minor, 11, 1033-34, n. 1.

s Broughton, Magistrates, 1, 496-97. Although it is true that a praetor would normally convene the
Senate only in the absence of both consuls, it is a point worth remembering that occasionally the
consuls could empower a praetor to convene the Senate even when they were presentin the city. See
the full discussion and citation of sources by Mommsen, Romisches Staatsrecht, 113, 1, 129-31 and 232-
33. But since the consul could prevent a meeting of the Senate by his intercessio, this situation is only
likely to arise when the consuls give their approval. Sickness, for example, could easily prevent a
consul from convening the Senate, and, if the other consul was absent from the city and if the situation
was sufficiently important, a praetor could be authorized to convene the Senate with the consul’s
approval.
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tion of the will of Attalus and to guarantee his acts and those of his predecessors up to one
day before his death. All future Roman governors will honor those acts [and make no
changes without good reason]. This final clause may mean that no drastic changes in
the internal arrangements of the country as established by the Attalids were to be made
by the Romans. Roman rule would be substituted for Attalid rule. However, since
part of the text is missing at this point, due caution is best.5 A sweeping generalization
of this sort in the decree would be a very effective means of softening the fears of the
Pergamene bourgeoisie, who might see a possible reversal of their economic security.
Perhaps even at this early date (late 133) Rome had been informed of their fears and of
the general discontent among the people and had used this opportunity to reassure them.

6 The restoration of Suaxfrjx] v in 1l. 17-18 appears incorrect to the present writer, but I can suggest
nothing else except possibly un kw@ow adra pdr]nv. The phrase aAa édor kipia pévew points
to a neuter plural noun or pronoun in the clause immediately preceding.
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AGRO PERGAMENO 129 B.C.?
[Squeeze]

Hlsislsisiaaisisisisisisiaisiaisiasiaisisisinisisisiaiaisisisisissisiiaieisisisisiey

BIBLIOGRAPHY. Copy A (Adramyttium): G. Earinos, *Jwvix 1877, no. 111;
idem, "Opnpos, September, 1877, p. 396 (cf. also Movoeiov xar BifAwobiixn ris Edayyeluciis
Zxoijs, [1875], 137); T. Homolle, B.C.H., 2 (1878): 128-32; E.

Pottier and A. Hauvette-Besnault, B.C.H., 4 (1880): 376; Th. Mommsen,
Ephemeris Epigraphica, 4 (1881): 21322 (Gesammelte Schriften, 8: 344~55); P.
Willems, Le Sénat de la république romaine, 12 (Paris, 1885), 693—708; P. Foucart,
B.C.H., 9 (1885): 401-3; Th. Mommsen, Rémisches Staatsreche, 1113, 2 (Leipzig,
1888), 967-68, n. 4; P. Viereck, Sermo Graecus (Gottingen, 1888), no. XV, p. 62;
P. Foucart, Mémoires de I' Académie des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres, 37 (1904):
337ff.; T. Wiegand, Athenische Mitt., 29 (1904): 267; C. Cichorius,
Untersuchungen zu Lucilius (Berlin, 1908), pp. 1-6, 9; Abbott-Johnson,

Municipal Administration in the Roman Empire (Princeton, 1926), no. 12, p. 268;
G. Lafaye, .G.R.R,, IV (1927), 262.

Copy B (Smyma): F. Miltner and Selahattin Bey, Tiirk Tarih, Arkeologya ve
etnografya Dergisi, I1 (1934), 240-42 (A.E., 1935, no. 173); A. Passerini,
Athenaeum 15 (1937): 252-83; M. Segre, Athenaeum, 16 (1938): 124; L. Robert,
Anatolian Studies Presented to William Hepburn Buckler (Manchester, 1939), pp.
227-30; G. L. Luzzatto, Epigrafia giuridica greca e romana (Milan, 1942), pp.
136-41; D. Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor (Princeton, 1950), II, 1055-56, n.
25; T. R. S. Broughton, The Magistrates of the Roman Republic, I (New York,
1951), 496-97; G. Tibiletti, J.R.S., 47 (1957): 136-38; T. R. S. Broughton,
Supplement to The Magistrates of the Roman Republic (New York, 1960); L. R.
Taylor, The Voting Districts of the Roman Republic, American Academy in Rome,
Papers and Monographs XX (Rome, 1960), pp. 170-75; A. H. J. Greenidge and
A. M. Clay, Sources for Roman History 133-70 B.C., 3d ed. rev., by E. W. Gray
(Oxford, 1960), app. I A, p. 278; J. H. Oliver, Greek, Roman and Byzantine
Studies, 4 (1963): 141-43; C. Nicolet, L’ordre équestre a I'époque républicaine
(312-43 av. J.-C.), I (Paris, 1966), 348-50; R. K. Sherk, Greek, Roman and
Byzantine Studies, 7 (1966): 361-69.

DESCRIPTION. Copy A: found not far from the ancient site of
Adramyttium: Height: 0.700 m. Width: 0.300 m. Height of letters: 0.010 m.
I have examined the Berlin squeeze. Earinos dated it according to the lettering
in the last twenty or thirty years of the second century B.c.

Copy B: discovered in the agora of Smyma, where it is still to be seen, at
the west end of the north basilica. Height: 1.17 m. Width: 0.82 m.
Thickness: 2.31 m. Originally it may have been the anta block of a large
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public building in the ancient agora. The inscribed surface, on the front face, is
damaged on all sides but still contains the largest of the fragments (a).

Fragment b is cemented to the block and measures 0.21 m. in height, 0.25 m.

in width. A new break in this fragment has obliterated many of the words and
letters once seen by Passerini. Fragment c is a mere sliver, containing 14

letters of the text at the ends of lines 34-36. Fragment d is 0.10 m. high on the
left, about 0.18 m. high on the right, 0.12-0.13 m. wide, and contains part of
eight lines belonging to the ends of lines 45-52. A new photograph and a new
squeeze of fragments a and b have been made by Mr. Pierre MacKay. These
have been used in the preparation of the present text.

The letters of the fragments vary in size from 0.010 m. to 0.015 m. in height
and are sometimes squeezed quite tightly together so that as many as 75 or as
few as 58 might appear in a given line. On the evidence of the lettering,

Segre (apud Passerini, op. cit., p. 254) estimated that the inscription had been
engraved in the first century B.c. Besides the four fragments containing the
present decree of the Senate and the magistrate’s sententia, there are two other
fragments (e and f) belonging to the same dossier. They preserve part of a
letter written by Julius Caesar (No. 54) and another document which recorded
inter alia the boundaries of Pergamene land (see L. Robert, loc. cit.). These
facts make it likely that the question of Pergamene land was raised again in the
middle of the first century B.c. and that then all the documents bearing on the
matter were engraved in a large dossier on the anta block of the building.
Hence the date of the engraving proves nothing about the date of the senatorial
decree. Abpices are used throughout. Beta has a larger lower loop. The two
bars of the upsilon meet the lower vertical bar very near the bottom.

R e ] Frag. b(1-9)
[----- Q.40 === === ===u=- ] kol mefpi - - - ca. 15 - - - -]
[----- a.25----- mepi TovTov )00 mpdypar[os obrws édofev: Ilep]-

[yaunvods mpeoBevras dvdpas kadods kdyald]ods kai $pido[vs maps Srjpov kedod]
[kéyabBob xai pidov ouppdyov Te Huerépov mpoa] ayopedoar, ydp [ire didioy
I3
oupporyiov]
[ . n VeV A ’ o . 3 SR} \ \
| 7€ avavewvaoUal. wmepe v iy {ULPAs, [TIS v av/-rl)\eyng EOTLY KO [L meEpL - - ca. 10 --]
[- - ca. 10 - Smws mepl TovTwWY] TGV Tpayp[dT|wy, mepl v Myous ém[ovfoavro,

ca. 6 - -]
[- - orparnyds kare 8fuov ? é]myvd Tives Spo(i] Iepyapnydv eloly, [éov adrd
daimra]

[- - - -ca.20 - - - - Spt ?] opa Smeberpnué[vo] v medvday [uévov éoriv un kapmileatou ?]

[ked Mdwios *Axivdhios I'dros Zepmpdd]vios tmaror ave: pé[o]ov ad[rdv ¢povriowar
Smws 7]

[abrol 4) - - 6 eive - - oTpaT] Nyds kard Sfuoy, [§ dv adrdv palvmrar, Tobro 8 dv]

[6 8etva omparyyds kara Sfjuov ?] émyvd mepl TovTwy T&[v mpayudrwy els TV
avyknTov]

[amayyeddar. ‘Qoovrws T]v ovyrdnrov Bédew ke[l Sikaiov tfyetofar &k Te TdV]

64



15

20

25

30

SENATUS CONSULTA

[uerépwy Snpogiwy] mpayudrwy SixdapBavew [elvar Srws, obrws kabws dv Td
Setvar]
- ves 58 o vy - ; v ., a
. ) 2
[orparyd kare Sijpov ? Soxfj| mepi TovTwy TdV mpayudrwy, [dpyovres uérepot, ol
77 *Aoiq]
[mpoaddovs émmibdow 4] Tis 'Aoias Tas mpoaddovs ui[obdaw, ¢povrilwor olrws
ws &v)
[ k) -~ b -~ 8 ’ ’ ’ ’ -~ 18[ ’ ~ o
avtols éx Tdv dnuociwy 7] payudrwy mioTeds Te Ths ia(s dadimrar, Tabra odrws
motetofa ?)
Smrws Te Mdwios *Ax)Aos Omaros, v éav adrde ¢admrar, OI[ - - nomina legatorum
f 24
ca. 20]
!’ M ! A \ \ 8 A 2\ 9y -~ 14 \ ’
[rémov mapoyiy] Eénd Te kara 76 Sidraypa {édv adbrdi daiy[nTai} Tov Taploy
wobdoo]
3 ~ ’ ’ o 0 \ " y -~ b3 -~ 8 ’ 7
[@moaTeidei Te keAed]on obrws Kkabws av adTdr €k T@V dnuociwy [mpaypdrwy
wioTedss Te)
[ths i8las paivmron. €8olfev. v Kpiua mepi mis xupas. v Aédros v By
’ \
Kk [fpwpa - - - - wpd]

[pepdv Tpidv kodavdd]v Kowrreldiwv éy Koperiww pere aupBovd[iov - - - 6
Setver - - - - - ]

[orparyyos kard Sfpov 2] mepl xdpas 7ris év avmidoyia éoriv Snpog [idvaus mpos
Tovs Ilep] -

[yapnrods éméyva(?). év 7 oup]BovAiwe mapfioay Kdiwros Kaukidos Koivrov
’[Avivams, Iduos)

[....t0s Taiov Me]vmpia, Maapxos Ilovmos Madpkov Zxamti, I'¢[ios
KopvijAios Madprov]

[Zredareive, Aed]kios Méupios Taiov Mevvia, Kowros Obddyios [Madprov

A

[Aevkios *Tovhios Zéér)ov Padépva, I'dios *Awvios I'aiov *Apvivoms, I'dios
[Zepmpdivios Taiov]

[Padépve, T'dios Koik]os Iaiov Aipidig, ITomwos “ANBios ITowiov Kupive,
[Maanknc Kna/((v] -

[wog MaapKov T'r)p'rrr]ewa Hom\l.og I'éooros Hon/\l.ov *Apwivoms, Aedki[os
*Ageivios]

[Aevkiov *Qdevrellva, I'dios ‘Povfpios I'aiov Ilovmewie, I'dios Aiucivvios Ialov
[Tnpn] -

[relve, Mdapros Pa]Aépios Madprov Kavdia, Mdvios Aevkeidios Madpkov
Hw[pevreive,]

[Aedrios Di]hos Aeviov “Qparie, I'dios Aidios I'eiov Kupive, Kéwros [Kdavdios]

[Amrmiov IToAig,] Aetkios *AvOéarios I'aiov Meviie, Zndpios Kapovi) [ios
Aevrciov]

[ZoBareive,] ITémhios Zeidios Aeviciov Odadepia, I'vaios *Oxrdui[os Aevkiov]

[Alpidie, Mda]pkos *Amrmodjios Madprov Kopidia, Aedkios *Adelvios Ae[vkiov]
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Frag. c
[Aepwvia, 'dios] Navrios Kolvrov Odervpia, I'dios Neperdpios I'ailov A]ep[w]-
[via, Aedkios Koprij]Aios Madpkov ‘Pwuidie, I'vaios IToumiios I'vaiov Kp[oo] ropei-
[vee, TémAios TTomid] Awos ITomAiov Tnpnreive, Aebkios dopérios I'v [ou';; Dafie,]
[- - ca. 15 - Madp]xov Hovm{e)wia, Mdapros Movvios Madprov Aeu[wvig, - -]

[- - ca. 15 - -]ov Aepwvia, Kéwros ITomid\ios TTomAiov ‘Pwpt[Aig,.......... ]

[- - ca. 12 - Mau] i, Kdivros AaBépios Aeviiov Mouia, I'duos ‘Epév[wnos. ... ... ]

[- - ca. 15 - - -]os Koivrov 'Qevreive, Malaypros Léppios Mad[pxov .......... ]

[- - ca. 15 - - T]mpyreive, Aevrios evixios Aeviiov Tnpy|reive, - - ca. 10 -]

[- - ca. 15 - - -]@, Aebrios [Thawrdipios Aevkiov Hameipig, [- - ca. 15 - - - -]

[- - ca. 15 - - - M]dapkos ASA\os Koivrov Mempie, Idwo[s - -ca. 15 - - - - - - ]

[- - ca. 15 - - - -] elhos Zé¢rov Kopidie, N'vaios Add[{Bios - - ca. 10 - - -]vg, Frag.d

[- - ca. 17 - - - -] Oveleive, Aevkios *Avféorio[s - - ca. 13 - - - -]ve, ITémh-

[os - - ca. 18 - - -] ZaBareive, Mdapros [- - - ca.22 - - - - - - - Jiooe. v’ Amo

[ovpBovAiov yvduns yv]duny dmedrivaro e[y - - - @ .23 - - - - - - s
elva So- T

[«et - - ca. 20 - - - -]we 8s xedelran [- - - -ca. 18 - - - - - - a]drd Td mora-

[4® - - ca. 20 - - - - é]griv éx ToVTOU T[0D MOTARUOD ? - - ca. IO - -] agkwpaverr |- -]

[---ca25------ lel...7 2Joppw [------- ca. 20 - -] &yiora el[vau]

[---ca30-------u--- ] émo 8¢ [------ ca. 25 - -|nomal- - - - - ]

[---c30----mcmn--- ] épeov [~------ .30 --<------- ]

Restorations are those made by Passerini except where noted.  The text is based essentially on a
new examination of the photograph and squeeze, except for fragments c and d, which are given as
recorded by Passerini. I xai mepl, Passerini. 3 ¢iA[ovs, Passerini. 4 ydpi[ra, Passerini. $-9 The
underlined letters were seen by Passerini but are no longer extant. 7 eloi[v, Passerini. 10 orpary]
y0s, Passerini. 15 7as]| mijs *Aolas mpoaddous, Passerini. 17 On[ - -, Passerini, but it is difficule
to decide what the second letter was. One expects here the name or names of the Pergamene
envoys. 20 Cf No. 14, 1. 75: 8éArov dy8dns knpdpar: [resoapec]kadexdrw. 21 Kowkreiwy,
Passerini; KOINKTEIAIRN, stone. Copy A begins here and continues w linc 57 of B.
It differs from B in the construction, for it clearly contained an indirect statement: [*Yuds eldévas
Bovdopon kexpikévar - - - 6 Seiva - - - arplat[ny]ov [mpd Nuepdv Tpi]@v kaAavddv krA (Foucart).
Passerini explains this difference by the fact that copies A and B were engraved in different periods.
Copy A might have been influenced by the letter from Rome which communicated the text of the
decree. Other differences between A and B may be due to errors at the time of engraving or in
the preparation of the copy. 23 éméyvew (?), Passerini, but perhaps émékpivev should not be dis-
counted. 23-47 Parts of names are restored in B only when they are extant in A. It will be best
to number each of the names and to treat them in the order of their appearance in B. For the list
and the numbers, see below. References here will be to lines. 24 For the tribe of C. ... .ius
C. f. there is a mistake in copy A, for it reads MEAIHNIA. 26 The names of C. Annius C. f.
Arnensis and C. Sempronius C. f. Falerna, numbers 8 and 9 in copy B, have been delayed until
numbers 23 and 24 in A.  Taylor (op. cit., p. 171), after consultation with E. Gabba, explained this
by pointing out that the tribe in post number 7 is also Falerna. Hence the engraver, when he
glanced back from his work on the stone to the list in his copy, saw the Falerna of post number ¢
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and assumed that he had already engraved it. He discovered his omission later and then entered
the two names out of order; copy B, therefore, contains the correct order of names. 29 C.
Rubrius C. f. Pupinia. For his tribe, copy A has IIOITIAAIA. 31 L. Filius L. f. Horatia. Copy
A has Sabatina for the tribe. Taylor (op. cit., p. 173) believes that copy B is more likely to be
correct. 32 L. Antistius C. f. Menenia. In copy A the nomen is given as ANOTIOZ, confirmed
by the Berlin squeeze. Taylor (op. cit., p. 191) correctly labels copy A a mistake; B is again
correct. 33 P. Silius L. f. Valeria. This is a mistake in copy B; there was no tribe Valeria (Taylor,
op. cit., pp. 255 and 173). Copy A has Galeria, which must be correct. 35 C. Nautius Q. f.
Veturia. Mommsen’s Navrios is confirmed by the squeeze. 37 L. Domitius Cn. f. Fabia. Copy
A breaks off at this name with the reading Aevici[os - - 22 - - ]EIZ. On the Berlin squeeze I was
able to make out the top parts of what appeared to be Y®AB near the end of thatlacuna. Clearly,
those traces must be the remains of the tribe of Domitius. Hence copy A at that point may be
restored thus: Aevki[os dopérios I'veioly Pof[ia]; this would confirm the tribe of the Domitii.
40 [----- Mae]cia. Passerini failed to notice the iota between the kappa and the alpha. 43
ITarrdpros, Passerini, but what he took to be the first tau is actually an iota. 47 The small vacat
near the end of the line indicates the beginning of a new section. 54 - - -]sex[- - Passerini, but these
are not visible.

COMMENTARY. In a famous speech before the assembled representatives of the
Greeks in the province of Asia, Marcus Antonius is quoted by Appian (B.C. 5. 4ff.) as
saying that the Romans had released the Greeks from the taxes which they had formerly
paid to the Pergamene kings. Only the action of demogogues (i.e., the Gracchan party
in 123 B.c.) had forced them to reverse this decision and to reimpose the taxes. His
actual words are: ‘Yués Huiv, & avdpes “Edres, "Arrados ¢ Pamdeds dudv év
Suafrikous amélime, Kol eb0ds cueivoves Suiv fuev 'Arrddov:  obs yap éreleite pdpous
Arrddw, pebikaper duiv, uéypt Snuokdmwy avdpdv kel mop’ Huiv yevouévwy édénae
¢6pwv. Clearly the two events meant here are the acquisition of the Pergamene
kingdom after the death of Attalus IIl in 133 B.C. and the legislation of C. Gracchus in
123 or 122 B.C. The Pergamene kingdom had been willed to Rome by Attalus,
but actual possession and organization of the land into the province of Asia had been
delayed by the revolt of Aristonicus until 129 B.c. The statement as reported by Appian
seems to mean that no publicani were engaged in collecting taxes in Asia until they were
authorized to do so in 123 or 122 B.C. by the terms of the lex Sempronia.

There is no question whatever that C. Gracchus had a law passed in 123 or 122 B.C.
which regulated the taxation in Asia. From the references to this lex Sempronia in our
sources (Cicero In Verr. 3. 6. 12; Scholia Bob., p. 157, Stangle ed.; Fronto Epist. ad
Ver. 2. 1; Appian B.C. s. 4) it is clear that the principal tax imposed on Asia was to be the
decumae, a tenth of the produce, and that it was to be collected by private agents under
contract to the government in Rome through the offices of the censors. This meant, of
course, that the publicani henceforth would be able to obtain those contracts, for they
alone had sufficient experience, organization, and working capital to carry through
successfully such a complex operation. They would also be able to collect the portorium
and the scriptura.
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Therefore, until the discovery of the present documents from Smyrna, modern
scholars have generally felt that Appian was right and that no taxes were collected in
Asia by the publicani until after 123 B.c. But the present decree of the Senate and its
accompanying magisterial decision have caused many scholars not only to doubt the
accuracy of Appian’s remarks but also to re-examine the scope and intent of the lex
Sempronia. In the case of the latter, for example, one might ask whether it merely
regulated and redefined already existing conditions in Asia or actually introduced a
system that had not previously been in force. The contents of these documents are of
vital interest to students of Roman Asia and are of exceptional importance for the study
of republican prosopography.

Lines 1-20: the senatus consultum. The Senate decreed in the usual way to recognize
the Pergamene envoys and their city as friends and allies. Concerning the land over
which a dispute had arisen between the Pergamenes and the publicani (1. 22), a Roman
magistrate was to conduct an investigation and then determine what were the dpot of
the Pergamenes. His decision was to be communicated to the Senate. And those who
collected the taxes in Asia were to be ordered, apparently (the text is fragmentary), to

honor that decision. The consul [~ ------- ]¥AAios was then ordered to provide the
customary accommodation for the envoys. Such, in the briefest of terms, was the decree
proper.

Lines 20-53: the decision of the magistrate and the members of his consilium. In
order to settle the land dispute between the two parties a Roman magistrate, probably
the praetor urbanus, conducted an investigation as ordered, and in consultation with his
consilium of 55 Senators (and equites?) reached his decision. The text of this decision
(1. 48fF) is hopelessly mutilated, and the most that can be said is that it defined the borders
or extent of the land rather carefully.

There are two reasons fce the major interest in this inscription. First, it appears to
indicate that Roman publicani were collecting the taxes in Asia before the lex Sempronia.
The consul in line 17 is most likely Manius Aquillius, who succeeded Perperna in Asia
and brought the revolt of Aristonicus to an end. He was consul in 129 B.C., but he
spent the next three yeas iu Asia ac procorsn] arganizing the new province with the
help of a ten-man commission. The phrase in line 17 éov adr@t paivmrar shows that
the consul mentioned there was actually in office. 'When these points are combined with
the fact that, of the two consuls in line 9, one had a name ending in —~]nius, it becomes
rather apparent that the year of the decree was 129 B.c., when the two consuls were C.
Sempronius and Manius Aquillius. The only other combination of consular names that
might fit the mold would be M. Tullius Cicero and C. Antonius, consuls in 63 B.C., a
date that seems too late not only because of the lettering in copy A but also because of the
age at which some of the members of the consilium must have lived.” Second, the

T A weightier objection to such a date is the possibility that Sulla had deprived Pergamum of her
freedom as a result of the city’s participation in the Mithridatic War; see the commentary to No. 55.
It is known that Julius Caesar had been honored by Pergamum as savior and benefactor for having
restored to the god “the city and the sacred territory.” And Mithridates of Pergamum in that same
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consilium itself is unusually large and without parallel in this regard. It is extremely
valuable in the information it gives us about the tribal connections of some famous
Roman families and in the simple fact that it is a list of Romans who were all (or par-
tially ?) active in the Senate at a single point in time. One assumes they are all senators,
but there is a slight possibility that others may have been included. Full identification
with known individuals, however, is rendered very difficult because of the omission of
cognomina.

The assumption of 129 B.C. as the date can be considered reasonable only if it can be
shown that the members of the consilium were indeed alive and active in the Senate at
that time. A list is essential:

1. Q. Caecilius Q. f. Aniensis (Taylor, p. 198).

2. C. ....ius C. f. Menenia (Taylor, p. 223; Broughton, Supplement to Magistrates,
p- 33).

. M. Pupius M. f. Scaptia (Taylor, p. 249).

. C. Cornelius M. f. Stellatina (Taylor, p. 207).

. L. Memmius C. f. Menenia (Taylor, pp. 233-34; Broughton, Supplement, pp.
40-41).

6. Q. Valgius M. f. . ... lia (Taylor, p. 262; Broughton, Supplement, p. 67).

7. L. lulius Sex. f. Falerna (Taylor, p. 222; Broughton, Supplement, p. 32).

8

9
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. C. Annius C. f. Amensis (Taylor, p. 190).
. C. Sempronius C. f. Falerna (Taylor, p. 252).
10. C. Coelius C. f. Aemilia (Taylor, p. 199).
11. P. Albius P. f. Quirina (Taylor, p. 188).
12. M. Cosconius M. f. Teretina (Taylor, p. 208).
13. P. Gessius p. f. Amnensis (Taylor, p. 218; Badian, Historia, 12 [1963]: 134).
14. L. Afinius L. f. Oufentina (Taylor, p. 187).
15. C. Rubrius C. f. Pupinia (Taylor, p. 251; Broughton, Supplement, p. s54).
16. C. Licinius C. f. Teretina (Taylor, p. 224; Broughton, Supplement, p. 33).
17. M. Falerius M. f. Claudia (Taylor, p. 213).
18. M’. Lucilius M. £. Pomentinz (Taylor, p. 227; Broughton, Supglement, p. 37).
19. L. Filius L. f. Horatia (copy A has Sabatina; Taylor, p. 213).
20. C. Didius C. f. Quirina (Taylor, p. 210).
21. Q. Claudius Ap. f. Pollia (Taylor, p. 203).
22. L. Antistius C. f. Menenia (Taylor, p. 191).
23. Sp. Carvilius L. £. Sabatina (Taylor, p. 201).
24. P. Silius L. f. Galeria (Taylor, p. 255).
25. Cn. Octavius L. f. Aemilia (Taylor, p. 239).
26. M. Appuleius M. f. Camilia (Taylor, p. 192).

period was instrumental, because of his friendship with Caesar, in obtaining Pergamum’s freedom;
see No. 54. If Pergamum had not been free in 63 B.C., there could hardly have been any dispute
with the publicani about taxation.
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27. L. Afinius L. f. Lemonia (Taylor, p. 187).

28. C. Nautius Q. f. Veturia (Taylor, p. 237).

29. C. Numitorius C. f. Lemonia (Taylor, p. 238).

30. L. Cornelius M. f. Romilia (Taylor, p. 207; Broughton, Supplement, p. 18).
31. Cn. Pompeius Cn. f. Crustumina (Taylor, p. 245).

32. P. Popillius P. f. Teretina (Taylor, p. 247; Broughton, Supplement, p. 49).
33. L. Domitius Cn. f. Fabia (Taylor, p. 211; Broughton, Supplement, p. 23).
34, [---=---- ] M. f. Pupinia.

35. M. Munius M. f. Lemonia (Taylor, p. 236).

36. [------ ] Lemonia.

37. Q. Popillius P. f. Romilia (Taylor, p. 247; Broughton, Supplement, p. 49).
38, [------ Mac]cia.

39. Q. Laberius L. f. Maecia (Taylor, p. 223).

40. C. Herennius [------ ]

41. [----] Q. f. Oufentina.

42. M. Serrius M. £. [- - -].

43. [F------ ] Teretina.

44. L. Genucius L. f. Teretina (Taylor, p. 218).

45. [-===-==---- Ja.

46. L. Plaetorius L. f. Papiria (Taylor, p. 243).

47. Missing.

48. M. Lollius Q. f. Menenia (Taylor, p. 226).

49. Cl------om-- ].

50. [----- Jilius Sex. f. Camilia (Badian, Historia, 12 [1963]: 132).
s1. Cn. Aufidius [- - -]na (Taylor, p. 196).

52, [F==---- ] Velina.

53. L. Antistius [- - -]na (Taylor, p. 191).
54. P.[----] Sabatina.
58 M. [---mmmmmm- 1

It must be emphasized that it is dangerous to work outward from this list in order to
date the documents. The absence of cognomina is the weak link. One should postulate
a probable date by other means and then examine the names to determine if they tend
to support or reject that date. Because of the evidence of the consuls’ names in lines 9
and 17 and the consequent probability that the date is 129 B.c., Passerini, Broughton,
Taylor, and Badian have examined the names from that point of view and appear con-
vinced that such a date could be correct. At least the names in part can be tentatively
identified with known individuals or families. The number of these tentative identifica-
tions is admittedly small, but despite the objection of one modern scholar it is sufficient
to support the date.

It is generally agreed that the names are listed in the order of rank, as was done in the
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listing of witnesses to decrees of the Senate.2 Hence, those names that occur near the
beginning of the list ought to be the senior consulares, followed by the praetorii. The
others, perhaps two-thirds, were of lower rank. There could have been an age difference
of perhaps twenty or thirty years between the men at the head of the list and those at the
end. A few of the more important identifications must be mentioned at this point,
each one, of course, based on the assumption that the date is 129 B.c.

Q. Caecilius Q. f. Aniensis could be the consul of 143 B.c., Q. Caecilius Q. f. L. n.
Metellus Macedonicus. Since his name appears first on the list, he must have been the
senior consular.

The man whose name is second on the list could have been the consul of 140 B.C.,
C. Laelius C. £, as suggested first by Passerini.

The man in post number 7 is most probably the son of the consul of 157 B.c., Sex.
Iulius Sex. f. L. n. Caesar, and the father of the consul of 9o B.c., L. Iulius L. f. Sex. n.
Caesar.> Mommsen (Gesammelte Schriften, 8: 351) was the first to identify him as the
father of the consul of 9o B.c. Passerini, Taylor, and Broughton agree. Thus it is
likely that our L. Iulius Sex. f. Falerna in post number 7 is identified with a known family
in a known period of time. The three generations are accounted for nicely. The names
and the sequence fit. As Broughton put it, this ““points to an eatlier rather than a later
date” for the consilium.

L. Domitius Cn. f. Fabia, in post number 33, may have been the son of the consul of
162 B.C., Cn. Domitius Cn. f. L. n. Ahenobarbus (cos. suff.), and the brother of the consul
of 122 B.c., Cn. Domitius Cn. f. Cn. n. Ahenobarbus, as suggested by Taylor and fol-
lowed by Broughton.

Quite a few of the other names can be tentatively identified with known individuals
or families in such a way that they create no obstacles to the date 129 B.c. The rest of
them are unknown or are too fragmentary to allow any attempt at identification.

Rostovtzeff thought that the date was “almost certainly” 129 B.c. and that taxes were
probably imposed on Asia at that time.# He doubted the accuracy of Appian and
believed the evidence suggested *“ that the province of Asia was never (even between the
death of Attalus and 150 8 ) immune from taxation, not even the cities of the province,
to say nothing of the parts of the province not organized as cities, and that the appearance
in the province of publicani was not deferred until the time of C. Gracchus.” Such a
view naturally requires a reconsideration of the contents of the lex Sempronia. If it did
not imposc the taxes and allow the publicani to farm them, what diditdo? Passerini and
Rostovtzeff both felt that it merely instituted a reform in a system already functioning.
For example, it may have introduced the decumae as a substitute for older taxes rooted in

2 Cf. Mommsen, Gesammelte Schriften, s: 508 and 8: 3s50; Taylor, op. cit., p. 175.
3 Broughton, op. cit., I, 497. Cf. Passerini, op. cit., p. 266. Taylor, op. cit., p. 222, notes that Falermna
of copy B may be a mistake for Fabia. But copy A has -vee. The tribe of the Iulii was the Fabia.

+S.EH.HW., 1I, 811-13. The date was also accepted by M. Segre, loc. cit.; E. V. Hansen, The
Attalids of Pergamum (Ithaca, 1947), p. 151; Tibiletti, loc. cit.; Greenidge and Clay, loc. cit.; Nicolet,
loc. cit.; and H. Hill, The Roman Middle Class in the Republican Period (Oxford, 1952), p. 67.
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Attalid times, the older taxes either being abolished or changed to conform to this new
method. Thus, the decurnae, portorium, and scriptura may not have recived their final
form until 123 B.c. The period between 133 and 129 B.C., of course, must have been one
of confusion from this point of view, but even then there is evidence that Rome exacted
forced contributions from the Pergamenes for the conduct of the war against Aristonicus.5
David Magie, in his monumental work on Roman Asia Minor, objects to the dating
in 129 B.C., believes Appian is correct, and places the document in 101 B.c. For him the
consuls in line 9 need not necessarily be those of the current year, and the consul of line
17 is more likely to be the younger Manius Aquillius, who was consul in 101 B.c. He
thinks that the Lucius Domitius Cn. f. of post number 33 in the consilium ought to be the
consul of 94 B.c., which would appear to make him too young to have been a member
of the consilium in 129 B.c. He returns therefore to the view that the lex Sempronia
introduced Roman taxes into Asia for the first time and that it was not until then that
publicani began their operations there. His view, however, has not been accepted by the
majority of scholars. Broughton was the first to point out its weaknesses by noting that
the words draros and dmarou in the nominative probably meant the consuls currently in
office, that L. Iulius Sex. f. in post number 7 almost certainly was the son of the consul of
157 B.C., and that 129 B.C. was the very time when disputes over land or boundaries
would naturally have risen in the new province. And Lucius Domitius Cn. f. could
just as easily be the son of the consul of 162 and a brother of the consul of 122 B.c.6
The date 129 B.C. appears to be correct. Appian is wrong or, at the very least, guilty
of excessive compression in his description of conditions in Asia. Before 123 B.C. taxes
in Asia were probably farmed out in the province itself under the control of the governor.
The lex Sempronia simply established the tithe system and laid it down that contracts in
the future would have to be let out in Rome by the censors. Such a course of action
would have won C. Gracchus the support of the equites and any others involved in the
societates.” Magie stands alone, as far as I know, in rejecting the date 129 B.C., but the
evidence for his view is far less convincing than the view of Passerini, Rostovtzeff,
Broughton, Taylor, and all the others. .
There remains the question of the ordo to which the members of the wiisilivam belonged.
Willems thought that they were all senators, but Mommsen (Rémisches Staatsrecht, 111,
968) warned that such a consilium need not of necessity consist entirely of senators. And
after the discovery of copy B Passerini felt that equites may have been included in the list.
Broughton treated the names in his Magistrates on the assumption that they were all
senators, and Taylor agreed with him. Syme and Badian, however, were not entirely

s Forced contributions: I.G.R.R., IV, 292 (cf. L. Robert, Etudes Anatoliennes (Paris, 1937), pp. 45—50).
These must have been wartime measures introduced by the Romans to help finance the war against
Aristonicus. They were not regular taxes. See Magie, op. cit., II, 104546, n. 34, and Tibiletti, op.
cit., p. 136.

6 Broughton, op. cit., p. 497; see also E. Gabba, Athenaeum, 32 (1954): 69, n. 3, and P. A. Brunt,
Latomus, 15 (1956): 23.

7 Badian, Foreign Clientelae, pp. 183-84.
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convinced and felt that nonsenators might have been included.? The mutilated state
of the list and the lack of cognomina make it almost impossible, with the present evidence,
to decide this question one way or another, especially in view of the fact that the names
become more mutilated toward the end of the list, precisely where equites would have
appeared.® But the possibility still exists.

8 R. Syme, Classical Philology, so (195s): 137, and E. Badian, J.R.S., 52 (1962): 208-9.

9 See the lists given by Nicolet, op. cit., Deuxiéme Partie: Titulature et Prosopographie, Les Structures de
I’Ordre Equestre, pp. 147-464. He assumes, it seems, that our list is senatorial and does not consider
the possibility of the presence of equites.
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SENATUS CONSULTUM DE REBUS
PHRYGIAE ORDINANDIS 119 B.C.? or 116 B.C.

N S N SR A NN NN NN NN

BIBLIOGRAPHY. W. M. Ramsay, Journal of Hellenic Studies, 8 (1887): 496;
idem, Classical Review, 2 (1888): 326; P. Viereck, Sermo Graecus (Gottingen,
1888), no. XXIX, p. s1; W. M. Ramsay, Cities and Bishoprics of Phrygia, 1I
(Oxford, 1897), no. 710, p. 762; Th. Mommsen, Athen. Mitt., 24 (1899): 195
(Gesammelte Schriften, 4: 66); Th. Reinach, Mithridate Eupator, Roi de Pont

(Paris, 1890), no. 4, p. 457; B. Niese, Geschichte der griechischen und makedonischen
Staaten, 111 (Gotha, 1903), p. 373; W. Dittenberger, O.G.LS., II (1905), 436;

G. Lafaye, LG.R.R., IV (1927), 752; A. H. M. Jones, Cities of the Eastern Roman
Provinces (Oxford, 1937), p. 59; T. R. S. Broughton, “Roman Asia,” in T.
Frank, An Economic Survey of Ancient Rome, IV (Baltimore, 1938), s11; W. M.
Ramsay, The Social Basis of Roman Power in Asia Minor (Aberdeen University
Press, 1941), pp. 282-83; D. Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor (Princeton, 1950),
I, 169, with nn. 35-37 in II, pp. 1058-59; A. H. J. Greenidge and A. M. Clay,
Sources for Roman History 133-70 B.C., 3d ed. rev., by E. W. Gray (Oxford,
1960), p. 55; Johnson, Coleman-Norton, Bourne, Ancient Roman Statutes, no. 48.

DESCRIPTION. Found in the modern village of Aresli about two miles

from Oynayan and northeast of Apameia. It has been assumed by Ramsay that
the ancient site of Lysias was in the vicinity, but there is no real proof of the
actual location of that ancient city (cf. L. Robert, Villes d’ Asie Mineure? [Paris,
1962], pp. 156, 367, and 426). Unfortunately, no adequate description of the
stone has ever been reported, and for the lettering one must rely upon the

, . transcription first given by Ramsay in the J.H.S. (8[1887]: 496).

10

| R R o] frws
| R v 8iwpbui-
o R R R ] éyévero mpd-
[repov - - = - o e e e Jos Tadre kipio pé-
[vew ---camemeaieaaa o 88y e svvkhijrov.

[mepi dv Kéivros PdBios - - - - vios Mdaéipos (2) I’ |deos Aucivios TTomAiov
[vids Ieras Smarow (2) Adyovs émoufoav] o, mepi TovTou mpdyperos ol-

[rws é8ofev:  Goa Baoideds Mibpaddt]s ypaher 7 Ewréy Tiow 7) adei-
[cev, va Tabre kipia pelvy ofrw kebBws| édwprioaro els éoydrny fjuépav,
[mepi Te 1@V doumdv e kpivwow of Sékal ?)] mpeofevrai els *Aoiav duxBdvres

74



SENATUS CONSULTA

2 8uwpfu[fn Dittenberger and Viereck (notes); Stwpfdi[oaro, others. 3 Perhaps [- - - Soa
TovTwy] éyévero mpd[repov, for the phrase Tabra kipia in line 4, requires a preceding Gow; cf. the
S.C. Popillianum de Pergamenis (No. 11),1. 15. 8 Ramsay, Viereck, and Reinach accepted agei[Aero,
but Dittenberger restored adei[xev] (or adi[xev]), which Viereck later (notes) followed. 10 On
ScaBaivew in these documents see L. Robert in Hellenica, 1 (1940): 55, and La Carie, 11, 104, n. 3.

COMMENTARY. Because of the many differences in character, civilization, cate-
gories of land, and city life in the Pergamene kingdom Manius Aquillius and the
commissioners required two full years to lay the foundation of the new Roman province.
On November 11, 126 B.C., in Rome he was granted the singular honor of a triumph
for his role in bringing peace to the land and in organizing the province. It had been
the general senatorial policy of annexing as few provinces as possible and using client
kings to ensure the protection of Roman interests, and in keeping with this policy
Aquillius gave rather large portions of the land to the neighboring kings who had aided
Rome in the war against Aristonicus. It was for this reason that Greater Phrygia was
given to Mithridates V of Pontus.!

A storm of protest broke out in Rome when the provisions made in Asia became
known to the party of Gaius Gracchus and the publicani. The Senate was interested in
simplicity and a minimum of administrative difficulties, the equestrians in new sources
of profit. Greater Phrygia was a potentially profitable source of revenue. Hence the
disagreement about its disposition. The land, however, remained in the possession of
Mithridates V until his death in 120 B.C. at the hands of his courtiers.2 His heirs, two
small sons, were much too young to offer serious opposition when Rome reversed its
earlier policy and seized Phrygia.? This reversal may be attributed, apparently, to a
decision on the part of the Senate to avoid any further serious confrontations with the

! Justinus 37. 1 and 38. 5; Appian Mithr. 57 (cf. 11 and 13). ‘There is some discussion as to whether or
not the Phrygian gift formed one of the issues in the speech that C. Gracchus made concerning the
so-called Lex Aufeia, for only one fragment of the speech survives (A. Gellius Noctes Atticae 11. 10=H.
Malcovati, Craiorwin Romanciuin Fragmienia® [Tloience, 1955], pp. 189-183 = Greenidge and Clay,
op. cit., p. 29). See Magie, op. cit., II, 1043-44, n. 27, and, on the possibility that the Lex Aufeia may
have been the actual lex provinciae Asiae and is really the Lex Aguillia, see the article by H. Hill in
Classical Review, 62 (1948): 112-13. Magie believes that this law, whatever its name, had little if
anything to do with the gift of Phrygia to Mithridates.

2 He was murdered in Sinope: sources and references in Magie, op. cit., II, 1091, n. so. The elder son,
Mithridates Eupator, was only eleven years old.

3 Justinus 38. 5; Appian Mithr. 11, 15, and 56. The speech that Sulla is said to have made to Mithri-
dates VI in 85 B.c. (Appian Mithr. 57) attempts to justify Rome’s seizure of Phrygia by emphasizing
that the land was made free and autonomous. Magie, however (op. cit., I, 169), finds it difficult “to
regard as an historical fact a statement in a speech evidently composed for the purpose of justifying
the seizure, and it seems very improbable that the Senate proceeded on any such elaborate theory or
compromised by giving Phrygia this temporary status. ........ There is no evidence to show that
Phrygia was regarded thenceforth in any other light than as an integral part of the province of Asia.”
Broughton, op. cit., p. 511, evidently accepts the historicity of the speech, for he says that “this stage
when Phrygia was non-tributary and autonomous must have lasted only a short time.”
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equestrians, but in the absence of reliable source material both the motive and the method
used for authorizing the seizure must remain unknown.#

The present document clearly concerns the arrangements made in Rome for the future
status of Phrygia, for the stone was found well within the borders of the district and the
ratification of somebody’s acta ““to his final day” points unmistakably to the death of
a king or ruler. The phraseology reminds one of the clauses in the S.C. Popillianum de
Pergamenis (No. 11), which is concerned with the arrangements made by Rome for the
confirmation of the will of Attalus. And, since the presiding magistrate of our document
(Il. 6-7) must be C. Licinius P. f. Geta (cos. 116 B.C.), there can be no doubt that its date
is 116 B.C. at the very latest and that it laid down the principles by which Rome would
be guided in establishing the present status of those acts which the former king had
committed ““to his last day.”

Viereck believed that this decree of the Senate (Il. 6-10) was included in a letter of the
two consuls for 116 B.c., of which only the present lines 15 remain.5 There is a pos-
sibility, however, that the first five lines also belong to the text of the decree, for the end
of line 5 might have contained the phrase kara 76 8dy]pa ovvkdijrov rather than 748’
éomi 76 8dy)pe owwkMirov aut similia. However that may be, lines 6-10 certainly
belong to the decree.

Some doubt remains about the exact date, for, although L. Licinius Geta spoke in
support of the motion, there is no real proof that he was consul at the time. The reason
it is assumed that the name of the other consul for 116 B.c., Q. Fabius Maximus, should
be restored in line 6 rests merely upon the position of Licinius’ name at the end of the
line. This part of a decree is introduced by the words mepi dv followed by the names
or name of the person speaking. Since these two words must have stood at, or at any
rate near, the beginning of the line, according to Viereck and the other editors, somebody
else’s name must have preceded that of Licinius. Thus it is only an assumption and not
a fact that Licinius was consul at the time that this decree was passed. The phrase mepi
dv need not always occur at the beginning of the line, for in the S.C. de Asclepiade (No.
23), line < of the Greek version, and in the S.C. de Prienensium et Samiorum Litibus (No.
10), line 1, it is found later in the line. Slight as this 15, one cannot siawe posiiively that
the name of Q. Fabius Maximus should be restored in line 6.

But it is very clear that the decree must date after the death of Mithridates V in 120
B.C., but unfortunately the date of the praetorship of Licinius is unknown. The latest
+ Magie, loc. cit., belicved that another decree must have been passed prior to the present one, which
authorized the seizure and annexation of Phrygia. But there is no reason why both of those items
could not have formed part of the present decree, especially if its date is not 116 but 119, as is possible
(see below).
$ Ramsay’s suggestion, Cities and Bishoprics, 11, 762, that the commissioners sent to regulate Phrygian
affairs may have written the letter to the city of Lysias, where the stone would have been erected in
antiquity, is very unlikely. Such commissioners make their recommendations to the Senate and the
Senate either accepts them or does not; if it accepts them, a magistrate is directed to communicate
that decision to the people concerned. Besides, there is no proof that the ancient city of Lysias was

the recipient of the letter, for the exact location of that city is not known; cf. Robert, Villes d’Asie
Mineure?, p. 156.
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possible date for his holding of the praetorship is given by Broughton as 119 B.c., ac-
cording to the Lex Villia Annalis.6 This date for the present decree is a more probable
one than 116 B.C., for, considering the furor in Rome over the Phrygian affair, the death
of Mithridates in 120 B.c. must have aroused almost immediate pressure for a reversal of
the grant by Aquillius. The Senate may have acquiesced. Four years and then seizure
of Phrygia are difficult to explain if the year 120 B.c. actually saw a concerted effort on
the part of the publicani and the equestrians in general to have the Senate reconsider its
earlier decision. And because of the earlier opposition to the loss of Phrygia I believe
that such a concerted effort was begun in Rome in 120 or 119 B.c. Both consuls for
119 may have been absent from Rome campaigning against the Segestani and the
Dalmatians, and therefore the praetor would have been able to convene the Senate.?
Of course, such a date cannot be considered until it can be shown by independent
evidence that Licinius had been praetor in 119 and that both consuls for that year had
been absent from the city. And it must be added that the present decree says absolutely
nothing definite about the status of Phrygia. Further evidence is needed before final
judgment can be rendered.

6 Magistrates, I, s26. It is interesting to notice that the other consul of 116 B.c., Q. Fabjus Maximus,
had been praetor in 119.

7 Ibid., p. 525. One of the consuls, L. Caecilius Metellus, certainly was absent on the campaigns, and
his colleague, L. Aurelius Cotta, may have accompanied him as Broughton suggests.
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EPISTULA L. CALPURNII PISONIS ET
SENATUS CONSULTUM DE ITANORUM ET
HIERAPYTNIORUM LITIBUS 112 B.C.

lSisinjaisiaisiaisiainisininininisiaiaiaisinisisisiainisisisiataiatsis it aRee)

BIBLIOGRAPHY. S. Xanthudidis, Apy. ’E¢., 1920, pp. 82ff.; W. Crdnert,
S.E.G., 1 (1924), s11; M. Cary, J.R.S., 16 (1926): 194-200; G. De Sanctis,
Rivista di filologia, n.s., 4 (1926): 130ff.; A. Passerini, Athenaeum, n.s., 15 (1937):
34ff.; N. Papadakis, ‘H apyaie *Avarolut) Kpirn (Canea, 1938), pp. 184fF; V.
Arangio-Ruiz, Studia et Documenta Historiae et Iuris, 2 (1939): so2ff.; M.
Guarducci, Inscriptiones Creticae, III (1942), 4, no. 10, pp. 106-11; H. van
Effenterre, R.E.A., 44 (1942): 31ff.; F. W. Schehl, Kpnrike Xpovixd, 5 (1951):
302-12; Johnson, Coleman-Norton, Bourne, Ancient Roman Statutes, no. 5o (cf.
T. R. S. Broughton, The Magistrates of the Roman Republic, I [New York, 1951],
537-38, on Q. Fabius and his embassy).

DESCRIPTION. Found in 1919 at Erimupolis (Itanus) and now in the
Candian Museum. Photograph of the right side of the stele in Guarducci, op.
cit., p. 109. Height: 1.25 m. Width: 0.48-0.50 m. Thickness: 0.13-0.15 m.
It is engraved on the front and right side, but lines 74 and 88fF. appear only on
the front. The letters belong to the second half of the second century, having
a height of 0.007-0.008 m. The front is badly corroded and the letters are
difficult to decipher, whereas the right side is quite legible. The new
publication of the inscription by Guarducci is the only one to be used, for she
has examined the stone and a squeeze so thoroughly that the older readings have
been superseded. This stele must have contained the conclusion of the
document, for there is an extensive vacant space at the bottom.
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‘vacwai

The text followed here is that of M. Guarducci, except where noted. 2 Or IIdypwv (cf. Inscrip-
tiones Creticae, 1, 16, no. 43, 1). 4 rowjj Te edarabeiv, Cronert. 12 Before dpaypulots there seems
to be space for about nine letters, of which the first two may have been EIT, Guarducci. 24-25
Perhaps éu pn|vi? 27 Before OX remnants of letters (PK ?) are visible on the squeeze used by
Guarducci. 28-29 od ouvarrnoapév[wv 8¢ fudv, Guarducci. 32 mpeoBevrd)y? 33 mpleo[Bleins
or mpleo[Blelay. 34-35 év[eorndTwy, Crdnert. 40 ad[rd]v or ad[rd]v? 42 - - 008¢ TOVS
&vdpas amédooav Tods kpalrovp[é]vous S’ adrdv, Cronert, but questioned by Guarducci with
a reference to Passerini, op. cit., p. 35, 0. I. 45 After ZHZ it is uncertain whether there is a fault in
the stone or a letter has disappeared. $56-58 Cf. Inscriptiones Creticae, I11, 4, no. 9, Il. s1-s4, in which
is found the quotation of this part of the decree by the Magnesian tribunal, with minor differences.
59 mpoaépxe]obar (?), Guarducci. 60 of]rwes (?), Guarducci. 68 mpeafev]rds (?), Guarducci,
noting that Q. Fabius came to Crete with legates. 75 [recoapes]kaidexdrew, Schehl. 77 rafs
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{d[aba]pais [8¢ Tis f]pépas Tuxovans ie]pas kara ouvkhirou | 8dyua [Gpats - - -, Schehl,
whose word order, however, is bad; Tais {[Aa]pais [dbpais 7]pépas, Guarducci, but one misses
the article with juépas. Since this day was one of the intercisi dies, one might expect here a literal
translation into Greek of some forin of the Latin verb intercidere. 80 [rois mepi 8¢ 7@V Spwv adrdv
Sikdoe]ae ktA., Schehl. 81 First lacuna restored by Schehl. 82 grjow (?), Guarducci, who notes
that she seems to see NIOI before this word. wapayevéofar mpdrepov: aimjlow wrA., Schehl.
83 Schehl. 84 [dudv xeiporovijre Sika]oras xrA., Schehl, but in this type of document one
would expect dmooreidyre. 85 [audrofrjrpel], Schehl, but the usual word in epigraphical texts
of this nature is 1) dudiafrirnois or Ta audiaPnrodueve. 97 Before |woe is either I" or [T or T.

COMMENTARY. The land dispute between the Cretan cities of Itanus and Hiera-
pytnia has been known for some time through two inscriptions, one from Itanus and the
other from Magnesia on the Maeander.  Although these contained lengthy descriptions
of the origins and general history of the dispute, unfortunately they presented such
casual references to the Romans and their participation in the events that it was most
difficult, if not impossible, to date and evaluate the various stages of the dispute. The
discovery at Erimupolis (the ancient Itanus) in August of 1919, therefore, of a third
inscription concerned with the arbitration between the two cities was most welcome,
and, although a precise and detailed picture of the whole episode from beginning to end
is still not possible, this third document clarifies much that had formerly been very
obscure.

The first two inscriptions, far too long to be reproduced here, are really separate
copies of the same document and have been published most recently by Guarducci in
the Inscriptiones Creticae, II1, 4, no. 9. Since that document (to be cited as no. 9) and the
present one (no. 10) complement each other in the presentation of the past history of the
dispute from the time of its very beginning (145 B.c.) to its conclusion (112-111 B.C.), it
will be convenient to give a brief summary in chronological order of the information
found in them.!

Before the death of Ptolemy VI Philometor in 145 B.c., the Itanians had controlled
considerable land adjoining the nearby sanctuary of Zeus Dictaeus, as well as several off-
shore islands, one of which was Leuke. After they had been harassed on various
occasions by the Praisians, whose territory adjoined theirs, they asked for help from
Ptolemy VI, who obliged them by sending a garrison in order to guarantee the security
of Itanus and its possessions. When this garrison was recalled to Egypt after Ptolemy’s
death, the Itanians managed to defend themselves and their land through the help of
friends. But then a general war in Crete broke out, and Praisus was destroyed. The
city of Hierapytnia promptly disputed with the Itanians their possession of the land and
the island. Servius Sulpicius (Galba, cos. 144 B.c.) arrived in Crete (141 B.c.) with

! For the two earlier inscriptions, copies of the same document, see M. Guarducci, Inscriptiones
Creticae, 111, 4, no. 9, and the bibliography there cited, to which, however, should be added R. C.
Bosanquet, Annual of the British School at Athens, 40 (1939-40): 6070, and, especially important for
the details pertaining to law, J. Partsch, Die Schriftformel im romischen Provinzialprozesse (Breslau,
1905), pp. $-23.
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legates from Rome and put an end to the war. Itanus, thereupon, because of Hiera-
pytnia’s claims, sent an embassy to Rome to address the Senate on the subject of her land.
The Senate in turn called upon the city of Magnesia to act as arbitrator in the dispute.
The Magnesian tribunal gave its decision under the consulship of C. Laelius in 140 B.C.,
awarding the victory to Itanus. The matter, however, did not end at that time. Later,
when the Knossians, as the friends of the Hierapytnians, had committed some act of in-
justice against the Itanians, the Itanians began an undeclared war against the Hiera-
pytnians. Thereupon the Roman Senate intervened, stopped the war, and attempted
to settle their differences once more. The time of this intervention was 115 B.C., under
the consulship of M. Aemilius, and 114 B.C., under the consulship of Manius Acilius.?
The attempt was unsuccessful. Finally, in 112 B.C., the Senate decreed that the consul
L. Calpurnius Piso was to appoint an arbitral tribunal to review the case and hand down
a decision. The consul was also instructed to see to the destruction of any buildings on
the territory belonging to the sanctuary of Zeus Dictaeus. This arbitral tribunal was
authorized to act upon the recommendations given to it by Quintus Fabius and his
legates who had visited the land in question. The Magnesians, again chosen as the
arbitrators, were instructed by the Senate to award the victory to that party which
possessed the land prior to the earlier Cretan War which had been settled by Servius
Sulpicius. They were given one year to settle the case. Accordingly, it may not have
been until 111 B.C. that the final decision was reached. At any rate Itanus again was
victorious.  (All of this is taken from nos. 9 and 10.)

Chronologically our document (no. 10) precedes the other (no. 9). In ours, four
distinct sections may be seen, each of them referring to events that occurred in 112 B.C.
while L. Calpurnius Piso was the consul: (1) speech of the Hierapytnian envoys to the
Senate (Il 1-55); (2) the senatus consultum (1. $5-74); (3) decree of L. Calpurnius Piso
authorizing the city of Magnesia to set up an arbitral tribunal (Il. 75-88); (4) letter of
Calpurnius to the Hierapytnians ordering them to destroy any buildings they may have
erected on the disputed land. Document no. 9, on the other hand, is the decision of the
Magnesian tribunal made later, within the period of one year (or actually 360 days; no.
10, Il. 84-88). )

The vacant space at the end of our document would seem to indicate that it contained
the conclusion of the inscription. In lines 84-88 one can see that up to that point our
document is in outward form a letter of the consul in 112 B.C. to the Magnesians and
that it was followed by a short letter to the Hierapytnians (Il. 89-97) which ordered them
to remove any buildings that they might have erected in the territory under question.
Hence one may postulate that the beginning of our document (now lost) must have con-
tained the following matters, as suggested by Guarducci: (1) the prescript of the consul’s
letter to the Magnesians; (2) the prescript of the senatus consultum on the motion of the
consul; (3) the speech of the Itanian envoys to the Senate. Although much of it is
missing, enough remains to present a connected account of the several episodes. It has

2 For these two consuls see Broughton, op. cit., p. 531 (M. Aemilius Scaurus) and p. 533 (M. Acilius
Balbus).
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been observed by Cary, op. cit., pp. 198-200, that, although the *second Magnesian jury
performed its task in a thoroughly businesslike way,” the Roman Senate behaved in an
almost irresponsible manner. In the first place, why did the Senate allow the entire case
to be reopened after the first Magnesian tribunal had settled it? If the Senate were not
guilty of some mistake itself, it should have upheld the verdict of the first Magnesian
tribunal. Secondly, the instructions given by the Senate to the second tribunal are, in
one sense, equitable and just while, in another sense, strange and prejudicial. The Senate
instructed the second tribunal (no. 9, ll. s1-54, and no. 10, ll. 56-71) that the land was to
be possessed in whatever manner it had been possessed prior to the earlier Cretan war.
This much is excellent. But it also instructed the Hierapytnians to destroy any buildings
they might have erected on it. This prejudged the case, as the Magnesian tribunal
pointed out (no. 9, ll. 84-88).3 One may surmise that the Senate handled the later
episodes of the dispute in a disinterested and therefore negligent manner, a manner that
reminded Cary of the senatorial indecision in the matter of the quarrels between
Adherbal and Jugurtha of about this same time. And these are, of course, only two of
many examples that could be cited to show that Rome’s foreign policy in the period
beginning with the Gracchi was not dictated by any honest effort to govern the provinces
with justice or responsibility.+

376 8¢ mdvrwy péywarov kal loxvpdTatov Texurpiov Tod éyvwopévwy Ty kabdlov mpay-
pdrwy dmo ‘Pwpaiwv €’ Spoloyovuévos fuds kai kexpuysévors Ty Yijov émevnroxévor:
Iraviwy yap déiwodvrav Ty ovvkdnTov iva 76 évwkoSounuévoy vmd lepamvrviwy ywplov év
Tt kpwopévn ywpar kabapebije 1 ovvkdnros émérafey Aevkiw Kadom[opviw Aevkiov
Helowve oTparnyd Smws kabowp) €0 €l v évwrodounTar, kKTA.

+In a later generation Cicero (Pro Plancio 26. 63) said regretfully: sed ita multa Romae geruntur ut vix
ea quae fiunt in provinciis audiantur. See R. E. Smith, The Failure of the Roman Republic (Cambridge,

1955), chap. 10.
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ARTIFICUM BACCHIORUM 112 B.C.
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BIBLIOGRAPHY. G. Colin, B.C.H., 23 (1899): 1-5s, 303~16; E. Ziebarth,
Rheinisches Museum, ss (1900): s15-18; W. Dittenberger, S.1.G.2, II (1900), 930;
Bruns-Gradenwitz, Fontes iuris Romani antiqui? (Tiibingen, 1909), no. 40, pp.
171-76; F. Poland, Geschichte des griechischen Vereinswesen (Leipzig, 1909), pp.
132ff.; W. S. Ferguson, Hellenistic Athens (London, 1911), pp. 370-71; G. Colin,
Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 2 (1911), no. 70 a (tab. 7, 2); G. Klaffenbach, Symbolae ad
historiam collegiorum artificum Bacchiorum (Diss., Berlin, 1914), pp. 29-35; M.
Holleaux, Hermes, 49 (1914): s81-89; H. Pomtow, in W. Dittenberger, S.I.G.3,
11, (1917), 705; M. Holleaux, Revue des Etudes Anciennes, 19 (1917): 157fF.; F.
Poland, R.E., s.v. “Technitai,” in the Nachtrige to vol. V A 2 (1934), cols.
2504ff.; G. Daux, Delphes au II¢ et au 1" Siécle (Paris, 1936), pp. 356-72; S.
Riccobono, Fontes iuris Romani antejustiniani?, pt. 1 (Florence, 1941), no. 34, pp.
248-5s; J. Day, An Economic History of Athens under Roman Domination (New
York, 1942), pp. 92-94; S. Accame, Il dominio romano in Grecia dalla guerra acaica
ad Augusto (Rome, 1946), pp. 4-5; Johnson, Coleman-Norton, Bourne, Ancient
Roman Statutes, no. 49.

DESCRIPTION. Inscribed on four stones that originally formed part of the
southwest corner of the Athenian Treasury at Delphi. The fourth stone
contained the conclusion of the document, for its lower part is uninscribed.
Unfortunately only stones III and IV are reasonably complete, for I and II exist
only in fragments.

Stone I, lines 1-16; fragments 210, 968, 2524, 3914c, and two unnumbered
fragments.

Stone II, lines 17-33 : fragments 113, 160, 179, 184, 227, 269, 253, 251, 351, 3514z,
and two unnumbered fragments.

Stone 11, lines 34-51: fragment 300.

Stone IV, lines 52-66: fragment 462.

The number of each fragment is the number appearing in the official catalog
of the Greek Ephor, but the smallest fragments are unnumbered. Thus we can
see that stone I has been put together from six fragments, and stone II from
twelve fragments. In the editio princeps of Colin will be found a sketch
illustrating the position assigned to each fragment in each stone. The present
document, however, is not the only one appearing in this part of the Athenian
Treasury which was concerned with the events described in it, for actually it is
only part of a large dossier connected with the quarrel between the Athenian
and Isthmian guilds of Dionysiac Artists. Colin recognized a total of eight
stones, and there may have been many more, all connected somehow with the
same topic. The attempt by Pomtow (op. cit., pp. 704—3) to restore many of
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the other fragments and to reconstruct the outline of this great series of
documents must be used with caution. His chronology and interpretation of
the fragments should be tempered by the cautious and judicious remarks of Daux
(loc. cit.).

The lettering is very badly executed, the down-strokes often tilted out of the
vertical or curved instead of being straight, with the result that often H may be
confused with A or K. The number of letters in each line varies; on stone Il it
fluctuates between 70 and 79. The height of the letters is 0.010 m., the space
between lines, 0.006 m.
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Text and restorations are those of Colin, except where noted.  14-15 8ter( ?)BJovAevay, Klaffen-
bach; ovp]BovAevo(e)w, Dittenberger. 17 dAd& ddoxovet ovvbrikas ovvre]feiofor, Colin;
7€|0eiofer, Klaffenbach (cf. Polybius 1.11.7). 19 [fuiv dmox]wAi[o]vo|w fuds adikws], Klaffen-
bach; [jpds dmox]wA[vov]o[e mapd 76 Sikarov], Colin. 20 [Zikvava]; cf. L. 26. 22 [els Tas
dlus damdvas), A. Wilhelm, Anzeiger Akad. Wien, 1922, p. 26 (S.E.G., Il [1924], 320). 25 008[év
&\aaoov, i.e., nihilo minus. 32 ZTPAI'OY, stone. 34 Klaffenbach reports space for about two
letters after 7j]puépaus, and Colin two or three. At any rate the stone-cutter forgot to inscribe the
numeral, for the space was left empty. 36 EXON, stone. KATA®DPONHZANTEZ, stone. 38
EIITPAYANTEZ, stone. 42 [IPATONTEZ, stone. 44 IPOYZ, stone. 47 I[TAPAITAN,
stone. 49 At the end of the line the space after ovvredovioy is uninscribed. Colin thought of eis
at this place but did not include it in the text; it was added by Klaffenbach. s1 EITOIZANTO,
stone. 52 At the beginning, - -]oret, Colin, but Klaffenbach saw - -]YTAL 56 HYHPIX'. .
TO, stone. 64 IAIA, stone, as also in 1. 66.

A Y

COMMENTARY. This important document contains a senatus consultum of 112 B.C.
which settled once and for all—at least as far as we hear—the long-standing quarrel
beiween the Atlicudan and Ithmisn guilds of Dionysiac Artists.!  For some years these
two associations had been engaged in such bitter disputes that they appealed to Roman
intervention on four separate occasions. The entire matter eventually became a point of
honor with the Athenian people and assumed political importance. Consequently,
when this final decree of 112 was passed in favor of the Athenians it was engraved upon
the wall of the Athenian Treasury at Delphi for all to see. Fortunately it contains a
fairly full résumé of the quarrel.

t The clearest and most trustworthy account of the quarrel is the one given by Daux, loc. cit. Shorter
résumés are presented by Day, loc. cit., and A. Pickard-Cambridge, The Dramatic Festivals of Athens
(Oxford, 1953), pp. 294ff. The attempt made by Pomtow (op. cit., pp. 704-5) to present the docu-
ments and the evidence in sequence suffers (at times) from faulty or misleading chronology and
unsupported restorations of the minor fragments. His texts must be used only with due attention to
the researches of Daux. The date of the present document is assured by the mention of the consuls
L. Calpurnius L. f. Piso (ll. 2-3) and M. Livius C. f. Drusus (l. 62); see Broughton, Magistrates, I, 538.
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Four stages of the quarrel are at once apparent. The first one culminated in a senatus
consultum (1. 21) that regulated the relations between the two guilds and established Argos
and Thebes as common places in which to hold their meetings. Such co-operation
called for the establishment of common officials and funds. The date of this decree is
uncertain beyond the fact that it was passed under the consulship or praetorship of a
certain P. Cornelius. This official may have been P. Cornelius Scipio Nasica (consul in
138), P. Cornelius Scipio Aemilianus (consul in 134), or P. Cornelius P. f. Lentulus
(praetor in an unknown year).2 The second stage ended in 118/17 B.C., when repre-
sentatives of the two guilds met with C. Cornelius Sisenna, the governor of Macedonia.?
At this meeting the Isthmian representatives agreed to pay a fine of ten talents. The
end of the third stage was reached by the passage of a second senatus consultum, a few
years after the meeting before Sisenna, to confirm the provisions of the first decree and
to uphold the agreements made in 118/17. 'When these three measures failed to produce
peace between the guilds a fourth appeal to Roman authority was made. This resulted
in a third senatus consultum, the present one of 112 B.c., which gave complete victory to
the Athenian claims. Unfortunately the first two decrees of the Senate are lost and we
are dependent upon the present one for their general provisions.

The representatives of the two guilds were given an opportunity to present their
cases. Their respective complaints in 112 B.C. were as follows:

1. The Athenian guild:

a. The Isthmians refused to pay the ten-talent fine imposed by Sisenna.

b. The Isthmians obstruct them in their profession.

¢. The Isthmians appropriated money belonging to the common fund.

d. The Isthmians disobeyed the first decree of the Senate by forming a separate
guild.

2. The Isthmian guild:

a. The agreement reached under Sisenna to pay a ten-talent fine was made contrary
to the instructions given to the Isthmian envoys.

b. These envoys, upon their return to Thebes, were called to account for their
actions and were condemned. Thererpon they won sympathizers in Thebes,
took the records of the guild, and absconded. As rebels they formed a separate
guild, set up their own laws, and then appropriated the priesthoods, the money,
votive offerings, and the holy crowns that had originally belonged to the
common guild.

2 Pomtow, op. cit., 704, n. 3, identified the official with the P. Cormnelius P. f. Lentulus who had been
honored by the Isthmian guild, apparently in 128 B.c. (704 B-C), believing him to be the praetor or
propraetor of Macedonia at that time. Daux, op. cit., pp. 361ff., rejects this view. See also
Broughton, op. cit., p. 507, n. 1.

3 The date of his governorship can be determined by means of Dittenberger’s S.I1.G.3, I, 704 K1,
which allows us to collate the Macedonian and Athenian years. For histitle arparyyo[i] 7 évbumdrov
in 1. 60 see Holleaux in Hermes, 49: 58189, and in Revue des Etudes Anciennes, 19: 88ff. See Broughton,
op. cit., p. 528, n. 2.
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¢. Because of the actions of the rebels the Isthmians have been hindered in the
performance of their customary sacrifices to Dionysus, to the other gods, and to
the Romans.

From several other documents additional information on the quarrel is obtained, the
most significant being the fact that the Amphictyonic Council in about 125 B.c. began
to show great affection for the Athenian guild.# This gave the Athenians a powerful
ally in their quarrel with the Isthmians.

When one considers the cleverness with which the complaints of the two guilds are
worded, it becomes clear that any connected story of the events is bound to be con-
troversial or misleading. Nevertheless, some questions must be asked and at least
tentative answers given. If we knew the precise origin of the quarrel, we might be in a
far better position to understand and interpret the present decree.

It would appear that in the course of the second century B.c. the somewhat younger
Isthmian guild expanded and spread out from its place of origin in the Isthmus. Because
of its eventual monopoly over much of Greece it is probable that tension between it and
the Athenian guild built up early in the century.s The destruction of Corinth in 146 B.c.
may have been a serious economic blow to the Isthmian guild, and the Athenians may
have seen an opportunity to expand into the Isthmian “territory” and to break the
Isthmian monopoly in cities such as Thebes and Argos.6 No solid evidence exists,
however, to substantiate such a situation. But we do know that the Athenian guild
began to experience difficulty in the exercise of its various immunities at just about this
time. Since the Athenian immunities had been guaranteed to them by an Amphictyonic
decree of ca. 278/77 B.C. (I.G., 112, 1132) and had been renewed in ca. 130/29 B.c. (ibid.),
very strong motives must have prompted the people or the state which violated them.?
One of the reasons for the renewal of Athenian immunities may have been the fact that
the Isthmians began to disregard them. That it was no small matter may be deduced
from the fact that in our decree of 112 B.C. it is not the Athenian guild which sends its

+1.G., 112, 1134, Il 1-63 (=S.I.G.3, I, 704 E). For the date and interpretation of the decree see
Daux, op. dt., pp. 368fF., and, fr further disenssion of the date. see G. Klaffenbach, Gnomon, 1938,
p. 20, as well as Daux, Chronologie Delphique, (Paris, 1943), p. 9. Daux observed that nowhere is °
there any better evidence for the enthusiasm and good will of the Amphictyonic Council toward the
Athenian guild than in this decree. One of the reasons for this good will was certainly the exemplary
fashion in which the Athenian guild had taken part in the Pythais of 128/27 B.c. (for this see Daux,
op. cit., pp. 722-26, and the text in Fouilles de Delphes, III, 2, no. 47).

5 See Poland, op. cit., cols. 2500ff.

6 The territory of Corinth and perhaps all of Boeotia and Euboea became ager vectigalis: M. 1.
Rostovtzeff, S.E.H.H.W., I, 748. For the details and latest discussion of the problem see Accame,
op. cit., pp. 28ff. On the other hand, however, the evidence for the economic condition of Athens
indicates that the Athenians enjoyed considerable prosperity in this same period. See Day, op. cit.,
pp. 88-100, who points out (p. 94) that the Athenian guild at this time was also prosperous, for very
large delegations were sent to Delphi for the Pythaids of 128/27, 106/s, and 97/96 B.c.

7 The date of I.G., 112, 1132, 1l. 52—94 (= S.L.G.3, 1I, 692) hinges on the date of the Delphian archon
Aristion and that of the Athenian archon Demostratus. Daux, in his Chronologie Delphique, pp.
58-59, dates it in either 134/33 (2) or 130/29 (3).
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delegates to Rome but the Athenian state. Therefore, it is possible that successful
Athenian expansion of its guild and *immunity incidents” may have been the basis of
the quarrel between the two guilds. Then the difficulties of administering a joint guild,
the unauthorized agreement to pay a fine, the rebel Isthmian artists, and the favoritism
shown the Athenian guild by the Amphictyonic Council obviously would have widened
the breach between them. However that might be, the Athenian victory was a mile-
stone in the history of the Athenian guild. Thereafter it became the leading association
of its kind.
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[noc]<{Da Bovdfj, dore 7& ‘Pwpaiwy kai Tois vm6 ‘Pwpaiov(s)
[r]<edaoopévois modepov émpépwor:  prjre Tols molA) [eplows prjre Smhois]
wire xpripeot prre vavoly Bonbeitw {o} Snpoa{idar BovAsj 86A[w mormpd.]
‘0 8fjpos ¢ ‘Pwpaiwy Tovs moleplovs kai tmevavriovs [- - - - - ]
[- - 7]od 81jpov Tod *Aorvmadaiéwy S Tis (dlas xdpas xal fs dv
[kpersi 6 8fjuos & ‘Pwpaiwy pv Suérw] Snpoaliyor Poudj 86{A)w [mo-]
[vpd, dore 76 Sfjuw @] AoTvmadaiéwy kal Tois Um’ adTods
Tacoopévors médepov émpépwow: prre [Tols modepiows prire] SmAlows) prjre

xpripe{ralow pire
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vavoi Bonfeiltw) prite 86Aw movmp®. ’Eav 8¢ Tis [mpdrepos modepov] émipéon &
Sripe @]

*Aorvmaliéwy, ¢ Sfpos [J] ‘Pwpaiwy (16 Sjuw 7@ *Aotvmadaéwy Bonfeirw 2.
*Eay 8¢

[7es] mpdrepos moAepov émpéon [Td Sripw & ‘Pwpaiwy, 6 dfuos 6 *Aorvmradaiéwy
Bonbeirw éx]

[r@v] ovvbnkédv kai dpriwv [rdv yeyermuévwy - - - - - - ave péoov ?|

Tod Sjpov Td@v ‘Pwpaiwy kai Tod Sfuov Tdv *AoTvredaiéwy.

*Eav 8¢ 1u[s] mpos ravras tas ovvbiikas kowij Povdj mpoobeivan 7

adeleiv Bovdwhvrar Snpoalide BovAj [6s ?] dv Bekjoy éééorw: & 8¢ dv mpoabfdow

év rais ovvbikas 4 [&] Gy apé{A)warw ek 1@V ouvbnkdv, éktos éotw Tabre [év] Tais

oubikous yeypoppéva. [avabévrwy 8¢] avabnue éu pév ‘Pwpaiwv év 1o
Komerwliw vad Tod

AiSs, &v 8¢ *Aorvmadaéwy év & lepd Tis "Abnvés kel Tod *Aokdnmiod kel mpos

76 Bopd [- - -] s ‘Pdbpns.

C. Decree of the Astypalaeans

"Edofe 16 Sopw: (CApyywvidas Edxdeds émeordrel, mpuraviwv [yvope]

[ Em]edlp) mapalyedyémrar 6 amooradels mpeafevras els ‘Pdpav ‘Plo)SoxAis
> Avripdyov kol

[ra] me[pi ovppayias] Soyuaricfévra [amerjvoxe,] Sofeioa (?) 8¢ 8 adrod [rod]
Jodioparos

[+---eee--- | Tods mpeoBevras vmép Tds marpidos xai ‘P[pas - - - - - - - - ]

[------ ] ovppayiav mori Tods [‘Pwpalovs - - - - - - - - - - ]
[---- -] émawéoou pév ["PodoxAiy *Avripdyov - - - - - - - ]

Text is essentially that of Viereck (notes) except where nowed.

A 2-3 elprjymy or xdpira; Mommsen had [mpos Tov 8fjpov T@v *AoTvmadaiéwy diliav kai
ovppaylav). 4-5 Cf. S.C. de Narthaciensium et Melitaeensium litibus (No. 9), B, 1. 61-63. 6-7 See
Polybius 3.26. 1: Tpovpévwy r@v ouvlnkdv ér viv év xadkdpaot mape tov dix rév KamrerdAwoy
& 1d 1@V ayopavduwv Taelw. 7 Villoison indicates iota adscriptum here and in 1 13, but
elsewhere it is missing. 10 (end) Mommsen had wapéyewv instead of Sofvar. 12 As interpreted
by Tibiletti, two laws; [avafeival Te dmdypagov év] kTA., Viereck and others. 13 Previously
Viereck restored [xai émpavds] mpoxeyév[w, but he adopted the present restoration from a
suggestion by J. Schmidt; mpoxewpevov, Villoison. 13-14 Viereck was previously uncertain about
the restoration, but he has retained it (notes). 15 aveyopevafar, Villoison; vrarov, Villoison.
16 [oTparyydv], Mommsen. 18-19 Hicks followed by Viereck; ayovow em - - - orapovrov,
Villoison. 19-20 Hiller and Viereck; Cousin, [wivaé | ovppla[xia]s [av]e[réfn mpeoBevoarv]rols
‘Podox)éovs tob ’Avriudyov]; Tiubler, [ITdmAios ‘Poridios | Smaros émérafe yxdlkwpa
ovppayies év 7§ Kemerwlin kafnlwdi|ved] kol krA. 21 ke avrys, Villoison, according to
Hiller's transcription.
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B 31 No indication in Villoison of the existence of this line. 31-32 After BovA7j Cichorius adds
[86Aw movnpd]; Pwpaiow, Villoison. 33 eogopevors and mov[- -, Villoison. 34 Snpoo[ije
BovAd, Cichorius. Previous editors had 6 87jpos «ei BovAd. For this error, introduced by Villoison,
see Cichorius, op. cit., p. 444. 35-36 Smevavriovs |[t]od Srjpov 1ol Aorvmadaiéwy kA,
Cichorius; but dmevavriovs [rfis BovAis | kai T]od Sjpov kTA., Viereck and Hiller. Tiubler
objected to the latter because dnpos xou BovAy, which is in the copy by Villoison, is a mistake for
Smpoaiar Bovdnr. 37 Snpos xow Bovdn Sorw, Villoison. 39 pmre omda pnre ypnuaract,
Villoison (with the Ta deleted). 40 Bonfew, Villoison. Cichorius adds [urjre ? Snpooie BovAs)
after Bonfel{rw). Cichorius has [mpdrepos moAepov], followed by Viereck (notes). 41 Cichorius
has [oreMérw (?) Borifeiav ebrarpov. ’Eav 8¢ Tis] .. .. 40-44 Tiubler inverts the order of
the lines because of éav 8¢ in 1. 40. He restores the lines thus: [édv Tis] mpdTepos moAepov
émdépn |[7d djpw & ‘Pwpaiwy, 6 8Hpos 6’ Aotvmadaiéwy], éav 8¢ Tis [mpdrepos] émepéon
| 7@ Sjuw [t@) *Aorvradaiéwy, ¢ Sfpos [d] ‘Pwpaiwy [Bonbeirw | kara =6 elkaipov & dv
éxc V] ovvBnkdv kai Spkiwy [é€5 moeiv]| <@) Sjulw) Tév ‘Pwpaiwy kai 7(&) diuw)
T@v 'Aorvradaiéwy. 45 ms, Villoison, who deleted the sigma. 46 Bovdovra:, Villoison;
[€]av Berjoln], Viereck (previously); [60°] dv feMjoet, Hiller and Taubler; [6s ( ?)] dv ferjor,
Cichorius. 47 7 avegepworv, Villoison; éxtds apparently means here extra contextum (cf. A.
Wilhelm, Gottingische Gelehrte Anzeigen, 1903, pp. 795fF., but see also Tiubler, op. cit., p. 60); [&],
Cichorius, Hiller, and Tiubler, but rejected by Viereck. 48 [avariféofw &¢], Tiubler. so 7@
Bwpd [tod dids kei] Tijs ‘Pauns, Boeckh, followed by Viereck at first but then (notes) rejected.
51 Evywwidas, Villoison, corrected by Wilamowitz with reference to I.G., XII, 3,172, . 10. 52 e
8¢ mapayernrau, Villoison; PadokAys, Villoison, but Wilamowitz corrected to “P{o)8oxAfs (cf.
S.1.G.3, 1M, 1215, 1. 16, 18-19).  $8 mort Toue, Villoison.

COMMENTARY. One of the means used by Rome in the course of the second
century to control the city-states of the Greek East without incorporating them into the
body of her own government was the treaty relationship. This laid down certain rules
of conduct and therefore, since Rome was the dominant partner, served as an instrument
of empire by constantly reminding the Greek states of their obligations and limitations as
well as their rights and privileges. But it was soon discovered by Rome that the in-
stitution of civitas libera et immunis was more useful in aligning them on her side and
making them dependent upon her without making the arrangement a permanent one.
Thus the use of the treaty in Roman foreign policy fell into disfavor and was eventuaily
abandoned.! The following states are known to have had treaty relationships with
Rome: Cibyra, Methymna, Astypalaea, Tyrrheum, Cnidus, Mytilene, Pergamum (or
Elaea or Pitane), Epidaurus, Aphrodisias, Aetolia, Callatis, to name only those where we
have inscriptional evidence.?

! Sherwin-White, loc. cit. Badian, Foreign Clientelae, pp. 113-14, rightly sees in the year 146 B.C.
“the end of proper international relations and proper international law over the Roman world.
Henceforth all allies—" free’ or ‘federate’—are clients, in the sense that their rights and obligations are
in practice independent of law and treaties and are entirely defined and interpreted by Rome.”

2 References in Tiubler, op. cit., pp. 44-47, and Horn, op. cit., pp. 70-71. For Aectolia see S.E.G.,
XIII, 382 (now in L.G., IX2, 1, 241; see also S.E.G., XVI, 370, and XVII, 280). For the new
foedus Callatinum see A.E., 1933, p. 106, and, most recently, St. Martin, Epigraphica, 10 (1950):
104fF.
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The republican organ of government entrusted with the power to conclude formal
treaties with foreign states was, of course, the Senate. Hence one or more senatus
consulta were usually associated with the proceedings involved in the making of a treaty;
therefore, when a treaty was concluded and a copy of it published in the Greek East, one
usually found with it a copy of the relevant senatus consulta. And when a letter from
some Roman official was involved, this too was published along with it. But probably
neither of these, strictly speaking, should be called a part of the treaty proper.3 In the
Greek states, however, all these documents were engraved on the same stone or monu-
ment as the treaty in order to preserve a full picture of the proceedings, to pay honor in
so doing to various local citizens whose efforts were instrumental in obtaining the treaty,
and to have on public display all the documents on which the state’s legal relationship
with Rome was based.

Unfortunately, in the present case the beginning of the decree of the Senate is lost.
The remainder states that peace, friendship, and alliance with Astypalaea will be re-
newed, that the consul is to see to it that a bronze tablet containing the treaty will be
affixed to the Capitol, that the Astypalaean envoy be accorded the usual privileges, and
that a copy of the treaty be set up on public display in Astypalaea. One final, but, I
think, significant point is added (Il. 14-15): each year in the Astypalaean Assembly the
treaty shall be read aloud.

The treaty proper (B) is of the usual type for this period, a foedus aequum. And at the
end, perhaps as a postscript, one finds the order for publication (Il. 48-s0).

As with all extant treaties, and especially with this one, there are many unsolved
problems. There is the matter of the bronze tablet erected in Rome on the Capitol.
Did it contain only the foedus, or was the senatus consultum engraved along with it?
Some scholars maintain that only the foedus appeared on the Capitol in bronze, while the
decree was merely deposited in the aerarium.+ Others, however, believe that both of
them were engraved on bronze.5 In other words, how reliable are these Greek copies
in reflecting the arrangement of documents in Roman archives? Then there is the other
matter of the “renewal” of a treaty. In the present instance does it mean that Astypalaea
had an existing treaty prior to 10§ B.C. wWhich is here being “rencwed”?  Tiubler says
yes, Horn says no.6 Tiubler believes that the original treaty was agreed upon in the
field by a Roman general with Astypalaea and that in the present document it is being
confirmed and renewed at the same time. Horn’s argument is that the renewal phrase,
here, as often elsewhere, is nothing more than a diplomatic expression of courtesy

31 follow here A. Heuss, Klio, 27 (1934): 247.

4 See the remarks of Horn, op. cit., pp. 76fF., and of Heuss, op. cit., pp. 246-47.

$ Accame, loc. cit. On this particular point see also the review of his book by F. W. Walbank in
J.R.S., 37 (1947): 206, and our Introduction, section 3.

6 Tiubler, op. cit., pp. 122—-23; Horn, op. cit., pp. 72—=73. Taubler suggests that the occasion for the
making of the treaty may have been the war with Aristonicus. For the meaning of dvaveofofa. see
G. Daux, Delphes au II¢ et au I¢" Siécle (Paris, 1936), p. 304, n. 2, and idem, in Mélanges offerts d A.-M.
Desrousseaux (Paris, 1937), pp. 119-22; cf. L. Robert, Hellenica, 1 (1940): 9697, n. s.
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affixed to the head of all international proceedings in the Senate. Tiubler, of course, is
aware of this use of the word, but he does not believe that it is applicable here.

To pay full honor to Rhodokles, the envoy who represented his city in the making of
the treaty with Rome, the city of Astypalaea passed a decree in his honor and engraved
it along with the other documents. It is included here for the sake of completeness.
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SENATUS CONSULTUM DE TABENIS 81-80B.C.?
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BIBLIOGRAPHY. G. Doublet, B.C.H., 13 (1889): so3ff.; P. Viereck, Hermes,
25 (1890): 624ff.; Th. Mommsen, Hermes, 26 (1891): 145ff. (Gesammelte
Schriften, s: s14fF); V. Chapot, La province romaine proconsulaire d’ Asie (Paris,
1904), pp. 38ff.; W. Dittenberger, O.G.L.S., II (1905), 442; Abbott-Johnson,
Municipal Administration in the Roman Empire (Princeton, 1926), no. 16, p. 271;
U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Mommsen und Wilamowitz: Briefwechsel
1872-1903 (Berlin, 1935), pp. 392ff.; M. Segre, Clara Rhodos, 9 (1938): 205;

W. H. Buckler and W. M. Calder, Monumenta Asiae Minoris Antiqua, VI
(Manchester, 1939), no. 162, pp. soff.; M. L. Rostovtzeff, S.E.H.HW., Il (1941),
956, and III (1941), 1564; D. Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor (Princeton, 1950),
I, 234fF, and II, 965, 1003, 1112; J. Robert and L. Robert, La Carie, II (Paris,
1954), no. s, pp. 97ff.; Klaffenbach, Gnomon, 27 (1955): 234-35; G. E. Bean,
A.J.A., 60 (1956): 196 (cf. S.E.G., XV [1958], 656); F. G. Maier, Griechische
Maverbauinschriften. I: Texte und Kommentare (Heidelberg, 1959), no. 75, pp.
245-47; Johnson, Coleman-Norton, Bourne, Ancient Roman Statutes, no. 67;

R. K. Sherk, Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studies, 6 (1965): 295-300.

DESCRIPTION. First discovered by G. Deschamps and G. Doublet in the
wall of a house at Davas, the site of ancient Tabae in eastern Caria. After a
long search it was located by Buckler and Calder in 1933 in the wall of a private
courtyard which formed part of the house of Kadioglou Mehmet, from which it
was removed for safe-keeping at Denizli. It is a ““marble block, smoothly .
tooled on four sides and at end, inscribed on this end surface.” Height: 0.40 m.
Width: 0.58 m. Thickness: 1.05 m. The letters are 0.01-0.015 m. high.

“The inscribed surface of this block allows room for sixteen lines; above and
below it must have iain simila: Ulvcks beazing the beginning and the
continuation of our text. This did not extend beyond the L. and r. edges of our
block, as is plain from lines 11-14; this stone was therefore probably one of
those forming one of the antae near the entrance to some temple, the whole
document being inscribed on the front of the anta.” (Buckler and Calder, op.
cit., with a photograph of a squeeze on Plate 28 [no. 162]).
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[- - - Tots 7€ B] o [Aéws Mibpaddrov Tyeudow]
[Svvdpeoiv] Te émavdpirare [mepl s *Aolas]

[kl 7]7s ‘EMdBos avrirerdyf[a, apéorerv 7]
[owv]kMfren kai T@ Sjpwe [rd ‘Pwp]a[iwy ndvra «d] -
[rots] répiora elvar éoeabai Te, Tij[v T mpos T ovv]-
[xAn]Tov Kai Tov Sfuov Tov ‘Pwpaliwy adrav ( ?) miotw)
[8ix] pnjuns éxew Eew Te vy Solas Te kdpas Ths]
[rod]Twy dperfis kai katadoyiis év[exev adTols]

[ner] & ovvBovdiov yrduns Aebrios K[opridios]

[ZUM]as adrorpdrwp ouvexdpnoey vv Smw[s adr]-

[ ad] Tols Tois vépos aipéoeaiy Te daw [Smikoot,]
[8mw]s Te xwpiov Ovnoady, & éorw évros Tav [d]-
[plw]v adrdv, éav BovAwvror, Sxvpdowaw: [riv]

[re ob]vkdnrov Tdv Te STjuov Tov ‘Pwpaiwy [Sia]-
[Aa]vBdvew Tabra abrols kadds xei vy [mpoomn] -

[xdvr) ws Kkai dbiws adrdv, Seddabar Te [- - - -]

The text here given is based essentially on that of Robert. 1-2 Restored originally by Doublet
from the phraseology in the S.C. de Stratonicensibus (No. 18), 1l. 82-84; Buckler and Calder added
ouvmemole | pmrévou at the beginning. 3~7 Viereck, but with some changes by Robert. ‘Pwpa [{wy
ouppayiav] was introduced by Buckler and Calder, but Robert rightly rejected it. Perhaps one
might restore ‘Pwpafiwy mpoaipeaw]. 7-11 All editors and commentators except Wilamowitz
were misled by the faulty reading of [#]éA[ets] in 1. 10, which was found to be 6mw[s] when Buckler
and Calder had re-examined the stone. 7 6o[a e Ymdiofijver, Buckler and Calder; Sofa 7€ érabic
s |, Wilamowitz, followed by Maier; éo[a Te diddvbpwma (?), Robert; Sofas Te xwpas ms],
Sherk. 10-11 émw[s ém’ i|on ad]rois and [xUpie] at the end (Buckler and Calder); émw[s raira
én’ ad]rois and [«Ypi] at the end (Robert); Smwls d¢’ | éav]rois and [rdoous] at the end
(Klaffenbach with hesitation, followed by Maier); mw[s adr|at ad]rois and [$mrjroot] at the
end (Sherk). 16 Viereck joined 8e8dafou re[rdxfa to the preceding words in thought; mpoo)|
kévr]ws, Doublet.

‘COMMENTARY. At the conclusion of the first war against Mithridates in 85 B.c.
Sulla rewarded those cities which had remained loyal to Rome and had resisted the king
of Pontus. We learn here that Tabae in Caria had been one of those cities and had re-
ceived its reward from Sulla while he was still in Asia. He is called adroxpdrwp but not
yet ’Emagpddiros.t Sometime after his return to Italy in 83 B.c., and probably in 81,
the people of Tabae dispatched an embassy to obtain senatorial confirmation of Sulla’s
grant and also permission to fortify Thyessos. This was normal procedure. The Senate
approved. The city in turn erected the present inscription in commemoration of the
event.

The extent of Sulla’s grant to Tabae, however, has been obscured by the unfortunate
mutilation of the text at crucial points, lines 7 and 10-11. The difficulty has also been

1 For Sulla’s titles see J. P. V. D. Balsdon, *“Sulla Felix,” J.R.S., 41 (1951): 1-10.
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aggravated by a faulty reading in line 10, [7] 6A[ets] for Smw[s]. It was thereby assumed
that Sulla had granted Tabae control of cities in the area, an assumption rejected by
Mommsen and Wilamowitz. In 1933 and 1934 Buckler and Calder established the true
reading. But the main problem still remained.

The problem is this. The grammatical connection between oc[- - in line 7 and
émw(s] in line 10 makes it reasonable to believe that whatever was mentioned after
o[- - should be either the subject of dow in line 11 or otherwise connected with the
Smw(s] clause.? But the key words are missing.

Buckler and Calder restored 6o [« 7€ Ymepioffves] in line 7 and completed lines 10-11
as follows:

[ZUM\]as abrokpdrwp ovvexwpnoey vv Sma(s én’ 1] -
[on ad]7ois Tois vépois aipéoeaiv e dow [ripial].

Robert objected, for on historical grounds “all that Sulla permitted them to be voted”
was not possible. He had not been in Tabae and could hardly have given the city
permission to vote anything at the time of the resistance it offered to Mithridates.
Thus Robert proposed 6o [« 7€ pddvfpwma ? for line 7 and restored lines 10-11 in quite
a different fashion:

[ZYAN] as adroxpdrwp cuvexdpnaey vv Smw(s Tabra)
[én’ ad]7ois Tois vopois aipéoeaiv Te dow [ripur].

Bean disapproved of this and felt that lines 10~11 should be completed in such a way
as to allow the city to make its own laws and decisions:

[ZVM\] as adrokpdrwp ouvexwpnoer vy Smw(s ripioi]
[ép> ad]Tots (?) Tois vopois aipéoeaiv Te dow [xpHoba].

And Klaffenbach was not satisfied. He felt sure that Wilamowitz was right in
suggesting 6o [« 1€ émafla Tis]| - - - for line 7, and accordingly he followed this up
in lines 1011 with a tentative restoration:

IR o " k4 b
[2VAA | as abTokpaTwp ouvexwpruer vv Suwls ¢’
[éav] Tots Tols vopois alpéoeciv Te dow [mdoous].

Maier later agreed substantially with Klaffenbach. But no one was happy or satisfied
with any of these suggestions.

It would appear that the main source of difficulty after the re-examination of the stone
by Buckler and Calder is the assumption that émafAa or some similar word must be
restored in line 7. Such a word must carry over to the émw(s] clause and the verb in
line 11, a combination of words and phrases not ordinarily found. One does not
usually speak of “privileges” in connection with “laws” and “policies.” A different
subject, therefore, must be found, and it is submitted that villages is that subject. From
an examination of the concessions made by Sulla to other cities at about the same time,

2 See the S.C. de Stratonicensibus (No. 18), 1. s0—52, and the S.C. de Asclepiade (No. 22), 1. 16-18.
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it can be seen that he had no objections to the granting of villages, districts, or even
revenues to loyal cities of Asia Minor. Examine the following, for example.

1. S.C. de Stratonicensibus (No. 18), lines 53—56: ywpic [kdpes Ayévas mpoad|Sovs
e 1év] méewv, dv Aevkios Kopv[ihos Zvdas adroxpdrwp | Tis Tovtwy] dperdis
karadoyis Te € [vekev mpoodpioey auvexdpn|oev, Smws T|adTa adtols éxew e [fie KA.
Compare lines 93—97 and 102—4.

2. 8.C. de Thasiis (No. 20), lines 13-16 of E: ds Te mpoodSous tijs Tovrwy dp[eris
kai katadoyfs évexev amd ouuPovdiov yvduns|| Aedkios Koprihos [Zv]Aas
abrokp[drwp Tols abrols ow]| exdpnoey v méA[eis ywpl]a kai O[mdpyovra adrois
(2) - - ]| Mpévas wrd. '

3. 8.C. de Oropiis (No. 23), lines 19-23: énde)i év 7 1iis pofdoews vépwe adra
ol | xdpou dmebeipnpévon elolv, &s Aedkios Zvdas fedv dfovirwy lepdv Tepeviv |
Pvdakiis évexev ovveydpnoey {Imefepnuévon elaiv}, ravras Te Tas mpoo|ddovs, mepi
dv dyeraw 16 mp@ypa, Aedkios ZvAas Tdu fedr * Aprapdwe mplodaipi|oey (1), rrd.

Thus it is possible to suppose that Sulla had also granted Tabae the control of villages
or districts. These are in no sense cities and have nothing to do with a confederation of
any sort. Some support for this view is to be found in the following clause of the decree
(I 12~13), where we see that Tabae had been given permission to fortify some (nearby)
place called Thyessos. One may assume that, despite the advantageous position Tabae
occupied in the deep mountainous retreat of central Caria, it still felt the need of ad-
ditional fortifications outside its immediate area. It was concerned for its future military
security and may have asked Sulla for the control of villages that it considered important
from a strategic point of view. Or these villages may have defected to Mithridates and
thus were stripped of their freedom as punishment. In any case it appears reasonable
to assume that Tabae was given control of villages in the area.3

With villages for the subject of the verb in line 11, the possibility of restoring dmrjkoot
at the end of that line is introduced. And the use of that word in lines 16-19, column 1,
of the letter written by Dolabella to the Thasians (No. 21) makes the possibility almost
a certainty. Lines 7-11 of our decree may then be translated: “..., and whatever
villages L. Cornelius Sulla imperator granted to them, after consultation with his consilium,
for the sake of their courage and honor, that these villages be subject to them, to their
laws, and to their policies.”

Tabae enjoyed a privileged position under Roman rule, and the present decree is not
the only piece of evidence to illustrate it. A short dedication set up in Rome has been
known for some time.*

3 Robert thought that guvexwpnoev by itself was not sufficient to convey the meaning of attributing
territory to Tabae; he believed that mpoouwpioer would also be necessary in such a case. But a passage
(quoted above, no. 3) from the S.C. de Oropiis, 1. 19-23 (cf. 1. 25-27), seems to show that cuvexdpnoev
alone could be enough. See Sherk, op. cit., p. 299.

+ G. Gatti, Notizie degli Scavi di Antichita, 1887, pp. 110-11, and ibid., 1888, pp. 134 and 189 (I.G.,
X1V, 69596 b; LG.R.R., 1, 63; C.I.L., 12, 730 b; C.I.L., VI, 30922 b; J. Robert and L. Robert,
op. cit., no. 4, p. 96); cf. Magie, op. cit., I, 954~55 and 1090.
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‘0 8[7jpos] ¢ Tafnvav
¢\ [os] xel adppeyos
‘Pow [pal] wy.

Unfortunately we cannot tell whether this dedication dates from a period soon after
167 B.C. (the war against Perseus) or from the age of Sulla.
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STRATONICENSIBUS 81 B.C.
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BIBLIOGRAPHY. L. Ross, Kleinasien und Deutschland (Halle, 1850), p. 104;
C. T. Newton, Discoveries at Halicarnassus, Cnidus and Branchidae, 11 (London,
1863), 75; Le Bas—~Waddington, Voyage archéologique en Gréce et en Asie Mineure:
Inscriptions, 111 (1870), nos. s43-44; O. Benndorf and G. Niemann, Reisen in
Lykien und Karien (Vienna, 1884), p. 155; Ch. Diehl and G. Cousin, B.C.H., 9
(1885): pp. 437-74; S. Bases, "E¢. *Apy. 1886, pp. 42-48; P. Viereck, Sermo
Graecus (Géttingen, 1888), no. XVI, pp. 24-31; Th. Reinach, Mithridate Eupator,
Roi de Pont (Paris, 1890), no. 18, pp. 467-70; W. Dittenberger, O.G.L.S., Il
(1905), no. 441; E. Tiubler, Imperium Romanum, I (Leipzig, 1913), 158-59 and
457-58; Abbott-Johnson, Municipal Administration in the Roman Empire
(Princeton, 1926), no. 17, pp. 272-76; H. Horn, Foederati (Diss., Frankfurt, 1930),
p- 72; L. Robert, Etudes Anatoliennes (Paris, 1937), pp- 520 and 561-62; T. R. S.
Broughton, “Roman Asia,” in T. Frank, An Economic Survey of Ancient Rome,
IV (Baltimore, 1938), 517, n. 86; S. Accame, Il dominio romano in Grecia dalla
guerra acaica ad Augusto (Rome, 1946), p. 92; D. Magie, Roman Rule in Asia
Minor (Princeton, 1950), I, 235, II, 1112-13, n. 9; Lewis-Reinhold, Roman
Civilization, I (New York, 1951), no. 134, pp. 337f.; J. Robert and L. Robert,
La Carie, 11 (Paris, 1954), 98-101; F. Papazoglou, R.E.G., 72 (1959): 100-5;
Johnson, Coleman-Norton, Bourne, Ancient Roman Statutes, no. 68.

DESCRIPTION. This decree has been engraved on the wall of the Temple of
Hecate at Lagina in Caria. Small fragments of it were first published by
Newton (Frag. E), Benndorf and Niemann (Frag. G-H), and Le Bas-
Waddington (Frag. O), but with the discovery of many more fragments
Charles Diehl and George Cousin assembled all of them and attempted a
reconstruction of the entire text. They saw that it was spread out over five
parallel columns, that the extant fragments represented parts of thirteen stones or
blocks, and that the sides of the columns did not, of course, agree with the sides
of the blocks. Thus Fragment A is all that remains of block A in column one,
and, while much of Fragments B1-2 is extant, the first half of block B (=B!)
contains part of the text in column one, and the second half (=B2), part of the
text in column two. (For the arrangement of the blocks and the columns see
the revised plan in Viereck, op. cit., p. 24.)

The document begins with a letter of Sulla to the city of Stratoniceia,
followed by another letter introducing the decree. At the end of the decree is
found a local decree of the city of Stratoniceia which authorizes the engraving of
a list of those cities which recognized the inviolability of the Temple of Hecate.
Part of this local decree and parts of the list of cities are extant but are not

105



ROMAN DOCUMENTS FROM THE GREEK EAST

reproduced here. They can be found in the publications by Diehl and Cousin
and by Dittenberger.

The fragments containing our decree show some peculiarities worthy of
mention from an epigraphical point of view. In the first place the beginnings
of lines are indented in a rather unusual way, and we have tried to preserve this
indentation in the text. Fragment B2 contains a good example, for in it we
find the beginnings of lines 15 and 17 forming the extreme left margin of
the text with other lines indented from one to seven letter spaces.

Secondly, the stones werc originally joined so carefully and fitted together so
smoothly that lines of text could be engraved both above and below the
horizontal line formed by the joining of two stones. For example, stone H rests
on top of stone K, and the upper half of the word Zrparovikedow (l. 101) is
engraved on stone H and the lower half on stone K. Thirdly, at the bottom of
stone K, to the right of and one line below odrws yiv[w]vrar (. 112), is found a
solitary *Ayaff T0[x7] engraved in different characters from those of the decree.
This means that below it was a different inscription and that line 112 marks the
bottom of that particular column (the third one according to Diehl and Cousin
and Viereck), and probably of all five columns belonging to the senatorial
decree.

Frag. ABt  [Aevkios Kopvidios A]evkiov [vids] Zvdas *Emagpddiros
[Sikrdrewp Zrparovi]kéwv dp[xo]vor PovAdje Srjuwe yaipew:
[oDx dyvooiuey dpds] Sia mpo[y]dvwy mevre Ta: Sikae
[mpds Tyv Huerépa]v fyew[ov]iav memormdras kai év
s [ravri koupde T mpos | ués mi[o] Tw elikpwds TermpnrdTas
[év Te 7@ mpds Mibpadd] Ty o] Aéuwt mpwTovs T@dL év T
[Aoice dvrireraypévovs ki i Tabra kiwdivovs moddovs
[re kai mavrodamovs] Smép TdY Huerépwy Snuociwy
[mpaypdrwy mpobupd] rata &[v] adedeyuévovs
10 [--------- ] kai 1[ods kowods] kel Tods BrwTikods
[pidics é]ve[kev 7] pos Huds edvoias Te
|xai xdperos, kai év Tée Toi mON]pov Kapdr TPJs e
[res dMas Tijs *Aolas modeis memp) eoPevkdTas el mp[o]s
[ras THs ‘EXdSos = = = = = === e mmameaa ]
Frag. B:Ct  Aedxios Kop[vihos ZvMas *Emadpditos Sukt]drwp
Zrparo[vikéwv dpyovor Bovdij Sjpwe yaipew:]
npeafevrais u[erépois 76 yevduevov mo auyrdijr|ov Séypa Toiro [mapéSwke.]
Aéviios Koprijhi[os Aevkiov vids ZvMas *Emagpodiros Sucr]drwp
ovykhijran ov[vefovAedoato mpo fuepdv & ko] lavddv
20 "Ampliwy év 7@ [v koperiw  ypadouévwr mapficay I'dios
Davvios Ialov [vids - = === == ==----- I'ldios
Povdavios I'aifov vids - - - -.  Ilepi dv Drparovike]is éx Xpu-
oao [péwy]
ITowwvios “Tep[ordéous, = = = = = = = e e e e ee e e ]
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25 ‘Exoaraios Jla[- = === e e e mmcme e e ]
Awovioios E[- - - - == c-cn-n-n mpeoPevral Adyous émoui] savro
ovp [puvws kai drodovbws TdL Zrparovikéwy Yymbiopar:]
Frag.D  [dfiodvres oumideofar émi Tdu 7] & Smpdoe mpdy [pare T]od Srjpov
[rod ‘Pwpaiwy év BeAriov. ka]Taordoe. elva
o ~ ’ \ ~ b 7 ’ ~ ’
30 [6mws xpuoodv orépavov mapa Tis {]blas méAews ThH ovykdiTwe
[dvobeivor €7 dmo Taddvrwy 8]iakoaiwy,
[Buoiar e év @ Kamerwdiwe Smws| moifioo é€fj dmép Tis v|ix]ns
[kei Tis Nyepovias Tob Srjpov Tod] ‘Pwpeaiwy,

[6mrws € 16 Aovmrov Aevkiwe KopymAiwe A]eviiov vide ZvMew *Emappodirar
3s [8ucrdrope patimron Zrpatovikéwy] Spwe pdavbpdmws kexpijo 0] ou-
[émel Te 6 Sijpos év TdL kaupdi Tijs elpriv]ns cuverrpnoey Ty iSiay

» ’ \ ’ \ ’ \ \ ~ \ (4 ’
[edvoudy Te kal mioTw Kkai didiav] mpds Tov Sfjpov Tov ‘Pwpaiwy
\ -~ -~ 3 ~ » 7 o A 3 3 ~
[kl mpdTos 1w év T *Aoia, Sre Mifp]addmns év adr[i]
[Sewdrara érvpdvvevey, mpoeideto av]Tirerdyfar
40 [émei 8¢ 6 Bacideds émi Ty wéhw émijAlev,] éAdv &’ éxpdmo[€]v

Frag.O [--------- Aevkiww KopyrmAiwe Aeviciov vide Zvddau]
T T T e ]
[c] i émei 6 Sfjpos [ovveripnoey del Ty dmdpyovaay adTd]
45 ebvoiav kol wi[oTw] kel ovppayi[av mpds Tov Sfuov Tov ‘Pwpaiwy, 16 ] -
dia mpdypara k[are 7]y mpoaipeow [Ty ékelvwy Siokrjoas, kai Mibpaddrn]
méAepov émo[inoe, kali Tov iBiov 8n[Adoas Bupdv mpobuudrara avrerdybn]
e Pachikie B[{lon kol Svvdper [- - - - - - - - i

Frag.E  [Sukalois Te k]oi vopois ki éfiopfols Tols iBlois, ols éxpdv-]
50 [0 émdv|w, 8mws xpdvrou, Soa Te [Ymiopara émoinoay Tov-]
[rov Toi 7o) Aépov évexev, Sv mpds Pac[iAée Mibpaddrny dvédetav]
[6rws T])abra mdvTa kipia dow:
[TTH#8a0dv Te. ?] Pepmaodv, Képapov, ywpla [kwpas Mpévas mpoad-|
[8ovs Te T@v] mEXewv, dv Aetrios Kopy[1idios Zvddas adroxpdrwp)
55 [rfis Tovrwy] dperijs katadoyds Te é[veker mpoowpioer auvexdpn-]
[oev, 6mws T|abra adrols Exew €[]
[0 iepov Tiis| ‘Exdrs émpaveord[rs kai peyliors feds, éx mol-)
[Aod Te Ti]pdpevoy kal MOM@[- = = = - - - e e e
[76 1€ Téuev]os, Smws TodTo dov[lov Smdpymu-]
60 [mepl re T@v &]m[oAw]dT[wy adrols v @ moAépwe, Smws]
rag. C2F 7 o[vy]kA[nros 7@ &p] xovT[L 7] @ €ls *Aaiar mopevopévwr évrodas
81, tva dpo[vric|mu kot émotpody morjonTan, Smws T& éudori
adTols amodobfjvar dpovrion, Tovs Te alypaddTovs
koplowvrow mepl e T@v [A]owmdy va TiyworL T@V Sukaiwy:
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Smws Te mpeaPevrals Tols mapa Srparovikéwy els “Pwpny
mapegopévois éxtds Tob oriyov of dpyovres ovyrAnTov 8iddo [w*]

mepl TovToV Tod Mpdypartos ovTws édofev:  mpeaPevrais
Zrparovucéwy kare mpdowmov év T ouykAiTwe direvfpdr-
mws amokpibBijvar, ydpire diliav ovppayiav avavedoaoar,

Tovs mpeaPevrs dv[Spals kadods kai dyabods kel didovs
ouppdyous e Tue [Tépo]us maps Sfpov kadod kel dyalfoi
Kkal pidov oupudyou [re fu]erépov mpooeayopedaar édofev.

Hepi e dv orow of [mpeofev] rail Adyous émourioavto Kol mep[i dv]
Aevkios Kopyihi[os ZvMa]s *Emadpddiros Sucrdrwp Adyo [vs]
[émouvjoaro, yyvwarov elvaw ‘Pw]pcaiows [kara Tas dmoorodeioas]
[map)a T@dv *Aoiav Ty Te ‘ENdSe [Siakaraoydvrwy tédv Te év]
[ravre]is Tals émapyeius mpeafev[rdv yeyermuévwy émoTolds)
[rods] Zrparovikeis Ty Te dikiav k[ai mioTw kel efvoiay mpos Tov]
[6#] wov Tov ‘Pwpaiwy Sie édovs [év kaipdr elpivns modéuov]

[r€] <Y€l ovvrernpnrévan aTpaTiw [Tars Te kal oitwe ke peydias)
[8amdv]aus Ta Snpdowa mpdypara [Tob Sjpov Tod ‘Pwpaiwy]

[mpo] Bupdrare dmepnomuévar w[- = = = - - c o a e e ]
[- .]vs vmép Tiis peyadoppootvn[s Tis éavrdv adrols ovpme-]

[mod] eunrévon Tots Te Paoiréw [s Mibpaddrov fyeudowv]

[Suv] dueoly e émavdpdrara me[pi T@v médewy Tijs *Aolas ko]

[tis] “EMdBos & [v] rirerdyfa-

[mepi TovTwy 1@V mpaypdrwy obrws é8ofev:  dpéokew T quy-]
[djrae avBpdv dyabiv] Sucaiwy [re dmo]pmp [ovedew kai mpo-]
[voelv Smws Aevki]os Koprijhios ZvMas *Emagpddir [os]

[ckrdrwp Tov dv] Tirapiay Eéna adrols katd 16 Suita[ypa Soi-]
[vou kededon, ols]| Te vdpois ébiopots Te i8lois mpdTepov
[éxp@vro, Tov]Tois Ypdobwoay:

[8aous Te vépovs adro]i Ymdlopard e émoinoay TovTov Tob [mOAé-]
[nov évexev Toi mp|os Mibpaddrny yevouévov, d Tovrs i i u]
[mdvre kipie Smdp] ywow:  ds Te Twas THs TovTwy dperij[s KaTado-]
[yfis T évexev pet]d ovuBovAiov yrduns Aedkios ZoA[Aas ad-]
[roxpdrwp Tois ad]Tols mpoowpioey ovveydpnoey [molirel-]

[#s mpoadovs yw]pie rdspas Mpévas e Tovro|is, e rabral

[ebrois éxew éqe:  T8]v e Sfjpov Tov ‘Pwpaiwy [- - - - - - - - - ]
[----eemma-- mpoom| kdvrws déiws Te abrof - - - - - - - - - - - - ---]
[+ammmmmae e | 7¢ re Zrparovikeiow [éfmpiopéva? - - - - - - - - ]
R ] amodex [T& !51Talpst]v Sety-

[$rw]s Te Aevrios Koprijhi[os ZUA| Aes ‘Emagpdditos Sucrdr[wp, éav adrdn]
[po] bmran, &s adros adrokpdrwp Zrpatovikedow moli[reins] )
[«] dpos xdpas Apévas T mpoodipioey, émyvin Swardén [ Soas éxdarn]
mpoaddovs Lrpatovikedow T
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[éd]v Te Suardén, mpos TadTas Tas molrelns, & Zrp [arovikedow]
mpoodpioey, ypdupara dmrooTelAnt, va TooobTov T[éMos]
Zrpatovikedow TeEADOY

[r] 0078 7€, otrwes &v more del *Aolay Tiv Te ‘ENdSa é[mapyeias]
[8i] keeréxworw, dporilwow 8i8dow Te épyaciav, iv[a Tadre]

ovrws yiv[w]vra.

To [iep]ov iis ‘E[rdms]| Smws §[v doviov]

3 ’ o n 3 v ’ b} ’
avfvmaros Sotis dv del *Aalav ém [apyeiav]
Swakaréymi, émyvdrw drwe adtols &[me]oTw
ol 7é Twes Tabra Sujpracay of Té Twe[s 8]iakaré-
yovow adTd, wa map’ abrdv amodobiver dmokare-
arabfvar ¢povrion: iva Te Tods alypadTous
dvaxoploacfou Svvwvrar Smép T T@v A[o] v
mpaypdrwy Tév Swalwy Tixwow o[]T[w ka]fds dv
adrols ék Tév Snuooiwy mpayudt [wy mio] Tews
Y , ”
Te s Blas palvmrar:  édofev.
’ 7 \ AJ ~ ’ -~ ’
Zrépavdy Te Tov mapa Tol Srjpov [T ovyrhiTw]
dmeoralpuévov, ob dv Aevkios [Kopvi]ios
ZMas *Emagpéiros Sucrdr [wp)
(4 -~ 3 \ o 3 -~ 3y -~
[fy]fiiTee [ayefov Smws dvabeivor adrois)
[éé7e, Ouoiloav e év 7d1 KamerwAiwe &v Gé-]
[Awow émws adrols morfjoon é€4t.]
[rots Te mpeaBevrais mapa Zrpatovicéwy eis]
[‘Papuny mapecopévois €8oée o] dyrdnrov
., y N ) ”
[6m6 1édv dpxdvTwy éxtos ToD oTiyou 8i8]ocbar:  [E8ofev.]

The text is that of Dittenberger except where noted. 7 [’ Aoiat dvfearapuévovs, Diehl and Cousin.
8-9 [kai peyddovs dpeornriras] dmép 7@y Nuerépwy Snpooiwy [mpayudrwy kal Sewd]rara
&[M]a 8eSeypévous, Diehl and Cousin; modovs [re kel mavrodamovs], Dittenberger; mpobu-
pd]rara afv]adedeypuévous, Bases, followed by Dittenberger and Viereck (notes); moMovs [re xaci
8ewordrovs, Wilamowitz. 132 Added by Viereck. 15 dpycver added by Vicreck. 17 fuupllural,
Dittenberger; [ouvexdipnoc], the former editors. 18 Aevkiov vids first added by Viereck. 19 &,
Viereck by measurement of available space. 25 ITe[twviov (?), Diehl and Cousin. 26 E[xeraiov(?),
Diehl and Cousin. 27 axodotfws, Viereck; émaxolovfws (Diehl and Cousin) appears to be too
long. 28 émi td:, Viereck; 8u& 76, Diehl and Cousin. 36 7 and rijs added by Viereck. 38
mp@7ds Te, Dichl and Cousin.  ad7[#t]: Diehl and Cousin seem to see AYTAILL on the stone, but
the reading is uncertain. 39 Sewdrare, Viereck; dudrare, Diehl and Cousin. 40 [émel e o
Baaieds Ty méAw mohiopkrjoas], Diehl and Cousin, but here Viereck saw that the particle (8¢)
with éAdv argued against such a construction. He therefore originally restored [émel 7 6 BaatAeds
mpos Tiw wéAw émfjAfev,] but now (notes), following Dittenberger, prefers a change of preposition
to émi T woAw and refers to Appian Mithr. 82. 21.  42ff. Fragment O inserted here by Viereck.
Dichl and Cousin had placed it after Fragment N, an arrangement which put an unequal number
of stones in columns two and three. 43 ém[rdfavmi, Dittenberger with a reference to S.1.G.3,
748, 25. 47 m8Aepov émo[Aéue]t, Diehl and Cousin, corrected by Viereck; 76v i8iov 87j[uov], Diehl
and Cousin and Viereck previously, but 8n[Adioes k)., Dittenberger. 48 Robert and Robert, op.
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cit., p. 99, 0. I. 49-50 ols mpdrepov| éxpdvro), Diehl and Cousin falsely, for their own transcription
of Fragment E shows If2 before dmws xpdvrae in 1. s0; thus Viereck restored émdv]w, Smws
xpévrae, kr). 53 [[T1j8aadv 7], Diehl and Cousin and all others, on the basis of Strabo 13. 1. 59,
but L. Robert(Etudes Anatoliennes, pp. s61-62) questions its restoration here. 57 [6 e {epdv T7s],
Diehl and Cousin, but Viereck deleted re for reasons of available space. 75 yrworov elvor
‘Pwplaiows suggested by Viereck, accepted by Dittenberger. 76 mapla r@v «r)., Viereck, retained
by Dittenberger. 77 émorolds], Dittenberger, but other restorations here and in Il. 78-79 are
Viereck’s. 80 TEI on the stone according to Diehl and Cousin, but emended by Viereck and
followed by Dittenberger; oirwe added by Viereck from Josephus Ant. 12. 10. 8. 83-84
[émpovisrara | memoA]eunkévar, Diehl and Cousin. 88 [«kaAds ofv éxer dvdpdv kaAdv kel
Sucaiwy, Diehl and Cousin. 92 76 Aoumov Tov]rois xpdobwoav, Diehl and Cousin, but Viereck
deleted 76 Aoumdv for reasons of available space. The transcription of Fragment H by Diehl and
Cousin at this point shows TOIZXPAXOQXAN, and hence the brackets in Dittenberger are
incorrect. 98 Awévas Te, TovTolis, Diehl and Cousin with comma between, but Viereck puts
comma after TovTo[is, as does Dittenberger. 100 Or adr[o5(?). 105 At the end, restored by Diehl
and Cousin, retained by Viereck and also by Dittenberger. 107 [é&]v T¢, Wilamowitz; Soo]v 7e,
Dichl and Cousin. 110 é[mapyeias], Bases; é[méA@worv, Diehl and Cousin. 123 [t ovyx
Mjrwi], Viereck, followed by Dittenberger. 126-29 Restored by Viereck. 130-31 Cf. Il. 65-66
for these expressions. After line 131 follow Fragments I, M2, N2, an uncertain fragment, and P,
all of them quite separate from the senatus consultum.

COMMENTARY. Between the end of the first Mithridatic War in 85 B.c. and the
departure of Sulla from Asia in 84 B.C. a general reorganization of the communities of
Asia was undertaken, a reorganization that had as its principle the rewarding or punishing
of those cities which had proved themselves loyal or disloyal to Rome in the war against
Mithridates. In the interior of Caria we know that Tabae (see the Senatus Consultum de
Tabenis, No. 17) and Stratoniceia had remained loyal. Mithridates had captured
Stratoniceia and had imposed a fine upon it.!  Sulla had accordingly rewarded the city
for its gallant stand against the enemy and had voiced high praise for its loyalty to Rome.
Later, after Sulla’s return to Italy, the city had dispatched envoys to obtain from the
Senate written confirmation of all that Sulla had bestowed upon it. The present decree
was ithe zesult

In this document we see that Sulla is dictator (Il. 14, 18, 43, 74, 103, 125) and has already
received officially his title of Epaphroditos (Il. 1, 34, 74, 89, 103, 125). His dictatorship
(82-79 B.C.) gives us a rather wide span of four years in which to date the decree, but his
title of Epaphroditos (bestowed at the very end of 82 or early in 81 B.c.) reduces this by
one year.? The fact that Sulla is named dictator but not consul is good reason to believe
that the decree is to be dated exactly in 81 B.c., for in 80 B.c. he held the consulship with
Q. Caccilius Metellus. The assumption that all of Sulla’s title at this time would have
appeared on the documents is, I think, a valid one.3

* Appian Mithr. 21, and the information given in the present decree, 1l. 6-9, 36-40, 46-52, 83-86.

2 On Sulla’s titles see Balsdon, loc. cit.

3 Viereck, op. cit., p. 29, in speaking of the proquaestor (1. 90), says he was a * magistratus militaris et
extraordinarius, qui vix per duos annos munus obtinebat. Itaque documento est senatus consultum



SENATUS CONSULTA

For their good will and loyalty to the Roman people in the recent war the Stratoni-
ceians are rewarded as follows: (1) renewal of good will, friendship, and alliance with
Rome; (2) they are to be given gifts; (3) they may enjoy their own laws and institutions
just as they had before the Mithridatic War; (4) whatever laws and decrees they may
have passed because of the war shall remain in force; (5) whatever cities, revenues, lands,
and other places Sulla and his council may have given to them shall remain theirs; (6)
Sulla, if he wishes, shall decide how much taxes these places shall pay to Stratoniceia;
(7) the Temple of Hecate shall be inviolable; (8) the future governors of Asia shall provide
for the restitution of lost property to them upon their claim; (9) whoever of them had
been prisoners shall be returned; (10) they may dedicate a crown to Rome and the
Senate and offer sacrifice on the Capitol; (11) their future envoys shall be given ex-
traordinary audience before the Senate. It is an impressive list. In a time of general
misery for the communities of Asia, such beneficence would be visible proof of the
rewards to be won by loyalty to Rome. This and similar grants in Asia must have done
much to awaken the eastern cities to a realization of Rome’s iron grip upon their futures
and of her willingness to reward their loyalty. Thus, when Mithridates returned, their
attitudes were generally hostile to his overtures.

There is another side of the picture as well, for, although the loyal cities such as
Stratoniceia had been rewarded, the possession of their newly won privileges depended
in the future upon their continued good behavior. The Greeks more than the Romans
rcalized the vagaries and general unreliability of political ascendency. What Sulla and
the Sullan Senate had given them might be taken away by a different master and a
different Senate. Hence we find the reason why so many of the eastern cities in the
first century before Christ requested confirmation of their privileges from the Senate
whenever the political atmosphere in Rome appeared to have changed.

esse ex a(nno) 673/81.” This makes sense but can hardly be called positive evidence. It is accepted
by Dittenberger, op. cit., n. 68. On the proquaestor see Mommsen, Rimisches Staatsrecht, 113, 1,

Pp. 531-32.
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BIBLIOGRAPHY. E. Kalinka, Tituli Asiae Minoris, 11, fasc. III (1944), no. 899;
D. Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor (Princeton, 1950), II, 1385, n. 42; R.

Syme, Historia, 13 (1964): 160.

DESCRIPTION. A small fragment of limestone, complete only on the top.
Height: 0.14 m. Width: 0.19 m. Thickness: 0.11 m. Height of letters:

0.015 m.
Col. A
[Aediios Kopridios Aeviciov vios] ZvAas
[------ Umaros 70 Sevre] pov, ouv-
kMjrwi cuveBovAevoaro ] pd Nuepdv
[} po Tiuep
[----------- €v] 1@ vade Tod
Audse opévwe maphioay Ae]vkiols) Zévri-
ypagop P :
[os Teclov vids, - = = = - = - - - ] lov viss,
Col. B
e
Bl
pl----
T[----
oleee-

The restorations are by J. Keil and A. Wilhelm. 4 The spelling NAOI seems assured. s A
short name of a god is demanded because the following restoration is assured and would allow only
a small space at the beginning of the line. The sigma of the witness's name was omitted by

haplography.
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COMMENTARY. In 1894 R. Heberdey discovered a small settlement on the east
bank of the Limyrus River in eastern Lycia near the village of Karabiik. From two
honorary inscriptions found on the site it is clear that its ancient name was Cormus or
Cormi, but no Greek or Latin writer mentions it anywhere.! Two other inscriptions,
from Idebessus, indicate that it had formed a gupmoAirele with Acalissus and Idebessus.2

Why this obscure Lycian community obtained a senatus consultum from Rome is
unknown, but the editors think that it must concern the granting or the renewal of
certain privileges by Sulla in his second consulship, whose grant of freedom to the
Lycians after the first Mithridatic War is well known.3 The document’s mutilated
condition, however, prevents us from drawing any further conclusions.

L. Sentius C. f. must be the monetalis of ca. 89 B.c. (Broughton, Magistrates, II, 452).
Since he is here named first among the witnesses, his rank must be at least praetorian. In
fact, this is good evidence that he did actually reach the praetorship before the date of
this decree.

1 Kalinka, op. cit., no. 900, mentions a Koppéwv ¢ 8fjuos; no. gor refers to Sfjuov rov Kopu[é]wv
The name therefore could have been Kdpun, Képpos or Kdppot.

2 Jbid., no. 830 (=1.G.R.R., III, 646) and no. 833 (=L.G.R.R,, III, 647). Cf. A. H. M. Jones, The
Cities of the Eastern Roman Provinces (Oxford, 1937), p. 108, with nn. 18 and 20; Magie, op. dit., p.
1378, n. 24; and Robert, Villes d’Asie Mineure?, pp. 56-57 and 272, n. 6.

3 Cf. Magie, op. cit., p. 1385, n. 42. For the grant of freedom see Appian Mithr. 61. As a possible
aid in the interpretation of the present decree the editor in Tituli Asiae Minoris refers to the letter of
a proconsul to the Chians (S.I1.G.3, 785 =L.G.R.R., IV, 943), No. 70 of the present volume.
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2021 DOCUMENTA QUAE AD RES THASIAS
PERTINENT
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A letter of Sulla to the Thasians with a copy of a senatorial decree,
and a letter of Cn. Cornelius P. f. Dolabella to the Thasians concerning
the decree. Here are documents of exceptional interest and importance
for the history of the island during and after the first Mithridatic War.
They serve to illuminate and to supplement our knowledge about the
effort of Mithridates to extend his field of operations into Thrace.

Both documents must be studied together, for each aids in the
interpretation of the other.
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EPISTULA L. CORNELII SULLAE
CUM SENATUS CONSULTO DE THASIIS 80 B.C.

lSisipisiniaisiai I SN NN NN AN NNNNS Y

BIBLIOGRAPHY. C.Dunant and J. Pouilloux, Recherches sur I’histoire et les
cultes de Thasos, 11: Etudes thasiennes, V (Paris, 1958), no. 174 (Plate VI), pp-
37-45; J. Bousquet, B.C.H., 83 (1959): 402 (cf,, S.E.G., XVIII, 349);

L. R. Taylor, The Voting Districts of the Roman Republic, American Academy in
Rome, Papers and Monographs XX (Rome, 1960), pp. 268-69.

DESCRIPTION. These fourteen fragments, engraved on blocks of gray
marble, originally formed part of some official building in the agora of Thasos.
The stones were later used in the construction of an old Christian basilica.

Section A: Inv. 715 o, B, or. These are three fragments that join together.
Over-all dimensions of the three stones together: width, 0.48 m.; height, o.15
m.; thickness, 0.07 m.; height of letters, 0.014 m. Lines 1 and 3 project two
letter spaces out into the left margin of the text.

Section B: Not preserved.

Section C: Inv. 715. Contains the end of the first column and a part of the
last lines of the second. Largest of the fragments: width, 1.28 m.; height,
0.15 m.; thickness, 0.13 m.; height of letters, 0.o11 m.

Section D: Inv. 715 e. Width: 0.45 m. Height: 0.18 m. Thickness: 0.09
m. Height of the letters: 0.010 m.

Section E: Inv. 715 (right side; for dimensions, see above, under Sec. C) to
the end of Col. I, line 8, followed by Inv. 715 y of Col. IIl. Inv. 715 y shows
a margin on the left. Width: 0.38 m. Height: 0.18 m. Thickness: 0.07 m.
Height of letters: 0.012 m. The first two letters of line 4 (Col. II) and of line 13
(Col. III) project out into the margin. The ends of lines 9-11 (Col. III) are
contained on 2 small fragmenr (Inv 715 }) which shews the cmpty space
between Cols. Ill and IV. Width: 0.14 m. Height: 0.095s m. Thickness:
0.05s m. Height of letters: 0.012 m. (Col. III), 0.008 m. (Col. IV).

Section F: Inv. 715 . Broken on all sides. 'Width: 0.085 m. Height:
0.050 m. Thickness: 0.010 m. Height of letters: 0.o11 m.

Section G: Inv. 507 and s20. Found in 1922 and published in B.C.H., so
(1926), no. 7, p. 234.  After its publication the stone was broken into two parts,
and several letters (underlined in our text) were obliterated. Over-all
dimensions: width, 0.19 m.; height, 0.090 m.; thickness, 0.030 m.; height of
letters, 0.010 m. These two pieces form the text up to line 5 of Section G, but
with line 6 begins Inv. 715 8. 'Width: 0.19 m. Height: 0.11 m. Thickness:
0.05s m. Height of letters: 0.009-0.010 m. The ends of lines 6-15 of Section
G are found on Inv. 715 9. Width: 0.18 m. Height: 0.16 m. Thickness:
0.07 m. Height of letters: 0.010 m.

Section H: Inv. 715 A (right edge). This small fragment carries on its left side
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Col. I
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the ends of lines g-11 (Col. IIT) (dimensions given above, Sec. E).

Section I: Inv. 715 «. Small sliver of marble broken on all sides. Width:

o1om. Height: 0.045 m. Thickness: 0.015 m. Height of letters: 0.012 m.

Section J: Inv. 715 {. Tiny fragment broken on all sides except the right.

Width: 0.14 m. Height: 0.195 m. Thickness: 0.07s m. Height of letters:
0.015-0.013 m.

Aeb[x]ios Koprij[A]ios Aevkiov [vids ZvMas *Emagpdditos maros|

70 Sevrep[o]v yaipew Mye[r Oaciwv dpyovor Bovdf Sijucwi]:

éyd mpeofevrals Sperépois [0 Tis ovvkMijrov 8oypa mapédwra: 7o)

8dypa TobTo yeyovds éoTw mpo [fuepdv - - - - - - - é&v 1]
[..]ungmpiw:  ypadopévaw[v w]apficar I'd[ios ZxpiBivios Ieiov vics]
[...]erivas Kovpl[wy ITwpevtiveg - - = = = == - == - == - - - ]
[0+ JOBMO[- - < n e w e e emmmmee e !
AR )
[mepi dv of mpeoPevrai Adyous émovjoavto = = = = = = == - - - - ]
B P ]
oo ee e e )
[rremrmemmr e TR 1

.]86Twy T@v [modeu]iwv |..... H[....... ovvoud [oac] B éaxvrods Téxva

I .

’ ) -~ \ - -~ ’ ’ ’ \ \ ’
owBlovs avelelv kai Tals T@v modepiw [v] Suvdueow mapardfachor kai Ta Tvey-
pota mép 7@V Snpooiwy mpayudrwy Nuetépwy év T xpelar dmoPalely

7 " ¥ -~ 3 \ ~ ~ ’ -~ ’ ’ 3 7
KEMov 1) v T kapdi amd Ths Tod djpov Tod ‘Pwpaiwy dilias ameorarnrévar
8fwaw: v TavTny T€ adTols cwmplay SpdvTes Tis moloprias yeyovévar, Siud
Te TaUTNY TV alTiow TKpoTEpov avTols TV molepiwy xpnoauévwy peyio-

Tais ovpdopais kol BAdBais mepumeaeiv v moMods Te kwdivous dvadedéyfdt,

[mepi TovTOU TOD MpdypaTos obTws Edofev: mpeoPevrai]s Oaoiwy [kard]
[mpdowmov év T ouvkdijrwe phavfpdimws dmokpilbivar:  xd]pire idioy [oup] -
[wexiav avavedoaofa, Tovs mpeoBevtas dvdpas] kadods kai &[yabovs]

[rad pidovs quppdyovs Te fuerépovs maps Sripov] rxadod kai dye[fob]

[«ai idov ouppdyov Te Huerépov mpooayopedoon €]Solev:  vacat

[repi T dv obrou of mpeoPevtal Adyous mpos| T ovvkAnTow éxr[ov]] -

[oavro, Aevkiov Koprmdiov ZvA] A *Emadpodirov tmdrov Toi év[iavrod]

[-------- oupBePovdevk ?|éros kel T@v mpeoBevt [y T@V per - -
[caeemm e ]THNTE[- - - - ----------- ]
SRR R )

R !
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[.1ZTE mpeafey[- - - - - -=--=----- 7@V Snpociwy mpayud] -
TWY TOV NUETpw [V = = = = = = o= - e e m e ]

e Te Aedkios Koprihos Z[vMas *Enadpddiros, Kowros Kauxidios Mérelos

Edoefs)

Umarot, éav adTols palvnTay [- - - < - - - - e a i ]
mpoonAwpévos v+ év 8¢ 7@ Eut[poaley ypovwi? - - - < - - - e o eao oo ]
wt év Td vad 7@ s TlioTews 7r[ ---------- , Buaiow Te év rdu Karre] -
TwAiwe éov morfjoar Bovdwvte v adTols €6t < - < - - - - - - - oo - dpéorew ?|
adTa Tt Te quvkd [frwe kel 7@ Srjpwe 7& ‘Pwpaiwy - - - - - - - dpi)gra Te €l
vou ol éoeofou TabTA TE [~ - - - - - s e s m e a o 8ie p)vijuns
Exew Eew Te Soew T €[- - - - - - - - e aaaiaoas me| Tpec-
yuéve o7’ adt@y EYKATAI[- - = = - = - m e e e e e e e e e - ]

ds Te mpoaddous Tiis TovTwy ap[erfis Kol karadoyis évekev dmo qupBovdiov yrdums]
Aevkios Koprihos [Z6]Mas adrokp [drwp Tols adrols - - - - - - - - - - awv] -
exwpnoev v wA[es ywpl]e kel T& S[mdpyovre adrols ? - - - - - - - - - - ]
Mpévas kol 7[- - ¢. 8 -JIIE[- - - - - - o e emme i ]
R ] R LR R ]
D ]
[------ mploadou[s - - - - - - s - e ]
[-------- m|Sdets yw[plo = - < - - - e e e e ]
[------- L L B ]
I ]
[-------- ] afrow of moAiretaft - < - - - - - m - e a e ]
[------- 700 ?]Twy T@Y moAewv y[wplwy - - - - - - - o m e ]
[--------- Jot Srawaréoyoy [- - - - - - e m e ]
[----e---- ] ots Tols TOm R R ]
[--------- ] Suakarey[- == - m e e e ]
[- - -- - o- 8n)ws Tabra obrwe '[- - - - - - - - - 8] Sfjuos ¢ ‘Pupaion[v]
[------- Od] oo kapmileobor Svy[wyrar - - - - - - ] vacat
[------- ‘Powp]nradras i Twovre ) [--------- 1v % Aol adrav E
[------- ] Swakaréyovaw 7 [- - - -------- 7] Wt moAéuwe Tjper[épwr]
[------- &) mjyayov: Smws T[--------- 1E 65 av émapyeie [- - -]
[---ne- O[--JAB[- - - - 11 4Bhovmopis 3 [- - - -
R Jrwoav kol OZ[- - - - - - ]
R ] wvacat
[ e AB)ovmops [+ - - - - - - ]
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M ccooemn e ]

BE[- - eeentenn e e ]
-1+~ e [T [ !
[- - -]2Y/[-- -] [- - - ow]xMjrov 88 [ypa - - -]
[- - -]THA[- - -] [- - dmoo ?]reir(- - - - - - - ]

A 5 [T unrnpiwe (?), Taylor, but [mo|Ae]unnpiw:, Bousquet. A 56 Taylor restored the name;
of. E. Badian, Athenaeum, n.s., 40 (1962): 356—58. E 9 ¢mo8€ ?]xre, Dunant and Pouilloux, but
the photograph shows ]ZTA; cf. S.C. de Tabenis (No. 17), ll. 5~7. G 6 Dunant and Pouilloux
print Smjws taidre y[lvwvrar, but an examination of the photograph seems to show

QITAYTAOYTQZI.
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EPISTULA CN. CORNELII DOLABELLAE
Sisissisisisisisiasisianiaisiasiasisisinisisisinisinsissisisisisiaaisisieiaieieie)

BIBLIOGRAPHY. C. Dunant and J. Pouilloux, Recherches sur I’Histoire et les
Cultes de Thasos, 11: Etudes thasiennes, V (Paris, 1958), no. 175, Pp- 45-55, Plate
VII, 1; E. Badian, “The Dolabellae of the Republic,” Papers of the British School
at Rome, 33 (1965): 48-51.

DESCRIPTION. Block of marble carrying the present letter and also one of
L. Sestius Quirinalis (No. 56). Much has been lost because of the holes bored
into it for fittings. Width: 1.34 m. Height: 0.48 m. Thickness: 0.19 m.
Inscription is in two columns, with 0.035 m. between each column. Height of
letters: 0.010 m.

[I'vat]os Kopwios ITomrAiov [vids dodafélas avfvmar]os yaipew Aéyer dpyovor
BovAi Srjpwe Oaoi-

wv: Mikés Miké vids, Za[- - - kal’ viofeoia]v Ebpupevidov, ¢voe 8¢ Avijrov,
mpeoPevrai

vpérepor, Gvdpes kee[Mol kai dyabol kai ido maps Srjpov ka]Nobd Te kol dyalfod rol
éidov ouppdyov Te fue-

Tépov, év Oeooalo [vikn évruxdvres pot - - - -]ov T avyrAnTov Toi Srjpov Tod
‘Pwpaiwy

vmép Tis Sperép[as modews Sdypa mepl Tis els T& Snudai]a mpdypara karadoyds
Sudv éoymrévar

TodrdTe 10 8oy e - - - - m - e e e ST e i

T L R e ]

TEPOV EoYMKE[VOL = = = = = @ oo e e e e e ee e ]

€V T@L TONUWL [= = === s e e e e e

Aaumrwplons TepL[TETEW 2 = = = = = = o e o s e e e e ]

T Tl e ]

Sudv duiv xdpira [¢iliov cvppayioy dvevedoaolor - - - - < - - - - v e oo e oo

Smep Vuds émeyv[- - - - - - - Jvov Tois mpeaBevrais *APSnpirdv du Tpdmean
Aeb{x}-

kwos Kopvidos ZiA[Aas - = - - - - - - - 8ié]kpwev kai 1) ovyrAnTos Sikaiov
Siédafev, 6 87)-

119



15

25

Col. II

ROMAN DOCUMENTS FROM THE GREEK EAST

wés 1€ ‘Pwpaiwy éxé)[evoey - - - - - = = - == - - ]MO..0ZN.A.
XOIZETOYZENAIIOZTEAE. . $mij-

koot uiv dow tds te w[- -]JEN..... ZNE. EI mpoadSovs 7 avykMyros [1 ‘Pw]-

palwy ovvexdpnoev e xpag[d - - - - - - - - 7]ovrois Tots TO. .INA yimra
Veeounn .+ op-

olws Te kol emapnbBiows kal [Zriabiows] ypdupare dméoreide ve Sutv drijroot
dow & TpdTwe 1) ovy-

KkAnTos Nuerépo n0éAoev. vacar

E? 8¢ mepl s ydipas v Spopotoay *Iopapov (?) [..]ENE.AIE my xdpov éué
oraf[fv]ar NTO[- - -]

Sutv oyoldlovoav, mapadodvar 8¢ Twa oyoddlovoalv - - c. 19 - -|AIONIAA xai
mpos ods [....] ypdu-

pore dréorale e mepl Tavrys Tis ywpas NOTH.N.ONO.II E. -
ENAMHBIHTINEZENITAKHITHI dmoyw-

[p]fowow Suiv Te ayoddlovoay mapaddow rkafds .L2[- - c. 11 - -]IN[- - c. 9 - -]
TOIIOI. . .ANEIN ely-

[«?]¢ Te €l Twa “Powunradas 9 ABrovmopis 7 Tvre K. . ZET.KA.O. .PT..
Spérepa Suaxaréyo[v]-

[o]w rabre Spiv oxoddlovre dmodobBaw: Juoiws Te AM|[- - 14 - 15 - -]
TAIHII. AZINQTIAIT

[.]v Suérepa Tabra duiv dmoxaraorabivar ¢povrioas [- - - -] Swép rovTwy TdV
mpaypdray Spler] -

[épwv] Smpooiar %) idlaw ve mpos éué TA.Z[--¢c.9--]YT[-------------

Ivatos [Kopviihios| ITomAiov vics dodaBéMas dvfvmaros [yeipew Aéyer dpyovor

BovAiji Srfpw Oaol] -

fav-cceeeeaeaaaaaaaaas ] ofvpp]dxwr dmokpw[- - - - == =22 oo - ]
Spatium versuum quinque
[---------- ] 1 pés 0w dpovriog[e - - - ---cc-cmaaan ]
[-----can Jwow Smijkoor e obrews [- - - - - - eaaa ]
[----emeae-a oo 7€ T Smevavriov TouT[- - - - - - - - ceaao - ]
[----------- |n adm) Zwabioss.
vacat
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13-14 AEYK|KIOZ. 15]MO..OZN.A (or O) krA. 16 II[- -]d (or Y)«7A.; Dunant and
Pouilloux suggest tds e T[oAirelas ywpia AJuév[as kdpals Te [x]oi mpoadBous kTA.
17 Dunant and Pouilloux suggest with great reservation t]ovrois Tois €f[eo]w & ylmrar KA.
20 EMAPON . .E (or Z) NE (or IT or I') xtA. 21 [IT]ougvide ? suggested by Dunant and
Pouilloux. 22 In the middle Dunant and Pouilloux suggest the possibility of i[v]e[s]év *AunBin,
Twes év TTarmmm (or Iaxne 74u); but the place names are unknown. 23 ...ANE (or O)IN
ktX. 24 K(or E). 25 AM (or ANNI or AIII), and, later, AZIN (or A).

COMMENTARY. In the first year of the first Mithridatic War the Pontic king had
overrun Bithynia, seized control of Asia, instigated the murders of thousands of Romans
and Italians in the province, and started the siege of Rhodes. But his ambitions did not
end there. They took in an even broader horizon, for in the late autumn of 88 B.c. he
sent Archelaus to Greece with an army to secure allies or to take possession. Soon the
forces of Mithridates were well entrenched in Athens, the Peloponnese, all Boeotia
except Thespiae, and Euboea.! A second Mithridatic army then entered Thrace and
Macedonia without, apparently, meeting very serious opposition. This was a strategy
presumably calculated to obtain a strong foothold in Europe as an anchor to secure
Mithridates’ new Asian possessions and eventually as a base to annex all the Balkans.
The Pontic king had planned well. The legate of the governor of Macedonia, Q.
Braetius Sura, gathered together his numerically weaker troops and marched south to
oppose Archelaus, but he was forced to retreat. Then Sulla arrived, early in 87 B.c.
The Pontic army in Thrace and Macedonia overran the whole area and advanced south-
ward against Sulla, but the son of Mithridates, who shared the command of this northern
army with a general Taxiles, died on the way. Taxiles turned his troops over to the
retreating Archelaus. The combined armies then fell before Sulla at Chaeroneia in
86 B.C. in complete disorder. The following spring Sulla marched north into the
borderland of Macedonia and Thrace for a punitive expedition against the Eneti,
Dardani, and Sinti, who had been plundering Macedonia after the collapse of the Roman
forces in that area during the previous year.? Then, in the autumn of 85 B.c., the war
ended.

It is this northein canupaign in Thuace ihat is of special interesi, for the present docu-
ments are all directly connected with the Thracian situation that arose during and after
the invasion of the country by the Pontic army. The Thracian tribes seem to have
taken advantage of the opportunity to attack and plunder the territory of their neighbors.
With the Roman troops of Macedonia out of action and the army of Mithridates
! For the fullest account of the first Mithridatic War see Th. Reinach, Mithridate Eupator, Roi de Pont

(Paris, 1890), pp. 121-211. Newer material and the results of later scholarship will be found in D.
Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor (Princeton, 1950), chap. IX, with notes.

2 That the plans of Mithridates did not end with the conquest of Asia may be surmised from what
Sulla said at Dardanus in 85 B.c. (Appian Miffir. 57): kai TovTov Texutpiov, 6t kai Opdkas kal
Zkvlas kol Zavpoudras, obmw Twi moleudv, €s ovppayiov Umijyov, kai és Tovs dyxod
Baailéas mepiémepmes, vais Te émoiod, ki mpwpéas kal kuBepritas cuvekdrers. Sulla accused
Mithridates of planning the war for a long time and of aiming at world domination.

3 Appian Mithr. 5.
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securely in control of Asia they had little to fear, and, if we can believe the accusations
uttered by Sulla against Mithridates in 85 B.C. at Dardanus, the Thracians may have
made advance preparations with the connivance of the Pontic king for the devastation
of the area.# Details, however, are lacking.

The letter of Sulla, dated 80 B.c. by the mention of his second consulship, com-
municates the text of a senatorial decree to the magistrates and people of Thasos. It is
at once clear that the Thasians had resisted the enemy forces and had sworn an oath to
kill their families and to die fighting on behalf of the Republic rather than prove
disloyal in Rome’s hour of need. Because of their resistance they had suffered terribly
at the hands of the enemy. The Roman Senate therefore decreed that *friendship and
alliance” between Rome and Thasos would be renewed; that the Thasian envoys to
Rome would be allowed to make a sacrifice and an offering in the Capitol; that whatever
revenues Sulla had previously assigned them would be confirmed; and that whatever
cities, ports, and territories they had previously possessed would be restored to them.
Later sections of the decree (F and G) seem to refer to the restoration of specific lands and
possessions of Thasos occupied by the Thracian chieftains Rhoemetalcas, Ablouporis,
and Tiuta. The customary gifts (secs. H-J) for the Thasian envoys while in Rome
probably formed the conclusion of the decree.

The letter of Cn. Comelius P. £. Dolabella, governor of Macedonia from 80 to 78 B.c.,
is also addressed to the Thasians and recounts how Thasian envoys had met him in
Thessalonike and had made known to him the newly passed senatus consultum.s  Dolabella
outlines in some detail the contents of that decree and lists the various measures he has
adopted or will adopt in order to carry out its provisions. He states that he has sent
letters to the islands of Peparethos and Skiathos informing them that henceforth they
will be under the control of Thasos, and that he also has sent letters ordering the res-
toration of the land formerly owned by Thasos. The mention of the Thracian chieftains
would suggest that they had seized those lands in the course of the war and that they were
situated on the mainland just opposite the island: the Thasian Peraea. A second letter of
Dolabella (Col. II, 1l. 4-9) apparently refers to instructions of some kind issued to Thasos
concerning the nature and the ‘extent of iis Loni10l uver Tepaicihos and Skiathe:.

Such, in brief, is the information contained in these important documents. It would
appear that when the Pontic army under the son of Mithridates entered Thrace and

4 See the passage from Appian quoted above (n. 2).

s Dunant and Pouilloux, op. cit., pp. 48-49, suggest that the two Thasian envoys who met Dolabella
may have been the men who had gone to Rome for the decree. They had carried a copy of the
decree back with them to Thasos and then had met the Macedonian governor to inform him of its
provisions. Such was, almost certainly, the sequence of events. Envoys would normally return
with a copy of a decree passed in their favor: cf. the S.C. de Serapeo (No. 5), 1l. 4~7, where it is specif-
ically stated that a [copy of a] decree was carried from Rome. But it is not certain whether the
envoys are the same men in both documents, before the Senate in Rome and before the Macedonian
governor. Their titles, however, would lead to that conclusion, as Dunant and Pouilloux state.
For Cn. Comelius P. f. Dolabella see T. R. S. Broughton, The Magistrates of the Roman Republic, 11
(New York, 1952), 80. The present letter is important for his filiation; cf. Badian, loc. cit.
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Macedonia the native chieftains of the area seized the Thasian possessions on the main-
land. Whether the “enemy” mentioned in the Senatorial decree and the letter are the
Thracians or the Pontic army cannot be decided, but perhaps the word is meant to cover
both of them. And since Dolabella (his letter, Col. I, 1l. 21ff)) apparently has to write
a letter to effect the restoration of that land, one might assume that the land was held or
controlled by the Thracians, perhaps intermittently, down to 80 B.c. This is possible,
but the fragmentary nature of the present documents makes it impossible to establish
certainty. At any rate, at the conclusion of the first Mithridatic War Sulla was aware of
the island’s resistance and assigned it certain revenues to compensate to some degree for its
suffering and consequent poverty.

From the letter of Dolabella it is possible to see that the senatorial decree also had
assigned Peparethos and Skiathos to the control of Thasos. The reason for this is almost
certainly connected with the fact that in the course of the war the island of Skiathos had
been attacked by Q. Braetius Sura because it was being used as a storehouse for the
barbarians.6 Hence, both islinds may have been involved in the war on the side of the
Thracians. In addition, as we might expect, Thasos is to be allowed to use its own
[laws and] customs, i.e., it is to be autonomous (letter of Dolabella, Col. I, 17). It
becomes a civitas libera—small enough reward.

Rhoemetalcas may be related to the Rhoemetalcas of about 12 B.c.-A.D. 14 who was
the first king of a united Thrace, although they are two generations apart.? Ablouporis
is a Thracian name found only once in our sources.® Tiuta or Tuta is also a Thracian
name, but nothing whatever is known about a king or chieftain bearing such a name; it
may be feminine.?

6 Appian Mithr. 29. For the name of this legate of the Macedonian governor see I.G., IX, 2, 613;
on coins see Dunant and Pouilloux, op. cit., p. 6.

7 Dunant and Pouilloux, op. cit., pp. s1-52.

8 Ibid., p. s2, referring to W. Tomascheck, Sitzungsberichte Wien, 131 (1894): 3; P. Kretschmer,
Einleitung in die Geschichte der griechischen Sprache (Gottingen, 1896), pp. 184-8s; and D. Detschew,
Die thrakischen Sprachreste (Vienna, 1957), p. 3.

9 Dunant and Pouilloux, op. cit., p. 52. They draw attention to the Illyrian queen Teuta of the third
cenitey .o The varian forms of hex name in vur documents merely refiect the Koman attempt to
spell her name in Latin and Greek.
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BIBLIOGRAPHY. Petrus Victorius, M. Tullii Ciceronis Epistulae (Florence,
1571), p. 8; K. W. Goettling, Fiinfzehn rémische Urkunden auf Erz und Stein
(Halle, 184s), pp. soff.; J. Franz, C.I.G., III (1853), 5879; F. Ritschl, Priscae
latinitatis monumenta epigraphica (Berlin, 1862), tab. XXX; Th. Mommsen, C.L.L.,
1(1863), 203, with notes on the works of Sigonius, Ursinus, Lipsius, and
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Kaibel, I.G., XIV (1890), 951; Bruns-Gradenwitz, Fontes iuris Romani antiqui?
(Tiibingen, 1909), p. 41; R. Cagnat, I.G.R.R., I (1911), 118; E. Lommatzsch,
C.IL., I2 (1918), 588; L. Gallet, Revue historique de droit frangais et étranger, 4°
sér., 16 (1937): 242-93, 387-425; S. Riccobono, Fontes iuris Romani antejustinianiZ,
pt. 1 (Florence, 1941), p. 35; C. Pietrangeli, Bullettino della Comm. Arch. Govern.
di Roma, 69 (1941): 109-12 with photograph; idem, Capitolium, 16 (1941):
171-74; F. De Visscher, L'antiquité classique, 13 (1944): 26, n. 2; S. Accame, II
dominio romano in Grecia dalla guerra acaica ad Augusto (Rome, 1946), pp. 10-11,
56; C. Pietrangeli, Bullettino dell’ Istituto del diritto romano, s1-52 (1948): 281;

E. H. Warmington, Remains of Old Latin, IV, Loeb Classical Library
(Cambridge, 1950), 444-s0 (Latin only); D. Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor
(Princeton, 1950), I, 236, and II, 111314, n. 10; Lewis-Reinhold, Roman
Civilization, I (New York, 1951), 267-69; V. Arangio-Ruiz, Storia del diritto
romano, 7th ed. rev. (Naples, 1960), p. 213; Johnson, Coleman-Norton, Bourne,
Ancient Roman Statutes, no. 71; A. Degrassi, Inscriptiones Latinae Liberae Rei
Publicae, 11 (Florence, 1963), no. 513, pp. 19-24; new photograph in A.
Degrassi, Inscriptiones Latinae Liberae Rei Publicae, Imagines (Corpus

Inscriptionum Latinarum, Auctarium) (Berlin, 1965), Plate No. 393.

DESCRIPTION. Bronze tablet found in Rome in 1570, now in the Museo
Capitolino. It contains eleven lines in a fragmentary form of the ongmal

Latin text followed by a complete Greek translation. Dimensions: height,

0.34 m.; width, 0.65 m. In 1939 three additional fragments of this same tablet
were unearthed near the Palazzo del Museo. This new material is underlined in
the present edition. It has been estimated by Pietrangeli that the height of the
entire tablet must have been about 0.50 m., but that the tablet was still of
greater width than height. The first three and the last two lines of the Greek
portion are engraved in larger letters than the others and are indented slightly.
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[Co(n)s(ulibus) Q. Lutatio Q. f. Catulo et M. Aemilio Q. f. M. n. Lepido,
pr(aetore) urbano et inter peregrinos L. Cornelio - - - f]
[Sisenna, mense Maio. Q. Lutatius Q. f. Catulus co(n)s(ul) senatum
consuluit a. d. XI k. Iun. in comitio. Scribundo adfuerunt]
[L. Faberius L. f. Ser(gia), C. [- - -] L. f. Pop(lilia), Q. Petillius T. f.
Ser(gia). Quod Q. Lutatius Q. f. Catulus co(n)s(ul) verba fecit
Asclepiadem)]
[Philini f. Clazomenium, Polustratum Poluarchi f. Carystium, Meniscum
Irenaei, Meniscus Thargelii qui fuit, filium Milesium magistros (?)
in navibus adfuisse]
[bello Italico coepto, eos operam fortem et fidelem rei publicae nostrae
navasse, eos se ex senatus consulto domos dimissos velle, sei
ei videretur]
[utei pro rebus bene gestis ab eis fortiterque factis in rem publicam
nostram honor eis haberetur: de ea re ita censuerunt.
Asclepiadem Philini £
[Clazomenium Polustratu]m Poluarchi f. Carystium, [Meniscum Irenaei, qui
fuit ante Meniscus Thargelii, filium Milesium, viros bonos et
ameicos appellari].
[Senatum populumque Romanum existumare eo]rum operam bonam fortem fidel[em
rei publicae nostrae fuisse; quam ob rem senatum censere, utei
iei leiberei postereique]
[eorum in patrieis sueis liberei o]mnium rerum et sine tributa sin]t.

Sei qua tributa ex boneis eorum exacta sunt, postquam rei
publicae nostrae caussa profectei]

[sunt, utei ea eis reddantur, restituant]ur, seive quae praedia aedificia
[bona eorum venierunt, postquam domo rei publicae nostrae
caussa profectei sunt, utei]

[ea omnia eis in integrum restituantur; sei]ve quae dies praeterieit,
postqua[m domo rei publicae nostrae caussa profectei sunt,
neiquid ea res eis noceat neive quid eis]

[ob eam causam minus debeatur neive quid minus eis] petere exigere liceat,
quaeque her[editates] eis leiberisve eor[um obvenerunt, utei eas
habeant possideant fruanturque];

|quaeque €i leiberei posterei uxoresve eoru]m ab altero petent seive
quid ab eis leibereis postereis ux[oribusve eorum aliei petent,
utei eis leibereis postereis)

[uxoribusve eorum potestas et optio sit, seive domi le]gibus sueis vel(int)
iudicio certare seive apud magistratus [nostros Italicis
iudicibus seive in civitate leibera aliqua]

[earum, quae perpe]tuo in [amicitia p(opuli) R{omani) manse]runt, ubei

- velint utei ibei iudicium de eis rebus fiat. Sei qua [iudicia

de eis absentibus postquam domo profectei sunt]

[facta sunt, ea] utei in in[tegrum restitu]antur et de integro iudicium
ex s(enatus) c(onsulto) fiat. Seiquas pecunias c[ivitates
eorum publice deberent, in eas pecunias nei]

[quid dare d]eberent. Ma[gistrat]us nostri queiquomque Asiam Euboeam
locarunt vectigalve Asiae [Euboeae imponent curent, ne
quid ei dare deberent].
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[Uteiqlue Q. Lutatiu[s M.] Aemilius co(n)s(ules) a (lter) a(mbove) s(ei)
e(is) v(ideretur) eos in ameicorum formulam re[fe]rundos
curarent, eis[que tabulam aheneam amicitiae in Capitolio
ponere]

[rem]que deivina[m] facere liceret, munusque eis ex formula locum lautiaque
q(uaestorem) urb(anum) eis locare mitter[eque i]uber[ent.
Seique de rebus sueis legatos ad senatum)

[mit]tere ipseive veneire vellent, uti (e} is leibereis postereisque eorum
legatos venire mittereque liceret.////Utei[que Q. Lutatius
M. Aemilius co(n)s(ules) a(lter) a (mbove)]

sei v(ideantur) e(is), litteras ad magistratus nostros, quei Asiam,
Macedoniam provincias optinent, et ad magistratus eorum
mitt[ant senatum velle et]

aequom censere ea ita fieri, i(ta) u(tei) e(is) e r(e) p(ublica) f(ideve)
s(ua) v(ideatur). C(ensuere).

*Emi dmdrwv Kolvrov Avrariov Koivrov viod Kdrdov xai Mdprov Aip[ihiov
Kolivrov viod]

Méprov viwvod ALedm{{)dov, arparnyod 8¢ kare moAw kal émi Tdv Eévwry Aevkiov
KoprpAio[v ....... viod]

Zwéwe, pnvés Maiov. Kéwros Avrdrios Kolvrov vids Kdrdos Smatos ovyrMjrwe
avvefoul [edoaro)

mpd {pepdv évdexa kaavddv lovviwv év koperiwi. Ipadopévwr maphoav
Aevkios Pofépios Aevkiov vios Zepyia, I'awo[s ... ....... Aev-]

kiov vios TTomAilADie, Kdwros ITeriMwos Tirov vios Zepyia. Ilepl dv Kéwros
Avrdrios Kolvrov vids Kdr{A)os bmaros Adyovs émouiaaro *A [axdmadny]

Duivov viov Khalopéwov, ITodvarparov ITodvdpkov vidv Kapvoriov, Mev{{)orov
Eipnvaiov 1ov yeyovéra Meviokov OapynAiov vicy Midj[owv . ... ..,.]

év Tols mlolots mapayeyovévor Tol moAépov Tob Iradikod é[v]apyouévov, Tovrovs
épyaciov émavdpov kel maTiy Tols dnpociols mpdyuaow Tols rjuerép[ois

" mapeaymxe-| e

vou, TovTOoUs €auTov kard TO Tf)s ovykMhijtov 8yua els Tas marpldas amodoau
Bovdecbou, éav alrd paimrar, Smws Vmép TdV KaADs mempaypévey b
b [T@dv Kkai avdpa-|

yolfdpdrwy els Ta Snudoia (mypdypara t¢ juérepa katadoyn [- -] adrdv
yémrar:  mepl TovTov Tod mpdyparos ovtws édofev: AokAnmadny
Dudivov vioy Khal [opéniov,]

IoMorparov ITodvdprov vidv Kapvoriov, Mevioxov Eipnyaiov vicv Miljowv Tov
yeyovéta Meviokov, dvwbev 8¢ OapynAiov vv &wdpas kadods kal dyalfovs
kai ¢i[Aovs mpoo-]

ayopeioar: TV odvvkdnTov kai Tov Sfjpov Tov ‘Pwpaiwy SicdavBdvew iy TodTwy
épyoaciov kadliw) kai émavdpov kai moTiy Tols Snpogiols Tpdypaow Tols
nperépo[is yeyo]vévar,
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8 AW alriav v ovvkdnTov kplvew, Smws odror Tékva Exyovol Te adrdv év Tais
- ) ; -

éaurdv matplow alerrovpymToL movTwWY TAY mpayudrwy kal avelogopo
dow- €l Twes elog [opai €]k TV

Smapydvrwy adrdv elomempayuévou elolv pera T6 TovToUs T@Y Smuooiwy mpayudrwy

- , - o ~

Tdv Nuerépwy xaplw) dpufoat, dmws adrar avTols &modofdalv)
3 ~
amoxaraoraldow: €l Té Tweli}s {r}

aypol, olxion, Smdpyovra abrdv mémpavrar pera TO €k Ths matpidos TGV Snpooiwy
mpayudTwy TOV NueTépwy Yopw opufoal, Smws Tadra mwavra adrols els
3
aképaiov amokaraoTe-

- 319 -~ ~
05 €l 1é 1is mpobeopio mapelAnidvler, ad’ of ék Tis marpldos TV Snpooiwy
’ -~ (4 ’ 7 o -~

mpaypdTwy TV Huerépwy xdpw punoaly), wij T Todto T6 mpdypme
avrois BAaBepov yévmrar

undé T adrols Sue TavTyy Ty alriav édacaov 6{pyeidnTar undé T éAagoov adrols
peramopeveofar mpdooew €€ Soaw Te KkAnpovouie adrols 7 Tols Téxvos
abTdv

ys o / v I 4 ’ o hel 9y ’
mapeyévovro, Smws Tavras Exwow (Shiakaréywow kaprebwyral Te:  Joa Te dv adrol,
-~ -~ t]

Tékva, éxyovor yuvaikés Te abTdv map’ €Tépov peramopevwvran, édv Té TU
moc-

P adTdv Tékvwy, ékydvwy yuvaik@y Te alTAY €TEpoL peTamOpevwWYTOL, STWS TOUTWY,

’ ) 7 -~ 9y -~ 3y ’ \ - Y/

Térvawy, {ékydvwv) yuvoukdv Te adTdv éfovoin kol aipeois () édv Te
év Tals mo-

’ \ \ N’ ’ ’ ’ " M -~ € ’ 3 7
Tplow kot Tovs Idlovs vopovs Bovdwvrar kpiveahar 7) é(m)i T@v NueTépwy dpydvTwy
)\ -~ -~ XA )\ ’ » ’ -~ \ 7’

émi "Itahikdv kpirdv, édv Te éml médews édevfépa[s] T@v Sk Tédovs
év 77 pXion Tob Srjpov Tod ‘Pwpaiwy pepernkuidy, ob &v mpooupdvrar, Smws éxel TO
-~ ’ -~
kp{)TMipLov Tepi ToUTWY TAV TPaYUATOY YirnTaL €l Twa KpiTipLa
mepl adTdV GmOVTWY MeTd TO €k Ths maTpidos opuijoal yeyovéra éotlv, TabTe Smws
~ 3
els axépaiov amokataaTalij kol €€ akepaiov kpiriiplov Kot
70 THs ovvkhijrov 8dype yimTar: €l Twa ypipora ol modes adTdv Snpooion
kJ ’ /’ ) ~ \ ’ ~ hd r
Speldwaw, uij v els Tabra & xpripare Sodvar dPeldwaty:

Urvovree fudrenot. . olrwes & *Aolay, EiBoww puoldey 7 mpoodSovs * Aot
Gpyovres Nuérepar, oitwes dv more Aoiay, Ebffoway puofdcw 1§ mpooddous "ol
-~ ’ -~
EdBoia émrifdow, dvddéwvrar, puij T odror Sodvar dpeldworv-

- / o
Srws te Kdwros (A)vrdrios, Mépros Alpidios Umator, 6 érepos 7 duddrepor, éow

alB)Tols paimrou, T¢ov)Tovs €ls 7O T@V Ppidwy Sidrayua avevexd|[7-]
vau ppovricwow, T[od] Tois Te mivalke) yaedkody dulins év T Kamerwli dvaletvor
-~ -~ A -~ \ ’
Ovoiav e moifjoon éE)TL féna Te adTols kata 16 SudTa-
\ -~ 3 -~
ypa Témov mapoyiv Te Tov Toulay TOV katd moAw TouTols mobdoar amoar{ei)Aal Te
kedebowow: édv Te mepl TV dlwy TporypdTwy
\ \ A ’ 3 7 3y ’ ’ -~
mpeaBevras mpos TV ovykdTov amooTéMewv alrTol Te mapayiveohou mpooupdvrar,
Smws adrols, Tékvois éxydvo[is Te| alr[@v]
-~ ’ v 3 ’ P ool 4 ’ A
mpeofevrals mopayivesfar kai amooTéMew Te éfic  Smws Te Kdwros Avrdrios,
- )
Mépkos Aluilos Tmator, 6 érepos 1) auddrepor,
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I\ 3y -~ ’ A \ \ » \ 4 ’ L) ’A )

éaw adrols dalmrar, ypdupere mpos Tods Epxovras Tovds TeTépous, oirwes Aaiav,
Moaredoviav émapyelas {8)ianaréyovow,

\ \ A\ ¥ 3 -~ 3 I \ /, Is \ ’

Kkal mpds Tods dEpyovras adrdv &mooTeldwow, Ty oUvk(A)nTov Bédew Kol Sikaiov

nyetobar Tadra odrw yivesha,
o L3 " k) -~ 3] -~ ’ 7 ’ ’ -~ ‘8/ i

obrws s &v adrols ek T@V dnpocilwy TpayudTwy mioTews Te Tis dilas dalidvnTor.

€dofev.
-~ ’ -~ ’
*Aoidnmiddov To6 Dulivov Kdalopeviov, Tlodvorpdrov ol ITovdprov
Kopvariov, Meviokov Tob Eipnva[iov M]iknaiov.

Latin text: 8 F. De Visscher, L'Antiquité Classique, 13 (1944): 26, n. 2. 14 FIS. Greek text:
2 AIITIEAOY. 4 IIMEPQN. s IIOITAIAIA. s KATAOC. 6 MENOCKON; at end of
line, [éBedovrds], Gallet; [vavdpyous], Mommsen; [pera 7¢], Kaibel. 7 é[v]apyopévov,
Viereck; é[¢]apyopévov, Goettling. 8 TIIC CYTKAHTOY; Goettling changed adr@ to adr
(sc., Th ovykhirw). 8-9 cv8pa] TAOIIMATSRN. o TPATMATA, after karadoys) the tablet
is damaged. 11 THMOYNKAHTON. 11 KAAYH. 12 #v: HH. 13 XAPHI
13 AITI0O400QCIA. 13 TINEICT. 14 dmwoxaraoradf; for ¢ the stone has C. 14 AI'POI
is inscribed over an erasure. 15 [TAPEAHAY®EN. 15 QPMHCAH. 16 OCEIAHTAL
17 AIAKATEXQCIN. 18 (), Mommsen. 19 The first émi appears on the stone as EITI;
the second émi has a small eta above the epsilon. 20 KPHTHPION. 24 AYTATIOC
24 AOTOIC. 24 TCCTOYC. 25 KAIIETQAIQI. 25 EIHI. 26 AIIOCTOYAAL
29 ATAKATEXOYCIN. 30 CYNKAHTON. 31 PANHTAL

COMMENTARY. The ancient institutions of amicitia and hospitium that had long been
familiar to Romans as necessary adjuncts of social life and interfamily ties were gradually
extended to the international sphere when the Romans came into formal contact with
foreign states. Various gradations of agreement, official and unofficial, loose and rigid,
must have been necessary quite early to express Rome’s level of relationship with cities
and states. For some the relations of hospitium or amicitia might be enough. Others
might require a foedus, more rigid and lasting. By the second century B.c., perhaps
much earlier, amicitia had become such a common institution on the international level
that it adlideved a4 deflaite o and procedure. A list (formula) was kept of all amici of
Rome. Such status did not necessarily derive from a treaty, as was formerly held by
modern scholars, but was granted by Rome as a unilateral favor.! The honors and
privileges that went with it almost inevitably meant that those states or individuals so
singled out would naturally feel very closely connected with Rome. They would then
seek to strengthen and expand the ties. Thus amici gradually became clientes.2 Our
knowledge of the various privileges accorded to individuals who had acquired the
coveted title of amici populi Romani depends mainly upon two inscriptions, the present
senatorial decree and Octavian’s letter concerning Seleucus of Rhosus (No. 58). They

! For a detailed résumé of the various theories about the nature of amicitia see Gallet, op. cit., pp.
265-93. For the more recent discussion see Accame, op. cit., pp. 48~57; Badian, Foreign Clientelae,
PP 11-12, 44, 68; Magie, op. cit., II, 96061, n. 76.

2 Badian, op. cit., p. 68.
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exhibit remarkable similarities in the matter of privileges, but they differ in one major
point: Seleucus received Roman citizenship, our three Greek naval commanders did
not. Itis a point worth noting.

Asclepiades of Clazomenae, Polystratus of Carystus, and Meniscus of Miletus are
proclaimed amici populi Romani for their valiant naval service in the cause of Rome during
the Italic War. This would seem to be the war of 9089 B.c., but the Sullan war of 83
and 82 B.c. must not be discounted.3 The interval of time between 89 B.c. and 78 B.C.,
the datc of the decree, is rather long, but we have no way of knowing how long the
three Greeks remained on duty. Twelve years would not be excessive, if one considers
the extent of the privileges granted to them.

1. Fiscal Privileges

a. The three men and their children and descendants are to be exempted in their
respective lands from all liturgies and taxes. Seleucus of Rhosus (II, 1l. 20-23) will later
receive these same privileges. In addition, presumably because of their long absence,
our three captains are to be paid back all the taxes that had accrued on their property
since the day they left home in the service of Rome. This means Roman taxes as well
as local taxes, for in line 23 it is stated that all future Roman magistrates in the leasing of
public land and in the imposing of revenue taxes in their three countries will not require
them to pay anything. Thus the simple and unqualified words dAeirovpynror and
dvelogopor must refer to public services and taxes of any description, whatever the
source. The implications of line 23 for the status of each of the cities involved are
obvious, but some degree of caution is necessary. These are blanket privileges, granted
to all three men without consideration of the separate condition of any one city.+
Similarly, it would be hazardous to assume that the decree speaks of Euboea and not of
Achaia because conditions in Euboea were different from what they were elsewhere in
Greece. That may be true, of course, but this document cannot prove it alone without
supporting evidence. Euboea may have been named simply because Polystratus came
from there. Buy, clearly, Euboea was then subject to Roman-taxation.

b. The three Greeks and their families cannot be forced to make contributions toward
any public debts acquired by their cities (I. 22). Mommsen took this to mean that im-~
munity in such matters was granted not only in regard to Roman involvement but also
in regard to local affairs. And despite the objections raised by Gallet that this appears to
be too comprehensive a grant, Mommsen’s view seems correct. The language used is
very broad, very comprehensive. Such immunity is noticeably absent from the
privileges granted by Octavian to Seleucus.

3 Mommsen (cf. the note in Bruns-Gradenwitz, op. cit., p. 177, n. 3) thought it was the war of 9o-89
B.C., and his opinion has been followed by the others, except for Gallet, who prefers the Sullan war.

4 Cf. Gallet, op. cit., p. 390, on this point.
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2. Juridical Privileges

a. Any property of the three men that may have been sold after they had left home in
the service of Rome is to be restored to them in full. This is an early application—to
non-Romans—of the legal procedure called in integrum restitutio. In Roman law it was
one of the methods used by a praetor to annul a result which he considered inequitable.

b. If any date for meeting old obligations has passed since the three left their homes,
they cannot be held accountable for such an unavoidable situation and it shall not tell
against them. Any debts owed to them on this account shall be no less collectable, and
they shall have the right to sue and exact payment for such debts (Il 15-16).

¢. They and their families are to enjoy full, legal possession of any inheritances that
may have come to them (ll. 16-17).

d. In all legal actions, as plaintiffs or defendants, they and their families and descend-
ants have the choice of the type of court that shall be used to try any particular case.
They shall have three main choices: in their own cities by their own legal procedures, by
Italian juries before Roman magistrates, or in free cities that have been amici of the
Roman people without interruption (Il. 17-20).6 These are similar to the choices later
to be given to Seleucus of Rhosus (II, 1. §3-59). Presumably, however, the “law” to
be followed in each of these would be the same, i.e., the local Greek law. They have a
choice of jurisdiction, not of “law.”7

¢. Any judgments handed down concerning them in their absence from their cities
shall not be binding. They revert to their previous status and new judgments are to be
given (Il 20-22).

3. Honorary Privileges

a. Their names are to be entered on the official list of amici populi Romani.

b. They are permitted to set up a bronze tablet attesting their new status.

¢. They may offer sacrifice in the Capitol.

d. They are to receive the usual gifts, housing, and allowances for the period of their
stay in Rome.

e. In the future they may send envoys to the Senate on matters of personal interest,

$ See Klingmiiller, R.E., s.v. “restitutio,” cols. 676-85; J. M. Kelley, Princeps Iudex (Weimar, 1957),
pp. 92ff.; K. M. T. Atkinson, Revue internationale des droits de I'antiquité, 7 (1960): 248-49, 259—71
Cf. Gallet, op. cit., pp. 407-25.

6 There is a difficulty in line 19. A small eta appears above the epsilon in the phrase émi *Iradic@v
kper@v. Thus the line might be expressed 4) &(m)i Td@v fjuerépwy dpydvrwy 3 émt *Iraliedv kpirdv.
Kaibel and Gallet follow this interpretation, believing that there was a further choice between a
judgment by a magistrate or before a jury, i.e., a choice between a cognitio and a formulary procedure.
Mommsen, however, could not agree with that interpretation, and on his authority the eta was
omitted by Bruns-Gradenwitz in their last edition. The question is this: Did the engraver introduce
it when he saw that he had accidentally omitted it from the text he was following, or was it added
much later by some person living under different conditions 2

7 See F. De Visscher, L'antiquité classique, 14 (1945): 41-47.
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or they may come themselves. Similarly, Seleucus of Rhosus (I, 1l. 61-63) was granted
this privilege.

Such were the impressive privileges accorded to the three Greek captains. Clearly,
such amici belonged to a special class within the provincial framework. That their
numbers must have been considerable and that local resentment arose against them may
be seen in the actions taken by Julius Caesar in the case of Mytilene (No. 26, Col. b, 1I.
32-33) and by Augustus in the case of Cyrene (Edict III) to force them to carry their
share of the municipal burdens. And Suetonius (Vesp. 8. s) tells us that 3,000 bronze
tablets were destroyed by fire in the Capitol, tablets recording the alliances, treaties, and
special privileges granted to individuals almost from the foundation of the city. The
percentage belonging to each category is not known, but the tablets concerning amici
must have been very numerous.

In the text itself two items of special interest remain. The last two lines (32-33)
clearly do not belong to the decree proper. The manner of indicating the filiation, by
the use of the genitive alone, is sufficient to show that they were added by Greeks.
Gallet explained the point very well by assuming that the three Greek captains, exer-
cising a right granted to them by the terms of the decree itself (1. 25), had set up the bronze
tablet on the Capitol as a private offering and had accordingly added their names in the
Greek manner at the very end.8 This has a ring of truth to it. It is even possible that
such a practice was generally followed by all the beneficiaries of amicitia, at least in the
case of those whose names were to be added to the official list. The wording of line 25
lends itself to such an interpretation, for it reads as if the Senate is inviting the three Greeks
to set up the tablet. They could have received a copy of the Latin text together with
the official Greek translation from the quaestors in the aerarium.® Presumably they
themselves had to pay for the engraving. Then it would have been perfectly natural
for them to have their names added at the end. The normal practice. Treaties with
foreign states, of course, were matters of international importance, matters of politics,
and were published officially by Rome. In the case of the granting of amicitia to
individuals, however, the initiative for publication might have been left to the
beneficiaries.

Then there is the matter of the first sentence (Il. 1—3). Itis written in larger letters than
the remainder of the text and it is not an original part of the senatus consultum itself. It
serves, of course, to date the document in a very precise manner. Willems concluded
that it was taken from the official record in the aerarium and, presumably, that it had been
added at the time of depositing.’® Thus the decree was voted on on May 22 and

8 Gallet, op. cit., pp. 263~64.

9 The three Greeks, of course, must have had to wait until the decree had been deposited in the
archives, for lines 1-3 were apparently added only at that time. See below.

10 P, Willems, Le Sénat de la république romaine, 11 (Louvain-Berlin, 1883), 218, n. 3. Since this
sentence appears in the official Greek translation, it would appear that, at least in the present instance,
translation was made after the decree had been deposited in the aerarium. How else could it have
appeared in the Greek ? It was not added by the three Greek captains. See the next note.
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deposited in the archives before June 1. Hence, the notation mense Maio, as well as the
names of the magistrates in office, would have been added at the top of the document
when it was entered in the records. One could conclude that the records were sub-
divided into months. Despite the objection of Gallet, this seems to be the correct
interpretation. !

11 Gallet, op. cit., pp. 255 and 263-64. He thinks that the three Greeks added this sentence, but he
failed to notice that the manner of filiation is Roman, not Greek—quite different from 1l. 32-33.
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SENATUS CONSULTUM ALIAQUE ACTA DE
OROPIORUM ET PUBLICANORUM
CONTROVERSIIS 73 B.C.

Sininisinisisisisisisiinisisisisiaisinisisisiaiaisisiaisiaisisisisiataiii i S iaay

BIBLIOGRAPHY. S. Bases, 'E¢. ’Apy., 1884, pp. 97ff.; Th. Mommsen,
Hermes, 20 (1885): 268fF. (Gesammelte Schriften, s: 495fL.); S. Bases, "E¢. "Apy.,
1886, pp. 46ff.; U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Hermes, 21 (1886): 103, n. 1;
P. Viereck, Sermo Graecus (Gottingen, 1888), no. XVIIL, pp. 35-40; W.
Dittenberger, I.G., VII (1892), 413; E. De Ruggiero, L'arbitrato pubblico presso i
Romani (Rome, 1893), pp. 313fF.; F. Miinzer, Philologus, 55 (1896): 388; W.
Dittenberger, S.I.G.2, I(1898), 334; Anton von Premerstein, R.E., s.v.
*Commentarii,” cols. 732-33; A. Wilhelm, Géttingische Gelehrte Anzeigen, 1903,
p- 797; E. Bormann, Festschrift zu Otto Hirschfeld (Berlin, 1903), pp. 431ff.;
Bruns-Gradenwitz, Fontes iuris Romani antiqui? (Tiibingen, 1909), no. 42, pp.
180-85; B. Laum, Stiftungen in der griechischen und romischen Antike (Leipzig,
1914), no. 26 (ll. 42-50); F. Hiller von Gaertringen, in W. Dittenberger, S.I.G.3,
1I (1917), 747; Abbott-Johnson, Municipal Administration in the Roman Empire
(Princeton, 1926), no. 18, pp. 276-79; J. A. O. Larsen, “Roman Greece,” in T.
Franks, An Economic Survey of Ancient Rome, IV (Baltimore, 1938), 307 and 365;
M. L Rostovtzeff, S.E.H.H.W., Il (1941), 748-49; S. Riccobono, Fontes iuris
Romani antejustiniani2, pt. 1 (Florence, 1941), no. 36, pp. 260-66; S. Accame, I/
dominio romano in Grecia dalla guerra acaica ad Augusto (Rome, 1946), pp. 18, 201;
Lewis-Reinhold, Roman Civilization, I (New York, 1951), no. 137, pp. 344-46;
L. Wenger, Die Quellen des romischen Rechts (Vienna, 1953), pp. 384-85, n. 44;
U. Kahrstedt, Das wirtschaftliche Gesicht Griechenlands in der Kaiserzeit, Diss. Bern.
Ser. I* VII (Bern, 1954), p. 59; V. Arangio-Ruiz, Storia del diritto romano?
(Naples, 1960), pp. 213-14; Johnson, Coleman-Norton, Bourne, Ancient Roman
Statutes, no. 74; C. Nicolet, L’ordre équestre a I'époque républicaine (312 43av.
J.-C.) (Paris, 1966), pp. 351-52.

DESCRIPTION. A stele of white marble found on July 20, 1884, near the
statue of Sulla in Oropus. Height: 1.85 m. Width: 0.68 m. Thickness:

0.16 m. Height of letters: 0.010 m. The omicron is somewhat smaller than the
other letters. Many spaces are left uninscribed, the number of spaces varying
from one or two to ten or eleven.
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Mdapk]os Tepévrios Madprov vids Oddppwy AevkoMlos, I'dios Kdoos Aevki[ov
vids Aov-]
yivos Smaro v Qpwmiwy dpyovow Povdj Svuwe yaipew: el éppwale, €0 v
[or]
Sués eidévon BovAduebo fuds xard 76 Tis ovyrijTov SSypa 16 yevdpevov é[mi Aevki-]
ov Awcviov Madprov Adpnliov dmdrwy émeyvwrévar mepi avridoyidy Tév ave p[éoov]
Oed *Apdrapdwe xai @y Snuociwvdy yeyovdtwy {émeyvwrévar}. vy mpd piés
el [Svav]
*OxrwpBpiwy éu Baoihkfj Iopriy: év oupBovdiwe vv mapficay Mdapros Kiavios
Modpx [ov]
vios *Apvioons Madpxelos, vv I'dios Kdavdios I'aiov vics *Apwioons I'Adfep,
Mcapros Kdawos Madpkov vios Hwpevrivg, vv I'dios Awivios I'eiov vids
{Hwpevrive, vv I'dios Aikivios Iaiov vios} Zrplarive{s} Zaxépdws,
Aevkios OdoMdokios Aevkiov vids *Apviioons, vv Aedkios Adprios Aevkiov vics
IKa)mpie, vv Tdios *Avvaios Talov vics Kdvropive, vv Mdapkos TvAAos
Muadpkov vics
KopymAia Kiképwv, v Kdwros “Aéios Madprov vios Kupive, vv Kdwros ITopmiios
Koiv-
Tov vids 'Ap ] oons ‘Poidos, Adlos Kaoréios Addov vics {3 vids} ‘Pwmlic,
Kéwros Muvikios Kolvrov vios Tnpnvrive @éppos, v Mdaapkos Tlomdikios
Muadpkov vids ‘Oparig Zraiovas, vv Tiros Maivios Tirov vics vv Aepwvia, v
Aedkios
KAavbios Aevkiov vids Aepwvig. vv mepi dv ‘Epuddwpos *OAvvrriyov vids lepeds
*Avdiapdov, Soris mpdrepov Umd Tis cuvkdijTov oUVpaxos mPooTyopevué-
vos éotiv, kol At dnpos Oeodpov vids, Anpaiveros Oeorédov vids mpeaPev-
Tai ’Qpwmiwv Ayovs émoujoavro: vy énledi év 7& Tis pofwoews vépwe abrar af
x@po Smeleipnuévar eloly, ds Aevkios ZvMas Oedv abavirwy lepdv Tepevdy
Pudakils évexev ouvexwpnoev {Smefeipnuévar elolv}, vv Tavras Te Tés TPOT-y
68ovs, mepl dv &yerar 76 mpaypc, Aevkios ZvMas Td fedt *Appiapdwr
mnlodawip-
gev, Smws Ymép TovTwY TGV YWPDY mpdaodov TdL Snpooidvy TeADOW:
kol mepl v Aevkios dopérios AlvdfadBos vv Smép Snpociwvdv elmev:
émel év T Tiis pobdoews vopuwe abrou ol ydpor Smebepnuévar eloly,
&s Aedrios ZvMas Oedv dlavdrwy lepdv Tepevdy gularils évexev
auvexwpnaey, vv ovte ¢ "Aududpaos, di aldrar ol xdpow cuvkexwpnuévar
Aéyovrar, Oeds éotw, Smws Tavras Tas ywpas kapmioleabar é£4
Tovs Snpocidvas: vy amo ouvBovdiov yvduns yrouny amednyd-
peba, & éméyvawpey, T ovvkhijrwe mpooavoioopev, vy Tobro & Kal
els Ty T@v Smowmudtwy 8é\Tov karexwploaper: vy mepi ywpas
*Qpwrrias, wepi fis avridoyla fy mpos Tovs dnuociwvas, kerd TOV Tis
wobdoews vopov, alry Smefeipnuévn oy, o un 6 Snpooud-
vns abriy kepmilnrar:  katd 70 Tis ovvkMjTov 8dypa éméyvwper:
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é&v 10 s pobdoews véuw dmefepnuéimy Sokel elvar odrws:
érds Te TovTwy 7) €l TL 8dypa guvkhiTov adrokpdTwp abrokpdropés T €]
Nuérepor karaloytls Bedv abavdrwy lepdv Tepevdv Te pulakis
, v , » , o A
kapmileabar Edwrav katélrov, v ékTds T€ ToUTwy, & Aevkios
Kopviidios ZvMas adrokpdrwp amd ouvvBovAiov yvdiuns Bedv
g g ¢ - L , y
afovarwy lepdv Tepevdv Te pudakils évexev kapmileofour Ewxev,
8 76 adTo 1) ovvknTos émexvpwaev, oviTe pera Tadra Sdyuate
auvkMjTov dkupov eyeviifly. v Aedkios Kopvifdios Zvdas amd ovv-
BovAiov yvuuns yvduny elpnrévar Sokel. vy Tis edyfls amoddoews
évexev 7@ lepd Apprapaov ywpav mpoaTilfnue mavry mwdvrofev mddas
’ o M o (4 ’ (3 A ¥ € ’ -~ -~ ) 7
x\lovs, iva kal alm 1) ydpe vmapyn dovdos: doavtws TdL Oed *Apdiapdwt
kabBiepwrévar Tis méXews kol THs ydpas Mpévwy Te 7@V *Qpwmiwy
Tas mpooddovs amdoas els Tovs aydvas kai as fuolas, ds *Qpdmot
-~ -~ A (3 ’ \ e " \ ~ € \ -~
owvredodow Bed *Apdiapdwe, Spoiws 8¢ kai ds dv pera Tadra vmép THs
vikns ki Tis fyepovias Tob drjpov Tob ‘Pwpaiwy cuvredéoovaw,
b \ kA -~ -~ € ’ 3 ’ € ~ 3 ’ 3 A ~
ékros aypav Tév ‘Epuodwpov *Olvvmiyov viod, lepéws *Audiapdov, Tod
\ ’ 3) -~ ) ~ 4 -~ ’ ’ \ 4
8ua Tédovs év Tfj PiAie Tod Srjuov Tod ‘Pwpoiwy pepermrdrost  mepi Toy-
Tov Tod mpdyparos 8ype cuvkhirov v émi Aevkiov ZvAda *Emadpodirov,
Kolvrov Meré\ov EboeBois dmdtwy v émikekvpwuévov Soket elvan,  °
o € 7, b3 A \ ’ ’ T v o -~
Smep 1) ovvkAnTos €doyudrioey {kai} eis TovTovs Tods Adyous: Gow Te fedn
Apdrapdwe kol 7@ iepd avTod v Aevkios Koprihos ZvAras amd au{v)BovAiov
YVWUTNS TPOOWPLOEY TUVEXWPTIOEY, TR QUTC 1) CUVKANTOS TouTwe T Pedi
Sobivar cuvywpnbiver fyrfoato:  év Tdi gupuBovAiwe mapioay
€ 3 \ e 4 /. 2’ ’
ol adTol ol éu mpaypdrwy cupPefovievuévwy SédTwe mpuiT,
Kknpupare TeooopeokadexdTwe. v Adypa ovvkMiTov TodTo Yeviuevoy
éarw:  mpo Nuepdv dexaente kaoavddv NoevBpilwy év koperiwe:
ypagopévov mapfioav v Tiros Maivios Tirov vics Aepwvia,
Kdwros *Pdaykios Kolvrov vios Kawdix, I'cios Odoédos 'aiov
vios Kvpivae Odappwy. vv Ilepi dv Maapros AedkoMos, I'dios Kdotos
. UmaTou émiyvovtes amjvyeday mepl "Qpwmins ydpas kal TV .
Sdnpogiwvdv éavrovs émeyvwrévar, doavTws Ty 'Lpwmiwy
xdpov vmeleipnuérmy Sokelv elvow kara Tov Tis pobdoews vouo,
1) Sokelv Tovs Smpoaidvas Tabra kapmileafou, obrws
kabBws &v adrols ék T@v Snuociwy mpayudrwy mioTews T€ Ths
7’ y ’ W
dlas édaivero, édofev.

4 dva pléoov, Bases; ava u[épos, Mommsen. § yeyovdrwy for yeyovuidv, Viereck (notes);
émeyvwrévar repeated by error. 8 Mdapros Ka(l)yaios suggested by E. Badian, Historia, 13
(1963): 135. 9 The stone-cutter has repeated a line or so from his draft; cf. Badian, loc. cit. 11
ITHIIIPIA stone. 13 6 vids not dittography according to Bormann. 14 Between the eta and
ny in the middle of Tnpnyvrive there is a tiny worn or damaged area on the stone. 35 Mommsen
changed to dmefepnuévov. 36 Bases changed 8Syua to 8éypare; Viereck (notes) thinks he is
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right, but he retains the reading. 37 Bases added évexev at the end after dvAascis, but it is not
necessary. s4 Bases deleted xai. 62 Ovoé\os, Bases, Dittenberger, Viereck; Ov{t)aéios,
others.

COMMENTARY. This inscription speaks for itself very plainly. It tells us that Sulla,
in fulfillment of a vow, had once given to the Temple of Amphiaraus in Oropus a con-
siderable amount of land which was to be inviolable. In addition, all the revenues of
the city, the surrounding territory, and the harbors of the city were to be turned over to
the god Amphiaraus and used as an endowment for the celebration of the games and
sacrifices in honor of the god and the victory of Rome. Only the lands of Hermodorus
were to be exempted. After Sulla’s return to Rome from the East this grant was con-
firmed by the Senate in a senatus consultum. A few years later, however, after Sulla’s
death, the publicani attempted to collect taxes from this area and were informed by the
Oropians of Sulla’s arrangement. The publicani did not honor such an arrangement.
Oropus refused to pay, and an embassy headed by Hermodorus was sent to Rome.
The two consuls, with the assistance of an advisory council composed of fifteen senators,
listened to the evidence presented by both parties and rendered their decision on October
14, 73 B.c.! L. Domitius Ahenobarbus, the representative of the publicani, maintained
that the exemptions granted by Sulla referred only to those lands which were sacred to a
god and that Amphiaraus was no god.2  His claim was rejected.  The consuls and their
committee ruled in favor of Oropus. Their ruling was then presented to the Senate
two days later, at which time it was promptly ratified.

The two consuls, M. Terentius M. f. Varro Lucullus and C. Cassius L. f. Longinus,
wrote the present letter to the Oropians outlining the procedure followed in Rome and
officially communicating to them their decision. Their letter also contains a brief
résumé of the various documents connected with the case: a lex censoria (l. 36-43), the
proclamation of Sulla about the land grant to Amphiaraus (I 43-51), the senatus
consultum (of 80 B.c.) ratifying Sulla’s grant (ll. 52-59), and the senatus consultum (of

' For such advisory councils during the Republic see John Crook, Cansilium Princinic (Cambridoe.
1955), pp. 4~7. It is interesting to note that the present controversy was brought to the attention of
the Senate in 74 B.C., when L. Licinius L. f. Lucullus and M. Aurelius M. f. Cotta were consuls (ll. 3—4),
but that the final verdict was made in October of 73 B.c. The reasons for this delay are not given.
The senatus consultum of 74 B.c., which authorized the arbitration by the consuls and a senatorial
board (ll. 3~4), may have been passed so close to the end of the year that L. Licinius and M. Aurelius
did not have enough time in office to begin the proceedings and these were accordingly left for the
consuls of the following year. Such a situation, if true, still does not explain why ten months were
needed to complete the hearing and render a decision. Perhaps one may postulate here a reflection
of the struggle for power going on in this period between the Senate and the middle class. After
Sulla had suspended the letting of the Asiatic contracts, for example, it may not have been until 75
B.C. that the publicani regained them (see Hill, Roman Middle Class, pp. 151-52). Whether politics
played a part here is, of course, unknown. It is significant, however, that this document proves that
the publicani were active in collecting the taxes in Boeotia (see Accame, loc. cit.).

2 Cf. Cicero, De Nat. Deorum 3. 49; An Amphiaraus erit deus et Trophonius? Nostri quidem publicani,
cum essent agri in Boeotia excepti lege censoria, negabant immortalis esse ullos, qui aliguando homines fuissent.
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73 B.C.) confirming the decision of the consuls and their board in favor of Oropus
(lL. s9-69).3

Here again we find the Senate involved in a case of arbitration and, although the
actual details are left up to the consuls and a board of senators, we learn that the final
verdict is given official senatorial confirmation in the form of a senatus consultum—
standard procedure.

The consilium is composed of fifteen Romans, all senators, as is proved by the presence
of T. Maenius T. f. Lem. in both the consilium (at post number 14) and the list of witnesses
to the senatorial decree.*

1. M. Claudius M. f. Amn. Marcellus, perhaps only of praetorian rank (Taylor,
p- 204).

2. C. Claudius C. f. Amn. Glaber, probably not the praetor of 73 8.c., but an elder
praetorian (Taylor, p. 204).

3. M. Cassius M. f. Pom., praetorian (Taylor, p. 202).

4. C. Licinius C. f. Stel. Sacerdos. The first part of line 9 appears to be a repe-
tition, by error, of the last half of line 8. Hence his tribe is Stelatina, not
Pomentina (Taylor, p. 224).

. L. Voluscius L. f. Amn. Taylor (p. 267) believes he is an aedilicius.

. L. Lartius L. f. Pap. (Taylor, p. 224).

. C. Annaeus C. f. Clu. (Taylor, p. 190).

. M. Tullius M. f. Corn. Cicero (Taylor, p. 260).

. Q. Axius M. f. Quir., a quaestorian (Taylor, p. 197).

10. Q. Pompeius Q. f. Arn. Rufus, a quaestorian (Taylor, p. 247).

11. A Cascellius A. f. Rom. (Taylor, p. 202).

12. Q. Minucius Q. f. Ter. Thermus (Taylor, 236).

13. M. Publicius M. f. Hor. Scaeva (Taylor, p. 239).

14. T. Maenius T. f. Lem. (Taylor, p. 228).

15. L. Claudius L. f. Lem. (Taylor, p. 203).

O 003 O\wn

Oropus, situited to the north of Athens at the mouth of the Asopus in the border zone
between Attica and Boeotia, was famous in antiquity for the nearby Amphiareion.
This consisted largely of the Temple of Amphiaraus, with a great altar, a fountain, and a
theater with an adjacent stoa. 'Within the precinct have been found a large number of
statue bases with inscriptions—largely of the Roman period—the remains of an aqueduct,
a bath for men, and various buildings to house the visitors and care for the sick. The
temple itself stood at the western end of the precinct in a most impressive position by the
bank of the river. The Amphiareion as a whole was both the seat of an oracle and a

3 The consilium mentioned in 1l. 57-59 must be that of Sulla mentioned in 1l. §5-56 (Viereck [notes]).
+L. R. Taylor, The Voting Districts of the Roman Republic (Rome, 1960), p. 176. She lists sixteen
members of the consilium, however, since she believes that 1. 8-9 recorded two men with the name of
C. Licinius C. f., each belonging to a separate tribe. But the second entry is in part a repetition of the
material in the preceding line.
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sanatorium. Games in honor of the god are known to have been celebrated there
from at least as early as the fourth century, and, after the victory of Sulla, they were
extended to honor Rome (S.I.G.3, III, 1064). They included musical and gymmastic
performances, which, no doubt, were responsible for Sulla’s interest in the place. The
decision to extend the games to honor Rome was most wise. This brought the pre-
cinct to the attention of Sulla. His liking for theatrical people in general did the rest.
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SENATUS CONSULTUM DE ISSAEIS? 56 B.C.
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BIBLIOGRAPHY. F. Vulig, Vjesnik za arheologiju i historiju dalmatinsku, 8
(1885), no. 425, p. 115; J. Brun$mid, Abhandlungen des archdologisch-
epigraphischen Seminars der Universitat Wien, 13 (1898): 33fF.; F. Vuli¢, Vjesnik za
arheologiju i historiju dalmatinsku, 27 (1904): 92ff.; W. Kubitschek, Jahrbuch fiir
Altertumskunde, 1 (1907): 78-8s; A. Wilhelm, Neue Beitrage zur griechischen
Inschriftenkunde, 111 (Sitzungsberichte Wien, vol. 175, treatise 1) (Vienna, 1913),
18-22; M. Abrami¢, Vjesnik za arheologiju i historiju dalmatinsku, 47-48 (1924~
25): 3-7; D. Rendié-Mio&evi¢, ibid., 52 (1935-49): 19-34; idem, in Studi
Aguileiesi offerti a Giovanni Brusin (Aquileia, 1953), pp. 67-76 (with excellent
photograph of the four fragments of document A); J. Robert and L. Robert,
R.E.G., 67(1954): 144 (Bull. épigr., no. 155).

DESCRIPTION. Document A is composed of four fragments found at
Salona. The lettering is irregular, the omicron smaller than the other letters, the
distances between letters inconstant. The limestone slab is about 0.10 m. thick,
the joined fragments being about 0.45-0.50 m. wide. The fourth fragment was
first published in 1924-25 by Abramié. Documents B and C, published by
BrunSmid with improvements by Kubitschek and Wilhelm, were also found in
Salona. From a close examination of the squeezes in Vienna, Wilhelm
concluded that they belonged to the same monument as document A. The
lettering, the length of the lines, and the type of stone are the same in all three
documents.
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*Emi dmdarwy I'v(alo]v Aévrdov M[ap] -
keMelvou kai A [evk]iov Moapkiov Pu[Aim] -
mov mpo nuep [@v wé]vre Nwvdv [Map] -
Tiwy [év 8¢ "Iooy) émi {epopvdpo [vos]
Zwmi[pov Tob - - -|vos unwos *Ap[re]-
pariov [- - - loTap] évov, mpeaBe[v] -

odvrwy Tpoyvpi[vwv] Iapdilov Tod IT[op]-
¢idov viod kai Kdeeu[mdp]ov Tod Tipa[oiw]-
vos viod {kaiy dhofévov [105] diovvoiov [viod]
év *Arolig émi I'aiov *lov)i[ov] Kai[oapos]
adTokpdropos I'cios Iavév [os' Taiov ? vi] -
os Pafia Adyovs émorjoa[ro mepl Tis Te|
éXev[le]pias Tav *Jooaiw[v kai Tis Pulins]

7[@v ‘Pwpal]wy ket *Jooal[wy - - - - - ]

[ ------------ 1'] abra 8¢
[eeccenannnns p] epeverkéval[i]
[ v *Iocaiovs Alyvm-
[-ecenemnacenn- Is els Ty xapa[v]

[nel Fs xdpas els Ty ]hiaw kai ovppa-
[xiav T0B Sjpov Tob ‘Pwpal] wy mapeyévov-

[ro--ememeaan- ] vdpois ki 7 [e]O-
[r@dy 2---ecuaeennn ] m@oay kai émel
[-----ceeeaan v mAeovdris
[---------- dupo] répas "locav
[oomeeeeeeee J413- - -]

[------- Tpayo|uvpwol k|ai "Emerwoi - - -]
[----- kel *Io]8aoriwfol - - < - - - - - - ]
[-----nne-- Jeow ya[p--------- ]
[----vmm-- | perd ovplpay - - - - - - - - ]
[--aemamm-- |me adw *To[oaiows - - - - - ]
[+--------- Jov Maviov |- - - - - - - - - ]

Text based on those by Kubitschek, Wilhelm, and Rendié-Mio&evié.

A 7 Tpayvpi[vwy], new reading by Rendié-Mio&evi¢; mayie, Abramié. 11 IOZTAYENI in
rasura.

B Restorations by Wilhelm. 7-8 7ols adrois] véuows kal [a]d[rj mohreln xpdvraw 7y
ellmaoav suggested by Wilhelm, with an earlier introductory ki Smws. 9-10 mAeovdrus
|[réAets dpde]répas, Brunimid, but this makes 1. 10 too short.

C 3-4 Rendié-Mioéevié.
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COMMENTARY. Soon after the death of Dionysius, tyrant of Syracuse, Issa, oldest
and strongest of the Greek colonies on the eastern coast of the Adriatic, established a
peraea on the opposite coast of Dalmatia and founded colonies in the area. Among such
colonies were Tragurion and Epetion. Down to 230 B.C. the internal wars and the
numerous acts of piracy in the whole Illyrian area were not yet of such a serious nature
that Rome felt the need to intervene in eastern politics. But in 230 B.c. Rome reversed
its policy of noninterference and decided upon war. The exact motives for such a
reversal are not known with certainty, but, as Badian has shown, the deep-seated Roman
fear of powerful neighbors may have been responsible. The Illyrian queen Teuta was
defeated. Terms of peace were agreed upon in 228 B.c. Among the cities which were
then received into the fides of Rome was Issa, certainly because of that city’s resistance to
Ilyrian aggression. This was evidently the island’s first official contact with Rome, and
it was a favorable one. Later, in 167 B.C., after the fall of King Genthius and the division
of Illyricum, freedom and immunity were granted to Issa by Rome.! Thereafter
nothing much is known of the island’s history until the present series of documents pre-
sents us with an interesting but incomplete picture of Issa and her colonies in the year
56 B.C.

Document A appears to be a prescript to the documents on the monument that
followed it. From it the following facts emerge. Taking advantage of Julius Caesar’s
presence in Illyricum very early in the year 56 B.c., envoys from Tragurion were sent
northward to meet him and present him with a request. The exact nature of the request
is unknown. At the meeting, in Aquileia, a certain Roman citizen with the name of
C. Gavenius, who evidently belonged to the party of the envoys and not to the entourage
of Caesar, spoke about the freedom and the friendship that existed between Issa and
Rome.

Document B contains words and phrases (Il. 4~7) which remind one of the formulas
used in decrees of the Roman Senate in which conditions of “friendship and alliance”
are agreed upon formally.2  Wilhelm has therefore rightly suggested that we may have
here a senatus consultum or piece of writing from the hand of a Roman official.

Document C is even less informative, but is perhaps more tantalizing because of the
references to the people of Tragurion and Iader. Since the exact relationship between
all three documents is unknown, it is better to keep them separated. That they all are
connected with the meeting at Aquileia, however, appears to be a reasonable assumption.

Prior to the revision of the stone by Rendi¢-Miotevié it was thought that the envoys

I For the history of Issa see the account by A. Bauer, Archdologisch-epigraphische Mitteilungen aus
Osterreich-Ungarn, 18 (1895): 128-50; Brun$mid, op. cit., pp. 111ff.; Kubitschek, op. cit., pp. 79-80;
Fluss, R.E., s.v. “Issa,” suppl. V (1931), cols. 346-s0. For the pirate problem in this part of the world
see L. Robert, B.C.H., 59 (1935): 489-513, esp. 506—7. For the Roman interference in Illyrian affairs
and the establishment of amicitia with the cities see E. Badian, “Notes on Roman Policy in Illyria
(230~201 B.C.),” in his Studies in Greek and Roman History (Oxford, 1964), pp. 1-33. Rome did not
make a treaty with Issa; see Livy 45. 26.  For Issa’s colonies see Polybius 32. 9.

2 S.C. de Narthaciensium et Melitaeensium litibus (No. 9), 1. 14ff.; S.C. de Thisbensibus (No. 2), 1. 17ff.;
cf. Wilhelm, op. cit., pp. 19-20.
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had come from Issa. Thus the request could very well have concerned the renewal of
friendship and alliance. But with the new reading in line 7 the entire matter becomes
much more complicated. There is the strange fact that the envoys are from Tragurion,
the friendship and alliance concerns Issa, and the inscription was found at Salona.

Rendié-Miolevié believed that Tragurion, fully supported by Issa, was using its
relationship to Issa to obtain help from the Romans. He thought that Tragurion had
become involved in some local difficulty and, in order to resolve it, had decided to send
an embassy to Caesar. At the meeting in Aquileia the envoys stressed the fact of
Tragurion’s relationship to Issa in order to obtain a favorable answer to their request.
They were capitalizing, therefore, on Issa’s status. Thus Issa is mentioned in the
documents only to create an atmosphere in the Roman camp favorable to Tragurion.

It is difficult to accept this view entirely. For one thing the colony would seem to be
acting too independently of the mother city, despite the interpretation given by Rendié-
Mioéevié. And the texts themselves are much too fragmentary to allow us to draw the
conclusion that Issa is mentioned merely to win sympathetic listeners. Even if the
envoys had done such a thing, there would be little point in introducing the story into
the document and publishing it. Nevertheless it is a possible explanation and deserves
all consideration.3

The reason the documents had been published in Salona is, apparently, that the city
was somehow involved in the matter at hand.# Other copies almost certainly would
have been published in Tragurion and Issa.

Unknown elements and lacunae in the texts suggest caution in the use of these docu-
ments to form any judgment about the status and the interrelationship of these cities.

3 L. Robert, loc. cit., says rightly, “On hésite 4 préférer cette derniére solution  celle de I'existence de
liens de dépendance (ou de sympolite, etc.) entre Issa et Tragurion.”

+ Rendi¢-Miocevié also proposes a new theory on the status of Salona, considered by earlier scholars
as a colony of Issa. He prefers to think of it as a foundation of Tragurion, but not fully orﬁmized as
a polis. Perhaps that was the case.
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MYTILENAEOR UM $S B.C.
[Squeeze]
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BIBLIOGRAPHY. F. Hiller von Gaertringen, I.G., XII, suppl. (1939), no. 11,
p. 208; S. Accame, Rivista di Filologia, 74 (1946): 111-12 (cf. idem, in De
Ruggiero’s Dizionario epigrafico di antichitd romane, s.v. “Lesbus,” p. 673); R. K.
Sherk, Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studies, 4 (1963): 217-30.

DESCRIPTION. Fragment of coarse-grained marble, now in the museum at
Mytilene. Height: 0.44 m. Width: 0.40 m. Thickness: 0.23 m. Height of
letters: 0.02 m.

[mepi dv T'vatos Iopmiios I'v])aiov vids My [vos dmatos 16 Sevrepov ?]

’ ) ’ \ ~ ’ o » s ’
[Adyous émouioato mepi Tis xwp|as Smws xw[ow karéywow rapmifwyrol

[+----- mepi TovTOU TOD| MPdypaTOs O~ - < - - - - - - - oo - ]
R |\rwv ovpBovAio[- - - - - - - - - - - - - ]
[---------- mpov]opiay TovTois Tol[s - - - - - - - - - - ]
[+ M]vrimpaiois kai Tols [- - - - - - - - - ]

[------ ol mpoyey|pappévor Ty mwéAw Myt [Wmpaiwy - - - - - ]

[- - 8rws éxwow karéyw]ow kapmilwvrar ouvele[vypéy - - - - - - - - ]
[----------- ] Te % moAirelc Murid[qven - - - TadTny T
[xpav éferopévwr Tav] TiunTdY ék THs Snpoo [wvins - - - - - - - - - ]
[---------- ] kel dmokardoracis T@y [- - - - ----- - - ]
[+---emene-- ] Zepovidios Tepumral [- - - - - - - - - - - - ]
[---<=---"---] dypav rémaw oijkwy - - - - - - - - - --- ]
R | Sefapévey [- - - -ceemaaoi - ]

[xeBss Mewros *Axvdios kai of] 8éka [peoBevrai diératay - - - - - - ]

1 [mepi dv and Smaros 16 Sevrepov, Sherk. 2 [Adyous émoujoaro, Sherk. 3 ofuvevddrnoe
) ovyxMijrw ? Sherk. s adrov]ouiav, Hiller; mpov]opiav, Sherk. 8 ouvvele[vypévws, Hiller;
ovvele[vynévwy (sc. Bodv) mAéfpe, J. H. Oliver, but also possibly cvvele]uyuévor, Sherk. 10
and 15 Sherk.
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COMMENTARY. The remains of the first few lines are very meager but sufficient to
identify the document as a senatorial decree at the passage of which Pompeius was the
presiding magistrate. And the following words and phrases are important in deter-
mining the nature of that decree: right of prior pasturage (l. 5); to hold, possess, and
enjoy the use of (land) (I. 8); leasing of the revenues (1. 10); restoration (l. 11); fields,
places, homesteads (. 13); ten commissioners (l. 15). When all of these are considered
side by side with the known facts about the history of Mytilene in the period during and
after the Mithridatic wars, an outline of probable events takes shape and an interpretation
becomes possible.

Mytilene had turned against the Romans at the beginning of the first Mithridatic
Woar, welcomed the Pontic king in person, and murdered the Romans who were
living in the area. At the conclusion of hostilities the city refused to surrender and
made preparations for a siege. By 80 B.C. it was all over. Mytilene capitulated to the
Roman forces and was reduced to the status of a civitas stipendiaria, probably attached to
the province of Asia. As a result the city’s territorial possessions, both on the island and
the mainland, were opened up to the publicani. Eighteen years later, however, a
benevolent Pompeius was induced by his friend and historiographer, Theophanes of
Mytilene, to free the city.! For Theophanes it was his greatest political feat, and the
grateful city hailed him as savior and benefactor.2 For Mytilene, it was an unexpected
windfall. It would appear, however, that forgiveness and freedom did not bring with
them an equal measure of good will on the part of the publicani. The Asian Company
had suffered a disastrous financial loss in the period 61-59 B.c. because of too high a bid
for the contract, and consequently it brought great pressure to bear in an effort to com-~
pensate for the loss.3 The claims of Mytilene on her possessions and her right to expect
immunity from Roman taxation might very easily have been ignored.# If true—and
I believe the situation leads to that conclusion—her ultimate recourse would be Rome and
the Senate. The usual procedure would then have been followed: an embassy, an
introduction to the Senate, discussion, and, in this case, the passage of a decree.

Since Pompeius was the presiding magistrate at the meeting of the Senate which
approved and passed the decree, we may asmme thpt the Mytilepean amhassy first
sought out their patron and supporter. After hearing their story he would have pre-

* For Mytilene in the Roman period see C. Cichorius, Rom und Mytilene (Leipzig, 1888), pp. 1ff.; R.
Herbst, R.E., s.v. “Mytilene,” cols. 1412fF.; F. Hiller von Gaertringen, I.G., XII, suppl. (1939), 70ff.;
Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor, I, 24546, 365, 404, 415—16, with the relevant notes in II. Cf.
Sherk, op. cit., pp. 218-19.

2 The facts about the life of Theophanes are conveniently collected by F. Jacoby, F. Gr. Hist., II B,
no. 188, pp. 919-23. For an estimate of his high reputation see R. Laqueur, R.E., s.v. “ Theophanes,”
cols. 2090ff.; F. Hiller von Gaertringen, Géttingische Gelehrte Nachrichten, Phil.~hist. Klasse, Fachgruppe,
1(1934-36), 109-10; Magie, op. cit., II, 1280, n. 28. Cf. L. Robert, R.E.A., 1960, p. 286.

3 Dio 38. 7. 4; Appian Bell. Civ. 2. 13; Cicero Ad Att. 1. 17. 9 and 2. 1. 8; Cicero Pro Plancio 34f%.;
Suetonius Jul. 20. See Hill, Roman Middle Class, pp. 170-71.

4 The rights of a free city are spelled out very carefully in the lex Antonia de Termessibus (S. Riccobono,
Fontes iuris antejustiniani?, pt. 1 [Florence, 1941], no. 11). See now also Accame, Il dominio romano in
Gerecia, pp. 46-74.

144



SENATUS CONSULTA

sented them to the Senate. But in order to convene the Senate he would have had to be
praetor or consul. His first consulship, in 70 B.c., was too early to figure in this docu-
ment. Thus we are left with his second, in 55 B.C., and his third, in 52 B.c. The decree
must have been passed in one of those two years. A passage in Cicero (Ad. Att 4. 11. 1)
is decisive: Dixit mihi Pompeius Crassum a se in Albano exspectari ante diem IIIT Kal.; is
cum venisset, Romam ewm et se statim venturos, ut rationes cum publicanis putarent. Not only
is this letter dated in 55 B.C., agreeing with the date of the second consulship of Pom-
peius, but it also appears to contain a reference to the very situation which prompted the
passage of the present decree, i.e., difficulties with the accounts of the publicani. The
date is thus assured.

The identification of the censor Servilius in line 12 is accordingly complete. He is P.
Servilius C. f. M. n. Vatia Isauricus, famous in the military annals of Asia Minor and
known to have been censor in Rome in 55 B.C. in advanced old age.s

We may conclude, therefore, that in 55 B.c. Mytilene obtained this senatorial decree
which granted the city two concessions, one being the recognition of her “right of
prior pasturage” in some particular area of land unknown to us, and the other a con-
firmation of her right to possess her lands without interference from the publicani. The
decree seems specifically to forbid the censors in Rome to include Mytilene’s land in
their various contracts with the publicani.

For a citation of this senatus consultum by a Roman magistrate, possibly in support of a
decision he had rendered about land belonging either to the city of Mytilene or to a
citizen of the city, see the Epistula de agris Mytilenaeorum (No. 51).

s The sources for his censorship are listed by Broughton, Magistrates, I, 215. He was still in office in
July of 54 B.C.
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EPISTULAE ET SENATUS CONSULTA Age of Caesar
DE MYTILENAEIS and Augustus
[Squeeze]

Djsisjaiaaisisiniaisisinininisiainiaisisisisiainiaiisiais SIS GG

BIBLIOGRAPHY. E. Fabricius, Athen. Mitt., 9 (1884): 83; C. Cichorius, Rom
und Mytilene (Leipzig, 1888), pp. 12ff.; P. Viereck, Sermo Graecus (Gottingen,
1888), nos. XXIII, XXX, XXXI; C. Cichorius, Sitzungsberichte Berlin, 1889, pp.
953-73, with a note by Th. Mommsen on pp. 973-81; Th. Mommsen,
Sitzungsberichte Berlin, 1895, pp. 888ff.; W. Dittenberger, S.1.G.2, I (1898), 349;
W. R. Paton, I.G,, XII, 2 (1899), 35; L. Lafoscade, De Epistulis Imperatorum
Magistratuumque Romanorum (Lille, 1902), no. 4; E. Tiubler, Imperium Romanum
(Leipzig, 1913), pp. 46, 50-51, 56-58, 179-82, 366-67, 456; F. Hiller von
Gaertringen, in W. Dittenberger, S.I.G.3, Il (1917), 764; J. Hatzfeld, Les
trafiquants italiens dans I'Orient hellénique (Paris, 1919), p. 91; Abbott-Johnson,
Municipal Administration in the Roman Empire (Princeton, 1926), no. 25; G.
Lafaye, .G.R.R., IV (1927), 33; L. Robert, R.E.G., 42 (1929): 426fF.; H. Hon,
Foederati (Frankfurt, 1930), pp. 70-71, 73, 75; A. Heuss, Klio, 27 (1934): 245-46;
F. Hiller von Gaertringen, Gottingische Gelehrte Nachrichten, Phil.-hist. Klasse,
Fachgruppe, 1(1934-36), 121-22; idem, 1.G., XII, suppl. (1939), 11; V.
Arangio-Ruiz, Rivista di filologia, 70 (1942): 125ff.; idem, in Acta Divi Augusti,
pt. 1 (Rome, 1945), pp. 232-38; S. Accame, Il dominio romano in Grecia dalla
guerra acaica ad Augusto (Rome, 1946), pp. 90-92 and 95-99; idem, Rivista di
filologia, 74 (1946): 104-21; D. Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor (Princeton,
1950), I, 415-16 and 468, II, 1269-70, n. 39, and 1330, n. 2; Ehrenberg—Jones,
no. 307; S. Accame, in De Ruggiero’s Dizionario epigrafico di antichita romane,
s.v. “Lesbus,” pp. 674-75; L. R. Taylor, The Voting Districts of the Roman
Republic, American Academy in Rome, Papers and Monographs XX (Rome,
1960), p. 169; Johnson, Coleman-Norton, Bourne, Ancient Roman Statutes, nos.
111 and 135; H. Malcovati, Imperatoris Caesaris Augusti Operum Fragmenta, 4th
ed. (Turin, 1962), no. LXVIII, p. 42 (this document should have been omitted
from this collection, for it is not by Augustus at all, but rather by the dictator
Caesar, and is our first document); R. K. Sherk, Greek, Roman and Byzantine
Studies, 4 (1963): 145-53; A. Donati, Epigraphica, 27 (1965): 20-25.

DESCRIPTION. These inscriptions were found on the site of the old acropolis
of Mytilene, the marble blocks having been built into a Turkish fortress.
Originally they had formed part of a huge monument in honor of Potamon, an
orator of repute who had benefited his native city of Mytilene in many ways
during the last half of the first century before Christ. The monument
contained a record of his activities on behalf of the city, the record being

mainly copies of official documents in which his name was mentioned or his
benefactions enumerated. These blocks were not all found at the same time,
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and, although they have been arranged in a form similar to their original order,
it is evident that much is missing.

Stone A comprises all we have of column a. It is located high on the inside
of the fortress wall. Height: 0.41 m. Width: 0.5 m. (Cichorius, Rom und
Mpytilene, p. 43.)

Stone B contains lines 1-12 of column b. Height: 0.41 m. Width: 0.475 m.
(Cichorius, Sitzungsberichte Berlin, 1889, p. 955).

Stone C contains slightly more than half of the text of lines 14-27 of column
b. Height: 0.41 m. Width: 0.71 m. (Cichorius, Rom und Mytilene, pp.
12-13.)

Stone D contains slightly less than the last half of lines 14-27 of column b.
To the right of that text is a vacant space which separates column b from column
¢, and then, on the extreme right of the stone, is the beginning of lines 14-27 of
column c. Thus, an examination of stones C and D reveals the width of the
entire column. Height: 0.41 m. Width: 0.68 m. (Cichorius,

Sitzungsberichte Berlin, 1889, p. 956).

Stone E contains lines 2843 of column b. Height: 0.s0 m. Width 0.66 m.
ibid.

( Sthe F contains lines 1-13 of column c. Height: 0.41 m. Width: 0.69 m.
(Mommsen, op. cit., p. 888.)

Stone G contains lines 1-13 of column d and lines 14-27 of column c.
Height: 0.41 m. Width: 0.79 m. (Fabricius, loc. cit.).

Stone H: its left side contains lines 15-27 of column d, its right side lines 1-14
of column e. Height: 0.41 m. Width: 0.65s m. (Mommsen, op. cit., p. 889).

The height of the letters is uniformly the same (0.020 m.) except in line 36 of
col. b (0.025 m.). 'We may note the following characteristics of the engraving:
(1) The first word of several lines projects into the margin one or two spaces (Ll
1,9, 17, 27, of col. ¢; 1. 1, 3, 7, 12, of col. d; 1. 7 of col. €). (2) In some lines
the letters are closer together than in others, but even in the same line there is
sometimes a slight variation in the space between letters (col. b, 1. 21, and col. b,
1. 8). (3) Occasionally spaces are left uninscribed to separate words or phrases.
(4) The lettering is similar to other documents in the area belonging to the
same age. For the arrangement of the blocks as they might have appeared in
Potamon’s monument see the sketch by W. R. Paton in the Corpus.

Col. a
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The arrangement of the stones and columns is that of Mommsen and Paton. To control the

text I have used the Berlin squeezes.
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Col. a Restored by Cichorius, except where noted. 1 Paton, but I have added Smaros 4
Zw]ras Hiller. 7 [&s éfmploacté pow rai mepi Toi moAéuov S]v karwpbdraper, Sherk. 11
Cichorius had [Judv edepyereiv Bovdouar kTA., but Paton changed the verb to meipdoopa.
12-13 etvoi[av Siareleire, Cichorius. 13 (end) mpo[fupiaw ?], Cichorius.

Col. b 1-5 Paton. 5 Bappoiivres krA. restored by Cichorius. 6-12 Restored by Cichorius,
except for Il 8-9, where F. Ziemann (De epistularum graecarum formulis solemnibus quaestiones
selectae [Diss., Halle, 1910], p. 267, n. 1) suggested the formulization given. 11 7ovy]ws,
Cichorius, but Paton read - -Jos, not clear on the Berlin squeeze. 14-27 Restored by Cichorius.
27 dméufvac]av, L. Robert, R.E.G,, 53 (1940): 215; earlier, in REG, 42 (1929): 427, he had sug-
gested Sméu[pnolav. 29 duerépois vépows, Hatzfeld.  30-35 Paton, but in I. 35 Robert suggested
meipdoopat.  36-43 Restored by Cichorius, but in 1. 38 Arangio-Ruiz suggested els Syudoiov
dvarefévra émlrayi krA..

Col. c 1 Mommsen and Paton.  2-6 Restored exempli gratia by Arangio-Ruiz. 7-16 Mommsen
and Paton, except for | 9, where Arangio-Ruiz suggested év kovpiae *JovAiau (?)], 1. 10, where
he has K\avdios *An)miov, and ll. 13-14, where he proposes Mdp]xov. 17-21 Restored by
Arangio-Ruiz; in |. 19 Mommsen and Paton have ¢povr[iom &\o e dmoiov dore v TdV
Snpoo]iwv. 22-26 Restored by Cichorius, except that in 1. 23 Paton saw the basic construction,
to which Arangio-Ruiz added mepudfiva, as followed here; in 1. 25 Cichorius had év 8éArois
xoAkais, which Paton changed to the singular. 27 Paton.

Col. d 1-3 Arangio-Ruiz; dpyn[v ™ éavrod, Mommsen and Paton. 4-11 Cichorius and
Paton. 12-16 Paton. 16 ds dv edkatpov ék T@v guvbnkdv éxarépwe daivnrai], Arangio-Ruiz.
17-27 Paton, but for Il. 21-24 see Robert in his Etudes Anatoliennes, p- 115, n. I.

COMMENTARY. The first document (col. a): Mommsen (op. cit., p. 896) has shown
that the titulature of the official in the first line must refer to Caesar and not Augustus.
There has been some debate, however, about the exact title of Caesar. Was he de-
scribed here as consul II or dictator II? If he had been consul II, then the letter would be
dated sometime after Pharsalus (August 9) but before the beginning of his second
dictatorship late in October of 48 B.c.! But if he had been dictator II, the letter would
have been written between October of 48 and October of 47 B.c.2  Although several
scholars have preferred to date the document in 47 B.c., believing that Caesar,had been
dictator II when he wrote it, the present writer believes that sufficient reasons exist to date
it soon after Pharsalus in 48 B.c.3 These reasons may be summarized here.

"When Pompey fled from the battlefield of Pharsalus, he made his way to Lesbos where
he was warmly received and invited to remain at Mytilene. That city, of course, still
remembered his gift of freedom and had no intentions of abandoning her benefactor.
But Pompey did not wish to remain in Mytilene, for after advising the city fathers to
submit to Caesar he had a brief talk with Cratippus, the famous philosopher, put his
wife and friends aboard ship, and sailed away.# Caesar, in rapid pursuit, marched across
t Caesar’s second dictatorship probably began late in October. The reasons for such a date are given
by Broughton, II, 284-8s, n. 1.

2 For Caesar’s second dictatorship see A. E. Raubitschek, J.R.S., 44 (1954): 70.

3 Full details may be found in R. K. Sherk, “Caesar and Mytilene,” Greek, Roman, and Byzantine
Studies, 4 (1963): 217-30.

4 Plutarch Pompeius 75. 2 and 76. 1. The account by Lucanus, Civil War, bk. 8, 1l. 110~47, is full of
rhetortical exaggeration and the details are therefore suspect.
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Macedonia and then sailed down the coastal waters of Asia Minor to Ephesus.s With
Pompey’s advice still fresh in their ears the news that Caesar was sailing down the coast
in pursuit of his enemy must have caused the leaders of Mytilene some degree of con-
cern.  No mistake like the one committed in 88 B.c. must be permitted at this point.
The city must be quick to indicate her loyalty to Rome’s new master. Caesar’s army
would appear in the vicinity shortly. Delay might be disastrous. An embassy to
Caesar at that time would be the best policy. And accordingly, I believe, the city
actually did send an embassy, the very one mentioned in this first document of ours,
headed by Potamon.6 This distinguished citizen, in company with his fellow envoys,
presented Caesar with a decree (l. 6) and told him of the honors paid to him by the city
of Mytilene, thus expressing in the customary way the city’s submission to the new
ruler. In turn Caesar assured the city of his good intentions both for the present and the
future. The leaders of Mytilene breathed easier when this reply was brought back to
them. And Caesar continued on his way in pursuit of Pompey. We do not know the
precise location of this meeting between Potamon and Caesar, but there is a chance that
it took place somewhere along the coast of the Troad. Appian tells us that not long
after Pharsalus many Ionian and Aeolian cities sent envoys to Caesar just after he had
crossed the Hellespont.? This information serves not only to locate the meeting of
Potamon with Caesar but also to confirm the belief that the meeting actually took place
soon after Pharsalus rather than a year later. And there is additional support for this
date. Many cities—among them Delos, Pergamum, Chios, Ephesus, and Athens—
decreed public honors for Caesar soon after Pharsalus.®  This would indicate an almost
immediate readiness to recognize Caesar as the new head of the Roman State. Surely
Mytilene would have lost no time in sending Potamon and his fellow envoys to submit
to the new ruler.

The second document (col. b, 1. 1~5): We have here the conclusion of a letter written
by a Roman official. The first and second person pronouns indicate a letter, the fact
that a new document begins in line 6 shows that line 5 contains the conclusion of that
letter, and the position of this second document on the monument—it is engraved
hetween two letters of the dictator Caesar’s—makes it certain that some high Romear
official wrote it. Its position, in fact, supports the possibility that Caesar wrote it.9 If
the documents on Potamon’s monument are chronologically arranged, and such seems

s For the itineraries of Pompey and Caesar see W. Judeich, Caesar im Orient (Leipzig, 1885), pp. s2ff.;
J. P. Postgate, Lucani de Bell. Civ. Lib. VIII (Cambridge, 1917), pp. LXXIff.; T. Rice Holmes, The
Roman Republic, 111 (Oxford, 1923), 173ff.

6 Magie's attempt (op. cit., II, 1269-70, n. 39) to connect I.G., XII, suppl. (1939), no. 3o,
p. 9 (=L.G.R.R,, IV, 30) with the present situation must be discounted.

7 Bell. Civ. 2. 89.

8 See Raubitschek, op. cit., pp. 6575, with Plate III, and the additional material cited by L. Robert,
Hellenica, 10 (1955): 257ff.

9 It is engraved on the same stone (B) that contains the beginning of the third document. Cichorius
(Sitzungsberichte Berlin, 1889, pp. 960~61) was the first to make the suggestion that its author was the
dictator.
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to be the case, then this letter must have been written before the second document and
after the first, i.e., in the period 47-46 B.c.

The mention of friendship (1. 3) and the use of the imperative (I 5) might indicate some
connection in content between this letter and the following document.’® Since the
following document contains the relevant part of a senatus consultum ratifying the re-
newal of friendship and alliance between Rome and Mytilene, one might conjecture
that the present letter indicates Caesar’s willingness to go ahead with such a renewal.
Mytilene could have communicated with Caesar beforehand about the matter. The
present letter would then be his formal reply—in the affirmative. The imperative in
line 5 is thus clear.’’  Such a move on the part of Mytilene would be perfectly natural,
for the city’s earlier success in establishing friendly relations with Caesar (the first
document, col. a) would have given her some assurance of equal success in obtaining not
only his but also the Senate’s confirmation of her political status. This interpretation of
the fragment, however, must remain only a conjecture.

The third document (col. b, 1. 6-36): Since the titulature in line 7 will fit only the
dictator Caesar, here is another of his letters. The date must be in the year beginning
with April of 46 and ending with perhaps January or February of 45 B.c., for that is the
length of his third dictatorship.’2  The main purpose of the letter is to communicate to
Mytilene the success of her envoys—headed by Potamon and including the poet
Crinagoras—in obtaining a senatus consultum that approved the renewal of the city’s
status as “‘friend and ally” of Rome. After quoting the pertinent section of the decree,
or perhaps sending a full copy of it, Caesar adds an edict of his own (Il. 26-36) in which
he specifically states that nobody in Mytilene is to be immune from [local] taxation.!3
The complaint of the provinces about the abuses and difficulties connected with the
granting of immunity is widespread in this age, and a restriction is now imposed.!4
10 The position of the phrase * meet with us” at the very end of a letter could look to a coming con-
ference in the near future. When we search the third document for some possible reference to this
earlier meeting of the second document, we find the phrase (col. b, Il. 26-27) spoken by Caesar:
[ém] el 8¢ kal mpdTepov évervyere pow kTA. Hence the possibility of a connection.  Of course the
phrase in col. b, . 5, may be a simple, formal way of closing having no literal significance; cf.
Coiavian’s lotter to Rhosus (Mo 58),- 1V, L 531 Auppedvras mep! v gy, Bodechon mpis e
amooréMere. “Eppwobe.

11 [ prefer to give it a literal significance, but see the preceding note.

12 Broughton, op. cit., pp. 2904-95. The word used (col. b, ll. 7-8) for designatus is unusual, for
kabeorapévos soon disappeared from official Greek documents emanating from Roman sources and
was replaced by dmodederypuévos. One other example may be noted: the letter of Augustus to
Mylasa (No. 60), 1l. 2-3.

13 Caesar says (1. 12) that he is sending the copy, but what follows (Il. 14ff.) lacks the prescript. Some-
thing appears to have been erased in the missing line 13, but it is not known whether it was a heading
(as in 1. 6) or the beginning of the prescript. At any rate we cannot tell if Caesar’s copy contained the
full prescript with the full body of the text or an abbreviated form. There is also the possibility that
the engraver, given the full text, omitted the prescript to conserve space.

14 The wealthy families of Asia and the Greek East in the Hellenistic world had been supported by
Rome from the second century before Christ and by this time had become the ruling class of the Greek
cities. Through them Rome could extend her clientela and bind the centers of power and influence
to her own cause—the old pattern in a new setting. To these families Rome naturally granted im-
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With this grant of amicitia et societas and the accompanying edict on local immunities,
Mytilene not only has regained the security of her political autonomy (within the frame-
work of Rome’s empire, of course, and subject to certain conditions), but also has moved
into an even closer relationship with the ruling power.!s These are big steps from the
days of hatred toward Rome, murder of Roman citizens, siege, capitulation, and loss of
freedom. She learned her lesson well.

The fourth document (end of col. b and all of col. c): Here we have two senatus
consulta, both of them passed in 25 B.c. when Augustus was consul for the ninth time, and
both of them passed on the relatio of M. Iunius Silanus, fellow consul with the emperor.
The first of them (col. b, 1. 36-43, and col. c, ll. 1-8) begins with a heading that makes it
quite clear that both of the senatorial decrees concern the oath given to Mytilenean
envoys for the sealing of a treaty between the two peoples. The treaty itself is given in
columns d and e.  For any interpretation of this first decree it is vital to keep in mind
that Augustus is not in Rome at the time. He is in Spain actively engaged in war
against the Astures and Cantabri. When illness forced him to relinquish active com-
mand, he retired to Tarraco and remained there.!® All that can be gleaned from the
extant fragments with certainty is that Silanus convened the Senate, spoke about the
proposed treaty with Mytilene, and made a suggestion about a letter to be sent to his
fellow consul. The second decree (col. ¢, Il. 9-28) was passed only a very short time
after the first.  Since the first may be dated sometime between the sixteenth of May and
the thirteenth of June (l. 39), the second must date from either May 29 or June 29. If
the reference to a letter in the first decree meant that a letter was to be sent to Augustus in
Spain and a reply awaited, then the date of the second would certainly be June 29.
Unfortunately this second decree is not even as informative as the first, for not a single

munities, thus putting the burdens of taxation and liturgies on those who could bear them least
easily. Eventually the cities and then the provinces voiced their displeasure. Here we see that the
dictator Caesar was, apparently, the first to act on their petitions. Augustus later imposed similar
restrictions on the use of immunity in Cyrene; cf. M. I. Rostovtzeff, S.E.H.H.W., Il (1941), 971-73.
The granting of immunity by the Greek cities does not seem to have aggravated social unrest until
after the Mithridatic wars. The rising number of R oman grants in that neriod and the growing body
of privileged Roman citizens living and working in the Greek East could certainly have contributed
to the severity of the economic imbalance and poverty of Greek cities in the second half of the first
century B.C. And for these cities Rome was at once the main cause of their difficulties as well as their
salvation. For the close connections between prominent Greeks and Romans of this age see G. W.
Bowersock, Augustus and the Greek World (Oxford, 1965), pp. 1-13.

1s Previously scholars had thought that a renewal of amicitia with Rome presupposed the existence of
a foedus between the contracting parties, but this view has been successfully challenged. See A. Heuss,
“Die volkerrechtlichen Grundlagen der romischen Aussenpolitik in Republikanischer Zeit,” Klio,
31 (1933): 12fF., 25ff,, and 75ff.; Accame, Il dominio romano in Grecia, pp. 48-57 and 91-92; Badian,
Foreign Clientelae, p. 44. Amicitia was not necessarily a treaty relationship. In the present instance
one sees that the agreement between Rome and Mytilene merely recognizes a state of affairs and does
not commit the one city or the other to action of any sort. What the Senate can decree, the Senate
can invalidate. The old views of Mommsen and Tiubler must be abandoned. Cf. Magie, op. cit.,
11, 96061, n. 76, and the commentary to the S.C. de Asclepiade (No. 22).

16 Dio §3. 25. 2-8.
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extant word or phrase is significant enough to give a real clue to its meaning. That it
was concerned with the treaty and the oath is, of course, obvious. Historians are there-
fore driven to theory and supposition.

Mommsen believed that the first decree ordered the proceedings to be delayed until
Augustus could be consulted and his opinion obtained by letter. When this was done,
the Senate was convened a second time on the matter and a second decree was passed
authorizing the treaty and the giving of the oath.

But Arangio-Ruiz, closely examining lines s-8 and 17-21, could find nothing to con-
firm Mommsen’s view. He felt that Silanus had written to Augustus about the matter
and had received an answer even before the first decree had been passed. He thought
that Augustus had replied by letter that Silanus was to be entrusted with the making of
the treaty, if the Senate were of the opinion that a treaty should be made. The Senate
approved of Silanus’s motion, naturally, for he had the authority of Augustus behind
him. Thus empowered, Silanus discussed with the Mytilenean envoys the various points
to be covered in the treaty. When these had been worked out to mutual satisfaction,
the Senate was summoned again and the second decree was passed. This second decree
authorized Silanus to complete whatever details were necessary for the treaty, such as
the giving of the oath and the engraving of the text on a bronze tablet.

Despite the attractiveness of this latter interpretation it must not be accepted at face
value. The restorations offered are in many places, as Arangio-Ruiz himself admits,
exempli gratia, especially lines 2—4 and 21. Nevertheless it is worthy of serious con-
sideration. And since Augustus was in Spain the whole time, there can be little doubt
that Silanus had corresponded with him. The remains of lines 1-2 would support that
belief. And it appears reasonable to assume that Silanus carried out the proceedings
involved in the acceptance of a treaty from beginning to end, having at some time ob-
tained the approval of Augustus. The exact details and the exact sequence of events,
however, are matters of conjecture.

It is in connection with this treaty that the poet Crinagoras of Mytilene seemg to have
gone to Spain, perhaps to persuade Augustus to agree or perhaps to thank him after it
had heen concluded. . .Although the names of the Mytilenean envoys involved in the
negotiations for the treaty are not mentioned, the mere fact that the documents had
been engraved on Potamon’s monument is proof enough that Potamon was not only
one of the envoys but also very likely the leader. Crinagoras had accompanied him on
the previous two embassies twenty years before (col. a, l. 3, and col. b, 1. 16). Thus they
were old acquaintances, and we may assume that the two of them also were together on
this embassy to Augustus. There is no hint anywhere in these two senatus consulta that
any of the Mytileneans went to Spain, but many of the poems of Crinagoras, preserved
for us in the so-called Palatine Anthology, not only mention Spain but dwell at length
upon several of its points of interest in the age of Augustus.'? We must, therefore,

17 The epigrams of Crinagoras have been assembled by M. Rubensohn, Crinagorae Mytilenaei epi-

grammata (Berlin, 1888). This edition should be used in the citation of the epigrams. The remarks
of Cichorius, Rom und Mytilene, pp. 47-61, on this poet must be used with caution, for his chronology
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reckon with a visit by Crinagoras to Spain. This naturally suggests that the visit took
place at the time of the Mytilenean embassy to Rome in 25 B.c. and that some or all of
the envoys went to Spain to see Augustus. Support for such a visit can be found in an
inscription from Mytilene which actually mentions Tarraco by name.”® That an in-
scription from Mytilene should even mention this city in the age of Augustus is sufficient
reason to suggest a visit to that city at the time when the ailing emperor was confined
there in the course of his Spanish campaign. Thus it is generally agreed that Crinagoras
made the trip in connection with the embassy in regard to the Mytilenean treaty. I
would suppose that he went directly to Tarraco in 25 B.c. when word reached Rome
that Augustus was ill.

The fifth document (col. d): This is the text of the treaty, a nonaggression, defensive
alliance designed to protect the territorial possessions of each party and to guarantee the
status quo.  Special interest centers on the very first line, for it may have contained a
maiestas clause. However, the rarity of such a clause makes its restoration here a matter
of doubt.19

The sixth document (col. €): These fragments may, in the opinion of Arangio-Ruiz,
refer to the use of local private law within the framework of Roman law and to the
guarantee of Mytilenean privileges.

All these documents are of great value both for the light they shed upon the history of
Mytilene after the Mithridatic wars and for the relations between Rome and the Greek
East in the closing years of the Republic. Together with the S.C. de agris Mytilenaeorum
of 55 B.C. and the letter of a Roman official on the same subject (Nos. 25 and 51), they
allow us to trace, in outline if not in detail, the history of a Greek city-state from freedom
to defeat and then from defeat and political subjection to rehabilitation under the patron-
ageof Rome. Like Rhodes in earlier days, Mytilene affords the historian a fine example
of Roman policy in the Greek East.

of the present documents has been superseded by Mommsen and Paton. The best treatment, with

excellent chronology and critical insight, is still that of F. Susemihl, Geschichte der griechischen Literatur

in der Alexandrinerzeit, Il (Leipzig, 1892), s61~65. cf. Geffcken, R.E., s.v. “*Krinagoras,” cols. 18 59—64.
S IG.L XL 2, 44 (= LG.R.R, IV, 38).

19 A. N. Sherwin-White, The Roman Citizenship (Oxford, 1939), p. 159. And for the whole concept

of the maiestas clause see the study by Hans G. Gundel, * Der Begriff Maiestas im politischen Denken

der rémischen Republik,” Historia, 12 (1963): 283-320, esp. 294.
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BIBLIOGRAPHY. G. Cousin and G. Deschamps, B.C.H., 11 (1887): 225-38;
P. Viereck, Sermo Graecus (Géttingen, 1888), no. XX, p. 41; E. Meyer, Die
Grenzen der hellenistischen Staaten in Kleinasien (Leipzig, 1925), p. 59; P. Roussel,
B.C.H,, 55 (1931): 93; D. Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor (Princeton, 1950),
I, 432, and II, 1282, n. 15; L. R. Taylor, The Voting Districts of the Roman
Republic, American Academy in Rome, Papers and Monographs XX (Rome,
1960), p. 169.

DESCRIPTION. A marble slab broken at the bottom, found in the ruins of

the Temple of Zeus at Panamara in Caria. Height: 0.8 m. Width: 0.69 m.

Thickness: 0.09 m. The left side of the last seven lines is almost completely <
effaced and the remainder is very difficult to read.
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Editio princeps by Cousin and Deschamps. 6 ["A][n]ios, Cousin and Deschamps; [I15]r[A]eos,
Viereck. 7 Klovp]ive or K[oM]ive, Cousin and Deschamps. 10 [Od¢]evrive, Cousin and
Deschamps; ['2@]evrive, Viereck, but there is room for four letters: [Tpwpulevrive (2); cf.
T. R. S. Broughton, Supplement to The Magistrates of the Roman Republic (New York, 1960), p.
60. 11 E. Badian, Historia, 12 (1963): 137, suggests M. Quinctius M. f. Pop. (or Pol.) Plancinus,
but Cousin and Deschamps suggested a son of M. Lollius Palicanus, praetor in ca. 69 B.c.

COMMENTARY. In 43 B.c., after Mutina and the declaration of Antonius as a public
enemy, the Senate, in a moment of magnanimity, confirmed the *“liberators” M. Iunius
Brutus and C. Cassius Longinus in their provinces of Macedonia and Syria. In addition
they were granted an imperium superior to that of all other governors in the eastern
provinces. After the formation of the second triumvirate in Rome in November of
43 B.C., Brutus and Cassius met in Smyrna and pledged their mutual support against
Octavian, Antonius, and Lepidus. They planned at that time to cross over into
Macedonia with all their forces and secure the country against attack. First, however,
they agreed that they should amass both money and all available troops from the East.
Consequently, every city and community of Asia fell prey to their exactions of money
and supplies. In the summer of 42 B.c. they met once again, this time in Sardis, and then
marched with their combined armies into Macedonia. In October of that year they
fought the triumviral armies at Philippi and were defeated. Both died by their own
hands.

It was at one of the two conferences between Brutus and Cassius, either at Smyrna or
Sardis, that they decided to approach King Orodes of Parthia with a request for assistance
against the triumvirs. They sent the young Q. Labienus, the son of Caesar’s legate, for
this purpose to Parthia.! Orodes, however, was slow to give his answer, choosing to
await the turn of events in the West before committing himself. Thus it was that the
Battle of Philippi found Labienus still at the court of the Parthian king, and, choosing to
live there rather then return and run the risk of losing his life as an enemy of the state, he
remained in Parthia. But then reports reached him of conditions in Asia, how Antonius
had come into the province, levied forced contributions upon the cities, and rendez-
voused with Cleopatra in Egypt for the winter of 41/40 B.c. Octavian was engaged in
the West with Lucius Antonius at Perusia. Believing there might still be a chance to
regain control of the eastern provinces, he managed to persuade Orodes that the sub-
jugation of Syria and the adjoining regions was possible. Labienus and the king’s son

1 The fullest source material on Labienus, his Parthian nission and subsequent invasion of Asia Minor,
will be found in Dio 48. 24-27, 39—40. Additional information can be obtained in: Strabo 14. 2. 24;
Appian Bell. Civ. 4. 63 and 5. 65; Appian Syr. s1; Plutarch Ant. 28. 1, 30. 1, and 33. 1 and 4; Velleius
Paterculus 2. 78. 1; Frontinus Strateg. 2. 5. 36; Justin 42. 4. 7; Florus 2. 19. 3. The best modern
accounts are W. W. Tam, C.A.H., X, 47-51, and Magie, op. cit., I, 43033, with notes in II, 1280-82.
See also F. Miinzer, R.E., s.v. “Labienus” (no. ), cols. 258-60; R. Syme, The Roman Revolution
(Oxford, 1939), pp. 223~24; M. L. Rostovtzeff, S.E.H.H.W., II, 1009-12; Roussel, op. cit., pp. 92-93.
Of older accounts the one by V. Gardthausen, Augustus und seine Zeit (Leipzig, 1891-1904), I, 224fF.,
and II, 107ff., is worthy of consultation.
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Pacorus marched westward in 40 B.c. at the head of a Parthian army, overran the province
of Syria, and entered Cilicia. Pacorus turned south to complete the conquest of all
Syria, invaded Palestine, and deposed Hyrcanus. Labienus marched through Cilicia
and penetrated Caria as far as the seacoast, meeting only sporadic resistance. Some of the
old “republican” troops joined him and the governor of Asia, Plancus, crossed over to
the islands in fear for his life. He had to fight at Mylasa, Alabanda, Stratoniceia, and
Aphrodisias. Numerous inscriptions from these cities bear witness to their hardships
and suffering at the hands of Labicnus and his Parthian troops.2  Citizens of some com-
munities performed acts of heroism and devotion to country, but with little result.3
Stratoniceia, however, was a real exception, for it was successful in resisting and even
driving off repeated attacks.# But the nearby Temple of Hecate at Lagina was dese-
crated.5 Labienus styled himself imperator Parthicus, levied money from the hapless
provincials, and robbed the temples. This final misery of the cities lasted but a year, for
in 39 B.C. Antonius at last began to take action and appointed P. Ventidius Bassus com-
mander of an army with Asia and Syria as his provincia.® In the face of this organized
force Labienus withdrew from Asia and called for reinforcements from Parthia.
Eventually he had to face the army of Ventidius and was defeated. ~ Although he escaped
the disaster that engulfed his Parthians, he was eventually arrested in Cilicia and, pre-
sumably, put to death. The following year Ventidius met and defeated the army of
Pacorus.? The East was once more secure in Roman hands.

Let us now turn to our document. Itis a decree of the Senate passed under the consuls
L. Marcius Censorinus and C. Calvisius Sabinus in 39 B.C. at a meeting in the Temple of
Concord.8  Although one cannot say positively what was its object, there are three

2 See Roussel, op. cit., p. 93, and Magie, op. cit., II, 1280-81, n. 10.

3 Zeno of Laodiceia and Hybreas of Mylasa, orators and men of spirit, refused to yield and caused
their respective cities to offer resistance. Both cities fell however. Hybreas made good his escape
and returned to aid in the rehabilitation of his city; see Strabo 14. 24 and the remarks of L. Robert in
Hellenica, 8 (1950): 95—96. His career is outlined in the Prosopographia Imperii Romaniz, IV, 2 (1958),
no. 234.

* Dic 8. 2€)-says plainly <hat, despit= a long siege, T abienus was unable to capture it. At the nearby.
Temple of Zeus at Panamara, the god himself, we are told, came forth and routed the enemy by a
miracle, an electrical storm of great power coupled with other atmospheric phenomena. A re-
markable inscription gives a vivid description of this “miracle” of Zeus, how both a night attack and
a day attack of the invaders failed to achieve success. See the reconstruction of the text offered by
Roussel (op. cit., pp. 70-116), who presents a wealth of material on similar “miracles” from legendary
literature and the later hagiography. Although the inscription does not specifically mention the
Parthians, Roussel makes it appear that in all probability the military events are to be connected with
the invasion under Labienus.

s See Ch. Diehl and G. Cousin, B.C.H., 11 (1887), no. 56, pp. 151-52 (cf. Roussel, op. cit., p. 93, and
H. W. Pleket, The Greek Inscriptions in the Rijksmuseum van Oudheden [Leiden, 1958], p. 62).

6 See H. Gundel, R.E., s.v. “ Ventidius Bassus”’ (no. ), cols. 807-13, for his Parthian command, and
Broughton, Magistrates, 11, 388 and 393.

7 In addition to the sources and references mentioned above (n. 1), see J. Miller, R.E., s.v. *“Pakoros,”
cols. 2437-38.

8 Broughton, op. cit., p. 386.
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noteworthy facts which allow us to assume that it is connected with the Parthian in-
vasion led by Labienus. First, there is the matter of the date. It must have been quite
early in 39 B.c. that Ventidius entered Asia and caused Labienus with his soldiers to
withdraw to the east, for Dio (48. 39-41) tells that in the course of the same year Ventidius
pursued him all the way to Syria. There the Parthian reinforcements, for which
Labienus had been waiting, arrived and immediately charged the Roman positions.
The forces of Ventidius easily defeated them and put them to flight. Labienus escaped
for a time in Cilicia but was later arrested and put to death. Ventidius then sent ahead
Pompaedius Silo with cavalry to the Amanus mountains and joined him there. Then
the two of them with all their Roman troops overran Syria and occupied Palestine
without trouble. This was a considerable accomplishment for one year, and Antonius
was duly praised. Thus, if Labienus left the province of Asia in the spring of 39 B.C.,
there would have been ample time for envoys from Stratoniceia to reach Rome and
address the Senate by August of that same year. Looking at this matter of date from a
different point of view, one might say that the very presence of envoys from Strato-
niceia in Rome in August of 39 B.C. asking for passage of a decree concerning their city
is in itself good evidence that the decree dealt with matters occasioned by the Parthian
invasion.

The second noteworthy fact is the size of the Stratoniceian embassy. Despite the
lacunae of lines 15-17 it is plain to see that at least ten, and more probably twelve, envoys
traveled to Rome. Such a large number, espedially burdensome after the hard months
of a siege, is an indication of the importance of the mission.? The size of an embassy, as
well as the eloquence of its spokesmen, can create an impression of urgency.

Third, there is line 17, where we can see that all the envoys in the name of their city
are asking from the Senate some specific grant or assistance. To win their point,
apparently they remind the Senate of their loyalty (I. 19). The time at which one men-
tions his loyalty is generally one in which it has been recently tested. Certainly the
successful resistance of Stratoniceia in the Parthian invasion would be excellent proof of
the city’s loyalty.

There is the additional fact that Tacitus tells us quite plainly that Stratoniceia had
resisted the Parthians.?® We may conclude that this senatorial decree was passed to
reward the city for its loyalty and to assist it in the havoc caused by the invasion. This
may have included a grant of freedom, since we know that such a grant at one time
must have been made.!!

As Cousin and Deschamps have noted, the fact that a copy of this decree was found at
Panamara should indicate that some clause in it referred to the sanctuary of Zeus, very

likely granting it inviolability.

9 For the size of embassies see R. K. Sherk, Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies, 4 (1963): 149.

10 Apnales 111. 62; see the commentary on the S.C. de Plarasensibus et Aphrodisiensibus (No. 28) for a
discussion of the passage and its connection with these decrees.

11 H. Dessau, I.L.S., 8780.
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The names of the witnesses to the decree, so valuable for republican prosopography,
are arranged in the order of rank.

1. C. Carrinas C. f. Quir. He must be the consul suffectus of 43 B.c., and is clearly the
highest ranking senator on the list.

2. P. Sestius L. f. Col. He would seem to be the quaestor of 63 B.c. and the tribune of
57 B.C. who worked for Cicero’s recall. If so, he would be the father of L. Sestius
P. f. L. n. Alb[inianus] Quirinalis who was proquaestor under Brutus in 43-42 B.C.
(see his letter to the Thasians, No. 56). The father is also mentioned as one of the
witnesses to the S.C. de Aphrodisiensibus (No. 29).

3. L. Nonius L. f. Vel. Asprenas. He is here of praetorian rank, since he did not
become consul until 36 B.c.

4. P. Attius P. f. Quir. aut Col. He may have been only an aedilicius at this time
(Broughton, Magistrates, II, 466).

5. Q. Cloelius M. f. Quir.

6. M. Servilius C. f. . Perhaps the man who was accused of res repetundae in
Cicero (Ad Fam. 8. 8. 2-3) is this Servilius.

7. C. Hedius C. f. Claudia Thorus. He is also one of the witnesses in the S.C. de
Aphrodisiensibus (No. 29).

8. P. Sestuilius P. f. Ouf. aut Tro. (see Broughton, Supplement to Magistrates, p. 60).

9. T. Atinius T. f. Fab. Tyranus.

10. f. Pop. Pallacinus. Is he a son of M. Lollius Palicanus, who had been
praetor in about 69 B.c., as Cousin and Deschamps first suggested 2 Badian thought he
might be M. Quinctius M. f. Pop. (or Pol.) Plancinus. The Greek form of his name
makes Plancinus more likely as the Roman original.
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BIBLIOGRAPHY. E. Chishull, Antiquitates Asiaticae (London, 1728), pp. 150~
ss; A. Boeckh, C.I.G., II (1843), no. 2737, pp. 493-95; C. F. M. Texier,
Description de I'Asie Mineure, 111 (Paris, 1849), 152-53, 155; P. Viereck, Sermo
Graecus (Gdttingen, 1888), no. V, pp. s-7; K. Buresch, Aus Lydien.
Epigraphisch-geographische Reisefriichte (Leipzig, 1898), p. 185; B. Haussoulier,
Revue de philologie, 23 (1899): 152, n. 3 and 5; W. Dittenberger, O.G.IL.S., II
(1905), 453-55; Th. Reinach, REG, 19 (1906), no. 16, pp. 102-103 ; Bruns—
Gradenwitz, Fontes iuris Romani antiqui? (Tiibingen, 1909), no. 43, pp. 18sff.; E.
Tiubler, Imperium Romanum (Leipzig, 1913), pp. 177-79; Abbott-Johnson,
Municipal Administration in the Roman Empire (Princeton, 1926), no. 29, pp. 324~
26; E. Schlesinger, Die griechische Asylie (Diss., Giessen, 1933), p. 79; S.
Riccobono, Fontes iuris Romani antejustiniani2, pt. 1 (Florence, 1941), no. 38, pp.
269-72; S. Accame, Il dominio romano in Grecia dalla guerra acaica ad Augusto
(Rome, 1946), pp. 92-94; M. Gelzer, Gnomon, 21 (1949): 24; D. Magie, Roman
Rule in Asia Minor (Princeton, 1950), I, 418, 432~33, and II, 1271, n. 43, and
1282, n. 15; Ehrenberg-Jones, no. 299; Johnson, Coleman-Norton, Bourne,
Ancient Roman Statutes, no. 122; Sir William M. Calder and J. M. R. Cormack,
Monumenta Asiae Minoris Antiqua, VIII (Manchester, 1962), 148; R. K. Sherk,
Historia, 15 (1966): 123-24; L. Robert, L’antiquité classique, 35 (1966): 400ff.
(with Plate II).

DESCRIPTION. First copied by Sherard in 1705 and 1716 from two pieces of
marble found at Aphrodisias in Caria. Sherard’s copies were then used by
Chishull and Boeckh. During the 1934 expedition to the Pisidio-Phrygian
borderland and to Aphrodisias, Sir Willaim M. Calder and his staff were unable
to locate either of the stones.
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[pdpov 8]t Twa alriow éxelvwrv 8i8dvou pmdé (oduveiodépew Speidwow, [EAN
adTol 7é-]

[oc TodT] 015, KaT' ofoav perd Tabre év éavrols Kupdow xp@v[rar kepmilwyron
kpardow: €Sofev.]

Text based on that by Dittenberger except where noted.

A 1 Perhaps two lines instead of one? 3 [r@v], Viereck. 31 After dvriype|de there is a
small, raised omicron in Sherard’s copy, according to Boeckh, which appears to be a mark of
punctuation.

B The underscored letters (Il. 1—5) show the readings of Reinach’s new fragment, which did not
appear early enough to be incorporated into Dittenberger’s edition. It is also missing in the
editions by Bruns-Gradenwitz (7th ed.), Abbott-Johnson, and Riccobono. The beginning was
restored by Mommsen: [[Tept dv - - - - -~ ------ Adyous émoujoavTo - - - - - - mepi TovTOY
1ol mpdyparos obTws é8ofev: apéakew T avykhitw IThapaceis ki’ Appodeiaieis, ds Ekpive
I'dios Kaioop adrokpdrwp kare ta 8l]kaix éofAd e [modd]e éXevBépovs elvar. He did not
know Reinach’s fragment. 2 (end) Restored by Mommsen, with reference to Dionysius Ant. 11.
32. Approved by Viereck, who adds Josephus Ant. 16. 163, 168. Hence vadimonium facere in
Greek becomes éyyvny opoloyeiv. 3 xédevow, all editors, but Reinach’s fragment shows
KEAEYEIN. 8 kai is, Viereck, Mommsen, Dittenberger, but Boeckh emended it to kel 7j7is.
9-10 yeyévnrar], Wilamowitz. 11 Tw deleted by Boeckh; [Apréuios], Wilamowitz. 12
eir[e &Agos éorilv, Wilamowitz. 14 dpdv, not Spwv (as Chishull and Boeckh); cf. Mommsen,
Rémisches Staatsrecht, 1113, 1, 687-88, n. 4. At end of line: 7o[ 87jpov mpos7iAfo, Pick, in Bruns-
Gradenwitz. 16 Boeckh records that the copy shows ZYNEIZ®EPEIN, which he, followed by
Mommsen, changed to [¢]uvecodépewr, but [o]uveiodépew is given by Dittenberger and Viereck
(notes).

COMMENTARY. In order to bring about a modus vivendi with Sextus Pompeius, the
triumvirs met with him in the spring of 39 B.c. near Misenum. A treaty was drawn up,
sealed, and handed over to the Vestal Virgins for safekeeping. In return for various
concessions on his part, Sextus received command over Sicily, Corsica, Sardinia, and
Achaia. Octavian, Antonius, and Pompeius then embraced one another and, for several
days, toasted each other’s health in an outward show of affection. At some timé in the
- ceurse of this mceting it was agreed that the concule for the period 34-31. 8.0 wers ra he
named by them in advance.! For 34, Antonius was to be consul II with L. Scribonius
Libo; for 33, Octavian and Pompeius; for 32, Cn. Domitius Ahenobarbus and C.
Sosius; and for 31, Octavian and Antonius, both for the third time. Pompeius then
went to Sicily and the two triumvirs returned to Rome.

Since our first document (A 1-2) speaks of Antonius as [consul] designatus II and [III]
(no other restoration appears possible), its terminus post quem must be the spring of 39
B.C. And since the envoy from the united community of Plarasa-Aphrodisias asks for
official copies of records from the archives (at Rome), it has been assumed that Antonius
I Dio 48. 35. I and so. 10. I; Appian Bell. Civ. 5. 73. For the discrepancy between Dio, who says
that the consuls were named in advance for an eight-year period, and Appian, who says that it was a

four-year period, see the remarks of Drumann-Groebe, Geschichte Roms, 12 (Leipzig, 1899), 315, and
of M. P. Charlesworth, C.A.H., X (1934), 46, n. I.
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was actually in Rome when he replied (A 29—31) that he was sending those copies to the
community. Now it was in August or September at the latest in the same year that
Antonius left Rome for Athens and never returned to the city. Magie therefore
assumed that his letter must have been written in 39 B.c. The official records, of course,
could only have been found in Rome, but certainly Antonius could have had them sent
to him in the east by the post or by a dispatch carrier.2  On the basis of the available
evidence one cannot date the letter any closer than the general period after the spring
of 39 B.c. and before the end of 35 B.C.

Following the letter we expect to find the documents mentioned: decretum, senatus
consultum, iusiurandum, lex. Presumably they would have appeared in just that order.
The first document, however, is introduced by the heading I'pappara Kaioapos.
This must mean a letter of the dictator Caesar, of which there is no mention in the letter
of Antonius. How is this substitution of a letter for a decree to be explained? The
word émikpuua is the usual one for decree or edict.? In addition the senatus consultum
(B 1-17) which followed the letter of Caesar seems on the surface to contain a reference
to the decree mentioned by Antonius. It reads (B 3-6): “ Whatever rewards, honors,

2 At the conclusion of the letter it is also stated (Il. 44-47) that the copies are subjoined. Hence
Antonius is most likely to have been in Rome when he wrote the letter; cf. Magie, op. cit., II, 1282,
n. 15. However, we cannot state positively that he was in Rome, for it is possible that he obtained
copies of the documents from Rome by the post and then sent them on to the community with the
present covering letter. There is one word, of doubtful interpretation, that might lend some support
to this latter view. In lines 22-31 of the letter of Antonius we are told that the envoy from Plarasa-
Aphrodisias (uds mapexdAeaer els T0 ToD yeyovdTos Uueiv €mukpiparos kai 8oyparos kel Spkiov
Kol vépov avTimepwimuéva ék T@v dnuooiwy SéATwy éfamoaTeilar Vueiv Ta avriypaga. The
word avrimredwimuéva is very strange, to say the least, since apparently here it should have the meaning
*“copied,” corresponding to the Latin exscripta or expressa. This meaning is accepted by Viereck, op. cit.,
p. 77, and Dittenberger, op. cit., n. 10, and has found its way into Liddell-Scott-Jones, where it is assigned
the meaning *“taken from.” There is no other passage in which the verb might have such a meaning,
for in the period after Polybius it commonly means ““ to answer by letter”’; cf. the lexicons of Liddell-
Scott-Jones, Preisigke, and Stephanus. Therefore one should not discount the possibility that such
is its meaning here. If Antonius were in the East when he was asked for official copies of the various
documents, he would naturally write to Rome and have them sent to him by the post. Thus lines
22~31 may incan: “he asked me to dispatch to you copies of the decretim, the senatus consiiltuss, the
iusiurandum, and the lex—all of them concerning you—which have been sent in answer (to my
request) from the public records.” There is a passage in Josephus (Ant. 14. 265) in which a similar
situation is described : ypappata mpos Tas mepi T@V NueTépwy Sikaiwy émiaTodds avTiTedwimuéva
Tois 1yyepdow, which means “letters sent by the governors in answer to our letters about our rights.”
It is therefore possible that Antonius was trying to convey by this word the fact that he had to have the
copies sent to him from Rome. In such a case, if true, he would have written the present letter after
the copies arrived. It is true that Antonius did not have a native feeling for the language and his
knowledge of Greek was imperfect (on this point see Drumann—~Groebe, op. cit., p. 371 with references),
but here I think he meant exactly what he said. The only objection to this interpretation is that one
expects an answer to come from a bureau or an office (éx Tod Tauielov) rather than from the records
themselves (éx T&v Snuooiwv 8éArwy). But that is not sufficient to allow one to disregard the normal
meaning of avrimepwimuéva. Viereck, op. cit., Addenda et Corrigenda, p. VII, dated the document
35 B.C., while Magie, loc. cit., believed that the date could not be later than the autumn of 39 B.c.
See the remarks of the present writer in Historia. loc. cit.

3 See the Introduction to the Epistulae, sec. 1, Magisterial Decisions and Decrees.
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and privileges which the triumviri rei publicae constituendae by their own decree have
apportioned or will apportion, have granted or will grant to the people of Plarasa-
Aphrodisias, all are to be valid.” This indeed characterizes the senatus consultum as one
which confirmed the actions and measures previously taken by the triumvirs in regard
to the city. Hence, they, as well as Caesar, issued decrees or made pronouncements of
some sort about the city of Plarasa-Aphrodisias. But this still does not explain the
failure of Antonius to mention the letter. Opinions on that subject are not unanimous.

Dittenberger advanced the possibility that Caesar’s letter was one of the documents
published after his death by Antonius, i.e., published ex actis Caesaris, some of which were
forgeries. He thought that after the triumvirs had confirmed these acta by their special
authority the Senate in turn had issued the senatus consultum to confirm what the triumvirs
had done. The “letter” of Caesar, perhaps a forgery, was for some reason not men-
tioned in the introductory letter of Antonius. The actual decree mentioned in A,
lines 24-25, is lost.

Tiubler rejected Dittenberger’s view with the observation that if Caesar’s letter had
been sent to the city for the first time ex actis, it would hardly have gone unmentioned in
Antonius’ letter. He felt that Caesar had actually written a letter to the city at the time
of his stay in Asia and that the city had published it among the documents received from
Antonius because of its connection with the confirmatory decree by the triumvirs of
Caesar’s acta.  Antonius had not sent it to the city at all. It was already well known
there.

Apart from the present documents one must also take account of the literary evidence
that exists on the connection between the dictator Caesar and Aphrodisias. In a famous
passage Tacitus (Ann. 3. 62) writes that, when the Emperor Tiberius decided to examine
the credentials of those Greek sanctuaries which claimed inviolability, he ordered all of
them to send their charters and documents to Rome as proof of their claims. There
appeared before him first the Ephesians, then the Magnesians, and Aphrodisienses posthac
et Stratonicenses dictatoris Caesaris ob vetusta in partis merita et recens divi Augusti decretum
adtulere, laudati quod Parthorum inruptionem nihil mutata in populum Romanum constantia
pertulisseat. This scems to mean that the Aphrodisiane prodnred a decree of Caesar
which they had received for service to his party, and that the Stratoniceians brought a
decree of Augustus which had been issued because of their loyalty to Rome during the
Parthian invasion.# There is certainly a connection between the decree of Caesar
mentioned by Tacitus and the letter mentioned in our documents. It would be rash to
consider it accidental.

It is here suggested that the letter of Caesar was an actual letter written and sent by
Caesar to the city while he was in Asia. A date soon after Pharsalus would be plausible,
since other cities of the East at that time also secured privileges of various sorts. ~After

+ See Boeckh in his commentary, op. cit., pp. 494-95. It has been accepted by Dittenberger and
Hatzfeld (B.C.H., 51 (1927): 59—60, and has made its way into the various commentators on Tacitus.
See, most recently, E. Koestermann, Cornelius Tacitus: Annalen, vol. 1, bks. 1-3 (Heidelberg, 1963),
P- 539.
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his death it was one of the many acta that the triumvirs confirmed, but a copy of it had
been sent long before to the city, where it was published and/or deposited in the local
archives. 'When Marcus Antonius was later asked for the copies of all the official
documents pertaining to the city, the émikpiue must have been the decree by which the
acta Caesaris were confirmed by the triumvirs. The city already had a copy of Caesar’s
letter and would not have needed another. When the four documents arrived in
Aphrodisias, the letter of Caesar would naturally have been added to the dossier. All
were then published. After all, the letter of Caesar must have been the first document of
the series that defined the status of the city in the Caesarian period, for Antonius’ decree
had only confirmed its provisions. And the senatus consultum had merely confirmed the
measures of the triumvirs. Thus the letter of Caesar, perhaps itself containing an
émixpuyuc, was placed immediately after the introductory letter of Antonius on the stone,
for chronologically and historically it belonged there. It must have been concerned
with the inviolability of the sanctuary of Aphrodite at Aphrodisias and must have been
the document mentioned by Tacitus. Any official letter could contain or communicate
a decree.5

If this explanation is accepted, then the next document in the dossier would have been
the decree of Antonius. It is lost. The senatus consultum (B) must be dated after the
establishment of the second triumvirate (autumn, 43 B.c.) and before the introductory
letter of Antonius. By its terms the united community is to be free and immune from
all taxation, the honors and privileges accorded to it by the triumvirs are to remain in
force, it is to be enrolled as a friend and ally of Rome, and its sanctuary of Aphrodite is
to be inviolable. Thus the whole community is “a most favored nation.”  Such a high
status in this period of the Republic was not granted without good reason, and it is
reasonable to assume that the triumvirs and the Senate felt it was justified because of the
city’s loyalty to Rome during the Parthian invasion of 40 B.c. The chronology would
suit such a view, and Antonius, whose imperium covered the Greek world, would have
been very thankful toward all those cities which had resisted the invaders. A frag-
mentary inscription from Aphrodisias may actually refer to the invasion, but it is too
fragmentary and vague for one to draw positive conclusions from it.6

The nature of the oath and the law (A 26-27) cannot be determined. One thinks
naturally, however, of a treaty sealed by an oath and confirmed by a law.

s See No. 55, a letter of P. Servilius Isauricus to the Pergamenes with the heading *Emikpipc mepi Tijs
dovAias. Cf. the Introduction to the Epistulae, sec. 1, Magisterial Decisions and Decrees.

6 M. Holleaux and P. Paris, B.C.H., 9 (1885s), no. s, p. 75 (cf. Robert, Etudes Anatoliennes, pp. 312-14,
and Magie, op. cit., II, 1281, n. 10). There are references to food shortages, war, danger, and a
shattered economy. The person honored is said to have killed sixty of the enemy in battle.
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BIBLIOGRAPHY. J. Franz, Annali dell’ Instituto di Corrispondenza archeologica,
19, (1847), no. s, p. 113; Le Bas-Waddington, Voyage archéologique en Gréce et
en Asie Mineure: Inscriptions, 11 (1870), 1627; P. Willems, Le Sénat de la
république romaine, 1 (Paris, 1878), 252; P. Viereck, Sermo Graecus (Gdttingen,
1888), no. XIX, pp. 40-41, and Addenda et Corrigenda, p. VII; Th. Reinach,
R.E.G., 19 (1906), no. 1, pp. 81-82; T. R. S. Broughton, Supplement to The
Magistrates of the Roman Republic (New York, 1960), p. 9; W. M. Calder and
J. M. R. Cormack, Monumenta Asiae Minoris Antiqua, VIII (Manchester, 1962),
no. 40s, pp. 72-73 (Plate 20, at the end).

DESCRIPTION. A marble block broken on all sides, found at Geyre
(Aphrodisias). Height: 0.7 m. Width: 1.24 m. Thickness: 0.43 m. Height
of letters: 0.025-0.03 m.

[Emi Zéérov Iopmiov Zérov viod kai Aeviiov Kopyipui]ov Aevkiov viod dmdrwy
éx v dla) [yeypau] -
7 2] ’ 7 ’ 7 o ¢ 7 k) ’
[pévwv év mpaypdrwy cupBefovievuévwr kpdpaow 7| éuntw éxtw éBOSuw Jyddw
évdtw o pievti] -
[kdv 8éArwy - - nomina quaestorum - - - - Tapi] v kard oA Sédtw mpdTy:  mpo

Tepd[v]
[- - dies, mensis, locus = - = = =« = = - - - ] ypopopévew{v} mapfioar Mépxos

O [eAépros]
R R vids] Oé\eive *Aamprvas, Aevkio[s - - - - - ]
R Ae]vriov vids *Qevreivg BdMfos, |- - - - - - 4 -
R vios] Parépve IAairos, 'dios M[- - - - - - - - - - - ]
R ] IIémhios Zrjorios Aevkioy [vics - - - - - - - - - ]
[--------- Tdios “Hios I'eiov v)]ids Khavdie Odpos, A¢[vkios - - - - - - - - - - ]
R LR EEETE ] —"wos I[------nmcmnmemannnn ]

A new reading of the stone was made by Calder and Cormack. 1 (at the end) ANE[- - . For the
possible restorations of the names of witnesses see the commentary. In 1. 10 Viereck has

{O IINOZI'[- - .
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COMMENTARY. The S.C. de Panamara of 39 B.c. (No. 27) mentions at least two
witnesses who are identical with senators named in the present decree. Therefore this
decree cannot be dated too far removed in time from that one. This makes it easier to
identify the consul in the first line, for, although only a small part of his name is extant,
the fact that he lacks a cognomen is important.  After Sulla, official documents regularly
included a citizen’s full name. If a man had a cognomen, it would be given.! Now, as
Viereck observed, the only consul in the period who had no cognomen and whose nomen
with filiation agrees with the remains of line 1 is the consul of 35 B.c., L. Cornificius L. f.
The decree must be dated to that year.

The witnesses:

1. We expect a ranking consular to come first in the list. Viereck accepted the
restoration here of M. Valerius M. f. Messala, who could have been the consul suffectus of
32 B.C., or possibly the one of 31 B.c. But either of them would have been only of
praetorian rank in 35 B.c. Not a serious objection, but doubtful because the person in
post number 2 in the list may have been the the consul suffectus of 36 B.c. and in that case
would have outranked him. I prefer to leave the identity of the first witness an open
question.

2. Viereck originally restored the name of L. Nonius L. f. Vel. Asprenas for this
witness, making him identical with the man of the same name in No. 27, but then
(Addenda, p. VII) rejected it “cum propter testium ordinem iidem esse non possint.”
Broughton (Supplement to Magistrates, p. 42), however, believes the same man is
mentioned in both decrees. If true—and of course it is a distinct possibility—then the
man in post number one should outrank him. Who was he?

3. L.

4. L. f. Ouf. Balbus. Viereck had accepted the restoration here of the Senator
M. Attius L. f. Ouf. Balbus, but other candidates are better suited (see Broughton, op. cit.,
p. 9). Possibilities for the gentilicia include Lucilius, Octavius, and Paccius. Perhaps
Balbus was related to the consul suffect of 30 B.c., L. Saenius L. f., as Broughton also
suggests.

$ = Fal. Plautus. Unidentified. )

6. C. M——. Viereck accepted the name here of C. Memmius L. f. without good
reason. Unidentified.

7. P. Sestius L. f. He was also the witness in the S.C. de Panamara (No. 27).

8. C. Hedius C. f. Claud. Thorus. He too was one of the witnesses in the S.C. de
Panamara (No. 27).

9. L. .

1 See E. Fraenkel, R.E., s.v. “Namenwesen,” col. 1649; Mau, R.E., s.v. *“Cognomen,” col. 225;
L. R. Taylor, The Voting Districts of the Roman Republic, American Academy in Rome, Papers and
Monographs XX (Rome, 1960), p. 169.
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REBUS STRATONICENSIUM (Augustan?)
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BIBLIOGRAPHY. J. Hatzfeld, B.C.H., 51 (1927), no. 3, pp. 59-61; Crdnert,
Hiller, et al., S.E.G., 1V (1930), 246; J. Robert and L. Robert, La Carie, Il
(Paris, 1954), 100.

DESCRIPTION. Two fragments from a stele of white marble found in
Panamara. The left side only is preserved. Height: 0.32 m. Maximum width
(bottom): 0.55 m. Thickness: 0.095 m. The letters are carefully engraved but
badly worn.

x{dpnoav Tis médew s alrovons (2) - ------ - |
ATAZAEETO YI.I1.E[----------c-m-n-- ]
4 apxaig Tis Yuxis [- - - - - - oo - ]
Snpoaiafi]s (?) mpdypaow to[- - - - - - - - - - - ]
covres ywpis waon[s .| KA[------------- |
waperdfavro. vv  Tovrov 8[é----------- ]
étéBadev, év & modéuw d T[] pé[yora kekwduvev-]
Kdres Sua Tavras ras airios Siooas [- - - - 8e83y-]

fou drve ém[a]fAe, drwve [¢i] Advbpwre [mpdrepov 73]
Sfpawr Zrpatoveuéwy Sedopéva mpoou [epepiopé-]

va 7é éorw, Tabra wdvra Sucalws afiws T[e ad-]

Tois SeSopéva mpoouepepiopéva [re elva kad] \
wdvra kipio éxew [.JOMO[. .. |AEQKAIO[- - - -]
[...]wrdrs miorews a[drdv: 16 8¢] le[pov Tod dids]
[rof év Hovap]dpows kvx [Aw Te Tob iepod, eire]

/ v y oo
[Téuevos eire dAaos éoriv, dovdov elvar - - -]

1~2 Ziebarth. 2 XOPHXAN, stone. s Cousin reports AHMOZIAZ, but Hatzfeld says there
is room for an iota between 4 and Z. 6 ITAXI. .KA, stone; Hiller writes wdoy[s] xaf-, but
Viereck (notes) follows what is given here. 7 rovrov 8[¢ yevouévov, Cronert. 8-9 Hiller, but
76 7[€] pefydAa ?], Hatzfeld. 10 and 14 The readings here by Cousin are not altogether satisfactory.
16-17 Cf. S.C. de Plarasensibus et Aphrodisiensibus (No. 28), B 12-13.
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COMMENTARY. A comparison of the expressions in lines 10-17 with those in the
S.C. de Plarasensibus et Aphrodisiensibus (No. 28), B 3-6, and in the S.C. de Stratonicensibus
of 81 B.c. (No. 18), lines 48-50 of fragment E, to mention only those decrees of this same
area and time, makes it reasonable to assume that we have here part of a senatus con-
sultum.*  J. Hatzfeld, however, thinks that it may be a decretum of Augustus or a senatus
consultum confirming that decretum.2 I believe it belongs to a senatus consultum.

Its date can be deduced only in a general way. The mention of a war and danger
could be a rcference cither to the first Mithridatic War or to the Parthian invasion of
40 B.c. The fact that privileges formerly granted to the city of Stratoniceia are to be
confirmed likewise points to a date after either of those two events. The city received
its first major grant of privileges in 81 B.c. from Sulla (No. 18), and the present document
(II. 15-17) in at least one respect supplemented those by making the Temple of Zeus at
Panamara, together with its territory, inviolable. This would appear to date the
document after the senatorial decree of 81 B.c. Hatzfeld believed its date was 31 B.C.,
at which time Octavian was in the East and had evidently helped the city of Mylasa for
the damage it had sustained during the Parthian invasion nine years before.3 Such a
date is a mere conjecture and has nothing to support it except the fact that Tacitus tells
us the city had once received a decretum divi Augusti.# It may well be that our document
is of Augustan date, but to select 31 B.c. merely because Mylasa had received a friendly
letter from Octavian in that year is not the best kind of evidence. Octavian would not
have to be in the East for the city to obtain a senatus consultum from the Senate. I
believe our document is a senatorial decree.

One last possibility for a date must be considered. Can this document be part of the
S.C. de Panamara of 39 B.c. (No. 27)? Only the beginning of that decree is extant.
Hatzfeld rejects this because, as he says, the number of letters in line 12 of the present
document, if the restoration is correct, does not suit the length of lines in the other.
But, he admits, the thickness of both steles is almost identical (0.095 m. for this one and
0.09 m. for the other), and the length of the lines in both is irregular.

! Robert and Robert, loc. cit., are convinced sans doute that it is a senatorial decree.

“"2 He is led to this view because of the passage in Tacitus Annales II1. 62 (cf. the S.C. de Plarasensibus et
Aphrodisiensibus [No. 28]), in which we learn that the city of Stratoniceia had received a recens divi
Augusti decretum.

3 S8.1.G.3, 768.
4 N. 2 above.
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105-14; A. N. Sherwin-White, Papers of the British School at Rome, 17 (1949):
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Ancient Roman Statutes, no. 148; P. A. Brunt, Historia, 10 (1961): 199-200, 202,
204; J. Bleicken, Senatsgericht und Kaisergericht (Abh. d. Akad. d. Wiss. in
Gottingen, Phil~hist. KI., dritte Folge, Nr. 53) (Géttingen, 1962), pp. 36-43,
168-78.

BRIEF ANALYSES. E. Ghislanzoni, Enciclopedia Italiana, 10 (1931), s.v.
“Cirene,” p. 435; Sir H. Stuart Jones, C.A.H., 10 (1934): 167 and 171; G. H.
Stevenson, ibid., p. 212; A. Momigliano, Oxford Classical Dictionary (Oxford,
1949), p. 250; D. Magic, Roman Rule in Asia Minor (Princeton, 1950), II,
1052-53, n. 10, 1114, n. I0, 1347, n. §8; H. F. Jolowicz, Historical Introduction to
the Study of Roman Law (Cambridge, 1952), pp. 542-45; L. Wenger, Die Quellen
des romischen Rechts (Vienna, 1953), pp. 455-56; A. Berger, Encyclopedic
Dictionary of Roman Law (Philadelphia, 1953), p. 447. The fullest résumé is the
one by P. Romanelli, La Cirenaica Romana (Verbania, 1943), pp. 80-87.

DESCRIPTION. Marble stele found in the agora of Cyrene (2.05 m. high,
0.70 m. wide at the bottom, 0.61 m. wide at the top, and 0.38 m. thick,
complete on all sides). In modern times it was used as a bench on the outside of
a house with its engraved surface turned toward the wall. The inscription was
engraved in two parts. The first part, consisting of four edicts, is separated by
one vacant line from the second, which contains the fifth edict and the senatus
consultum. Both parts were engraved at the same time, however. A few
centimeters below the last line (144) there is evidence that from there to the top
of the stele the surface had been polished slightly. The letters (0.006-0.010 m.)
are of an uneven size, sometimes crowded together and sometimes widely
separated, those of the second part being slightly larger than those of the first.
Both parts were the work of the same engraver. Very many vacant spaces were
used not only to divide the text or set off certain words but also to serve as
marks of punctuation and to avoid an incorrect division of syllables at the ends
of lines. The engraver also seems to have sketched or drawn in the letters before
he cut them, a practice that might account for several omissions and

errors as the inscription is studied today. But, aside from such errors as those
resulting from the engraver’s failure to cut certain letters because his painted
sketch gives the impression that they have already been engraved, there are

- orher Kifids 6f omissions. The enigraving on the whole is a miost instructive

example of the several kinds of mistakes an ancient engraver was likely to make.

Edict V

Abroxparwp Kaioop v ZeBaotos dpyepeds péyiatos
Snpapyiciis éovaias vvv IO vyvvvvvy Aéyer

vacat spatiutn unius versus

Adypa ovvkhijrov 76 émi I'eiov Kadovigiov koi Aevkiov
Iaooujvov dmdrwy kupwbév épod mapdvros kai ouv-
emypadopévov, avijkov 8¢ els TV T@V Tod Srjpov Tod

L ’ ’ 3 4 L ~ T ’
Pupaiwy ocvppdywy aopainay, ve mé@ow 7j yvwoTtdy,
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*Edict v 74-82 In this section the letters are larger and the intervals between them greater than
in the remainder of the text. 91 (beginning of line) Erased by engraver. 95 EAKEZO©AI (?), but
Oliverio reads éax-. 96 AZONIZ. 102 OYIIEP. 105 AKOYZOQXINOIIQZAPXQN;
here Oliverio, Premerstein, and Stroux and Wenger invert—émws dkovofdaw—but La Pira
thought a clause had fallen out after Smws, and the text in S.E.G. retains the order found on the
stone. Oliver’s solution (Memoirs) is followed here, "Qv, attracted into the case of its antecedent,
being the subject of the verb. Thus émpépovow is the dative plural of the participle. 108
Oliverio changed to réooap(e)s. 112 EBOMHKONTA. 118 AKQN. 119 TAEIONAZ.
127 dpéavr{e)s, Oliverio. 129-30 THEXYN KAHTQ. 132-33 AIIOAE EQZIN. 138 7¢;
Radermacher proposed {ré)re. 139 KATAI'TEAAIN. 140 EXOYZIAN. 141 AEKA(?),
but Oliverio read AEKA. 142 BOYAHI. After éx Tovrov 1oi the space is empty to the end of
the line. The phrase used here was supplied by Oliverio; S.E.G. has Toid (8dyparos).

COMMENTARY. Of all epigraphical discoveries only the Res Gestae of Augustus
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may be said to surpass the Cyrene Edicts as inscriptions that make significant con-
tributions to our knowledge of the political, social, and juridical history of Rome. No
Greek or Latin literary source mentions the existence of these documents, and for that
reason they come not only as a welcome surprise but also as an outstanding example of
how inscriptional evidence complements and corrects the literary tradition.

The single most important observation to be made from a study of these documents is
the fact that Augustus in 7/6 and 4 B.c. was clearly issuing edicts in his own right to the
inhabitants and officials of a province that the Senate had been allowed to control ever
since the division of the Empire in 27 B.c. Thus the statement of Dio (s53. 32), that
Augustus possessed an imperium superior to that of all the governors of the provinces,
seems to be confirmed.! And the manner in which he exercised that imperium maius in
a senatorial province is worthy of note, for he did not issue his orders with the brusque
finality of a general in the ficld but rather with a courteous deference to the Senate and a
mild form of expression: *‘. .. until the Senate should reach a decision on this matter or
I myself should find some better way, the future governors of Crete and Cyrene would
seem to me to be acting in a good and fitting manner if they. . .,” etc. (Edict I, IL. 12-14).
It has been justly observed that Augustus used a style similar to that employed by the
Senate in giving its instructions to Roman magistrates, a style at once familiar to
senatorial officials and therefore perfectly natural and acceptable.2  One can issue orders
and demand obedience by virtue of his imperium, or one can suggest a course of action
and receive willing compliance by virtue of his auctoritas. The result is the same,
obedience in both cases, but the attitudes are strikingly different. A direct order, of
course, is sometimes necessary, but a nice appreciation of the difference between issuing
an order and offering a suggestion makes an order more appropriate and its military
directness less objectionable. Thus Augustus diplomatically combined personal
auctoritas and military imperium to correct those matters in the administration of the
provinces which came to his attention.

! Wenger and Premerstein were convinced, but McFayden was not.  Although the modern literature
-~ onthe preblenic connccted with the fmperiue oot auctaritac of Angnetus ic enarmons, rhere are several
articles that serve as excellent introductions to the various theories and controversies; G. E. F.
Chilver, Historia, 1 (1950): 408-35; V. Ehrenberg, A.].P., 74 (1953): 113-36; L. Wickert, R.E., s.v.
““Princeps,” cols. 2270-78; E. T. Salmon, Historia, 5 (1956): 456—78. In addition one should consult
J. Béranger, Recherches sur I'aspect idéologique du Principat (Basel, 1953), pp. 77ff. (reviewed by L.
‘Wickert, Gnomon, 26 [1954]: $34-44); A. Magdelain, Auctoritas Principis (Paris, 1947), chap. 2 (re-
viewed by H. Last, J.R.S., 40 [1950]: 117-23); and the posthumous work of P. Grenade, Essai sur les
origines du Principat (Paris, 1961), passim. A new document of importance in this regard has been
published by H. W. Pleket, The Greek Inscriptions in the Rijk van Oudheden at Leyden (Diss.,
Leyden, 1958), no. 57, pp. 4966 (= S.E.G., XVIII, ss5). There is a very detailed commentary on it
by K. M. T. Atkinson in the Revue internationale des droits de I'antiquité, 7 (1960): 227-72, which is
marred by the serious error she has committed in believing that the first document of that inscription
is a part of a senatus consultum in a curtailed form. Further details are available in J. H. Oliver, Greek,
Roman and Byzantine Studies, 4 (1963): 115-22. The document is No. 61 of the present volume.
2 H. Last, C.A.H., 11 (1936): 401, and De Visscher, Les édits, p. 47. Digest 16. 1. 2. 1: arbitrari senatum
recte atque ordine facturos ad quos de ea re in iure aditum erit. Cf. also Digest 1. 16. 4. 4 and 40. 12. 27. I.
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The Fifth Edict and the Senatus Consultum

Livy (43. 2) tells us that in 171 B.C. envoys from Spain were introduced into the Roman
Senate where they lodged formal complaints of extortion at the hands of the Roman
magistrates in the province. The Senate, convinced of the truth of their complaints,
instructed the Governor of Spain to set up a jury of five recuperatores, chosen from the
Senate, for each separate complaint. Each accuser in turn could choose a patronus and
through the recuperatores could institute proceedings to recover his money. These
temporary commissions were made into a permanent board of recuperatores by the Lex
Calpurnia of 149 B.C., with the penalty for conviction being the simple recovery of the
money by the victim and nothing more. This was the origin of the first guaestio
perpetua. Modifications of this court, mainly with regard to the penalty, were intro-
duced by the Lex Acilia of 123 B.c., the Lex Servilia, the Lex Cornelia of 81 B.c., and the
Lex Iulia of 59 B.c. The exact details of these laws and the various penalties prescribed
by them have given rise to several controversies without final agreement.3 But there
is no disagreement about the intolerable burdens and numerous inconveniences that the
extortion court of the Republic imposed upon any provincial who approached it. The
trials could be delayed for unusually long periods of time and could cause not only
financial but also physical hardships for the provincials. Loopholes in the court’s
provisions also may have allowed the accused various means to have judges appointed
who would be partial to his side and hostile to the other. In order, therefore, to remedy
the defects of the old system and in particular to reduce the time necessary for the trial
to the barest minimum, the present senatus consultum was passed. Not only did Augustus
himself sponsor it but he also promulgated it in the form of an edict, two points which
illustrate nicely the care and attention he gave to the fair and just administration of the
provinces.# Its provisions may be summarized as follows:

Any ally of Rome who may wish to recover property of which he has been deprived
is advised to present himself before a magistrate who has the power to convene the
Senate. If this accuser does not wish to press capital charges, the magistrate will then
introduce him immediately into the Senate and will appoint a patronus of the accuser’s
choice; who will adduess the Sendic on the matter. On that same day the magistrate
will select by lot from the Senate (at least two hundred senators being present) four
consulares, three praetores, and two other senators. No senator chosen shall be seventy

3 See Th. Mommsen, Gesammelte Schriften, 1: 1-64 and 3: 339-55; J. L. Strachan-Davidson, Problems
of the Roman Criminal Law (Oxford, 1912), 2: 75-152; J. P. V. D. Balsdon, Papers of the British School
at Rome, 14 (1938): 98-114; Sherwin-White, ibid., 17 (1949): s-25; Henderson, loc. cit.; A. N. Sherwin-
White, J.R.S., 42 (1952): 43-55; G. Tibiletti, Athenaeum, 31 (1953): s~100; Brunt, loc. cit. For part
of a new law belonging to the leges repetundarum see R. Bartoccini, Epigraphica, 9 (1947): 3-31 (A.E.,
1950, no. 80) and G. L. Luzzatto, Archivo storico pugliese, 4 (1951): 28-41.

4 Usually the presiding magistrate attended to the communication of a senatus consultum to the per-
tinent city or state, more often than not with a covering letter. For a precedent to the present
procedure Premerstein (Z.S.S., 48 [1928]: 482~83) mentions the S.C. de Bacchanalibus and suggests the
Edictum Augusti de Aquaeductu Venafrano (H. Dessau, I.L.S., 5743) as *“nichts anderes als die Mitteilung
eines Senatsbeschlusses im Rahmen eines kaiserlichen Edikts.” This is possible. It is interesting to
note that Edict IV is called an émikpipa while Edict V is labeled a mpdypoppa.
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years of age or older, hold an active magistracy, or preside over a court of law. Other
disqualifying provisions are included to insure the immediate availability of the senators
to serve as judges in the matter. The plaintiff and the defendant in turn may reject a
total of four judges within two days until five are left. These five, freed of all public
duties except the public cult, will hear the case. Their majority vote rendered the verdict
within thirty days.

It is immediately apparent in this new procedure that the elaborate provisions made
for the selection of the judges and the rules to be followed in case of the disability or
death of any one of them are all calculated to guarantee smoothness and speed from the
beginning to the end. And certainly the limitation of the new procedure to only those
cases in which no capital charges are to be introduced is a detail which by itself would
speed up the trial considerably. It had long been known from extortion cases men-
tioned by Tacitus and Pliny that a new procedure had been introduced after the Lex
Iulia of 59 B.c., but not until the discovery of the present senatus consultum did we know
its source. However, despite the fullness of our decree and the apparent precision of its
provisions, it has generated a series of problems that, in the present state of our sources,
are extremely difficult, if not impossible, to resolve.

The most formidable question concerns the relationship of the new procedure to the
previously existing form of prosecution for extortion. Does the new supplant the old
completely? To what extent can the new procedure be used to determine the nature of
penalties in the old quaestio under the Lex Iulia? Everything hinges on a key phrase in
our decree (Il. 97-99): “If any of our allies, after the passage of this decree, wish to re-
cover money that has been extorted from them publicly or privately, without intro-
ducing a capital charge against the accused....” This vital and obscure phrase, ywpis
70D Kepalis edBvvew Tov eldpddra, is unfortunately capable of taking two directions.
Without interpreting this phrase in the light of any other evidence, it appears at least
possible that either capital or noncapital charges could arise in extortion cases, and not
only before but also after the passage of this senatus consultum. The phrase therefore
cannot be used to give positive proof about the nature of the penalty specified by the Lex
Tilia: - What s centain iz that the new regulations were concerped with a reform of
procedure and not with penalty, and that they provided for a simple repayment of the
amount of money extorted. Infamia of the condemnati was not, however, excluded. It
is only when one asks the question, “What if the accuser does wish to include capital
charges ?”, that a difficulty and a dilemma arise.

The school of Premerstein (Oliverio and Arangio-Ruiz) believed that it was a question
of two separate charges which by the nature of the situation were connected. A capital
crime (e.g., murder) has been committed in connection with extortion. Only the
charge of murder is a capital offense, while the extortion is a civil matter. The new
procedure provides that the concurrent capital offense will be tried in the appropriate
quaestio court but that the charge of extortion will be tried separately before the senatorial
jury. Thus, in this view, the old quaestio de repetundis disappears and the existing laws on
extortion apply without any change to the new senatorial procedure. And these laws,
notably the Lex Iulia, did not know the capital penalty. The limiting clause in our
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decree is accordingly a very loose one and, being parenthetical, does not qualify any
particular word or phrase. Thus, extortion was not in itself a capital offense and never
carried the capital penalty.

The contrary view, championed by Stroux, holds that the limiting clause makes good
sense grammatically only when it is taken as qualifying awewrelv Bovdyf@ow. This
means that previously the extortion law (i.e., the Lex Iulia) had provided for capital
penalties.  Stroux, then, believed that the provincial accusers could decide whether they
wished to prosecute by the old method, before the guaestio de repetundis with its repay-
ment of extorted money plus capital punishment for the condemnati, or by the new
method, which was faster but provided only for the simple restitution of extorted money
without a capital penalty being involved. Thus, for Stroux, the old quaestio court
continued to exist side by side with the new senatorial jury. This separation removed
the extortion charge from the criminal atmosphere with which it had been surrounded
in the old public court, if the accusers wished to drop the criminal charges.

Premerstein: The extortion charge itself was never criminal, and only when criminal
offenses had been committed in conjunction with it could the penalty have been capital.
The Lex Iulia carried no capital penalties for extortion. Under the new procedure the
accuser could decide for himself whether he wished to press charges in the appropriate
quaestio court (for murder, etc.) or before the new senatorial jury. One would satisfy
his thirst for revenge: the other meant speedy recovery of his money. The old guaestio
court for extortion disappeared.

Stroux: The extortion charge was criminal and the Lex Iulia therefore contained
provisions for a capital penalty in a case of extortion. The old guaestio court for ex-
tortion continued to exist and was used in those cases where the accuser desired to press
the capital charges as well as those of extortion. If the accuser were to forgo the capital
charges, the senatorial jury would try his case speedily.

The one element common to both of these otherwise divergent views is the free choice
allowed the provincial for deciding between the two alternatives, criminal or civil
charges. De Visscher, however, would have none of this, for he could not believe that

. the provincials had been allowed to decide the type of jecpardy into which a Roman
magistrate or citizen was to be placed. Accordingly, he felt that the Senate had had the
choice about what would be the appropriate procedure to follow in each case. He
rejected the view of Stroux and followed that of Premerstein, with this last reservation:
He felt that the Senate would examine the charges and not the evidence when deciding
whether it would try the case itself according to the procedure outlined in the senatus
consultum or refer it to the quaestio court. Such was the purpose of the preliminary
hearing in the Senate. If the charges were civil, with no intent to present matters that
would involve the accused in a criminal suit, the five-man senatorial jury would try the
case. But, if the Senate decided that criminal charges were involved, it would send the
case to the public court.s
s His view, that the Senate decides what would be the appropriate procedure, has not been generally
accepted; see Last, J.R.S., 35 (1945): 98, and Oliver, Memoirs, pp. 108-9. He has also involved him-

self in a difficulty with his view of praeiudicium capitis in charges connected with those of extortion;
see Sherwin-White, Papers of the British School at Rome, 17 (1949): 15-16.
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Then Sherwin-White, in his detailed and valuable account of the republican leges
repetundarum, reached the conclusion that ““the Lex Iulia brought under the extortion
law certain offenses which hitherto had had no connection with it, and introduced a
scale of punishments culminating in the capital penalty for extortion with violence.”¢
Thus, to him, the limiting clause, as well as the regulations in lines 130-31, refer to charges
other than extortion or to actual charges of extortion in “aggravating circumstances.”
He therefore would disagree with Premerstein about the old noncapital nature of ex-
tortion and would agree with Stroux, stipulating that extortion was or could become a
capital offense only when it was “aggravated” by saevitia or other actions already
labeled capital under other laws.

It should thus be clear that the present senatorial decree is hardly the best kind of
evidence to use in discerning the nature of the republican extortion court. Its provisions,
of course, would be immediately obvious to any competent provincial governor, because
he would be familiar with the existing judicial background. The decree assumes that
this judicial background will be known to those for whom it is intended. One must
therefore establish this background on independent evidence and then see how the
present procedure fits into it. To work back from the decree is dangerous.

When we turn from this backward look and examine the period after the introduction
of the new procedure, we also find that difficulties arise. For example, when we read of
extortion trials in the pages of Tacitus or Pliny, we quite naturally expect to find some
similarity with the procedure established by Augustusin 4 B.c. And we are not wholly
disappointed. However, the new procedure does not seem to have lasted very long.?
A clear-cut example would be the case of Granius Marcellus in A.D. 15, recorded by
Tacitus (Ann. 1. 74). Perhaps we could include the case of Caesius Cordus (Tacitus
Ann. 3. 70), if his charge of maiestas actually were dropped. But it is clear that, in the
majority of cases known to us from the literary sources, the new procedure of 4 B.c. was
not used too often and did not last long into the first century. By Pliny’s day, charges
of extortion were usually complicated by or involved in charges of murder, perduellio, or
maiestas. And De Visscher's effort to read the use of the new procedure into the cases
kaown to us from the Trajanic era is net convinging. Ry that time we find the entire
Senate sitting in judgment on the accused, a procedure in keeping with the tendency of
the Senate during the Principate to acquire jurisdiction over those matters which during
the Republic belonged to the guaestio courts. In fact, as most of the commentators have
observed, the new procedure of 4 B.c. was a landmark in the beginning of the decay of
the old republican courts and the development of senatorial jurisdiction.8

The full meaning and evaluation of the edicts from Cyrene have not yet been realized.
Fresh evidence and the resifting of the old may clarify some of the obscurities.

6 Sherwin-White, Papers of the British School at Rome, 17 (1949): 25.

7 De Visscher, Les édits, pp. 184-210, and Brunt, op. cit., pp. 198-206.

8 For the development of the criminal jurisdiction of the Senate see Th. Mommsen, Rdmisches
Staatsrecht, 113, 1, pp. 118fF., and Rdémisches Strafrecht (Berlin, 1899), pp. 251ff.; Premerstein, Z.S.S.,

48 (1928): 527-28 (with further references); De Visscher, Les édits, pp. 184-86. For a list of senatorial
processes de repetundis see the work of Bleicken, op. cit., app. I, pp. 158-66.
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SENATUS CONSULTUM (?) DE HERAEO
SAMIORUM ET ASCLEPIEO COORUM A.D. 23

Dsisisluinininisisinisisiaisisisininiaiaiaiaiainisisinisininisiiisisialsisisiai s siey

BIBLIOGRAPHY. P. Herrmann, Athen. Mitt., 75 (1960), no. s, pp. 90-93,
with Plate no. 3 (Beilage 38).

DESCRIPTION. Fragment of a stele of white marble, broken on all sides, the
surface badly weathered. Height: 0.4s m. Width: 0.27 m. Thickness:
0.095 m. Height of letters: 0.014 m. Found on Samos in the Palea Ekklisia,
small church now demolished.

IR YN, [ mmeeeeee e )
[oomeeeee TO.B[- - e eemeee e )
[--------- JAII NEIZAO[- - - - ---------
[Iduos Zreprivi]os Mabipos xe[i I'awos ’ Aoivos IToANiwy Smatou ?)
[------- Jov mpo A eldav Z [emTepBpiwy - - - - - - ]
[------- ] mpeoBevrdv Kdwy [ - - - ------- - ]
[- - - - «]dTols *Aokdnmiob {[epdy - - - - - - - - - - ]
[----- ] 1 "Hpas & edoeBéora[ros? - - = - - - - - - - ]
[- - - - K]ereordvraw kebw[s - ------------ ]
vacat
[----- Jré: tepdde Tis "Hpas 7[ == -------- ]
[----- Jurewe Sikarorépow [ - - - - - - am oo ]
[----- o]v émrvxev w[ - - - - - - ]
[--- Beot]dapovias A [ et ]
[------- tis] moAews k[ - - ----------- ]

Text by Herrmann except where noted. 1 [¢] vwi[Anr - - (?), Herrmann, and perhaps [ keré 76
8dypa rod o Juvk[ Mjrov. 7e.g., 70 map’ a]drois, Herrmann. 9 dmox |araordrrwy suggested by
Herrmann. 13 Herrmann refers to ratrd Sikaiw Tadtii Te Setoiboupoviz in the S.C. de
Apbhrodisiensibus et Plarasensibus (No. 28), 1. 11.
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COMMENTARY. The mention of the sanctuary of (the Coan) Asclepius and the
Temple of Hera on Samos led Herrmann to assume that the subject matter was connected
with the general investigation of the asylia of Greek temples which Tiberius ordered in
A.D.22. Greek states at that time were ordered to send envoys to Rome with documents
to prove to the satisfaction of the Senate that their privileges had been properly granted.
The great number of the envoys and the multiplicity of their documents proved weari-
some and endless to the senators, and accordingly the matter was entrusted to the con-
suls. They were instructed to conduct the investigation and then refer their findings
back to the Senate for final action. Appropriate senatus consulta were then passed.! It
was not until A.D. 23, however, that the Samians and the Coans requested the Senate to
confirm the grants of asylia for their respective temples of Hera and Asclepius.2 The
agreement of names and places in the Tacitean account of these proceedings with those
in the present material cannot be accidental. The facts agree too exactly. Even the
date of the present documents can be fixed as A.D. 23 by the fragments of the name in
line 4, since almost certainly those fragments refer to C. Stertinius Maximus, the consul
for that year.? The subject matter concerns the confirmation of asylia for the temples.
And the very fact that the present inscription was engraved on a stele and erected is
sufficient proof that the Senate did in fact confirm that asylia.

The historical background is therefore reasonably clear, but the nature of the document
is another matter. It is included here among the senatus consulta only because there is a
possibility that it might be part of a senatorial decree. Herrmann thought that such was
the case, adding that it contained a reference to the decision of the consuls on the matter
of the asylia. The consuls would have rendered their decision and then delivered it to
the Senate. The Senate in turn would have issued the decree. The previous decision
of the consuls just might be mentioned in lines 4 and following, where in line 5 a verb
such as éypasf] av or énéyvwa]ov or éméxpiv] av might have appeared. But the document
cannot be identified as a senatus consultum positively. Quite often, however, consuls
have been instructed by the Senate to perform some specific service and then report their
actions to the Senate, which in turn issued a decree based upon those actions.# This
might have been the cace with thie doenment fram Samos. It is at most, however. only
a remote possibility.

I Cf. the letter of M. Antonius to Plarasa and Aphrodisias (No. 28). '

2 Tacitus Ann. 4. 14: Is quoque annus legationes Graecarum civitatium habuit, Samiis Iunonis, Cois
Aesculapii delubro vetustum asyli ius ut firmaretur petentibus. Samii decreto Amphictyonum nitebantur, quis
praecipuum fuit rerum omnium iudicium, qua tempestate Graeci conditis per Asiam urbibus ora maris potiebantur.
Negque dispar apud Coos antiquitas, et accedebat meritum ex loco; nam cives Romanos templo Aesculapii
induxerant, cum iussu regis Mithridatis apud cunctas Asiae insulas et urbes trucidarentur.

3 See Herrmann, op. cit., pp. 91-92.

4 S.C. de Itanoram et Hierapytniorum Litibus (No. 14), 1. 74fF.; S.C. de Collegiis Artificum Bacchiorum
(No. 15), ll. 61-64; S.C. de Stratonicensibus (No. 18), 1. 103-6; S.C. de Oropiorum et Publicanorum
Controversiis (No. 23), 1. 1-4.
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For epistulae in Part I see the following:
I Epistulae Spurii Postumii et Senatus Consultum
4 Epistula P. Cornelii Blasionis et S.C. de Ambraciotibus et Athamanibus
7 Epistula M. Aemilii et S.C. de Magnetum et Prienensium Litibus
8 Epistula P. Sextilii cum S.C.
14 Epistula L. Calpurnii Pisonis et S.C. de Itanorum et Hierapytniorum Litibus
18 S.C. de Stratonicensibus cum Epistula Sullae
20 S.C. de Thasiis cum Epistula Sullae
21 Epi.;uz Cn. Cornelii Dolabellae
23 S.C. aliaque acta de Oropiorum et Publicorum Controversiis

26 Epistulae et S.C. de Mytilenaeis

28 Epistula M. Antonii ad Plarasenses et Aphrodisienses et S.C.



A. INTRODUCTION: OFFICIAL ROMAN
CORRESPONDENCE DURING THE REPUBLIC

SIS ISISIS SIS S S SRS N NN AN NN

If by official Roman correspondence we mean letters sent by the Senate or magistrates
of Rome to the officials of some foreign city or sovereign state, letters intended to com-
municate the policy of the Senate or magistrates on a particular point, then we must admit
that our sources for the early Republic give us very little information. In fact, such
letters do not appear even to have been mentioned before the wars with Carthage.!
The use of letters, of course, by educated men dates from the beginning of the Republic.2
And Roman magistrates sent back to the Senate from foreign posts official letters in
order to make reports, request instructions, or make suggestions. Common practice.
But official correspondence between Rome and foreign cities does not seem to have been

I It is not until the war against Philip that the literary sources begin to mention, regularly at any rate,
the sending of official letters of the type we are considering. 'We are told that T. Quinctius Flamininus
sent many letters to the Greeks: Livy 35. 39. 4 (to the Thessalians), 35. 25. 5 (to the Achaean League);
Polybius 18. 36 (to the allies in the war), 18. 6 (to Philip). Polybius (22. 4-5) mentions that he got the
Senate to write to the Boeotians. And Appian Bell. Hisp. 8. 41 tells of sealed letters sent by Cato,
the censor, to various Greek cities. Thereafter, the mentioning of letters becomes more common in
the literary sources. The whole subject of official Roman correspondence during the Republic has
been much neglected since the work by P. Viereck, Sermo Graecus (Gottingen, 1888). Although the
number of actual letters that have been preserved on stone was small in 1907, Brassloff, R.E., s.v.
“Epistula,” cols. 204-10, wrote as if there were none at all. Little or nothing of value for us in this
regard can be found in K. Dziatzko, R.E., s.v. ‘' Brief,”’ cols. 836—43, or even in J. Sykutris, R.E.,
suppl. V, s.v. “Epistolographie.” H. Peter, Der Brief in der romischen Literatur (Leipzig, 1901), was
not really interested in official correspondence as we have defined it. The account by Abbott—
Johnson on official documents and their preparation, Municipal Administration in the Roman Empire,
(Princeton, 1926), pp. 232—45, offers some information. More strictly on the Greek side, but often
very useful for our purpose, are the contributions made by F. Ziemann, De epistularum graecarum
Sformulis sollemnibus quaestiones selectae (Diss., Halle, 1910): C. B. Welles, Royal Correspondence in tie
Hellenistic Period (New Haven, 1934); H. Koskenniemi, Studien zur Idee und Phraseologie des griechischen
Briefes bis 400 n. Chr. (Helsinki, 1956). For the orthography, inflection, and syntax of the Greek
letters see Viereck, op. cit., pp. 55-79; T. Eckinger, Die Orthographie lateinischer Waorter ¥n griechischen
Inschriften (Munich, 1892); C. L. Déttling, Die Flexionsformen lateinischer Nomina in der griechischen
Papyri und Inschriften (Diss., Lausanne, 1920); B. Meinersmann, Die lateinischen Woérter und Namen in
den griechischen Papyri (Leipzig, 1927). Besides the standard grammars of Kiithner-Gerth (Ausfiifirliche-
Grammatik der griechischen Sprache3, 2 vols. in 4 [Hannover, 1890-1904]) and E. Schwyzer (Griechische
Grammatik, 3d ed., 2 vols. [Munich, 1959], with the Register by D. J. Georgacas, 2d ed., 1960), in-
formation of value for our letters can be found in Arndt and Gingrich, A Greek-English Lexicon of the
New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature (Chicago, 1957); Blass-Debrunner, A Greek
Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature, English translation and revision of
‘the gth and r1oth eds., by R. W. Funk (Chicago, 1961): and E. Mayser, Grammatik der griechischen
Papyri aus der Ptolemderzeit, 2 vols. (Leipzig, 1906-33).
"2 Dionysius of Halicarnassus (5. 6. 2) records that in the first year of the establishment of the Republic
letters were delivered from the exiled Tarquins to friends in Rome; cf. ibid. 5. 7. 1.
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common until the beginning of the second century before Christ. Then, as we shall
see, Hellenistic models and procedures exercised considerable influence upon Roman
letters.  But only a comparatively small number of actual letters from the Republic has
survived, none of them dating before the second century. This cannot be taken to mean
that Rome did not make use of diplomatic correspondence before contact with the
Greeks. The question must remain open. Under the Empire such correspondence was
very common, since imperial epistulae and rescripta then became the normal vehicles for
the creation of law and the communication of the imperial will to the cities and states
within the provinces. Their numbers are considerable. But under the Republic,
diplomatic exchanges of such important matters as war and peace, territorial rights,
terms of treaties, and protests required more than mere correspondence. Personal con-
tact was indispensable. Hence the rise of legati.4

The pages of Livy, Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Polybius, and Appian are full of
references to both Roman and foreign embassies. From the beginning of the Republic,
and even earlier, in the time of the kings, they were and remained the chief instruments
of diplomatic exchange. These envoys were not magistrates but functionaries chosen at
Rome from among the senators to perform specific tasks. Whenever Rome wished to
communicate officially with a foreign state, an embassy would be formed and dispatched
with detailed instructions. A whole body of procedure and regulations developed
around its use.

In the course of the third century, however, Roman diplomacy gradually entered
into a new phase. Territorial expansion, war with Carthage, and involvement with
Hlyria thrust Rome into the role of a world power. Although the wars with Carthage
had made her aware of further possibilities in her political growth, and although she had
conducted a war in 219 B.C. against the Illyrians, nevertheless she apparently had no real
plans for eastern expansion. Then conditions changed. The suspicious actions of
Philip V, the appearance of his fleet in the Adriatic, his friendly attitude toward Hannibal,
and the germination of the fear in Rome that he planned to invade Italy contributed to
the general distrust of his ambitions. When envoys from the Greek states came to Rome
in 201 B.C. and reported Philip’s agreement with Antiochus and the details of his Carian
expedition, there was a change in senatorial feeling. War with Philip resulted, then
victory at Cynoscephalae. Since military necessity required a peaceful and co-operative
Greece during the war, Roman diplomacy took the form of what has aptly been called
the patrocinium libertatis Graecorum, an outgrowth of an earlier tactic whereby weak states

3 For a collection of imperial letters see the work of L. Lafoscade, De epistulis aliisque titulis imperatorum
magistratuumque Romanorum (Lille, 1902), which is now, of course, badly in need of revision. For a
list of imperial constitutiones see R. Taubenschlag, Journal of Juristic Papyrology, 6 (1952): 121-42
(=Opera Minora, II, pp. 3-28).

4 Anton von Premerstein in R.E., s.v. *‘Legatus,” cols. 1133-41; G. lacopi, in De Ruggiero, Dizionario
epigrafico di Antichitd romane, s.v. *‘Legatus,” pp. 500-26. For the procedure followed in Rome for
the reception and accomodation of foreign envoys see Mommsen, Rémisches Staatsrecht, 1113, 2, pp.
1148-57.
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were protected against strong states in order to strengthen one’s own position.s This
policy could gain new friends and lay the foundations of a lasting structure, a structure to
be built along Roman specifications and designed to benefit Rome, not Greece.

It is from this age of the wars against Philip and Antiochus that our first epigraphic
examples of official Roman correspondence emerge. They were no doubt generated
out of the new situations in which Rome found herself involved. Since Rome ap-
peared to be a permanent force in Asia Minor, this correspondence was preserved by the
Greek cities. Any communication between them and Rome would serve as solid proof
of loyalty and friendship to Rome or recognition of freedom. They preserved, of
course, those letters which were favorable to their interests.

It is instructive to note that during this early period—roughly from Cynoscephalae to
Pydna—many of the letters reflected, directly or indirectly, the general Roman policy
in the Greek East. Number 33 (Flamininus to Chyretiae) may have been designed to
win the support of the wealthy classes in a former Macedonian dependency. Number
34 (M. Valerius Messala to Teos) grants freedom and immunity to Teos, an action that
under the circumstances could have served as a beacon of Roman friendship shining to-
ward the Greeks of Asia Minor—a promise of things to come. Numbers 35 and 36
likewise may have been inspired by diplomatic motives. And No. 40 is especially inter-
esting, in that it contains a list of the charges brought against King Perseus just before the
war against him. The possible motive was the securing of friends in Greece to the
Roman cause. Its author very shrewdly addressed the letter to the Delphian
Amphictyons.

The early Roman letters were therefore used not only to communicate information of
a factual nature but also, more importantly, to serve as diplomatic devices, as tools to
influence public opinion. The rest of the letters on the whole are much more matter of
fact and deal with local problems: the granting of privileges or benefits of various kinds,
the restoration of land, magisterial decisions, arbitration, negotiations between two
cities, the loyal actions of a citizen, and a suggestion about suitable honors for Augustus
on his birthday. Official letters were also used to transmit the texts of senatus consulta to
Greek cities.  Fach has its own special value to us. And all of them are an invaluable
and often unique source for republican history.

In form they exhibit certain outstanding characteristics of official letters from the
Hellenistic chanceries. In the early years, after the death of Alexander the Great, when
the Hellenistic monarchies were engaged in their great struggles for power, they did not
yet possess a full bureaucratic organization.6 The development of the various depart-
ments within each of the kingdoms was gradual, but by the second century B.c. they had

s Badian, Foreign Clientelae, pp. 81-83.

6 Welles, op. cit., pp. XXXVII-XXXVIII. For the chancery in the Seleucid Empire see E. Bikermann,
Institutions des Séleucides (Paris, 1938), pp. 190-97. Thanks to the papyri the bureaucratic organization
of Egypt is known in some detail: see A. Stein, Untersuchungen zur Geschichte und Verwaltung Aegyptens
unter romischer Herrschaft (Stuttgart, 1915), and the work of F. Qertel, Die Liturgie (Leipzig, 1917).
See also the remarks of M. I. Rostovtzeff, S.E.H.H.W., 1I (1941), 1078-81.

188



EPISTULAE

achieved a certain form and had reached a remarkable level of efficiency. One of these
departments was the royal chancery, the staff of which cared for the official correspond-
ence and preserved copies of all the royal orders. In Syria the head of the chancery was
called the émoroloypddos. In the hands of these men there gradually appeared a form
and a style of official letters. Diplomatic correspondence between the Hellenistic
kingdoms was therefore well established by the end of the third century s.c.

When the Romans entered eastern politics and began diplomatic relations with the
Macedonian and Seleucid kingdoms as well as with Greck cities, they must have become
rather quickly familiar with the formalism and style of the letters which they received
from them. This was only natural, especially if they had little or no deeply ingrained
system of their own in such matters. But, whatever the nature of earlier official Roman
correspondence may have been, it now acquired and forever retained the general form
and style of the Hellenistic models.

1. FORM OF THE LETTERS

The Salutation

Although no two letters are precisely alike, they all tend to follow prescribed rules
which custom and courtesy had established. The Hellenistic Greek letters, from the
earliest examples, begin with the name of the sender in the nominative, then the name of
the addressee in a combination of genitive and dative, and finally the word of greeting.
The letter of Antigonus to Teos at the very end of the fourth century B.c. (S.1.G.3, ],
344, Il. 100ff. = C. B. Welles, Royal Correspondence in the Hellenistic Period [New Haven,
1934], no. 4) begins in this way: [Bac]ileds *Avriyovos Tniwv i Povdije kal T
Shpwe yaipew. All the others, with minor variations, follow this pattern. It is exactly
the form followed in the Greek letters written by Roman magistrates under the Republic
and then taken up by the imperial secretariat. The style is formal, business-like, and
informative.. It is found in private Greek letters, and in time it becanae the form used
everywhere in Latin letters.?

The sender is usually one person, generally a consul, praetor, or promagistrate (Nos. 1,
4,7, 8, 14, 21, 23, 33, 38, 43, 44, 47, 50, 55, 56, 65, 66, 69, 70), but may also be a dictator
(Nos. 18, 20, 26, 49, 54), a triumvir (Nos. 28, 57), Augustus (Nos. 58, 6o, 61, 64, 67, 68,
72, etc.), or a special figure of very high authority (No. 63, Agrippa). In two letters
(Nos. 35 and 36) the brothers Scipio collaborate in writing.

The addressee includes the name of the city in the genitive, followed by the specific
city magistrates or other governing bodies in the dative. The name of the city usually
appears immediately after the name of the sender (Nos. 1, 8, 14, 18, 23, 26, 28, 33-36,
38, 43, etc.), but the order is not rigid. Sometimes the name of the city comes after the

7 Koskenniemi, op. cit., pp. 155-63.
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city magistrates (Nos. 4, 21, 55, 6I). In two cases the name of the city or recipient is
itself in the dative (No. 39, ’Auducrio[ow yaipew] ; No. 66, Ouareipnvois dpyov[aw fovAf
Srpwe yaipew]), but they are exceptions. The actual names of the magistrates or bodies
vary from city to city in accordance with the local constitution. The usual com-
binations are dpyovat BovAfj Srjuw (Nos. 14, 18, 23, 26, 28, 49, 55, 56, 58, 60, 67, 68), BovAs
Kol Srjpew (Nos. 34-36), and occasionally the names of the magistrates followed by =4
méAe (Nos. 1, 33, 38, 43). In four instances letters are addressed to organizations rather
than cities: No. 39 to the Amphictyons, No. 44 to the Dionysiac Artists, No. 57 to the
koinon of Asia, and No. 63 to the Argive Gerusia.

The simple yaipew is sometimes expanded to yaipew Aéyer (Nos. 4, 20, 21, 61), and it
is then placed before the name of the city and the various magistrates. The single word,
on the other hand, is regularly found at the end of the salutation. No. 26 (col. b, 8) has
the unusual yaipew kai éppdobar.

The Formula Valetudinis

The formula of health is rare in official Hellenistic correspondence and is not found
earlier than the middle of the second century B.c. In private Greek letters it is common.?
In the letter of Eumenes II to the priest of the Temple of Cybele (O.G.LS., 315 = Welles,
op. cit., no. 56) it appears immediately after yaipev and has the form el éppwoo, €3 év
éyor kayw 8¢ dylawvov. In official Roman letters it does not appear until the first half
of the first century B.C., in the form el éppwole, b &v éxor (No. 23). Whenever a
writer employs it, he always puts it after yaipew. In only one case, however, is the
simple phrase alone used (No. 23), for ordinarily (Nos. 26, 28, 54, 58, 60) it is expanded to
include a reference to the army. In the letter of M. Antonius to the city of Plarasa-
Aphrodisias (No. 28, A 9-12) we have el éppwabe, €5 dv éxor: Vyaivw 8é al adTos perd
700 oTparedparos. Sometimes this is abbreviated to merely xdy[w 8¢ pers 7ob
oTparevparos bylouwov], as in No. 26 (col. b, 8-9), or kai adros 8¢ pera Tod orpareduaros
[$yleuvov], as in No. 58 (1 4-5). Such a reference to the army is not found in the royal
Greek letiers, to my knowledge, and it may have originated with the P.omans,

The Background and Motives for Writing \

A wide range of circumstances prompted a Roman magistrate to send a letter to a
Greek city. Most often it was because of information or requests brought to him by
Greek envoys. Whenever this was the case, his letter naturally mentioned the fact,
regularly after the salutation or the formula valetudinis, as in Nos. 1, 4, 7, 14, 18, 20, 21,
26, 28, 34-36, 38, 39, 48-49, 55-58 III, 60—61, 64, 67-68, 70, 72, 74-75. It is in these
sections of the letters that we learn the names of the envoys, where they met the Roman
magistrate, what instructions they were given by the home states, and, occasionally,

8 Ibid., pp. 130-39.
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what special honors might have been decreed for the magistrate. The magistrate, in
turn, noted in his letter how well the envoys acted and spoke on behalf of their countries.
All of this material soon became stereotyped in form and style, another diplomatic in-
heritance from the Hellenistic period. The expressions and vocabulary may be seen
best by examining them as a whole.

No. 4, s-10: mpeoPevral *ApBpaxidrar kel *Aboepdves éuol mpooiAfooav, W
adrols avykdrov 8d. ’Eyw adrols ovyrAnrov édwka.

No. 7, 36-37: mpeoPevrai Mdywmres ka[i Ilpinveis éuol mpooriAocav Smws
avrols ovykA]|nrov 8@  TovTOs dyw avykdnTov €8[wke].

No. 14, 90-92: [i8]vres "Irdvior mpeaPevrai kai Suérepor mposriAoady pow 67| ws
9y -~ 4 -~ ’ \ y -~ /7 L4
avrols ovvkMrov 8. 'Eyw adrols advkdr[o]v édwka.

No. 18, 17: mpeoBevrais du[erépois T0 yevduevov vmo ovykhijr|ov 8dyua Todro
[repédwra].

No. 21, 2-6: Mikds Mixé vids, Za[- - - kb’ viofeoic]v Edpupevidov, pvoe 8é
Awijrov, mpeoBevrai duérepor, dvdpes ka Mol kai dyabol ki pidow mops Snuov ke] Ao
\ ) ~ \ r ’ L4 ’ b ’ b} 7
Te kol ayalod kal $idov ocuppdyov Te Tuerépov, év Oeooado[vikm évrvydvres
pot - - -Jov ™y ovykknrov Toi Srjpov Tob ‘Pwpaiwv vmép Tis duerépas midews
8Sypa mepl Tis els & Snudoi] e mpayuara karadoyiis Tudv éoynrévai.

No. 26, 3-10: Iorduwv AeoBdwartos, kTA., of mpeafevrai vudv, ouvé [Tuxdv
pot - - - kel 70 Yriduopa Sudv ané]Swrav kai mept @Y TiudY Siedéxbnoay kTA.

No. 28, 1243: Zédwv Anunrpiov {(J)uérepos mpecPevtis, émueréorare mep-
povr{ ks TGV Tijs méAews Spwy mpayudTwy, o pévov fpréaldn éml Tols yeyovéow
olkovo [un] paow, aAXe kol fuds TapexdAeaey els 10 Toi yeyovdTos Dueiv émupiuaros
wal ddyparos kai dpilon kel vépov avmimedwimuéva ék T@v Snpociwy SéTww.
ééamooreilan peiv Ta dvriypada. €¢’ ols émawéoas Tov ZéAwva pdMov amedefdauny
KTA. - -, pelv Te ovmidopar éml TR Exew TowobTov TOelTNY.

No. 34, 4-11: Mévirmos & e map’ *Avridyov Tol Baoléws amooralels mpos fNuds
mpeaPevmis mpoyeipiofels kal U’ Sudv mpeofedoar mepi Ths moAews, TS Te Ynjhropoe
3 7 \ ) _\ 3 7 7’ 7 \ ’ 7 e -~ \
avédwrev kal adTos daxolovfws TouTwe SieAéxfn perd mwdons mpobuplas: nuels ¢

, y , ; , P , Y \
Tov Te dvdpo amedeldpela drrodpdvws kai Sia TV mpoyeyermuéimy adrin 8éfov kel
Su Ty dmdpyovoav kedokayalioy mwepl Te dv HElov Sinkovoaper edviws.

No. 35, 3-7: évé[Tvyov] npiv of map’ Judu mpéoBeis Aids, Aiis, k)., dvdpes

ka[dol kayaboi] of 76 Te [Ynipliopa amédwray kai avTol Siedéymoay drolod|fws
Tot]s év 7@ [t Ym]Plopart karaxexwpiopévos ov8év éNeimovres [pulori|pias.
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No. 36, 4-9: évérvyo[v Muiv of map’ Su)dv mpéofeis *Ayapaidns kai [- - &vdpe]s
kadot rdyabol, (oi) 70 e [Ynjdiopa amédw]kay kal abrol SieXéyma[av axodovf]ws
Tols U@’ Sudv Sedoyué[vois, 0vdév éX]Aeimovres drloTipias kTl

No. 38, 3-6: of map’ dudv émooradévres mpecfevrai "Hpuvs Ebddwpov, [d]epo-

’ I 2’ A A > 7 \ A3 \ 3 > ’ -~ 3
[08¢]vms *Apxéda Td Te ypdppare amédooar kai abrol Siedéynoay drodovbws Tois év
avTols kataxeywp[io]pévois pere mdons omovdis, drloryuias odbéy éNelmovtes, kTA.

No. 39, 2-8: [oi dmeoradué]vor map’ Judv mpeoBevral Alaxidals, - - -]as,
MyoaoiSopos, dvdpes kadol kal ayafoi, eloe)[0dvres €]is ™y ovyknTov, SieAéymoay
A 3 \ 3 ’ e ’ kA Ve ’ 3y \ ’
mepl v adro[ds ameo]rdAkeiTe kol 1) avykdTos amedééard Te a[dTods $]idodpdvews
koot mpoofikey map’ dvdpdv ka[Adv] kdyabdv dmeoraduévovs kal Suikovarw

émp[erds] kA

No. 48, 2-3: [X]oupripwy ITv[foddplov v[id]s, modeirns Dué[repos,] mpds éué
G0 [ev é]v *Amopia npdmoéy Te [Smws] kT,

No. 49, 4-7: "Eyw *Adetdvdpw Axodikel kibopiors, avdpl kadd xal dyadde ol
Pidw Nperépw, mpeoPevrii mapa Tob kowod Tdv mepl Tov Aid[v]voov Texvirdv TdV
émi lwvias kTd., - - énér[pepa kTA.

No. 55, s-11: Retros Tiluwvos mpvrawns, *Aoxdnmddns Mdrpwvos ilepeds, kTA.,
- - -, Opolws Te Kol mpeaPevrai uérepor, Gvdpes dyalbol éuol mpoofirov KkTA.

No. 57, 5-6: évruydvros poi év *Edéowr Mdprov *Avrwviov *Apreuduwpov k.

No. 58, 76-79: of meudfévres mpeofevrai ¢ dudv Zélevkos vavapyos épos,
‘Hpés Kad\i[- -]épws, Zdppayos, dvdpes ayaboi, mope Sfuov dyabod, $idlov
ouppdyov Te Nuerépov, [amodnuiic|avres eis *Edecov mpds pe SieAéxbnoav mepi dv
elyov Tas évrodds: éyw odv Tovs [&wdpas am|edefduny edpdv didomatpidas ol

ayalovs kai Tas Tyuks Kol TOV oTépavov Gédeypal, KTA.

No. 67, s—7: of mpéafBeis dudv diovioios B’ kai Awoviocios B Tod diovvoiov
.

évérvyov év ‘Pipmu pow kad 16 ynjdiope &moddvres kTl
No. 68, 23-25: oi mpéafeis Tudv *I6Aas Te MnTpodipov ki Mmvoyéms *Ioidwpov
Toi Mmvoyévous ouvérvyov év ‘Puun pot kai 16 map’ Sudv Ynjdiopa arédooay kr.

A comparison of these expressions with those used in the corresponding sections of the
letters from Hellenistic chanceries will prove to be instructive. In the letter of Antiochus
II to Erythrae from the middle (?) of the third century before Christ (O.G.LS., 223
=Welles, op. cit., no. 13, ll. 2—5) we read: Oapovvwy kai ITubijs kai Borrés of mop Sudv
npeafevral 76 e dridiopa dmrédwray fuiv kab’ 8 éymbioacbe Tas Tiyuds, kel Tov oTépavoy
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ajveviay & éotepavwioare, kTA.  Lines 3-6 in the letter of the kings of Athamania
to Teos from the end of the third century B.c. (Welles, op. cit., no. 35) contain the
following: ITvfayd[p]as k[a]i KAeiros oi amooradévres ma[p’ §] udvm[p]€[o] fevraird
Te Yrjdropa dmédwrav [kal ab]r[ol 8i]edéyno [av mpos fués m]€[pi] Tod ovyyxwpnbiven
map’ Hudv Ty Te moAw kal kTA.  And in the letter of Antiochus (son of Antiochus III)
to Magnesia, dating from about the beginning of the second century B.c. (0.G.LS., 232
= Welles, op. cit., no. 32, ll. 2-12) we find the words: dnuopdv kai Pidioxos kol Pépns
ol map’ Sudv meudlévres mpos Tov marépe Bewpol . . . . . . amédwray kal 76 Tpds eué
Yiipopa kai SieXéyfnoay perd omoudils drolotBuws Tols év TovTw KaTakexwpiouévots,
xrA.  With these one should also examine the similar constructions in Welles (op. cit.,
no. 33, ll. 16-20, no. 41, 1l. 2-3, and no. 64, Il. 3-5). The general agreement between the
phrases and the modes of expression in the Hellenistic letters and those in the Roman is
striking. Diplomatic courtesy and chancery procedure had developed a pattern to be
followed in the opening remarks of official Greek letters. The Romans took up this
pattern, consciously or unconsciously, and used it in their own correspondence.

The Tenor of the Letters

After the motives for writing have been described (usually involving a reference to
Greek envoys and to the information brought by them) the main body of the letter
begins. Because of the great variety of topics treated, the vocabulary and phraseology
followed no standards or stereotyped model. The several topics demanded their own
special models, but, of course, letters that were concerned either in full or in part with
the same topic generally tended to employ a similar phraseology. An examination of
the more important topics will be useful.

The Granting of Privileges or Benefits Roman magistrates frequently made use of
letters to grant or confirm privileges of various kinds upon cities, organizations, and
individuals: Nos. 21, col. 2, 4-9; 26, col. b, 6-10; 34, 19-24; 35, 10-12; 44, 3-6; 49,
B 2-13; 53-54; 57, 12-19; 58. The common Koine and Hellenistic chancery word for
“privileges” was iddvfpwme. In Latin it was beneficia (S. Riccobono, Fontes iuris
Romani antejustiniani2, I [Florence, 1941], no. 72, L. 15, letter of Vespasian to the Vanacini).
Sometimes the phrase Tiuie kai diddvfpwme is used to add the notion of “honors” (Nos.
34, 22; 57, 13-14; 58, 30), a combination found also in the Hellenistic letters (Welles, op.
cit., pp. 369-70). When the writer wishes to emphasize that he will watch over or
protect the privileges of a given community, he uses the verb suvrnpeiv (No. 58, 80-81;
cf. No. 52, 40). The granting of privileges was expressed by cvyywpeiv (Nos. 26, b 22;
49, B 7; 57, 19) or 886vaw (Nos. 49, A 10, B 7; 58, 66). In one case (No. 58, 90) a
Greek is said to have been xexdounraw prdavfpuimors.

The most important of the privileges granted or confirmed were those of Roman
citizenship (molirele), freedom and autonomy (éAevfepic, adrovouia), inviolability
(&ovAia), immunity from compulsory public service (dAeiroupymaia), exemption from
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the payment of taxes or tribute (dveioopicc), freedom from billeting of any kind
(dvemorabueie), and freedom from military service (&orparevoia).9 (On these see M.
Segre in Rivista di filologia e d’istruzione classica, 66 [1938]: 260~62; De Visscher, Les édits,
chap. IV.) M. L Rostovtzeff (S.E.H.H.W., Il [1941], 971-73) has shown that Roman
policy in the first century B.c., and earlier, favored the establishment of an aristocratic or
even an oligarchic rule in Asia and that Rome supported the people of such groups by
granting them the privileges of immunity from taxation and exemption from special
imposts. This policy tended to aggravate already serious economic difficulties in the
Greek cities. Eventually Augustus (Cyrene Edict III) took some measures to correct
the situation.

The Restoration of Land In our earliest Roman letter (No. 33) Flamininus writes to
Chyretiae that property which had been confiscated by Rome after the victory over
Philip V was to be restored to the rightful owners. Lines 8-10: "Ooat ydp more
dmodelmovran kTTio€Ls éyyelol kal olkion T@V kalbnkovodv els T6 Snudoiov 16 ‘Pwpaiwy,
mdoos Sidopey T Suerépar moder, kTA. Manius Acilius in his letter to the Delphians
(No. 37) also refers to the restoration of confiscated property, and an appendix to his
letter under the headings Ta SeSouéva ywpia 7@ fedi kel 7[&]t méde and "As ESwxe
olkios @ Bedu kel T@L [moe] gives a detailed list of the owners of the lands and houses.
And perhaps a similar return of confiscated property may have been the object of a
letter of an unknown Roman magistrate concerning land in Mytilene (No. 51). The
Roman policy in some cases was to confiscate property and then, at a later date, restore it
(see]. A. O. Larsen, “Roman Greece,” in T. Frank, An Economxc Survey of Ancient Rome,
IV [Baltimore, 1938], 311-13).

Magisterial Decisions and Decrees The Roman magistrates frequently exercised their
authority in the Greek East to render decisions on various legal matters that had been
brought to their attention. In his letter to Dymae (No. 43) Q. Fabius Maximus states
that in the matter of the destruction of the town hall with all its records and the enactment
of laws contrary to the constitution granted by Rome to the Achaeans he has listened
to testimony and has reached a decision. He finds a certain Sosus guilty and condemns
him to death (. 20): &oyov elvar Bavdrw: ma[p]exdspioa. This appears to be the only
passage in which such a verb is found. In line 3 of No. 66, which appears to be con-
nected with legal matters, the pertinent phrase is dikawov elvo vopilw d[pés - ]. And
Augustus, in his letter to the Cnidians (No. 67), shows a fine, diplomatic touch in the
wording of his instructions (Il. 37-39) to the city officials after he has found the accused,
Tryphera, innocent: &M\\& viv dpfds &v pow Sokeire moifjoas T éudje [mepi (?) Tov] Twr
yvds{i}pme mpovorjoavtes kal T év Tols Snuloaiois] Yudv Spodoyely ypdupara.

The group of documents and passages in which we find the noun émikpip all relate to
pronouncements or decrees of high Roman authorities. ~Appended to a letter of Marcus

° The whole subject of the liturgies in the ancient world needs to be re-examined in a comprehensive
work that will illustrate the history of the institution and relate it to the social and economic develop-
ment of the Graeco-Roman world. The material on the subject is enormous, but, with the exception
of Egypt, it has never received adequate treatment as a whole.
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Antonius to Plarasa-Aphrodisias (No. 28, B 4; cf. A s) is a senatus consultum which states
that whatever honors and privileges the triumvirs have assigned or will assign to the
city by their own decree (7@ 8iw émukpipare) are to be valid.  Julius Caesar in his letter
to the Pergamenes (No. 54, 3) says that [§uiv dvriypadov T]od émkpipe [Tos améoradna
700 yeyovéros mepl Tis xwpas - -]. The heading affixed to the letter of P. Servilius
Isauricus (No. 55, 2) reads: *Emikpuyua mepi Tiis dovAizs. No. 50 is a fragmentary docu-
ment of 67 B.c. which begins with the words *Emixpipe I'vac[lov KoprnAiov Aevrédov
Tom)iov viot] MapkeAivo[v - - -]. And in the third of the Cyrene Edicts (No. 31)
Augustus orders (Il. 56-59) that those in Cyrene who have received Roman citizenship
must perform the liturgies just as the Greeks do, “except for those to whom dveiodopic:
has been granted, along with the citizenship, by virtue of a law or a decree of the Senate,
Téu oD TaTpds pov émucpipare 7 7@ éudi.”  Despite textual difficulties in this passage
the intent of the last phrase is clear enough. But in the fourth edict, lines 68-69, we
find: dv 8’ dva péoov éx Tolde ToD éuod émupiparos “EXy{eds rpirai Sobrjoovrar,
KTA.

The noun émikpipa did not come into use by Roman magistrates until the first century
B.C. Properly speaking, from the etymological point of view, it signifies decretum, a
decree issued by a magistrate. But Augustus, in the passage just quoted from the fourth
edict, uses it as if it meant edictum. The usual term for edict was Sudrayuc.1® However,
it has been noted that there was a certain amount of fluctuation or elasticity with such
words in Latin terminology.!!  For further examples of the word émikpipa see the edict
published by F. K. Dérner. Der Erlass des Statthalters von Asia Paullus Fabius Persicus,
(Diss., Greifswald, 1935), 1l. 1ff.; Josephus Ant. 14. 321 (a letter of Marcus Antonius in
which is mentioned the phrase Siardypaow kai kpipaow, where the last word may be a
mistake for émupipaciv); O.G.LS., 669, 28, first century A.D.; P. Teb. 286. 4 (= Mitteis
Chrestomathie 83, second century A.D.). The corresponding verb émupivew was used
by the Hellenistic chancery in the sense of “decide” or *“‘render a decision,” as can be
seen in the letter of Antigonos to Teos (S.L.G.3, 344 = Welles, op. cit., no. 3, Il. 29, s1-52,
60, and 108). In our documents the verb is also found in the letter of Octavian to
Rhosus (No. 58, 72), the S.C._ Popillianum de Pergamenis (No. 11, 18-19), and the S.C.
de Collegiis Artificum Bacchiorum (No. 15, 63), in the last of which we learn that it had
been decreed Srws mpos Mdaprov Aeifiov Srarov mpo[o]éNbwow, obrds Te émyvirn
émucplvy obtws kabBds (Gv) adrdL ék T@V Snpociwy mpayudrwy mioteds Te Wdlals)
dalvmron E8ofev.

Letters were thercfore used in one way or another for the communication of magisterial
decisions and decrees.

Arbitration The Hellenistic kings had frequently acted as arbitrators in the many
quarrels that arose between the Greek cities. In the course of the second century s.c.

10]. Stroux and L. Wenger, Die Augustus-Inschrift auf dem Marktplatz von Kyrene (Abhandlungen der
Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, Phil.-hist. Klasse, 34, 2 [1928]), p. 25; see also L. Wenger, Die
Quellen des romischen Rechts (Vienna, 1953), p. 430, n. 45, and, for the edict, pp. 407-14.

11 Cf, A. Passerini in Athenaeum, 15 (1937): 274, and De Visscher, Les édits, p. 40.
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Rome began to supplant them in that capacity, the Senate emerging as the institution to
which the Greeks directed their disputes. The Senate sometimes decided each of these
while sitting in session (No. 9, 50-67), but it also made use of a second method whereby
a senatorial commission was formed to hear the evidence and render a decision. A third
method, which recognized the difficulties in making a just decision so far from the actual
scene, was for the Senate to state the rule that was to be applied in the case and then to
hand it over to some third party, a neutral city, for an investigation of the facts and the
finding of a verdict (Nos. 7 and 1I4). In any event the two parties first dispatched
envoys to Rome to present their cases to the Senate, and official letters were usually
employed at some time either to send instructions to the parties or to communicate the
final decision (cf. Nos. 4, 7, 9, 10, 14, 15, 45). In No. 7, 61-63, for example, it is expressly
decreed that the praetor was to write to the arbitrating state concerning possible penalties
(cf. No. 14, 23-24, 89-97). Very often the letters are but examples of the common
practice of using official sources to communicate senatorial decrees to Greek cities or
organizations. It is interesting to note that each time the Senate acted as arbitrator
between Greek cities the first thing it did was to take cognizance of the status that each
city had at the moment of the submission of Antiochus III (see No. 7, s3-55). On the
whole subject see the following works: E. de Ruggiero, L’arbitrato pubblico presso i
Romani (Rome, 1893); G. Colin, Rome et la Gréce de 200 & 146 avant J.-C. (Paris, 1905),
pp- so7ff; A. Raeder, L'arbitrage international chez les Hellénes (Christiania, 1912);
M. N. Tod, International Arbitration Amongst the Greeks (Oxford, 1913); A. Passerini,
Athenaeum, n.s., 15 (1937): 26fF. (on uti possidetis in cases of international arbitration in the
second century B.C.); E. Bickermann, R.EG., 5o (1937): 225; Accame, Il dominio
romano in Grecia, pp. 38ff.; Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor, 1, 113-14; cf. also M.
Holleaux, Etudes, V, 4378, n. 4.

Because of the distances involved, the number of the parties concerned, and also the
complexity of the problems often encountered it was only natural that official letters be
used in one or more stages of international arbitration.

__The Communication of Senatus Consulta One of the most common uses of the letter
form was to communicate senatus consulta to Greek cities and organizations which had
requested them or were in some way involved in the rulings established by them. See
the examples in Nos. 4, 7, 8, 14, 18, 20, 21, 23, 26, 28, 49. The usual formgyla in such
letters was very formal and to the point: of Seive mpeoBevrai pot mpooriAocay iva adrols
ovyrijrov 8Syua 8&. Eyw adrols cvyrirov 8ypea é8wra.  Zvyxhirov 8éypa réde
eoriv. Compare Nos. 4, 5-12; 7, 36-37; 8, §; I4, 90-93. This is sometimes abbreviated to
*Eya mpecBevrais Sperépois [16 Tiis ovyrdijrov 8éypa mapédwra], as in Nos. 20, A 3,
and 18, 16. A more friendly and personal touch is added in No. 23, 3-5: Spuds eldévou
BovAdpebo Huds karé 10 Tijs ovyrdajrov dyue 16 yevduevoy é[m Aevki]ov Awwiov
Modprov Abpndiov Imdrwy émeyvwrévar mepl avridopidy 1dv ave p[éoov] Bedi
*Apdrapdwe kel Ty Snpoowwvdy yeyovérwy. This letter of the consuls then outlined
the procedures that had been followed, including a résumé of the senatus consultum
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(I. s2-50). The letter of Marcus Antonius to Plarasa-Aphrodisias (No. 28), although
short, is extremely courteous. It employs the familiar phrase éorw 8¢ avriypaga rov
yeyovérwy Spelv pulavBpdimwy t& Smoyeypappéve (Il 44-47) to introduce a series of
documents, one of which was a senatorial decree. The notion of “appended”” documents
is also found in the letter of Sulla to Cos (No. 49, 15).

Sometimes, of course, the envoys to Rome simply carried back with them a copy of
the senatorial decree, a point expressly stated in No. 5, 4-7.

Although these are the common motives found in the extant letters, we must keep in
mind that we possess only a minute fraction of what was certainly a considerable body
of correspondence. Internal affairs, such as finances (No. 59) and wars(Nos. 48 and 60),
as well as events of great interest to the whole Empire, such as the birthday of Augustus
(No. 65), would have given rise to a lively exchange of letters between Greek and Roman
authorities. The Hellenistic chanceries developed into large, busy institutions, and there
is no reason to believe that Roman magistrates and provincial headquarters were any
less active, especially in the East. But only those letters which were inscribed on stone
(except No. 57) have survived. The great mass of them has perished.

The Conclusion

Just as official letters begin with a courteous greeting and polite inquiry into the good
health of the addressee, so do they end with a wish for his future well-being. Letters
sent from the Hellenistic chanceries usually ended with *Eppwafe, also to be found in
private Greek letters.’? It is short and formal. This type of ending also was used in
the Roman letters (Nos. 34, 35, 52, 58, 67, 68, 76). And even when it is missing in our
epigraphical copies, one may suspect that it often was to be found in the originals. Only
under special conditions, such as the use of letters to communicate senatus consulta, may
it have been altogether omitted. Sometimes a different, rather colorless expression
ended a letter: [Smws o]Tv eld[F] e, éxpivov Suiv ypd[ihou mepl TovTwy] in No. I; Spiv
8¢ yéypaga mepl Tovrwy in No. 57. In one letter (No. 52) the writer mentions the names
of the Greek envoys to whom he has given his letter for delivery, putting this information
at the.end of the letter, just hefore the formal ending

In external form, thcrefore, these Roman letters followed Hellerustlc models. The
agreements are too striking to be explained in any other way. In the face of the evidence
it would not be rash to maintain that the Romans learned the art of letter writing from
the Greeks. Whatever the earlier Roman forms and models might have been before
the third century B.c., they soon yielded to the well-finished and highly polished products
from the Hellenistic chanceries.

2. LANGUAGE OF THE LETTERS

In the second century B.c. the eastward advance of Roman arms was paralleled by
a westward advance of Greek culture. Quite unconsciously Philip V became the

12 Koskenniemi, op. cit., pp. 151-54.
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instrument of fate, for, although he did not start the process, he clearly provided the con-
ditions for its acceleration and success. The richness of Greek literature, the fascination
that Greek philosophy had for Romans, the great prestige and the past glory of Greece,
and the tenacity of the Greek language could not fail to exert a lasting influence upon the
Roman character. The West in time became Romanized, with Latin displacing most
of the native languages, for in that part of the world Rome represented a higher
civilization. But in the East the situation was different. Rome became Hellenized.!3
Romans began to learn Greek and to use it for literary purposes. Wealthy and socially
prominent families soon considered a knowledge of the Greek language and literature a
necessary part of their education. A reaction set in to combat this love of Hellenism,
but it was late and ineffectual. The river was too strong.

When Roman generals and statesmen crossed over to Greece at the end of the third
and the beginning of the second century B.c., many of them were already quite familiar
with the language. They, like their successors, soon gave up any attempt to make the
Greeks learn Latin. Instead, Greek was in time recognized as a second official language,
at least in the East. As we have seen, senatorial decrees were translated into Greek, a
thing done for no other people; never do we hear of decrees officially translated into
Punic or Germanic. So it was also with official communications between Romans and
Greeks. Cato might refuse to speak Greek in Athens, despite his ability to do so,

13 The most detailed and instructive account of this process is still the one by G. Colin, Rome et la
Gréce de 200 é 146 avant J.-C. (Paris, 1905), pp. I15-18, 97-172 (philhellenism in the time of Flamininus),
242-372 (reaction against philhellenism in Rome), 447-606 (Hellenism in Rome after Pydna). For
the influence of Latin upon Greek and the problem of Latin as an official language in the East see L.
Hahn, Rom und Romanismus im griechisch-rémischen Osten (Leipzig, 1906). Valuable for the lasting
influence of Hellenism upon Roman education is H. I. Marrou, A History of Education in Antiquity,
English ed. by G. Lamb (New York, 1956), pt. 3, chaps. 2-3. Intimea conflict of languages developed
between Latin as the official language of the ruling power and Greek as the recognized common lan-
guage of the whole eastern Mediterranean. The overwhelming superiority of the Greeks in literature
and the arts presented a much different and more complex problem than the one in the West, where
Rome was felt as the superior civilizing force. In the West, Latin triumphed over the barbarian
languagcs Not so in the East. See R. J. Bonner, *“The Conflict of Languages in the Roman
World,” The Clas.ﬂcal Journal, 25 (1929/30) 579-92; Hahn, op. cit., passim; H. Zilliacus, Zum Kampf

~der W ..»..fu..c i din oshoimiselion Tl Hel 15351 .
Délger in Byzantinische Zeitschrift, 36 [1936]: 108-17). Cf. R. Cavcnalle “Influence latine sur le
vocabulaire grec d’Egypte,” Chroniques d'Egypte, 26 (1951): 391-404. Even in southern Italy the use
of Greek continued officially until well into the Principate: see the Greek inscriptions in I.G., XIV,
714-828. In the matter of everyday contact between Greeks and Romans, official or otherwise,
interpreters were used, but one frequently feels, upon reading through examples of their use, that
often they were employed for official form and were not always absolutely necessary. See W.
Snellmann, De interpretibus Romanorum deque linguae latinae cum aliis nationibus commercio (Leipzig,
1914); H. S. Gehman, The Interpreters of Foreign Languages Among the Ancients (Diss., University of
Pennsylvania, 1914); R. Taubenschlag, *The Interpreters in the Papyri,” Charisteria Thaddeo Sinko
(Warsaw, 1951), pp. 361-63 (= Opera Minora, II, 167-70); R. Calderini, Aegyptus, 33 (1953): 341ff.
On the whole, all educated R omans in the last two centuries of the Republic knew the Greek language
and literature, some better than others, of course. In the second century there prevailed in many
Roman circles a kind of intellectual excitement and enthusiasm for everything Greek. Thus Hellenism
helped to mold the Roman character. The concept of utraque lingua (Horace Carmina 3. 8. 5) was a
real, vital force.
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Aemilius Paulus might make some announcements in Latin to assembled Macedonians,
and Greek envoys might be forced to employ interpreters in the Senate, but this was for
the sake of outward appearances, calculated to preserve and uphold the majesty of Rome
and her language.'* Latin was the official language, but the recognition of Greek as a
second came to be an acceptable concession.

For that reason the copies of Roman letters that have been preserved for us in the
inscriptions are in Greek, not in Latin. But what of the originals? When a Roman
general wrote a letter in Greece to a Greek city, did he compose it in Greek?  Or did he
write it in Latin and then translate it into Greek ? Did any of the Romans write letters
in Latin and have them translated into Greek by others? If so, were such translators
native Romans who had learned Greek, or were they Greeks who had learned Latin?
These are important questions, for which simple answers, unfortunately, are not possible.
It will be necessary to examine the language of the more fully preserved letters before
any conclusions can be reached.

T. Quinctius Flamininus to Chyretiae (No. 33)*

From our literary sources we learn that Flamininus was an enthusiastic admirer of
Greek culture and was able to speak the language. Plutarch (Flam. 5. 5) called him “a
Greek in voice and language,” a statement supported by other authorities and amplified
by modern scholars.’s We may then assume that he himself wrote the letter to
Chyretiae in Greek. It is, however, carelessly composed, contains several mistakes, and
on the whole gives the impression that its author is using an acquired language, that he is
not a native Greek. This last is to be expected. He writes davepoy memorjkapey Ty Te
{8iov Kai oD Srjpov 1ol ‘Pwpaiwy mpoaipeawy, in which strict usage would require iy
before Tod 87juov. The use of the perfect tense in memorjkapev and BeBovArjueda (bis)
betrays the Roman thinker. The phrase edyvdipova Aéyovres is apparently used with
the meaning “give an honest answer,” while the adjective usually means “considerate,
prudent, reasonable.” And éyxpiois means “approval” Flamininus should have
written kpiots. Behind kare wév pépos seems to hover omni ex parte. Finally, in
the last part of the letter, in the sentence "Ocor pévror pn kewojuapévor eloly Téw
émBaldvrwy adrois, Flamininus ought to have used ra émpBdMovra adrols, as
Viereck observes. On the other hand, the use of mpoaipeois shows a familiarity with
Greek diplomatic phraseology. Like afpeois it means *“policy” and is common in
Hellenistic official Greek letters (Welles, op. cit., p. 310).

* Viereck, op. cit., pp. 75-76.

14 Hahn, op. cit., p. 35, n. 3, refers to Valerius Maximus (2. 2. 2): illud quoque magna cum perseverantia
custodiebant, ne Graecis umquam nisi latine responsa darent, quin etiam ipsos linguae volubilitate, qua plurimum
valent, excussa per interpretem loqui cogebant non in urbe tantum nostra, sed etiam in Graecia et Asia, quo
scilicet Latinae vocis honos per omnes gentes venerabilior diffunderetur.  Nec illis deerant studia doctrinae, sed
nulla non in re pallium togae subici debere arbitrabantur, indig esse existitnantes inlecebris et suavitati
litterarum imperii pondus et auctoritatem donari.

15 Colin, op. cit., pp. 133-34. Plutarch Flam. 12. 6 also says that he composed the Greek verses on
some silver shields and a golden wreath which he dedicated at Delphi.
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M. Valerius Messala to Teos (No. 34)*

Here is a good example of a reply by a magistrate to a Greek envoy, the diplomatic
phrases so familiar from chancery Greek flowing with ease from the writer’s hand.
Courteous yet pointed are his remarks at the end, where he says, “we shall try to assist
in making an increase of honors for the god and of privileges for you, as long as you also
preserve your good intentions toward us in the future.” The phrase meipacdpefa
ovvemavew recalls the same formula in Hellenistic chancery Greek (see Welles, op. cit.,
p- 365). The Roman mind at work, however, can be detected in the letter of Messala
in the omission of the article with 87uapyot (I 3) and from the faulty position of 7€ in
line 4, Mévimmos & re map’ *Avridxov krA. The noun mporiuie in line 17 is extant
elsewhere only in the second century A.p. writer Maximus Tyrius (2. 5 Diibner), al-
though the verb mporiudw is common enough in chancery Greek (Welles, op. cit., p.
361). Viereck believed that the noun was too strong to be used in the present context
and suggested that Messala ought to have used mpofupia. The use of d7d in the phrase
dpopoddynrov dmo Tod Srjuov Tob ‘Pwpeiwy (. 20-21) is odd. The meaning seems to
be “immune from taxation imposed by the Roman people,” but S.I1.G.3, I, 539, A 34,
an Ampbhictyonic decree, has dopddeiov kai dovAiav amo mavrwy.

Messala, if he wrote the letter himself, was familiar with diplomatic Greek, but his
Roman mind obtrudes and betrays his origin.

L. Cornelius Scipio and His Brother to Heraclea (No. 35)t

No errors of language have been committed in this letter. We find everywhere good
Koine usage and vocabulary. One expression, however, if correctly restored, reveals a
truly Roman frame of mind. It is found in lines 8-9: mapayeyovérwy dudv els v
fuerépa[p miorw]. The Latinidiom is in nostram fidem se permittere. The translation of
this expression into Greek had caused considerable misunderstanding between the
Aetolians and the Romans. Livy (36. 28) tells us that a meeting was held between the
Aetolians and the consul for 191 B.c., Manius Acilius Glabrio, to discuss their differences.
The Aectolian envoy said that his people were ready to entrust themselves and their
possesstons to the good taith of the Romans (se suaque omnia fidei populi Romani permittere).
Upon being asked to weigh his words carefully, the envoy produced and read from a
decree that supported his remark. But when the consul forthwith began to issue
orders, the envoy stopped him and said, “not into slavery but into your good faith have
we delivered ourselves.” It was promptly explained to him what the phrase really
meant, to his consternation.’® The Latin meant unconditional surrender, but the Greek
translation had used mlo7is to render fides. That meant only “good faith, trust,
guarantee.” It is possible that this same word was used in the present letter to Heraclea

* Viereck, op. cit., p. 76.

1 Viereck, op. cit., pp. 76-77.
16 For the whole episode see Livy 36. 28 and Polybius 20. 9~10. For examples of the phrase see
Polybius 2. 11. §, 3. 30. 1, 18. 38. 5, and 20. 10. 2.
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«as the equivalent of fides. A very short word is required by the amount of space avail-
able in the lacuna, which excludes the possibility of émirpomiv or even aipeow, as sug-
gested by Boeckh and Waddington. Besides, Polybius (3. 30. 1; 18. 38. 5; and 20. 10. 2)
uses mioTis in just this way. The restoration appears unavoidable.

C. Livius Salinator to Delphi (No. 38)

Apart from the usual titles of Roman magistrates and “Senate” (Il. 1-2, 7, 11, 18),
there is little to distinguish this letter from Hellenistic chancery Greek. The subject
matter, of course, stamps it as Roman, but the language and phraseology are consistent
with Koine usage. Especially interesting are four words or expressions. In fifth- and
fourth-century Greek mpooéyew Tov vodv was used very commonly, but in Hellenistic
times the phrase T Sudvoiav mpooéyew makes its appearance.  For the first of these see
Aristophanes Equit. s03 and Plutus 113; Plato, Symp. 174 d; Antipho 3. 4. 1. For ex~
amples of the second see No. 9, 25; I.G., VII, 2225, 45 (second century B.C.) has mepi
Todrov T Siavoly mpoaéyew (cf. Septuagint Exod. 9. 21; No. 2, 43).

The verb Siapwvéw usually meant “be out of tune, disagree, be found wanting,” but
in the Hellenistic age it also acquired the meaning ** perish,” as in the present letter (l. 10).
For the latter meaning see also I.G., XII, 7, 386 (= S.I.G.3, I, 521, Amorgos); P. Teb. 8.
25; P. Flor. s9. 5; B.G.U., 530: 3I.

In line 11 the expression rav kel fuds yémraw 7 kara ™y Zdunv mpdypere must
mean “ when affairs at Same turn out favorably for us.” This use of yivopa: seems to
have originated in the language of sacrifice. See Thucydides 5. 55 and Xenophon Hell.
3. 1. 17.

In line 19 the verb edapeoréw is rare in fifth-century Greek, the only occurrence known
to me being in the comic poet Lysippus (Kock, I. 702 =Edmonds, I, no. 7, p. 204). It
means “‘be well pleasing, take delight in.” It is fairly common in Koine. See Diod.
Siculus 14. 4; Dionysius of Halicarnassus 11. 60. 1; Philo Abr. 35; Septuagint Genesis s.
22 and 6. 9; I.G., XIV, 757, 8 (Naples, first century A.D.).

Q. Fabius Maximus to Dyme (No. 43)*

Fabius writes very well, his language and style being in keeping generally with the
prevailing practices of the age. Only two passages require comment. The first (l. 14)
contains the noun &evvedA [«] £ [ia], which appears only here in the epigraphical texts (cf.
Stobaeus 2. 7. 25). The adjective aovvdMarros, however, is known from Dionysius
of Halicarnassus 1. 41 and 5. 66; and Plutarch Moralia 416 F (Bernardakis). The meaning
is “lack of intercourse.” The second passage (l. 20) reads: (Z@oov). .. .kpivas évoxov
elva Bavdrw me[p]exdpioa. The verb mapaywpilw is not found elsewhere. The
meaning is “Having judged Sosus to be guilty, I sentenced him to death,” but the con-
struction is not completely clear. “Evoyos is often construed with the dative (*‘liable

* Viereck, op. cit., p. 77.
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to...”) (see Preisigke, Worterbuch, s.v. évoyos™). It has been suggested (see S.I1.G.3,
II, 684, n. 13) that the verb was used in place of mepédwre, but it is equally possible that
Fabius made a mistake and intended to write mapexdpnoa. Latin influence may have
been responsible for the present combination of words. He may have had the verb
tradere in mind when he was writing.

C. Cassius to Nysa (No. 48)

Latinisms abound in this letter. On the whole there is far too much Latin and too
little Greek in it. More than any other it seems to have been composed in Latin and
then translated into Greek. Whether the same person, C. Cassius, was involved in both
of these procedures is not easy to say. He wrote the Latin original, of course, but he
may or may not have put it into Greek.

Line 3: fpdbrnoév 1€ [Smws]. Here épwrdw has the later meaning “beg, request,”’and
is followed by émws (or fwe), a construction common in the New Testament and the
papyri. For examples see Arndt and Gingrich, A Greek-English Lexicon of the New
Testament and Other Early Christian Literature (Chicago, 1957), s.v. “épwrdw” 2.

Line s: éfovoioy ab[r]@ [m]oujow éml Tod quvBoudio[v]. The writer clearly has a
phrase such as potestatem facere in mind. Possible parallels have been pointed out
(S.I.G.3, 11, 741, n. 6) in Cicero Epist. ad Quintum Fratrem 1. 2. 5. 15 (neque praetores diebus
aliquot adiri possent vel potestatem sui facerent) and Philipp. 8. 10. 31 (quotidie, simulatque
luceret facere omnibus conveniendi potestatem sui). And A. Wilhelm (Géttingische Gelehrte
Anzeigen, 160 [1898]: 215) referred to section «” in the ancient table of contents attached
to Josephus Ant. 16, where we find: &s Kaioapos éfovoiav 8dvros év Brpurd mapa ¢
quvedpiw karnydpnoe T@v maildwy kTA.

Line 6: karadoydis tis [ovw]kijrov ki 8[fuov] ‘Pwpciwv. The noun karadoyr
is rare in this usage among the Greek authors, but quite a few examples occur in the
Greek copies of Roman documents. They may be cited here. No. 17, 8: [r#)s Tod] rwy
Anerfic kol koradoviie &vexev krd. No. 18, s5: [mc Tovrwy] dperfic karalovis Te
é[vexev kTA. No. 21, 5: [mepl Ths els 16 dnudoi]e mpdyuare keradloyis Tudv
ktX. No. 22, 9: Snws vmép TV kadds Tempaypévwy I’ ab[Tdv kai avdpe]yalfn)
poTwy eis T Snudoie (mypdypara T HuéTepa kaTaloyn vvy abtdv yémrar. No. 23,
37: karadoyiis Oedv abavdrwy lepdv Tepevav Te pulaxis ktA. No. 49, B4: karado-
[yfis aut -yf] Tob diovioov kai T@v Movedv kt). Elsewhere it is found in an in-
scription from Delphi (S.1.G.3, I, 739, 9, ca. 85 B.C.): 7&s Te 100 feod Tipuds évexa rai
1@s dedpdv xaraloyds, krA. It also occurs in a long inscription from Solomos,
near Corinth, in which the Lycian Koinon honors a woman called Iunia Theodora
(B.C.H., 83 [1959] : 496-508 = S.E.G., XVIII, 143, l. 20): éyopev (cbmv) év T mAeloTn
karadoyiit, kTA., dating from about the middle of the first century A.p. Polybius may
have used it in 22. 12. 10: Tols 8¢ mpeoPevrais Tois alel map’ éxvTdv éxmepmopévors
mapriver Tpooéyew TV voiv kal karadoxny moieicfon Ty apudlovoay, kabdmep Kol
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‘Pwpaiol mowodvrar T@v mapaywopuévwy mpds avtovs mpeofevrdv. In this passage
the group of manuscripts called Y in the edition by Buettner—Wobst reads xaraloyv
where modern editors print xaradoynmv. The manuscript reading, however, ought
to be retained, since the use of the word certainly is in agreement with the meaning
obtained from the epigraphic examples just cited. Besides, Polybius appears to have
obtained his information on this matter from a Roman document, where the word is
more likely to have occurred than in a Greek source. Viereck (op. «it., p. 73) argued
that the word meant honos, for in Nos. 17 and 18 it could be equated with virtutis
honorisque causa. But Dittenberger (S.1.G.3, I, 741, n. 9) felt that, because it was also used
in the genitive without a preposition in the present letter (as well as in Nos. 23 and 49), its
meaning was more likely to have been gratia or reverentia, for honore was not used in that
way. The use of the genitive alone indicates a Roman frame of mind. It is not Greek.

Lines 9-11: amexpifn [v xa]Ads [adr]ov me[moi] nrévar kai Tafel éuatdv Te §[woew]
épya[ola]v kTA. Here rdfeu reflects a Latin use, the ablative ordine. See Cicero Pro
Quinct. 7. 28: existima, C. Aquili, modo et ratione omnia Romae Naevium fecisse si hoc, quod
per litteras istius in Gallia gestum est, recte atque ordine factum esse videatur. For recte atque
ordine see the Digest I. 16. 4. 4; 16. I. 2. I; and 40. 12. 27. I.  Apart from this, the use of
the accusative éuardy is a Latinism, for Greek would use a nominative when the subject
of the infinitive is the same as the subject of the main verb. Behind the phrase épyooioy
88wy clearly stands operam dare. See Nos. 18, 111, and 15, §8. For many examples of
the phrase in the New Testament and the papyri see Blass-Debrunner, 4 Greek Grammar
of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature, English translation and revision
of the gth and 10th editions, by R. W. Funk (Chicago, 1961), p. 5.

Line 11: énf[ws é]myvd radra fjueiv xdpire elv[a]. Dittenberger thought that
xdpura was a barbarism, the neuter plural of an adjective xdpiros, corresponding to
gratus. But, as A. Wilhelm thought, it is more likely a mistake in the use of the noun
x%pis. It also betrays the non-Greek.

An Unknown Roman Magistrate to Miletus (No. 52)

Latinisms are seen in line 46 ({va re Spels instead of ive Suels 7€) and line 51 (éoroué-
vov v = constitutum sit). But the most unusual feature of this letter is the statement to-
ward the end (Il. 54-57) about the language employed in the writing of the letter: mv
8¢ alriav 8 fv éNm[w]rois éypape, un) émlnriionTe:  Kara vodv yap [Eo]xov, uij e
mapc Ty épunveioy Exacaov T [yeypaup]éve vofjoar timabe. This could be trans-
lated as follows: “Don’t ask the reason why I wrote in Greek. It was my intention
that it should be impossible for you to have any thoughts about my letter contrary to the
correct interpretation.”  The writer means that he wants to make absolutely sure that no
mistaken impressions be created in the mind of any Greek who reads his letter. His
alone is the official text. Hence, the writer must have composed in Greek. That he
“thought” in Latin in the process of that composition, however, seems a reasonable
assumption from the Latinisms already mentioned. At first glance his statement might
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be taken to mean that Roman magistrates up to his time sent their letters to Greek cities
only in Latin. This requires careful thought. No such Latin letters from the Republic
have come to light.!? Latin and Greek, yes. Latin alone, no. Furthermore, the
extant Greek copies contain Latinisms and mistakes of such a nature that a Roman and
not a Greek mind is seen at work upon them. Hence, the Romans either composed in
Greek or had their Latin originals translated into Greek by Romans who had learned
the language. 'We must understand our writer to mean merely that he wrote his letter
in Greek to avoid the danger of mistakes in translation by someone else. In other
words, he trusts himself alone.  For the publication in Greek cities of both the Latin and
the Greek of official Roman letters see Nos. 61, 62 (?), and 65.

The Letters of M. Antonius (Nos. 28 and 57)*

Marcus Antonius spent some time in Greece after the death of the dictator Caesar,
enjoyed the company of Greeks, listened to their literary discussions, and no doubt knew
something of their language.’® That he himself, however, was responsible for the Greek
of these two letters is very doubtful. In his letter to Plarasa—Aphrodisias he calls himself
TpL@v av8pdv Tiis T@v Snuociwy mpayudrwy dierdfews, while in the other, to the koinon
of Asia, he substitutes dmo karaordoews for Siardfews. Does this change reveal a
different person, a different translator? One might expect that if Antonius wrote both
letters in Greek he would have used the same phrase or word in both of them. The
matter should not be pressed, but the possibility exists.

In the letter to Plarasa~Aphrodisias (No. 28) a phrase occurs which Viereck called
parum graeca. It is found in lines 32-35: Tov ZéAwva . ... éoxov Te év Tols ¥m’ éuod
yewworopévors. And in lines 48-51 we have év Tols Snuociois Tols map’ Juelv
ypoppaow évrafa. One expects the accusative (cf. Josephus Ant. 14. 319). In lines
22-31 is an awkwardly constructed sentence: fuds mapekdAeaev els T6 Tod yeyovdTos
Vpely émupluaros kol ddyuaros kol Spkiov kol véuov avTimepwimuéve ék 1@ dnpociwy
8éAtwy éfamooretian ety Ta dvriypage. The use of avridwreiv is odd. For details

see the commentary

The Letters of Augustus (Nos. 58, 60, 62, 64, 67, 68)

A}
Suetonius (Aug. 86-89) has given us a fairly good résumé of the emperor’s manner of
speaking, his peculiarities of style and vocabulary in writing, his oddities in orthography,
and his command of Greek. We are told that from his youth he had devoted himself
to the study of oratory and belles lettres, and that he had written several prose works—

* Viereck, op. cit., p. 77.
17 Communications from Rome to Roman magistrates in the East were written in Latin, of course,
a practice continued in imperial times: Stroux and Wenger, op. cit., p. 23.

18 Plutarch Ant. 23. 2-3, and Appian Bell. Ciy. 5. 76. Josephus (Ant. 14. 12. 3-5) has preserved three
of his letters (one of them communicating an edict) which are related to Jewish affairs.
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including his autobiography, in thirteen books, up to the Cantabrian War—as well as a
few pieces of poetry. His speeches were carefully composed and well ordered, free
from sententious remarks and obscure words, his chief aim being simplicity and clarity.
He had studied under Apollodorus of Pergamum and under the philosopher Areus, but,
for all that, he was never able to speak Greek fluently or to compose anything in it.
When conditions demanded that he write to Greeks, he composed in Latin and had
someone else translate it: non tamen ut aut loqueretur expedite aut componere aliquid auderet;
nam et si quid res exigeret, Latine formabat vertendumgque alii dabat, as Suetonius puts it (Aug.
89. 1). This is important evidence, and, considering the fact that Suetonius had access
to the records in the imperial chancery, we must accept it.

Compared with the mass of correspondence and the written material which Augustus
must have produced in the long period of his official activity, the extant remains are
small.19 The Res Gestae, of course, is the longest and the most important of these
remains, followed by the Cyrene Edicts, the Rhosus letters, the letters to Cnidus and
other Greek cities, and a few other edicta and decreta.  From this material some general
estimate of his style and technique can be formed, but the Greek itself in the documents
should not be ascribed to Augustus. It was the work of anonymous translators in the
service of the emperor. Since he is known to have made use of freedmen in his court
for administrative purposes, we may be sure that he had a number of bilingual secretaries
constantly available. Out of the problems generated by the complexity of the Empire
there would have arisen at an early date the need for a more-or-less permanent staff of
such personnel, competent to deal with the mass of correspondence. It was accordingly
under Augustus that the seeds of the imperial ab epistulis latinis and ab epistulis graecis
were to begin their period of germination.?® But the high level of organization
achieved by the time of Hadrian cannot be assumed for the reign of the first Princeps.
They were private secretaries rather than the heads of bureaus, and they were very likely
the men whom the emperor called upon for the translation of his Latin letters into
Greek. But we have no first-hand evidence on these translators. Two of the emperor’s
secretaries are known by name, Polybius and Hilarion (Suetonius Aug. 101), but surely
more than two would have been required.

When Viereck (op. cit., p. 78) evaluated the Greek letters of Augustus, he concluded
that they were elegantly written, with a fine feeling for the use of particles and correct

19 For his letters see Viereck, op. cit., p. 78; Peter, op. cit., pp. 97-100; E. Boume, “Augustus as a
Letter-Writer,” T.A.P.A., 49 (1918): s53ff.; H. Malcovati, Caesaris Augusti Imperatoris Operum Frag-
menta*+ (Turin, 1962), pp. XVIII-XXV and 6-s0.

20 For the bureau ab epistulis see M. I. Rostovtzeff, R.E., s.v. *“ ab epistulis,” cols. 210-15; O. Hirschfeld,
Die Kaiserlichen Verwaltungsbeamten bis auf Diocletian (Berlin, 1905), pp. 318-25; L. Friedlinder and
G. Wissowa, Darstellungen aus der Sittengeschichte Romso=1°, I (Leipzig, 1922), 56-59, and IV (Leipzig,
1921), 35-46 (comment by Bang). In the course of time (Hadrianic) the freedmen were replaced by
imperial procurators: H. G. Pflaum, Les procurateurs équestres sous le haut-empire romain (Paris, 1950),
pp. 60-61. Cf. G. B. Townend Historia, 10 (1961): 375-81. The title existed under Augustus:
Ianuarius Caesaris Aug. (servus) ab epistulis (C.I.L., VI, 8596). Trajan, of course, also was active in the
placement of equestrian officials in posts of prominence.
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grammar, and that the writer had imitated in one case the Attic of the fifth and fourth
centuries. Some expressions in the letter to the Cnidians (No. 67) he found particularly
happy, such as rpdmwi Twi moMwokias (ll. 15-16), and Swcaidrepov v owbévra o
&8edpod (Il. 26-27). The material which has come to light since Viereck expressed his
opinion has amply supported his conclusion. Latinisms do occur in the letters, but in
the translation of technical expressions, such as official titles and legal terminology, they
are almost unavoidable. Some awkwardness of language, some pulling and stretching
of words, is usually necessary. Without attempting to be exhaustive in the case of the
emperor’s letters, some of these phrases may be listed here. Titles are omitted because
they are obvious.

No. 58

Line 11: els Tovrous Tovs Adyous, clearly for in haec verba =" on the following terms”’;
cf. No. 23, 4.

Line 16: [{8lovs koup]ods T fjperépar awm[picn] ovvélevéev, apparently for suas
utilitates cum nostra salute coniunxit.

Line §3: xperijpiov. . . . AepBdvew, for iudicium capere. De Visscher refers to Cicero
Part. Orat. 28. 100: de capiendis subeundisve iudiciis.

Line s4: kpi] ow ouvioracbou = litem constituere or possibly litem contestari.

Line 61: mpokpiper kepafjs = praeiudicium capitis, explained by Arangio-Ruiz (Studia
et Documenta, 1936, p. 515), who refers to Cicero De Inv. 2. 20. 59-60: agit is, cui manus
praecisa est, iniuriarum. postulat is, quicum agitur, a praetore exceptionem: extra quam in
reum capitis praeiudicium flat. . .non enim oportet in recuperatorio iudicio eius maleficii, de
quo inter sicarios quaeritur, praeiudicium fieri. Roussel, in Syria, 15 (1934): 60, n. 3, has
found another example in Greek in an imperial rescript of the second century a.p.: .G,
V, 11, col. II, 11. sff.

Line 64: éx mpoaywydis yvdi. Oliver took this to be the equivalent of pro tribunali
cognoverit. For the first part of the expression, however, De Visscher had suggested per
ambitionem.

Line 67: Sofvau kar[ddikot éo] rwoav. It was the opinion of Arangio-Ruiz, op. cit.,
p. 516, that this was the translation of dare _damr}as esto.

The majority of these examples are legal terms and, as such, pose special problems for a
translator. The Greek equivalents of the original Latin might well be obscure to a
Greek with no knowledge of Roman law. When we turn to the letter to the Cnigfians,
no such technical expressions are found, despite its legal nature. The Greek is everywhere
fluent and correct, marred by only one slight slip. Inline 29 the noun éferaoia is used,
the only occurrence of such a word to my knowledge. The translator ought to have
used éféraots.

We may conclude that those who translated the Latin letters of Augustus were well-
educated men, capable of writing Greek in the Attic of the fifth or fourth century s.c.
But excellent though they were, technical phrases from the language of Roman law
taxed their abilities to the limit. And in their particular case it is not easy to decide
whether they were Romans who had mastered Greek or Greeks who had mastered
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Latin. Technical phrases would have been just as difficult to translate for the one group
as for the other. One must also take into consideration the possibility that in the long
rule of Augustus many secretaries of different backgrounds and nationalities must have
seen service in his court.

The Letter of Paulus Fabius Maximus (No. 65)

Here at last we have a fair amount of the Latin text to compare with the Greek, a rare
piece of luck. The Latin, it seems, was not often published along with the Greek, but
the nature of the material in the present letter required a full publication. As we shall
see, it is a composition of a special kind. The two texts must be seen together, so that
they can be compared.

The Latin Copy from Dorylaion
(corrected spelling)

B2-9

Cumgque non ullo ex die feliciora et privatim singulis et uni-

versis publice trahi possint auspicia quam ex eo, quem felicissi-

mum communiter (credunt), fere autem omnium in Asia civitatium idem
tempus anni novi initiumque magistratuum sit, in quod fortui-

to, videlicet ut honoraretur, principis nostri natalis incidit, vel

quia tot erga divina merita gratum esse difficile est nisi omnis

pietatis temptetur materia, vel quia dies est propria cuique

laetitia ingressui honoris statutus, publicum videretur diem

s ]

The Greek Copy

(composite)

A11-19
A \ k) ~ " 3 \ L3 ’ L
Kol el oUdepuds v diid judpas «ls
\ \ M b AR o ~ 3 ’ ’

T€ TO Kowov kol els 70 [Biov €kaaTos Spelos evTuyeoTépas AcBot
adopuas 7 Tis méow yevouévns ebruyods, oxeddv Te oupPaiver
Tov adrov Tais év *Aoiu modeow kaipov elvan Tis els Ty apyny eloddov,
SnAovére kard Twa Ojav Bovdnow ovTws Tis Tdéews TpoTeTUTWUE-
Vs, a adopur) yévoiro Tijs els Tov Zefaotov Tiuds, ki émel Svoxo-
Aov pév éoTw Tols TogoUTols aUTOD €epyeTriaow kar' loov eVyapio-
Telv, €l p1) map’ éxaora émworaaiuey TpdToV TWE Tis Guelbews,
o s u w \ Vo ey, , > o
18etov 8’ &v avbpwmor Ty kowy meow fuépav yevéBliov dydyor[ev]
KTA.

It is at once apparent that here is no simple or literal translation from Latin into Greek.
Everywhere there is a naturalness of expression and structure, with practically no vestige
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of a Latin original clinging to it. The only passage in which one might suggest a
Latinism is in A 29, where the passive infinitive in mpoordfw. . . .. 76 Ymidrope év TG vad
dvarefivou is slightly suspicious. But even that should not be pressed. When one
compares whole clauses, one with the other, the result is surprising. The gracefulness of
style, the ease with which the clauses are handled, and the manner in which the various
ideas are expressed lead one to suspect an original composition in Greek. The thoughts
found in the Latin are present in the Greek without a hint of what may be called
“translation Greek.” There are no slavish or stiff reproductions of words from a
glossary, no stilted expressions, no peculiar combinations. The mind of the person
writing the Greek does not appear to be confined or restricted by a Latin structure.
His rendition of fortuito, for example, by kard rwa frjav BodAnow is not the sort of thing
likely to occur to a translator.

Wilamowitz in Athn. Mitt., 24 (1899): 292, was so impressed by the language and style
of this letter that he felt it must have been composed in Greek. It was too good to be a
translation from Latin. And H. Dessau in his Geschichte der romischen Kaiserzeit, I
(Berlin, 1924), 105-6, agreed with him, thinking that the Latin either was a translation
from the Greek or was composed later in time.

We must accept the view that this letter was composed in Greek, and by a person who
possessed an excellent knowledge of the language. But that person need not have been
Paulus Fabius Maximus. The presence of a Latin text so different from the Greek
demands an explanation. It is here suggested that the proconsul explained in general
terms to his translator or bilingual secretary what he wanted to say in his letter. The
secretary took down the Latin words of his master, but probably only in the form of
notes or isolated phrases. Then he composed the letter in Greek, working not from a
full text but only from his notes to guide him. This would have given him scope for
greater freedom of expression and for a more natural Greek style. When he finished
the letter, he turned to the Latin and made it agree with the Greek as best he could.
Hence, not all of the Latin is a verbatim record of the proconsul’s actual words. Its
skeleton is his; the rest was added by the secretary to make it conform to the Greek.

From all these examples one can see that the style and the language can vary con-
siderably from letter to letter. Some are poorly written, with many Latinisms, while
others are in excellent Greek, with little trace of Latin influence. They are generally in
the Koine of the second or first centuries B.c., but one (No. 67) is worthy of the Attic in
the best period. Mistakes in grammar and awkward expressions often must have
caused Greek readers to smile or shake their heads in bewilderment. There is even a
dative absolute in No. 70, line 12. Those who knew Latin would understand.

Many of the letters were certainly composed in Greek. Such compositions generally
were good or bad, depending upon the abilities of the individuals writing. The good
ones can be recognized by the scarcity of Latinisms and by the Greek style. Some
Latinisms, of course, were unavoidable, such as those necessary in the rendition of Roman
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titles and technical expressions from Roman law. They should not, however, be taken
always to mean that letters containing them were translations from Latin originals, for
by their very nature they do not have precise equivalents in any language except their
own.

Some of the letters seem to have been much more affected by Latin originals, in some
cases (No. 48) to such a degree that one may suspect they were originally written in
Latin and then translated into Greek. This could have been done, for example, by
certain Roman magistrates who may not have been able to think out their letters in
Greek and then simply write them down. They may have expressed their ideas first
in Latin from beginning to end and then either translated them at their leisure or turned
them over to somone else. I cannot call these “compositions in Greek.” They were
not conceived or drawn up in that language. They are really translations. It is not
possible, however, in all instances to decide which of these procedures was used, for the
one might have been done very badly and the other very well. And at times a writer
may have used a combination of both. Clearly No. 65 may be called a *composition
in Greek,” as we have here defined the term, but No. 48 should be labeled a translation.
The remainder of the letters fall somewhere between these two points, for only a few
are as good as the former or as bad as the latter. Sometimes letters were sent out in both
Greek and Latin, but certainly not always. The individual magistrate used his own
discretion in this matter.

On the whole we may say that these letters were originally intended, from beginning
to end, to appear in Greek, but the method used to produce the Greek text was not
always the same. A capable Roman could think in Greek and write in Greek, but
another required a slower process and a different approach. In any case, except for the
letters of Augustus, we may be quite sure that the Romans themselves were responsible
for the Greek.

Finally it must be emphasized that these letters were written under a number of
different conditions. Some were written by consuls or praetors in Rome, some by
generals in the field, and some by governors in provincial headquarters. Each has its
own history, its own story to tell. The form and the language are Greek., The spirit
and the contents are Roman.
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EPISTULA T. QUINCTII FLAMININI
AD CHYRETIENSES 197-104 B.C.

SHIHHBInnisisiaisipisigsisisisialaisisiaiaiiaiaiara i I RN NG

BIBLIOGRAPHY. W. M. Leake, Classical Journal, 14 (1816): 330ff.; E. Q.
Visconti, Journal des Savants, Sept., 1816, pp. 21ff.; A. Boeckh, C.I.G., I

(1828), 1770; W. M. Leake, Travels in Northern Greece, IV (London, 1835s), 305ff.;
Le Bas-Waddington, Voyage archéologique en Gréce et en Asie Mineure:
Inscriptions, 11 (1870), 1303; E. L. Hicks, A Manual of Greek Historical Inscriptions
(Oxford, 1882), no. 190; P. Viereck, Sermo Graecus (Gottingen, 1888), no. I,

p- 1; W. Dittenberger, S.I1.G.2, I (1898), 278; G. Colin, Rome et la Gréce de 200
d 146 avant J.~C. (Paris, 1905), pp. 169ff.; O. Kern, I.G,, IX, 2 (1908), 338;

A. S. Arbanitopoulos, *Apy. *E¢., 1913, p. 145 (cum imagine), and ibid., 1917, pp.
2ff.; F. Hiller von Gaertringen, in W. Dittenberger, S.I1.G.3, I (1917), 593; A.
Wilhelm, Jahreshefte, 17 (1919): 116ff.; Abbott-Johnson, Municipal
Administration in the Roman Empire (Princeton, 1926), no. I, pp. 249-50; J. A. O.
Larsen, “Roman Greece,” in T. Frank, An Economic Survey of Ancient Rome,

IV (Baltimore, 1938), 311-12; C. Michel, Recueil d’Inscriptions Grecques (Brussels,
1940), no. 44; S. B. Kougeas, Apy. *E¢., 1945-47, p. 105; Lewis-Reinhold,
Roman Civilization, I (New York, 1951), 309-10; L. Calabi, L'uso storiografico
delle iscrizioni latine (Milan, 1953), p. 176; H. Volkmann, Hermes, 82 (1954): 467;
H. E. Stier, in Studium Berolinense (1960), 614ff.; Johnson, Coleman-Norton,
Bourne, Ancient Roman Statutes, no. 19; S. Accame, L'espansione romana in

Grecia (Naples, 1961), pp. 252~53; H. Gundel, R.E,, s.v. “ Quinctius” (45), col.
1082.

DESCRIPTION. A stone of white marble built into the wall of a church near
the village of Demeniko in Thessaly. Height: 0.s6 m. Width: 0.61 m.
Height of letters: 6.01z m. ’
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Tiros Kotvirios, arparnyds bmaros ‘Pwpaiwy, Xvperiéwy
Tols Tayols kol T moAew yalpew. ’Emel kol év Tols Aoumols méow
- - ,
davepay memorjkopuey Ty Te i8lav kal Tod Sjpov Tod ‘Pwpaiwy
’ a » k) L4 ~ (3 -~ 4 \
mpoalpeow v éxopev els Tuds cAooyepds, PfefovAripela kal
év Tols é€fjs émbeibou kard TGy pépos TpoeaTNKITES
- > -
Tob évddfov, lva und’ év TovTos éxway Nuds rara-
Aadeiv ol odk amd Tob BerrioTov elwhiTes dva-

, . ; , / ,
atpépecfar. “Ogou ydp moTe amolelmovrar kTijoets
épyeiol kol olkiow T@V kabnrovadv els 16 Snudaiov

e ’ A /1 ~ L4 ’ 7
70 ‘Pwpaiwy, mdoas 8(8opev TH Sperépar moder,
Smws kal év TovTows pafnre Ty kalokayabioy Hudy
kol 7L TeMws év ovbevi pulapyupiio[a]t BeBoviuede,

\ ’ 4 7 \ ’ o z
mepl mAeloTov morovpevol ydpira koi dodofiay. “Ooor pév-
ToL pu7) kexouLapévol eloly T@v émPBardvrwy alrols,
éav Juds Sibdéwow kal dalvwvrow edyvapova Aé-
yovres, aroxalopévwy Sudv éx Tdv v’ éuol yeypopu-
uévwy éykploewv, kplvw dikawov elvow amoxabiorac-

Oau adrols.

*Eppwale.

Text based on the one by Viereck (notes). 4 Viereck puts comma before ddooxepds. 13-14
pévrou, Leake, but MENTON, stone (cf. L. Cohn, Hermes, 17 [1882]: 645). 19 "Eppwofe was
inscribed twice, the first one being erased.

COMMENTARY. According to the terms of peace imposed on Philip after his defeat
at Cynoscephalae in 197 B.c., all Greeks who had not been subject to the Macedonian
king were to be free and autonomous, but the Macedonian dependencies in Greece were
to be surrendered to the Romans.! Ten commissioners headed by T. Quinctius
Flamininus took on the task of settling Greek affairs and carrying out the terms of the
peace. By the summer of 194 B.C. the job was {uusiwd.  Tlamininus and his azmy had
left Greece and returned to Rome. His letter to Chyretiae was written, therefore,
sometime between those two dates. Arbanitopoulos assigned it to 192 B.c., when
Flamininus had returned to Greece, but such a date is improbable.? '
Since Livy (31. 41. 5) tells us that the Aetolians, as allies of Rome, had captured and
sacked the city of Chyretiae (in 199 B.C.), it is permissible to assume that the city had been
I For the terms of the peace with Philip see the two most important sources: Polybius 18. 44 and
Livy 33. 30. For the interpretation of these sources see G. De Sanctis, Storia dei Romani, IV, 1 (Turin,
1923), 95, and E. Tiubler, Imperium Romanum (Leipzig, 1913), pp. 228-39. Of great value for the
background and motives for the peace are M. Holleaux, C.A.H., VIII (1930), chap. VI, pp. 138-98
(Etudes d’épigraphie et d’histoire grecques, V [Paris, 1957, 320-86), and Accame, op. cit., pp. 197-208.
2 From 197 to 194 B.C. Flamininus was proconsul, but in 192 B.C. he was consul. However, it was in

195-194 B.C. that he visited Thessaly and organized it. Thus it may have been exactly in that period
that the present letter was written. Cf. M. Holleaux, Zrparnyos “Ymaros (Paris, 1918), pp. 3-4, n. 3.

212



EPISTULAE

a subject of Philip. Thus, after Cynoscephalae, the property of the partisans in that city
would have been confiscated by the Romans, an assumption supported by the letter
itself (1. 8-10), which states that “all landed property and buildings belonging to the
public domain of the Roman state” are to be returned to their owners.

Flamininus, certainly acting in accordance with general instructions from Rome con-
cerning his official attitude toward the Greeks, not only frees the Greek cities that were
not subject to the king of Macedon but also takes steps to win the future loyalty of the
former Macedonian dependencies. These could pose a greater problem and a greater
burden to Rome than any of the other cities. He feels himself justified, therefore, in
dictating to them what steps should be taken for the future, for he must secure in all of
Greece a state of affairs in harmony with Roman interests.3 Despite the fact that
Chyretiae had been within the Macedonian sphere in the past, her confiscated lands are
now to be returned to their rightful owners, if they can successfully establish their
ownership. It is plain that Flamininus speaks as a representative of a generous Rome.
It is equally plain that he speaks as a master and not an equal.  For it is only by the good
will and the graciousness of Rome, his letter implies, that the lands and possessions of
Chyretiae are being returned.

The returning of confiscated property appears superficially to be an act of generosity,
a fine gesture to prove the good will and altruistic character of Romans, but actually it is
a very practical and clever maneuver to convince the wealthy classes that Rome will look
after their interests. It was designed basically, I think, to cause the wealthy to look to
Rome as their protector and their patronus. Thus the Roman policy in Greece at this
time was, as Badian has so vividly illustrated, not merely to free Rome from foreign
commitments of a military or administrative nature, but also, more importantly, to
plant the seed of Roman paternalism everywhere. This was the proper approach to the
establishment of a Greek clientela on a grand scale. Free them and win the support of the
wealthy, then withdraw.4

3 See F. M. Wood, Jr., *“The Military and Diplomatic Campaign of T. Quinctius Flamininus in 198
B.C.,” A.J.P., 62 (1941): 277-88. At the same time, of course, he may have been motivated by a
sincere effort to secure the stahility and prosperity of the various towns.

+ See Badian, Foreign Clientelae, pp. 69-83.
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EPISTULA M. VALERII MESSALAE
PRAETORIS AD TEIOS 193 B.C.
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BIBLIOGRAPHY. E. Chisull, Antiguitates Asiaticae (London, 1728), p. 102,
from a copy by Sherard; F. Hessel, Antiquae inscriptiones quum Graecae tum
Latinae olim a Marquardo Gudio collectae (Lecuwarden, 1731), app. no. 3044, from
a copy by Duker; A. Boeckh, C.I.G., I1(1843), 3045; Le Bas~Waddington,
Voyage archéologique en Gréce et en Asie Mineure: Inscriptions, 111 (1870), 60; P.
Viereck, Sermo Graecus (Géttingen, 1888), no. II, p. 2; W. Dittenberger, S.1.G.2,
1(1898), 279; M. Holleaux, Revue des études anciennes, 1 (1899), 7 (Etudes
d’épigraphie et d'histoire grecques, I [Paris, 1938], 357); C. Michel, Recueil
d’inscriptions grecques (Brussels, 1900), no. 51; M. Holleaux, Klio, 13 (1913):
156-59 (Etudes d’épigraphie et d’histoire grecques, IV [Paris, 1952], 200-3); F. Hiller
von Gaertringen, in W. Dittenberger, S.I.G.3, Il (1917), 601; G. Lafaye,
LG.R.R., 1V (1927), 1557; S. Accame, Il dominio romano in Grecia dalla guerra
acaica ad Augusto (Rome, 1946), pp. s1-52; D. Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor
(Princeton, 1950), II, 943, n. 39; Lewis-Reinhold, Roman Civilization, T (New
York, 1951), 310; Johnson, Coleman-Norton, Bourne, Ancient Roman Statutes,
no. 20; S. Accame, ['espansione romana in Grecia (Naples, 1961), pp. 66-67.

DESCRIPTION. A stone discovered among the ruins of the Temple of
Dionysus on the site of the ancient Teos.

‘Powpoiwy.
Maépkos Ovaddpios Mdprov orparnyds rai
SAumavng ol M miuedmene Tmliw =81 Ronddy wal i
i A i i = 1 i '
Suawn xaipew: v Ménmmos & Te map’ *Avridyov Toi Ba-
guMéws amoaTalels mpos Nuds mpeaPevtis mpo-
Bels kot Bb Dudd - L rhe mé .
xewprolflets kol B¢’ Sudv mpeafedoon mepl Tis moAews,
76 Te Yridiopa avédwkev kal adrds axolovfws TovTwe
SteAé N , « oy v
teXéxOn pero maons mpobupias:  1uels 8é Tov Te dv-
Spa amedefdpeho dilodpdvws ral Sia Tiv mpoyeyern-
? Y A ’ 8 \ \ ¢ ’
pémy adrdn 86fav kal Swa Ty dmapyovoay kaloka-
, ’ PRy T ’ 3 g e
yabiav mepi Te dv Néiov Sinrovoauey evdws. kol 6T
pév 8i8dov mAeioTov Adyov motovpevor SuaTedod-
.. s o , N
wev Tijs mpos Tovs Beovs edoePeias, pdAior’ &v Tis oTo-
A -~ -~
x&loito éx Tijs ovvovrTwuérms fNuelv eduevelas
\ -~ \ -~ ’ 3 \ 3 \ A} v
8ie rabre maps Tod Saypoviov: ol pny cAAa kol é€ GA-
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Awv mAedvwy memelopebo ouudori méor yeyovévou
v fuerépav els 16 fetov mporyulav. Sio kai dud Te Tad-
\ \ A \ « ~ » \ \ \ 2l /.

Ta kai Sue TV mWPos Uuds elvoioy kol Sia Tov néiw[puév]ov
mpeaBevriyv kpivopev elvaw Ty AW koi Ty Y-
pav lepav, kaBws kal viv éotw, kal dovlov kol adopo-
Adymrov amd Tod Snjpov Tod ‘Pwpaiwy kol Td Te €ls

\ \ ’ \ \ ’ € -~ A ’
Tov fedv i kal Ta els Suds pdavfpwmre wepaod-
peba ovvemavéew, Siampovvrwy Sudv kal els TO
pere Tabra Ty mpos Huds ebvowav. vy “Eppwobe.

Text by Viereck (notes). 1 In larger letters. 3 ovyxAnros, Dittenberger, repeated by Hiller,
but Boeckh and Le Bas-Waddington indicate a nu instead of a gamma. 4 7o omitted by Le Bas-
Waddington, Dittenberger, and Hiller. 6 wép, Boeckh; mepi, Le Bas-Waddington. 7 &[n]édwrev,
Boeckh, but cf. Holleaux, Etudes, 1, 357. 16 m&ow omitted by Le Bas-Waddington, Dittenberger,
and Hiller. 17 mporiulay, stone, but Sauppe preferred to write mpofupiav; however, since one
finds 7& els Tov edv Tipua in Il 21-22, as Hiller observed, the reading of the stone should be
retained.

COMMENTARY. In the Hellenistic age the Teans had acquired considerable fame
through their worship of Dionysus and the selection of their city as the headquarters of
the Ionian and Hellespontine branch of the Dionysiac Artists. And when, in about
205 B.C., they decided to introduce a festival in honor of their patron god, they requested
that numerous cities recognize the inviolability of their city. A large number of decrees
from Greece and Crete testify to their success in this direction.! And, after Cyno-
scephalae had impressed the Asiatic Greeks with the reality of Rome and her willingness
to enter the arena of Greek politics, they decided to obtain similar recognition from
Rome.2 The praetor for 193 B.C., M. Valerius Messala, speaking for the people and the
Senate, responded with the present letter granting, as one would expect at this time, all
that the Teans had requested: the city as well as its land was to be “holy, as it now is, and
inviolable and immune from taxation by the Roman people.”

The envoy Menippus is a known representative of Antiochus II1, having been <ent tn
Rome earlier in the same year. This could mean that, although Teos may have acquired
some independence by this time, she still looked to the Seleucid king for protection and
assistance in matters of this sort.3 As Holleaux has pointed out, a representative of
Antiochus would be the natural intermediary at this particular time, for the Seleucid king
was not yet an enemy of Rome and formal negotiations were still being conducted on a
nominally friendly basis. No hidden meaning should be suspected in the phrase which

! See W. Ruge, R.E., s.v. “Teos,” cols. s47-50; Holleaux, Etudes, IV, 178—203 ; Magie, loc. cit. The
Cretan decrees may now be found in Inscriptiones Creticae, I no. 1*, p. 292; II, no. 21*, p. 161, and
no. 3%, p. 197.

2 For the Tean tardiness in appealing to Rome see Holleaux, Etudes, IV, 200-3.

3 Cf. Holleaux, Etudes, 11, 96, n. 2, and IV, 200ff. For Menippus in Rome see Livy 34. 57. 6ff.;
Diodorus 28. 15. 2ff.; and Appian Syr. 6.
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sranted Teos immunity from Roman taxes, for this almost certainly is a simple statement
ecognizing the city’s immunity and freedom without any implication of Roman
wthority in the area.

Notice the appearance of the tribuni in the prescript. This is a very unusual feature.

- Accame, loc. cit.
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EPISTULA LUCII CORNELII SCIPIONIS
EIUSQUE FRATRIS AD HERACLEOTAS
AD LATMUM 190 B.C.
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BIBLIOGRAPHY. A. Boeckh, C.I.G., II (1843), 3800, based on a copy by
Moustoxydis; W. Henzen, Annali dell’ Instituto archeologico, 24 (1852): 138fF.; Le
Bas-Waddington, Voyage archéologique en Gréce et en Asie Mineure: Inscriptions,
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1882), no. 193; P. Viereck, Sermo Graecus (Gttingen, 1888), no. III, pp. 2-3;
W. Judeich, Athen. Mitt., 15 (1890): 254; W. Dittenberger, S.I.G.2, 1(1898),
287; B. Haussoullier, Revue de philologie, 23 (1899): 277-78; G. Colin, Rome et la
Gréce de 200 & 146 avant J.-C. (Paris, 1905), pp. 202-3; M. Holleaux, Revue des
études anciennes, 19 (1917): 237ff.; F. Hiller von Gaertringen, in W.
Dittenberger, S.I.G.3, I1 (1917), 618; M. Holleaux, Zrparnyds “Ymaros (Paris,
1918), pp. 131-46; G. De Sanctis, Atti dell’ Accademia di Torino, 57 (1921/22):
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Abbott-Johnson, Municipal Administration in the Roman Empire (Princeton, 1926),
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(Rome, 1946), pp. 52-53; D. Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor (Princeton,
1950), I, 949, n. s8; Lewis-Reinhold, Roman Civilization, I (New York, 1951),
pp- 313fF.; F. Ceruti, Epigraphica, 17 (1955): 127, 132; H. H. Schmitt, Rom und
Rhodos (Munich, 1957), p. 130, n. 2; E. Badian, Foreign Clientelae (Oxford,
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[Aedkios Kopyiios Ziumriwv] arparnyos dmaros ‘Pmuaiav

[kei TTémAios Zievmicwv a8ed]pos ‘Hpardewrdv tij Bovdij kel Tdu &1-
’ 7 . -~ € e -~ ’ -~ -~ ’
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[ruyxd]vopey kai mewpacdpedea, mapayeyovérwy Sudv els Ty Nuerépa(u]
[mioTiu], mpdvoiap moreiofar Ty vdexouéimy, del Twos dyabod mapall]-
[Teot yev]dpevor:  ovyxwpoduey 8é Suiv Ty Te édevbepiay kabiTL Kai
-~ » /’ o (4 -~ \ 2} \ » ~ € 3
[rais @] Aaus mddeow, Soaw juiv Ty émirpomry Edwkav, Exovow V[’
[odrods mwd|vre T& adrdp molirevesBou kard Tods dperépous vépous,
[kt év T]ols EAois mewpaodueda edypnaTodvres Suiv del Twos dyabod
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[mapair]iot yiveahou:  dmodeydpelo 8¢ kai Ta mop’ Sudy dddvlpwne kal ras
[miores, k]al adToi 8¢ meipaadueda undevos Aeimeabar éy ydpiros dmodéoet
[émeara] Akapev 8¢ mpos duds Aevkiov “Opfiov Tov émpenaduevor s
[modews «]x[i] THs xwpas Smws undels Sués mapevoxAi. “Eppwabe.

1 Before orparnyds Haussoullier believed that he could see a nu, but Holleaux found no trace of
it on the stone. 2 ]pos, Judeich and Haussoullier. Holleaux disagreed with their identification of
therho. It was actually part of a phi: a8eA]pds. 4 [Avaéi]u[av|dpos, Judeich and Dittenberger;
but [[Ted]dp[av]8pos, Haussoullier; [Zx]du[av]8pos, De Sanctis; [Ed]8nuos, Haussoullier.
7 mpofv]uias, Haussoullier. 9 Boeckh and Waddington restored [aipeaw]; Dittenberger and
Viereck, [mloriu] ; Holleaux, mapa[irior. 10 yw]dpevor, Henzen and Viereck (notes) ; yev] duevor,
Holleaux and Haussoullier; but yevno]duevor, Boeckh. 11-12 ¥[¢’ edrois, Judeich and Haus-
soullier, but then 6[¢’ adrovs, Holleaux and Viereck. 15 [mioreis], Boeckh.

COMMENTARY. In 1852 W. Henzen suggested that the author of this letter was
Cn. Manlius Vulso and that its date should fall between the summer of 189 and the sum-
mer or autumn of 188 B.c. He also thought that the second line might have contained a
reference to the ten commissioners sent out by the Senate to conclude the treaty with
Antiochus and to regulate the local affairs. The majority of scholars accepted this view
and restored the name of Vulso in line 1.

Acting upon a suggestion by Holleaux, however, De Sanctis established that the author
was actually L. Cornelius Scipio and added that the person named in line 2 might be the
brother, P. Cornelius Scipio (Africanus). The date would be 190 B.c., when Lucius
Cornelius held the command in Greece and Asia. Holleaux immediately agreed and
discovered that the two brothers were co-authors not only of this letter but also of
another, to Colophon.! Memnon (Jacoby FrGrHist 434. 18. 6ff.) mentions another
letter by the Scipios, to Heraclea Pontica. Thus the two were associated in public life.
Furthermore, they were honored together in a decree from Aptara in Crete (Inscriptiones
Creticae, 11, 3, no. 5). There can be no real doubt that both their names appeared in
lines 1-2 of the present letter.2

Presumably it was not long after the broiheis anived wich the Roinai, army in Asia
that the Heracleans placed themselves under the protection of Rome and dispatched
envoys to the commanders to communicate their decree and to ask for assistance.3 | The
two brothers in the field then responded with the present letter and granted them free-
dom, just as had been done for those other cities which had acted in a similar fashion
(I 10-14). Lucius Orbius also was dispatched by the Scipios to protect the city and its
adjacent area from harassment. This last provision could mean that the war against
Antiochus was still in progress and that the danger was a military one, or that there were
anti-Roman partisans in the area who might cause the city trouble.

! See the next letter (No. 36).

2 Unfortunately, the old mistake of Henzen is perpetuated in S.I.G.3, II, 618; see also Luzzatto, loc.
cit., and Johnson, Coleman-Norton, Bourne, loc. cit.

3 Cf. A. Heuss, Klio, n.s., Beiheft 31, Heft 18 (1933): 94-113, esp. 97-98, for the present letter.
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EPISTULA LUCI CORNELII SCIPIONIS
FRATRISQUE AD COLOPHONIOS 190-189 B.C.

HHisininiainininininininisisiniaisisisisininininininiiinii iGN e e Gy

BIBLIOGRAPHY. Ch. Picard, Ephése et Claros (Paris, 1922), p. 145, n. 5 (cf.
Th. Macridy-Bey and Ch. Picard, B.C.H., 39 [1915]: 47-48); P. Roussel, S.E.G.,
1, 440 (=A.E., 1925, no. 107); M. Holleaux, Rivista di filologia, 52 (1924): 29-44;
D. Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor (Princeton, 1950), II, 949, n. s8; F. Ceruti,
Epigraphica, 17 (1955): 125.

[A]edkios K[opridios Zrumiwy orporn-]
[yd]s dmatos ‘Pwpaiwy ki [I1émhios Zri-]
[miw]v dderdos Kodopoviwy Tj[v Bovdje ai]
[r@ 8] pwe xaipew: évéruyo[v Nuiv o]
[map’ Sp] @y mpéoBeis *Ayouidns kail- -]
[6v8pe]s kadoi kayabol, {oi) 76 Te [Yidioual
[emédw]kav kai adrol SieAéymo[av aro-]
[AovB] ws Tols ¥’ Sudv Sedoyué[vois, ov-]
[8év éX]Aeimovres rdoTipias kol [- - -]

[-"-"‘§ - l]vaw (?) 70 iepov dov[Aov - -]
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Text by Picard and Holleaux. 3 Kologoviwv for Kodogwviwy, perhaps an engraver’s error.
6 (o), Holleaux. 9-10 xai[omovdijs mepi | Tod el]ven kA, Picard; ai [#éi|ow ellvon 76 lepov
&ov[Aov 76 105 *AmdAwvos Toi KAaplov suggested by Holleaux; xai [mepl 706 || Srapei]von ?
706 {epdv dou[Aov nélovy fuds | mpdvotav moujoacbau (vel similia) kA], S.E.G.

COMMENTARY. Livy(37.26. s-11) reports that in 190 B.C., after L. and P. Cornelius
Scipio had landed in Asia with a Roman army, Antiochus decided to besiege Colophon
because of that city’s strategic position overlooking Ephesus. Colophon promptly
requested L. Aemilius Regillus, the praetor with headquarters at Samos, to protect them.
But Aemilius had more extensive plans in mind. In the late summer of 190 his naval
force succeeded in defeating the fleet of Antiochus near Myonnesus. This alarmed
Antiochus so much that he withdrew his garrison from Lysimachia and abandoned the
siege of Colophon (Livy 37. 31. 3). Therefore, it must have been sometime after this
Roman victory at sea that the city of Colophon dispatched envoys to the camp of the
two Scipios to obtain the privilege of inviolability for their Temple of Apollo.!

The present letter is the reply written by the two Scipios to the Colophonian request
for inviolability of the temple. ~Although only the opening remarks are preserved, one
may safely assume that the request was granted in due form.2  Since the command of L.
Cormnelius Scipio came to an end in the spring of 189 B.C., the letter must have been
written before that date, probably in 190.

t Ceruti, loc. cit., suggests further that Colophon, like Teos (see No. 34), may itself have been granted

inviolability by the Romans. Perhaps.
2 Colophon would hardly have erected the stele if the request had not been granted.
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EPISTULA MANII ACILII AD DELPHOS Early in 190 B.C.
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BIBLIOGRAPHY. H. Pomtow, in W. Dittenberger, S.I.G.3, II (1917), 609-
10; H. Pomtow, Klio, 16 (1920), nos. 117-18, pp. 123ff.; P. Roussel, B.C.H., 56
(1932): 3ff.; G. Daux, Delphes au II° et au I°F siécle (Paris, 1936), pp. 227ff.;

J. A. O. Larsen, “Roman Greece,” in T. Frank, An Economic Survey of Ancient
Rome, IV (Baltimore, 1938), 311-12; M. L. Rostovtzeff, S.EH.H.W., I (1941),
614.

DESCRIPTION. An equestrian statue was crected by the Delphians to honor
Manius Acilius Glabrio, who had freed Delphi and the Amphictyonic League
from Aetolian control toward the end of 191 B.c. A number of inscriptions
were engraved on the base of this statue, including a dedication to Glabrio, a
decree of the city, the present document, and a letter of C. Livius Salinator to
the Delphians. A tentative, and partially inaccurate, description of the
monument has been attempted by Pomtow (Klio, 16 [1920]: 114fF.; cf. the
remarks of Roussel, op. cit., p. 2, n. 3). The block on which this letter of
Acilius Glabrio appeared formed the rear of the monument. Measurements of
the block alone: height, 0.76 m.; width, above, 0.69 m., below, 0.71 m.;
thickness, above, 0.57 m., below, 0.58 m.; height of letters, 0.00s m. The
block itself is of gray limestone. The entire monument was of a type common
to Delphi: a plinth, then three blocks slightly pyramidal, and finally another
plinth, on which the statue rested.
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kal T[&]e moAer. TG [wéded]-
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76 *Avdpoofev[{]8e Todpwviov 35 Tow *Ayerdov Navmakriov
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70 dopowérov *Audiooéos Tav TToAepdpyov Puoréos
76 dp[a] kdvrios KadhimoliTi8os Tav deéiféov Puokéos
76 Pauvéa *Apowoéos Tav Nwkaydpa ‘Hpaxdewwra
76 E[J]pvBovdes *Audiooibos 40 1av Kaddikdéos *Aupiooéo[s]
76 K[p]arivov Tpiréos rav Tavpiwvos *Almraiov
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76 dapapuévov Toddwrio[v]. Tav Adkov dpvomaiov Ta kdTw
vacat Tav *Adeéiudyov *Audioaéos
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70 dapouvérov *Audiooéos. ss  Tav "Aporelda Todpwviov
vacat Tav Oeayéveos Audioaéos
’Ev Bdooa Tav 'loyomdAwos *Audiocidos
70 ’Eyérdeos IThvyovéos. Tav Aduwvos Tpiréos
Tav Edvikov Quvoréos
’Ev Alféou- 60 Tov Mvaoidcov Xadeiéos
70 KaM{arparov IThvyovéos Tav Awpobéov Kaimrodira
16 Aoporpdreos ITAvyovéos. Tov *Apiorobévov *Audioaéos
vacat rav XaAémov Novmraxriov
’Ev Narelou Tov Xapléas Xadelos
70 Zwéévov *Audiooéos 6s 7o ‘Applov “‘HparxdewwriSos
70 *Ayfowvos *Aupiooéos Tav *Aleédvdpov Puoréos
70 Kpiroddov Puoréos. Tav ITpafiduov *Audioaéos
*Ev ’ Avépéou- row. Nucle Pvaxéos
76 Kadlorois Xadeios. Tav Kparivov Tpiréos
70 7av “Aynaurdlos Tpuyovidos
Tav *Alefopévov TTAevpwviov
Tav *Ayire KelMvrodira 1é kdtw
7ow *Aydra KedMurodire ta dvw
rav Plovicov Toddwriov
75 Tav Aloyplos *Aypuwiddos
Tav dapoabféveos Navmarriov
Tav Kpwia Puokéos
T ITippov Navmarriov Badaveia
Tov Edwralov *Admaiov
80 Tav "YBpirdov Olvoaiov.

Text based on that of Roussel. 1 [kard]Avpua, Pomtow; cf. I.G., V, 1, 869. 3 [avrumoi] dvran
mepl; cf. P. Berl. 993. col. Ill. 12. 4 Daux, op. cit., p. 229, n. 2, reads xv[pta since he sees the
upsilon.  4~s [rod 8¢ dowrrod, rpet]fprov dmodeifavres. . . , Sueforydy[ere 6 Sixawov is an alter-
native. 9~10 wdF{pix T& wepi Tijs| 15 an alternative. 17 Perhaps Zemdpen, as Daux reads,
op. cit., p. 229, n. I.
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COMMENTARY. This document falls into two parts: one is a letter from a Roman
magistrate to the Delphians (l. 1~10), and the other a list of properties and houses that
had been given to the god and the city of Delphi.  The fact that the heading of the second
part does not cite the name of the giver but merely records the simple verb éwke would
indicate that “he” is well known from the letter. Thus, once we know who was
responsible for giving all these pieces of property and houses to the city, we shall know
the author of the letter. There is good evidence to show that this person was Manius
Acilius Glabrio, for in another document of later date concerned with the demarcation
of the sacred land at Delphi we learn that Acilius Glabrio had once given the region of
the city called Nerewo to the god.!  Since this same region is mentioned in our document
(1. 28), there can be no doubt that Acilius Glabrio was the author of the letter.2

When Acilius Glabrio freed Delphi from Aetolian control toward the end of 191 B.C.,
it was brought to his attention that Aetolians and Aetolian subjects had gained control of
a considerable part of the area in and around Delphi consisting of property and houses.3
Clearly the Delphians found their presence unacceptable and appealed to Acilius, who
gave the area in question to the god and the city. This amounted to an act of eviction or
expulsion of the Aetolians and their subjects from Delphi. Naturally such an act re-
sulted in a series of complicated legal problems, for our letter indicates that the Delphians
were to set up a tribunal to hear and to judge impartially whatever future litigation might
arise. Of the fifty men and nine women evicted from their holdings forty-six came
from Ozalian Locris and only nine from Aetolia proper. The reason for this would
seem to be the proximity of Delphi to Locris.

Most interesting is the conclusion of the letter, for Acilius pledges himself to use all his
influence in upholding and preserving the ancestral laws of the city and the temple. Itis
unfortunate that we cannot tell precisely what he had to say about the liberty (adrovopia)
of Delphi, although it is certain that it was some statement such as “preserving the
freedom....”4 His sentiments about Delphi coincided with those of Rome in general
during the years that followed.

The letter was written sometime before Glabrio left Greece, in about April of 190 B.C.
Since it mentione lepa! difficulties that had already arisen (1 6), some period of time must
have elapsed between the gift of the property and the composition of the letter. Thus
one would be reasonably safe in assuming that it was written during the first few months
of 190 B.C.5
! For the whole matter see Roussel, op. cit., pp. 6-7. The other document is S.1.G.3, 826 E, col. III,
1. 38, and its date is 125 B.c. See Daux, op. cit., pp. 228-29, and for the events of 125 B.C. his com-
mentary on pp. 381 ff.

2 There is no way of knowing how much of the beginning of the letter is lost. But from the tenor
of the concluding sentences it may be assumed that it was addressed to the Delphians rather than the
Amphictyons. Acilius had been consul for the year 191 B.C. and had been placed in charge of the
war in Greece against the Aetolians and Antiochus. His command ended in about April of 190.

3 It is not known how they gained possession of the property or by what legal means they retained it.
Any irregularity in these matters would have given the Delphians legal justification for asking Acilius
to evict the Aetolians and their subjects. Daux, op. cit., p. 231.

4 The restoration & € dpyijs vmdpyovra mdrp[ix T& mepi Ths] Ths moAews kol Tod iepod
adrovopuias would give much the same sense.

s Roussel, op. cit., pp. 18-19. Acilius, of course, was not in Delphi when he wrote it, but he was
almost certainly still in Greece.
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EPISTULA C. LIVII (SALINATORIS)
AD DELPHOS 189-188 B.C.
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BIBLIOGRAPHY. H. Pomtow, in W. Dittenberger, S.I.G.3, Il (1917), 611;
M. Holleaux, Zrparyyds Smaros, Etude sur la traduction en Grec du titre
consulaire (Paris, 1918), pp. 159-65; K. J. Beloch, Klio, 15 (1918): 382fF,, esp.
400ff.; H. Pomtow, Klio, 16 (1920), no. 119, pp. 130ff.; O. Leuze, Hermes, 58
(1923): 268 ff.; M. Holleaux, B.C.H., 54 (1930): 36, 15-16, and text on pp.
40-41 (=Etudes d'épigraphie et d’histoire grecques, V [Paris, 1957], 250-51, 26162,
and text on pp. 284-85); P. Roussel, B.C.H., 56 (1932): 2 and 23-24; G. Daux,
Delphes au II° et au I°F siécle (Paris, 1936), pp. 262fF.; J. A. O. Larsen, “Roman
Greece,” in T. Frank, An Economic Survey of Ancient Rome, IV (Baltimore, 1938),
285; M. L. Rostovezeff, SEH.H.W., Il (1941), 609; Lewis—Reinhold, Roman
Civilization, I (New York, 1951), 312-13; Johnson, Coleman-Norton, Bourne,
Ancient Roman Statutes, no. 26.

DESCRIPTION. This is a block of gray limestone forming part of the
equestrian statue of Manius Acilius Glabrio in Delphi (see No. 37). Its
measurements are exactly the same as the block carrying the letter of Glabrio to
the Delphians. Height: 0.76 m. Width: above, 0.69 m., below, 0.71 m.
Thickness: above, 0.57 m., below, 0.58 m. The text followed here is that of
Holleaux, which in turn was based on a revision by R. Flacelitre.
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1 Madprov] vi[ds, Pomtow; Madprov vids ot]parnycs, Viereck. 4 amédwrav, Pomtow,
amédooav in Homolle’s copy; axodovfws, Homolle. 6 8idri, Pomtow; 8.4d7t, Homolle; xai,
8r1, Viereck. 15 ywopévawy, Pomtow; yevouévwy, Homolle. 22 ael [m]epaodpeda ael, Pomtow;
8¢ mewpaodueda del, Homolle. 23 xai 8¢ duds, Homolle.

COMMENTARY. The difficulties experienced by Delphi at the hands of the Aetolians
are well known from a series of documents dated in and after 190 B.c.  The present letter
is one of the same series and is especially interesting because of the unusual light it sheds
on the fate of three Delphian envoys (and their state papers) known to us from another
source.

The facts are these: sometime after April, 189 B.C., three envoys from Delphi—Boulon,
Thrasycles, and Orestas—had gone to Rome in order to procure Roman confirmation
of Delphi’s autonomy and freedom, a measure designed in the first instance to rid the
city of Aetolian control (see No. 37). From the present letter we learn that the three
envoys had been murdered while returning from Rome with the senatorial documents
that were the object of their mission (Il. 8-10). Assoon as Delphi learned of the murders
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it sent two other envoys—Herys and Damosthenes (ll. 3-4)—to inform the Roman
Senate and request assistance.  After the two envoys were heard in the Senate, the present
letter was drafted to explain briefly to Delphi what actions the Roman people were
taking in the matter. These actions were four in number: (1) M. Fulvius Nobilior, the
consul of 189 B.c., was to be instructed to track down and punish the murderers (ll.
10-14). (2) The Aetolians were to be ordered to bring back to Delphi whatever they
had removed from the city and thenceforth to cease and desist from similar action (ll.
14-17). (3) The Delphians were to have a free hand in expelling any undcsirable in-
habitants from their city or allowing to remain those people who were acceptable to the
Delphian koinon (ll. 17-20). (4) Copies of the Roman documents previously given to
Boulon and his companions but lost after their murder were given to the present envoys,
Herys and Damosthenes, for delivery to Delphi.

Since the Boulon documents may be dated sometime after April, 189 8.c., we may be
sure that, whatever the exact date of those documents within that year, the present
letter was drafted soon after the murder of the three envoys. The murder of state
officials and the loss of state papers are not matters about which the Delphians would
have delayed very long; immediate action may be assumed. In addition it is obvious
that the letter could not have been written after the news of victory at Same reached
Rome, for the letter expressly states that Fulvius is to begin tracking down the murderers
after affairs at Same have been cleared up (ll. 11-12). Clearly the siege of Same was
going on at the time the letter was written, or else news of the city’s fall had not yet
reached Rome. Holleaux, in an exhaustive and brilliant essay on this letter and the
siege of Same, has shown that the siege lasted from October of 189 B.c. to the end of
January, 188.1 Thus the letter must have been written sometime between October of
189 and late January of 188 (or early February, 188 B.c., allowing time for the news of
Same’s fall to reach Rome).

In line 1 the restoration of the name of the Roman official who presided over the Senate
introduces a nice point in chronology and just might allow us to be more precise in our
dating of the letter. That this official was a consul is evident from his title of [o7] parnyds
vm[ar]os. The two consuls for 189 B.c. were M. Fulvius Nobilior and Cn. Manline
Vulso, but neither was in Rome at the end of the year: Fulvius was in Same, as the letter
itself informs us, and Manlius Vulso was in Asia Minor (Livy 38. 35. 1). The solution
appears to rest upon the deviation of the Roman calendar from the dates of the solar
year.2 The extent of this deviation is seen in the statement by Livy (37. 4. 4) that the
eclipse of the sun in 190 B.C. occurred on the fifth day before the Ides of Quinctilis (July
11), while modern computations have established the fact that it really happened on
1 “Le consul M. Fulvius et le Siége de Samé,” B.C.H., 54 (1930): 1-41 (= Etudes, V, 249-86). It should
also be noted here that the title which Fulvius bears in the letter, orparnyds, is of little value in deter-
mining the date of the letter, for in this period such a title was used for either a consul or a proconsul.
After Fulvius’ consulship was over, his military command in the East was prorogued for a year (Livy.
38.35. 3)-

2 For this whole matter and its connection with Fulvius see the remarks of Holleaux, op. cit., pp. 36-38
(=Etudes. V, 280-81).
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March 14 of that year.3 Keeping this in mind, together with the fact that the Varronian
year of 565 was intercalary, we find that the Ides of March for 188 B.c. actually fell on
November 19 or 20 of 189 B.c. This becomes important when we realize that the con-
suls for 188 B.c., M. Valerius Messala and C. Livius Salinator, were inaugurated as
consuls on the Ides of March in 188 B.c. (Livy 38. 35. 7). Because of the calendar
deviation this inauguration of the new consuls actually took place on November 19 or
20, 189 B.c.+ Therefore, the presiding officer to be restored in the first line of the letter
must be one of the consuls for 188 B.c. Since the available space at the beginning of the
line is rather short for the name M. Valerius Messala to appear, Pomtow restored the
name of C. Livius.$

One final point on this interesting document is worth mentioning. It concerns the
fact that M. Fulvius in particular was directed to investigate the murders at a time when
he was fully occupied with the siege at Same. This could be interpreted to mean that
the murders took place on the island of Cephallenia itself or in the vicinity, where
Fulvius could begin his investigations without delay. It has been observed that in this
period pirates were active in the area and might very well have been responsible.6 To
blame the Aetolians is unwarranted, for, if the Delphians had any sort of evidence,
however flimsy, of Aetolian complicity, we may be sure thay would have exploited it to
the full. In that case, surely, there would have been some reference to it in the letter.
Nevertheless, lack of evidence is not proof of innocence.

3 G. De Sanctis, Storia dei Romani, IV, 1 (Turin, 1923), 368—69.

+ Holleaux, loc. cit. If, as some think, the Varronian year 564 was intercalary (this is doubtful, how-
ever), the inauguration would have taken place on December 12 or 13 of 189 B.c. Holleaux rightly
admits that the matter of such precise dating may be open to scepticism, but just as rightly he maintains
that the Ides of March of the Varronian year 566 could not have preceded the beginning or the course
of the month October, 189 B.c., or have fallen later than about mid-February, 188 B.c.

sIn S.I.G23, 611, n. 1, approved by Holleaux, op. cit., p. 3, n. 2 (=Etudes, V, 250, n. 2).

6 Daux, op. cit., pp. 262—63.
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BIBLIOGRAPHY. L. Couve, B.C.H., 18 (1894), no. 895, pp. 249ff.; H.
Pomtow, Philologus, 54 (1895): 358, n. 3; G. Colin, B.C.H., 24 (1900): 102ff.; G.
Blum, B.C.H., 38 (1914): 29; M. Holleaux, Revue des études anciennes, 19 (1917):
77ff.; H. Pomtow, in Dittenberger, S.I.G.3, I (1917), 826 K; P. Roussel,
B.C.H., 56 (1932): 32-36; G. Daux, Delphes au II® et au I°" siécle (Paris, 1936),
app. VIII, pp. 675-78; R. Flaceliére, Fouilles de Delphes, 111, fasc. 4 (1954), no.
160; Johnson, Coleman-Norton, Bourne, Ancient Roman Statutes, no. 47.

DESCRIPTION. Quadrangular base of gray limestone with a frame of plain
molding; broken at top and on right and left sides. Height: 0.8 m. Width:
0.67 m. Thickness: 0.77 m. On the same stone is a decree of Delphi from
about the middle of the second century B.c. (O.G.L.S., 150= Fouilles de
Delphes, 111, 4, no. 161). The contrast between the lettering of our document
and the decree is striking: that of the decree is very carefully executed in small,
thick letters with apices, while that of our document is work of a different type,
with larger letters and less-regular spacing.

[Mdapklos Awcivios Madpk[ov (?) Aeikoddos (?) arparnyds (?) ai 87-]
[pe] pxor kai 7 ovykdnTos *Apdiktio[ow yaipew: ol ameoTal-]
[pé]vor map’ Sudv mpeofevrai Alaxidals,............. ]
[.a]s, Mvaoi8apos, dvdpes kadoi kai dyabfol, eloeA[fdvres]
[€]is Ty ovyrAnTov, Siedéynoar mepl dv adro[ds dme-]

[o] TéAkeire kol ¥ adykdros dmedéfard Te a[ﬁrc;z)s]
[#]ihodpdvws kabdr mpoaijkey map’ avdpdv ka[Adv]

kayaldv dmeaTaduévovs kol Sufjkovoey ému[eAds]

[7]epi T@v kprrnpiwy kol Yridwy T@v *Audieriov|3-4-]

[mep]i TovTwy é8ofev olTws amoxpfijvar 67 (]

[o0]Te aparpeiohar oire Bi8dver vouilope[v Seiv.]
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Based on Daux. 1 Daux restores the official’s name without mark of interrogation. Pomtow
restores Awcivios Madp[kov vids I'éras, tmatos ‘Pwpaiwy and refers the entire document to the
“Scandal of 125" when a huge deficit in the treasury was discovered. 4 kayafol, Flacelitre.
6 Couve transcribed AITEAEIEATO, which was followed by Colin, Holleaux, and Roussel.
Daux reports that there is no iota on the stone. 9 ’Apgucriovfikav] or *Appucridv[wy].
11 vope{due[vor, Blum; vouilope[v], others; vouilope[v 8eiv], Daux, followed by Flacelitre.

COMMENTARY. Although the freedom of the Amphictyonic League had been
guaranteed by the Peace of Nicias in 421 B.C., its freedom was often one in name only.
The control of the League was a constant source of rivalry among the Greek states and
often led to political intrigue, bribery, and violence. During the third century the
Aetolians actually directed affairs at Delphi as they saw fit, making the League a political
tool. Delphi then took on a more cosmopolitan character and became the second
capital of the League.! And, although nominally an independent state, it found the
Aetolians and their subjects all too frequently intervening in its domestic affairs. Thus,
when Roman arms overthrew the Aetolian confederacy and brought freedom to Delphi
toward the end of 191 B.c., the city and the League had hopes for a brighter future. The
Delphians have been aptly described as opportunists,? quick to sense the turn of events
and the emergence of a new order. We are not surprised, therefore, that they took
immediate steps to profit by the confused conditions in Greece, to make the League more
independent, and to play a more profitable role in its administration. They cultivated
the Romans from the very beginning and succeeded in obtaining from them one docu-
ment after another to establish Roman backing for their political status.3

The greatest obstacles to their plans were the Thessalians, ancient masters of the League,
and the Actolians. For, although the Aetolians no longer controlled affairs at Delphi,
they stubbornly refused to concede defeat. But the quick action of the city in gaining
Roman recognition of its freedom and in evicting Aetolian property owners had done
much to check any future encroachment on the city and the sanctuary. The control of
the League, however, soon passed into the hands of the Thessalians, whose power was
clearly expressed in the reorganization of the League in about 190-186 B.c.# Their
supremacy did not go unchallenged, for from 190 to 168 the Aetolians,5 Macedonians,
and Thessalians all struggled for control. But no single state achieved sufficient voting
power to endanger Delphi, whose ambition was simply to maintain her independence
within the city and the sanctuary. In this she was successful.

After Pydna (168 B.C.) the previous Roman attitude of good will and philhellenism
underwent a change. Greece was free, but Rome was skeptical. Three times Rome
! Daux, op. cit., p. 219.

2 Ibid., p. 313.

3 See the letter of Acilius Glabrio, No. 37; the letter of Spurius Postumius, No. 1, Documents A-B;
the letter of the consul C. Livius (Salinator), No. 38.

4 Daux, op. cit., pp. 280-92.

s The Aetolians were excluded by name from the League, but through the votes of the Aenianians,
Locrians, and the Dorians of the Metropolis their influence and pressure were very real. See ibid.,
pp- 307ff. Even Heraclea represented Aetolian interest.
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had left Greece free; four times would be unthinkable. Thenceforth the political im-
portance of the Amphictyonic League all but disappeared, for there was simply no part
left for it to play in the political life of the Greek states. Nevertheless, the various
members of the League still fought over its control, for the sending of representatives
became a matter of pride and honor.® And, although the general distribution of the
Amphictyonic votes had been settled in the period of the reorganization before Pydna,
enough rivalry remained for the privilege of sending the representatives that within the
member states individual cities and groups quarreled frequently.?

Somewhere within this background of second-century Delphi and the League is to be
found the reason that prompted the Roman Senate, upon request, to send the present
letter to the Amphictyons. The unfortunate lacuna of the first line and the extreme
brevity of the concluding lines complicate its dating and interpretation. But Roussel
and Daux have advanced noteworthy theories. The main difficulties center on three
crucial points.

1. The kpirrjpia ke Yriipor 7dv *Apducridvwr.  The difficulty of this phrase lies in the
fact that we know of two periods in the history of the League in which there were dis-
putes or quarrels involving the votes. The first is the period before Pydna, especially
around the years 190-184 B.C. (reconstitution of the League), in which were decided the
important questions of what states were to be admitted and in what manner the total
number of votes was to be distributed among them. The second begins in about 166
B.C., when we hear of several disputes on the local level concerned with votes within
single states. The words themselves do not admit of a positive interpretation, and the
decision of the Senate ““neither to take away nor to give” is equally obscure. Then, too
kpuripie means either “‘judgments, decisions” or ““tribunals.” Roussel believed the
whole phrase meant “judgments concerning Amphictyonic votes,” making ¢ijdoc
depend upon kpirrjpia®  And Daux is ready to believe that, if the phrase does refer to
the internal organization of the League, the document must be dated prior to Pydna.
The phrase, however, is not precise enough to allow us to make positive statements.
We must look elsewhere for further evidence.

2 The Envoys. . Fortunately, the two envoys, Mnasidamos and Aiakidas, may be of
additional help in dating the letter. A secretary of the Amphictyons in the period of its
reorganization was a Corinthian named Mnasidamos, and it is just possible that he might
be the envoy of our letter. In 191-190 B.C. we know that a certain Aiakidas was
strategos of the Thessalians, and he could have exercised the duties of representative to the
League.'® This may be coincidental, but at least it may be used to lend support to a
date before Pydna.

6 Ibid., p. 343. Throughout the Hellenistic period there was also a decline in the importance of the
Delphicoracle. See H. W. Parke and D. E. W. Wormell, The Delphic Oracle?, I (Oxford, 1956), 260ff.

7 For the quarrels after Pydna see Daux, op. cit., chap. VI, pp. 326ff.

8 Roussel, op. cit., p. 35. For a different interpretation see also Holleaux, op. cit., p. 80, n. 3.
9 S.I1.G.3, 11, 613 (=Daux, op. cit., pp. 281ff., 1l. 1-2), for Mnasidamos.

10 See I.G., IX, 2, 24, and Daux, op. cit., p. 677.
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3. The Roman Magistrate. A third piece of evidence that might suggest a date before
Pydna would be most welcome. Daux (and Blum) soon saw that in 186 B.c. there was a
praetor peregrinus called M. Licinius Lucullus, whose name would fit the lacuna of line 1
very nicely. Such a date for the letter would correspond well with the reorganization
of the League, the period in which we would expect quarrels to be most prevalent.!!

When one considers these three points as a whole, one must admit that there is a
strong possibility that the date of the letter is 186 B.c., but, as Daux himself admits, it is
still only a possibility. All that we may safely say is that, perhaps in 186 B.c., some con-
troversy avout Amphictyonic votes and tribunals (or judgments) became so involved
that the Roman Senate was asked its opinion; the Senate answered that nothing (votes ?)
should be given or taken away. There the matter must rest. The attempt by Pomtow
to refer this letter to the deficit in the Delphian treasury in the last quarter of the second
century has little to support it.12

' Daux, op. cit., pp. 677-78. For the praetorship of M. Licinius Lucullus see Livy 39. 18. 1 and
Broughton, Magistrates, 1, 371.
12 Daux, op. cit., p. 676.
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LEGATI ROMANI DE PERSEO REGE
AD AMPHICTIONES 171-170 B.C.
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BIBLIOGRAPHY. H. Pomtow, Neue Jahrbiicher fiir Philologie und Pidagogik,
153 (1896): 760; A. Nikitski, Journal du ministére de I'instruction publique, April,
1906, pp. 174ff., with photograph of squeeze (deceptive, since the letters had
been penciled in); A. J.-Reinach, B.C.H., 34 (1910): 249-53, with excellent
photograph; H. Pomtow, in W. Dittenberger, S.I.G.3, II (1917), 643; G. Colin,
Fouilles de Delphes, 111, 4 (1930), no. 75, pp. 108-16, with Plate X, 3; G. Daux,
Delphes au II° et au I°T siécle (Paris, 1936), pp. 319-25; M. L. Rostovtzeff,
S.E.H.H.W., Il (1941), 1460-61, n. 14; Lewis-Reinhold, Roman Civilization, I
(New York, 1951), no. 71, pp. 184-85; E. Bikermann, REG., 66 (1953): 486~
87; P. Meloni, Perseo e la fine della monarchia macedone, Annali Univer. Cagliari
XX (Rome, 1953), pp- 241-43; Johnson, Coleman-Norton, Bourne, Ancient
Roman Statutes, no. 29.

DESCRIPTION. Stele of white marble found at Delphi in 1887. Maximum
dimensions: height, 0.44 m.; width, 0.26 m.; thickness, 0.06 m.; height of
letters, 0.006 m. It may have formed part of the famous monument of
Aemilius Paulus. The lettering is small and carefully executed, omicron and
theta being smaller than the other letters.
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A. Pomtow, following Nikitski
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There is room on the stone for two lines before the visible tau of our first line. 2 Pomtow read
ovre v[- -, but this is almost certainly wrong. Colin says, *‘ peut-étre trace d'un O aprés ONT,”
and from the photograph one can clearly see that the pitted surface of the stone led Pomtow into
thinking of an alpha. Dim and deceptive traces of grooves are visible at this point on the stone.
3 Viereck (notes) follows Colin here, as everywhere in the present text. s Colin believes the letter
before nreis round. 6 The restorations of the text from here to 1. 33 are all based on the edition by
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Nikitski. His restorations were made only to illustrate the general meaning and were not intended
to be exact and accurate in detail. Pomtow used them for the edition in S.I.G.3, and Colin ac-
cepted many of them. However, Colin believed that the stele had been built into the monument
of Aemilius Paulus in Delphi. He was forced, therefore, according to his calculations of the space
available on the monument, to shorten the length of each line of the inscription. This is an as-
sumption on his part and is not to be accepted as fact (cf. Daux, op. cit., p. 320, n. 2). 14 After
yevduev[e] Colin notes that “un T est sfir, et ensuite un £2 est probable,” but Reinach agrees with
Pomtow’s reading. 20 Colin thinks he sees OYZTO at the beginning of the line with only
enough space before it for one letter. Nikitski read nothing before THN. Reinach adopted
pouvro from a reading by Bourguet. Colin seems able to distinguish INTS2 at the beginning of
1. 21, but Reinach reads KAI.  In 22 the traces of letters are very difficult to read as far as AZZQN,
but Colin thinks of Y44 or YAA before mpdoowy, not PIZTA; Reinach has ra mpdoowr. 25
Colin sees TOYZ, not TOIZ. 27 The theta of ¢Bonf[- - seems to have been superimposed on a
tau, almost totally obliterating it. 30 The engraver first engraved AIT0AAOM, but then an
upsilon was engraved on the second lambda. 31 The brackets are missing in S.I.G.3 for this line.
32 Colin believes that Pomtow’s original reading of ZXOIH is more reasonable than Nikitski’s
PXEIH. 133 Colin sees the trace of a round letter at the end. 34 “2la fin, ITAZ trés net,” Colin;
it is visible on the photograph. Reinach, émi mAe[ioTov - - .

COMMENTARY. Eumenes II of Pergamum arrived at Rome in 172 B.C. and ad-
dressed the Senate on the matter of Perseus, King of Macedonia, and his dynastic plans
for expansion and power.! He began by outlining the Macedonian king’s abilities, his
military frame of mind, his prestige and popularity among the Boeotians and the
Achaeans, and the legacy of war against Rome which he had inherited from his father.
Then he turned from general observations to specific charges:

Abrupolim, socium atque amicum vestrum, regno expulit; Arthetaurum Illyrium, quia scripta ab
eo quaedam vobis comperit, socium item atque amicum vestrum, interfecit; Eversam et Callicritum
Thebanos, principes civitatis, quia liberius adversus eum in concilio Boeotorum locuti fuerant
delaturosque ad vos quae agerentur, professi erant, tollendos curavit; auxilium Byzantiis adversus
foedus tulit; Dolopiae bellum intulit; Thassaliam et Doridem cum exercitu pervasit ut in bello
intestino deterioris partis auxilio meliorem affligeret; confudit et miscuit omnia in Thessalia
Perrhaebiaque spe novarum tabularum, ut manu debitorum obnoxia sibi optimates opprimeret.?

“ “I'e purpose of Eumenes in making such a speech was to convince the Senate that
Perseus posed a danger to the peace of Greece and that steps should be taken to halt his
growing power. And, although many of the senators must have felt that some of the
charges brought against Perseus by Eumenes were motivated by his hatred of the
Macedonian king, his speech, at any rate, made a profound impression upon the majority
of them. It was considered so important, in fact, that a cloak of secrecy was thrown over

! Livy 42. 11-14 gives us a lengthy account of his visit and speech to the Senate. See P. V. M.
Benecke, C.A.H., 8 (1930): 256—57; F. Geyer, R.E., s.v. * Perseus,” cols. 1004—5; Meloni, op. cit., pp.
150-66, with a wealth of detail and discussion. For the social and political conditions in Greece at
this time see A. Passerini, Athenaeum, 11 (1933): 309ff.; Rostovtzeff, S.E.H.H.W., I (1941), 611-15,
and III, 1460-61, n. 14; Meloni, op. cit., chap. III; E. Bikermann, R.E.G., 66 (1953): 479—506; cf.
the S.C. de Thisbensibus (No. 2) and the standard histories of the period.

2 Livy 42. 13. 5-9.
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that particular meeting of the Senate. The general public knew only that Eumenes had
spoken. The contents of the speech were kept an official secret until after Pydna.3

Diplomatic envoys were sent out that very year to regain or strengthen the support of
the Hellenistic kings for the cause of Rome. A propaganda mission was dispatched to
the Greek mainland under Q. Marcius Philippus, who met with Perseus himself at the
Peneus River. The envoy’s purpose in meeting Perseus was to win time for the
mobilization and transportation of Roman military forces, hardly a noble procedure.+
But it was successful. In the course of the negotiations Marcius repeated the charges
made against Perseus by Eumenes and insinuated that Perseus may have tried to murder
Eumenes on his way home from Rome.5

Not long after the conference at the Peneus the war officially began (171 B.c.). It was
brought to an end with the Roman victory in 168 B.C. at Pydna.

With these facts in mind let us examine our document. That it is a letter can be
deduced easily from the words fjuer [épovs] and dués (Il 15 and 34) and from the use of
the second person of the verb 8[tot] kfire and the first person of fueis mepreAdBopev (Il.
6 and 16).

Despite its fragmentary state enough significant phrases are extant to identify the
subject matter. These phrases are the following: Perseus, contrary to what is proper

. (L. 7), the Pythian games (l. 8), .......... marched with an army against the
Temple [of Apollo in Delphi] ....... (l. 12), .... and to destroy it (I. 13), .... the
Thracians being our [friends and allies] ... (. 15), ........ and he expelled [Abrou]polis
from his kingdom ..... (. 15-16), ...... he came to such a degree of madness . ...
(L 19), coovnnnnn [he planned to murder] King Eumenes . ... (Il. 29-30). . These frag-

ments and the others remind one strongly of the list of charges brought by Eumenes
against Perseus in 172 B.C. (Livy 42. 13. §-9, quoted above). A close study will reveal
that our document is actually a listing of those very same charges. Nikitski was the
first to use the passages in Livy and Polybius to restore the lacunae in the document.
Since the inscription was found at Delphi it must have been addressed either to the
city or to the Amphictyons at Delphi. In view of its subject matter, clearly one of very
broad political 1mphcatlons (and therefore of interest to all the Greeks rather than one
individual city), it was almost certainly addressed to the Delphian Amphictyons.6 They
in turn could have made it known to all the representatives at one of their meetings.
3 Livy 42. 14. 1: Haec oratio movit patres conscriptos. Ceterum in praesentia nihil, praeterquam fuisse

in curia regem, scire quisquam potuit: eo silentio clausa curia erat. Bello denique perfecto, quaeque dicta ab
rege quaeque resp essent ere.

+ See F. W. Walbank, ““A Note on the Embassy of Q. Marcius Philippus, 172 B.c.,” J.R.S, 31 (1941):
82-93. Meloni follows Walbank’s chronology of the events, but he also follows De Sanctis (Storia
dei Romani, IV, 1, 398) in regarding Livy 42. 36. 8-9 as of Polybian origin. This causes a difficulty;
see F. W. Walbank, J.H.S., 75 (1955): 194 (review of Meloni).

5 Livy 42. 40-43; Polybius 22. 18; Appian Maced. 11; Diodorus 29. 33; see Meloni, op. cit., pp.
177-78, 180-82, 185-91.  For the attempt on the life of Eumenes see ibid., pp. 162-64. It took place
at Delphi in sacrato loco ante aras (Livy 42. 40. 8) on the return of Eumenes from Rome to his
kingdom.

6 See Nikitski, loc. cit., Colin, loc. cit., and Meloni, op. cit., pp. 241-42.
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Who wrote it? King Eumenes is excluded, for his name appears in the document in
the third person (I. 29). Considering the subject matter again and the obviously
belligerent tone toward the Macedonian king, it could only have emanated from some
Roman source. And, if it is true that the stele had once formed part of the monument
of Aemilius Paulus, as Colin thinks, then the matter of Roman authorship is virtually
assured. However, there is no solid proof that such is the case.

The important historical issue at stake here is the reason why Rome would even write
such a letter. The motive may be found in the political atmosphere prevailing in the
Greek states on the mainland on the eve of the third Macedonian War. The Greeks in
the various cities were divided into several groups, each group having its own views
about Rome and Macedonia: some of the Greeks were completely pro-Roman, others
were toadies to Perseus, while a third group preferred the Romans to Perseus only as
the lesser of two evils.” The situation was explosive: the dynastic policy of Perseus, the
divided loyalties of Greeks, the fear of a resurgent Macedonia in the mind of Eumenes,
and the growing belief that war between Rome and Macedonia was inevitable. Then
the speech of Eumenes to the Roman Senate clearly turned Roman minds even more
swiftly to the contemplation of war. The atmosphere was charged. But preparations
were necessary. The mainland of Greece was an indispensable military theater of
operations, one to be held at all costs.  Therefore, the adherence of Greece to the Roman
cause was a necessity. The Greeks had to be convinced, not merely overwhelmed by
military superiority. Hence, diplomacy and propaganda were employed. Personal
envoys were sent in large numbers to win over those Greeks of wavering sentiments and
to retain the loyalty of the pro-Romans. No efforts were spared to secure friends in
Greece in the period 172~170 B.c. Therefore, a general proclamation by the Delphian
Ampbhictyons to their members concerning the crimes allegedly committed by Perseus
might be an effective means to help achieve that end. The present document would
seem to be just such a device of propaganda.?

If it is a piece of propaganda, and I believe that it is, then clearly it must have been
written before the end of the war (168 B.c.). Colin thought it was written and set up on
public display after Prdna boe his view seeme mistaken.®  Propagands cervesno purpose
after the objective has been gained. The early years of the war (171-170 B.C.) appear to
be the period in which the letter was written.

7 Livy 42. 30.
8 See esp. Rostovtzeff, loc. cit.
9 The arguments of Daux (op. cit., pp. 322-25) on this matter appear to be decisive.
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EPISTULA (MAGISTRATUS ROMANI ?)
AD ERESIOS Second Century B.C.

SiisinisiinisiiHH SIS S RS R R NSRS

BIBLIOGRAPHY. F. Hiller von Gaertringen, I.G., XII, suppl. (1939), no. 123,
p- 37; S. Accame, Rivista di filologia, 74 (1946): 106.

DESCRIPTION.  Stele found in Eresus. Maximum height: 0.12 m.
Maximum width: 0.165 m. Thickness: 0.11 m. Height of letters: 0.008-
o.012 m. Good lettering of the second century 5.c.
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COMMENTARY. Sometime between 200 and 167 B.C. a league of the Lesbians was
formed for the prosperity and friendly co-existence of its members : Mytilene, Methymna,
Antissa, and Eresus. The event that sparked this new spirit of co-operation on the island
must have been either the defeat of Philip or that of Antiochus, for clearly the freeing of
the island from Ptolemaic domination and the introduction of a new and sterner Roman
policy in Eastern affairs against Philip—and later against Antiochus—must have made the
Lesbians realize that they would have to present a united front in order to achieve the
*“common safcty” as well as the *“growth and harmony” mentioned in their treaty.!
The sincerity and strength of the union are attested by its duration, for, with perhaps only
a relatively short interruption, it continued to exist until at least the second half of the
second century A.D. Clearly it enjoyed the favor of Rome. Mytilene, its most power-
ful member, had aided Rome in the war against Antiochus.?2  Silvio Accame, therefore,
has suggested that the present letter was written in those early days of the league and,
following a suggestion of F. Hiller von Gaertringen, that its author may have been a
Roman praetor.  Of this there is no proof.

The city of Eresus certainly had first-hand connections with the Romans, for the pres-
ence of a well-known family of negotiatores in Eresus implies business affairs.3

' I.G., XI, 1064 b, 1. 13 and 33. For the history of the league see Accame, op. cit., pp. 104-21.

2 Livy 37. 12. 5: Livius omni classe, cui adiunxerat duas triremes Mitylenaeas, Phocaeam petit.

3 In a list of Eresian proxeni (I.G., XII, suppl. [1939], no. 127, page 39 we have a IIdmAov *ApéAhiov
Korr[av? The Arellii had been established on Delos since early in the second century B.c. and from
there, evidently, spread out to other locations. J. Hatzfeld, Les trafiquants italiens dans I'Orient
hellénique (Paris, 1919), has located them on Naxos, Boeotia, and Delos; see his list on p. 385, with
references. To his list should now be added the one from Eresus and another, from Thera (I.G.,
XII, 3 [suppl.), 1643); cf. A.E., 1926, 9. The most interesting of these is the Eresian Publius Arellius
Cotta.
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EPISTULA MAGISTRATUS ROMANI
AD AMPHICTIONES ca. 125 B.C. ?

Lisnssiaisisisisiasisigaininisisisiaisiaisiaiaiaisiniaisisiaiaiaisiaiaisiaraiaiaieiey

BIBLIOGRAPHY. C. Wescher, Etude sur le monument bilingue de Delphes

(= Mémoires présentés par divers savants a I' Académie des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres,
1st ser., VIII) (Paris, 1868), pp. 119-26; G. Colin, B.C.H., 27 (1903): 104-21;

M. N. Tod, International Arbitration Amongst the Greeks (Oxford, 1913), pp. 19—
20; H. Pomtow, in W. Dittenberger, S.I.G.3, II (1917), 826 A; G. Daux, Delphes
au II° et au I°F siécle (Paris, 1936), pp. 376-77; J. A. O. Larsen, “Roman
Greece,” in T. Frank, An Economic Survey of Ancient Rome, IV (Baltimore, 1938),
306; M. L. Rostovtzeff, S.EH.H.W., Il (1941), 756.

DESCRIPTION. A badly damaged block discovered by Wescher at Delphi,
now bearing the number 717, which had originally formed part of the
orthostates of the Temple of Apollo. For a sketch of the block and its position
among the other documents of the same dossier see Colin, op. cit., Plate L.
Height: 0.45 m. Width: 0.41 m. Thickness: 0.38 m. Wescher indicates that
the mean height of the letters is 0.005 m.
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Text based on Colin, Pomtow, and Viereck (notes). 2 [I'vaios Koprijhios Zioéva arparnyos
dvfvmaros éu Makedo]vier Pomtow and Viereck. s At the beginning: [unvés (Cronert, in
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notes of Viereck). At the end: Jedw, Colin; dmooré|Mw, Pomtow. 13-14 [mepi iepdv Kai
Tepévjous kal ol[kjoewy - - - - - 1@ t0 " A}méMw(vos (Cronert, in notes of Viereck). 20 The
end of this letter is indicated by a short vacat, and then on the same line begins the catalog of
the Amphictyones (S.I.G.3, 826 B).

COMMENTARY. During the archonship of Eukleidas at Delphi (ca. 125, 119/18, or
118/17 B.C.), a huge deficit was discovered in the treasury of the Pythian Apollo.* The
amount of money was so large and the feelings of so many were aroused that the matter
was brought to the attention of the Roman Senate by thirteen Delphians who had been
sent into exile because of the affair. It was clearly robbery or embezzlement on a grand
scale. After hearing the thirteen Delphians and a counter-embassy, probably composed
of their adversaries, the Senate issued a decree. The decree itself is lost, but the present
letter from the Macedonian governor indicates its essential contents: there is to be an
immediate meeting of the Amphictyonic Council to investigate the matter and to make
an inventory of the total assets of the treasury. The decree of the Senate certainly must
have instructed the governor of Macedonia (who would of course have jurisdiction over
Greece at this time) to write to the Amphictyonic Council and communicate the will of
the Senate. Unfortunately this letter is badly mutilated, but the phrases “treasury,”
“flocks,” ““ decree of the Senate,” “Apollo,” “that you see to it,” and *“that you vote on
the matter in accordance with the decree of the Senate” would indicate that a full
investigation of the deficit was to be made. An extraordinary session of the Council was
duly ordered, an inventory made, and a deficit of fifty talents announced. All other
assets of the treasury, whether Apollo’s or not, were investigated, including the herds
belonging to the temple and the location of the boundaries of the sacred territory.
Responsibility for the loss was determined and a fine against each one was levied. The
entire affair has been called by Georges Daux “The Scandal of 125,” and, although the
date is only approximate, the designation is a happy one.?

When this session of the Council adjourned, appropriately enough a record of the
procecdings was inscribed on the orthostates of the Temple of Apollo. Very large
frogmente of thic doesier hove boen found, which, decpite their fragmentary neture, shew
that there were eight major documents: (1) our letter from the Macedonian governor;
(2) catalog of the Amphictyons, the Hieromnemones, and the Agoratres; (3) speech of
the Ampbhictyons; (4) estimate of the deficit in the treasury; (5) demarcation of the

! For the date of Eukleidas see Daux, op. cit., pp. 622-23; G. Klaffenbach, Gnomon, 1938, p. 20; Daux,
Chronologie Delphique, p. s9. Pomtow, op. cit., 704 E, n. 4, puts his archonship in 117 B.c. but does
not exclude 119/18. Klaffenbach prefers 119/18 or 118/17 B.C., while Daux, with hesitation, says
*“vers 125 2” and admits that one of the later years is not impossible.

2 The documents relating to the affair were first studied by Wescher and Colin, but the account
given by Daux, op. cit., pp. 372-86 and 699~707, is extremely valuable, not only fog the new material
to be found in it, but also for the chronological and prosopographical observations. To study the
documents properly one should begin with the article by Colin and then read the remarks by Daux.
The texts may be found in Dittenberger’s S.1.G.3, 11, 826 A-I (no. 826 K has nothing to do with the
affair and actually belongs to an earlier age; see No. 39).
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territory belonging to Apollo; (6) evaluation of the deficit discovered in the accounts
separate from those of Apollo; (7) evaluation of the deficit in the account attributable to
the temple herds; (8) amount of the fine imposed on the “culprits.”” Below these
documents was inscribed a decree of C. Avidius Nigrinus, a legate of Trajan, whose
intervention in the affairs of Delphi was necessitated by fresh boundary disputes at that
late date.3

Since the exact year in which this scandal took place cannot be determined, it would
be hazardous to supply the name of the Macedonian governor in the second line, as
Pomtow has done. It may well be, of course, that Cn. Cornelius Sisenna was the
governor who sent this letter to the Council, but, until the exact date of Eukleidas and
the extent of Sisenna’s office can be discovered, I prefer to leave the second line un-
restored.

3 For the decree see C.I.L., Ill, 567 (=ibid., 7303, and cf. suppl., p. 987; S.I.G.3, II, 827). For C.
Avidius Nigrinus see E. Groag and A. Stein, Prosopographia Imperii Romani?, 1 (Berlin, 1933), no.
1408.
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EPISTULA Q. FABI MAXIMI
AD DYMAEOS 11§ B.C. ¢

[Stone]
Hssinisiaaisisisisisisisisisisiasiaiaiainisiaisiaisiaisisiaiaiaiaiaiaiataiainioieieio)

BIBLIOGRAPHY. H. J. Rose, Inscriptiones Graecae Vetustissimae (Cambridge,
1825), pp. 393 and 405ff.; A. Boeckh, C.I.G., 1(1828), 1543; E. L. Hicks, 4
Manual of Greek Historical Inscriptions (Oxford, 1882), no. 202; P. Viereck, Sermo
Graecus (Gottingen, 1888), no. IV, pp. 3—5; W. Dittenberger, S.I.G.2, I (1898),
316; T. W. Beasley, Classical Review, 14 (1900): 162-64; G. Colin, Rome et la
Grece de 200 & 146 avant ].-C. (Paris, 1905), pp. 654ff.; M. Holleaux, Hermes, 49
(1914): 583, n. 4; F. Hiller von Gaertringen, in W. Dittenberger, S.I.G.3, II
(1917), 684; Abbott-Johnson, Municipal Administration in the Roman Empire
(Princeton, 1926), no. 9, p. 261; J. A. O. Larsen, *“Roman Greece,” in T.
Frank, An Economic Survey of Ancient Rome, IV (Baltimore, 1938), 307; S.
Accame, Il dominio romano in Grecia dalla guerra acaica ad Augusto (Rome, 1946),
PP. 9-10, 33-34, 149-53; Lewis-Reinhold, Roman Civilization, I (New York,
1951), no. 127, p. 319; T. R. S. Broughton, The Magistrates of the Roman
Republic, 11 (New York, 1952), 644; Johnson, Coleman-Norton, Bourne,
Ancient Roman Statutes, no. 40.

DESCRIPTION. A marble slab broken in four pieces, discovered by L.
Hawkins in 1797 in the ruins of Dyme in Achaea. It is now in the
Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge, where I examined it in September of 1967.
It is 0.59 m. high, 0.53 m. wide, and has a maximum thickness of 0.14 m. In
lines 1-2 the letters are 0.015 m. high, but elsewhere only 0.008 m. There is a
small molding at the top, 0.61 m. wide. Very often, but not consistently, the
horizontai ¢enutal bar of e epsiion is separaied itoni theiveiical bar The
letters are very carefully inscribed.
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1-2 The letters here are larger than in the rest of the text. There is a very small epsilon before
Emi. 7 APXQN, stone. 12 I follow Beasley’s reading of 8urj[A]fo|uev év [IT]drpaus. 13

"Ko[raaxevny], Coiin, foliowed by Hiiler and Viereck (notes), the latter previousiy having restored

xa[raBoliy]; ke[rdmepav], Dobree and Hicks. mowovpevo(i rois “ENnot méo]w, Wilamowitz
(among the works of Viereck), followed by Hiller and Viereck (notes); ) xodaoréx éor]ww, Dobree,
followed by Boeckh and Hicks; ov ud|[vov yap, Wilamowitz, s, Dobree; dre, Boeckh. 14
dowvad [« €[{xs], Beasley, followed by Hiller and Viereck (notes) ; xpe[wromias], Foucart (among
the works of Beasley); xpe[las tijs kat’ idiav], Dobree and Hicks. 14-15 oikeix], Beasley, who
says he made out a bar that might be part of the alpha. 16 Hicks saw the gamma of éy[w]. 20
ma[p]exp(n)oe, Beasley, who could not see the rhoj this is apparently the only occurence of the
verb and is equivalent to mapédwra. 21 Pop)piokov, Boeckh. 22 Beasley saw the sigma of roi]s.
25-26 Tob év[drov unvd]s, Dittenberger, followed by others. 27 Dobree restored Smw]s v [u7)
w]pdrevov émd[v]eo[L mpd]s olkov, éx[v u]7; but Viereck objected to émws v with the future
indicative. Wilamowitz (among the works of Viereck) suggested 76 86¢]av.

COMMENTARY. There are four consulars who could have been the Q. Fabius
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Maximus mentioned in line 3: the consul of 145 B.c. (Aemilianus), of 142 B.c. (Ser-
vilianus), of 121 B.c. (Allobrogicus), or of 116 B.c. (Eburnus). Boeckh originally
thought that it was Aemilianus, the date of his consulship being closer to the formation
of Macedonia as a Roman province, but he did not exclude the possibility that it might
be any of the others. However, since the first three of these men were consular pro-
magistrates in Spain or Gaul, it has been thought most recently that Q. Fabius Maximus
Eburnus wrote the letter.!

Dyme, situated on the southern coast of the Gulf of Patrae and at once the most
western of all Achaean cities, is known from Polybius (2. 41) to have been an early
member of the Achaean League in the third century B.c. That it was a city of no small
importance can be gathered from the fact that Polybius also tells us (4. 59) it took a very
active part in the military operations of the League. In addition, one of its citizens, a
certain Miccus, became the dmoorpdmyyos of the Achaeans.

Our letter gives us direct proof of a revolutionary movement in Dyme after the for-
mation of the province of Macedonia. Achaea was then under the supervision of the
Macedonian governor, and such a movement would naturally have fallen into his
sphere of authority. A certain Sosus was the ringleader of the whole affair, described as
a odyyvois, meaning here “confusion,” “disorder,” or perhaps ‘“breach of the peace.”
That it was no small episode may be seen in the plans of the conspirators. They must
have established some sort of an organization, for they enacted “laws contrary to the
type of government granted to the Achaeans by the Romans.” This implies rather
grandiose plans. The movement had reached the point of violence—the city hall had
been burned down and the records destroyed—when the Dymean ovvedpor sent a
report to the governor. Q. Fabius, in Patrae with his advisory board, listened to the
evidence and passed judgment on the men. Sosus and Phormiscus were found guilty
and were condemned to death. A third conspirator was ordered to Rome to stand
trial. That ended the matter.

It is important to note, as Accame has done, that here Dyme has its own magistrates
and enjoys autonomy within the limits imposed by Rome in 146 B.c. One might also
snggest thar I{':r]l»m_iqg wrae P!-r)]-\;.]-\ly the leader nf the pro-R oman narry 2 A few genera-
tions after the conspiracy of Sosus we learn that Pompeius settled many pirates in Dyme
because at that time it was underpopulated (Plutarch Pomp. 38; cf. Appian Mithr. 96).
Also, in 44 and 27 B.c., it was the site of a Roman colony (Pliny N.H. 4. 4. 13; cf. E.
Kornemann, R.E., s.v. “coloniae,” col. 530).

1 F, Miinzer, R.E., s.v. “Fabius,” col. 1794, believed that the writer of the letter was Aemilianus,
but his belief rested basically upon the assumption that he was identical with the Q. Fabius who led a
Roman embassy to Crete in connection with a dispute between Hierapytnia and Itanus. Since that
embassy is now known to have taken place at a later date than he realized, his identification will no
longer hold; see the commentary to No. 14, and cf. Accame, op. cit., p. 149. Broughton, loc. cit., now
believes that it was probably the consul of 116 B.c. who addressed the letter to Dyme. Whether he
was also the Q. Fabius who headed the embassy (ca. 113 B.C.) is unknown.

2 Boeckh and Hicks thought that Kyllanion was the name of a city, Cyllene. For the phrase ol wep{
with the accusative, see S. Dow, T.A.P.A., 91 (1960): 382-409, esp. 395-409.
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EPISTULAE MAGISTRATUUM

ROMANORUM AD COLLEGIA Last half of
ARTIFICUM BACCHIORUM second century B.C.
[Squeeze]

jDlsislalsisiaisisiaisisisisiaisisinisiaisiaisinisisiisisiiiis i s IS Sistey

BIBLIOGRAPHY. H. G. Lolling, Athen. Mitt., 3 (1878), no. 2, p- 140; W.
Dittenberger, I.G., VII (1892), 2413-14; P. Foucart, Revue de philologie, 23
(1899): 257; G. Colin, B.C.H., 30 (1906): 279, n. 1; F. Poland, Geschichte des
griechischen Vereinswesens (Leipzig, 1909), p. 137; A. Wilhelm, Jahreshefte, 17
(1914): 70~71; G. Klaffenbach, Symbolae ad historiam collegiorum artificum
Bacchiorum (Diss., Berlin, 1914), pp. 24-28; M. Holleaux, Zrparnyds “Ymaros,
Etude sur la traduction en Grec du titre consulaire (Paris, 1918), p- s, n.2; F
Miinzer, R.E., s.v. ““Mummius,” col. 7a, in the Nachtrdge to XVI (1st half-vol.,
1933), col. 1203; F. Poland, R.E., s.v. “Technitai,” in the Nachtrige to V A (2nd
half-vol., 1934), cols. 2491 and 2503; R. Herzog, Sitzungsberichte der Koniglich
Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, Phil.-hist. Klasse, 1935, p. 974; G.
Daux, Delphes au II° et au I°F siécle (Paris, 1936), p. 358, n. 1; M. Segre,

Rivista di filologia, 16 (1938): 259; M. L. Rostovtzeff, S.E.H.H.W., III (1941),
1463, n. 22, and 1561, n. 17; S. Accame, Il dominio romano in Grecia dalla guerra
acaica ad Augusto (Rome, 1946), pp. 2-15; M. Gelzer, Gnomon, 21 (1949): 21-22;
T. R. S. Broughton, The Magistrates of the Roman Republic, Il (New York, 1952),
644-45; H. Bengtson, Griechische Geschichte? (Munich, 1960), p. 491, n. 4.

DESCRIPTION. Found at Thebes. Mr. Sacantis Symeonoglou, curator of
the museum at Thebes, has kindly sent me a photograph of the stone and a new
squeeze. He has also supplied me with the following dimensions: height,

0.333 m.; width, 0.336 m.; thickness, 0.090 m.; height ot letters, 0.008 m.

The lettering is clear and carefully executed, except for line 9, which is much
less legible.
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IPEEPREPR JoYIE[JoIL....]
[Moxedovian] i ‘Pwypeiwy émapyeion kai fs émdpyovg[w]
-~ L3 ’ -~ A o -~ ’ \
[rfis ‘EMd&Sos]| avyxwpd Suiv évexev Tod diovioov kali]
[r@v &Mwy Oe|dv kal Tob éminSevparos ob mpoeariji[aTe]
[Spds movrdme]gw dAerTovpyrirous elvon kai avemoTaf-

/’ AR -~ A ) ’ ’ k) ~
[nevrous Kol dred]els kai dv[e]apd[p]ovs mdams elodopd|s]
[od abrods kol y]uvaikas kal Tékva Ews dv els A rioav]

3 \ Y \ -~
[av8pucny é€ikw]yTon Kabws mapexaleire. vacat

vacat  [a]yadfi TVxn.  vacat
[- - 13-14 - - -] orparyyos Gmaros ‘Pwpai[wv, 78]

[kowd T@v mepl] Tov didvvoov Texnr[@v Tav én’ lw] -
[vias kai ‘EXmomd]yrov ki tédv mep[i Tov Kabnyeud) -

[ve dibvvooy - - - - - - |KPAT[---------- ]

3-4 For the combination “Dionysus and the other gods” Klaffenbach refers to Fouilles de
Delphes, TII, 2, 7, 1. 45. 6 The new squeeze clearly shows AN..ZPO0.0YZ. 7-8 jAi[wiav
avdpucriy, Wilamowitz; fAifxiav éNBwor, Dittenberger; fAixiav iy mpooiikovoav, Viereck
(notes). 10 [Aevxios Moppios], Klaffenbach; [Mdapros Aeifios], Accame. 13 Klaffenbach
suggests kal Tois U] Kpdr[wvos Zwriyov ouv|nypévois *Arradiorais xaipew] aut similia.

COMMENTARY. Here we have the remains of two official Roman letters addressed
to the guilds of Dionysiac Artists, the first almost certainly to the Isthmian-Nemean
guild, the second to the Ionian-Hellespontine. The author of the second one, whose
name would have appeared in line 10, could have been either a consul or a proconsul.®
Not enough of this letter is extant to allow us to form any idea of its contents, but the
fact that it is addressed to the Ionian-Hellespontine guild is interesting. No positive
and satisfactory reason has ever been given to account for such a letter’s being published
in Thebes.2 The first letter grants the members of the Isthmian-Nemean guild the
privileges of freedom from local liturgies, from the burden of giving quarters to
military personnel, and from every kind of tax, both for themselves and their families.

The most debated question raised by this inscription concerns the 1dentity ot the writer.
All early scholars interested in the text believed, in varying degrees of certainty, that he

! Holleaux, op. cit., pp. 1-2, n. 2. The title aTparnyds Smaros could mean consul or proconsul.

2 The only scholar, to my knowledge, who has seriously tried to explain the presence of the second
letter in the city of Thebes is Klaffenbach, and, although certainly not positive or completely ac-
ceptable, his explanation is worthy of notice: “Graecia in potestatem Romanorum redacta illius
collegii technitas et ipsos eos adisse, ut sibi liceret etiam posthac veteribus privilegiis usos professionem
suam in Graecia quoque administrare; in quibus optatis explendis videtur etiam constitutum esse de
horum artificum ratione et cum Atheniensibus et cum iis é¢ *Jofpot xai Nepéas intercedenda, sicut
id etiam de his duobus factum esse infra videbimus. Itaque collegium é¢ *Iofuod xai Nepéas et
hanc epistulam in lapide incidendam curaverat.” (Klaffenbach, op. cit., p. 28.) Polind op. cit., col.
2510) doubts that the Ionian-Hellespontine guild was even mentioned in the second letter, but I
cannot see how the final lines of our second letter can exclude it. For possible points of contact
between the two guilds see ibid., col. 2504; cf. A. Pickard-Cambridge, The Dramatic Festivals of
Athens (Oxford, 1953), pp. 293-94 and 317.
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was L. Mummius, who, as consul in 146 B.C., destroyed the Achaean army and razed
Corinth. Doubts have been expressed, but no serious effort has been made to disprove
the identification. Some support for believing Mummius to be the author was found
in the fact that he looked with favor upon the Artists in general.3 Certainly the de-
struction of Corinth and the disarmament of Thebes must have been detrimental to the
prosperity of the Isthmian-Nemean guild. For these reasons one would expect the
guild to approach the Roman authorities with a request for recognition of their pre-
viously privileged position in Greek society. Mummius and thc ten commissioners
would have been the obvious officials to contact. Hence the name Lucius Mummius was
supplied in the lacuna of line 10.

Silvio Accame, however, argued that these letters should be interpreted in light of the
events portrayed in the S.C. de Collegiis Artificurn Bacchiorum of 112 B.c. (above, No. 15).
In that decree of the Senate, concerning a quarrel between the Athenian and Isthmian-
Nemean guilds about the loss of money and various obstructionist tactics, we learn that
both guilds are to appear before Marcus Livius, governor of Macedonia, who is in-
structed to render a decision in the matter of the misappropriated funds (ll. 61-64).4
The decree also informs us that the Isthmian-Nemean guild had made a request of the
Senate to have its old privileges preserved (l. 48). Accordingly, Accame felt that the
present letters were connected with this incident. He restored the name Marcus Livius
in line 10 of the second letter and dated both letters 112-111 B.C. ““con quasi assoluta
certezza.” Accame also saw in the first letter, lines 1-2, what he considered to be proof
that at that time Greece was divided into two parts, one united with the province of
Macedonia, the other independent. Although Accame has apparently solved the old
riddle of the status of Greece after the destruction of Corinth in 146 B.c. by the use of
this inscription and many other references, he has by no means proved that our two letters
are to be dated 112-111 B.C.S

In the first place M. Livius Drusus had been instructed by the terms of the decree (No.
15, II. 61-64) to conduct a hearing concerning the public or common funds belonging to
the two guilds and to render a decision in that matter. Nothing was said anywhere in
the decree about permission for him or anyone else to honor the request of the Isthmian-
Nemean guild about recognition of its ancient privileges. But Accame asks us to believe
3 Tacitus (Ann. 14. 21) says that after the annexation of Achaea and Asia Iudos curatius editos, nec
quemquans Romae honesto loco ortum ad theatralis artes degeneravisse, ducentis iam annis a L. Mummii
triumpho, qui primus id genus spectaculi in urbe praebuerit. From this it has been concluded that Mummius
imported Greek actors to present his triumphal plays in Rome; see Klaffenbach, op. cit., p. 28, and M.
Bieber, The History of the Greek and Roman Theater? (Princeton, 1961), p. 168. And, although one
might object to such an interpretation of the passage, it is clear that Mummius must have favored the
Greek theatrical performances. Hence it is likely that he would have looked with favor upon the
Dionysiac Artists.

+ mepl 8¢ xpnudrwy Snuociwy 1) kowdv mept dv Adyovs émoujoavto, émws mpos Meeapkov
AeiBrov Smatov mpooéNwoav, ofrds Te émyvir émkpivmi ovrws kabas (dv) adrd ék T@v
Snpociwv mpaypdrwy mioreds Te dla(s) aivnrar.

s For an appraisal of Accame’s view on the status of Greece in this period see M. Gelzer, loc. cit., and
H. Bengtson, loc. cit.
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that a second such request was made and granted at the time when the two guilds
presented themselves before M. Livius Drusus, or, if not then, on some other occasion
connected with similar matters. However, we must not forget that in the quarrel
between the two guilds the final verdict of the Senate in 112 B.C. Was to uphold the
Athenian cause, not that of the Isthmian-Nemean guild. The period of 112-111 B.C.
was certainly not one in which the Isthmian-Nemean guild enjoyed good relations with
Rome.

Secondly, Accame has failed to explain why M. Livius Drusus sent a letter to the
Ionian-Hellespontine guild. Since he supplied Livius’ name in line 10, he must assume
that Livius wrote both letters. What is the connection, therefore, between the two
letters? Why would Marcus Livius Drusus write to the Dionysiac Artists in Ionia and
the Hellespont? Considering the present state of our evidence, these questions must
be answered before we can assume that Livius is the author of the letters.

In the way of positive evidence for the date there are, in my opinion, only two facts
worthy of mention. The mention of 14 ‘Pwpeiwy émapyelos in line 2 must refer to
the Macedonian province as established after the Achaean War of 146 B.c., and the title
of the official in line 10, oTparnyds dmaros ‘Pwpai[wv], would indicate a date within
the second century B.c.6 An additional piece of information is obtained if it is estab-
lished that both letters were written by the same official, for then it might be theorized
that they were written at a time when some far-reaching considerations of the status of
all the guilds of Dionysiac Artists were under way. If this is true, there is more reason
to ascribe the letters to Mummius than to Livius. The first real annexation of Greek
land and the first formation of a Roman province in the Greek East would have been
visible evidence of a change in Rome’s policy in dealing with the countries of that area.
Mummius and his commissioners would have had the power at that time to grant or
confirm general privileges for the various guilds.

6 Holleaux, op. cit., pp. 1-9, has shown that the title began to disappear about 120-115 B.C. Its last
occurrence appears to have been in 112-111 B.C. (Inscriptiones Creticae, 111, 4, no. 9, 1. 11; cf. Accame,

op. cit., pp. 3—4).
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EPISTULA (MAGISTRATUS ROMANI?)
DE ARBITRORUM IUDICIO Second Century B.c.

Lolsisjsisisisisigigisisinisisisisisisiaisioisininisisisisaisisisiaisiaiiisisisiae)

BIBLIOGRAPHY. P. Monceaux, B.C.H., 7 (1883), no. 9, pp. 57-59; O.
Kern, I.G., IX, 2 (1908), 301 (from a copy by Giannopoulos).

DESCRIPTION. A marble block, broken on both sides and at the bottom,
very worn in the middle section, found in the wall of a church in Trikkala,
Thessaly. Height: 0.33 m. Width: 0.40 m. Thickness: 0.37 m. Height of
letters: 0.003 m.

[+----- JNZYN[--ccccmmeemm e e e - ]
[----- é]mi e w[p]os Tpi[x]kav pépn kai ayoydvres Nud[s émi)
[------ |rémov émédeibav nuiv T6<v) oikelov mwa[- - - - - - -
[------ Jv ds ad’ HAiov Svopdv T xdpor Tadry [- - - - - - ]
[----- |épaoar elvar [*Ayab]opévovs kai kal[elobar tmo Tav]
[- - éydikw]v depraiav [............. ] mAewor[-------- ]
[- - - Tovo]ixetov émi[.. . JJI[............ Jvois[- - - - ---- ]
[------ 6 *AyaBopéims |[....]ewov Tob [r]eix[ovs - - - - - - ]
[------ ]1re3€lfav [coieeiinin. ] Tovrov T[of - - - - - - - - ]
[--- op.]opov s amo r@v mpos Tpilrdrav ,uep[wv -------- ]
[- - - -] uiv of éyducor Tiv Te A[ar]am&a kol - ----- ]
[-- yetro]vevovoas TavTy yxdpo, v avTol [ ---------- ]

[ ooz uunl,vv&y lnu: \’)} ¥ yevi iCuuru r\u.lu e '}
[----- ] Umdpyet, v adToi Aéyovor depraiay [- - - - - - - ]

[- - - - A]aBav 8¢ kai *Ayabouéims tov Ady[ov - - - - - - - - - ]

[- - - &8]wcor épooav kadeiohor Aepraiay - - - - - - - - - - 1
[----- v kaAeiofar BovkoAwkov Ty pf- - - = - - - - - - - - ]
[----- Joon[v] mnxriv, 9y of éydukor T[- - = - - - - - - - ]
[----- ] ™iv e 68dv, é¢” § m[v] xedovp[émy - - - - - - - - ]
[----- Jvau, v of éydukor ém|. . ... MY[----------- ]
[------- ] s amo pe[paw - - - - - - - -aaa el ]
[------- JEXONT[--------cmmmcemcaaa- ]
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The text is that of Kern and Viereck (notes.) 2 ka[r]aydvres, Wilamowitz. 3 TOITOIKEION,
stone, corrected by Wilamowitz. 8 [r]od [r]eix[ovs, Hiller.

COMMENTARY. Boundary disputes between Greek cities were very common and
are well illustrated in the inscriptions. The precise topographical descriptions in the
present document make it very clear that we are dealing here with a land dispute.
However, it appears not to have been a case involving two cities but rather a city and a
private person, namely, the city of Trikkala and an individual called Agathomenes.
The lands in question are called depraic and -BovkoAucdv.

Using the parallel example of C.I.G., 1732 (L.G., IX, 1, 61), as a guide, Monceaux
believed that the city of Trikkala, represented by its éx8uxor, disputed with Agathomenes
over certain areas of land nearby.! To settle the dispute a judge was appointed (by the
consul and/or the Senate?) to investigate the claims. He and his assessors would have
gone to see the land itself and then would have rendered a decision. The present
document in its entirety would have contained a short history of the dispute, his decision,
and the future boundary and ownership of the land. Only a part of the topographical
description is extant.

Two questions arise. Who was the judge, a Roman or a local individual? Who
sent the present report, the judge himself or some other intermediary agency? No
positive answers can be given. Monceaux, Kern, and Viereck (notes) all believe that
it is the letter of a Roman magistrate to Trikkala. Possibly, but not positively. There
is nothing in the document itself that would suggest such a conclusion. The entire
matter could have been handled on a strictly local level without recourse to Roman
intervention. Of course, if the document belongs to the second century B.c., as seems
apparent from the lettering, the possibility of Roman involvement must be considered.
The example of C.I.G., 1732 (LG, IX, 1, 61), while it also is a case of a city disputing
with a private person the ownership of a strip of land, should not be pressed too far.
Our document belongs to the second century B.c., the other to the period of Hadrian.

1I.G., IX, 1, 61, from Daulis in Phocis, is dated in the year A.D. 118 and is a dossier ot a dispute
between Daulis and an individual named Memmius Antiochus over certain areas of land. Cassius
Maximus, proconsul of Achaia in A.D. 116/17, appointed T. Flavius Eubolus to act as the judge. The
case required one to two years to complete. The judge listened to both parties and then visited the
land in question. His decision was to divide the land between the city and Memmius Antiochus. In
that case, as well as in the present one, the city employed its legal representatives, the éxdukor, to
meet with the judge and to present the city’s claim. As city officials they functioned in purely local
matters as well as in those cases involving the Romans. Their presence in our document, therefore,
cannot be construed to mean that Rome or Roman officials had a hand in the case. On their duties
see Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor, I, 648-49, and II, 1517-18, n. 49.
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EPISTULA (MAGISTRATUS ROMANI?) Second or First
AD CYPARISSENSES Century B.C.

Sisinisinisisisisisipisisisimiaiaisisisisaisisisisississinisisisasisiaisisiaietaie

BIBLIOGRAPHY. N. S. Valmin, Kungl. Humanistiska Vetenskapssamfundet i
Lund, Arsberittelse, 1928-29, no. 11, pp- 142-43 (Plate XIX a) (S.E.G., XI, 1025).

DESCRIPTION. Stele of gray limestone, broken on the left and bottom,
decorated with rosettes, with an ornamental pediment. Found at Christianoi,
southeast of Philiatra, in Messenia. Height: 0.58 m. Width: 0.44 m.
Thickness: 0.12 m. Height of the letters diminishes from 0.018 m. in lines 1-2
to 0.010 m. in the last line. Letters belong to the second or first century B.c.
and are decorated with apices.

['Ayabin] rosette Toyme.
vacat
[0 8¢ivex - - ca.20 - - T@v K]vmapiogéwy dpyovor kai TH
[méAet] wvacat yeipew.

| &) moreXéxfou v’ épod Ty
[---mmmmmea-- Jwv émomaduny Tav
| Jov Badaveiov Toi

In regard to the bath, it was noted by Valmin that the modern village had an abundance of good
. water. Could the author of the letter have been the governor of Macedonia?
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EPISTULAE Q. MUCII SCAEVOLAE DE
SARDIANORUM ET EPHESIORUM 98/97 or
FOEDERE 94/93 B.C.

SBsisiisinininininisiaisinisisiaiaiainisiaiaisisislaisisinisisiiiaisisisisisisiciaisy

BIBLIOGRAPHY. E. Sonne, De arbitris externis, quos Gracci adhibuerunt ad lites
et intestinas et peregrinas componendas, quaestiones epigraphicae (Diss., Gbttingen,
1888), no. 47, p. 26; M. Frinkel, Die Inschriften von Pergamon, I (Berlin, 189s),
no. 268, pp. 196-203; P. Foucart, Revue de philologie, 25 (1901): 87ff.; W.
Dittenberger, O.G.1.S., I (1905), 437; M. N. Tod, International Arbitration
Amongst the Greeks (Oxford, 1913), no. 60, pp. 40-41; G. Lafaye, LG.R.R., IV
(1927), 297; G. I. Luzzatto, Epigrafia giuridica greca e romana (Milan, 1942), pp.
133-35; D. Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor (Princeton, 1950), I, 1064;

T. R. S. Broughton, The Magistrates of the Roman Republic, Il (New York, 1952),
5-6, n. 2 (on Scaevola’s governorship of Asia); L. Robert, Revue des études
anciennes, 62 (1960): 342—46.

DESCRIPTION. Three fragments (A, B, C) of bluish-white marble, found at
Pergamum in 1883-84. Fragment A contains the last few letters of the lines
(1-7) in column 1 and the beginnings of the lines (26-32) in column 2. It is
broken on all sides, the letters of the heading (line 1) being larger (0.015 m.)
than those of the remainder of the text. Fragment B contains the ends of the
lines (26-32) in column 2. It is complete only on its lower right side. Because
the restorations here appear to be assured Frinkel has calculated that column 2
must have been about 0.32 m. wide and that the width of the upper part of the
whole stele was about 0.65 m. Fragment C, broken on all sides, is 0.305 m. high,
0.345 m. wide, and 0.06 m. thick, containing lines 8-25 of column 1 and lines
34->7 of coluniu . Thie ‘ur.ls:u ol dic levicts on all duce :x.fsznu..;a, apdii o
the heading, varies from 0.009-0.010 m. (top) to 0.012 m. (bottom). For
greater ease in referring to various lines, I have numbered them consecutively.

There are two other fragments (D and E) belonging to this same dossier
which are not reproduced here. They contain the treaty between Sardis and
Ephesus.

256


http://Uli.CC

EPISTULAE

ol 1 [Zwbiken Zapdia]vav k[ai Edesi]wy.
A [Kéwros Movkios ITomrhiov vics ZkoudAas,]
[avbvmatos ‘Pwpaiwy, Zapbiavav the BovAf k]l
[r@ Srjpwe yaipew. Tav év the ulicn kpilbévrw]v{}
s [Sripwy Te kol éBvav Yymdioauévwy Thé] vou
[Bupedikods kai yupmrods dydvas me]vra-
[empirovs - - = < = - - e oo o |

quot versus exciderint incertum

C [--------cee--- €ls 70 adTo o]up-

[mopedoivro, éméupapev. . . . . aov | Dvdo-
P A ”

10 [ripov ’Abnvaiov T@v - - - - - , &v]8pa Kka-

[Aov kel ayabBov ki Tis peyiotns afi]ovpe-
[vov mioTews map’ fuiv, mpds Te Tov U] puére-
[pov 8fjpov kai Tov *Edesiwv, Tov map|a[ka]Aé
[oovra Sodvan Tas xelpas uiv els] ovAlv-

15 [ow. ovykarafeuévwy 8¢ Tadv Sjpw]v éka-
[répwv Tols mapakalovuévors kel meppe]v-
[twv mpeoBevras Sudv uév Tods orpar]n-
[yovs Mevekparny diodupov, Poivika Poi-]
[vixos, *Apxéraov Beodidov, *Edeciwy 8¢]

20 [Ixéaiov *Apreuddipov, Ilocedviov]
[[Tooerdwviov Tod dwvoiov, *ApioTo-]
[yeirove: drpwvos, *Aprepidwpov *Apre-]
[pi8bpov, Mevexpdrmy Mevexpdrov Tod)
[(Aprepbipov, *Amoddddwpov ‘Eppoxpdrov,]

25 ["Epuumrmov Mevoitov - - - - - - - - - - ]

quot versus exciderint incertum

Col. 2

A Kéwros Mod[kios ITomdiov v]ids Zroud[Aas,] B
avfvmaros ‘Pw[uciwy, ’Edeal]wy T BovA [ kal)
1@ Sjpwe yol[pew: T@v év TH]e didice kpifé[vrwy]
Spwy e kai é[Bvav Yymbioapé]vwy Tilévau Gup[e-]

30 Aweods k[e]l [yvprods dyd]vals) mevraernpi-
[kods BovAevoapévawy - - - - - - ] wepl T0b
[---cmmemeee e mp]oTpeyfo-

quot versus exciderint incertum
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[-------- ]ENOZ[- - - ------- ]
[------ Zapdia|vdv 1 Tap[aco- - - -]
[- - é&]bpav Kai Bradopav ka[- - - - - - ]

émpavearépas ki évdoflo)T[épas, e of ag-]
€oTnKdTEs abT@Y STjpol pet[& mdoms edvoi-]

as els 70 adTo{v} ouvumopevowro, éméu[hapey - -]
aov Pvdoripov *Abnwaio[v T]dv €[- - - -]

dpa k[ad] v kel dyabo[v] kai Tis [peylors déi-]
odpevov mioTews map’ [fu]iv, mpds [re Tov Dué-]
Tepov Sijpov kal Tov Zapdiavd [v, Tov mapaka-]
Moavra Sodva T[d]s yeipas fuiv el[s cvMuaow.]
ovykataBepévwy 8¢ Tdv Srjpwy [éxarépwy]

Tols mapakalovpuévows kai mepdrrw [v mpeo-]
Bevras pdv pév Ixéowov *Aprepiddipo(v, Ilooer-)
8dwiov Tooedwviov Tob diovvaiov, A [pioTo-]
yeirove Tldrpwvos, *Aprepidwpov *ApT[puudd-]
pov, Mevexpdrny Meve[rpd]T[ov] Tob *Ap[repme-]
8dpov, *AmoArdd [wpov ‘Eppo)kp[drov, "Eppurm-]
mov Mevoirov, Za[pSiaviv 8¢ Tods arparn-]

yovs Mevexpdr[nv Aioddpov, Poivike Poivikos,)

*Apyéaov Oco[pidov - - - - = - - - - - - ]
KOO TG TP[- = == === - e mmmm - ]
Te peotTe[dew - = == - - - -2 - - oo ]
oupdépe[w - - - - - - - mm e ]

exciderunt aliquot versus, deinde
sequitur pactum inter Ephesos et
Sardianos

Thie resiveaiions i il it Copend poi the cxtaat remaiis of the second. - 4 N, stonc;
v]ui, Frinkel. 10 The parallel passage in the letter to the Ephesians (1. 40) shows 7] &v €[- -, for
which Frinkel suggested 7] @v é[u Ilepyduew, but Dittenberger read 7] &v e[d8oxipuwrv. Robert
thought of 7] @v é[udv $iAwy, the sense of which fits nicely into the context. However, the fact
that the epistulatory plural is used in the letters suggests that 7ju@v would be found instead of éudv.

28 T@v vuv]i PiXlou, Frinkel. 29 xai é[répwv koww]v@v wrA, Frinkel. 30 NA, stone. 37

ENAOE®T, stone.

COMMENTARY. The mention of the games instituted in honor of she proconsul
(IL. 6~7 and 29-31) indicate that the Q. Mucius Scaevola of lines 2 and 26 is the consul of
95 B.C., the Scaevola who was famous for his systematic treatise on the ius civile. Un-
fortunately, there is divided opinion about the date of his governorship in Asia; one view
(Waddington, Dittenberger, Viereck, Last, Balsdon, Broughton) puts it in 98-97 B.c.,
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but the other (Reinach, Miinzer, Magie, Badian) places it in 94-93 B.c., after his consul-
ship.!

The general heading of the dossier makes it plain that its primary purpose was to
record the treaty between Sardis and Ephesus, but at the same time it served to honor
the governor for his efforts in the cause of provincial welfare and also to make known to
everyone the fact that Pergamum had been selected to act as the arbitrator between the
cities. It is in three parts: two letters of Scaevola followed by the text of the treaty
itself.2

Scaevola had written two letters, one to Sardis and the other to Ephesus, each of
similar content.  Although the beginning and the ending of both letters are fragmentary,
it would appear that the governor first expressed his pleasure about the institution of
games in his honor and then, perhaps, his displeasure concerning the trouble that had
arisen and the animosity felt by each city toward the other (Il. 35-36). We then learn
that he had suggested a meeting between the two to talk over their differences. To
facilitate this meeting he had sent his representative [- - - -]oov @udoTiuov, an Athenian.
The venture was successful. Both cities sent their envoys and concluded a treaty, with
the city of Pergamum acting as arbitrating power. According to the terms of this
treaty, Sardis and Ephesus agreed to the legal principle that civil suits for damages
involving citizens of either city were to be tried in the defendant’s city. Neither would
make war upon the other or aid the other’s enemies, a clause that was more a concession
to old treaty formulas than a statement of possibility. ~All future differences were to be
settled by arbitration.

Since the names of the Ephesian and Sardian representatives at the treaty conference
mentioned in both of Scaevola’s letters (Il. 17ff. and 47ff)) agree with the names of the
representatives recorded at the end of the treaty proper, it would appear that Scaevola’s
letters were written either while the arbitration itself was underway or after it had been
concluded. Scaevola could hardly have known their names before the negotiations
started. In the first case, therefore, his letters might have contained some sort of
exhortation or diplomatic suggestion that accord be reached, while in the second case
they might have expressed his pleasure that the arbitration had been concluded success-
fully. But, since the conclusion of both letters is missing, one can only guess.

1'W. H. Waddington, Fastes des Provinces Asiatiques de I'Empire Romain (Paris, 1872), nos. 4 and 7, pp.
36fF.; Dittenberger, loc. cit., n. 3; Viereck (notes); H. Last, C.A.H., 9 (1932): 175; ]. P. V. D. Balsdon,
Classical Review, s1 (1937): 8-10; Broughton, loc. cit., and his Supplement to Magistrates, p. 42; Th.
Reinach, Mithridate Eupator Roi de Pont (Paris, 1890), pp. 107-8, n. 3; F. Miinzer, R.E., s.v. *Mucius,”
col. 438, and s.v. “Rutilius,” cols. 1273-74; Magie, loc. cit.; E. Badian, Athenaeum, n.s., 34 (1956):
104-23, and Proceedings of the African Classical Associations, 1 (1958): 17 (= Studies in Greek and Roman
History [Oxford, 1964], p. 101, n. 94).

2 The text of the treaty is omitted here, but it can be found easily in the publications by Frinkel,
Dittenberger, and Lafaye. For what may be a new fragment of the treaty see Sardis VII: Greek and
Latin Inscriptions, pt. 1, by W. H. Buckler and D. M. Robinson, no. 6, pp. 13-15, which is a clause
concerning admission to citizenship.
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EPISTULA C. CASSII AD NYSAEOS

DE CHAEREMONE
[Squeeze]

88-87 B.C.

SIS HHHRNNNNNRNNRNNNS BRGSO et e

BIBLIOGRAPHY. F. Hiller von Gaertringen and Th. Mommsen, Athen.
Mitt., 16 (1891): 95106, 441; Th. Reinach, Mithridate Eupator (German ed. by
A. Goetz [Leipzig, 1895]), no. 23, p. 474; A. Wilhelm, Géttingische Gelehrte
Anzeigen, 160 (1898): 215; W. Dittenberger, S.I.G.2, I (1898), 328; C. Michel,
Recueil d’inscriptions grecques (Brussels, 1900), s0; O. Kern, Inscriptiones Graecae
(Bonn, 1913), pp. XV-XVI (tab. 40); F. Hiller von Gaertringen, in W.
Dittenberger, S.I.G.3, II (1917), 741; Fiehn, R.E., suppl. V (1931), s.v.
“Chairemon,” cols. §7-58; M. I. Rostovtzeff, S.E.H.H.W., II (1941), 819-21;
D. Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor (Princeton, 1950), II, 1102, n. 28; Lewis—
Reinhold, Roman Civilization, I (New York, 1951), no. 82, pp. 200-1; G. W.
Bowersock, Augustus and the Greek World (Oxford, 1965), p. 8.

DESCRIPTION. A stele of auvy8adirns found in a Carian village called Akga.
Compare the report by J. R. S. Sterrett, An Epigraphical Journey in Asia Minor
([Boston, 1888], pp. 340-41). Height: 0.00 m. Width: 0.58 m. Thickness:
0.22 m. Height of letters: 0.015 m. Apices.

I'dios Kdouo[s N]voaéwy &pyovor yaip[ew:]
[X]awpripwy TTu[Bodip]ov u[id]s, modeirns dué[repos,]
7pos éué A0 [ev €]v *Amapra fpdmoév Te [Smws]
ééovoiav ab[7] & [m]oujow émi Tob ouvBoulio[v.]

4uu":q.; J’yclc Kl /‘/v t’fouu:uv Ewhu uJ/ws, e"ug[l 4 a.:f;]' o
ouvBovAi[w Wp]oAdynoev karadoyis Tis [ovv-]

kMjrov kel §[rjuov] ‘Pwpaiwy émi Tob orpatomé[Sov]
Sdboew 8 [pov ad]edpwv podlovs éfariopvpi|ovs:]

[éyw 8¢] mepi [rovr]ov Tod mpdyparos dmexpifn[v Ka-]
Ads [ab]rov me[mot] nrévan kai Tdfer éuatdy Te S[doew]
épya[aia]v, Sr[ws é]myvd Tadre Huelv ydpita elv[o]
[7]uet[s 8¢ k] ai T[adra 7] ovvrhirw kel 76 Sjpw T [ Pwpel-]
wv §[wecadriooper (?)]. vacat

Sequuntur duae Mithridatis epistulae
ad Leonippum satrapum
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[ have examined the Berlin squeeze and have collated it with the texts by F. Hiller von Gaertringen
and Viereck (notes), The dossier begins with the heading [6 8%] pos [6 Nuoaéwy kil 1) Bov] )y
é[riunoov]| X[awp]riu[ov]a ITufodipov. 5-6 Dittenberger (S.I1.G.2, 328) had read odr[o]s
émi [rod] auvBovAi[ov], which Viereck (notes) preferred, although he did not introduce it into his
text. 13 Hiller, but it remains uncertain.

COMMENTARY. On the eve of the first Mithridatic War the Roman forces were
divided into three army corps. One, under C. Cassius, governor of Asia, was stationed
on the border of Bithynia and Galatia. A second, under the legate Manius Aquilius,
had taken up a position in eastern Bithynia. And a third, under Q. Oppius, governor
of Cilicia, was deployed in the mountain passes of Cappadocia. As soon as the army of
Mithridates advanced out of the east to a plain near the Amnias River, the Bithynian
army under King Nicomedes fled after a single encounter and joined Aquilius. When
Mithridates destroyed the army of Aquilius and marched into Bithynia, Cassius did not
even offer battle but retreated to central Phrygia. Then Oppius also retreated, stopping
at Laodiceia-on-the-Lycus and defending it. Mithridates overran Bithynia, then turned
south into Phrygia and finally west to Asia. Cassius vainly tried to reorganize his
forces and train new recruits, but he was forced farther south to Apameia and eventually
to Rhodes in defeat. In Asia, Laodiceia, Tabae, Stratoniceia, and Magnesia-ad-
Sipylum resisted, but the majority of cities received Mithridates with enthusiasm as a
liberator from Roman oppression.!

In this year of military blundering and wholesale murder (88 B.c.) C. Cassius and his
army found a faithful friend and an active helper in the person of Chaeremon of Nysa.
Like many of the wealthy businessmen and members of the old noble families of Asia he
was pro-Roman. He proved his loyalty by distributing 60,000 modii of wheat flour to
the troops of Cassius in their camp at Apameia. In return, probably very soon after the
event itself, Cassius sent a letter to the city of Nysa. The effectiveness of Chaeremon’s
action can be seen clearly in the two letters that Mithridates subsequently wrote to his
satrap Leonippus.2 In them he offers a reward for the capture of Chaeremon, dead or
alive. Chaeremon, however. escaped. At the end of the war a grateful Nives erected
a stele to honor her famous citizen. It contained copies of three documents attesting his
loyalty to Rome and his hatred of Mithridates: the first is our letter; the other two are
the letters of Mithridates.

The erection of such a stele after the war would serve, of course, not merely to honor
the far-sighted Chaeremon but also to establish a future bargaining power with the
Romans for the welfare of the city. Chaeremon gave aid to Rome in a desperate hour.
Chaeremon was a citizen of Nysa. The implication is clear.

t The fullest account will be found in Appian Mithr. 17-21; cf. Magie, op. cit., I, 211-13.

2 They were engraved on the same stele as the present letter and may be found in S.I1.G.3, 741, and in
‘Welles, Royal Correspondence, nos. 73-74, with commentary.
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Chaeremon probably had inherited his wealth from his father and then in turn passed
it on to his sons, who played an important role in the republican history of Asia Minor.3
One of his sons—or perhaps grandsons, the exact relationship being uncertain—went to
Tralles and prospered to such a degree that he could boast of a fortune of more than 2,000
talents. He became a friend of Pompeius, and his daughter became the wife of King
Polemon of Pontus.

The language and style of the letter would seem to indicate that it was first written in
Latin and then translated into Greek. Latinisms are patent from beginning to end.
Observe the addition of vids ( filius) in line 2, the use of re (-que) in line 3, the genitive
of karadoyfs (gratia or reverentia) in line 6, the strange ra€e: (ordine) in line 10, the pres-
ence of éuardy in line 10, and the bizarre ydpira (neuter plural of a barbarous adjectival
formation to reproduce grata?) in line 11.

3 See Strabo 14. 1. 42. For Anatolian families of wealth and prominence in this period with Roman
connections, see Bowersock, op. cit., pp. 1-13.
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BACCHIORUM ca. 84 and 81 B.C.
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BIBLIOGRAPHY. M. Segre, Rivista di filologia, 66 (1938): 25363, with an
inadequate photograph; L. Robert, R.E.G, 52 (1939): 487; M. L. Rostovtzeff,
S.E.H.H.W., 11l (1941), 1560-61, n.n 16-17; D. Magic, Roman Rule in Asia
Minor (Princeton, 1950), II, 900; Lewis-Reinhold, Roman Civilization, 1 (New
York, 1951), 342-43; C. Garton, Phoenix, 18 (1964): 144-46; R. K. Sherk,
Historia, 15 (1966): 211-16.

DESCRIPTION. From Cos, now in the museum there (Inv. ED 7). Upper
part of an opisthographic stele of white marble, decorated with a small
projecting cornice on the anterior face. Height: 0.32 m. Width: 0.43 m.
Thickness: 0.08 m. Approximate height of letters: 0.012 m. Side A is

well preserved and easily read, but B is badly worn and difficult to read. The
letters are carelessly and inelegantly inscribed.

*Ayefae Toyou.
[A] evrios Koprithios Aevkiov vics ZvMas *Emra-
¢pddeiros Sikrarwp Kywv dpyovor BovAs
Snpew yaipew: Eya *Alefdvdpw Aoodiket Ki-
Bapioti), avdpi koA Kai dyabde kol ¢ide nue-
Tépw, mpeaPevrij mapc. Tod kowod TV mepi Tov Aud-
{v]voov Texmrav Twv ém iwvias ko “EAAomovToy
[kei T])@v mept Tov Kalfnyeudve Aidvuoov émér [pe-]
[ arridny] Tap’ Speiv v T4 émompordry TémwL avalr-
[oeofou év 5j] dvaypadrioeraw T& Fm’ éuob dedouéve
[Tois TexviTous] puddvlpwma: mpeoBedoarros §[¢é]
[viv adrot els ‘Paunv,] Tis ovykdijrov 8é 8dyua 7[epi]
[rodrwy Yymroauéims, duds] odv Bédw dpovricar Gmws [dmo-]
[8exB7 map’ Speiv Tomos émo|nudraros év G dvabii-
[oeraw ) oAy 1 mept TV Texvird]y. Ymoyéypadda 8é
[tis mop’ éuod émorodijs Tod Te ddyparos] Tijs ouviki-

[rov 7d avriypada - - - - - - - - - INTQ
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[...]8¢ ovv 8¢ ko fjv éxere mpos [Hu]é@s [ed]vo[iow,]
€ ~ ol ’ k] 2 3 \ \
Dués odv 0édw [é]meyvwnrévan éué dmd oupfBo(v-]
Mov yvayuns yvduny amomeddvfor, & didvf|p-]
[w]7a ke[l T)pes aAerovpynaias Te Sueiv karado-
~ ~ A ’ \ -~ -~ \ ~ A
[vAi] Tob diovioov kei 7év Movadv kal Tijs 7o [Au-]
Telos Sudv ydpite avvihnTos dpyovrés Te [1) av-]
TapyOVTES TETEPOL Edwraw o [vveyw-]
pnoav, e Tabre Exete, kol k[abws kel mpiv)
mwdons Te AeLtovpyias dAe[irovpynTol fTe]
’ 4 \ i} \ " A
oTpareias e, pire Twe [elogopav 7 Semd-]
b ’ /’ 3y -~ ¢ 7
vas elogépnre, pite [€]y[oxAeiabe vmd Tivos)
mapoxis évexev T[e kai émorabpeias, prre]
\ I3 4 b} A
Two. 8éyead o karadbrny émavaykalnabe.]

grayfp----ciaeae e ]

Text by Segre. A 2ff. Cf Sulla’s letter to Stratonicea with the sematus consultum of 81 B.c.
(No. 18) for the heading. 8-9 émér[afa] was considered by Segre and then rejected. 11 Segre
also considered and then rejected [adrois Tipia kail] pddvlpwma. 12 [rovrwy Soyparicouévms
Yuds] would be too long. B 4-5 katado[yijs], Segre; karado[yh], Robert. For privileges ac-
corded to the Artists and athletes see the letters of the Roman magistrate(s) to the Artists at Thebes
(No. 44), the letter of M. Antonius to the Greeks in Asia (No. 57), and the series of documents in
B.G.U,, 1V, 1074; cf. Segre, op. cit., pp. 259-62, and R. Herzog, Sitzungsberichte der Koniglich
Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, Phil.-hist. Klasse, 1935, pp. 974fF.

COMMENTARY. Sometime after the middle of the third century B.c. inscriptional
sources attest the existence of the Ionian-Hellespontine guild of Dionysiac Artists.!
With its headquarters at Teos and much of its activity centered on the great Temple of
Diciysus i ihat iy, it secus wliave flourished in its early years'and to have enjoyed
friendly relations with its host. It participated in the great festival in honor of Artemis
Leukophryene in Magnesia at the end of the third century and had become known to the
people of Cos.  But with the expansion of the Pergamene kingdom the guild entered a
new and more turbulent period in its history. Teos fell into the hands of the Per-
gamenes. This brought a rival guild into the picture, one called o mepi Tov kabnyeudve
Adiévvoov Teyvitar, with headquarters in Pergamum. By about the middle of the
second century a most important change has taken place in the organization of the two
1 F. Poland, R.E., s.v. “‘Technitai,” vol. V A 2, cols. 2507-11; Welles, Royal Correspondence, com-
mentary on no. §3; Magie, op. cit., I, 80-81, and II, notes, 899—900. Also useful are the remarks of
‘W. Hahland, *‘Der Fries des Dionysostempels in Teos,” Jahreshefte, 38 (1950): 66-109. The account

by A. Pickard-Cambridge, The Dramatic Festivals of Athens (Oxford, 1953), chap. VII, pp. 286-319,
is to be used with caution, especially in the case of the epigraphical texts quoted by him.

A

264



EPISTULAE

guilds. The two are now united and form one large guild whose composite structure
is clearly revealed in its new title: 76 kowév 1@y mepi Tov didvvoov TexviTdY TOVY én’
lwvies kai ‘EAMnondvrov kai Tdv mepi Tov kelnyeudva didvuoov Texvirdv.

After a stormy political ordeal in Teos the headquarters of the combined guilds is
moved to Ephesus, then to Myonnesus, and finally to Lebedus. Internal quarrels and the
end of the Pergamene kingdom were no doubt responsible for the eventual splitting of
the combined guilds and a return to their separate structures.2 But, since the present
letter of Sulla shows the names of both guilds again joined to form a single title, we may
assume with some degree of certainty that they were united in one organization during
the age of Sulla.

Like the Athenian, Isthmian-Nemean, and Egyptian guilds of Dionysiac Artists this
Asiatic guild also had sought and obtained grants from the various controlling states
which gave them immunity from liturgies and certain compulsory services. These
were, of course, valuable grants, and everything possible was done to keep them. A
change of government or a war might invalidate them. 'We may be certain, therefore,
that at the end of the first Mithridatic War (autumn, 85 B.c.) and with the reorganization
of Asia under the leadership of Sulla the guild lost no time in approaching the Roman
authorities. The proper person to see would have been Sulla himself. This appears to
be the course that the guild followed, probably in 84 B.c., while Sulla was still in Asia.

The present document B is very likely a copy of the original letter sent by Sulla to the
Asiatic artists, in which he confirms their possession of those privileges and exemptions
which the Roman Senate and magistrates had previously granted themy. In addition he
excuses them from public and military services, from any tax or special contribution,
and assures them that they will not be troubled by Romans demanding food or lodging.
The fact that Sulla here mentions his advisory board makes it apparent that he is still in
Asia and not yet dictator.

A few years later the joint guild sent a citharist as its representative to Rome to request
permission to erect a stele in Cos concerning its privileges. This representative, an
otherwise unknown Alexander of Laodicea, was sucessful. Sulla approved. The
Senate macced g .decree. The zuild wa: then allowed to ercet in Cos a sicle oa wiiich
would be recorded the various privileges granted by Sulla. The date of this event
would be about 81 B.c., when Sulla was dictator and ““Felix.” 3

The stele on which the present documents were inscribed also must have contained the
Senate’s decree of approval, but unfortunately it is lost.

2 Two inscriptions mention the guilds separately in a period when we would expect them to be united:
L.G., XII, 8, no. 163 (Samothrace, first century B.C.), and S.I.G.3, 694 (near Elea) (=F. Sokolowski,
Lois sacrées de I’Asie Mineure [Paris, 1955], no. 15, ca. 129 B.C.). Concerning the union of the two,
Segre, op. cit., p. 257, has this to say: “e non credo che esse si siano staccate subito dopo la fine del
regno di Pergamo, per poi riunirsi nuovamente, ma che piuttosto sempre abbiano avuto ciascuna una
attivitd a s&, per cid che era di interesse di ciascuna, e un’ attivitd commune, per ci6 che era di interesse
comune.” He believes that the repetition of the article in the title of the guild indicates that it is a
case of two separate entities. Perhaps, but the matter will bear further inquiry.

3 On the title ““Sulla Felix” see J. P. V. D. Balsdon, J.R.S., 41 (1951): 1-I0.
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Since the Ionian-Hellespontine guild was a closed organization and had no smaller
branches similar to those of the Isthmian-Nemean guild, it is very probable that there
were no artists residing in Cos. They would have traveled there from the headquarters
at Lebedus at the times of the festivals. Therefore, when the representative Alexander
of Laodicea was sent to Rome he was probably instructed to request permission to erect
steles in the major cities to which the guild most frequently sent its members. The
guild may have experienced difficulties in having the various cities recognize its grant
of immunity after the end of the Mithridatic War because of the terrible burdens placed
upon them by Rome. The erection of steles bearing Sulla’s original letter and the
senatus consultum in those cities would have the desired effect—recognition of the guild’s
privileges. There were also Roman magistrates and investors who may have needed
solid evidence of the guild’s privileged position before deciding not to molest its members.
Such a situation would account for the guild’s desire to erect a stele in Cos, but we have
no solid evidence on which to base this interpretation. It can only be a possibility,
therefore, not to be confused with established fact.
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IUDICIUM CN. CORNELII LENTULI
MARCELLINI 67 B.C.
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BIBLIOGRAPHY. ]J. Reynolds, J.R.S., 52 (1962), no. 6, p. 99 (Plate XIII 2);
S.E.G., XX, 709; E. Badian, Roman Imperialism in the Late Republic (Pretoria,
1967), Pp- 34-35-

DESCRIPTION. “Fragment from the upper left corner of a marble stele

with molded pediment and acroteria (0.18 by 0.25 by 0.12) inscribed on one
face. Found at Apollonia in 1920, during Italian excavation of the East Church;
now in Cyrene Museum.” Reynolds, loc. cit. Its discovery was reported by G.
Oliverio, Africa Italiana, Il (1928), 112, and by P. Romanelli, La Cirenaica
Romana (Verbania, 1941), p. 49. Letters are of the first century B.c., 0.010 m.
high.

*Enixkpipa I've[iov Kopymdiov Aevrédov TTomdiov viod)
Mepredivo [v mpeafevrod avriaTparijyov mepi Tijs)
Swadopés B[mép - - - ca. 16 - - - Tijs MoAews THs]
*AmoMw [warawy - - - ca. 16 - - - mpds TV wAW]

v Kvp[pradwy - = = <« =« o e e eca e oo ]
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COMMENTARY. The lex Gabinia of 67 B.C. assigned to Cn. Pompeius Magnus an
unlimited imperium over the coastal areas of the Mediterranean, extending fifty miles
inland, and authorized him to appoint legates with practorian power. Good organiza-
tion and strategic commitment of men and materials brought him a swift and well-
deserved victory by the summer of the same year. Eighteen names of his legates are
known to us, and one of them was Cn. Cornelius Lentulus Marcellinus (praetor in 60 B.c.
and consul in $6 B.c.). His specific duties called for control of the Libyan coast from
Cyrene to Egypt, and he was probably given a free hand to drive out or defeat the pirates
in that sector.

The present inscription is of unusual importance for an understanding of the develop-
ment of provincial administration during the late Republic. It shows beyond doubt
that Cn. Cornelius Lentulus Marcellinus, who was merely a legate of a military com-
mander and not a holder of any independent command, could and did exercise his
assigned powers in the local affairs of a province, in this case Cyrene. Presumably, of
course, he had been asked to do so by the citizens. That does not lessen the importance
of the document in any way. The clause of the lex Gabinia must have been interpreted
literally and fully. It would be extremely pertinent and revealing to know whether
Cyrene in 67 B.C. had its own governor—a point raised by the first editor.2

The nature of the matter concerning which Cornelius rendered a decision is not known.

! Florus, I. 41. 9, and Appian Mithr. 95. For Comelius see Broughton, Magistrates, II, 148, and
Miinzer, R.E., s.v. “Comelius” (no. 228), cols. 1389-90. All the known legates are listed by
Broughton, op. cit., pp. 148-49.

2 Reynolds, op. cit., pp. 102-3. The title legatus pro praetore is attested twice for Cornelius; therefore,
its restoration in this inscription is assured. See S.I.G.3, 750, and S.E.G., IX, 56 (Reynolds, op.
cit., no. 2, p. 97).
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DE AGRIS MYTILENAEORUM After ssB.C.

Sisisisiaisisisiaisisinisiaisisisisisiaiaisisisinisisiatsisiiaisisisisiaisislaisisisiaie

BIBLIOGRAPHY. D. Evangelides, *Apyatoloyicov derriov, 9 (1924/25): 46fF.,
with photograph; F. Hiller von Gaertringen, I.G., XII, suppl. (1939), no. 11, p.
12; S. Accame, Rivista di filologia 74 (1946): 111-12; idem, in De Ruggiero’s
Dizionario epigrafico di antichitd romane, s.v. “Lesbus,” p. 673; R. K. Sherk,

Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studies, 4 (1963): 217-30.

DESCRIPTION. A stele of bluish marble found at Mytilene, near the sea, in
the ruins of a tower called Kastréki. Height: 0.5 m. Width: 0.63 m.
Thickness: 0.17 m. Height of letters: 0.02 m. The inscription is in two
columns, the ends of lines appearing in the first column and the first few words
of lines in the second column.
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Col. 2
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Restorations are by F. Hiller von Gaertringen except where noted. 1 - -Jou xi0[- -, Evangelides;
- -]apxia[- -, Hiller. 10 dy[ww]o[a]u[é]wy (?), Hiller. 37 kafas y[.]a[- -], Evangelides;
I'[p]ou[- -], Hiller; I'vai[os IToumijios, Accame.

COMMENTARY. This inscription belonged to the monument on which the Senatus
Consultum de agris Mytilenaeorum (No. 25) was inscribed. The type of marble is identical,

_the letters have the same height and form, and, as we shall see, there is a connection

between the two documents.!

To judge from the presence of the second person pronouns in lines 26 and 39 we
apparently have here a letter. Together with the senatorial decree it was probably
engraved on a large monument designed to honor some worthy citizen or benefactor of
Mytilene. Like Potamon’s monument in the same city, this one seems to have contained
all the various documents that mentioned or were somehow concerned with the in-
dividual who was honored. These could have included not only “Roman” documents
but also local Greek decrees. The celebrated Theophanes of Mytilene, friend of Pom-
peius, would be a suitable candidate for the honor.2
I See F. Hiller von Gaertringen’s note in I.G., XII, suppl. (1939), no. 11, p. 12, and his letter to Viereck
a part of which is printed by Sherk, op. cit., p. 217.

2 Certainly he was one of the most respected citizens of Mytilene in the age of Pompeius, for it was

270



EPISTULAE

The document is badly mutilated, and a large part of it contains nothing but the
empty space between two columns of text. It is evident, however, that past history is
being reviewed, probably the troublesome days of the Mithridatic wars and those
connected with Mytilene’s unfortunate decision to accept Mithridates in 88 s.c.
Tantalizing references to “flight,” “Cornelius Sulla,” “mother,” “a gift,” “honor,”
and “imperator” are too brief to allow one to reconstruct what particular aspect of that
past history is being recounted, but certain other words and phrases are more revealing.
The mention of rémov (L. 22), [mAé]Bpwv Siaxidiw v - - (Il. 27-28), and mpovopiav (1. 36)
indicates that a large part, perhaps the major part, of the letter was concerned with the
ownership and the enjoyment of some particular area of land. Such a view is greatly
strengthened by the reference to a senatus consultum in lines 37-41 which in turn was
clearly concerned with the ownership of land.  Thus one might assume that the situation
or problem discussed in the letter is one which falls under, or is covered by, the pro-
visions of that senatorial decree.

The identification of that decree is assured by the introductory phrase kefws I'vai[os3
in line 37 of the letter, by the fact that the decree concerned the ownership of land, and
by the circumstance that the letter was engraved on the same monument as the Senatus
Consultum de agris Mytilenaeorum (No. 25) of 55 B.c. Gnaeus Pompeius Magnus was
the presiding magistrate at the passage of the senatorial decree in §5 B.C.; therefore, the
reference in lines 37—41 of the letter must be to that decree. Furthermore, the mpovopiay
(“right of prior pasturage”) of line 36 has its counterpart in line 5 of the decree passed in
ss B.C. The letter refers to the Senatus Consultum de agris Mytilenaeorum. The purpose
of that decree was the clarification of Mytilene’s position with regard to pasturage and
property rights without interference from the publicani.

This inevitably leads one to believe that the present letter concerns the ownership and
enjoyment of a certain plot of land over which some dispute had arisen. Mytilene’s
loss of freedom after her capture by Roman forces in 80 B.C. opened up vast new areas
to the publicani. The recovery of her freedom in 62 B.c., however, does not seem to
have guaranteed the withdrawal of publicani without incident. Claims and counter-
claime most have bn_enﬂvgﬂlr common in .the veare imme_r‘igre]y,nﬂ-pr 62 R.C T]’\Py
appear to have been settled by the senatorial decree of 55 B.c., which specifically ex-
cluded the publicani from taxing the land. The writer of our letter thus appears to be
handing down a decision concerning a particular area of land, and, in support of his
decision, cites the terms of the senatorial decree. The dispute may have been confined
to the rights of pasturage alone, but the fragmentary condition of the text makes pre-
cision in this matter impossible. The date would be soon after 55 B.c. The writer may
have been the governor of Asia.

he who had persuaded Pompeius to grant the city its freedom in 62 B.c. He, no less than Potamon
in a later generation, had more than earned the right to a monument. Cf. Sherk, op. cit., pp. 218-19,
with references in n. 3.

3 For this new reading see Accame, op. cit., p. 112.
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EPISTULA MAGISTRATUS ROMANI
AD MILESIOS ALIOSQUE §I-50 B.C.?

Bnloisisjuisisisisiaisisisisisisisisininisisiaisiaiaiaisiaiaininiaiaaiaisiaiaiafeiaioie)

BIBLIOGRAPHY. F. Hiller von Gaertringen, Die Inschriften von Priene
(Berlin, 1906), no. 106, p. 82; H. Knackfuss, Das Rathaus von Milet (= Milet, II)
(Berlin, 1908), no. 3, pp. 101~3; Abbott-Johnson, Municipal Administration in the
Roman Empire (Princeton, 1926), n. 22, pp. 286-87; A. H. M. Jones, The Cities
of the Eastern Roman Provinces (Oxford, 1937), p. 391, n. 49; L. Robert,
Hellenica, 7 (1949): 227-28; D. Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor (Princeton,
1950), II, 1060-61, nn. 41-42.

DESCRIPTION. Fragments of two copies. One was found in the middle
room of the North Hall of the agora in Priene. Height: 0.84 m. Width:
0.69 m. Thickness: 0.36 m. Height of letters: 0.012 m. The other,
consisting of three fragments, was found in the bouleuterion at Miletus. The
first fragment (Inv. 226 b) is from the right half of a block belonging to the
anta. Height: 0.5 m. Width: 0.31 m. Thickness: 0.60 m. Height of
letters: 0.016 m. The second (Inv. 226 c) belongs to the left of the first
fragment and contains only the remains of the upper eight lines. Height:
0.46 m. Width: 0.14 m. The third (Inv. 226 a) belongs to a different course.
Height: 0.5 m. Width: 0.705 m. Thickness: 0.73 m.
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226 cand 226 b
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T T& ypdppara, va kowds maon TH émapyele[t 0]
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Restorations by Friedrich, Wilamowitz, and Rehm. 23 I suggest arparnyds] émi Eévw[v](?).
51 Prienean copy begins with el]s 7ov alel xTA. §s Prienean copy has éa[yov. $8 TipoxAei
*Avata[ydpov, Zwow]pdrer ITybiwvos, Priene. 60 Prienean copy lacks éppwofle but employs
the paragraphos in its place.

COMMENTARY. Some event or condition in the province of Asia, unknown to us
but certainly one of importance, caused the writer to compose this letter. He is amazed
to see how the Greeks have endured the shamelessness of certain people (Il. 41-42) and
for that reason has decided to write to the koinon of Asia, to the peoples of Miletus,
Ephesus, Tralles, Alabanda, Mylasa, Smyrna, Pergamum, Sardis, and Adramyttium.!
Each of those cities, certainly the centers of the Asian conventus, is given instructions to

! According to the original editors, as well as Robert and Magie, Miletus is to be included in the list.
The supposition is that the present letter was addressed to the city of Miletus directly—it was found in
the bouleuterion of Miletus—and that the phrase [mpos §]pués must refer to the Milesians. The writer
evidently had ten copies of his letter prepared, one for the koinon of Asia and the others for the judi-
ciary centers. Each one would have carried the name of the addressee in the salutation, but in the
list of cities which followed the phrase [np&g U] pés its name would have been omitted. There
would have been no need to say mpos vuds Midnoiovs. Such is the normal way of interpreting
thae plusse I we would suppose tha the names of the tiiics foliowing [mpos U] pds were merciy
in apposition to that phrase, we would have to assume that the salutations in all nine letters were
identical, perhaps Tots émi rjs *Aaias “EXA\pow yaipew aut similia. This was possible but not very
likely. If true, it would mean that Miletus was not a judiciary center at all and that the presence of
the letter in its bouleuterion meant the same thing as it did in the case of Priene: it was sent there for
publication by a judiciary center in compliance with general instructions (ll. 46~50). Jones, in fact,
did not make Miletus a judiciary center, but his reason for not doing so was based on a misunder-
standing of the letter (see Robert and Magie). Since the writer, almost certainly the Governor of
Asia, had also written an identical letter to the koinon of Asia, which in turn would have disseminated
the information in the letter to all its many members, it seems more likely that he would have ad-
dressed the nine letters individually to the judiciary centers. A directive separately addressed adds
to the importance of the matter. The finger is pointed, so to speak. General directives were
channeled through the koinon. Personal, individual responsibility was assigned through direct com-
munication. For these reasons I believe that the first interpretation is the correct one and that
Miletus had been a judiciary center in the middle of the first century B.c. By the age of Augustus
conditions had changed and other arrangements were made.
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transmit his letter to the smaller cities in its district, and the letter is to be published and
preserved in each of the various archives. The writer then adds a most unusual statement
about his reason for writing in Greek, viz., in order that the Greeks might not mis-
understand his meaning (Il. s5-57). He appears to have taken advantage of the fact that
two envoys from Magnesia happen to be present, for he asks them to deliver his letter.
Such are the bare facts.

Who is the writer and what is the date? The answers depend upon the correct
interpretation of two pieces of information: the mention of Cicero and the list of cities.
There seems to be little or no doubt that the cities are the centers of the Asian conventus,
but a comparison with the list preserved by Pliny (N.H. 5. 105-26), which reflects the
conditions of the Augustan age in general, shows several variations. These may be seen
best in tabular form:

Letter Pliny
*Miletus Ephesus
Ephesus Alabanda
*Tralles Smyrna
Alabanda Pergamum
*Mylasa Sardis
Smyma Adramyttium
Pergamum *Cibyra
Sardis *Synnada
Adramyttium *Apameia

Note: The starred entries of one list are missing in the
other.

For our present purpose the most important point to be noted here is the omission of
the Phrygian judiciary centers of Cibyra, Synnada, and Apameia from the list given in
the letter. It is important because we know that between §6 and 50 B.C. those three
centers belonged to the province of Cilicia, but that before and after those dates they
belonged to Asia.2 Hence the date of our letter must fall within the period 56-50 B.C.,
and the Cicere of linc 35 must be the orater and statesman M. Tullius Cicerc.

The combination of such a date and such a notable Roman figure suggests that the
writer of the letter is Q. Minucius Q. f. Thermus, governor of Asia in s1-50 B.c.3 The
evidence for this is circumstantial rather than direct. Cicero is most likely to have been
named in a governor’s letter to the cities of Asia during the time in which he himself was
governor of Cilicia (51-50 B.c.), for then he would have been more closely involved in
the affairs of Asia Minor. He is known to have been on very friendly terms with
Thermus in the course of that year and to have written to him on many occasions for a

2 For the Asian judiciary districts in general see Magie, op. cit., I, 171-72, and II, 105963, nn. 41-42,
and Robert, loc. cit. For the Phrygian districts see J. Marquardt, Rémische Staatsverwaltung, 12
(Leipzig, 1881), 335-36; R. Syme, in Anatolian Studies Presented to William Hepburn Buckler, ed. W. M.
Calder and J. Keil (Manchester, 1939), pp. 301-5; Magie, op. cit., II, 1060, n. 41, and 1245, n. 18.
3 For his governorship see the references in Broughton, Magistrates, 11, 243, and Magie, op. cit., I, 399.
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variety of reasons.# One final piece of information may also have a bearing on the
present letter: Cicero had passed through the province of Asia in s1 B.C., on his way
to Cilicia. On that occasion he had met Thermus in Ephesus before proceeding into
the interior. And on his return to Italy the following year he had again stopped at
Ephesus while awaiting transportation.5 The possibility is that Cicero may have
noticed something while passing through Asia and later brought it to the attention either
of Thermus or some other official. This in turn prompted the letter. There are,
however, no facts to substantiate such a possibility.

Turning to the contents of the letter and the nature of the information communicated
to the cities of Asia, we are almost hopelessly in the dark. Isolated expressions such as
“false” (l. 6), “Ephesus” (in Ephesus?) (. 12), “laws” (L. 14), and “I was forced by...”
(L. 18) are not sufficient in themselves to be of much help. But that it is a matter about
which Cicero had some knowledge I am almost certain. Iam led to this belief by the
statement (Il. 37-41) that someone, perhaps a subordinate in the officium of the governor
of Asia, had met with Cicero. Surely that meeting was not unconnected with the matter
at hand. Why else would the writer have mentioned it? Official letters from the
Roman government may be courteous in their approach, colorful in language at times,
and occasionally verbose, but they are never given to idle remarks or extraneous pieces
of information. 'Whatever is said has some connection with the subject. In the present
instance, however, we do not have the means to discover what it was.6
4 Ad Fam. 13. 53 (Cilicia, 51 B.C., letter of recommendation); ibid., s4 (Laodicea, so B.c., personal
matter); ibid., 55 (Cilicia, 51 B.C., recommendation); ibid., 56 (Cilicia, 1 B.C., coqceming the fact that
several Asian cities owe Cluvius, a friend of Cicero’s, a great deal of money); ibid., 57 (Laodicea,

50 B.C., request that Thermus send Cicero’s legate M. Anneius back to Cilicia from Asia); cf. also Ad
Fam. 2. 18; Ad Att. 5. 13. 2; 20. 10; 21. 14.

5 On his way to Cilicia in s1 B.C., Cicero arrived at Ephesus in July and met Thermus (Ad Att. 5. 13).
On his return to Rome in 50 B.C., however, he left Cilicia by boat by way of Rhodes and was de-
layed twenty days on the trip from Rhodes to Ephesus. At Ephesus itself he was further delayed
until October 1 (Ad Att. 6. 8).

6 Two possibilities, however, present themselves for consideration. The first is that while- passing
through Asxa in July of st B.c. Cicero may have noticed or hcard of mfnngement of the Lex Iulia de

LaNTR P 1 17 C r
4 230 1aVy yn.n.\_\... e wlie S a mandbe. Of dlsiaiciivin Lo be ynll.(’-u upull

Roman publ.lc oﬂicnals in the provmccs They were forbidden, for example, to accept any sort of
gift in the administration of justice or to accept anything from the provincials while traveling through
their country, except shelter and the necessities of life (cf. Magie, op. cit., I, 380, and II, 1243, n. 8, for
details and references). Cicero, who at the time prided himself a great deal on his strict observance
of its provisions (cf. Ad Att. 5. 21. s; ibid., 10. 2; ibid., 16. 3; ibid., 6. 7. 2; ibid., 15. 11.), would clearly
have been told by surprised (?) provincials in the interior of any cases concerning its infringement.
The absence of any such reference in his letters to Thermus, however, does not make this possibility
a very likely one. The second possibility is that the letter concerns business dealings of some sort,
as suggested by the editors in the edition of the Milesian copy (Knackfuss, op. cit., p. 102). In this
regard the letter to Thermus (Ad Fam. 13. 56) may be pertinent. In it we learn that Cluvius of
Puteoli, a wealthy banker with investments throughout the province of Asia, is afraid that he will
lose all his interests in the province unless he can secure the help of the governor. The people of
Mylasa, Alabanda, Heraclea, Bargylia, and Caunus all owe him money but will not or cannot pay.
Cicero outlines the situation for Thermus and adds at the end that the matter is so important that Cn.
Pompeius himself is worried. Such a piece of business might be sufficiently large to cause Thermus
finally to compose a letter in order to make known his decision to all the cities. I therefore find this
second possibility at least worth consideration. Perhaps even Pompey’s investments were involved.
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EPISTULA MAGISTRATUS ROMANI
AD ILIENSES First Century B.C.

najainisisisisisisisinisissisisiaiaiaiaisingifiainiiaisisisisisisisiifiaisisisisieteley

BIBLIOGRAPHY. A. Briickner, in W. Dérpfeld, Troia und Ilion (Athens,
1902), nos. XVI-XVII, pp. 457-58; G. Lafaye, I.G.R.R., IV (1927), 199; D.
Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor (Princeton, 1950), II, 1258, n. 3.

DESCRIPTION. No. XVI: four fragments of a block found at Ilium in a
well (B a) of the Temple of Athena. Of these fragments, A and B join
together with an over-all height of 0.23 m. and width of 0.145 m. Height of
letters: 0.01s m. Reproduced by Briickner, loc. cit. Fragment C: height,
0.05 m.; width, 0.035 m. Fragment D: height, 0.05 m.; width, 0.036 m. The
height of the letters in C and D is the same as in A-B.

No. XVII: one fragment, the dimensions of which are not given by
Briickner, found in the same location as no. XVI, and probably belonging to the
same text as no. XVI.

XVI

(oo ]

[-----ceme e JIN] @[ ? - -]
| élv Tdu lepde

[-----mme e Jous éypapar

[+------- Ty moAw Updv elv] o devfépay
| kol aleur]ovpymTov

[--cceme e | Gmavre ko
[-----emen-- év vépois ie]pois vacat

| RIS ovy]yeveis
R 86)éav

[ooe e ]

[*Abn]vés [- -] D [--Jop[--]
(- -Jov[- - [+ Jrol- ]
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XV
RRTRTE )
[---------- loipafe-------- ]

[- - --Ths 'Aﬁnv&g] Ths ’Duoi[Sos ----- ]
[---------- Ivomovs[- - = - - - - - - ]

A-B 3 One should not exclude éypdipa|[pev]. 7 Briickner refers to Die Inschriften von Pergamon,
246, 1l. 61-62; 76 8¢ Prjhrapa T8¢ [k]Upiov elvon els dmavra Tov xpdvov | kai kat|a]re[fiy]a
abro év vduolis {e[pois].

COMMENTARY. Strabo (13. 1. 26-27) tells us that llium was only a village with a
small temple of Athena until Alexander visited it after his victory at the Granicus. He
is said to have given it the title of city, adorned the temple, and decreed that the city was
to be free and exempt from tribute.! After Alexander’s death Lysimachus built a wall
around the city and joined the neighboring cities to it (synoikismos). For a time there-
after, however, it seems to have fallen into bad times, but then it was improved very
greatly. In 205 B.C., by the terms of the Treaty of Phoenice, it was recognized by the
Romans as independent and under Roman protection.2  After 188 B.c. we know from
Livy (38. 39. 10) that Ilium was given control over both Rhoeteum and Gergithus. It
was therefore a free city.? Much later, in the course of the first Mithridatic War, it
was captured by Fimbria and suffered greatly.4 But, when Sulla emerged triumphant
and Fimbria lay dead, Ilium’s previous status was confirmed by a grant of freedom.s
Little more than a generation later Julius Caesar not only preserved that freedom (and
immunity from taxation, Strabo adds) but also gave land to Ilium.6 The Romans, of
course, were very well disposed toward Ilium because of the tradition that Aeneas had
been their founder. The additional legend that the Julian gens could be traced all the
way back to Iulus caused Julius Caesar to be all the more anxious to display his respect
toward the city. It is not surprising, therefore, to discover that in Pliny’s time Ilium
was still immunis.? . )

Briickner, on the basis of the letter forms and the report of Strabo, believed that the
present document originated in the arrangement made by Caesar for the status of the

! Jones, Cities of the Eastern Roman Provinces, p. 40, discounts Strabo’s statement that Alexander
declared Ilium a city “‘as due to Strabo’s theory that [lium was a mere village hitherto.”

2 For the controversy about the “inclusion” of Ilium in the treaty see the summary by Magie, op.
cit., II, 744-46, n. 35.

3 The mere fact that it was rewarded at this time must mean that it continued to be free. Magie, op.
cit., I, 108; Jones, op. cit., p. 53.

4 Strabo 13. 1. 27; Appian Mithr. 53; Livy Epit. 83.

s Appian Mithr. 61.

6 Strabo 13. 1. 27; Lucan Phar. 9. 961ff., esp. 998; cf. Magie, op. cit., I, 405, and II, 1258, n. 3.

7 Pliny N.H. 4. 7. 8; 5. 124.
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city. He did not call it a letter, but the use of the first person in fragment A-B, line 3,
and the possibility of a pronoun of the second person in fragment D would certainly
identify it assuch. The date in the first century 5.c. would point to a Roman magistrate,
but whether he is Sulla, Caesar, or someone else I cannot decide. More evidence is
needed. The writer, however, clearly confirms a grant of freedom and immunity to the

city.
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EPISTULA C. IULII CAESARIS
AD PERGAMENOS After Pharsalus

LisisninsisisisigisinisifiRisiHisiaisisisivivisisislsisisioisiaiaelolalaeateie)

BIBLIOGRAPHY. A. Passerini, Athenaeum, 15 (1937): 273~75; M. Segre,
Athenaeum, 16 (1938): 119-27; L. Robert, in Anatolian Studies Presented to
William Hepburn Buckler, ed. W. M. Calder and J. Keil (Manchester, 1939), pp.
227-30; M. I. Rostovtzeff, S.EH.H.W., Ill (1941), 1527-28, n. 98; D. Magie,
Roman Rule in Asia Minor (Princeton, 1950), II, 1258-59, n. 3.

DESCRIPTION. Part of the dossier which contained the S.C. de Agro
Pergameno (No. 12), from Smyrna. The letters are of the same form and size
as those of the senatorial decree. Called fragment e by Passerini. If the width
of all the columns in that dossier is the same, then the number of letters in each
line of the present letter would average from about §8, minimum, to about 75,
maximum. Precise figures, however, cannot be given, because of the
irregularity in the spacing.
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[Tctos *IovAios Kaioap] adrox[pdrwp, apyiepeds rai Sukrdrwp 76 B Iepyapnvdv
Gpyovat]

[BovAf v xaipel]v: el éppw[abe, € &v éxor Dyiawov 8¢ adrds perc Tod
oTpatelparos. |

[Spiv avriypadov T]ob émnpipa|ros dméoralka Tod yeyovdros mepi Tis xWpas Tis
vpiv]

[mpoowpiopéims: ] epl dv Mif[paddrns Mnvoddrov modiTns Suérepos kai pidos
pov]

[Adyous émouioar]o, mepi TovT[ov Tod WpdypaTos obTws émékpwe  vacat]

[y Te moAw IT]épyapov kai x[wpas Soov Bagideds “Arrados Bagiréws Edpévovs
TH) model]

[mpoodipioev, €] kTos PaciAiko[D - = - < - - - - - - - - - , €Aevfepa avTvope
avelopopa ?)
[dpopordymrd. ?] Te elvon Soke[T - - = - - - - o - - e e aea e ]
[------ Jos Te ToUTwWY [- < - - - - e e m e e s ]
[rod T@v ‘Plwpdiwy Srwfov = - - < - - = oo cmee e ]
[------ ] 7€ dailveron Gé[Aew - - - - - - - e mm e oo Baouleds “Arrados]
[Baoiréws] Edpévovs vid[s - - = = - == - - - e -ccamaa oo ]
[------ Joaveore dovA[le - - < - - o e e el ]
[------ Jowv Sdéarnoay [- - = - - - s emem e ]
[- - mpovy ?]paspav Expervay [- - = - - <o - m e e e e ]
[----- D]mép T@v lep@v pl- - - - - - - me e i e ]
[- - - ‘Pwpe]ios & Te GANe f[dyTe - = = - - == c - s e o eo e ]
[- - - -a]drdy dmdvr[wy - = - - - - s e e e ee e ]
[------ ] kplows Tob - === - - mm e ]
[------ Jrorwra- =« c e e e e ]

Restorations by Passerini and Segre. 1-8 The restorations of Segre are followed. 1 Zpvpvaiwy
&pyovor ktA., Passerini. 3-4 mepl éxelvwv Tav mpaypdrwy wlepl dv Mib[paddrys ?  éupol
Adyous émouioaro, Passerini. 7 After Baothixod perhaps a noun such as ximov, maoadeloov. aut
similia, Segre. 9-20 As given by Passerini. 16 Robert thinks of a phrase such as T@v {epdv
vopwy.

COMMENTARY. For Pergamum’s reception of Mithridates Eupator in 88 B.C. and
the murder of Roman citizens seeking asylum in its Temple of Asclepius, that city was
almost certainly deprived of its freedom and immunity by Sulla.? But, like Mytilene
and other cities, it possessed a renowned citizen whose friendship and influence with the
Romans may have brought about the return of that freedom. The man himself,
Mithridates of Pergamum, was an interesting and important figure in the Greek East

1 Appian Mithr. 19ff., esp. 23; Plutarch Sulla 11; Cicero Pro Flacco 57; see H. Hepding, Athen. Mitt.,
1909, pp- 333-34.
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about the middle of the first century B.c.2 Son of Menodotos and Adobogiona, he
traced his lineage back to the tetrarchs of Galatia. His mother was said originally to
have been a concubine of Mithridates Eupator, and his father belonged to a very aristo-
cratic family of Pergamum. The son was reared in the court of the Pontic king, it
seems, and performed his military service in the royal army. Although embassies to
Rome had brought him to the attention of his Roman masters, his great chance for
honor and glory came when Julius Caesar was besieged in Alexandria. He marched to
his assistance at the head of an army and managed to rescue him.3 For this act Caesar
rewarded him with the title “friend”” and the more material benefits of a tetrarchate of
the Trocmi and a kingdom in southern Russia. Unfortunately, Mithridates did not
live long enough to enjoy his rewards to the full, for in 46/45 B.C. he fell in battle against
Asandros, King of the Bosporus.

Pergamum honored her famous citizen with statues and inscriptions. In one of
them he is credited with ““having restored to the gods the city and its land that is holy”
and is called the *“New Founder after Pergamos and Philetairos” of his country.4 It was
concluded by Hepding, long ago, that Mithridates was described in such terms because
he had succeeded in winning back Pergamum’s long-lost freedom. His friendship with
Caesar no doubt would have made this possible, especially aftcr the rescue in Alexandria.
That Caesar was actually responsible for restoring Pergamum’s freedom upon the request
of Mithridates is nowhere stated positively, but Hepding believed that it was mentioned
in a Pergamene inscription, which he restored as follows:$

(‘0 Sijpuos]
[ériunae] Tov éavrod glwThpe kai edepyérny]
[[éwov "Tod)Acoy Taiov ov Kaio[apa Tov adrrpdropa kel
[epxilepéa kai Sukrdropa 76 [B’ mdoms dperiis Kai edvoias]
[évex]ev émoxaTaoTioalvra Tois feols Tiv Te wOAW)
[roi 0]y xdpav o[Sloav lepav kal dovAov kai albrdvopo.]

Another copy of the same inscription assured the correctness of the restoration in the
fifth line, but Segre could not agree with Hepding’s conclusion of the sixth line. He
thought that the name of some divinity should follow the phrase o[f]oav lepa[v],
perhaps that of Diori.ySLis or Athena.6 ~Nevertheless, like Hepding, he concluded that
Pergamum had regained her freedom through Mithridates and Caesar. He interpreted
the phrase “restored to the gods the city and its land sacred to...” as indicating the

2 The basic article about the man and his exploits is still that of H. Hepding, op. cit., pp. 329-40. Cf.
Segre, op. cit., p. 120; Geyer, R.E., s.w. ‘‘Mithridates” (15), cols. 2205-6; L. Robert, Etudes
Anatoliennes, pp. 53 and 56, and in Anatolian Studies, pp. 227-29; Rostovtzeff, loc. cit., Magie, op. cit.,
p. 1259, n. 4.

3 Caesar Bell. Alex. 26ff.; see M. Gelzer, Caesar der Politiker und Staatsman® (Wiesbaden, 1960), pp.
230-32 (English translation by P. Needham [Blackwell, 1968], pp. 251-52).

+In two copies, first correctly published and interpreted by Hepding, op. cit., pp. 329-31 (L.G.R.R.,
IV, 1682; cf. L. Robert, in Anatolian Studies, p. 230).

s Hepding, op. cit., pp. 336-37 (I.G.R.R., IV, 1677; cf. L. Robert, loc. cit.).

6 Segre, op. cit., pp. 122-26. Magie (op. cit., p. 1259) believed that there was little reason to justify
the restoration of the name of a god at this point.
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restoration of the traditional constitution that had been lost since the end of the first
Mithridatic War.

Caesar was in a generous mood after the victory at Pharsalus in 48 5.c., and because of
his clementia large numbers of cities succeeded in obtaining grants or favors of various
kinds from him. It would have been the proper moment for Mithridates to bring up
the question of Pergamenc freedom and immunity (if not then, at any rate after the rescue
in Alexandria). Mithridates probably could have received an affirmative reply from
Caesar to any reasonable request. What could have been more important to him than
the freedom and immunity of his city? Accordingly, Hepding and Segre believe that
Caesar restored the city’s freedom. L. Robert also agrees. Magie does not.” But one
must admit that the available evidence tends to support Hepding, Segre, and Robert.
When Pergamum called Mithridates a “New Founder after Pergamos and Philetairos,”
it did not seem to be (in view of the man’s friendship with Caesar) merely extravagant
praise, but rather a statement of fact. It must have meant that Mithridates was respon-
sible for some momentous change in his city’s political condition or status. The res-
toration of freedom would be of sufficient importance to warrant such praise.

We turn to the present letter of Caesar. It is important to remember that it is here a
part of a large dossier engraved at Smyrna, Pergamum, and probably other cities. The
fact that all the texts were assembled and engraved at Smyrna means that all of them were
concerned with the same problem, Pergamum and its land.# From the letter we learn
that Mithridates had met with Caesar, presumably after Pharsalus, and discussed with him
the Pergamene question. Extant expressions in lines 6, 7, 8, 13, and 16 make it reason-
ably clear that the status of the city and its land is the issue.% Segre thought that in this
letter Caesar officially communicated to Pergamum his decision to declare the city and
its territory free and immune. This explains his restoration in lines 7-8.

Magie, however, thought that Caesar’s decision *““may have resembled in some way
the recognition of inviolability received by various Asianic cities during the later third
century,” and that the grant of freedom was not made until the governorship of P.
Servilius Isauricus (46-44 B.C.)."® There is no doubt that Servilius was responsible for
some political or constitutional changes in Pergamum, for one Pergamene inscription
speaks of him as “savior and benefactor of the city and one who gave back to the city
its ancestral laws and an unrestricted democracy.” For Magie this was decisive.’! For

7 Magie, op. dt., I, 4056, and II, 125859, n. 3.

8 Passerini thought that the present letter of Caesar had been addressed to Smyrna, but it was shown by
Segre and Robert that it must have been addressed to Pergamum. The only reason why the docu-
ments had been engraved and set up at Smyrna is that the Pergamene land issue was one of great
importance for all the cities of the area. Publication in many cities was believed to be essential. See
Robert, in Anatolian Studies, p. 228, n. 3, and the commentary to No. 12 of the present volume.

9 Another fragment from the same dossier was published by Passerini, op. cit., p. 276 (fragment f),
which apparently defined the Pergamene boundaries. It mentions Elaia and Julius Caesar.  See also
Robert, in Anatolian Studies, p. 229, for the text.

1o Magie, op. cit., 1, 405.

11 O0.G.IS., 449 (LG.R.R., IV, 433).
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Hepding and Segre it meant merely that the work of restoration was not completed
until the proconsulship of Servilius. It is not really necessary to separate the two acts—
those of Mithridates and Servilius—for surely the grant of freedom did not solve all
Pergamene problems immediately. The difficult questions of the city’s lands and its
legal status might have required considerable time to resolve. Indeed, Servilius was
called upon to adjudicate in a legal issue which concerned the sacred laws and the asylia
of the Temple of Asclepius in Pergamum (No. 55), an event which proves that the de-
cision of Caesar did not end all difficulties. To restore democratic institutions takes
time; to restore them “unrestrictedly” takes even longer.

Although solid evidence is lacking, it would seem that Mithridates of Pergamum
managed to have his city’s freedom and immunity restored. His friendship with
Caesar and the weighty credits “New Founder after Pergamos and Philetairos,” not to
mention “ Restorer to the gods of the city and its land,” are sufficient to warrant such a
suggestion. To state it as a fact may be rash, but to dismiss it altogether would be ill-
advised. I tend to believe it.
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EPISTULA P. SERVILII ISAURICI
AD PERGAMENOS 46—44 B.C.

SHOSSIHIIHINHISISIHIHSIHHSIISIHSIRIBIssiIsisisisisissisisisisiaisistsfeielo)

BIBLIOGRAPHY. T. Wiegand, “Zweiter Bericht iiber die Ausgrabungen in
Pergamon 1928-32: Das Asklepieion,” Abhandlungen der preussischen Akademie der
Wissenschaften, Phil ~hist. Klasse, no. s (Berlin, 1932), no. 1, p. 32 (4.E., 1933, no.
260); M. Segre, Il Mondo Classico, 3 (1933): 485-88 and 4 (1934): 71; L.

Robert, Hellenica, 6 (1948): 39-40; D. Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor
(Princeton, 1950), I, 417, and II, 1271, n. 42.

DESCRIPTION. Found at Pergamum at the site of the ancient Asclepieion.
Height: 0.28 m. Width: 0.42 m. Thickness: 0.12 m. Height of letters:
0.007-0.008 m. (except those of l. 2, which are 0.012 m. high).

>Ayabije Toyme.
*Emikpuyse wept s aovAias.
[{I8] mAios Zepoidios TTomAiov vics *loavpucos avfimaros
[&] pxovor Bovdij Svjpw Iepyopevav yeaipew.
Keiros Tipwvos mpirans : *Aokdnmddns Marpw-
vos (epevs : Mowpogdims Mntpoddspov: Mevéuoyos
Sevoxdeiovs, ‘Hpdns “Hpwdov: Néwv Meledypov,
*AmoModdims *Opéorov: dpyovres: Ilepoeds TTepoéws
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Note the marks of punctuation in s-10. 12 At first Segre thought that TEHTIX was corrupt
and that the correct reading was ITEPIHZ, but later, on the basis of a photograph, he changed his
mind and punctuated as shown here. 15 dmoféoew[s arpiSéarara €]|rarépwr, Wiegand, but
Segre, with reference to S.I.G.3, 785, 7ff.,, and Josephus Ant. 14. 246, suggests dmoféoew [s €
dvrikaraordoews UP’]| éxarépwy. 17-18 éve]|pdvioer, L. Robert among the works of Segre.

COMMENTARY. P. Servilius Vatia Isauricus (cos. 79 B.c.) helped his family to
regain a share of its old prestige, while the good marriage and personal ability of his son
P. Servilius Isauricus (cos. 48 B.c.) renewed family ties and strengthened its position.?
The son, about 60 B.c., had married Junia, a niece of M. Porcius Cato and a daughter of
Servilia and Dec. Silanus. His close friendship and political rapport with Cato lasted
some ten years, but then he turned from his father-in-law and the majority of his as-
sociates to ally himself with the Caesarian party. Caesar received him eagerly as one of
the few nobiles to make such a change. Servilius found his reward for this in the
consulship of 48 B.c., during which he had Caesar himself as colleague.  Further honor
came a few years later when he was appointed proconsul of Asia, a position which he
held from 46 to 44 B.c. In that office he was a man of exceptional ability and great
humanitas. Not since Scaevola, perhaps, had Asia found a greater benefactor or a more
just administrator. Inscriptions in his honor have been found in greater numbers than
for any other governor of Asia under the Republicz Magnesia ad Maeandrum,
Aegae, Smyrna, Ephesus, Mitylene, Cos, Calymnus, Tenus, Hierocaesarea, and Per-
gamum all honored him in the appropriate manner. And at Pergamum his name was
added to the cult of Roma.3 His concern for provincials in general was evident at an
early date in his career, for in 61-60 B.C. he and Cato had managed to introduce into a
senatus consultum a clause which helped to protect free cities against the unlawful demands
of the publicani, an action which was sufficiently strong to cause Atticus to complain
about his holdings in Sicyon and Cicero to sympathize. Following his governorship of
Asia he returned to Rome only after the death of Caesar and there sought to become
an intermediary between the opposing parties. Both he and Cicero spoke out against
Amowiuy L e Senate, vui vu e whold he remained ncutral in the confict and thue
won his reward in a second consulship in 41 B.c. Not long afterward he died, in an
unknown year.

When Servilius became governor of Asia in 46 B.C. the city of Pergamum may already
have received its freedom. That is a point, however, about which some doubt exists
(see the commentary to No. 54). The fact remains that Servilius was praised at Per-
gamum for, inter alia, “having given back to the city its ancestral laws and an un-
restricted democracy” (O.G.LS., 449=1G.R.R,, IV, 433=1LL.S., 8779). Clearly he

UF. Miinzer, Romische Adelsparteien und Adelsfamilien (Stuttgart, 1920), pp. 354-58; idem, R.E., s.v.
*“Servilius” (67), cols. 1798-1802; Syme, Roman Revolution, pp. 69, 109, 123, 134-36, 147, 164, 170,
182, 189, 197, 208; Magie, op. cit., I, 416-17, and II, 1270-71, n. 42.

2 See Robert, loc. cit., and Magie, op. cit., II, 1270-71.

3 See Robert, loc. cit., on this subject.
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was responsible not merely for good government but also for substantial improvements
in the political and/or legal status of Pergamum. We turn to the present letter.

Sometime during his term of office a delegation of nine Pergamene citizens met with
him and discussed the matter of the sacred laws and asylia of the Temple of Asclepius.
A certain M. Fannius Numerii f. Ter., otherwise unknown, was involved in some sort
of legal difficulty with the temple. Whatever its exact nature might have been, it must
have had rather broad implications for the future.# Its importance can be judged by
the number of the delegates and their high positions in the city government. Servilius
listened to both sides and then rendered his decision. Details are lacking, but the
decision may have been favorable to the city and the temple.

What relationship this document had to the one which appeared after the S.C. de
Pergamenis (No. 11, ll. 20-21) is not known.

4+ It is difficult to agree wholly with Segre (op. cit., p. 487) in thinking that the case might have been one
of an escaped slave seeking sanctuary or perhaps one involving Fannius’ violation of the sacred pre-
cinct by the cutting of wood or the dumping of garbage in the temple area. The issue seems much
more important.
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EPISTULA L. SESTII QUIRINALIS
AD THASIOS 44—42 B.C.

Disisisisisisisisisisisisisiaisisisiaisininiaisinisiaisiaiaiaiaiaiaisiniiaiaiaiaiataieie)

BIBLIOGRAPHY. C. Dunant and J. Pouilloux, Recherches sur I’ histoire et les
cultes de Thasos, 11 (Etudes thasiennes, V) (Paris, 1958), no. 176, pp. 55—s6 (Plate
VI, 1).

DESCRIPTION. Inscribed on the same block as the letter of Cn. Cornelius
Dolabella to the Thasians (No. 21), its first line being just 0.085 m. below the
last line of that inscription. Height of letters: 0.014 m.

Aevrios Zriarios IomAiov vids Kvpived(es - - - - - BOaciwv dpyovor BovAij

Sjpwe yaipew: ‘Inéoios ITvbiwvos, Kr[nae - = - = < = = == o eeccmacam ot d]

mpeafiTepos mpeofevral Ypuérepo [t EvéTUXOY pot - - - = - - - oo o m o e oo o ]

amédo[o]dv Te 10 mop’ Jpudv Yridfiopar - - - - - - o - o i a e a e
i

amooTadévra Snudoia ypdpupuaTa [ < < - - s s e e e e e e e

3—4 See the letter of the dictator Caesar to Mytilene in 48 8.c. (No. 26), ll. 5-6; the letter of M.
Antonius to the koinon of Asia (No. 57), ll. sff.; the letter of Augustus to the Cnidians (No. 67),
1l. 7-8: and the letter of Avgustus to Sardis (No. 68). 1. 24, with cuvérvyov.
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COMMENTARY. L. Sestius P. f. L. n. Albinianus Quirinalis (cos. suff. 23 B.c.) was
the son of that P. Sestius who, as trib. pl. in 57 B.C., had struggled against Clodius and was
accused the following year de vi et ambitu. It was Cicero who defended him and, with
the help of others, succeeded in having him acquitted. In the course of that trial the
young son had read aloud documents for his father’s defense (Pro Sestio 6. 10. 144). The
political affiliations of the son are clearly seen in the fact that in 44 B.C. he joined the party
of the liberators and aided them in the outfitting of ships for their eastern journey
(Cicero Ad Att. 15. 17. 1; 16. 2. 4). He was a constant admirer and loyal follower of
Brutus, fought in the wars at his side, and became his proquaestor in Macedonia for the
period 44-42 B.c. He was asked by the party of Antonius to betray Brutus, but he
refused and was therefore placed on the proscription list. He was, however, pardoned
by Augustus and was won over to his party. In fact Augustus admired Sestius’ qualities
of devotion and loyalty to the memory of Brutus (Appian B.C. 4. 51; Dio 53. 32. 4).
In 23 B.c. Augustus chose him to fill the vacancy in the consulship created by his own
resignation from that office—a signal honor, and significant.!

It would appear that the present letter dates from the activity of Sestius in Macedonia
just prior to the Battle of Philippi, for he certainly is writing to the Thasians in an
official capacity.2 The island of Thasos was under the command of the Macedonian
governor and must have had little choice in the role it was to play in the few years
between the death of Caesar and the decision at Philippi. It became, in fact, a supply
base of real aid to the liberators. No military commander could have afforded to
neglectit. After Philippi the defeated forces of Brutus and Cassius looked to their own
safety in flight or capitulation, and many of the high-ranking officers escaped to Thasos
(Appian B.C. 4. 136). Antonius himself came to the island and received from these
officers a huge quantity of money, arms, and supplies. For its role in the cause of the
liberators Thasos was deprived of its control over Skiathos and Peparethos.

1 For the facts of his career see F. Miinzer, R.E., s.v. “‘Sestius” (3), col. 1885; Broughton, Magistrates,
11, 326, 349, and 362—63 (cf. Supplement to Magistrates, p. 59); Dunant and Pouilloux, loc. cit. He
was a friend of Horace and was honored by having an ode dedicated to him (Od. I. 4).

should not be dismissed. That it might have been written in the period of his proquaestorship is
also the opinion of L. Robert, R.E.G., 72 (1959): 234.
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AD KOINON ASIAE 42—-41 or 33-32 B.C.
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BIBLIOGRAPHY. F. G. Kenyon, Classical Review, 7 (1893): 476-78; C. G.
Brandis, Hermes, 32 (1897): s09-22; E. Thomas, Philologus, 57 (1898): 422-27;
E. Ziebarth, Rheinisches Museum, 55 (1900): s18-19; V. Chapot, La province
romaine proconsulaire d’Asie (Paris, 1904), pp. 464 and 492; F. Poland, Geschichte
des griechischen Vereinswesens (Leipzig, 1909), pp. 150-s1 (document no. H 26); J.
Keil, Jahreshefte, 14 (1911), cols. 123-34; M. San Nicold, Agyptisches Vereinswesen
zur Zeit der Ptolemder und Romer, I (Munich, 1913), p. 64, n. 1; F. Preisigke,
Sammelbuch griechischer Urkunden aus Agypten, 1 (1915), 4224; F. Poland, R.E.,
s.v. “Technitai,” in the Nachtrdge to vol. V A 2 (1934), cols. 2515-16; L. Robert,
Hellenica, 7 (1949): 122-23; D. Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor (Princeton,
1950), I, 428-29, and II, 1279, n. 4; A. Pickard-Cambridge, The Dramatic
Festivals of Athens (Oxford, 1953), p. 305; Ehrenberg—Jones, no. 300, p. 132;

C. A. Forbes, Classical Philology, 50 (1955): 239-41; M. Amelotti, Studia et
Documenta Historiae et Iuris, 21 (1955): 127-31; Johnson, Coleman-Norton,
Bourne, Ancient Roman Statutes, no. 125.

DESCRIPTION. This text was written on the verso of a British Museum
medical papyrus (P. Lond. 137) discovered by Kenyon. *“Why it was transcribed
on the back of the medical MS., cannot even be guessed with any confidence.
The contents relate to the province of Asia, whereas the papyrus comes from
Egypt; and while the rescript was issued in the middle of the first century

before Christ, this copy of it can hardly be earlier than the second century of our
era. To guess at the personal reasons which may have made the owner of the
medical work wish to preserve such a document would be obviously futile. It
is written 1n a single column, in a rather large semi-cursive hand, and with the
exception of a few letters near the end it is preserved intact” (Kenyon, op. cit., p.
476). Part of the beginning (Il. 1-5) is also extant, in a very mutilated form, in
an inscription said to have been found in Tralles (Keil, op. cit., cols. 123-27).

See below, in the critical apparatus on lines 3-4 of the text.
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~ 3 ’ ) ’
Mépkos ’ Avrwwios adTokparwp
TpLv avdpdv Smpociwy mpaypdrwy
Ao KOTAOTATEWS, TML KOWDL TOV G-
mo Tis *Aolas ‘EXjvwy yalpew: kol

’ 3 ’ 1] 3 ’
mpéTepov évTuyovTos po €v *Edéowe

, ) A , -
Mdprov ’ Avrwviov *Aprenddpov, Tod
Y ooy v A
éuod pidov kai aleimrrov, pera Tod é-

- a0 ~
, Twvipov Tis cuvebov TGV amd Tis

olkovpérms lepovikdv koi aTeda-
vardv lepéws Xapomeivov *Edeaiov,
mepl Tob {T&) mpovmdpyovTa THL CUVS-
Swi pévew avadaipera, kol mepi T@Y
Aoy dv freiTo am’ éuod Tipiwy
kol pudavBpdm{wv) Tis doTparevoins
kol dlecTovpymaias mhans Kai avemt-
orabuelas kal Tis mepl T mow-
yupw éxexetpias kai acvlias kol

, " , ,
mopdupas, ive cuvywpriolw) ypaar
mopaypipe mpos Vuds, vaxwpd'){v}

A Y
PovAdpevos kai Sua Tov éuov pi-
Aov *Aprepidwpov kel Té émwvy-
pwt adTdv lepel €is T€ TOV KSTpOV THs
owddov kai Ty adénow adris xa-
ploagBoi. Kai T& viv mdAw évru-

, < , o

xovTos pou Tod *Aprepiddpov Smws
€7 adrols avabeivor SédTov yal-
Kijy kol évyapdéa els admy mepl
T@V Tpoyeypopuévwy ddavfpimwy,
éyw mpoaupovuevos év undevt kal-
vorepeiv ToD) *Aprepidipolv) mepl {Tov)Twy
évruydvros émexdpnoe T [v ave] -
Oeladw Tiis 8éATo(v) s mapakalel [ue].
Lo g v
Spiv 8(¢) yéypada mepi TovTwy.

3-4 The copy on stone at Smyrna, originally found at Tralles, reads as follows for this section
(Keil, op. cit., col. 127): M@pkos’ Av] rdiveos adrokpd [Twp TpLdv avBpdv Snpooi|wv mpaypdr] wy
amo kataoTd[oews T@ Kowd TGV amo Tis "A|olas ‘EMijvwv] kai tois mpoé[Spois - - - - -
xai|pew kol mpdre]pov évruydv[tos pot kTA. Note that Tois mpoédpots is missing in the papy-
rus. The phrase am6 karaordoews has a partial parallel in the letter of Octavian to Rhosus (No.
58, Il 9), where, however, the preposition is émi. Cf. also Res Gestae Divi Augusti 1. 12: éml] 4
kaTaoTdoel TV dnuociwy mpaypdrwy. 14 Papyrus has didavfpdimov. 18-19 The papyrus has
ouvywprjon - - - - ouvywpdv, which Kenyon emended. 30-31 7ov *Aprepidwpov mepi Tav |
évruydvros émexydipnoa m)[v - -] |Oeéw, papyrus. The change from the accusative to the genitive
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in the envoy's name, first suggested by Oliver, appears correct and in agreement with the verb
governing it (kafvorepeiv). Kenyon, mepi Tovrwy évrvydvra; Brandis, mepi dv évéruyé po.
The editors of Sammelbuch(I1[1915], 4224) suggest wepl T{w)wv évruxovr{e), which is followed
by Ehrenberg—Jones. At the end of the phrase (ll. 32) Kenyon has expanded - -]feéw, a reading
confirmed by Skeat (per litteras), to xd]feéw kA ; Amelotti corrected it to avet] fedodwv.

COMMENTARY. At some time prior to the writing of this letter two envoys from
the world-wide organization of i{epovika: and oredaveirar had met with Antonius and
had asked him to confirm their former privileges and to add those of exemption from
military service, immunity from all liturgies, freedom from billeting, a truce during
their festival, personal inviolability, and the right to wear the purple (Il. 4-18). He
agreed. Later, when one of the envoys met with him a second time and asked for
permission to erect a bronze tablet that would contain a record of these privileges, he
also agreed—an understandable after-thought.! Antonius then wrote the letter to the
koinon of Asia.

Since the meeting between Antonius and the envoys took place in Ephesus (l. s5), we
have an indication of the approximate date, for, although the titles imperator and triumvir
rei publicae constituendae merely point to a period in the career of Antonius (after the
autumn of 43 B.c.) and offer here no solid evidence of a more precise date, our sources
tell us that he had been in Ephesus on two occasions, first in 4241 B.C. after Philippi and
a second time toward the end of 33 B.c.3 Kenyon placed the letter in 41 B.C., but
Brandis believed that the privileges of freedom from military service and billeting fitted
better into a period when unusual military activity would have made them matters of
immediate, if only temporary, importance to the organization. He therefore placed
the letter in 33-32 B.C., before Actium because of the demands that the military situation
placed upon the Greek East. His proposal might be countered by the reflection that
the mere memory of the hardships before Philippi (43-42 B.c.) could have prompted the
organization to ask Antonius for those same privileges.# Dolabella, then Brutus and
Cassius, even Antonius himself—memory of the past prompted action. to safeguard the

1 Cf. the letter of Sulla to Cos (No. 49) in which the principal objective seems to be the granting of
permission to the Dionysiac Artists to erect a stele in Cos which would contain a record of their
privileges. A grant of privileges had to be accompanied normally by an order or directive authorizing
publication. Otherwise a city might refuse to allow the stele to be erected.

2 The earliest use of the koinon of Asia as an official organ through which the Roman government
communicated its pleasure or orders appears to have been in about 51-50 B.C. (2) in a letter of a Roman
magistrate to the Milesians and other centers of the Asian conventus (No. 52). The organization, of
course, had existed at least from the beginning of the first century B.C. See Magie, op. cit., I, 447-48,
and II, 1294-95, n. 54.

3 The first visit: Plutarch Ant. 24; Appian B.C. §. 4. 5; Dio 48. 24. The second: Plutarch Ant. 56 and
58.

4 There is the additional point that grants of immunity from billeting are now known to have been
more common than was thought when Brandis wrote his article. See L. Robert, Hellenica, 3 (1946):
84-85, n. 3, and cf. the two letters of Roman magistrates to the Dionysiac Artists in the last half of
the second century B.c. (No. 44, ll. 5-6) with the letter of Sulla to Cos (No. 49), 1l. 9-12).
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future. There is, therefore, good reason for dating the letter just after Philippi in 41
B.C., as Kenyon and Magie have done.

The professional organization to which Antonius here grants and confirms privileges
was composed, as its title indicates, of those who had been victorious in sacred games and
had won garlands.5  Such victors could be either athletes or dramatic performers, and
for that reason Brandis, Poland, and others have maintained that both athletes and
Dionysiac Artists could have been members of it. This seems to be confirmed by the
fact that the principal envoy from the organization was an @Aeimrs, or physical trainer.
The present document is not the only one which mentions this organization, but it does
give us the earliest example of its formal and official title. Contemporary with or
preceding it is an inscription from Erythrae which contains three wreaths and the fol-
lowing phrases: ¢ 8fjuos o *Epvbpaiwy, 6 8fjuos 6 ’Edelwv, ol amd Tis olkouvuévns
abMrai, and ol amo s olkouuéins epoveikar. Thus the organization of athletes was
separate and distinct from the organization of lepoveixat kai oredaveirar. Membership
in the former was open to all athletes, the winners as well as the losers, while membership
in the latter would naturally have been restricted to those who had been victorious in
the sacred games in which the prize was a garland. Of course, any given athlete could
have been a member of both organizations as long as he qualified for both; similarly, a
dramatic performer could have belonged to his own separate guild of Dionysiac Artists
as well as the {epoveixa kai oredaveirar as long as he qualified for both. But the two
organizations were quite separate and should be carefully distinguished.” Later in-
scriptions allow us to trace in bare outline only those {epoveixat from the period after
Actium to the second century a.p.%

s For a good orientation on athletic guilds see Forbes, op. cit., pp. 238-52, with references to earlier
literature.

6 J. Keil, Jahreshefte, 13 (1910), no. 54, p. 70; on this inscription see also Forbes, op. cit., p. 239.

7 Magie, op. cit., II, 1279, n. 4, seems to have misunderstood the intention of Brandis and Poland.
They did not mean that the present organization of winners in the sacred games ““included the pre-
viously independent society of athletes,” as Magie assumed. They merely meant that members of
one organization could also belong to the other, if they qualified.

8 Foi-bes,'op. cit., pﬁ. 240-42, with full references.
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EPISTULAE OCTAVIANI DE SELEUCO
NAUARCHA 42-30 B.C.
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BIBLIOGRAPHY. P. Roussel, Syria, 15 (1934): 33-74, Plates IX-X, fig. 1
(cf. résumé in A.E., 1934, no. 217); G. Goodfellow, Roman Citizenship
(Lancaster, 1935), pp. 41ff.,, 9off.; F. Cumont, L’antiquité classique, 4 (1935):
191-92; V. Arangio-Ruiz, Studia et Documenta Historiae et Iuris, 2 (1936):
497-98, s15; H. Nesselhauf, C.LL., XVI (1936), no. 11, p. 145; L. Gallet, Rev.
hist. de droit frangais et étranger, 4® ser., 16 (1937): 387ff. et passim; M. A. Levi,
Rivista di filologia, 16 (1938): 113-28; F. De Visscher, Comp. Rend. Acad.
Inscriptions, 1938, pp. 24-39 (with some restorations by H. Grégoire); M.
Guarducci, Rendiconti Pontif. Accad. Arch., 1938, pp. 53-59; V. Arangio-Ruiz,
Studia et Documenta Historiae et Iuris, 5 (1939): ss2ff.; E. Schdnbauer, Archiv fiir
Papyrusforschung, 13 (1939): 177-209 (with restorations by A. Wilhelm); F. De
Visscher, Les édits d’ Auguste découverts a Cyréne (Louvain= Paris, 1940), pp. 37
(n. 1), 65, 105, and 177 (n. 1); F. von Schwind, Zur Frage der Publikation im
rémischen Recht (Munich, 1940), pp. 175-77; S. Riccobono, Fontes iuris Romani
antejustiniani?, pt. 1 (Florence, 1941), no. ss, pp. 308-15; M. L. Rostovtzeff,
S.E.H.H.W., 11 (1941), pp. 1012, 1570, 1581; J. H. Oliver, A.].A., 45 (1941): pp.
537-39; J. Robert and L. Robert, R.E.G., 54 (1941): 262-63; E. Schonbauer,
Z.8.S., 62 (1942): 267fF.; G. L. Luzzatto, Epigrafia giuridica greca e romana
(Milan, 1942), pp. 285-321; A. Wilhelm, Wiener Anzeiger, 80 (1943): 2~10;

F. De Visscher, L’antiquité classique, 13 (1944): 11-35 and 14 (1946): 29-59; J.
Robert and L. Robert, R.E.G., 5960 (1046-47): 55-56; L. Wenger, Mélanges
Fernand De Visscher, 11 (Brussels, 1949), pp. 533-50; L. Jalabert and R.
Mouterde, Inscriptions grecques et latins de la Syrie, 111, 1 (1950), no. 718, pp. 395~
411; H. Seyrig, Syria, 27 (1950): pp. 32-34 (on the era of Rhosos); D. Magie,
Roman Rule in Asia Minor (Princeton, 1950), II, 1114, n. 10, and 1288, n. 31;
Lewis-Reinhold. Roman Civilization, 1 (New York, 1951), no. 152, pp. 389-91;
L. Wenger, Die Quellen des romischen Rechts (Vienna, 1953), pp. 401-402;
Ehrenberg—Jones, no. 301, pp. 133-35; G. Manganaro, Siculorum Gymnasium,
1958, pp. 280-96; J. Robert and L. Robert, R.E.G., 73 (1960): 199-200;
Johnson, Coleman-Norton, Bourne, Ancient Roman Statutes, no. 128; H.
Malcovati, Imperatoris Caesaris Augusti Operum Fragmenta# (Turin, 1962), nos.
LXI-LXIII, pp. 32-38.

DESCRIPTION. Found at Rhosus, limestone tinged with blue, of uneven
surface. Height: 1.30 m. Width: 0.58 m. Thickness: 0.15 m. Height of
letters: o0.01 m. (first two lines), 0.007 m. (elsewhere), but the size varies. Now
in the Museum of Antioch.
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[Seibeis K] i Tiis edvoias ral Tijs mioTews kai Tis avdpelas Sedwrws, ds kabfro[v
A]v Tods
[oweTparev] oapévous fuelv ki kara modepov apioTevoavtas, KekdounTaL
Pl avbpuimors
- , \ , ~ v o , o -
[rat aveiod]opion kol moderreian: Tobrov odv Duelv ouviornue: ol yap TowodToL
&vdpes kal T mpos Tas
7 A ’ !’ ~ e b v ’ ’ ’
[marpides] edvoiay mpobuporépay mowobow: ds odv éuov mdvra Svvere moujoarros
Upely 1j0e-
[ov 8ie ZéA] evrcov, Boppodivres mept dv &v BovAnobfe mpds pe amooréMere.
*Eppwabe.

The number of letters which have disappeared on the left varies fram line ta line herance of the
irregular engraving, but a maximum of 9-10 and a minimum of 5 may be used as a working rule.
1 After érous can be seen traces of H or IP, probably H (see commentary). 6 [dmep aéid],
Schonbauer with Wilhelm; [& 8ei Spués] or [& aéid duds], Roussel. 7 [ Zedevkéw]v, De Visscher;
['Egeaiw]v, Schonbauer. 9 One expects I'dios, praenomen of Octavian, but the phrase [I'dios
Kaigap appears to be too long and [Kaioap alone too short (Roussel). Manganaro suggests
[Iat(os) Keioap a] Sroxpdrwp, but such an abbreviation is without parallel.  One can write I'dios
or I' (dios) butnot I'di(os). 11 é8wrav: note the plural form. 12-13 Roussel suggested the name
of a country after kara v, such as Opdiknw or Zikediav, followed by év] ols krA. But Guarducci
thought of karé v [avarody 78] mous for in Orientis partibus. [’ Aoiav moAén]ois, Schénbauer;
xara T ['Iradlov ore]vois, Manganaro, with reference to the forces of Caesar’s murderers in 42
B.C.; IOIZ, stone. 17-18 mapodow kai dmodoiv [re fpeiv], Roussel. But the re was omitted by
Guarducci and Jalabert and Mouterde.  19-20 pe[ra rovrov, Roussel; pe[rd rodro, De Visscher;
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pe[r’ adrod, C. Préaux; €ot[aw vopipws v map'nuiv] modeireiav, Schonbauer with Wilhelm.
25 [pépew Kai reipdobor éf]éorwe, Arangio-Ruiz. 26-27 [% k]e[i Twos méAews 4 amouk] las
*Tradias elvaw OéAwow, [- - ofr]) ws Tetué[aba - - apéoxe(?), Arangio-Ruiz; [mp]doTewpo[i(?),
Schénbauer. 29 €[]t [dredns Jv, Roussel; [ared)s Jv év 74 marpldi, Arangio-Ruiz. 30
éov x[pfi]o0[ac (?) Oékmu, ebeivau, Tds Te| ie[pw]o[vvas, Roussel; I follow Jalabert and
Mouterde. 52 mapa Ze[Aevrov (?), Roussel. Guarducci reads ITAPAYT; hence map’ adt[od,
Jalabert and Mouterde. 53 ['Edv Twes o] drdv karmyopeiv §éA[wow éyxdn]ud T[e év]dyew
kpuTjpdv Te ket adTdv AapfBd [vew kpl]ow Te avvioTach [aw Sikny Te Sodvou 1) Sméy] ew k1A,
Schénbauer; éyx]Anud 7[e év]dyew had been restored by Grégoire. s4 xpijpard re adrdv
éxmpdrr] €w, Arangio-Ruiz. §5—57 Roussel referred to the S.C. de Asclepiade (No. 22), 1. 17-20.
55-57 [édv Te €]v oikwt Tols idiows [vdpors xpilobar Tols év mSAeow] éXevbépais, édv Te mpds
(‘x’pxoll‘ras ';] &VT[(!IPXOVT&;] Tr”-ltf‘répoug [Ka‘ra‘ VO"-LOUS TOV ‘Pwl-‘a[wv KP[V] (aoal oéAwalv, al}‘rd‘m
v aipeow [dpéoket] , Schonbauer. 56 Muerépovs [ Pwpaukdi Sicaiwe kpl]veabor (?) or [émi
Iradik@v kpir@v kpilveoBou(?), Arangio-Ruiz. 61 moujoa[ofa dvevéyxmi, Wilhelm;
movjoe[ofar ToAurjon mpooevadéplew (?), Arangio-Ruiz. 61-63 Cf. the S.C. de Asclepiade
(No. 22), II. 13-14 (Latin). 64 éx mpoaywyis yvar |[H Spol]oyfe (= pro tribunali cognoverit vel
concedat), Oliver. 66 [xpfiofat Suirj]oovrar, Schonbauer. 67 war’ [eldos], Jalabert and
Mouterde (commentary). 68 [8édovre ?] ai[mmu]e, Grégoire; af[iwp]a, Oliver; stone, AE.
69 (middle) OOA. . EIN, stone; air]eiv, De Visscher; [mp]oda[iv]ew, Oliver; [mp]o{ada[ir]-
€iv, Jalabert and Mouterde; méAe[v air]eiv(?), Arangio-Ruiz. 70 Oliver's restoration was fol-
lowed here; [ypnudrw]v éyyvas ikavi[s 8i]Sopévae |. . . .€]obor, Roussel, who also thought
of [8éxe]ofar but considered it too short. De Visscher first suggested [dprei] ofar but then
rejected it in favor of Wilhelm’s [8ikdle]ofar. 71 (end) Stone, OITINEXENEKEN; Roussel
had oirwes (6v)] [évexev] émi tijs 8u| [konodoai]as, but De Visscher, oirwes (o8 évexev émi tiis
8(|[kns kar]ao(r)@ow. The restoration of Jalabert and Monterde was followed here. 72
(beginning) Stone, AZEQZIN.

COMMENTARY. I The first document is a letter from Octavian advising the city
of Rhosus to enter in its records an attached document (II), which had been copied from
a column in the Capitol at Rome. He also requests that the city send copies of the letter
to Tarsus, Antioch, and, most probably, Seleucia.

The titles of Octavian immediately place the letter in the triumviral period.  According
to the Treaty at Misenum, Octavian was to be consul II in 33 B.c. and consul III in 31 B.C.
Since he had been consul for the first time in 43 B.c. and in the letter is not yet consul I,
e rlear that ha muct have yrmittan the letter-in the pericd 4234 5.c' The dide of -
imperator IV was granted after the victory over Sextus Pompeius in 36 B.cC., which
reduces the date to 36-34 B.c.2 Can it be reduced still further? The weak traces of
the numeral H after érovs in line 1 would seem to offer a possibility. H. Seyrig has

! For the arrangement made at Misenum see Dio 48. 35. 1 and Appian Bell. Civ. 5. 73; cf. Drumann—
Groebe, Geschichte Roms, 12 (Leipzig, 1899), 315, and M. P. Charlesworth, C.A.H., X (1934), 45-46.
In the present letter it is important to note the position of amo8edevypévos in the phrase o [aros 76
Sevr]epov Kai 70 mpiTov dmodederypévos. Comparing it with Umaros [76 7pl]Tov, amodeder-
yuévos 16 Téraprov of the sccond letter (III) makes it certain that in this first letter Octavian is not
consul II and consul III designatus but rather consul II et III designatus. N. Festa's Latin translation
among the works of Riccobono (consul iterum designatus tertium) is therefore incorrect.

2 Roussel, op. cit., p. 66, with discussion.
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demonstrated, on numismatic evidence, that the year 42 B.C. is most probably the era
of Rhosus.  The eighth year of Rhosus would give us the year 35 8.c., and it is possible
that the letter was indeed written in that very year.3

The omission of triumvir among the titles of Octavian has been very plausibly ex-
plained by Roussel as the result of Octavian’s growing dislike of what it implied, a
partnership with Antonius and a former association with Sextus Pompeius.

II. The second document has been called by Schénbauer an extract from a body of
commentarii, a description that has not gone unchallenged.# But, in any case, as De
Visscher points out, the act itself constitutcs a decretum. By its terms Seleucus of Rhosus,
his parents, children, wife, and descendants are granted Roman citizenship along with
a whole series of immunities. Accordingly, they are to be immune, in the fullest legal
right, from taxation on their property, from military service, and from the public
liturgies; they are to be enrolled in the Cornelian tribe, a special honor in itself, and
given the right to vote therein; they may enjoy the legal protection of their own native
laws and courts, but, if an accusation is brought against them, they may decide whether
to have the case tried in their own city by the local laws, in a free city, or in Roman
courts under Roman magistrates; they have the right to enter the Roman Senate as
appellants or to send envoys in their behalf. To these considerable grants and im-
munities a binding clause is added, making it mandatory upon all states and magistrates
to honor the terms and provisions outlined under penalty of a fine.

Seleucus, we are told (Il. 12-18), deserves all these honors because of the naval aid he
has given to Rome, the hardships and dangers he has endured, and the loyalty and
devotion to duty he has shown in the cause of Rome. This reminds us of the naval aid
rendered by Asclepiades, Polystratus, and Meniscus during the Italic War and the various
benefits and immunities conferred upon them for their services (S.C. de Asclepiade, No.
22). In that case, however, only amicitia was joined with their special privileges, while
here civitas Romana is granted.

The date of this act is not given, but the Lex Munatia et Aemilia was passed in 42 B.C.,
when L. Munatius Plancus and M. Aemilius Lepidus were the consuls, and seems to have

3 Seyrig had concluded (among the works of Roussel, op. cit., p. 64) that the traces of the numeral in
1. 1 could be either H or IP. while Wilhelm thought he conld make out an F Manoanara an rit
PP. 290-91, n. 6, believed that the era was not that of the city but that of Caesar and dated the letter
in November-December of 36 B.c. This is unlikely, in my opinion. In an important article (loc.
cit). Seyrig has shown that the era of Rhosus must have begun in 42, 41, or 40 B.c., but most probably
in 42 B.C., according to numismatic evidence, part of which was not available to G. Macdonald, who
had previously ( Journal International d’Archéologie et de Numismatique, 1903, pp. 47-48) dated it in 39
B.C. This would seem to assure the reading of H on the stone (cf. Robert and Robert, R.E.G., 73
[1960], p. 199). Nevertheless, positive dating requires a positive, first-hand reading of H and positive
assurance of the era. I believe that 35 B.C. is correct. But again, a word of caution: that date was
not part of the letter proper, but only a local addition, probably, as Roussel thinks, the date on which
the letter was either received or registered in the archives of the city.  Such was the case in documents
II and IV. That a delay, admittedly perhaps of only a few months, could intervene between the
writing of the letter and the registration is seen in document III.

4 Schonbauer, Archiv fiir Papyrusforschung, 13 (1939): 197; but see Luzzatto, op. cit., p. 204.
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authorized the triumvirs to confer Roman citizenship upon certain groups of individ-
uals.s  Octavian is using this law to grant citizenship to Seleucus and thus he observes
the legal requirements.  Since this act cannot postdate the letter of advice (I), it must fall
into the general period of 42-35 B.c. To determine its exact date is not possible, given
the present state of the evidence, although good possibilities would seem to be either
41 B.C. (the naval action of Seleucus would then have been connected in some way with
the Battle of Philippi in 42) or perhaps 36 B.C. (victory of Octavian over Sextus Pompeius
at Naulochus).  Of course, there is the added complication that the granting of citizen-
ship need not necessarily have taken place immediately after the war in which Seleucus
was involved. Nor was it necessary that the letter of advice be written immediately
after the granting of citizenship, although that would seem to be the most reasonable
procedure to expect. Various unknown quantities, therefore, make positive dating
hazardous, and none of the attempts to fill out the lacuna in line 13 should be considered
correct until further evidence substantiates it.

1L In the third document, a letter to Rhosus, Octavian says that the Rhosian envoys
Seleucus and his companions have met with him in Ephesus and have explained the
purpose of their mission. He receives them in the customary way, finds them to be
noble and patriotic men—the usual phraseology—and reports that he has received the
crown which they brought him. He promises to go to their city and to preserve its
privileges, things which he will do all the more readily because of his admiral Seleucus
and the loyalty shown by him throughout the course of the war.

The date of this letter can be determined by Octavian’s titles. His sixth imperial
acclamation was granted right after Actium (September 2, 31 B.c.), and his fourth con-
sulship began on January 1, 30 B.c. Thus the letter must have been composed between
those two dates, in the last four months of 31 B.c., after Actium.?” This was a period in
which the victorious Octavian distributed rewards or penalties and listened to requests
or pleas of the various states in Asia, the same period in which he had sent a letter to
Mylasa (No. 60).

The fifteenth day of the month Dystros probably represents the date on which the
letter had been registered in the archives of Rhosus. Dystros, in the Macedonian
calendar, corresponds approximately to February or, in the Syrian calendar, to March.

s The law is mentioned only here. Note, in this regard that Antonius also seems to have been in-
volved in the granting of citizenship to Seleucus, for, although the name of only one triumvir is
apparently given at the head of document II, the use of the plural forms—especially éwxavin 1. 11—
indicates in the present instance not a mere epistulatory plural but a real plural; éwkav can be ex~
plained in no other way that is convincing. Why, then, is Antonius’ name omitted 2 Probably
because when the dossier was engraved (in 30 B.C. or later) Actium was past history and Antonius was
dead. The original in the Capitol would have contained all the names of the heading (Lepidus too ?).
The copy may or may not have carried them. At any rate, the prudent city fathers of Rhosus would
have used only the name of Octavian; cf. De Visscher, Comp. Rend. Acad. Inscriptions, p. 31.

6 Roussel and Manganaro favor 41 B.C., Levi prefers 36 or 35 B.C., and De Visscher and Magie incline
toward 35-34 B.C. No positive facts, however, single out any of them.

7 Roussel, op. cit., pp. 72-73.
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The difference of two or more months between the composition of the letter and its
registration in the archives may have been caused by a delay in transportation during the
winter months or by some event unknown to us.?

IV. A third and final letter concerning Seleucus brings the great dossier to a close.
Dated in 30 B.C., it is addressed to the city of Rhosus and may be described as a letter of
recommendation. A most important point, here presented in unmistakable terms, is
that Octavian refers to Seleucus not only as a Roman citizen but also as a citizen of
Rhosus. The principle of double citizenship seems to be confirmed for this period of
the Republic.

Two large questions inter minora arise from a study of these valuable documents and
demand attention. Is this grant of citizenship an individual measure designed exclusively
for Seleucus or is it merely a part of a much more comprehensive grant in favor of a
large number of veterans? And, secondly, what are the legal implications of double
citizenship in the provinces?

Roussel was the first to raise the question of the comprehensiveness or scope of the
grant made to Seleucus.? Was it a special measure for Seleucus alone, he asked, that was
engraved on the original stele on the Capitol, recalling the grants of proxenia so common
in the Greek world, in which a single individual is named? He replied in the negative.
He felt that the verb éfehjdfn. in line s of the letter (I) implied that the document (II)
sent to Rhosus was an extract from a much more comprehensive act and that the phrase
els TodTous Tods Adyous (=in haec verba) seemed to indicate some modification in the
original. He then supported this line of reasoning by referring to a passage in document
1V, lines 89-91, in which Octavian says that Seleucus had been honored by citizenship
and immunity as was fitting for those who had campalgned with the Romans and had
distinguished themselves in battle, and by comparing this passage with the famous edict
of Octavian concerning veterans. Of somewhat lesser importance in this regard is the
decree of Cn. Pompeius Strabo in which Spanish cavalrymen had been granted Roman
citizenship.!® The edict of Octavian, however, contains passages and phrases that
remind one instantly of the phraseology in parts of the present document. It is given
here for easy reference.!

8 Ibid., p. 73, n. 6: “‘Octave quitta precxpxtamment I’Orient et resta un mois en Italie (cf. R. Holmes,
P A)y"A\)\J) Lds anvassadeurs Peuveu avoll aweilGu $uUn €ioui e dsic.” 1 am imoie Wolined w
attribute the delay to bad weather, despite the shortness of the trip from Ephesus to Rhosus. Ad-
mittedly, the numeral indicating the local year is missing from the heading of the document as we
have it, but to suppose that the letter was received or registered in Rhosus a year later (i.c., 29 B.C.) is
difficult. A few months delay, yes. More than a year, no.

9 Roussel, op. cit., pp. 46-51.

1 C.LL., 12, 709 (cf. p. 714 and ibid., VI, 4, fasc. 3, 3, 37045); H. Dessau, I.L.S., 8888 (incomplete);
R. Menéndez Pidal, ed., Historia de Esparia, 2d ed. (Madrid, 1955), pp. 195-98 (with good photo-
graph of the entire inscription and a full transcription); A. Degrassi, Inscriptiones Latinae Liberae Rei
Publicae, 11, (Florence, 1963), n. §15. .

11 U. Wilcken, Grundziige und Chr thie der Papyruskunde, 1, 2 (Leipzig-Berlin, 1912), n. 462. The
papyrus, however, was re-examined by Wilcken expressly for inclusion by Roussel in his edition of
the Rhosus documents. Therefore, Roussel’s text (op. cit., pp. 48-49) is to be preferred over the
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p- cum Manius Valens veteranus ex[. . ]ter recitasserit
partem edi[c]ti hoc quod infra scriptum est: Imp. Cacsar
[d]ivi filius trium[v]ir rei publicae consultor dicit: visum
[est] edicendum mi [hi vete]ranis dare om[nibus], ut tributis
[....]d
(Lacuna of at least four lines)
Ipsis parentibuls lib]erisque eorum e[t uxo]ribus qui secjum]-
que erunt im[mu]nitatem omnium rerum d[a]rc; utique
optimo iure optimag[u]e leg(e) cives Romani sunto, immunes
sunto, liberi su[nto mi]litia¢ muneribusque publicis fu[ngen]-
[d]i vocatio Cesto). Item in [..]s tribu s(upra) s(cripta) suffragium
[fe]rendi c[e]nsendi[que] potestas esto et si a[b]sentes voluerint
[c]enseri, detur, quod[cum]que iis qui s(upra) s(scripti) sun|t ip]sis parent{ibus)
[co]n[iu]g{ibus) liberisq[ue] eorum. Item quemmotum veterani
imm][u]ne(s] esint, eor[um]esse volui quec[u]mque sacerdotia
qu[o]sque hon[or]es queque praemia [bleneficia commo(d)a
habuerunt, item ut habeant utantur fruanturque permit[t]i
[d]o. Invius eis ne[que] magistr[at]us cete[ros] neque I{edgatum
[n]eque procuratorem [ne]que em[p|torem t[ri]butorum esse
[p]lace(t) neque in domo eorum divertendi ¢h)iemandique causa {ne)que

[a]b ea quem dedd)uci place(t).

Text based on Wilcken's revision as given by Roussel and Riccobono. 3 consultor: probably
corrupt, perhaps for const(ituendae) iter(um) or simply const(ituendae). 8 qui: masculine in place of
feminine. 10 lege): papyrus, legis. 11 sunto (at beginning): papyrus has sin, below which is sunto
(Wilcken's revision). 12 vocatio: for vacatio. 14-15 parentes [co]n[iu]ges, papyrus; quemmotum:
quem {ad) mo{dyum, Roussel. 16 esint: e(s)sCepnt, Roussel; sacerdotia: through the letters dotia of
this word a line has been drawn and they are written on the following line. 17 queque: note also

p!

quec[u]mque in the preceding line, for quaeque. 21 i ique c que [a]b ea, etc., Riccobono.

In several places I have substituted > for Roussel’s ().

In this edict Octavian erants immunity to all. veterans. their parents, children,

and wives, adding that they are to be Roman citizens optimo iure opfimaqjg{]_f_»le_g(_g).”
It is a comprehensive grant. Accordingly, Roussel believed that the original stele of
the present act (II) might have carried the names of a large number of veterans, the
companions of Seleucus, his comrades in arms. The mere fact that this document refers
only to Seleucus does not necessarily mean that the original also concerned only him.
Roussel concluded that Seleucus **a d faire partie d’une nouvelle fournée de citoyens.”

older editions. Riccobono (op. cit., no. 56) has utilized this new text. Copy in Ehrenberg-Jones,
no. 302.
12 Note that they are not granted civitas Romana, only immunitas. See Roussel, op. cit., pp. 49-50.
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Guarducci and Schonbauer agreed with Roussel on this point, but Levi saw the act
(I) as one taken expressly for Seleucus and his family.'3 He did not believe that the
analogy of the privileges accorded other veterans constituted real proof of the collective
nature of the act for Seleucus. De Visscher came to the support of Roussel, adding that
the general manner in which the act speaks of the free cities (l. 55) is an indication
favoring a large extension of the original text.

To all these arguments one point might be added to substantiate Roussel’s contention.

The use of éfeMjpfn. seems somewhat unusual in the present context. One expects here
a verb in the passive signifying *“ copied,” but that appears to be a meaning foreign to the
verb éxAapBdvew. The verb here can mean only “taken out,” i.e., lifted out of the
main body of the original, in the sense that the document is an abstract, as Roussel says,
rather than a straight and full copy of the original.’* Otherwise one would expect a
verb such as avriypdperv. Hence, we must agree with Roussel.  One is reminded here
somewhat of the later military diplomata, in the sense that each of them is a separate
document, a separate application of a collective grant of citizenship for a large number
of veterans. In fact, the general procedure and form of documentation for the diplomata
of the Principate may find their origins right here in the first century B.c.—a collective
grant for many veterans easily approved en masse by competent Roman authority, then
separate “‘extracts”’ whenever necessary. The singularly outstanding services performed
by Seleucus had brought him to the attention of Octavian. Not all could receive such
an honor and such preferential treatment. But other extracts could have been made for
other individuals. Out of such a procedure could have developed that which was fol-
lowed later for the military diplomata. It is only the procedure, of course, and not the
actual wording of the documents themselves, to which I refer.
. When we turn to the matter of double citizenship we are confronted immediately
with the old problem of whether it existed under the Republic. Mommsen denied it
absolutely, maintaining that it was not until the age of Augustus that the rule of incom-
patibility was reversed. In the third edict from Cyrene, and especially in the present
documents, De Visscher found what he considered proof to justify a revision of Momm-
sen’s theory. He further believed that the rule of incompatibility was unilateral, in that
Roman citizens “by origin” could not accept any other citizenship without forfeiting
Lh’»ll Ui, whﬂc HEW ROLLdiL LILCLS tou}d Liiadtiaii t:u‘.;x :'v'l.liiCL Lii;‘;i,nah.;ya 1iJ 30LIIC
other state or city.!s

The very fact that grants of Roman citizenship and of various privileges are mentioned
separately in the Rhosus documents is important. It shows that the grant of citizenship
to a provincial did not excuse him from the duties and responsibilities he owed to his

13 Guarducci, op. cit., p. 55; Schonbauer, Archiv fiir Papyrusforschung, 13 (1939): 197; Levi, op. cit., pp.
123fF.

14 The phrase éxAauBdvew avriypadov in P. Gen. 74. 8 (third century A.D.) seems to indicate that the
verb alone is not sufficient to mean ‘‘make a copy of.” At any rate I know of no parallel where it
would have such a meaning.

1s See De Visscher, Les édits, pp. 10818, and L'antiquité classique, 14 (1945): 49-59.
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native city. The third edict from Cyrene makes it clear that provincials who have
acquired Roman citizenship are not on that account exempt from the local liturgies.
Despite some ambiguity or difficulty in the language there used, the general intent of the
clause is that a grant of citizenship does not carry with it immunity, unless, of course,
such immunity is expressly granted by Caesar or Augustus. Hence, the two are sepa-
rated. Seleucus is given not only citizenship but also aveiodopia and ¢Aerrovpynaic.
And these are to admit of no exceptions whatever.!6 In fact, in order to avoid any future
misunderstanding, the exemptions and immunities are spelled out at length. A rather
large portion of the text concerned with them, however, is unfortunately mutilated to a
serious degree (Il. 33-52). But émyopiav (1. 40) would point to a grant of conubitm.
The lex Atilia (1. 43) concerned the appointment of a guardian by a praetor (datio tutoris)
if no guardian had been named in the last will or designated by law.!” The lex Iulia
cited here (I. 44) is perhaps the one which extended the provisions of the lex Atilia to the
provinces.'8  Lines 48-52 seem to refer to indirect taxes and customs, both Roman and
local. The total impression one gains from all the various privileges given to Seleucus
and his family is that he and his descendants were thereby elevated to a position of ex-
ceptional importance in their portion of the Graeco-Roman world. From such people
arose the leading families of Asia Minor.!?

The jurisdictional privileges require here some explanation, for they involve matters of
great importance for the development of Roman law. The text is fragmentary (1L
53-59), but enough remains to indicate that Seleucus and family have a choice to make.
According to Roussel, whenever a criminal or civil action is brought against any one of
them, three separate jurisdictions are open to them: they might choose to be judged by
their own local laws in their own local courts; they might take the case to some free city,
following a custom well known in the Hellenistic world; or they might ask for the case
to be tried by Roman magistrates in a Roman court.2? In all three of these the law
would be the local law, not the Roman. Schénbauer objected.2! He thought that the
passage should be restored in such a way that only two possibilities were left open. His
restoration (see the critical apparatus pertaining to ll. 55-57) allows Seleucus and family

16 De Visscher, Les édits, pp. 36-39.

17 Gaius Instit. 1. 185: Si cui nullus omnino tutor sit, ei datur in urbe Roma ex lege Atilia a praetore urbano
et maitre parte tribunorum plébis, qui Atilianus tutor vocatur; in provinciis vero a praesidibus provinciarum
(ex) lege Iulia et Titia. Cf. ibid., 194~95. See also R. Taubenschlag, R.E., s.v. “Lex Atilia,” col.
2330.

18 See the citation from Gaius in the previous note, and cf. De Visscher, Les édits, p. 40.

19 Rostovtzeff, op. cit., pp. 970-71.

20 Roussel, op. cit., pp. s8-59. For a parallel he makes use of the passage in the S.C: de Asclepiade
(No. 22), ll. 17-20, in which Asclepiades and his companions are given somewhat similar choices of
jurisdiction. It must be remembered, however, that they were not given citizenship, only amicitia.
2t Schonbauer, Archiv fiir Papyrusforschung, 13 (1939): 204; cf. his remarks in Wiener Anzeiger, 86
(1949): 343-69, and in The Journal of Juristic Papyrology, 7-8 (1953-54): 137. 'W. Kunkel, in his
Herkunft und soziale Stellung der romischen Juristen (Weimar, 1952), p. 361, agrees with him in principle.
E. Weiss, in The Journal of Juristic Papyrology, 7-8 (1953~54): 75~76, also thought it was a choice of
law which was granted to Seleucus and family, stating the case as if it were a fact accepted by all.
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to choose between either local law or Roman law. De Visscher could not agree with
Schénbauer, for in addition to an annoying imbalance that would then arise between
[xp7iofex] and [xpiv] eaBat he saw no reason for believing that the jurisdiction of Roman
magistrates entailed the use of Roman law. They could follow the local, Greek law by
way of doing a favor for the provincials.22  Thus, for Roussel and De Visscher there
were three choices open to Seleucus and family, each of them a matter of jurisdiction, of
judges, and not of laws. Otherwise, as De Visscher puts it nicely, they would become
Proteus-like individuals with whom no one could do any business.23

If we believe De Visscher, the concession of Roman citizenship to provincials would not
affect their private condition. They would remain subject to local law. To accept this
view involves a consideration of the effects it would have upon the development of
Roman law in the first two centuries of the Principate and also upon the status of the
local law after the edict of Caracalla in A.p. 212.

Ludwig Mitteis, in his great work Reichsrecht und Volksrecht in den &stlichen Provinzen
des romischen Kaiserreichs (Leipzig, 1891), made a comprehensive examination of the
connection between official Roman law and local Greek law in the eastern provinces of
the Empire. He found that in some of the eastern provinces a local, pre-Roman law
existed side by side with official Roman law. He believed that this local law had been
attacked, and in many places defeated, by the overpowering strength of the official
Roman law. But here and there it survived more or less successfully. He felt that it
had been branded as illegal and was slowly but surely being eradicated by imperial
constitutiones, but that in the process the Roman law was being contaminated or in-
fluenced by the local law. He believed that, when the edict of Caracalla in a.p. 212
extended Roman citizenship to almost all of the free inhabitants of the Empire, a con-
certed attempt was being made in one stroke to extend Roman law to all parts of the
Empire and to stamp out once and for all the local law that still persisted in many places.
A battle between the two systems developed, but local law was not wholly destroyed
even then. It survived to a degree and managed to provincialize the Roman law.24

The enormous mass of documents, especially from Egypt, which has been discovered
since the publication of Mitteis’ book bears out fully his view that local law in the Greek
East continued to exist and to be used side by side with the official Roman law. And
thic lnea! lawr weg ane only Greel and Hellanictic hutalen, rnn degree, Orients]. Widely
divergent views, however, have been advanced by scholars concerning the official
Roman position in regard to this local law both before and after A.p. 212.  The survival

22 De Visscher, Les édits, pp. 41-47. The best discussion of the whole institution will be found in
Gallet, op. cit., pp. 290ff.

23 De Visscher, Les édits, p. s3: “C’eit été rendre tout commerce juridique impraticable avec ces
individus-Protée, en mesure de se couvrir de telle ou telle législation au gré de leurs intéréts.”

24 For an excellent introduction into the great controversies that have arisen as a result of this book
see Wenger, Mélanges Fernand de Visscher, 11, s21-50. In addition cf. E. Weiss, op. cit., pp. 71-82;
Schonbauer, The Journal of Juristic Papyrology, 7-8 (1953-54): 107-48; S. von Bolla, ibid., pp. 149-56;
and F. Pringsheim, ibid., pp. 163-68.
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of native principles in the Greek East was proved by Mitteis. His theories about the
interaction of these principles and the official Roman law, however, have not gone
unchallenged by scholars.

Schénbauer attempted repeatedly to show that the local law was allowed to survive
in the East in peaceful co-existence with the Roman law, even after the edict of Caracalla.
Political expediency may have prompted such a policy. Co-operation and persuasion
can often be more successful than outright rejection of foreign customs. This explains
his belief that Seleucus and family had a choice between two systems of law.2s

De Visscher also attacked this particular aspect of Mitteis’ view. He believed that the
Roman law introduced into the provinces of the East was not in principle imposed upon
new citizens. They could use the local law. The real evolution of the law was not one
in which there was a provincialization or contamination of the Roman law but rather a
Romanization or penetration of Roman elements into the local laws. This Romaniza-
tion was not forced upon the provinces but was voluntarily accepted by them because
of the superiority of Roman law and the prestige that went with its use.2

Arangio-Ruiz, however, defended Mitteis” original view. But he would remove the
word “battle” from that view. There were no battles or riots or other displays of
violence. Otherwise Mitteis was right.27

One thing seems clear and unshakeable. Local law continued to exist alongside
Roman law during the first two centuries of the Principate. Whether it was outlawed
after the Constitutio Antoniniana cannot be answered with assurance. It may have been
tolerated and allowed to die gracefully, leaving vestiges of its former existence in the
great body of Roman law, or it may have been declared illegal and suppressed by force.
In any case it will have left its mark.

Thus, lines 53-59 cannot be lightly restored, for the implications of the restoration will
have to reflect the official Roman stand in regard to local law in the East. And thatis a
matter about which we have no positive information. Opinions differ.

25 E. Schonbauer, Z.S.S., 49 (1929): 31sff.; ibid., st (1931): 277fF.; ibid., 54 (1934): 337f%.; ibid., 57
(1937): 300ff.; ibid., 62 (1942): 267fF.; and his articles cited above, n. 21.

26 De Visscher, Les édits, pp. 55-59.

27V, Arangio-Ruiz, Bulletin de I'Institut I’Egypte, XXIX, 1946-47 session (Cairo, 1948), pp. 83-130.
Cf. his remarks 1 Studia et Locumenta Historiae et luris, s (1939): §S2tt.; Annair del Seminario gwridico
dell’ Universita di Catania, 1 (1946—47), 28-37; and Storia del diritto romano7 (Naples, 1960), pp. 338-41,
424-27.
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EPISTULA MAGISTRATUS ROMANI
AD MYLASENSES After 39 B.C.

Bjsiajsisjuisisjaiaisiuisisisisisisjaiaisisiaiaaiaisaiaisiaiaiisiaisisiaiaiaiaiaraey

BIBLIOGRAPHY. A. Boeckh, C.I.G., II (1843), 2695 b, 2700 ¢, 2717 b; Le
Bas-Waddington, Voyage archéologique en Grece et en Asie Mineure: Inscriptions,
III (1870), nos. 442~43; report of Briot’s copy in B.C.H., 18 (1804): 543-44;
Abbott-Johnson, Municipal Administration in the Roman Empire (Princeton, 1926),
no. 32, pp. 327-28; D. Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor (Princeton, 1950), I,
442, and II, 1290, n. 39; Ehrenberg—Jones, no. 20 (in part only); Johnson,
Coleman-Norton, Bourne, Ancient Roman Statutes, no. 132.

DESCRIPTION. Two stones from Mylasa, copied first by Boeckh, then by
Le Bas-Waddington, but with substantial improvement by Briot. It was Briot
who saw that the stone here designated as A ought to be placed to the left of B,
not the reverse, as done by Le Bas~Waddington and Johnson.

kol [t]as Smép T@v Snpooiwy kTijoes €is Te TOV Kowdv THs

’ \ -~ 3 A 4 7 A bl b} ’
méAews rapdiopdy Tivdv dva[ard]ceis dmovobevew, ols 87) kv émrpé-
mwpev dopodoyelv Ty [Mu]Aacéwy méAw eis SovAweny mepiov-

Sy w ) - y Ve a s, )e s
alav, Nuetv pév dv ows 1) ép[opd|ow aloypd Te Kol fHudv dvatios, adv-
varos 8¢ &v Suws kakei[v]ows yévoiro mpafovar Snpooion
Tols Smpoaion rkuplovs, u[4]re xpnpdrwy wire mpooddwy
8nuooiwy dmokeipév[w|v, €l pi) kare Teddv émipeiv Aoyed-

N , R N -

€ew Tobs €vos €xdoTov [Adyo]us (?) Tds Te kepadas émredwveiy
Bédorev, Tijs modews ovd[é Tiv] émavdpbwow rav éx Tis AxPuivov
Anorijas épeumiwv éroiuws &[v]adepovamns, 6 &) ral abrol mpoiSdpevor
mpodaveigpols Buwrdv II" ypéa Snudora Ty méAw dmmydyov-
70, 0 81& 76 kal’ SraMayn[v --]oparwy Ty Kaioapos smép Mulacéwy
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Briot’s new readings in capitals. 1 [ém]«kmjoes (?), Johnson; at the end, THE. 2 émTPE-.
3meplOY-. 48d4Y-. smpdEovar. 6mpoaddwN. 7MdoyEY-. 8 émredwveiN. 9 AaBuivoY.
10 mpoidoueNOI. 11 Le Bas-Waddington show JAIQTQNIT at the end of the line in stone A;
Johnson has [es]; perhaps {ra) (?) SmyydyoN-at the end of the line in stone B. 12 dvod] wpd-
Tawv (?), Johnson; | Oparwy, Briot; Mulaaé2N, Briot.

COMMENTARY. In his letter of 31 B.C. to Mylasa (No. 60) Octavian describes the
suffering of the city during the Parthian invasion of 40-39 B.c. under the leadership of
Q. Labienus. Even after Actium it still had not recovered from the effects of that
terrible episode. The present document, clearly a letter, explains the financial debacle
into which it had fallen. Despite textual difficulties it is possible to see that the collection
of tribute had been entrusted to greedy and corrupt opportunists who amassed a profit
by the financial enslavement of the people. So desperate had the situation become that
“the advance of loans by private citizens” was accepted to pay the public debts. The
result of such a procedure is not difficult to imagine: an entire city would eventually
owe a crushing debt to a few wealthy families. An intolerable situation, this was the
sort of financial chaos that during the Principate required the appointment of special
imperial agents, the curatores rei publicae. In this age, however, there were no such
agents. The provincial government usually did what it could. And the Senate in
Rome might be asked for suggestions. Here we find a Roman magistrate, perhaps even
Augustus, outlining the situation in Mylasa. But, unfortunately, his suggestions or
regulations to correct it are missing. To speculate on his identity, beyond the fact that
he lived in the period after 39 B.c., would be useless.
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EPISTULA OCTAVIANI AD MYLASENSES 3I B.C.
Blsisisisisisisisisiaaisisisisisiaiaisiaisif s I NN NN SR

BIBLIOGRAPHY. W. Fréhner, Les inscriptions grecques du Musée du Louvre
(Paris, 1865), no. 72, p. 157; Le Bas~Waddington, Voyage aechéologique en Gréce
et en Asie Mineure: Inscriptions, 111 (1870), no. 441; P. Viereck, Sermo Graecus
(Géttingen, 1888), no. VI, pp. 7-8; W. Dittenberger, S.I1.G.2, I (1898), 350; F.
Hiller von Gaertringen, in W. Dittenberger, S.I.G.3, I (1917), 768; Abbott—
Johnson, Municipal Administration in the Roman Empire (Princeton, 1926), no. 30,
pp- 326-27; T. R. S. Broughton, “Roman Asia,” in T. Frank, An Economic
Survey of Ancient Rome, 1V (Baltimore, 1938), 586, n. 42, and 664; D. Magie,
Roman Rule in Asia Minor (Princeton, 1950), I, 431, 442, and 11, 1290, n. 39;
Ehrenberg—Jones, no. 303; H. Malcovati, Imperatoris Caesaris Augusti Operum
Fragmenta, 4th ed. (Turin, 1962), no. LXV, pp. 39-40.

DESCRIPTION. Two fragments found at Mylasa, now in the Louvre.

A Adrorpdrwp Kaioop feod *ITovAiov
vids v Gmards Te 70 TpiTov Kabeo-
, ,
Tapévos v Mudaoéwy apyovor Bov-
A Sjpwe yalpew: vy €l éppwobe k-
A a Ve oy o voroa
5 Ads dv éxor: v kal adTos 8¢ peta T[od]
oTparelparos vylawov. v kali mpd-]
Tepov pév 18n mepl Tijs kat[aoyov-]
ons Dués TUxms mpooemé|uparé]
pou, v kol viv mepayevwpévw [v Tdv)
10 mpeofevrav, vv OdAdd[ov - - |
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- , - \ ,
[+ -]s T@v modepiwy wraioa kel kparn[fei-]
ans Tiis mdews, v moMods uév alypoddTo[vs]
amofadiy v moMitas, ovk SAlyous puév dovevdé[v-]
Tas v Twas 8¢ kol ouvkarapleyé (viTas i mode (v,
Tis TV modeplwy WudTTos v 0bde TV
vady o0d¢ T@V (epdv TAVY dywwTdTwy d-
/. « 7 /7 \ \

mooxouévms: v bmébifav 8¢ pou kai mepl
Ths xdpas Tis AeAenlaTnuévns vy kol T@v
énavdewv TGV éumempnopévwy, dote éu
méow Puds frvynrévar: v éd’ ols maow ouve[i-]
[8ov mafdvras| Tadra mdons Teyuds Kal ydpi-

S+ 4 ’ € - \
[ros déiovs av8pas yevouév]ous duds me|pi]
[‘Pwpaiovs - - -« ==« - ocemee- ]

Restorations by Waddington and Dittenberger. A 4 (at the end) The copy of Le Bas-Wadding-
ton shows K’. B 1 kparn[fel] |ans is correct and was read also by Dittenberger (S.1.G.! [1883],
271) and followed by Viereck (including his notes). F. Hiller von Gaertringen (S.I.G.3) has
mpary[0el] |ons, which must be a mistake, but one which subsequent editors (except Malcovati)
have followed. The copy in Le Bas-Waddington here shows that the first letter of the word must
be a kappa, for we see the vertical bar and the lower oblique hasta. 4 Stone, ZYNKATAPAETE-
TAZ. 10-12 Restored by Dittenberger; Waddington had suggested owvé| [yvwv drvyijparal
Tabra mdéoms Teuds kai xdpi|[tos ki edvoias Svras afi]ovs uds me| [movBévar - - - .

COMMENTARY. After Actium (September 2, 31 B.c.) Octavian crossed over to
Asia and remained at Samos, except for a trip to Ephesus, until January of the following
year. He probably sent this letter to Mylasa in the autumn or early winter of 31 B.C.,
when he was consul for the third time. For Asia it was a period when cities and states
looked anxiously to Octavian for mercy or reward, depending upon their individual
actions during the past few years. He proved merciful and helpful rather than vindic-
tive and cruel, a policy adopted, perhaps, from a mixture of sympathy and expediency
because of the immense exactions of Brutus and Cassius, the liberators, and then Antonius.
Mylasa, at any rate, had shown her loyalty and friendship long before Actium and

‘Trught reasonably expect ‘assistance.

In his letter Octavian gives a résumé of the city’s suffering. His description of the
city’s capture, the taking of prisoners, the murders, the cruelty and impiety of the
enemy, the pillaging of the land, and the burning of the homesteads must refer to the
Labienus episode nine years earlier. In that Parthian invasion, under the leadership of
the renegade Quintus Labienus, the son of Caesar’s famous legatus, Mylasa suffered a
terrible fate after its capture.” So great, in fact, was its suffering that even now, after
Actium, it has not recovered. Unfortunately we do not know the specific request made

t See the commentary and notes to the S.C. de Panamara (No. 27), where the sources are cited; cf.
also Magie, loc. cit.
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of Octavian by the Mylasan embassy at this time, but it must have been the granting of
some favor designed to aid in the city’s rehabilitation. Octavian certainly must have
granted it, but that it was not sufficient to assure rapid recovery may be seen in another
letter, later in date, in which the city’s financial situation may be described as practically
hopeless.z  Strabo, however, who knew of the city’s destruction during the Parthian
invasion, was able to say of it in his day that rowydprot aToais Te kai vaols, €l Tis A7,
kexdounTar maykddws (14. 2. 23). And Hybreas, the Mylasan orator who had refused
to yield to Labienus and had caused his city to resist, is said by Strabo (14. 2. 24) to have
returned to his city xoi dvélafBer €aurdy Te kai Ty wAw. We may assume, then, that
much rebuilding must have taken place and that by about the end of the first century
B.C. some progress has been made.3

2 Abbott-Johnson, op, cit., no. 32 (our No. 59).

3J. G. C. Anderson, in “Some Questions Bearing on the Date and Place of Composition of Strabo’s
Geography,” in Anatolian Studies Pr d to Sir Willian Mitchell Ramsay ed. W. H. Buckler and
‘W. M. Calder (Manchester, 1923), pp. 1-13, concludes (p. 10) ‘“‘that Strabo’s knowledge about
Eastern affairs was becoming meagre by B.C. 6/5, but that it extends to B.C. 3/2.”
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EPISTULA CUIUSDAM VINICII AD CUMAS
ET IUSSUM AUGUSTI 27 B.C.

Blnisisinaisisisiniaiaiaisininiaiaiasisiasisiaiaiaiaiaiainiaisisiaaisiiiatsisiele)

BIBLIOGRAPHY. H. W. Pleket, The Greek Inscriptions in the Rijksmuseum van
Oudheden at Leyden (Diss., Leyden, 1958), no. 57, pp. 49-66 (Plate XI); G.
Dunst, Gnomon, 31 (1959): 675-77; A. E. Raubitschek, 4.J.A4., 63 (1959): 99;
A. M. Woodward, J.H.S., 79 (1959): 195; idem, Classical Review, n.s., 9 (1959):
280-81; A. H. M. Jones, Studies in Roman Government and Law (New York,
1960), p. 6; J. Pouilloux, Revue Belge de Philologie et d’Histoire, 38 (1960): 426~
27; K. M. T. Atkinson, Revue internationale des droits de I'antiquité, 7 (1960):
227-72 (excellent photograph facing p. 231); V. Arangio-Ruiz, Bullettino dell’
Istituto del Diritto Romano, 64 (1961): 323-42; W. Kunkel, Studi in Onore di
Enmilio Betti, Il (Rome, 1962), 591-620; A. M. Woodward et al., S.E.G., XVII
(1962), 555; J. A. Crook, Proceedings of the Cambridge Philological Society, n.s., 8
(1962): 23-29; J. H. Oliver, Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studies, 4 (1963):
115-22 (cf. idem, A.].P., 84 [1963]: 163).

DESCRIPTION. Marble stele broken at the bottom, damaged on the right
and left sides, decorated with a festoon of ivy at the top. Now at Leiden.
Height: 0.47s m. Width: 0.31 m. Thickness: 0.07s m. Height of letters:
+0.010 m.
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[A]3roxpdrwp Kaioap Ocof vics Zefaards [ ]

[M] &pros *Aypimas Aeviiov vids Gmaror v €[- - -].

[EY] Twes dnpdoiow Témou 7 lepoi év midea|u - -]

[7] SAews éxdors émapyelas eloiv eire 1u[ve avaldi] -

pare TovTwy TOV Témwy elotv éoovral T[€, pndels]

[r]ebre aipérw pnde dyopalérw undé amo[riunua]

[] 8@pov AapBavérw. & dv éxeifev amevn [veyuévov]

[ %] yopaouévov év Te Supw Sedopévov f, [8s av émi T7s]

[€]mapxeias § dmoxaraorafiver eis Tov Snu[daiov Adyov]

7) lepov Tiis modews ppovtilérw, Kai 8 &v xp[Hue évexipi]-

[o]v 8084, TobTo Y7 Sureodoreirw {1} vacat

[.] Vinicius proc(onsul) s(alutem) d(at) mag(istratibus) Cumas. Apollonides
L.f. No [race(us)]

[c(ivis) v(ester)] me adeit et demostravit Liberei Patris fanum nom{ine]

[ven]ditiones possiderei ab Lusia Diogenis f. Tucalleus c(ive) [v(estro)],

[et cJum vellent thiaseitae sacra deo restituere iussu Au[gu]-

[s]tl Caesaris pretio soluto quod est inscreiptum fano,

" [-.]berei ab Lusia. E(go) v(olo) v(os) c(urare), sei ita sunt, utei Lusias quod

[est] positum pretium fano recipiet et restituat deo fa-

[num e]t in eo inscreibatur Imp. Caesar Deivei f. Augustu[s] re[sti]-

[tuit. Sei] autem Lusia contradeicit quae Apollonides pos|tu]-

[lat, vadi]monium ei satisdato ubi ego ero. Lusiam promlit]-

[tere magi]s probo. 'Emi mpurdvews Pavirtov vacat

[ - - - os] Obwikios yoipew Aéyer dpyovor Kupaiwv. ’A[mol]-

[Awvi8]ms Aeviiov Nwpakeios moleirns duérepd[s po

[mpooiA]Bev kai bmédeifev diovioou lepov vip [ar]

[mpdoews Kk]aréxegfou md Avoiov Tob dioyévous [TuxdA] -

[Aews modeirov Sperépo]v, rai Sre 1Bovi[Movro of Biaoet] -

R R R ]

1 At the end there may have been a vacat. Pleket has [r6 é88opov ?]; Atkinson, [-ro 4 ]
% “'lcu:n., tlneneuuab UL -ypu‘pu.y],' Uui aisu fuaa.‘.,s. aiv e{:uu»’}, ‘{:u,u”, =l,/..)u..uj,
é[mpatav], or é[8ooav]. The amount of available space seems to be about 6-7 letters long.
3 Pleket, év mddeo[w 7 év xdpe | m|dews wrA.; Arangio-Ruiz, év mddeo[w 7 wara s |
m]éAews «rA.; Oliver, with hesitation, év méAeo [t tijs Smép | m]dAews wrA.; Atkinson, mdAeo[w
Gool] «rd.; Kunkel, mddeo[w airwes] «rA. 4 Pleket, m[va dvabé-?]; Atkinson, m[ve
xph] |pere; Kunkel, koops] |uare. 6 Pleket, dmo [undevos]; Kunkel, dmo[riunow] ; Arangio-
Ruiz, dmo[riunua]. o Pleket, dnu[dowov rémov]; Arangio-Ruiz, Snu[dowov Adyov].
Pleket, xp7j [pe abrina &|mo] 8ob; Kunkel, xp[éous x| pt]» 8087; Sokolowski, in S.E.G., XVIII,
no. 555, xp[Apua évéxv|po]v 80b5; Oliver, xp[Hue évexvpi|o]v 8085; Atkinson, xp7j[pa & |
€]vdobi. 12 Pleket, Kunkel, and Arangio-Ruiz have [L.]. 14 Read [ven]ditionis. 16-17
Punctuation by Oliver, making satisdato third person imperative. In 17 Pleket has [Li]berei, which
Oliver changed to [ha]berei. 21-22 Kunkel, prom([ittere magi]s probo. 23 Kunkel and Arangio-
Ruiz, [Aevdxeos].
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COMMENTARY. One of the many novel features of the Augustan edicts from
Cyrene (No. 31) is the fact that Augustus had issued them to the inhabitants of a province
under the control of the Senate. This was hailed by a majority of scholars as good
evidence not only that the imperium of Augustus was maius but also that he did not
hesitate to use it whenever and wherever he felt it was necessary. Some did not and
still do not agree with that conclusion.

The present inscription from Cyme in Asia complements the Cyrene Edicts in the
matter of imperium and auctoritas as held by Augustus. Unfortunately, some key phrases
and words are missing. Its meaning, therefore, cannot be fully understood, given the
present state of our knowledge. The inscription consists of two basic documents.
The first of them (Il. 1-11) is a joint order or pronouncement of some kind made by
Augustus and Agrippa at a time when they were sharing the consulship, i.e., in 27 B.C.
Taken by itself the pronouncement establishes that public places or sacred areas in the
cities of each eparcheia, along with their various properties, shall in no way fall into the
possession of anyone. All such places and properties that may have come under
the control of any private person are to be restored to public or sacred ownership. The
person in charge of each eparcheia shall take measures to insure the restitution of such
places and properties to the ownership of the city or the god. In brief, we may say
that Augustus (and Agrippa) intended public and sacred places to remain in the. possession
of the city and the gods, and if for any reason they had come into the possession of private
individuals they were to be returned to the city and the gods. Clearly, many such
places had indeed passed into private ownership, probably because of the great exactions
of the Roman generals in Asia during the years preceding Actium. Otherwise the
pronouncement would have been meaningless.

The jurisdictional extent of this order is not stated, but, since it had been engraved
here undoubtedly as the authority by which a governor of Asia handed down a ruling,
it must have applied to some part of the Greek East, almost certainly to the province of
Asia or a part of it. The word eparcheia here is important. It may mean “district” or
perhaps even “prefecture,” according to one view. The point is a delicate one, and the
extant remains of the document do not allow any kind of positive answer.!

The second document (ll. 12-22) is a letter from the governor of Asia, Vinicius,

citizen of Cyme to the effect that the sanctuary of the god Dionysus in the city is in the
private possession of an individual named Lysias, and, if true, to see to it that the in-
dividual is made to accept the price and to return the property to the ownership of the
god. He further dirccts that the sanctuary be inscribed with the statement ““Restored by
Imperator Caesar Augustus, Son of the Deified.” A most important passage of his

t The absence of the article would seem to be telling evidence against the view that the word meant
provincia, its ordinary meaning in this type of document, for it would then mean *of a province”
and would extend the geographical limits of the order beyond the borders of one province. Further-
more, the word éxdars should be taken with méAews. See Arangio-Ruiz, op. cit., pp. 330-32, and
Oliver, Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studies, 4 (1963): 117-18.
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letter (Il. 15-16) indicates that the members of the thiasos of the sanctuary thought they
could recover ownership for the god iussu Au[gus]ti. Although only the name of
Augustus is mentioned here, the iussum in question must be the one represented by the
first document. Why else would it appear first on the stele? The emperor takes
precedence over Agrippa.2 A Greek translation (Il 22-28), unfortunately incomplete,
concluded the short dossier.

The general situation is clear enough. In 27 B.c. Augustus issued an order of some
sort regulating the possession and restitution of public or sacred places. At a later date
the proconsul Vinicius was informed of an apparent violation of this order in regard to
the sanctuary of Dionysus in Cyme. Having been asked for his decision in the matter, he
sent the present letter with his solution. Since he specifies that an inscription be set up
naming Augustus as the * Restorer” of the sanctuary, we may rightly assume that the
procedure he outlines is the one authorized or intended by the iussum of Augustus.3
The implications of both the iussum and the letter are patent for the student of Roman
constitutional history. But caution is necessary. There are unknown elements in both
which may make it extremely difficult to be exact about the legality of the action taken
by Augustus in issuing the order. Can we be sure that Augustus on his own initiative
issued such an order to the province of Asia, which by the settlement of 27 B.c. was to
remain under the control of the Senate? Or was he authorized in some way to do so?
And who is Vinicius? How much time separates him and his letter from the iussum?

The particular point that distinguishes the first document from the Cyrene Edicts is
not simply that Augustus appears to be issuing an order to a senatorial province, but
rather that he does so in the year 27 B.c., the very year in which he is said to have publicly
transferred the state from his own power to the disposition of the Senate and the people.
From 27 B.c. down to 23 B.c. he was consul each year and, as he himself says, he possessed
in that period no more power than any of his colleagues in office.#  After 23 B.C. we are
told by Dio that he received an imperium maius. Pleket and others were not disturbed
by the thought of Augustus issuing an order to Asia even in 27 B.c. Nor should one be
disturbed. But Mrs. Atkinson was immediately alarmed. She could not believe that
Augustus would have done such a thing on his own initiative in 27 B.c. She therefore
searched for an explanation to circumvent the idea and found one in the view that the
first docufrient’ was Teaily a senaius coriswitim i au abiidged forun.  Tids would have
“exculpated” Augustus. Her view must be rejected. One has only to examine the
framework and formulas of the Greek copies of senatus consulta to see that even in an
abbreviated form there are no points of comparison between them and the Cyme

2 Mrs. Atkinson, op. cit., pp. 238 and 252, felt that the iussum of the second document was not the
same as the iussum of the first. But the fact that the name of Agrippa as co-author of the iussum is
missing in the governor’s letter need not mean that a different order is intended. Augustus, not
Agrippa, is Princeps.

3 For the procedure itself, restitutio in integrum, see the S.C. de Asclepiade (No. 22) and its commentary,
and Atkinson, op. cit., pp. 259-72.

+ Res Gestae 34; see E. T. Salmon, Historia, § (1956): 461-62, on this passage.
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document.$ Her approach, however, may indeed have some merit. Everything from
the constitutional point of view hinges on the nature of that first document. What is its
legal form ?

The prescript could point to a decretum, edictum, or perhaps even a lex. Wolfgang
Kunkel thought it was a lex, or that it pointed to one, for he was struck by the use of the
imperative. He was aware, of course, that the prescript to a lex, even in a shortened
form (populus iure scivit), was too long to fit into the space available at the end of line 2.
And he was also aware that it was not customary for provincial regulations of such a
nature to be authorized by leges. Nevertheless, he favored é[xéAevoov] in line 2. J. H.
Oliver likewise believed that the verb in line 2 announced or proclaimed leges datae. He
thought that Augustus had revived something like the old republican institution of the
praefectura municipalis and had had a praefectus iure dicundo appointed in Asia. According-
ly, he saw in the word eparcheia, as used here, the Greek equivalent of the Latin praefectura.
These praefecti in Asia would have been authorized to perform their duties and functions
by leges a consulibus datae.

But others, such as Arangio-Ruiz and Crook, preferred to see in the document an
edict rather than a lex.®

In the absence of direct evidence no explanation is likely to be accepted by all scholars,
but all possible suggestions must be examined and evaluated. Like the Cyrene Edicts,
the Cyme document will require a large number of minds attacking the problem from
different angles. One such approach is suggested here.

The nature of the regulation established by Augustus, in my opinion, implies the pre-
vious existence of complaints from the cities of Asia about private ownership of public
or sacred places. It would appear likely that after Actium, when through imperial aid
the cities of Asia slowly began to recover from the burdens placed upon them by the
wars, various communities discovered that many of their public and sacred places had
passed into private ownership. The cities and the sacred officials quite naturally would
want to recover this lost property, now that some semblance of economic stability had
begun to appear. We may assume that the owners refused to give up or sell back what
they considered to be a good investment. The cities then, perhaps collectively, sent
envoys to Rome to lodge an official complaint and to ask for a ruling. The matter
wonld have coms ve hofore the Scnaie, the goveniiucuc organ ordinaniy used to handle
such provincial details. The Senate listened and approved. Approval of the Senate
would normally be given in the form of a senatus consultum. This would not necessarily
mean that the Senate itself gave a direct opinion on the solution to the problem in Asia,

s Kunkel, op. cit., p. 597, saw immediately that her view was wrong. Only if the consul had con-
vened the Senate would his name appear in the nominative, and then it would be followed by the
standard formula i ovyxAijrw. cuveBovAevoaTo. In addition, the usual way in which the Senate
issues its instructions involves the use of one or all of the following formulas: (1) doc - - - - yrjoaro;
(2) mepi dv - - - Soxeiv elvau; (3) Smws ----.  And oratio obliqgua prevails.

6 The mere fact that there is room for only one word at the end of line 2 makes the case for calling
the document either an edict or a highly abbreviated letter more probable.
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for frequently in such cases it would delegate or authorize an official, usually one or both
of the consuls, to investigate the matter more thoroughly and to render an opinion.  This
is exactly the sort of procedure which, I believe, was followed by the Senate at some time
immediately prior to the issuance of the iussum by Augustus in 27 B.c. The following
parallels may be cited.

1. S.C. de Itanorum et Hierapytniorum Litibus (No. 14). By the terms of this decree of
the Senate the consul L. Calpurnius Piso was instructed to appoint an arbitral tribunal to
review the history of the quarrel between the Cretan cities of Itanus and Hierapytnia over
a stretch of land and to hand down a final decision. The consul, thus authorized to act,
obeyed.

2. S.C. de Collegiis Artificum Bacchiorum (No. 15). This decree of the Senate, which
settled the long-standing quarrel between the Athenian and the Isthmian guilds of
Dionysiac Artists in 112 B.C., stipulated that in regard to the common fund of the com-
bined guilds the consul M. Livius was to conduct an investigation and hand down a
decision. He obeyed.

3. S.C. de Stratonicensibus (No. 18). Here the Senate in 81 B.C. stated that the dictator
Sulla, if he so wished, was to determine what amount of taxes the surrounding cities
and lands were to pay to Stratonicea.

4. S.C. de Oropiorum et Publicanorum Controversiis (No. 23). M. Terentius Varro
Lucullus and C. Cassius Longinus, the consuls of 73 B.c., had been commissioned by the
Senate to appoint and head a senatorial commission to investigate and render a decision
in the dispute between the officials of the sanctuary of Amphiaraus and the publicans.
The two consuls obeyed.

s. S.C. de Mytilenaeis (No. 26) of 25 B.c. The consul Marcus Silanus, in the absence
of Augustus, convened the Senate and apparently was authorized by it to seek approval
from Augustus for the renewal of a treaty with Mytilene and then to give the oaths.
This last example, despite the poor condition of the text, certainly brings the procedure
down to the age of Augustus.

Taken as a whole, several conclusions may be drawn from these examples. Clearly
it was common for the Senate to instruct the consul or consuls to investigate and render
binding decisions on specific problems raised by provincials. This is a procedure well

nown ro ne 7 Thace canarorial inctrirtione ware commn

nicatad in the form of conapre
consulta. And the verbs used to describe the decision of the consul, when he was
authorized to render it, were émywyvawoxew and émpivew.8 The consuls in such a
situation did not act on their own initiative but were empowered to act by the Senate.
This was true even under Augustus.

When we turn to Cyme, we see that the matter of private ownership of public or

7 In such examples of “consular discretion” the Senate often gives the consul a consilium. See De
Ruggiero, L'arbitrato pubblico in relazione col privato presso i Romani (Rome, 1893), pp. 158tf.,, and W.
Liebenam, R.E., s.v. *“Consilium,” cols. 919-20.

8 See the senatus consulta cited as examples: No. 14, 1l. 74-75; No. 15, ll. 61-64; No. 18, 1l. 103-6; No.
23, Il. 1~4; and cf. the S.C. de Pergamenis (No. 12), 1. 7-8; S.I.G.3, 831 (letter of Hadrian), 1. 9.
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sacred places is one of purely provincial interest. One cannot conceive of Augustus’
regulation as having had very wide application. It certainly might have extended
throughout the province of Asia, but hardly beyond it. Therefore, one may assume
that the problem reached the Senate in the usual manner, by envoys coming to Rome
and requesting a Senate hearing. The Senate in turn must have agreed that their com-
plaints were justified and accordingly have passed a senatus consultum authorizing the two
consuls, if they saw fit, to hand down their decision on the matter. Augustus (and
Agrippa) did so in the old, customary manner. After all, it was a small affair and was
not likely to require much time. To follow the old procedure would do no harm.
They reviewed the case and communicated their decision to the envoys. They probably
then wrote a letter to the city, cities, or provincial organ that sent the envoys and in it
explained their decision officially. This decision could certainly be referred to as a
iussum. And perhaps the verb at the end of line 2 was é[méyvwoar] or é[mékpivar].
It must not be pressed, however.?

Thus it is possible that Augustus in 27 B.c. is not issuing orders or pronouncements on
his own initiative without the prior approval of the Senate. He may be following the
time-honored procedure so familiar from republican times. The Senate had turned a
matter over to him and his colleague and requested a decision. They complied.
Therefore, the possibility exists that the first document may be simply the bare decision
of the two consuls, perhaps shortened and extracted from a broader context.!® There
is, however, no way to prove that such is the background of the document. Like all
the other suggestions, it must remain tentative.

We turn to the letter of Vinicius, and are confronted immediately by the problem of
his identity. It is a complex problem, for at least two and possibly three Vinicii are
known to have been proconsuls of Asia. M. Vinicius (cos. A.D. 30 and 45) appears to
have held the office in A.D. 39/40, but 67 years is much too long for Cyme to wait for the
restoration of the god’s property. He may be rejected as a candidate.* P. Vinicius
(cos. A.D. 2) was the governor in about A.D. 3, although a somewhat later date is also
possible.’2 And a M. Vinicius is also attested as a governor, according to an inscription
from Mylasa mentioned by L. Robert.!3 'Whether he is the same person as the consul

$ The ammount of space available would seem to limit the restored word to six or seven Jetters at most.
A shorter word would be preferable.

10 Mrs. Atkinson’s suggestion (op. cit., pp. 240-4I) that the prescript is given in a **curtailed form”
seems well founded. The stele appears to have been erected at private cost by the worshipers of
Dionysus, and to reduce the expense a shortened version of the documents would therefore be
expected.

11 R Hanslik, R.E., s.v. “Vinicius” (7), cols. 116-19, refers the inscription from Mylasa reported by
L. Robert (Revue archéologique, 1935, II, 156) to this man and not to the M. Vinicius who had been
consul in 19 B.c. He also believes that the inscription from Chios (A.E., 1932, 7; cf. Pleket, op. cit.,
p. 61) was erected to honor the consul of A.D. 30 and 45.

12 See R. Hanslik, R.E., s.v. ““ Vinicius’ (8), cols. 119-20, and Pleket, op. cit., p. 61. Mirs. Atkinson,
op. cit., p. 329, makes him governor in the period A.D. 10/11-14/15.

13 Revue archéologique 1935, II, 156-58. See n. 11, above, and Pleket, loc. cit.
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of A.D. 30 and 45 is not wholly clear, but Robert seems to be convinced that they are not
identical. He identifies him with the M. Vinicius who had been consul in 19 B.C.;
however, the possibility of confusion because of the similarity of names would make it
advisable to suspend judgment. Which of these men is the Vinicius of the Cyme
document? Mrs. Atkinson, believing that the natives of Cyme approached Augustus
himself during his presence in Asia in the period 20-19 B.c., thought that the M. Vinicius
who had been consul in 19 B.c. might have been our Vinicius. Her reasons for sug-
gesting such a date are not in any way conclusive, and her view must remain merely a
possibility.!# Pleket, on the other hand, thought that none of these Vinicii was the
governor of our document, for to him it was much more likely that there would not
have been much of an interval between the iussum of 27 B.c. and the subsequent action
of Cyme which prompted the governor’s letter. He thought that L. Vinicius (cos. suff.
33 B.C.) may have held the governorship in either 28/27 or 27/26 B.c., and others tend to
support him.1s

Despite the numerous Vinicii that might enter into consideration, it seems much more
probable that the action of Cyme in seeking to recover possession of the sanctuary for
the god would not have been delayed very long. Once the iussum of Augustus had
become known in Asia, the worshipers of Dionysus in Cyme would have taken
almost immediate steps. And there is nothing in either of the two documents which
would permit the suggestion that they went first to Augustus and then to Vinicius.
The sequence of events most likely was the usual one, simple and uncomplicated. They
learned of the iussum and its applicability to their situation, went to Vinicius, and re-
ceived a favorable response. Vinicius then sent the letter with his official decision to
Cyme, and the worshipers erected the stele after the successful recovery of the sanctuary.
The stele, erected at their own cost, probably presented the documents in a shortened
form, an especially reasonable supposition in the case of the first document. Thus, the
governor Vinicius was most likely the consul suffect of 33 B.c.

Vinicius, of course, was very careful to give credit to Augustus for the original legal
concept. Even in senatorial provinces the authoritative presence of Augustus was a very
real thing. The mere fact that the governor wishes Augustus to be recorded as the
“Restorer” of the sanctuary is highly significant. Outward agreement between Senate
aud Fluieps wias bug Uiy, praciical polliive Guiie audilicd.

14 Atkinson, op. cit., pp. 256—59. There is absolutely nothing in the inscription to indicate that the

citizens of Cyme went to Augustus first and then turned to the governor.
1s See R. Syme, J.R.S., 45 (1955): 159, and Kunkel, op. cit., pp. 613-14.
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EPISTULA (?) AUGUSTI
AD SAMIOS 19 B.C. (July ?)

Disinisisisisisisiniaiiniisin IS NI SRS SO R R SR S

BIBLIOGRAPHY. P. Herrmann, Athen. Mitt., 75 (1960), no. 4, pp. 84-90; A.
D’Ors, Epigrafia juridica griega y romana, VII (Studia et Documenta Historiae et
Iuris, 29 [1963]), 468-69.

DESCRIPTION.  Stele of white marble, broken on all sides. Photograph in
Herrmann, op. cit., Beilage 37, no. 3. Height: 0.40 m. Width: 0.14 m.
Thickness: 0.09 m. Height of letters: 0.011 m., Latin; 0.015 m., Greek. The
lettering of the Latin section is similar to cursive or *“freehand lettering,” the
words separated by points, and the letter S lengthened at the beginning of
words. The Greek has large apices.

[------- ]m et cohortis me[----=------- ]
[----- iu] reiur(ando) proveisum [--------- ]
[------- d]iscipleina tam[----------- ]
[-------- ] tot praetorib[us---------- ]
[------ ] ordinum atque h[------------ ]
[--=---- ]ennium praebu[------------- ]
[------- ]e functa sit leibe[- ---------- ]
[----- cei] vitatem ex form[a?----------- ]
[-=----- ]scriptione nostr[a?---------- ]
[------- ]re solet remitt[------------ ]
vacat

["E‘roué I|B s Adrox[pdropos]
[ZeBaat]ob vikns, é[mi - - -]

[- - - -] wnwos ‘E[xarouBaidvos?)
[.. mpo] émre eld[@v *loviwv?]
[T. Zevri]we Zat[opvivarn dmdran]
[Adroxpe] Twp Ke[ioap Zefaoros]

8 Or ex form[ula?, Herrmann,
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COMMENTARY. The double dating of the Actian era (Il. 11-12) and the Roman
consul gives us the year 19 B.c., for, although the text is fragmentary, enough is left of
both dates to assure the restoration. Only one consul appears to have been named, to
judge from the space available on the stone, and this fixes the date between the beginning
of that year and the month of September.!  The restoration of the Samian month in line
13 is not certain, for it is attested nowhere else. But, if it is correct, it would seem to
correspond with July.

Herrmann believes that there is a connection between this document and another from
Samos (I.G.R.R., 1V, 976), which is a short heading on a block that apparently formed
part of a large monument. It reads: Adroxparw[p Kaioa|p Zefaaros adroxpdrwp |
76 évaro v, Snuap] xikis éfovaias 76 €’.  The fifth tribunician power of Augustus puts
it in the period from July 1 of 19 B.c. to June 30 of 18 B.c., well within the date of the
present document.  Thus, both of them may be dated in the very year in which Augustus
terminated his visit on Samos and left for Italy.2 Dio (54. 9. 7) tells us that Augustus
gave Samos her freedom in the winter of 20/19 B.C., a fact that may be of significance in
the interpretation of the monument.

The Greek section of our document would appear to be an edict or a letter, but no key
words or phrases are extant to identify it absolutely. The Greek is perhaps a translation
of the Latin, but the two may also be separate documents that were placed together when
the material for the stele was assembled. The remains give us little exact information:
military cohort, an oath, discipline, praetors, military ranks, citizenship. Important words,
but the link between them is lost. The mention of citizenship probably refers to that of
the soldiers involved rather than to the citizenship of Samos as a whole. Herrmann
reminds us of veteran colonies but tempers his remark wisely with the observation that
no veteran colonies on Samos are known. There is some support for a connection with
a colony, for two Samian inscriptions speak of an era s kodwvizs, but the full
significance of such an era on Samos has not been explained satisfactorily.?

The most that one may say of the document in its present shape is that it appears to be
an edict or letter of Augustus from 19 B.c. which concerned military matters and citizen-
ship.  That these matters affected Samos and the Samians goes without question. Why
else would Samos have erected the stele ? A

! C. Sentius Saturninus was sole consul in 19 B.C. until the month of September, Q. Lucretius Vespillo
being added as a colleague at that time. And on September 2 began the thirteenth year of the Actian
era. See Herrmann, op. cit., pp. 85-86.

2 Herrmann (ibid., p. 86) thinks that Augustus may still have been on Samos at the beginning of July,
19 B.C.

3I.G.R.R., 1V, 991-92. Herrmann (op. cit., pp. 88-89) suggests that our documents may concern the
granting of citizenship to soldiers who have served their time and, as veterans, have started a colonia
on the island. This might account for the colonial era. But he is rightly skeptical of this, even
though it is attractive. See also J. Robert and L. Robert, R.E.G., 79 (1966), no. 340, p- 417, with
references.
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EPISTULA M. AGRIPPAE AD
GERUSIAM ARGIVAM 17-16 B.C.?

jSisisisfnigisisisisisinisisiaisininiaisinisisinisisis sl s i S IS S

BIBLIOGRAPHY. W. Vollgraff, Mnemosyne, 47 (1919), no. 28, pp. 263-70
(A.E., 1920, no. 82); M. Reinhold, Marcus Agrippa (Geneva, N.Y., 1933), pp. 122,
169-72; Ehrenberg—Jones, no. 308; J. H. Oliver, Historia, 7 (1958): 474~76 and
app. II, pp. 480-81.

DESCRIPTION. Stele found at Argos. It contains two inscriptions, the
present one and one in honor of Alexander of Sicyon (Mnemosyne, 44 [1916]:
64). Height of letters: 0.026 m. (l. 1) and o.015 m. (Il. 2-11).

Tepdvrwy
s Ay > , , P
Ayplrnmas *Apyelwy yépovar Tois amd
Aoveod kai ‘Ymepurjorpas yeipew.
By 1od 1€ Siapeivar 76 ovornue
Vpdv kol puddfar 76 Tadaoy afiwpa
T alrioy éuard ovvode mapeoym-
pévw kal moMa Tdv karadedvpuévwy
Ca, , , ,
Ypeiv amodedwkdTt Sikaiwy mpds TE

ToUmov mpovoeiv Tudv [mpobupws]
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After the zeta in 1. 11 the upper part of O or 2 is visible on the stone. $-8 For the phrase
$vAdooew ta Sikaia in Roman imperial letters see L. Robert, Revue de Philologie, 84 (1958): 30.

COMMENTARY. The gerusia was an aristocratic corporation of elder citizens
existing in many Greek cities (very likely from the earliest periods) and concerned with
the management of one or two of the local cults. In Hellenistic Ephesus, for example,
it cared for the festival of Artemis and the various resources used to defray the expenses.
Our information about their numbers and functions becomes much fuller by the
Hellenistic and Roman ages, and we learn that they suffered a general decline in the
third century B.c. Many weathered the economic storm and continued to exist on into
the early third century a.p.!

The letter of Agrippa to the ** Gerusia Descended From Danaus and Hypermestra” at
Argos shows Roman interest in the institution, for Agrippa says that he restored many
of its lost rights and that he will safeguard them in the future. It has been suggested that
the Roman government deliberately revived (where necessary) and fostered these
gerusiae as a sort of eastern counterpart to the western Augustales.2  Agrippa himself
may have been the key figure in the movement, but we have no proof except for this
letter. Thereafter Rome treated them with distinct respect and carefully observed
their rights. They became useful to the imperial cult, for their activities were no longer
restricted to the local festivals. The figure of the emperor was added. A letter of M.
Aurelius and L. Verus to the financial commissioner of the Ephesian gerusia is our source
for this new development, for in it are mentioned “old’" and * worn out” silver images
of the emperors stored in the gerusia’s synedrion. Thus the Ephesian gerusia, and cer-
tainly the others, served imperial policy.3

It is not at all unlikely, cherefore, that the Roman interest in the revival and en-
couragement of the eastern gerusiae goes back to the Augustan age and that, as Oliver
has suggested, it was a policy deliberately formulated to strengthen the ties of loyalty
between the cities and the Roman government.

The date of the letter would fall in the period 17-13 B.C., when Agrippa was con-
tinuously active and present in the Greek East.# He passed the winter of 17/16 B.c. in
Corinth and that wonld have heen the most likely time for either a visit to Argos or the
reception of an embassy from that city. This may be accepted, but only provisionally,
as the date of composition.

1]. H. Oliver, The Sacred Gerusia (Hesperia, suppl. VI) (Baltimore, 1941), and the same author’s
**Gerusiae and Augustales,” in Historia, 7 (1958): 476-96.

2 Oliver, “Gerusiae and Augustales,” pp. 475 and 494-96.

3 The letter: Forschungen in Ephesos, Il (1912), no. 23, pp. 119—23 (= Sacred Gerusia, no. 11, pp. 93-96).
4 For the itinerary of Agrippa in the East see Reinhold, op. cit., pp. 106ff., and R. Hanslik, R.E., s.v.
“Vipsanius” (Nachtrage), cols. 1251-66, for an excellent year-by-year account.
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EPISTULA AUGUSTI AD ERESIOS After 15 B.C.
[Squeeze]

Sisisinisisiaisisipininisisisinisisinisiaisisisisiiisipsisisisisisisisiis i Eie)

BIBLIOGRAPHY. A. Conze, Reise auf der Insel Lesbos (Hannover, 1865), tab.
XV, no. 4; E. David, ’Envypadai *Epecoi (Athens, 1895), no. 32; W. R. Paton,
LG, XII, 2 (1899), 531; G. Lafaye, L.G.R.R., IV (1927), 7; D. Magie, Roman
Rule in Asia Minor (Princeton, 1950), II, 1336-37, n. 19, and 1340, n. 28; H.
Malcovati, Imperatoris Caesaris Augusti Operum Fragmenta* (Turin, 1962), no. 72,
Pp- 45-50.

DESCRIPTION. A fragment of a stele of white marble found in the wall of
the house of Stavros Vaphiadis at Eresus. Height: 0.32 m. Height of letters:
0.006 m.

R JoA[. . Jmokg[- - - - - - ]
[ Jov AeaB[ - - - - - - - ]
I v [év] oxeve[oapevo - - |
R JOnke[. .. . Jom[----]
R i v els ‘Pldpnw - - - - ]
[ommmmmmmmmmneees T R ]
[ommmmmrme e P y[--ennn-- ]
[onmmmmmem e Jo papro - - - - - - ]
R ] amoxpipa| - - - - - - ]
R m]oud éic Kei[oapos - - - |
[Avroxparwp Kaicap Beoii vios Lefaards dnuapyi] kis éfove[ias 76 - - |
[----- abroxpdTwp 16 - - 8] kat [ov *Ep|eciwv dpyo[var BovAs)
[8riuew xeipew: = ------- Ja 76 wap’ Sudv Yij[dope - - - - - ]
[---mmmmm e Ju[.] «oi dmepefépny [- - - - -- - - ]
R Jww kel adroy [ - -------- ]
[------mcmemnn- ] xei Tis wpos Aués [ - ------ - ]
[------------- ]| *Aypinneas 6 Swapépwy [- - - - - - - - - ]
R |dpevos 1¢ O Kaioap [ - - - - - - - - ]
[-------------- ] 76 map’ adrov dn’ dp[porépwy - - - -]
[-----emeimea-- ]w KdMurmov AIA[ - - - - - -« - - - ]
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I have compared the Berlin squeeze with Paton’s readings.  Above and slightly to the left of rw,
in the first line, David reads EZ, none of which was seen by Paton. 6 ® HKEYII, David, but
Paton agrees with what is given here and confirmed by the squeeze. 8 OIIOTANTII, David, but
Paton could not see OITO on the stone. I cannot see it on the squeeze. 9 AINITAPA, David;
AINT II, Paton. 10 ONMAPTY, David, but Paton could not see the omicron. 11 Perhaps
-] amoxpipa[ow koopsjoavra ( ?) aut similia. Cf.L. Robert, Etudes Anatoliennes, p- 324, for words
commonly found with ¢mdkpiua, and see also J. Robert and L. Robert, La Carie, II (Paris, 1954),
106, n. 2. 15 Perhaps 76 map’ Sudv Yinj[prope dmédooay aut amédwrev? David thought he saw
an alpha at the beginning of the text, but Paton could no longer see it. 22 David alone has read
the omega at the beginning.

COMMENTARY. Since the formula of lines 13-15 so clearly indicates the beginning
of a letter, lines 1-12 must belong to a different document. This document may also be
a letter, for the use of the first person in the verb [7]o0i® would point in that direction,
but its fragmentary state precludes any positive assertion about its contents. 'We may be
sure, however, that it was connected with the second letter in some manner.

Lines 13-22 are most likely part of a letter of Augustus to the city of Eresus. The
mention of tribunicia potestas (1. 13) and of Agrippa (l. 19) leads us almost without question
to Augustus. The date of the letter, on the other hand, can only be estimated, for the
imperial acclamation (I. 14) could be simply the tenth (8€]xar[ov) or some higher
number (--ka8é]kar[ov). Inany case the date must be after Augustus was imperator X,
ie., 15 B.C. or later. The old view of Paton, Lafaye, and Viereck (notes), that the letter
was written after the death of Agrippa (12 B.c.) on the ground that the length of lines
13-14 seems to demand somewhat long numbers for the tribunician power and the
imperial acclamation, may be discounted. There is no way for us to be absolutely sure
of the exact length of any line in the document, and therefore no way to tell whether
8¢]kar[ov or, e.g., [tpioxaudé] et [ovis right. Therefore, 15 B.C. or later is the closest
dating possible.!

There are two general periods of time in which Agrippa could have visited Eresus.
The first is 23-21 B.C., when he spent practically all of his time right at Mytilene and on
Lesbus, using his special power as a “deputy of Caesar” to rule the East through his own
representatives.2  The second is 17-13 B.C., when, after traveling through Greece and
the ‘i'hracian’ Chersonese (17-15 B.C.), he spent the winter of 15/14 B.C. in Mytilene. He
was absent from the city for much of 14 B.c., but did return to Lesbus and Mytilene for
the winter of 14/13 B.c. Thus his connections with the island were of some duration.

' R. Hanslik, R.E., s.v. " Vipsanius”’ (Nachtrdge), col. 1266, says that the letter may belong to the year
13 B.C., but he gives no real evidence. We may not assume, without evidence, that Augustus
mentions Agrippa in his letter in connection with some recent event. It is, of course, probable,
though not conclusive, that Agrippa was honored by Eresus during his second period of travel in the
East (17-13 B.C.), that a decree by Eresus concerning the honor had been forwarded to Augustus upon
thé return of Agrippa to Rome, and that Augustus then (13 B.C.) wrote the present letter.

2 Josephus Ant. 15. 350; ibid., 16. 86; cf. Dio 53. 32. 1. For the chronology of Agrippa’s two visits
to the East see Hanslik, op. cit., cols. 125153 and 1259-66, where earlier works are cited along with
the sources.
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On one of these occasions it is possible that he visited Eresus with Julia and was honored
in some fashion (a statue ?) by the city, an event that Augustus might have mentioned in
the present letter.

The phrase (. 19) *Aypimmas ¢ Sxdépwv may possibly be a reference to his general
imperium, but it is, unfortunately, too incomplete for us to be sure of its nature.?

3 Cf. Res Gestae 34: afip[a] T mdvrwy Sujveyra (auctoritate omnibus praestiti). Agrippa might have
been qualified as ¢ Siadépwv [efovaie - -] or & Siadépwv [dperdj aut similia. See L. Robert, Etudes
épigraphiques et philologiques (Paris, 1938), p. 27,n. 6. Cf. also T.A.M., 11, 197 and 261 for other nouns
used with the verb.
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EPISTULA PAULI FABII MAXIMI ET

DECRETA DE FASTIS PROVINCIALIBUS ca. 9 B.C.?
[Squeeze]

SIS SIS NSNS NN AR NN NN

BIBLIOGRAPHY. Th. Mommsen and U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff,
Athen. Mitt., 24 (1899): no. 275-93; R. Cagnat and M. Besnier, A.E., 1900, no.
76; J. G. C. Anderson, Athen. Mitt., 25 (1900): 111-12; H. Dessau, Hermes, 35
(1900): 332-38; V. Chapot, La province romaine proconsulaire dAsie (Paris, 1904),
pp- 390-94; A. Harnack, Reden und Aufsitze, I (Giessen, 1904), pp. 301-6; P.
Wendland, Zeitschrift fiir die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft und die Kunde des
Urchristentums, s (1904): 33sff.; W. Dittenberger, O.G.LS., II (1905), 458; F.
Hiller von Gaertringen, Die InscEriZten von Priene | (Berlixl,‘IgJ_MQ; E. Groag,
R.E., s.v. “Fabius” (Ioz),?f)ls‘ 1782-83; J. Keil and Anton von Premerstein,
Denkschriften der Kaiserlichen Akademie der Wissenschaften in Wien, s4 (1911), 2,
no. 166, pp. 80-82; A. von Domaszewski, Sitzungsberichte der Heidelberger
Akademie der Wissenschaften, Phil.~hist. Klasse, X (1919), 2d treatise, pp. 1-6; A.
Deissmann, Licht vom Osten* (Tiibingen, 1923), pp. 313, 316-17 (photos of the
Prienean copy); E. Norden, Die Geburt des Kindes (Leipzig, 1924), p. 157, n. 2;
H. Dessau, Geschichte der romischen Kaiserzeit, I (Berlin, 1924), 105-6; Abbott-
Johnson, Municipal Administration in the Roman Empire (Princeton, 1926), no. 34,
pp- 331-32 (second decree of the koinon only); R. Laqueur, Epigraphische
Untersuchungen zu den griechischen Volksbeschliissen (Leipzig, 1927), pp. 175fF.;

W. H. Buckler, Classical Review, 41 (1927): 119-21 (L. 32-49; cf. S.E.G., IV
[1929], 490); W. H. Buckler and W. M. Calder, Monumenta Asiae Minoris
Antigua, VI (Manchester, 1939), nos. 174 and 175, pp. 6566, with Plate 30, on
copy from Apameia; D. Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor (Princeton, 1950), I,
480-81, and II, 134243, n. 40; M. P. Nilsson, Geschichte der griechischen Religion,
II (Munich, 1950), 370-71; Lewis-Reinhold, Roman Civilization, Il (New York,
1955), 64=65 (this does not include the governior s letter); A. H. M. Jones,
Classical Review, n.s., 5 (1955): 244-4s (= S.E.G., XV [1958], 815; cf. ]. Robert
aind L. Roberc in RE.G., 71 [1938], uo. 400, pp. 319-20), Elucaberg—jones, no.
98, pp. 74-76 (without utilization of the copy from Maeonia); Johnson,
Coleman-Norton, Bourne, Ancient Ronian Statutes, no. 142.

DESCRIPTION. This letter, as well as the other documents of which it was a
part, was published in numerous cities of Asia. Fragments of the copies from
five cities have survived, one of considerable size (Priene) and the others varying
from passages of many lines to short phrases and parts of lines. The dossier
was originally composed of at least three (possibly four) documents, beginning
with the proconsul’s letter and followed by two decrees of the provincial koinon.
1. Priene: Inschriften von Priene, 105. This is the fullest of the copies and gives
us a connected text of 84 lines. A significant fact is that it is preserved on two

328



EPISTULAE

blocks of different type, one (the upper) of blue limestone and the other of
white marble. Dimensions of the upper: height, 0.485 m.; width, 0.67 m.;
thickness, 0.34 m. Dimensions of the lower: height, 0.84 m.; width, 0.68-0.69
m.; thickness, 0.35 m. The lettering is of a common type, without apices.
Height of letters: ca. 0.01 m. This copy was used by Dittenberger to form the
basis of his composite text. .

2. Apameia: C.I.G., III (1853), 3957; C.LL., III, 12240 (cf. 13660 a, 141928);
B.C.H., 17(1893): 315; Anderson, loc. cit.; Buckler and Calder, loc. cit. For the
new Apameian fragment, discovered by W. H. C. Frend in 1954, see Jones, loc.
cit., where, unfortunately, the dimensions are not given. Although the
Apameian copy is much more mutilated than the Prienean, it does contain part
of the original Latin text of the governor’s letter (to be given below) and a sort
of heading prefixed to the beginning of the Greek portion. White marble.
Dimensions of the older fragment (as reported by Buckler and Calder): height,
0.68 m.; width, 0.78 m.; height of letters, 0.015 m. Dimensions of the Latin
fragment: height, 0.20 m.; width, 0.85 m.; thickness, 0.68 m.; height of letters,
0.03 m. (L. 1), 0.02-0.025 m. (Il. 2-4), 0.033 m. (l. s=the Greek heading). The
Apameian copy also seems to have included a fourth document, which was
engraved immediately after the proconsul’s letter but which is lacking in the
Prienean copy.

3. Eumeneia: C.I.G., III (1853), 3902 b. It contains only the remains of
lines 55-67 (of the composite text) from the decree of the koinon.

4. Dorylaion: C.IL., TII, 13651 (cf. 14189). Unfortunately, the stone was
destroyed and there remains only a very bad copy. See Mommsen, op. cit., pp.
276-77. This is the largest extant fragment of the Latin original of the
governor’s letter.

5. Maeonia: Keil and Premerstein, loc. cit. This fragment shows that the
dossier was erected not only in the larger cities of the province but also in the
less populated areas. 'White marble, broken on the right, top, and bottom.
Height: 0.33 m. Width: 0.455 m. Thickness: 0.08 m. Height of letters:
0.013-0.016 m. Contains the Greek translation of the governor’s letter
corresponding to lines 8-20 of the Prienean copy, but only about half of each
line is preserved. Nevertheless, it is of help in establishing the correct text in a
number of places where the Prienean copy is fragmentary.

A. The Proconsul’s Letter

[.. map]a 7@v mpdr[ep)ov mope [fidapey - - < < < c e e an - ]
[..... ] T@v Bedv [e]dpeves ke[l - - < - - - e o maaa oo ]
[wd7) epov Ndeiwy 7) dpeA[ipw]T[épa €]aTiv 7 T0b Betordrov Kaioapos yevé-
O\os Nuépe, iy T TGV wvTwWY dpxi lomy Sikaiws Gy elvar S [oAd] Bowuey,
Kl €l un i dUoel, Tl ye xpnolpwe, €l ye 008é[v o]dxt SiametmTov Kkai els aTv-
xés peraBeBnuos oxfipa dvdplwaey, érépav Te Edwkey mavtl TdL

’ » o n 3 A ’ \ \ 1 kA k]
rdopwe G, Ndora &v Sefouévwr dhopdy, el ui) T6 Kowov mavTwWY €V-

; ) , - \ R a” e
TUymue émeyennibln Kaioap. 816 dv mis Sikaiws moddBoi TodiTo ardi
apyv Tod Blov kai Tiis {wijs yeyovévor, § éaTw mépas kol Spos Toi pe-
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, o , Vv as s w3 e y
rapéleobou, Sri yeyévmrar. kol émel oVdeuids dv amo Nuépas eis
\ \ \ » A .4 » k1 ’ 7
T€ 70 KOwoV Kal els TO (diov €xaoTos SPelos ebTuyxeaTépas Adfou
adopuds 7 Tis mEaw yevouévns ebTuyods, oxeddv Te cupBaive.
Tov adTov Tais év *Aalou méleow kapov elvan Tis els Ty apxmv eloddov,
SndovdTe kard Twa Brjav Bovdnow olrws Tis Tdfews mpoTeTUTWLE-
4 k] A I3 -~ » \ \ ~ v \ /

vis, iva ddopur) yévoiro Tijs els Tov ZefaoTov Tiudls, kai émel Svoko-
Aov uév éorw Tols TogovTols alTod eVepyeriipaow kar (gov ebyopia-
Tel, €l ui) map’ Ekaora émworjoauey Tpdmov Twa Tis Gueipews,
o voaw \ o, , .
78etov 8’ Gy dvbpwmor Ty Koumy wéaw Huépav yevéfAiov dydyou[ev]
[€]av mpoayéimron abrols kai i8ie Tis Sue T dpxmy Ndov), Sokel pot
maodv T@&v moderrndv elvaw plav kai Ty adTy véav vouunviay
v 7ol Onordrov Kaioapos yevélhov, ékelvy te mavras els Tv
sy W v,y ~ ;e
apxnv évBaivew, fitis éoriv mpo éwée kadavddv *OxtwPpiwy, Smws
kai mepiaadrepov Tounbi mpooAafopéin éwléy Twa BpnoKray kai
uEMov m&aw yelmTaw yvupipos, My olopen kel mAeloTny edypnoTiav

-~ 3 ’ ’ ’ \ e \ ~ ~ o 3 ’ ’
T émapyria mapébecbar. Yridiopa 8¢ Hmo Tod kowod s *Aoias Serj-
oe ypadijvou mdoas évmepiendos Tas aperds adTod, iva 76 émwon-

\ LIV 4 -~ b A M ~ ~ ’ L NA A
Oév O’ Nudv eis Ty Tewuny Tod Lefaatod pelvn aldviov. mpooratw
8¢ yapaybev {&v) Tij oriiAn 70 Ynjdiopa év Td vad cvarebivar, mpoord-
fas 70 Sudraypa éxarépws ypadév.

Sequuntur decreta duo concilii
provincialis

B. The Latin Fragments of the Proconsul’s Letter

[- - - iucjundior an salubrior principis nost[ri natalis == == === =c=cccoccaoa-

[- - -] cumque non ullo ex die feliciora et privatim singulis et universis publice [trahi
possint auspicia - -]

[- - -] quem Graeci suo nomine diem nean numenian appellant eum clarissimi viri
Caesaris [natalem - - - - ]

[- - -] nonus XXX decumus XXXI undecumus XXX duodecumus XXXI interkalaris

’ Licrpone{tur = = - = = = = = -] )
[- -]ves kobiepwleioas etre Six Opnoxe[ioay - - - - - - - - R R ]

Dorylion [propterea recte homines existimant hoc sibi principium)]
{vitae, Qduod paenitendi {fDuerit natos se esse {fipnis.
c{upym(qdue non u{lDlo ex die feliciora et {p)rivatim sin{g)ulis et uni-
versis publice trahi possint aus(piciya (gduam ex eo, {(qduem felicissi-
mum communiter (credunt), fere autem omnium in Asia {ci)vitatium
idem
s temp{usyan(n)i novi in(i)tiumq{ude magist{e}ratuum sit, in {q)uod

{EyolrtHui-
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to, videlice(t) ut hono(r)are(t)ur, {p)rin{cippis nostri nata{IDis incidit, vel
{quia tot er{g)a divina merita (g)rat(um) esse di{ffDicile est nisi omnis
pietatis temptetu(r) materia, vel {quia (dies est) pro(p)ria {cuiqpue
{Daetitia in{g)ressui honoriys {sthatu(tyus, publicum videtu(r) diem

10 [mmmmm e Jum
[Fmmmm e Jom
[ommm o e ]JAVNIA TNSA
[Fmmmmmmm e ] ha(b)ebit u¢tilitatem et
e ]tissimo dierum IC autem E

15 [rmmm e J<q>ue {G)raecos DERICI NVN
T Tt JNRIA LI Ca{e)saris trahentis
[F--mmmmm e ] HL Caesar ANOC ARNXX S

C. The Appendix (?) to the Proconsul’s Letter in the Apameian Copy

Col. I
[---mmme-- ] ypogév. Tovs
[ ] Tov apibuov
[CERI |s &mo iis mpo
[e---mmmn- ] Kaioapos ws
[-----meema-- JAIONIIEIKAI

............. JIZZIIN 7ov Ze-
[BaoToy (2)- - ------ Jeov[- - -]
[----mmmemm |AATIIEOM
[evvmmmmmees ]

Col. I
undé éotaw pie fuépa Svo uéowv yevouévawy [érav)
kata Ty ‘Pwpai[k] vy cunibnay.

vacat

Sequuntur decreta concilii
provincialis

D. The Two Decrees of the Koinon

*Edofev Tois émt tis *Aoias
“EMmow, yvduy Toi apyiepéws "AmoMwviov o5 Myvodidov *Alavirov:
éme[187) 1) Oelws] Suardfaoa tov Blov Hudv mpdvoie omovdny eloev[evia-]
(k] ém ke prdoriuiar 16 TedndraTov T Blw: Siexdoun[oev dyalov]
3 7 \ 2 ’ a i) i 7 3 0 ’ b) A ’
evevkapévn Tov ZePaotdv, ov els evepyeoiav albpd[mwv] émhij-
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pwoev aperijs, {Dyamep fNueiv ki Tols pel’ [ués owripe yapioauén)
TV maoavTe uév wéAepov, kooutjoovta [8é elpivmy, émpavels 8¢

¢ oon vy s - , Y ; .
¢ Katoop ras éAmidas Tdv mpodafdvrwy [edavyédia mdvrwy dmep-]
éfnkev, ob pdvov Tods mpo avTol yeyovdr[as edepyéras tmepPa-]
Adpevos, aAX’ 008’ év Tols éoouévois €Amid o vmouraw TrepPoliis, ]

Ay ey a , . , .

Hplev 8¢ 1@ Kdopwe T@Y 8’ adTov edavyeli[wy 1) yevéBAios Mué] po
100 Oeod, Tijs 8¢ *Aolas éfmpiouéims év Zuipvn [éml avbu] paTov
Aevxiov OdoAkariov TvAdov, ypapparedovros Ilam [{wvos duoaiepitod]
Td peyloras y’ els Tov OBeov kabevpdvre Teyuas elvaw oTédavov,
IadMos PeBios Mdfiuos 6 avfvmaros s émapyrias ebepyérns
PR o , > , VL
amo s éxeivov Sefids rai [y]|vwuns ameoraluévos £dv Tols dAots
ols edepyémaev Ty émapyrjav, dv edepyeaiiv To peyéln Adyos

P Y oy, R e
elmetv oddels av édikoiro, kal TO uéype viv ayvonbév dmo radv ‘EAN-
vwv els Ty Tod Zefaorod Tewuny elpeto, TO amo Tijs éxelvov yevé-

v s o , Y P I , ,
gews dpyew & PBlw Tov xpdvov: 8o TUXY ayaldf) kai émi cwrnpie 8edd-
aa v oy e ” ) , ,

x0a Tois émi mijs *Aoias "EXnat, &pyew Ty véav vouumviav mdoa [is)
~ N ~ I ,
Tols méAeow 1) mpo éwvéa kadavddv ‘Oxrwfpiwy, fTis éorTiv yevé-
OAios Huépa Toi ZePaorod. Gmws 8¢ ael 1 {re} Nuépa aToiyf) kel éxdo-
, , e aoa 4 e e,
v woAw, owwypnuerilew 74 ‘Pwpaicf) kel iy ‘EAmvuny fuépav.
v vy - - , Vo , s
cyeabfar 8¢ Tov mpddrov puive Kaioapa, kala kat mpoeynidroror, apxdue-
s vy ~ s , Ry
vov amo mpo évwvéa pév kadoavddv *OrkwfPpiwy, yevelAiov 8¢ Huépas
Kaloapos, Tov 8¢ éfmpiopévov orédavov & Tas peyioras edpdvti
Teypas vmép Kaioapos deddolar Mafipwe td avbumdrwe, v kol ael
avayopeveaiar év TG [n]xd ey@ve T@ év Tlepydpwe Tév “Pw [pa)iwv
yop @ yop[n] k@ dy & Hepydp p
ZeBaarav, 8t orepavol [1 *Ao]ie ITatdov Pifiov Mafuuov ev[oef]é[o-]
Tare wapevpovre Tas els Kaloape repds. doavrws 8¢ dva[yopev]eo-
O kel év Tols dyopévois kata moAw aydow T@v Kewoopjwy.
) - v ; A , VN -
avaypadijvou 8¢ To SeAroypddnua Toi avfumrdrov kal T6 Yridiope Tis
* Aotas & o , P v
alas év atiiAn Aevkodifwe, v koi Tebfvar év Td s ‘Pduns kel Tod
. ~ v Y v
Zefoaoroi Tepéve.. mpovofjoar 8¢ kol Tovs kal’ éros éxdikovs Smws
év rals agnycvuévaus TGV Siowkrjoewy modeaw év oridaus Aev-
woAiflowe dvvanayfii T4 Te Sedrovocdnue Tod Maiuov kal 76 Ths *Aalac
, P ¢ o T, , Y
Pridiope, aldral e af orirar Tefdaw év Tots Kawoaprjois. dybrioovrae
ol uijves kare 7¢de: Kaioap fuepiv Aa, "AmeMatos fjuepdv A,
Addvaios fuepdv A, Ilepirios Huepdv Aa, dvorpos k1, Savdukds Aa,
*Aprepioiiw Huepdv A, dalowos Aa, Mdmuos A, Ados Ae, Fopmaios Aa,
‘YmepBeperaios A+ Suob fuépon 7€e. €¢’ Eros 8¢ Sue Ty vrepraddpiov
¢ ™ \ kA / ¢ -~ bV} o D \ ~ -~ ’ €
6 Eavukos aybrjoeron fuepdv AB. iva 8¢ &mo Tod viv oToiyrowaw of
wives rai of Huépa, 0 pév viv éveatws Ilepitios unv aybioerar puéype s
0, 1) 8¢ mpo énéa kadavddv Pefpovapiwy dfopev vouunviay unvos
Adetpov, kai kel Exaotov pive dpyn{i} éorar Tis vovunwias 7 mpo éwéa
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kadavdav: 7 8¢ évBoAuos Nuépa éoraw mhvToTe T@Y IvTepradepiwy Ka-
Aovddv Tod Eavdukod unvds, dvo érdv puéowv yewouévwy.

“Edofev Tois émi mijs Aaias "EXAnow, yvdun 1ol dpxepéws *Amodwviov Tod
Muyodidov *Aleaveirov: émel Ty véav vouunviav del 8et éordvor Ty adr[v]
amaaw Tijs els Tos dpyos eladdov kard Te 70 Jlavdov PaBlov Matijpov Toi av-
Ovmrdrov Sudrayua kal 16 s *Aoials) yridiopa, évmodilerau 8¢ 7 Tob yxpdvov
rafis mapa Tas év Tols dpyaupeaios émikijoets, yelveobou T& Katd T
apyapéoie unyi Sexdrw, ws kol év & KoprmAiwe vuwe yéyparrar, évros
Sexarns {oTopuévov. vacat

A. The proconsul’s letter. This is a composite text based on the copies from Apameia, Priene,
and Maeonia. [ have consulted the Berlin squeeze of Prienc. Of the heading which preceded the
Apameian copy of the Greek text only the following words have survived: - -] ves kafiepwBeioas
eire 8 Opnoke[lov----]. 4 dpeAipwrépe, Dittenberger, but dgeA[iuw]r[épe, stone
(Priene). s iomy, Apameia; ion, Priene. 6 ¢voel, Apameia; ¢vor, Priene. 9 émeyennifn,
Apameia and Maeonia; -fne, Priene; drd:, Apameia; ard, Maeonia. 15 Orjow, Pricne and
Maconia; felav, Apameia. 16 [xoi é]wel 8Yorolov, Maeonia; kai éme[- -]v, Priene. 17-18
ebyapioTeiv, Maeonia. 18 apelipe[ws kawov], Priene, and Hiller's restoration, but Maeonia shows
[apel]pews 8eio[v kA, 19 NOPQIIOIT, stone A and thus Dittenberger, but avfpdmo:[s]
v, Hiller; dydyot[ev- -], Maeonia, but ayay[eiv], Wilamowitz and Hiller on the basis of
Priene; however, Dittenberger correctly restored ayd[yoev]. 22 éxeivy, Apameia; éxelvny,
Priene. 24 Tuunfi:, Apameia; Teyunfij Priene. 25 yelmron, Apameia; yévnrar, Priene. 29
év seems to have been omitted by the engraver. Inl. 30 the proconsul’s letter was followed im-
mediately, without an intervening space, by the first of the provincial decrees in the copy from
Priene. In the copy from Apameia, however, it was followed by a different document, extant
only in a very mutilated form.

B. The Latin fragments (Apameia). Lines 1-3 correspond to lines 4, 10-11, and 21-22 of the
Greek version. Thus the Latin portion must have been engraved in lines of quite unusual length.
4 In Mommsen’s view it ought to read undecumus XXXI duodecurnus XXX. The Dorylaion
fragment. 1 TIVIA OVOD; only in one place (. s) is the letter Q correctly engraved; elsewhere
it is O; EVERIT; at the end, ELNIS-4-4-4. 2 CYMOVE; VILO; ORIVATIM; SINOVLIS.
3 AVSELIPA. 4 ELVITATIUM. s TEMRY MANI; INTIVMQYE; PONEVITO. 6
LICEP; ORINOPIS; NATACIS. 7 ERCA; CRATIN; DIPEICILE. 8 TEMPTETVA;
VELSOVIA IVVOVIS PROCRIAVISOVE. ¢ IAETITIA INCRESSVI HONORES. RAT-
VIVS > HARERIT VILEITATEM 156 CRATCOS. 16 CASSARIS.

C. Theappendix. The textis that of C.I.G., 3957, with additions by Mommsen, op. cit., p. 279.
The lines are numbered here from the beginning of the column in the Apameian copy. 6 ypagév.
This is the last word in the proconsul’s letter (cf. A, L. 30, of the Prienean copy). 8-9 Wilamowitz
suggested to Mommsen: &6 Tijs mpd [évvéa pev kadavdav OxrwpPpiwy, yeveOliov 8¢] Kaio-
apo; -

D. [The two decrees of the koinon. The numbering of lines follows the Prienean copy. 31
Alleavirov, Apameia;’Ala[v{] Tov, Priene. 32 7]ov [Biov, Priene; mdvra], Wilamowitz, Hiller,
and Dittenberger; felws], Buckler. 33 8iexdopun [oev]|, Wilamowitz, Hiller, and Dittenberger;
Siexdopn [oev dyafov]|, Buckler. 35 OZIIEP, Priene; yapioauévy|, Buckler; wéujaoal,
‘Wilamowitz, Hiller, and Dittenberger. 36 8¢ elpijvny, émdaveis 8¢], Buckler; 8¢ mdvra, daveis
8¢], Wilamowitz, Hiller, and Dittenberger. 37 Wilamowitz, Hiller, and Dittenberger leave un-
restored; Buckler’s suggestion is given here. 40-49 New Apameian fragment, Jones.
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COMMENTARY. That the writer of the letter (A) is Paulus Fabius Maximus, the
proconsul of Asia, is clear from the reference to him'in the accompanying decree of the
koinon of Asia (D), lines 44ff. Addressing himself, probably, to the koinon, he eloquently
praises Augustus and proposes a somewhat unusual manner of honoring the emperor. He
suggests—and his suggestion is worded in such a way as to constitute virtually a directive
—that the calendar of the province be re-aligned in such a way that its first month begin
on September 23, the birthday of Augustus. Although the calendar is the Julian, the
Macedonian names of the months are to be retained, except that the first will be called,
as previously agreed, “ Caesar” instead of “Dios.” Accordingly, the local magistrates
of the province will enter office on September 23, the first day of each new year. His
letter ends with the notice that the koinon ought to pass a decree approving the change.
He himself will then issue orders that the decree is to be inscribed and set up *“in the
temple,” his own directive to be in both Latin and Greek.

His letter may have contained some sort of an appendix or accompanying note con-
cerned with the method to be followed in making the calendar change. This appendix
(B and C), however, is found only in the Apameian copy and too little of it remains
for one to be sure of its exact contents. That it was short may be gathered from the
available space allotted to it in both the Latin and the Greek text, and the fact that it was
in Latin as well as Greek indicates that it formed part of the governor’s letter. The
similarity of part of it to the material in lines 76-77 of the koinon’s decree (D) may mean
that for the sake of economy it was omitted from the Prienean copy. The decree of the
koinon probably incorporated the details of the letter’s appendix into the body of the
text, and therefore the officials at Priene may not have seen fit to have the appendix itself
engraved as a separate document. At Apameia, however, it was dutifully included.

To the governor’s suggestion the koinon responded with enthusiastic approval,
echoing his own praises of the emperor with an equally grandiloquent phraseology. It
decreed not only that the proposed calendar change should be approved but also that
Paulus Fabius Maximus should be honored with a crown for having suggested such a
unique way of honoring Augustus. It seems that under a governor of Asia by the name
of Lucius Volcacius Tullus (the consul of 33 B.c.?) the province of Asia had decreed in
Smyrna that a crown be gwen to the person who suggcsted the best way of showing the
pLidiest 1151OLs L0 nugustua The crown is now to be given o raulus, and his lCttCl’
t Of the older scholars who expressed opinions on the identity of L. Volcacius Tullus only Domas-
zewski had maintained that he was governor of Asia and that he was the consul of 33 B.c., the uncle
of that Tullus to whom Propertius had dedicated the first book of his Elegies. The new Apameian
fragment proved that he had been right in his contention that Volcacius Tullus was a governor of
Asia. K. M. T. Atkinson (Historia, 7 [1958]: 312—14) has demonstrated very well that the consul of
33 B.C. ought to have become governor of Asia in ca. 26/25 B.C., but she refused quite rightly at that
time to commit herself on the identity of the L. Volcacius Tullus of our documents. Thus, although
the consul of 33 B.c. became governor of Asia, he need not necessarily have been the same man
mentioned as governor in our decree of the koinon. This is an important point. It does appear
somewhat strange that a crown should have been proposed in ca. 26/25 B.C. to the one who conceived

of the greatest honors for Augustus, but that the crown was awarded some fifteen or more years
later to Paulus Fabius Maximus. Either the awarding of the crown would have had a time limit of,
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together with the decree of the koinon (the present one), is to be inscribed on a stele of
white marble and erected in the precinct of Roma and Augustus. In addition the chief
cities in the judiciary conventus of Asia are to set up similar steles in the various temples of
Caesar.

The date of this letter by Paulus, and consequently the date of his proconsulship, can
only be approximated. Some familiarity with Roman chronology is necessary to
understand the reasoning used to arrive at the date.

To rectify the accumulative errors of the old pre-Julian calandar and to prevent their
recurrence Julius Caesar in 46 B.C. abolished the old lunar calendar and substituted for it
another, which used the sun as the unit for measuring time. This new solar calendar
produced a year of 365 days and included a different and less clumsy way of intercalating
than had existed under the old method. To compensate for the omission of one-fourth
of a day it was now necessary to intercalate only a single day (called bis sextum Kal. Mart.)
every four years (on February 24).2

The significant point for our present purpose is the fact that even in such a simple
system a mistake was made shortly after Caesar’s death in the intervals to be followed in
the intercalations. Ifallowed to continue unchecked, the civil year would again become
at variance with the solar year. Macrobius (Sat. I. 14. 13-15) explains it fully:

Sic annum civilem Caesar habitis ad lunam dimensionibus constitutem edicto palam posito
publicavit. Eterror hucusque stare potuisset, ni sacerdotes sibi errorem novum ex ipsa emendatione
fecissent. Nam cum oporteret diem qui ex quadrantibus confit quarto quoque anno confecto,
antequam quintus inciperet, intercalare: illi quarto non peracto sed incipiente intercalabant. Hic
error sex et triginta annis permansit: quibus annis intercalati sunt dies duodecim, cum debuerint
intercalari novem. Sed hunc quoque errorem sero deprehensum correxit Augustus, qui annos
duodecim sine intercalari die transigi jussit, ut illi tres dies qui per annos triginta et sex vitio
sacerdotalis festinationis excreverent sequentibus annis duodecim nullo die intercalato devorarentur.
Post hoc unum diem secundum ordinationem Caesaris quinto quoque incipiente anno intercalari
iussit, et omnem hunc ordinem aereae tabulae ad aeternam custodiam incisione mandavit.

Thus the pontifices committed a serious error by intercalating in the years 42, 39, 36,
33, 30, 27, 24, 21, I8, 15, 12, and 9 B.c. It produced a total of twelve intercalated days

say, one year imposed upon it or else the crown was to be awarded each year. The proposed award
under the sovemonhip of L. Volcadius Tullus, presuinably sponsored by the koinon itselt, sounds as
if it were a contest, and contests have time limits of some sort. One might argue that in ca. 9 B.C.
the koinon simply decided to award the crown to Paulus, regardless of the passage of time and the
expiration of the contest. An annual award would fit the present situation, but facts are lacking.
We simply don’t know. No other Volcacius Tullus in the age of Augustus is known to me (cf. H.
Gundel in R.E., s.v. ““ Volcacius,” cols. 754-57). Jones (loc. cit.) and Broughton (Supplement to Magis-
trates, p. 70) believe that the new Apameian fragment shows that L. Volcacius Tullus of our documents
was the consul of 33 B.c. That is a conclusion, however, not an established fact. It may be true.
Nevertheless, the awarding of the crown fifteen or more years after the announcement of the ‘‘con-
test” has to be explained. I therefore prefer to suspend judgment on the identity of our L. Volcacius
Tullus and the year of his governorship. On the koinon see J. Deininger, Die Provinziallandtage der
romischen Kaiserzeit (Munich, 1965), pp. 16ff. and 36ff.

2 For the details and a bibliography sce E. J. Bickerman, La Cronologia nel mondo antico (Florence, 1963),
PP- 43-44, and p. 47 for the calendar.
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where only nine were needed. Augustus corrected this error by ordering that for the
next twelve years no intercalations at all would be made. Thereafter the years in which
they should be made were to be A.p. 8, 12, 16, etc.

In his analysis of the present documents, however, Mommsen immediately saw that
the intercalations were to be made in the old, erroneous manner before Augustus had
begun his corrective measure. In D 77 (cf. C, col. II), the phrase 8vo érav péowv
yewopévwy must refer to the intervals of years in which intercalations were to take place.
But “two years coming between” is the interval used by the pontifices for the period
42-9 B.C. Therefore, Paulus must have written his letter in ca. 9 B.C. or before that date.
Since Paulus had been consul in 11 B.C., it seemed likely to Mommsen that his governor-
ship of Asia should have been in about 9 B.c. But he would not accept that date as
positive, since, as he says, the old error might still have continued after its discovery had
been made known by Augustus. And, in fact, the date can be only approximate, since
we do not know the exact year in which Augustus made his discovery.? In addition
there is the possibility that Paulus received the proconsulship of Asia even sooner after
his consulship. The old five-year interval between the consulship and the governorship
was not strictly observed under Augustus.# At any rate, Mommsen’s reasoning is still
valid.

These are documents of great importance, not only for the light they shed on Roman
chronology and the Asian calendar, but also for the history of the provincial koinon and
the early imperial cult. The koinon of the Hellenes in Asia had been in existence at
least from the beginning of the first century B.c. and had been used in about the middle
of that century, if not even earlier, as the organization through which the Roman
government could make known its intentions and decisions to the Greeks of that
province. Through its annual meetings, attended by representatives from the various
peoples and tribes, official communications could be made and official liaisons established
with all the sections of the province. It maintained the worship of Roma and Augustus
and celebrated various festivals in its centers of Pergamum, Smyrna, and, later, Ephesus.
Its importance was not so much religious as national and social, for it was used by Rome
to perpetuate and preserve a local loyalty to Rome and the emperor.$

Thus, when Paulus Fabius Maximus made such a suggestion to the koinon for the
greater glory of Augustus, that orgamization naturally repiled in the affirmative, and one

3 Since the year 45 B.C. was intercalary, Macrobius presumably began his count of thirty-six years
from that date, but the year 45 could not, strictly speaking, be called the first year in which erroneous
intercalating began. The first mistake was intercalating one day in the year 42 B.c. Mommsen and
Dittenberger had assumed that Macrobius was counting thirty-six ycars from 45 B.c. That may be
true, but the other possibility should not be discounted. Perhaps ca. 9-6 B.c. might be better, at
least up to February 23 of 6 B.c. And, since there were no absolutely rigid rules in the department of
administration of the provinces during the reign of Augustus, at least concerning the rank and tenure
of provincial governors in Asia, even that general date should not be accepted as positive.

4 Atkinson, op. cit., p. 303.

s See Nilsson, op. cit., pp. 366-76 (‘' Der Kaiserkult”), and L. Cerfaux and J. Tondriau, Le Culte des
Souverains (Tournai [Belgium], 1957), pp. 313-39, with excellent bibliography.
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more ever-present and visible symbol was created to bind the Greek world to the Roman
world. The position occupied by Augustus as emperor and god in the Greek East is
nowhere else more clearly or eloquently illustrated. The language used to describe him
reaches literary levels.6

Augustus is called feidraros, significant enough in itself, especially since the Latin
does not seem to have a corresponding adjective in the extant fragments. Since Paulus
is addressing Greeks and not Romans, the use of such an adjective might seem appro-
priate. However, he appears not to have called Augustus anything but the usual ““our
Princeps.” The Greeks must have added feiéraros.” The birthday of Augustus is to
begin each new year in the Asian calendar because Augustus himself is described as the
originator of a new era and as one who has given the whole world a new appearance.
His birthday is rightly called the beginning of life. Such concepts may be found in
different media during the Augustan age, in the literature as well as in the inscriptions.8
They stand as a fine complement to the religious representation of Augustus in the Ara
Pacis, a monument perhaps completed at about the same time the present letter was writ-
ten. One is reminded of Virgil’s fourth eclogue with its resounding magnus ab integro
saeclorum nascitur ordo (1. s) and his Aeneid VI with its aurea condet saecula (Il. 792-93).
The same motif is the spirit of the secular festival of 17 B.c. and of Horace’s Carmen
Saeculare.  Augustus was owrjp, the savior of a war-torn and shattered world, the hope
for the future, the bearer of edayyéAia. A title and an expression, these are keys to an
understanding of the religious movements which were then taking shape.?

6 Wilamowitz, op. cit., p. 292: “Der Stil ist auf der Hohe der Aufgabe. Zwar ist der Hiat nicht
geachtet und bestimmte rhythmische Cadenz nicht gesucht, aber die feierlichen Perioden sind
wolgegliedert, und die Wortstellung bringt ihren Effect durch das Aufsparen der wichtigsten Worte
auf den letzten Platz wol heraus (9, 13, 18, 20, 28, 34). Die Wortwahl ist nicht atticistisch, aber
durchaus rein von den Kiinsteleien, die wir zwei Menshenalter friiher finden wiirden.” Wilamowitz
thought that the letter was composed in Greek, and, in this, one would have to agree with him. It
is possible, however, that it was composed in Greek with the help of Latin notes to guide the writer.
Otherwise one would have to believe that the Latin text had been made after the Greek, probably
translated from it. But very likely the proconsul dictated to a secretary what he wanted to say in
very brief form. The secretary then wrote it out in Greek, using the Latin notes as a guide. See
the discussion of this letter in the Introduction to Part II (pp. 207-8).

7 Paulus, of course, may have been unwilling to call Augustus *‘ most divine” in either Latin or Greek,
even when addressing Greeks. But it cannot be denied that the use of the word in Greek and the
absence of a corresponding word in the Latin are striking facts, not noticed by previous editors. It
could mean the composer was a Greek (see n. 6).

8 See E. L. Hicks et al., The Collection of Ancient Greek Inscriptions in the British Museum (Oxford,
1874-1916), no. 894, and the remarks of Buckler, loc. cit.

9 Nilsson, op. cit., pp. 371-72.
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EPISTULA P. CORNELII SCIPIONIS
AD THYATIRENOS 10-6 B.C.

Bislsisjsisipisisisisisisisisisiaisisinisiaisisisisiaisiainisiaisiaistaiaerisisiee

BIBLIOGRAPHY. M. Clerc, B.C.H., 10 (1886), no. 3, pp. 399-401; P.
Viereck, Sermo Graecus (Géttingen, 1888), no. VIII, p. 9; V. Chapot, La province
romaine proconsulaire d’Asie (Paris, 1904), p. 128 and p. 309; Abbott-Johnson,
Municipal Administration in the Roman Empire (Princeton, 1926), no. 35, p. 332;
G. Lafaye, I.G.R.R., IV (1927), 1211; D. Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor
(Princeton, 1950), I, 479-80, and 11, 1342, n. 37; Johnson, Coleman-Norton,
Bourne, Ancient Roman Statutes, no. 146 a.

DESCRIPTION. Stone, broken on the right, found at Thyatira. Height:
0.69 m. Thickness: 0.18 m. Alternate lines are indented one letter space.

IIémAos Koprijhios Z[kimiewy avBvmaros ‘Pwpaiwy]
Ouarepnpois dpyovo v Bovdij Sripwe yaipew.]
Aikarov elvor vopilw Oués - - ca. 14 - - ds)

Kkail vuLpuov éoTw T[ds yevopévas dmép Tav le] -
pdv ypnudtwy Kpioe(ws - - - - ca. 21 - - - |

Y75 SukaaTdv kedev(- - ca. 16 - - - kol oV] -

8év mAéov Tols émkal [ovpévois - - ca. 10 - Ume]-
pwwnbeion 76 mopafoAfiov - - - ca. 15 - -] -

[7])éem Tois pvyodikoba|e - - - - ca. 20 - - ]
éuny dmavre [ - - - - - - - ]

[E]ionynoaudvov Addov ‘Pavo( - - - - - - - - ]

I ]
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Restored by Clerc except where noted. 1 Viereck added ‘Pwpaiwv. 3 s added by
Wilamowitz, among the works of Viereck. s xpioe[is Suarnpeiv, Clerc; omitted by Viereck. 6
kedev[odvrwy, Clerc. 8 mapafdA[iov, Wilamowitz. 8-9 d|m]d[o]n, Wilamowitz; Viereck
reported [//OPH on the stone, but Clerc saw OZH there. 9-10 dei kare ™y yvuny]
éuny dmavre [yiyvesBo, Clerc, but omitted by Viereck. Unfortunately, Clerc did not indicate
whether the beginning of I. 10 was unengraved. He does, however, say that the stone is complete
on the left except for one or two letters at the beginning of lines 9 and 11. 11 ‘Pawo [{ov, Clerc;
‘Pav(i)o[v, Viereck. Clerc believed he was probably Aulus Ravius lulianus, mentioned in a
Pergamene dedication (C.1.G., 3543 ; cf. M. Friinkel, Die Inschriften von Pergamon, 11 [Berlin, 1895),
513), but of whom nothing else is known. For the spelling and the name see W. Dittenberger,
Hermes, 6 (1872): 304.

COMMENTARY. By the Augustan age all but a few of the Scipiones are extinct, one
of them who survived to achieve a high post being the consul of 16 B.c., P. Cornelius
Scipio.! Ronald Syme included him among those “aristocrats who rallied to the
Principate, receiving the consulate at the earliest age permissible, if not with dispensa-
tions,” and M. Grant has suppossed that he was one of the amici principis.2 It was an age
of some political security for Augustus, an age in which the young sons of the old
nobiles were approaching maturity and looking for their places in the new world, an age
which was in need of loyal followers to fill the posts of the growing empire. The P.
Cornelius Scipio of our letter was surely one of them. A coin of Pitane, whose obverse
bears the head of Augustus, probably carries his portrait on the reverse, for an inscription
IT. Zxeriwve can be made out.?  This was a most significant honor, illustrating the trust
and confidence placed in the young man.

His proconsulship of Asia can be dated in general 106 B.c., but the specific years of
8/7 or 7/6 B.C., advanced by some scholars for that post, are not certain.*

From the extant remains of the letter it is at once clear that Cornelius had been asked
to express his opinion on a point of law in which the city of Thyatira had become in-
volved.s Exact details are unknown, but the issue concerned previous decisions about
“sacred funds,” the *“farming out at excessive rate” (of temple land?), and a *“deposit”

TR Groog, PILR2 C 3458, -

2 Syme, Roman Revolution, pp. 373 and 423; M. Grant, From Imperium to Auctoritas (Cambridge,
1946), pp. 229 and 387.

3 See Grant, op. cit., p. 229.

4 A general date of 10-4 B.C. for Cornelius is obtained by a comparison with the dates at which pro-
traits of such proconsuls on coins were allowed by Augustus. Mommsen (Gesammelte Schriften, 4:
183ff.) set the limits at 10-3 B.C., but R. Syme (A.J.P., 77 [1956]: 265) would reduce them to 10-4
B.C. The governorship of C. Asinius Gallus in § B.c. would reduce the limits of Cornelius to 10-6
B.C.; see the letter of Augustus to the Cnidians (No. 67), where I suggest s/4 B.c. for the governorship
of Gallus. K. M. T. Atkinson, Historia, 7 (1958): 326, tentatively suggests 8/7 B.c. for the pro-
consulship of Cornelius, but she questions it. E. Klebs (P.L.R., C 1175) suggested 7/6 B.C. and was
followed by Chapot, op. cit., p. 309, by Magie, op. cit., II, 1342, n. 37, and by Grant, op. cit., p. 387.
s Presumably he did not interfere in the affair on his own initiative.
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presumably made in lodging an appeal to another court.5 Viereck had assumed it
concerned the publicani and that they had gone to the governor for a ruling against
Thyatira because that city had not lived up to the decisions previously handed down by
a court in a dispute over sacred property. The dispute may have centered on the very
high price for which that property had been let out. But Abbott-Johnson believed
that the “temple-lands had been leased for a high rental and the lessees had brought suit
for an abatement of the terms. It would seem that the decision of the court had been
unacceptable to the Thyatirenes and they had persisted in holding the lessees to their
contract. The latter had appealed to the governor, and he urged the city to abide by the
decision of the court or of the arbiters.” The absence of any mention of the publicani
would seem to favor the second of these two interpretations, but both of them rely to a
large extent on guesswork. The inscription is too mutilated to allow certainty in its
reconstruction.

The letter proper may end with line 10, for the next line possibly forms the intro-
duction to a new document. If true, this new document could nevertheless be con-
nected with the general subject matter of the letter.? A local decree, for example,
might have been included.

6 From Pollux (8. 63) we learn that mapaBdAiov is a later form for wapdfoldov and that it was a sum of
money which has to be deposited whenever an appeal to a court or tribunal was made. If the suit
was lost, the deposit was forfeited. For details see E. Berneker, R.E., s.v. “mapdBodov,” cols. 1127-29.

71 do not know of any official Roman letter in which the verb elonyéopa is used in the genitive
absolute with a person’s name. It would appear that here it belongs to a separate document, but it is
engraved on the same stone and connected in some way with the case mentioned in the governor’s
letter. It would normally mean in official documents of the city “ On the motion of. . .” and would
find its place in the prescript of a decree. It is thus used at Cyzicus (S.I1.G.3, 798, A.D. 37); Delphi
(S.1.G.3, 836, 3-4, A.D. 125); Acgiale on Amorgos (S.I.G.3, 866, 6-7, A.D. 153); for others see W.
Larfeld, Griechische Epigraphik3 (Mu.nich, 1914), p. 348.
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EPISTULA AUGUSTI AD CNIDIOS Last half of 6 B.c.
[Squeeze]
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BIBLIOGRAPHY. F. G. Osann, Sylloge Inscriptionum Antiquarum Graecarum et
Latinarum (Leipzig, 1834), no. XXX (ll. 1-3 only), p. 394; A. Boeckh, C.I.G., II
(1843), 2493 (ll. 1-3); L. Ross, Inscriptiones Graecae Ineditae, III (Berlin, 1845), no.
312; A. Nauck, Philologus, 9 (1854): 168-72; M. Dubois, B.C.H., 7 (1883): 62-67
(first complete text); Th. Mommsen, Rémisches Staatsrecht, 113, 2 (Berlin, 1888),
PP- 959, n. 1, and 967, n. 1; P. Viereck, Sermo Graecus (Gttingen, 1888), no.
IX, pp. 9-11; L. Mitteis, Reichsrecht und Volksrecht in den dstlichen Provinzen des
rémischen Kaiserreichs (Leipzig, 1891), p. 88, n. 3 a; F. Hiller von Gaertringen,
I.G., XII, 3 (1898), 174; W. Dittenberger, S.I1.G.2, (1898), 356; U. von
Wilamowitz-Moellendorf, Griechisches Lesebuch (Berlin, 1902), I, 2, pp. 394-95,
and II, 2, pp. 257-58; Th. Mommsen, Romische Geschichte, Vs (Berlin, 1904), p.
325, n. 1; V. Chapot, La province romaine proconsulaire d’ Asie (Paris, 1904), pp.
126-28; G. Ferrero, The Greatness and Decline of Rome, vol. s, English
translation by H. J. Chaytor (New York, 1909), p. 251; R. Helbing, Auswahl
aus griechischen Inschriften (Berlin, 1915), no. 8; F. Hiller von Gaertringen, in W.
Dittenberger, S.I.G.3, II (1917), 780; Abbott-Johnson, Municipal Administration
in the Roman Empire (Princeton, 1926), no. 36, pp. 333-34; G. Lafaye, LG.R.R,,
IV (1927), 1031; H. Dessau, Geschichte der romischen Kaiserzeit, I1, 2 (Berlin,
1930), pp. $96-97, n. 2; H. Volkmann, Zur Rechtsprechung im Prinzipat des
Augustus (Munich, 1935), pp. 161ff.; V. Arangio-Ruiz, Fontes iuris Romani
antejustiniani2, pt. 3 (Florence, 1943), no. 185, pp. 582-85; D. Magie, Roman
Rule in Asia Minor (Princeton, 1950), I, 480, and II, 1342, n. 38; Ehrenberg-
Jones, no. 312, pp. 143-44; Johnson, Coleman-Norton, Bourne, Ancient Roman
Statutes, no. 147; H. Malcovati, Caesaris Augusti Imperatoris Operum Fragmentat
(Turin, 1962), no. LXXV, pp. 47-48; J. Colin, Les villes libres de I'Orient gréco-
romain et I'envoi au supplice par acclamations populaires (Collection Latomus 82)
(Brussels, 1965), pp. 87-89; R.. K. Sherk, Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studies, 7
(1966): 57-62: P. Garnsey. ““The Lex Julia and Anneal nndar the Emnirs”
J.R.S., 56 (1966): 167ff.

DESCRIPTION. A marble stele found at Astypalaea, containing two imperial
letters: the first is the lctter of Augustus to the Cnidians (height of letters ca.
o.01 m.), the second a letter of Hadrian to the Astypalacans (height of letters ca.
0.014-0.017 m.). Height of the stele: 1.00 m. Width: 0.60 m. Thickness:
0.17 m.
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The text followed here is that of F. Hiller von Gaertringen (S.1.G.3) as approved by Viereck
(notes), but I have checked each reading with the Berlin squeeze.

COMMENTARY. Augustus here informs the Cnidians of the steps he has taken and
the decision he has rendered in an alleged case of murder. Although he gives the back-
ground and the evidence, he does not give us enough of the details to allow us to answer
several important questions concerning the legal implications.

In brief the situation is as follows: Two Cnidian envoys appearcd in Rome before the
emperor and accused Eubulus (now dead), son of Anaxandrides, and his wife Tryphera
of the murder of Eubulus, son of Chrysippus, in the city of Cnidus. Augustus ordered
his amicus C. Asinius Gallus to question by torture the slaves of the defendant, since they
‘had been involved in the charge. From this questioning it came to light that Philinus,
another son of Chrysippus, had gone to the house of Eubulus and his wife for three
nights, insulting them and threatening to take the house by storm. On the third and
final night Philinus was joined by his brother Eubulus. The husband and wife, fearing
for their lives, barricaded themselves in the house and ordered one of their slaves to drive
off the attackers by emptying the contents of a chamber pot over them. The slave lost
his grip on the pot and dropped it. It struck and killed Eubulus.

The letter ends with a statement by Augustus that he was amazed to see how fearful
the defendants were of allowing the Cnidian court to examine their slaves, unless it was
because of great hostility toward them on the part of the Cnidians. He finds the
defendants not guilty and asks the city officials of Cnidus to enter his verdict in their
public records.

Mommsen thought that the defendants, because of the official feeling against them,
had requested a decision by the emperor.! Augustus accordingly agreed and had
Asinius Gallus question the slaves. On that evidence he had then declared them in-
nocent, informing the Cnidians that they had handled the case in a highly prejudiced
manner. Then he directed the free city of Cnidus to uphold his decision. This, in
Mommsen’s view, constituted a violation of the city’s sovereign rights.

Viereck took quite a different view of the case. He believed that the defendants had
fled from Cnidus in order to escape the trial. Tryphera’s husband then died, either at
Rame or somewhere along the ronte  The.Cnidians sent envoys to Rome and accused
them of the crime before Augustus. Viereck sees no evidence of appellatio, for, to him,
neither of the two parties had appealed to the emperor.2

! Mommsen's interpretation (Rémische Geschichte, V 5, 325, n. 1) sounds as if it were a case of appellatio:
“Die Besitzer des belagerten Hauses wurden darauf des Todtschlags angeklagt, perhorrescirten aber,
da sie die offentliche Meinung gegen sich hatten, das stidtische Gericht und verlangten die Ent-
scheidung durch den Spruch des Kaisers Augustus.” So also Mitteis, loc. cit., and the others. But in
his Romisches Staatsrecht, 113, 2, p. 959, n. 1, Mommsen says: “Appellation ist dies nicht, da das
knidische Gericht kein rémisches ist.” He then adds by way of explanation: *“Uebrigens kommt
die Sache an den Kaiser auf Grund eines Psephisma der Knidier, in dem sie vermuthlich formell ihn
um Entscheidung ersuchten.” He appears to be misunderstood in this regard. See his remarks in
his Romisches Strafrecht (Leipzig, 1899), p. 106, n. 1 (=Le Droit Penal Romain, I [Paris, 1907], 123, n. 1).
2See n. 1 above. Viereck (Sermo Graecus) does not seem to understand Mommsen’s interpretation.
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Dessau agreed with Viereck, adding that the sovereign rights of Cnidus had not been
violated, for the Cnidian envoys themselves had brought the case to the emperor. He
had not intervened.

Ferrero explained the embassy of the Cnidians by assuming that their purpose in
coming to Rome was to ask Augustus to arbitrate the matter.

Volkmann thought that the purpose of the embassy was concerned with the examina-
tion of the slaves alone. Believing that the law regarding the evidence of slaves was the
same in Cnidus as it was in Athens, i.e., thatin particular the owner of a slave had to give
his consent before his slave could be examined, he felt that the defendants in this case had
declared themselves willing to have their slaves examined only if Augustus would con-
duct that examination. Hence they went to Rome and presented their request.?

Arangio-Ruiz could not agree with Volkmann, for he could not conceive of Augustus
in the role of an examiner involved in the torture of slaves. He thought rather that free,
federated states could have requested the cognitio of the emperor in certain doubtful
cases.*

No real agreement, therefore, has been reached by scholars on the legal issues. In the
view taken by Viereck it would seem that no trial had taken place in Cnidus, for the
defendants may have fled to Rome merely to escape it. And clearly Tryphera is at
Rome in the presence of Augustus at the time of the proceedings.5 Whether she arrived
there before the Cnidian envoys or in their company cannot be decided. Evidently she
took up residence at Astypalaea after the emperor’s decision.6  That the proceedings took
place as a cognitio of the Emperor is plain to see, but the matter of appellatio is doubtful.
The parties involved are not Roman citizens.?

Quite apart from these legal issues is the matter of the governorship of Asinius Gallus.
The present letter is usually cited as evidence that Gallus had been the governor of Asia
for the term 6/s B.c., for the letter must date from the second half of the year 6 B.C.,
while other evidence places him in Asia as governor between the dates of January 1 and

3 He thus rejects the Viereck-Dessau interpretation. In his view the defendants would have gone to
Rome in the company of the Cnidian envoys, if I understand him correctly.

4 For the cognitio Caesariana see Arangio-Ruiz, op. cit., p 583; Volkmann, op. cit., pp. 6393 (criminal
cases only). Cf. L. Wenger, Die Quellen des rémischen Rechts (Vienna, 1953), pp. 449ff.

s The participle mapovoms in 1. 9 can only mean, to me at least, ** being present,” and not ** being alive,”
as taken by Johnson, Coleman-Norton, Bourne, and Arangio-Ruiz. Evidence exists to show that
mdpeue also has the meaning *“to be present before a court or official.”  See F. Preisigke, Worterbuch,
s.v. “mdpeyus,” for many examples in the papyri. This leaves no doubt in my mind that Tryphera
must have been in Rome.

6 The fact that the stone had been found on Astypalaea has been offered by Viereck as a possible
indication that Tryphera went there to live either before or after the audience with the emperor.
This seems reasonable. Clearly, the family of the murdered Eubulus, son of Chrysippus, must have
been of considerable importance, perhaps a noble family. Why else should the city of Cnidus be so
disturbed and so hostile toward the defendants ?

7 For appellatio of Roman citizens see, most recently, A. H. M. Jones, “I Appeal Unto Caesar,”
Studies in Roman Government and Law, pp. s1-65. Appellatio, of course, in general merely means a
simple appeal by some litigant to a higher court in the event of an adverse judgment in a lower court.
To use the word in the present situation appears to be incorrect.
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June 30 in the year 5 B.c.8  The absence of the title pronconsul Asiae in the present letter
is then explained by the fact that Cnidus is a free city and therefore beyond the jurisdiction
of the governor.  Gallus is asked to conduct the examination of the slaves in his capacity
as a private individual and not as governor. A convenient explanation, plausible, but I
find it unconvincing. The omission of the title should mean that he was not governor
at the time. Furthermore, the examination of the slaves undoubtedly took place in
Rome, not Asia.  Gallus must have been governor for the term s/48.c. He had been
asked to question the slaves for the simple reason that, as an amicus principis, he would
have been present at the cognitio as a member of the emperor’s consilium. To have
dispatched slaves from Rome to Asia with the resultant delay would have been pointless.

8 The other evidence consists of four copies of an inscription from Ephesus (C.L.L., I1I, 6070 and 7118;
Hicks et al., Inscriptions in the British Museum, III, no. s22; H. Dessau, I.L.S., 97).

9 For a full discussion see Sherk, loc. cit.
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EPISTULA AUGUSTI AD SARDIANOS 5 B.C.
[Squeeze]
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BIBLIOGRAPHY. W. H. Buckler and D. M. Robinson, A.].4., 18 (1914):
322-62; G. Lafaye, LG.R.R., IV (1927), 1756; W. H. Buckler and

D. M. Robinson, Sardis, VII, 1 (Leyden, 1932), no. 8, pp. 16-27, with Plate IV;
Ehrenberg-Jones, no. 99, p. 85; H. Malcovati, Imperatoris Caesaris Augusti
Operum Fragmenta, 4th ed. (Turin, 1962), no. LXXVI, pp. 48—49.

DESCRIPTION. A stele of bluish marble found near the Temple of Artemis
in Sardis, almost perfectly preserved. The letter of Augustus is the second
document of a total of twelve relating to a citizen of Sardis called Menogenes.-
Height: 2.24 m. (of the pediment 0.23 m.). Width: 0.55 m. (of pediment 0.64
m.). Thickness: 0.11 m. Height of letters: 0.005-0.01 m. There is a squeeze
of the whole stele at The Institute for Advanced Study, Princeton, New Jersey,
the relevant part of which I have consulted.
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COMMENTARY. It was the cherished hope of Augustus that the transfer of im-
perial power to his grandsons, Gaius and Lucius, would be smooth and uncomplicated.
He adopted them as his own sons in 17 B.c. and appointed them immediately, says Dio
(s4. 18. 1), as his future successors. Gaius, as the elder, was considered by the people as
the first in line. They agitated for his election to the consulship in 6 8.c., although he
was not yet of age. And a year later he received the toga virilis and was designated for
the consulship five years in advance (i.e., in A.D. 1). The Senate approved. The
equites made him—and his brother—princeps iuventutis with suitable decorations (Res
Gestae 14). Tiberius was now in exile. The future ruler had been selected. Fate
would change the situation.

The occasion must have been one of great importance and satisfaction to Augustus.
It must also have been one to be carefully observed by the provinces. It was about the
beginning of the year s B.C., and as soon as the news reached Asia the city of Sardis
decreed that the very day on which Gaius had assumed the toga of manhood was to be
a sacred day each year, a day on which the people were to wear wreaths and festal
clothing, on which sacrifices were to be performed to the gods, supplications made for
his health, and his image consecrated in his father’s temple. Then an embassy was
chosen to carry a copy of the decree to Augustus and to convey the city’s felicitations.!

Undoubtedly the Sardian decree and embassy constituted but a part of a world-wide
expression of loyalty to Augustus and his line at this time, but diplomatic courtesy
demanded a separate answer to each city which saw fit to send a decree. The answer of
Augustus to Sardis is here happily preserved among a long series of decrees inscribed on
a stele erected in Sardis to honor one of the two envoys, Menogenes, son of Isidorus, for
his long and valuable service not only to his native city of Sardis but also to the koinon of
Asia. Its sentiments are cordial and sincere, its message brief but sufficient. Behind it
one can see a ruler busy with the demands of empire but still interested and courteous
enough to dictate or write an answer to an expression of loyalty. And it is perhaps
significant that, four years later, when Augustus wished to introduce his heir more
officially to the Roman world, Gaius was given proconsular imperium and sent to the
Greek East, where his authority was superior to that of any governor.

1 See the first decree an the stele prbliched hy Rucller and R ohinenn, Sardis, VIT, 2 52, 8, 11 § 21,2
One is reminded of the letter of Paulus Fabius Maximus and the subsequent action of the koinon of

Asia in about 9 B.C. (2) in agreeing to a re-alignment of the Asian calendar to honor the birthday of

Augustus (No. 65). A special day to honor the emperor, and now another to honor his son—it is

a fine touch, with clear associations.
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EPISTULA CN. CORNELIl LENTULI
AD NYSAEOS 1B.C.
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BIBLIOGRAPHY. R. Pococke, Inscriptionum antiquarum Graecarum et
Latinarum liber (London, 1752), [ 2, 6, no. s, p. 13; A. Boeckh, C.I.G., II (1843),
2943; P. Viereck, Sermo Graecus (Gottingen, 1888), no. XXIV, pp. 47-48; F.
Hiller von Gaertringen, in W. von Diest, Nysa ad Maeandrum (Jahrbuch des
kaiserlichen deutschen Instituts, Erganzungsheft X) (Berlin, 1913), pp. 64-65; C. B.
Welles, Royal Correspondence in the Hellenistic Period (New Haven, 1934), p. 56;
D. Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor (Princetor, 1950), II, 990, n. 27;
Ehrenberg-Jones, no. 316.

DESCRIPTION. The stone, from which Pococke made his copy, has long
been lost. Boeckh's text was based on Pococke’s. Undoubtedly it formed part
of a long series of documents from Nysa connected with the rights and
privileges of the city’s Temple of Pluto.

[(]epéws “Piuns kai Adroxpdropos Keioopos ZeBaoro[i ‘Hpe]-
[«A] €i8ov Tob “Hpaxeldov Maoravpeirov: arepoarnddpov
diop[1§]8ovs 105 *Abmvaydpov Tod diop[1]Sovs, {epl{édws

[d]ws Kamerwliov i Biov, unuos Topmaiov évvearoude-

Kkdry, mpo puds [€]id@v Adyovorwlv), Kéoow [K]o[p]mAiw Aevride
kai Aeviiw Tlelowve dmdrows: émi ypapparéws Tod 8] mwov “Hhe-
0duwpov Toi Mawaydpiov Toi Oeoddrov, lepéws TiBepiov KAav-

Glov fv"e'pwi/us O ﬂl:ou ’A/.h e,u.:&w,.lus ﬁ':'/y,q.',;:uu Hails,y 1 G

Tis moAews aTparnyd{v), émuenbeis amoxaréorn-

oev els TO ypappaTiov T& lepa ypdupara mepl Tdv fedv

kol Tijs dovAias abTdv kai TH[s] ikeolas kai THs mepi T (e-

pov ar[e|Mas, éud[a]lvdioas (I Dviw Aévrdp Abyopt 76 avbur[d] -
T kol amodols {T)Nv Smoyeypauuémy émarohi(v). ’

348



EPISTULAE

II
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Text by F. Hiller von Gaertringen. 112 EM®[.|MIZA T[.|NHQ. 112 AYTOYII, and
at the end E4. 3 HPOTEIH, and at the end IXIHZ.

COMMENTARY. On the main road running between Tralles and Nysa-on-the-
Maeander there existed throughout the Hellenistic age the so-called Plutonium, not far
from the city Acharaca. This was actually the Temple of Pluto and Kore, together with
a sacred cave, the Charonium. The cave became a famous place in Asia Minor where the
sick often experienced miraculous cures at the hands of experienced priests.! Its
sanctity was so well known and respected that it received special privileges from the
ruling monarchs of Asia Minor. In 281 B.c., soon after the defeat of Lysimachus at
Corupedium, Seleucus I and his son Antiochus sent a letter to the Athymbrians (later to
form the nucleus of the city of Nysa) in which they granted the temple the three privi-
leges of receiving suppliants, inviolability, and freedom from taxation.2 In the second
century some Hellenistic king confirmed these privileges and all the other honors that
former kings had granted.? Thus, the city of Nysa with the nearby Plutonium and
sacred cave had long enjoyed a special position among the cities of the area, and the
notable action of Chaeremon during the first Mithridatic War clearly brought it into a
favorable position with regard to Rome.+ 'We may reasonably assume that the Roman
government showed the same respect toward the city and the temple as had the
Hellenistic kings.

From the present documents we learn that, in the consulship of Cossus Cornelius
Lentulus and Lucius Calpurnius Piso (1 B.c.), a member of Nysa's Board of Generals by
the name of Artemidorus, son of Demetrius, had restored to the archives of the city the
various documents connected with the privileges that had been granted to the temple:
inviolability, the right of receiving suppliants. and immunity from taxation. But
before doing this he had explained the reasons for his action to the governor of Asia,
Cn. Cornelius Lentulus. The governor, in turn, had then sent a letter to the city
officials in which he gave his formal approval for the restoration of the documents.
Only three lines of his letter are extant (II), but the mere fact that the documents had been
engraved on stone is sufficient indication that he had given his approval. And his

! Fully described by Strabo 14. 1. 44.
2 Welles, op. cit., no. 9.

3 Ibid., no. 64; cf. also no. 43.

4 See No. 48.

349



ROMAN DOCUMENTS FROM THE GREEK EAST

approval, of course, in such a matter brings with it confirmation of those privileges by
the Roman authorities in Asia.

A question arises immediately. Why was it necessary for these documents to be
restored to the archives? What had happened to the originals? The only reasonable
answer would appear to be that the originals—the letters of the Hellenistic kings—had
been lost or destroyed in some way, perhaps by fire or an act of war. At any rate they
were gone, and an attempt was then made to duplicate them. Whether the Hellenistic
letters had originally been engraved and set up in the city or in the Plutonium is not
known, for the fragmentary epigraphic copies that we possess of them were all engraved
in1B.c. Inother words, they were erected as a result of the efforts of Artemidorus and
on the authority of the governor. Where, then, did the present copies come from, if
not from old steles? From private or perhaps temple copies? We do not know.
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EPISTULA PROCONSULIS AD CHIOS ca. A.D. 4[s?
[Squeeze]
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BIBLIOGRAPHY. C. Vidua, Inscriptiones Antiquae (Paris, 1826), pp. 41ff.;

J. A. Letronne, Journal des Savants, 1827, pp. 476-79; A. Boeckh, C.I.G., II
(1843), 2222; E. L. Hicks, A Manual of Greek Historical Inscriptions (Oxford,
1882), no. 206; P. Viereck, Sermo Graecus (GSttingen, 1888), no. XXVII, pp.
49-50; W. Dittenberger, S.I.G.2, I(1898), 355; V. Chapot, La province romaine
proconsulaire d’Asie (Paris, 1904), pp. 114 and 125ff.; F. Hiller von Gaertringen, in
W. Dittenberger, S.I.G.3, Il (1917), 785; Abbott-Johnson, Municipal Administration
in the Roman Empire (Princeton, 1926), no. 40, pp. 340-41; G. Lafaye, LG.R.R,,
1V (1927), 943; H. Volkmann, Zur Rechtsprechung im Prinzipat des Augustus
(Munich, 1935), p. 143 and p. 167, n. 2; S. Accame, I dominio romano in Grecia
dalla guerra acaica ad Augusto (Rome, 1946), pp. 59 and 75; D. Magie, Roman
Rule in Asia Minor (Princeton, 1950), II, 1052, n. 9; J. Robert and L. Robert,
R.E.G., 65 (1952): 128; Ehrenberg-Jones, no. 317; Johnson, Coleman-Norton,
Bourne, Ancient Roman Statutes, no. 153; H. Malcovati, Imperatoris Caesaris
Augusti Operum Fragmenta, 4th ed. (Turin, 1962), no. LXIX.

DESCRIPTION. From Chios, now in the museum there (Inv. 164). Height
of letters, as measured from the Berlin squeeze: 0.017 m. Interval between lines:
0.009 m. Very small apices. The stone was recently seen and studied by

W. G. Forrest, whose text, as given in S.E.G., XXII, 507, is presented here. A
few letters in some lines have been damaged since the original publication.
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METAME .. .KA[........ évr]evybels om’ CA[. ... 1KQ[- -]
Zragvdov Smapydvrwy mpos Tovs Xelwv mpéoPeis, avayewwo [kdv] -
) s p y A vy o s
Twv émorody *Avrioriov Odérepos Tob mpo éuod avbumd [Tov]
avdpds émepaveordrov: Karakolovddv 7 kabfolucii pov [mpo] -
Géoew Tod Ty [p]€iv T& YmS TV mPS épod avfumdrwy ypadévre [Pu] -
AdTrew Kai Ty Smép TovTwy depouévmy émaroiy Odére [pos]
etloyov fymoduny: Uorepov 8¢ éxarépov uépous €€ avrice[ra]-
ordoews mepl TGV katd uépos {nTnudrwy évtvydvros dufr[ov] -
oo kol kard Ty éuny ouwnbeiav map’ éxarépov uépovs émuel [éo] -
, . , o \ \ vy ,
Tepe yeypappéva firmoa Smoppare:  [& A aBav kel kare T6 émB[dA]-
Aov émamioas ebpov Tols pév xpdvois apyaudtarov 8yua[ros]
guvihiiTou dvriogpdyiopa yeyovdtos Aovkie ZvAg 0 Se[vre] -
pov tmdrw, év § paprupnleiow tols Xeiows Soa dmép ‘Pwpaiwv 8ié[n]-
, ;o - Ve s o s P
kv Te Mibpiddrny avdpayaboivres kai bm’ abrod émabov 1) avyi [An] -
Y . , oy \ ; P
105 €ldikds éBefaiwaey Smws vopois Te kai éfeaw kel Sukaiois x [pdv] -
o ¥ M , , - v e -
Taw @ éoyov 6re 11 ‘Pwpaiwv dudig mpooiiMov, tva Te $mo und drwifoiv]
Tom@ dow apydvrwy 7 avrapydvrwy, ol Te map’ abrols Svres ‘Pwp[ai]-
ot tois Xelwv dmaxovwaw véuois: Adroxpdropos 8¢ feot viod Z[e] -
P o, v )
Baarod 6 Sydoov YmdTov émaToly) mpos Xelovs ypadovr|- - - - - - ]

[ceveiint. 1P[.]EIN dpée[....... ] s mept Ty wéAw édevl [epias)

Text by W. G. Forrest (S.E.G., XXII, 507), but I have checked each reading on the Berlin
squeeze. In several important areas, however, the squeeze is of little value, especially in 1. 20. At
the beginning of . 1 former editors had read M..A..NA. 19 Forrest thinks of émarolj[y]
- - - - ypddovr[os Tod Seivos or émaToMy) - - - -, kTA. 20 Forrest thinks of some form of
audioPrirnois. L. Robert here had emev mv; former editors, ¢s. . ev .

COMMENTARY. Itis quite clear from this letter (Il. 15-18) and from the report of
Appian (Mithr. 61) that a senatus consultum, passed with the approval of Sulla in 80 s.c.,
had granted freedom to Chios. In addition the city was given the privilege of making
resident Romans subject to her laws, a privilege that may not fiave been too common.
Ordinarily such Roman citizens would come under the jurisdiction of the provincial
governor or, in criminal cases, under that of the emperor.!

Free cities, of course, were not subject to control by the provincial governor but were
free to settle their own civil and criminal actions of law, at least when the issues involved
did not transcend local interests and collide with Roman policies. In the present

See Volkmann, op. cit., sect. VI, pp. 126~50, for a good résumé of the information known to us
about the organization and jurisdiction of the courts in the various types of provinces. His notes
will lead one to the older material. Our information in this matter is very slight for the western
provinces, but quite full for the castern, especially for Egypt. See Arangio-Ruiz, Storia del Diritto
romano?, pp. 330-32. The Egyptian material deals largely with private law.
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instance, therefore, we may possibly assume that some legal issue arose which proved to
be too difficult or too politically involved for the Chian courts to resolve. Witness the
Cnidian affair (No. 67). Whatever the issue might have been, the governor of Asia here
appears to me to be cast in the role of an arbitrator. He has been asked to provide a
solution.  Thus he is not infringing on the rights of Chios, nor is his attitude indifferent.
On the contrary, he appears to be most conscientious. He wants to examine documents
and proof before making his decision in the matter. His policy of examining and
honoring the prior action of his predecessors in office (in Asia) is very significant in this
regard.?2  And thus we may assume with confidence that he respected the provisions of
the senatus consultum passed under Sulla.

The exact nature of the matter put before the governor for his verdict is not known to
us. It would have appeared at the beginning of the document. But since he had re-
quested pertinent documents from each of the parties involved and since one of the
documents had proved to be a decree of the Senate concerning the freedom of Chios, it
is reasonable to believe that the matter may have concerned an infringement of the city’s
freedom. An alternative is the possibility that it was a legal issue involving a Roman
citizen, a citizen who refused to recognize the jurisdiction of the Chian court. I prefer
the latter explanation.

The fact that Augustus appears to be alive at the time the letter was written would
indicate that the Antistius Vetus of lines 3 and 6 should be the consul of 6 B.c. (C. Antistius
Vetus), known to have been governor of Asia in about A.D. 2/3 or 3/4, and not the consul
of A.D. 55 (L. Antistius Vetus), governor of Asia under Nero.3 The writer of our letter,
therefore, may have been governor in about A.D. 4/s (M. Plautius M. f. Silvanus?).
However, since the exact year in which Antistius Vetus was governor is not known
(although clearly several years after his consulship in 6 B.c.) such a date can only be
tentative and approximate.

2 Very misleading is the statement by Johnson, Coleman-Norton, Bourne, loc. cit., that *“ as governor
he seems to have entered his province rather ill-informed about the status or the rights of various
cities under his care.” It is misleading in that it assumes that provincial governors knew such matters,
in general, prior to their arrival in the several provinces. How they could have acquired such in-
formation in Rome I do not know, apart from the remote possibility of their working their way
through the senatorial decrees in the aerarium or the variqus epigulae of R pman magistrates  The
way that most of them could be made aware of such matters, I believe, would be upon consultation
with the departing governor, when that was possible.  Failing that, there were the provincial archives
in the provincial capital and the archives of the separate cities within each province. In the case of
documents not available in the provincial archives there was little for a governor to do but to gather
the information exactly as our unknown governor had done. In many instances such matters very
likely would become known to the governor only piecemeal, a full picture of the province’s local
problems and the status of its various cities being acquired only by the end of his period in office.
Then he was relieved by a new governor. This was one of the defects of provincial administration
during the Republic, and it was not completely rectified in the senatorial provinces under the Empire.
The whole subject of the kinds of information to be found in the provincial archives should be
examined.

3 For C. Antistius Vetus see P.I.R.2, A, n. 771, and Atkinson, Historia, 7 (1958): 328. For L. Antistius
Vetus see P.I.R.2, A, no. 776.
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EDICTUM (?) M. HERENNII PICENTIS
DE MURO EPHESIO Augustan

jSlsinisisisininisisisinisisinisiisiiiiS it NSRS e

BIBLIOGRAPHY. C. Curtius, Hermes, 4 (1870): 194-96; W. H.
‘Waddington, Fastes des provinces asiatiques de I'Empire romaine (Paris, 1872), p. 84;
P. Viereck, Sermo Graecus (Gottingen, 1888), no. VII, p. 8; E. L. Hicks, The
Collection of Ancient Greek Inscriptions in the British Museum, 111, 2 (1890), no.
DXXI, pp. 176-77; W. Dittenberger, S.1.G.2, I (1900), 544; F. Hiller von
Gaertringen, in W. Dittenberger, S.I.G.3, II (1917), 784; Abbott-Johnson,
Municipal Administration in the Roman Empire (Princeton, 1926), no. 39, p. 340;
O. Cuntz, Jahreshefte, 25 (1929): 72; M. Grant, From Imperium to Auctoritas
(Cambridge, 1946), p. 395; D. Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor (Princeton,
1950), I, 1580; T. R. S. Broughton, The Magistrates of the Roman Republic, 1I
(New York, 1952), 416; K. M. T. Atkinson, Historia, 7 (1958): 324~25; Johnson,
Coleman-Norton, Bourne, Ancient Roman Statutes, no. 154.

DESCRIPTION. Wall stone of white marble broken at the right and bottom.
Description by Hicks. Height: 1 ft. 83 in. Width: 4ft. 114 in. Height of
letters: 14 in.  Apices.

Mapros “Epéwios Iixns avB[dmatos Aéyer (?)]
dpavois yeyermuévov Tod ma[pareyio(?)]-
paros, 6mep dnpooiar karaoke [vije vmo TdV]
"Epeaiwv peratd s ayopds ke[l Tod Awué]-
vos yeyovévar quvedwreiro, €[ite év Tun]

7@V Kkoup@v 1) 700 moAépov e [piordoe, €] -

7€ Suax T Tovrwy duélav, of T[erayuévol]

[foav e i ]
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1 Aéyeradded by Waddington. 2 Hicks suggested ma [pareiyio] | paros or e[ pocoSoprt] | uaros,
but Waddington had 7 [aAaiof xw] |patos. s auvedwreiro may be a literal translation of consensim
est.; see the remarks of Hicks, loc. cit. 6 me[piordoe: restored by Dittenberger, with reference to
S.I.G.3, 731, | 2. 7 7[eraypévou (?), Hicks; Hiller added 7joav and omitted the question mark.

COMMENTARY. ‘M. Herennius Picens, proconsul, [proclaims (?)]. Now that the
[cross-wall], generally agreed to have been built by the Ephesians as a public structure
between the agora and the [harbor], has disappeared either because of some vicissitude of
fate or the war or because of the carelessness of [those in charge]....” These are meager
remains.

There is no reference to M. Herennius Picens as proconsul of Asia in any document
other than this one, but the Herennii, of Oscan origin, survived the revolutionary period
and reached positions of eminence in the Augustan world. The first of them to reach
the consulship was M. Herennius M. f, in 93 B.c. A certain T. Herennius from
Picenum fought among the insurgents as a general in the Bellum Italicum.! And later a
M. Herennius became consul suffect in 34 B.c. A generation later we hear of another
consul suffect (A.p. 1), M. Herennius M. f. M’. n. Picens. These two would seem to be
father and son.z  Since the lettering of our inscription points to a date in the Augustan
age at the earliest, clearly the proconsul should be identical with one of the two consuls.
Dittenberger, Dessau, Miinzer, Groag, and Viereck (notes) identified him as the consul
of A.p. 1, but Cuntz, Grant, Magie (with a doubt), Broughton (“ possibly ), and Atkinson
preferred the consul of 34 B.c. Opinions are thus sharply divided. The view of Mrs.
Atkinson is very positive and her reasons are set out fully. They must be given a hearing.
She states (loc. cit.):

Epigraphists being agreed in attributing the inscription to the period of Augustus, and it being
known that the father of the consul of 34 B.c. had a different praenomen. . . the last war which
comes into question in the province Asia is that of 35-34 B.C., when Sextus Pompeius invaded
the province. This would hardly continue to be spoken of as “the war” at a late date in the
reign of Augustus.

Mrs. Atkinson then proceeds to give her reasons for assigning the proconsulship of
Herennive to shout 2825 5.C. iathar din 53-32 B.C. (Magle, tentatively). But her
reasons for selecting the earlier consul (of 34 B.c.) are open to serious doubt. The
pracnomen of the father of the consul of 34 B.c. would have been Manius, if the consul
in A.D. 1 actually was the son of the consul in 34 B.c. But such information is of little
or no help in identifying the proconsul of our document. And the importance Mrs.

! Eutropius §. 3. 2: Duces autem adversus Romanos Picentibus et Marsis fuerunt T. Vettius, Herius Asinius,
T. Herennius, A. Cluentius. The Herennii were patrons of Marius; see Badian, Foreign Clientelae, p.
195, n. I.

2 For the consul of 34 B.C. see Miinzer, R.E., s.v. ‘*“Herennius” (13), cols. 664-65; Broughton, op. cit.,
pp. 411 and 416. For the consul of A.D. 1 see E. Groag, R.E., s.v. “Herennius” (34), cols. 675-76,
and idem, P.I.R.2, H 118; cf. Taylor, Voting Districts, pp. 219-20.
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Atkinson attaches to the article in the phrase “the war” must be discounted. Even today
“the war” means World War II to a whole generation at least twenty years after the
event, while to an older generation it means World War I.  The presence of the article
proves nothing.

The proconsul indeed appears to be one of the two consuls, but from the available
evidence I cannot see how we can tell positively which one. No single piece of in-
formation points more to one than to the other. To speculate, therefore, on the
probable date of his Asian governorship is fruitless.

Turning to the document itself, the brevity of the opening line makes the restoration
of Aéyew very attractive, and this has been accepted by most editors, but it cannot be
taken for granted. The doubt about the verb in the inscription from Cyme (No. 61, .
2) should cause one to hesitate before restoring Aéye: or éypaipe here. A letter may have
been written or an edict issued. Precision is impossible. Herennius appears to have
been asked to render a decision connected with the disappearance of a wall of some sort
which had formerly stood between the agora and the harbor. The purpose of the wall
is unknown, but Hicks assumed that it served as a control or check point for the collection
of the portorium. That is possible, for customs dues seem to have been exacted at
Ephesus.3

3 T.R. S. Broughton, ‘ Roman Asia,” in T. Frank, An Economic Survey of Ancient Rome, IV (Baltimore,
1938), 799; S. J. De Laet, Portorium: Etude sur P’organisation douaniére chez les Romains (Geneva, 1950),
p. 278. Cf. F. Vittinghoff, R.E., s.v. *Portorium,” col. 373. One must bear in mind, however,
that in the present document there is no direct reference to the portorium.
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72-78 FRAGMENTA QUAE AD RES
MYTILENAEAS PERTINENT
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This group of fragments was found in Mytilene, and all of them
seem in one way or another to be connected with events during the last
half of the Republic or the early Principate. Exact dating, of course,
is impossible, but at least one (No. 73) might have formed part of the
many documents that originally had been engraved on Potamon’s great
monument (see the Senatus Consulta de Mytilenaeis, No. 26).
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EPISTULAE IMPERATORIS CUIUSDAM
AD MYTILENAEOS Augustus ?

jsisjaisisisjaiaisisisisisiaisisisisiaisiniaisisinipisisinisisisiaisiis il isI I IS S eY
BIBLIOGRAPHY. F. Hiller von Gaertringen, I.G., XII, suppl. (1939), no. 19,

p- 15; L. Robert, R.E.G,, 53 (1940): 215-16.

DESCRIPTION. Height: 0.5s m. Width: 0.30 m. Thickness: 0.06 m.
Height of letters: 0.014 m. (l. 17: 0.019 m.).

[+ -~ - Javos Delglr-- -~ -~ - - ]
[+----- T Murdq[vou- - = - - - - - - ]
[------ [{Io HpoBupu[- - - - - - - - - - ]

[-- - ) Eeva D[ - == - ]
[------ 13¢t | mpeafe[- - - - - - - - ]
[eenees | Barel[- - - - - - - - ]
[------- ]’ Tovios Auf- - - - - - - - ]

[- - Adroxp]drwp Kaioap O¢[ob vids - - - -]
[- - - - Oc]os Zefoards [--------- ]
[------ 1 ¥ Murdgpeu[- - - - - - - - ]
[----- Jov Myvoyev[- - - - - - - - - - ]
[------ Jvee mepl To[- < - - - - - - ]
[+----- 18as Zwk[----------- ]
[+~ - - yres TTA[- - << == < ]
[+----- Jaror[- - - - e - ]

R TN CEa -]

[- - Adro]pdrawp [+ - == === ----- ]

COMMENTARY. F. Hiller von Gaertringen considered this document to be a
catalog of eponymi, but Robert saw that we have here the remains of three imperial
letters. In lines 2 and 10 the gamma very likely indicates the third consulship of the
emperor, and, although the titulature is fragmentary, that emperor may well have been
Augustus.  Certainty, of course, is not possible.
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EPISTULA ET FOEDUS
Soisisissisisisisisisisisiaissaiaisisisiaisinisisisisisisiaiisiaisisisiaiiaieiesy

BIBLIOGRAPHY. W. R. Paton, I.G., XII, 2 (1899), 36; G. Lafaye, LG.R.R.,
1V (1927), 34; V. Arangio-Ruiz, Acta Divi Augusti, pt. 1 (Rome, 1945), p. 236.

DESCRIPTION. Height of letters: 0.020 m.

[---------- Jkwwiw([- - -« -------- ]
[-------- ] Murdafe - - = === - - - - - - ]
[--------- Jirw 8éAw [t movnpdi - - - - - - - - ]
[------- kow| e yvebpme [~ - - - ------- ]
[-------- Jwe éov éée[- - - - - - - - - - ]
[------- 86A]os movnp[os - - - - - - - - - - ]
[oeeeenen- P e eeeeee )
Frag. b
[--------- Jos Mvrid[qver = = - - - - - - - - ]
[-------- Jov8wzrov [-----ec-n-- ]
[-------- June kel avag[- - - - - ------ ]
[--------- v dpiv évmrf----------- ]
[+-------- JAwe 7@ @v[-- - - - - - ]
[-- % woAis 1) Dp]erépe éXe[vBépar - - - - - - - - - - ]

COMMENTARY. One could conclude from the size and form of the letters that these
. two fragments once belenged to Potamici’s suoitwncun. Thie fus of then, a, is clearly
part of a treaty, the imperative (1. 4) and the Greek equivalent of dolo malo leaving no
room for doubt. But the second, b, appears to belong to a letter, and accordingly
Paton assumed that these two fragments might be part of a letter of Caesar in which an
old treaty is cited by him. Perhaps. There was ample room on Potamon’s monument
for the inclusion of many more documents than those which have been found. There
is also sufficient room for these fragments to fit into gaps of the extant documents.
Arangio-Ruiz felt that fragment a might be a part of the treaty concluded by Augustus
with Mytilene and he therefore placed it after col. ¢ in that series of documents (No. 26).
Paton, however, refused to separate fragment a from fragment b. Definite conclusions
are impossible.
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EPISTULA (MAGISTRATUS ROMANI ?) Age of Caesar
AD MYTILENAEOS or Augustus

Bisisisininisisisisisisisiasisisisisisisiaiaisiaisisiisiisia st s e e
BIBLIOGRAPHY. H. G. Lolling, Athen. Mitt., 11 (1886), no. 10, p. 268;

Papadopulos-Kerameus, Iopdprnue 70 XV réuov tod év Kwmdder pd. ZuAl.,
no. s, p. 40; W. R. Paton, I.G., XII, 2 (1899), 37.

DESCRIPTION. Height of letters: 0.018 m.

[rommmmmnnns [Af - e ]
[-------- s xed mpéoPefes - - - - - ]
[----- 70]v Sfjuov dpdv K[- - ---- - - ]
[- - - -@modd] ppews moow el [- - - - - - - ]
[------ ] édpawv kai My 7 [éAw - - - -]
[kai 76 -- Sp]dv dfwov edvoi[as - - - - - - ]
[------ Jnew Tpiwy fywy|ioacbe - - - ]

COMMENTARY. In his notes Viereck considered this fragment to be part of a letter
of some Roman magistrate in the age of Caesar or Augustus. The use of the first
person (1. 5) would indeed point to a letter, but nothing else appears significant enough to
allow us to form any conclusions about the content.
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EPISTULA AD MYTILENAEOS or Augustus
Sisissisiniaisisisinisisisisisisisisinsiisiasisisisisiassisiasiaiatsoioisisiaio
BIBLIOGRAPHY. C. Cichorius, Rom und Mytilene (Leipzig, 1888), p. 29; P.

Viereck, Sermo Graecus (Gottingen, 1888), no. XXXII, p. s4; W. R. Paton,
I.G., XII, 2 (1899), 38; G. Lafaye, I.G.R.R., IV (1927), 36.

DESCRIPTION. Height of letters: 0.018 m.

LT P )
[------ Mur] e [{wv doxovar BovAije Sipwe xaipew (?)]
[0l mpéaBers O] udv Ilor[dpwv AeaBivaxros - - - - - - - - - - ]
[------ Jov mpds S[uds - - - - - - mmemmenans ]
[------ 7]ols dperé[pots - - - = - - - oo ]

vacat
[------ Jov Abroxplar- - - =< - e - e maeaaa ]
[--- - jolr]dpam [ - === e e e !
----- | R R |

s [Hepi] div Adroxp[drwp Kaioap Adyovs émoujoaro (?)], first suggested by Cichorius.
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EPISTULA (MAGISTRATUS ROMANI ?) or Augustus
jSinisinsissisisiaisisisissisisisiaiaiasissinsisinisisisisisisisisiaieisisiaisiaisiay

BIBLIOGRAPHY. W. R. Paton, I.G., XII, 2 (1899), 39.

DESCRIPTION. Found in a wall near a Turkish school. The letters are
carelessly inscribed, 0.02 m. high.

[------- T s edepy[eoias - - - - - - - - - ]
[----- 7| pos adTov [- - - - - - - - - ]

[- - dday]dbws 008 [ - - - --------- ]
[----- Jrwv évag[----cena-nnn- ]
[----- ].A [rd]v €wodopdv - - - - - - - - - ]
[----- Juwv. “Eppwale. [---------- ]
[- - - Iordp)wvos vidw [ == --------- ]
[- - mjv 8]€é yova[ike = = === == 2o - - - - |
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EPISTULA (MAGISTRATUS ROMANI ?) or Augustus
hlsjsiginisisisisisisisisisisininisisisisisigisigiiaisisiaisisisraisieii e
BIBLIOGRAPHY. C. Cichorius, Athen. Mitt., 13 (1888), no. 16, p. 65; W. R.

Paton, I.G., XII, 2 (1899), 40.

DESCRIPTION. Height: 0.21 m. Width: 0.19 m. Height of letters:
0.0 m.

S N )

(- Jow ay- - - -]
(- - Jarel-- - - ]

(- - - Jos [ - - - -]
[----- Jrav epf- - ----- ]
SR s
[oeeeral oo )
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EPISTULA (CN. POMPEI MAGNI ?)
Hissinisisisisinisisinisiniainiaiaisisiaiaiaisisiaiais iR 6

BIBLIOGRAPHY. C. Cichorius, Athen. Mitt., 13 (1888), no. 17, p. 66; W. R.
Paton, L.G., XII, 2 (1899), 41; G. Lafaye, .G.R.R., IV (1927), 37.

DESCRIPTION. Height of letters: 0.02 m.

[
[--- -]ama-reo[ ----- ]
[- - - - Jieyawel[- - - -]
[- - - -]évéormoev [- - - -]
[- - kar] aorabijvar ey < [- - ]
[- - - -] weptBemodire' [- -1
[- - - -]"Pdpuns oe wi) xp[- ]

3 The first letter of the line could be any letter with a vertical hasta. Perhaps one could read the

name of Pompey: [['vaios Iloumijios] Méyas, A[droxpdrwp - --]. 6 Perhaps (asin LG.R.R.)
ZTEPI‘. 8(‘ "O/\CTGL[' - '] .
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araréw, 31, 98

amaitnois, 31, 91

&rapév‘ye)\rog, 14, 7
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39, 10; 48, 9. See also
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amdkpiois, 38, 20

amokrelvw, 67, 21

amokwAdw, 15, 19, 26

amodéyw, 31, 122; 46, 4

amolelrw, 33, 8

amoloyéopar, 14, 17

amoloyilopar, 15, 35

amolvw, 22, 8; 40, 30

&ﬂo,u.wlp.ovev'w, 18, 88

amovoia, 40, 19

amoorarys, 15, 41, SO

amooré\\w, 14, 9, 58, 66;
18, 124; 34, 5; 39, 6, 7;
42, 5; 58, 93; 65, D 4s.
See also ‘ypdp.p.afa; pe-
afevral; Eévia

ATOTATTW, 2, 12

amorifnue, 52, 53

amoriunpa, 61, 6

amopaivopar, 26, b 32; 31,
144. See also yvupun

amodépw, 31, 132; 61, 7

amoywpéw, 21, col. 1, 22

*Ampihios, 18, 20

apyvpiov, 2, 5O

apéokw, 26, C 3; 28, B6;
31, 96, 137, 142; 58, 44,
63, 70

dper, 17, 8; 18, 55, 95; 20,
E 13; 51, 29; 65, 27, D 35

apibuds, 65, C 7

o’tpwfsr.fw, 58, 82, 90

époros, 58, 21, 31

apréw, 28, A 19

o’zpvs'op.w., 67, 25

*Aprepioios, 24, §
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apyaios, 30, 4; 70, 11

&pxmpe'ol.a, Td, 65, D 82,
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apyeiov, 15, 22; 43, 7, 22

dpxii, I, B 75 2, 20; 9, 45;
14, 21; 26, d 1; 31, 113,
127; 37, 9; 65, 5, 10, 14,
20, 23; D 75, 80

apymyds, 43, 8, 18
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65, 31, 78
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31, 72; 68, 1
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dpyw, 14, 65; 26, d 5; 31,
127, 128; 65, D 40, 49, 5o,
54

dpywv (= magistratus Roma-
nus), 18, 61, 66; 22, I9,
23, 30; 31, 100, 101, 105,
120, 125, 137; 49, B 6;
58, ss, 62, 64, 68, 71; 70,
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55, 8; 69, 113
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agvAie, 1, B 2; 55, 2, 12;
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89; 67, 20, 34

arélew, 28, B 7, 9; 69, 12
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15; 44, 6

arvyéw, 60, B 10; 67, 36

arvyis, 65, 6

Avyovorwy, 69, 5

Avdvaios, 65, D 69

adfnuepdv, 31, 106

avénats, 57, 23

adrokpdTwp, 17, 10; I8,
104; 20, E 14; 23, 36 (bis),
39; 24, 1I; 26, b7, 24,
c27; 31, 72, 86; 51, 8,
32-33; 54, 1,57, 1, 58, 2
(bis), 9, 13, 73, 85; 60, A 1;
61, 1; 62, 12 (ad. ZeB.), 16
(ad. Ka[ioap ZeB.]); 67,
2 (= Aug.); 68, 22 (.
Kaioap feod vi. ZeB.);

R

Ko 1. [— Ave ). mn
s 2T i

(Aor. feot vi. Z'EB. =

Aug.); 75, 5
alrdpolos, 2, 28
adrovoui, 37, 10
abrdvopos, 1, A's, B 5; 58,
4, 74, 86
dpaipéw, 9, 45; 16, 46, 47;
31, 925 39, 11 40, 19-20
ddaris, 71, 2
agnyéopat, 65, D 65
ddinue, 2, 47, 49; 6, 3; I1,
9; 13, 8; 26, d 4; 67, 26
adikvéopar, 38, 9, 21; 65,
D47
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adiornue, 20, C 55 47, 38
adopp], 65, 13, 16
adopoddynTos, 34, 20

Badaveiov, 46, 6

BdpBapos, 49, 26, 33

Bapvs, 31, 94

Bdoavos, 67, 12

Baaileia, 40, 17

Bacidevs, 6, B 8; 17, 1; 18,
SI, 84; 34, 5; 40, 29

Bacihkds, 18, 48; 54, 7.
é&v 1 Bacihikii Ioprig:
14, 76; 23, 6

BéBaos, 26, d 16

BeBaidw, 70, 15

Bia, 15, 41; 18, 48; 67, 33

Blos, 51, 11; 65, 10, D 32,
33, 49; 69, 4, 8

BAaBepds, 22, 15

BAdBn, 20, C 8; 58, 16

Bonbéw, 14, 52; 16, 34, 40;
26, d 11

BovAevopar, 2, 52

PBovAr}  (senatus  romanus),
31, 88, 90, 97, I10I, 106,
116, 125, 137, 142

PovA} (Greek institution),
5, 3; 8, 3; 16, 32, 34, 37,
46. kowd] PovAi: 4s.
See also dpyovor kai T
PovAfj kai 7. 8. xaipew

BovAnats, 65, 15

Bovdopar, 2, 55, 59; 16, 46;
17, 13; 20, E 8; 22, 8, 19;
23, 3; 26, b 2; 28, 48; 31,
99; 33, 4, 12; 38, 19; 57,
20; 58, 93

Bwuds, 16, so

3o, K, 2174 6133, 8: 4T o
52, 55

ydarpe, 67, 26

yeiTovevw, 45, 12

yevélos, 65, 4, 19,22, D 51,
5S

yéveats, 65, D 48

yévos, 14, 15; 31, 93

vépwy, 63, 1, 2

yewpyéw, 14, 15

7, 16, 28 (kata y. k. kaT
fcAaooar)

vipas, 31, 96

ylvopar, 2, 18-19, 26, 54; 5,
2, 36; 7, 595 9, 5; 13, 3;

14, 4, 5, 6, 9, 25, 6, .

o o

(bis), 52, 58, 61; 18, g4

112; 20, A4, c6;' 2,'
col. 1, 17; 22, o, 11, ,5:
20, 21, 22, 30; 23, 3, g,
42, 59; 26, c 18, 24, d 51
23; 28, A 20, 23, 45, B 6;
31, 97, 113; 34, 16; 37, 4,
6, 7; 38, 11, 15, 17, 23;
40, 14; 43, 7-8, 18, 24;
58, 18, 29, 58, 71; 59, 5;
65, 10, 11, 13, 16, 25,
D 38; 67, 31; 70, 12; 71,
2, 5. See also dmws

ywdokw, 1, B 4; 31, 10, 49;
58, 64; 67, 13

‘yvd:p:q: (A)  amo  ris
yvwuns: 9, 53; 15, 13.
(B) yvauny amodaivopar:
12, 48; 14, 79, 97; 23, 29;
31, 111, 136; 49, B 3.
(C) yvdounv elmov: 23, 43;

58, s8. Other: 65, D 31,
45, 78; 67, 38. See also
aupBovAiov

yvdpipos, 65, 25

yvwards, 31, 77

yovos, 58, 19, 24, 60

Topmaios, 65, D 70; 69, 4

ypoppata, 2, 57, 59; 7, 62;
11, 20; I5, 33, 4I; 26,
C 2; 28, A s52; 38, 4; 42,
3; 52, 50; 67, 39. (A)
ypdppara Snudoie: 28,
A 49; 43, 7, 22; 56, 5; 69,
10. (B) ypdppara dmoaré-
Mew: 2, 43; 18, 108; 21,
col. 1, 18, 22; 22, 29; 56, §

ypappateiov, 69, 10

’
Ay orerie A3 L 2t LB L
YPoRoTene, 43,7 <85 00 - .

(y- 81pov); 69, 6
ypappateiw, 65, D 42
ypidw, 1, A7, B 7, C2;5,

10; 13, 8; 14, 23, 24; I6,

48; 26, b 19, 23, 27; 33,

16; 38, 10, I5; 43, 9; 52,

43, 55, 56; 53, 3; 57, 18,

33; 58, 24; 65, 27, 30,

Ce6, D 83; 70, s, 10, I9.

(A) ypadouévw mapijoar:

2,3,14;9, 10-11;10,B 3;

20, A s; 22, 4; 26, b 39,

c10 (restored); 29, 4.

(B) ypadouévov mapijoav:

~ aia
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4, 14-15; 5, 19; 7, 38;
23, 60. (C) ypadouévois
wopijoav: 27, §
yvpvagiapyos, 55, 10
yvuwikds, 38, 6; 65, D 58
yuwi, 2, 50; 22, 17, 18 (bis),
27; 44, 7; 51, 35; 58, 19,
37, 60; 67, 9; 76, 8

Sapdviov, 34, 15

Aaioos, 65, D 70; 69, 11 1

det, 9, 65; 10, A 9; 18, 102;
26, b 28; 31,134;65,D 79

Setdw, 67, 29

Sewds, 58, 14

Setadoupovia, 28, B 11; 32,
13

8éka, 2, 23; 14, 76; 15, 38;
31, 141; 58, 67

Sexaenrrd, 23, 60

SexaokTw, 27, 4

8ékaros, 64, 14; 65, D 84, 85

SeAroypadnua, 65, D 62, 66

8éAros, 12, 20; 14, 75; 23,
31 (r@dv dmopvnudrwy
8édrov), s8 (éu mpa-
yudrwy ouuPefovievué-
vwy 8éAtwe mpdiTme); 26,
b 18, 22; 28, A29 (éx
TGOV qu.om'wv 8.); 29, 3
(8éArw mpdiTy); 57, 26,
32

Sefids, 65, D 45

Séopar, 41, 4; 65, 26

8eamdrys, 67, 17

Seﬁfepov, 58, 3; 70, 12

Séyopar, 25, 14; 49, B 13;
58, 60, 79; 65, 8

87jlos, 31, 79

dnAdw, 65, 15; 68, 25

By Honglv _ax g1:
64, 13; 67, 4; 68, 22

Sijueapxos, 34, 3; 38, 1-2;
39, 2

Snuiopyds, 43, 21; 67, 1

Sijuos, 4, 4; 6, B 6; 7, 46,
49, 54, 58, 61,9, 34, 47;
10, B9, 11; 14, 22, 23, 27,
82; 16, 21, 27, 29, 32, 35,
36, 40 (bis), 44, S1; 17, 4,
6, 14; 18, 28, 35, 37, 44,
79, 99, 123; 20, C5, G 6;
21, col. 1, 4, 15, col. 2, 3;
22, 11, 20; 23, 49, SI; 26,
di, 3,79, 12, 15, 19, 20;
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28, B 6; 30, 11; 31, 76, 89;
33, 3; 34, 21, 47, 29, 38,
43, 45; 48, 7; 52, 52; 54,
10; 58, 17, 66; 69, 6; 74, 3.
See also awjp

dnudoia mpaypare, 2, 37;
12, 13, 16; 18, 8, 28, 81;
20, C 4; 21, col. 1, §; 22,
7,9, 11, 13, 14, 15; 30, §;
58, 6, 15, 17

Snupoole 7 i8ia, 21, col. 1,
27;22, 22 (Snpooig alone) ;
31, 98, 131, 132 (2. 9 8.),
140-41  (...pév  Slu
..... , 8¢ dnpooia); 59,
6, 7 (8. alone)

Snudoos, 6, B 3; 9, 20; 15,
62; 16 (8nuoaia BovlAp),
34, 37, 46; 28, A 28; 31,
117, 136; 33, 9 (70
Snudaiov 76 ‘Pwpaiwr);
52, 53; 58, 22, 49; 59, I,
7, 11; 61, 3, 9; 67, 38; 71,
3. See also éx Tdv 8.
mpayUdTWY; Sdnudoia
mpdypare ovtws kabws
Gy aUTdL . . .; YpappaTE;
T0mOS

Snpogidmms, 12, 22; 23, S,
23, 24, 29, 32, 33, 65, 67;
58, 34, 52

Sud, 6, 4; 14, 15 (gen.), 45,
53 (gen.); 15, 40; 16, 36
(gen.), s3 (gen.); 18, 3
(gen.), 7 (acc.), 79 (gen.);
20, C 6; 22, 12 (acc.), 16
(acc.), 19 (gen.); 23, sI;
26, b 10 (gen.); 28, B 16;
30, 9; 31, 88 (gen.), 94
(acc.), 96 (acc.); 34 (acc.),
o.710. 15, 17 18: 28, 21
40, 20; 52 (acc.), 42, 54;
57, 20 (acc.); 58, 81
(acc.); 82 (gen.); 59, 12;
65, 20, D 4o0; 67, 12
(gen.); 68, 25 (gen.); 69,
4, 8, 71,7

Siafaivw, 13, 10

Staywu')akw, 31, 78, 131,
135

Sloura, 31, 139

Sakaréyw, 14, 21; 18, 111,
115, 116; 20, G 3,09; 21,
col. 1, 24. See also éxyw
SiakaTéyw Kapmevw

Stéxsty.ac, 35,7

Siakomrw, 15, 43

Swaxdoioe, 18, 31; 31, 106

Swaxoopéw, 65, D 33

Swaxovw, 34, 11; 39, 8; 70, 8

Swakpivw, 21, col. 1, 14

Sakwvw, 31, 123

ScxdopBivw, 12, 13; 17, 15;
21, col. 1, 14 (Skarov 8.) ;
22, 11; 37, §

SiaXéyw, 34, 8; 35, 5 36, 7;
38, 4. Swdéyw mepl +
gen.: 9, 44; 26, 2 6; 39, 5;
58, 78

Swapévw, 15, 11; 63, 4

Sutvora, 2, 43-44; 9, 25538, 7

Swamépmw, 26, b 12

Swamimrrw, 65, 6

Swamoaré\w, 52, 47

Stawpéoaw, 43, 11

Saprelw, 18, 116

&cifa'yp.a, 22, 24 (ezs‘ 70
Tév Pldwy Sudraypa);
65, 30, D 81. Kkare T0
Sudraypa: 15, 64; 16, 10;
18, 90; 22, 26

Sudrabis.  See Tpidv avdpdv

Swaxrdoow, 10, B 6; 18, 105,
107; 65, D 32

Siatedéw, 34, 12; 40, 22

&a'n;pe'w, 34, 23

Swaribnue, 70, 13

Swatipdw, 7, 60

Siadpépw, 64, 19

Suapleipw, 40, 23

Swaxdopd, 47, 36; 50, 3

Siapwréw, 38, 10

Suddakw, 33, 15

SBwp, 2, 8, 55, 57, 60; 4,
9, 10; 7, 37, 46, 59, 62; 9,
S1. G4 TI. 0. 14" IR. 8:
14, 22, 40, 92 (bis); 15, 39,
48, s2; 16, 21, 53; 17, 16;
18, 62, 111, 131; 20, E 11;
22, 22, 23; 23, 38, 40, 57;
26, b 3o, c18, d1g; 28,
B 16; 30, 11; 31, 103, 104,
106, 115, 140; 33, I0; 35,
11; 36, 8; 37, B 1, 4; 38,
20; 39, 11; 42, 6; 47, 44;
48, 5, 8, 10; 49, 10, B 7;
51, 26; 58, 11, 21, 66, 67,
70, 89; 61, 8, 11; 65, 7,
D s7. See also ééna
Sodvan
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Siefdyw, 37, 5

SLépxoy.m, 43, 10

Sikawodooia, 15, 42

Sucawodoréw, 61, 11

8irauos, 7, 60; 14, 53; 18, 3,
64, 88, 120; 21, col. 1, 14;
22, 30; 28, B 1, 8, 11; 32,
11; 33, 17; 40, 8; 52, SI;
55, 13; 58, 21, 30; 63, 8;
66, 3; 67, 26; 70, 15

Suwcalws, 51, 30; 65, 5, 9

Sukaariipiov, 9, 55; 31, 92,
117

&Kaorrig, 31, 138; 66, 6

SucaaTinds, 31, 117

8ikn, 2, 47; 31, 90; 58, 71—
72; 67, 30

Sucrdrwp, I8, 43, 74, 103,
125; 26, b 7; 49, 3

Swdpiot, 31, 6, 18

83, 34, 17; 65,9, D 49

Stowcéw, 40, 6

Sioixnois, 52, 46-47; 65,
D 65

Suddov, 34, 12

Siopfdw, 11, 9, 14; 13, 2

S8udTe, 38, 6

Swoads, 30, 9

Siwoyilioe, 51, 28

Sudkw, 31, 28, 70

86ypa, 5, 4, 13; 10, B 1; 14,
52; 15, 24; 20, 4; 21, col.
1, 6; 26, b 11, 30; 27, 1;
28, A 25; 42, 5, 6, 19.
See  also  avyxAyTos;
avaypddew 16 Soypa

Soyparilw, 14, 12, 20, 96;
16, 53; 23, 54

Soxéw, 9, 65; 15, 10; 20,
C 6; 23, 35, 43, 53, 66, 67;

33,7143 54, 0,3, <0, D -

30, 50, 78; 67, 30, 37; 68,
25. (A) €dofe: 1, By,
C 6; 2, 13, 19, 21, 24, 27,
30, 31, 43, 45, 49 (bis), 52,
6, 60; 5, 7, 31, 37; 6, B
7; 7, S1, 55; 10, A11, B
12, 14; II, 10; 12, 20; 1§,
60, 61; 16, 5, 8, 15, SI (in
a Greek decree = ¢é. 1@
Scuw); I8, 72, 122; 20,
D s; 22, 31; 23, 69; 26,
C8; 38, 8, 14; 39, IO.
(B) é8ofe T BovAfe: 31,
90. See also oUrws €doev
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Soxipdlw, 31, 124

8clos, 16, 34, 37, 40; 58,
65573, 4, 7

8d€a, 34, 10

SovAukds, 59, 3

Sodlos, 67, 29

Svvapar, 6, 4; 14, 16; I8,
119; 20, G 7; 31,93, 138;
52, 57; 58, 66; 67, 20

Svvapus, 18, 48, 85; 20, C 3

Swvards, 58, 92

8vo, 31, 112, 121 (veiv)

8vakolos, 65, 16

Svopi), 45, 4

diarpos, 58, 73; 65, D 69,
75

Swdékaros, 67, 3

dwpéw, 13, 9

Sapov, 48, 8; 61, 7, 8

édv, 2, 55, 59; 12, 17; I4,
70, 87; 15, 14; I6, 11, 40,
4s5; 17, 13; I8, 107; 20,
E 8; 21, col. 2, 1; 22, 17,
18, 19, 26; 26, c 3, d 12;
31, 97; 33, 1s5; 37, 8; 38,
19; 43, 27; 58, 25, 30, 55,
69; 65, 20. See also
¢al{l/0[.l.dl.

dw, 11, 18

éﬁﬁoyﬁkowa, 31, 112

€Bdopos, 29, 2

€yyetos, 31, 111; 33, 9

éyyin, 28, B 2; 58, 70

éyyvs, 2, 24

éyxadéw, 14, 46

éyrdnpa, 15, 39

€ykpiots, 33, 17

éyrvyyavw, 26, b 5, 27; 35,
3; 36, 4; 57, 5, 24-25, 31;
50, 83, 97,77, /v, & T

éyyapdoow, 26, C25; 52,
49; 57, 27; 65, D 66

é0é\w, 21, col. 1, 19; 31, 88

é0llw, 15, 45, 61

é0uopds, 18, 49, 91

&bvos, 40, 21; 47, 29

€fos, 21, col. 1, 17; 26, b 25;
70, 15

éw, 33, 7

€, 7, 59; 21, col. 1, 20, 24;
22, 12, 13, 1S, 20, 22; 23,
36; 26, d 23; 28, B 12; 31,
138; 59, 7; 61, 4; 65, 6, 8,
17; 67, 24 (elre ... elre),

3 &) Zpaote, o
v €XOL: 23, 2; 26, 4 ,.
28, Ag; 54, 2. (B)
éppwalle, kadds &y Hou:
54, 75, 86; 60, A 4. (©
el 8¢ 7l éorw: I0, A8
edukds, 70, 15§
€idol, 2, 3, 14; 5, 18; 10, B
3,15, 4; 23, 53 32, 5; 62,
V148 69, s
€wkes, 27, 3
eikoat, 9, 69; 10, A 10, B
13; 31, 108, 109, 111
elducpwids, 18, §
elwe, 14, 90
elmov, 2, 51; 15, 16, 38; 23,
24; 31, 102; 45, 5, 16; 65,
D47
elprjv, 16, 27; 18, 36
€ls, 2, 22, 32, 33, 34, 40, 42,
49, 51, 57, 58, 59; 7, 50;
9, 21, 70; 13, 9, I0; 14, 9,
17, 32, 49, 58, 66, 72; 15,
20, 23, 37; I6, 52; 18, 61,
6s; 21, col. 2, 1; 22, 8, 9,
22; 23, 31, 47, 54; 26, C
26; 28, A 23; 31, 76, 78,
89, 105, 128; 33, 4, 9; 34,
17, 21, 22, 23; 35, 8; 37,
2, 6; 38, 10, 22; 39, 5; 40,
18, 19, 21; 43, 25, 27; 44,
7: 47, 44; 52, 20, SI, 53;
57, 22, 27; §8, 6, II, 48,
78; 59, 1, 3; 61, 9; 65, 6,
11, 16, 22, 28, D 34, 43,
48, 60, 80; 67, 28; 68, 27;
69, 10. See also axépaios
els, 14, 85; 16, 48, 49; 23, 5;
31, 70; 37, 7; 59, 8; 65,
21, C col. II; 67, 21
eodyw, 56, 49 e
eloépyopar, 39, 4
elomyéopar, 66, 11
elaodos, 65, 14, D 80
elompdrrw, 22, 13; 31, 82
elompeaBevw, 14, 73
elopépw, 49, B 11; 58, 84;
65, D 32
elodopd, 22, 12; 44, 6; S8,
33; 76, 5
elra, 31, 29, 31
éx, I, B7; 2, 12, 47, 48
(€x); 5, 5, 293 7, 523 12,
50; 14, 16, 83, 95; 15, I8,
60 (éévyxijrov); 16, 47;
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18, 22; 22, 12, 14, 1§, 21;
26, b 38; 28, A 28, 40;
29, 1; 31, 79, 87 (bis),
103, 107, 108, 110, I24-
25, 126, 142; 33, 16; 34,
14, 15; 35, 15; 37, 3. 95
40, 17, 25; 58, 5, 50, 64;
59, 9; 64, 12; 70, 7. See
also éx T@V Snp.omfwv
TpaypdTWY

éxacros, 26, d 24; 31, 143;
59, 8; 61, 4; 65, 12, 17,
D 52, 75

éxdrepos, 7, 62 (bis); 9, 67;
10, B 10, 11; 14, 56, 64;
15, 28, 55, 16; 70, 7

ékarépws, 65, 30

‘ExaropBawdy, 15, 2

éxardy, 9, 69; 10, A10, B
13

éxBaw, 30, 8; 40, 17

éxyovos, 22, 12, 17, 18 (bis),
27; 58, 24, 60

éxdikos, 45, 11, 18, 20; 65,
D 64

éxet, 2, 28, 29, 30; IS5, 60,
61; 22, 20; 43, 26; 58, 71

éxeifev, 61, 7

ékexeiple, 57, 17

éxdapBavw, 58, s

Ekﬂpafl,g, 58, 68

ékmpdoow, 58, 42, 69

éxtedéw, 14, 8

éxros, 29, 2; 58, 73, 85

éxrds, 3, 12; 15, 28; 16, 47;
23, 36, 38, s5o; 31, 136;
54, 7. See also oriyos

éxxwpéw, 7, 45 (bis), 53

éxdv, 67, 24

oy, 2, 53

o, e e e L
CAGLUGY, wd, 23y 35y 45 o2

8, 56; 58, 65. See also
pikpds

éevleplia, 1, D 2(?); 24, 13;
28, B 7; 35, 10; 40, 20;
43, 16

éXevlepos, 1, A5, B 3, 5;7,
49; 22, 19; 28, B 1; 53, 4;
58, 55; 70, 20; 73, b 6

éA\kw, 31, 95

éMelnw, 35, 6.
éA\elmovres
36, 9; 38, 5-6

‘EMavuids, 52, 545 65, D 53

é\nis, 65, D 37, 39

(A) oddév
dudoripias:
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éuavrod, 37, 9. (A)
épavrd: 63, 6. (B)
éuavrov: 48, 10

éuBaivw, 65, 23

éupévw, 2, 8; 10, B 12; 15,
14, 16, 19; 67, 25

éuds, 31, 79; 57, 7, 20; 58,
76; 67, 11, 37

e'/_vm'/_tﬂp‘qyl,, 60, Bo

éumodilw, 65, D 81

éumpnats, 43, 6, 22

éumpoofev, 38, 20.
Xxpévos

éudaris, 18, 62

éupavilw, 2, 29, 34, 53; 31,
100; 38, 6; 43, 5, 26; 55,
18;69,12. (A)éveddrioay
T ouykMjrwe: 15, 31

éudépw, 67, 12

é,2,1,7; 4, 14; 5, 3, 17,
25; 6, B 4; 7, 38 (éy); 8,
8 (éy): 9, 2, 10, 32 (én);
10, B2 (éy); 12, 21, 22;
14, 22, 24, 44, 65, 70, 76,
82, 86, 88, 94; I5, 4 (éy),
21, 24, 32 (én), 34, 38,
39, 40, 47, 50, 57; 16, 11,
48, 49; 18, 4, 6, 20, 38, 68;
20, C4, 5, EG6, 7, 21,
col. 1, 4, 9, col. 2, 3; 22,
4, 7, 12, 18, 20, 25; 23, 6
(bis), 19, 25, 35, 51, 58,
60; 24, 10; 26, a11, b 3,
17, 21, 22, 39, d 21; 27, 4;
28, A 34, 49, B 10, 12, 17;
30, 8; 31, 104; 33, 2, 5, 12;
35, 6; 37, 2, B3, 17, 21,
23, 25, 32; 38, 5, 9, 17;
43, 11; 48, 3; 49, 10, 14;
52, 46, 47, 48; 57, 5, 29;
58, 5. 7%, 55,48, Ao, R%
60, Bo; 61, 3, 8; 65, 14,
29, D 41, 58, 61, 63, 64,
67, 84; 67, 7, 20, 38; 68,
24; 70, 13

évavri, 2, 52

évavrios, 67, 31

évavriws, 15, 18

évdpyopat, 22, 7

évaros, 26, b 37; 29, 2; 43,
25-26

évBdAwuos, 65, D 76

évdeirxvup, 68, 27

évdexc, 22, 4

évdéyopa, 35, 9

See also

&8ofos, 33, 6; 47, 37

évequ, 14, 71

évexev, 2, 19; 5, 33; 14, 57,
6s; 17, 8; 18, 11, 51, 55;
23, 21, 26, 40, 44; 44, 3;
49, B 12; 58, 34, 49, sI

e'vsxupd{w, 58, 65

énaurds: ket éniaurdy, I6,
14

évioTnue, 65, D 73

éwéa, 31, 119; 65, 23

évotkodopéw, 14, 95

évoxAéw, 49, B 11

évoyos, 43, 20

évmeptdapBavw, 65, 27

&vrarTw, 28, A 51

évraiba, 58, 25

e'v-repka)\dptog, 5, 18

G'VTL'G'unL, 14, 64

évroly), 11, 6; 15, 18, 36, 52;
18, 61; 58, 78

évrds, 17, 12; 31, 108, 109,
121, 134; 65, D 83

éfdyw, 58, 49, 50

éfaxiapvpio, 48, 8

amoaré \w, 28, A 29

életvar, 2, 19, 26, 29; 5,
26-27, 34; 14, 67; 16, 46;
18, 32, $6; 22, 16, 25, 28;
23, 28; 26, b 18, 19, 21,
23, 30; 31, 111, 130; 57, 26

élerdlw, 67, 11

éeraaia, 67, 29

€’£17KO0T6$, 14, 88

éfis, 33, s

E'ft&é{op.al, 15, 20, 26

éowcilw, 38, 18

éopvupe, 31, 115, 119

éfovoie, 22, 18; 31, 113,
140; 38, 18; 48, 4, 5; 58,
A1 Ses alen Sv'uw'nxuﬁ‘]
éfovola

é€wlev, 65, 24

émrablov, 28, B 3; 30, 10

émawéw, 16, 59; 26, a9;
28, A 31; 68, 26

émavdpos, 17, 2; 18, 85; 22,
7, 11

émdveuy, 43, 27

émavdpfwas, 55, 9

émdvw, 58, 24

émapyeie, 18, 77, 114; 30,
G 10; 31, 78, 80, 95; 44,
2; 52, 5, 50; 58, 45, 68;
61, 4, 9; 65, 26, D 44, 46
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émapyos, 5, 28

émdpyw, 44, 2

émravAiov, 60, B 9

émeyyvdw, 15, 43

émel, 6, 3; 15, SI; I8, 44;
23, 19, 25; 24, B 8; 26, b
26; 33, 2; 43, 11, 22, 24;
48, s; 65, 11, 16, D 78

émedii, 16, 52; 31, 4, 44, 48;
65, D 32

émefépyopau, 31, 92

émépyopa, 67, 14, 33

émepwrdw, 69, II 2

émi, (A) with genitive: 9,
55, 565 22, 2, 19; 24, A I0;
28, A 19; 31, 102, III,
113, 117, 118, 139; 37, 4;
48, 7, 49, 7; 52, 48; 58,
s4; 65, Dso, 78. (B)
with dative: 9, 27; 15,
39; 28, A 42; 40, 11, 42,
11; 43, 19; 45, 19; 52, 38;
58, 71; 65, D49. (1)
ép’ols: 28, A 31; 60, B
10. (2) ép’d: 31, 128,
134, 140; 43, 25. (C)
with accusative: 14, 4,
31, 50, 61; 31, 30; 37, 3;
40, 12; 67, 32. (D) émi +
genitive for purpose of
dating: 14, 10, 86; 15,
21, 32, 59; 16, 15, 19; 22,
1; 23, 3, 52; 24, A1, 4;
27, 1; 31, 74, 109; 61, 22;
69, 6, II'1

émBdMw, 33, 14; 40, 6; 70,
10

émyapia, 58, 40

émvylvopar, 65, 9

émywdaxw, 12, 11; 14, 70,
76; 15, 63: 18, 10§, IIS;
21, col. 1, 7, 13; 23, 4, 30,
34, 64, 65; 48, 1I; 49,
B2

émdelrvupe, 33, 5; 45, 3

éminréw, 52, 55

émkaléw, 66, 7

émuAnpdw, 31, 126, 128

énikdnas, 65, D 82

émkpareia, 26, d 4, 8

émixpipa, 28, A 25, B 4; 50,
I; 54, 3; 55, 2

émxplvw, 11, 19; 15, 63;
58, 72

émuxvpdw, 23, 53
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émpeléw, 35, 16; 42, 18,
20; 69, 9

émpueNijs, 28, A 14-15; 70,
9

émpelnris, 5, 1; 31, 114

émuedds, 39, 8; 52, 40

émwoéw, 65, 18, 27

émipeufus, 59, 7

émionpos, 49, 9, 14

émamdopat, 40, 10

émiorapou, 26, a 12; 31, 45

émararéw, 16, SI

émoTdrys, 31, 113

émaroX, 14, 24; 49, I6;

, 52 57: 69, 13,70, 3, 6

émaTparevw, 40, 12

émarpod), 18, 62

émray, 26, b 38

émreléw, 15, 36

émrelwvéw, 59, 8

émmidevpc, 44, 4

G’TNTI:GTHJ.L, 22, 23

émripiov, 15, 38

émrpénw, 31, 141; 49, 8;

L5902

emTpom), 35, 11

émrvyydvw, 32, 12

émdaris, 18, 57; 47, 37; 52,
48,70, 4

émdépw, 14, 29; 16, 33, 39,
40, 42; 31, 10§

émywpéw, 1, B 3; 57, 31

émrd, 2, 3; 14, 76; 62, 14

émdvupos, 57, 8, 21

épyalopas, 31, 94

épyaoia, 15, 19, 25, 58; 18,
111; 22, 7, 11; 48, 11

épelmiov, 59, 10

épéw, 55, 16

épmuos, 9, 20

. épunvela, 52, 56

épxopen, 10, A'4; 15, 37;
21, col. 2, 2; 40, 19; 48, 3;
58, 80

épwrdw, 15, 56; 48, 3

éoyaros, 13, 9; 14, 72; 31, I1

E‘repos, 22, 17, 18, 24, 28;
65, 7

€T, 38, 17

érolpws, 59, 10

€ros, 2, 23; 9, 555 10, A 7;
14, 19; 31, 113; 58, 1; 62,
11; 65, D 64, 77

ebayyéhiov, 65, D 40

edapeoTéw, 38, 19

ebyvibpav, 33, 1
EUGP‘VEO’LC(, SI, 28_2 .

D 34, 465 76, 1 % s
€vepyeTéw, 26, b -

D 46; 68, 26 % 85 17,
El,}sp:yé‘l'ﬂs, 15, 46; 65, D 44
edfivw, 31, 99, 118, 129,

131, 132
edloyos, 70, 7
Et}y.e'vel.a, 34, 14
edpenis, 65, 3
elvowe, 14, SI; 18, 11, 45;

26, a12; 34, 18, 24; 49,

B 1; 58, 82, 89, 92
edviws, 34, 11; 35, 7
edpiokw, 58, 79; 65, D 48,

56; 70, 11
evoefela, 34, 13
evaefiis, 32, 8; 65, D 59
ebrixnua, 65, 8—9
edTuys, 65, 12, 13
evxapioTéw, 14, 5; 26, 2 7;

52, 39; 65, 17
eVydpioTos, 68, 27
evyeptis, 9, 66; Io, B 10
evxT), 23, 43
edypnotéw, 35, 13
edypnoria, 65, 25
’E¢e’mog, 28, B 12
édinue, 31, 100; 38, 18
épiornu, 70, 11
épopdw, 59, 4
éxOpa, 47, 36
éx0pds, 31, 119
éxw, 2, 19, 26; 3, 8; 14, 58;

15, 36, 41, 43, 44, 50; 17,

7, 18, s6; 20, E 11; 21,

col. 1, 5, 8; 25, 2, 8; 26,

ag, 12, 29, d2s; 28, A

33, 42, Bo; 30, 14; 3I,

87; 33, 4, 6; 35, 11; 38,

18; 49, B 1, 9; 52, 55; 58,

78; 63, 10; 70, 16. (A)

é&xw xaréyw kapmilopor:

28, B 15, 17; 51, 40; 58,

31, (B) &w Sxaréyw

kapmevw: 22, 17. See

also €l

éws, 9, s1; 10, B 125 15, 44;
58, 38. Ews av: 31, 122;
44, 7. See also xpdopat

{pudw, 11, 9, 14
Lirnpa, 70, 81
Lw1j, 65, 10
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ﬁ'ye,u.ovfa, 18, 4; 23, 49; 26,
b1z

Nyeudv, 31, 86

fyéopar, 18, 126; 22, 30;
23, 57; 28, A 38; 70, 7

10éws, 26, 2 10, b 34

87, 60, A 7; 67, 9

1801}, 65, 20

8Js, 58, 81, 92; 65, 4, 8,
19

NAkla, 44, 7

7\os, 45, 4

Tueis, 14, 43; 34, 8; 35, 7;
40, 16; 48, 12. (A) Hpdv:
2, 19; 14, 25, 29; 15, 20,
23, 24, 28; 26, b 10; 28,
A 40; 31, 88; 33, 11; 37,
4; 38, 7; 51, 8; 58, 135 59,
4; 65, D32. (B) nuiv:
6, 8; 9, 31; 10, B 10; 14,
s, 7, 13, 18, 22, 23, §3
(bis); 15, 25; 26, b 53 31,
81; 34, 14; 35, 3, I11; 38,
24; 45, 3, 11; 47, 44; 48,
11; 58, 12, 90; 59, 4; 65,
D3s. (O) 7ués: 14, 9,
17, 51, 55, 15, 17, 21, 25;
18, s, 11; 23, 3; 28, A 22;
33, 6; 34, 5; 38, 9, I1, 21,
22; 45, 2; 49, B 1. See
also mop’ Nudv

Muépa, 7, 62, 63; 13, 9; 14,
14, 57, 65, 67 (bis), 77, 80
(bis), 86, 87, 88; 15, 34;
31, 121, 134; 65, 5, II,
19, Ccol. 1I, D 40, 52,
53, 55, 68-76

nuérepos, 2, 8, 22, 37; I0,
B s:i 14, 14, 16; 18, 8; 20,
C4,E 3, Go; 21, col. 1,
T0; 22..7 0 TT_T2._.T4
15, 19, 23; 23, 37; 31, 86,
90; 34, 17; 35, 8; 37, I;
38, 11; 43, 16; 49, 5, B 7;
58, 16, 56, 61, 62, 69, 71,
77

nwika, 67, 35

‘Hpaxdedv, 27, 2

fovyla, 26, b 31

7
K/
Y
m

fdAaooc, 16, 28

Bdvaros, 43, 20; 67, 10
Ooppéw, 26, b s, 33, 58, 93
Oovpclw, 52, 42; 67, 28
fec, 28, B 10
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feios, 34, 17; 65, 4, 22

0élw, 10, B 10, 11; 12, 12;
16, 11, 46; 21, col. 2, 6;
22, 3j0; 26, b 23; 49, 13,
B 2; 52, 21; 54, 1I; 58,
26, 47, 53, 56, 69; 59, 9.
See also mapaitios

feoxddos, 43, 1

feds, 15, 46; 23, 5, 20, 22,
26, 28, 37, 39, 45, 48, 54,
56; 26, b 6; 34, 22; 37, B
1, 34; 38, 23, 24; 40, s,
31; 44, 4; 58, 2; 60, A 1;
65, 3, D 41, 43; 67, 2; 69,
10; 70, 18

0€pa1rész, 5, 8, 26, 30, 33,
34

Gnaaupég, 42, 7

Opéupc, 58, so

Opnoxela, 65, 24, B s

Odpa, 14, 67

Bupelinds, 47, 29

Buale, 15, 45; 16, 11; 22, 25;
23, 47; 26, b 18, 21; 38,
7; 40,9

*Iavodpios, 26, d 22

dios, 2, 28; 14, 4; IS, 41;
16, 36; 18, 30, 36, 47, 91;
22, 19 (xar& Tols Blovs
vouovs), 26; 26, d 8; 28,
B 4; 33, 3; 52, 47; 58, 49,
$0, 55, 63; 65, 12, 20

s, 59, 11

tSiwTikds, 18, 10

lepevs, 23, 16, 50; 55, 6; 57,
10, 22; 69, 1, 3,7

lepopvijuwy, 24, 4

lepdv, 70, 1, B 2, 4; 5,9, 25;
6, 7, B 4; 9, 44, 49; 16,
40: TR Tr2: 23 20, 26
35, 40, 44, 55; 28, B 12;
30, 15; 32, 10; 36, 10; 37,
10; 40, 12; 53, 2, 13; 60,
B 6; 61, 10, 25; 69, II

lepovikns, 57, 9

lepds, 1, A 6, B 6; 2, 20; 14,
77; 15, 44; 31, 136; 34,
20; 37, 8 (kara 76 {); 55,
12; 58, 3, 74, 86; 61, 3;
66, 5; 69, 10

lepwavrm, 15, 43; 58, 30

{kavds, 58, 70

{xeoia, 69, 11

ip.ﬂepérwp, 21, col. 1, 11

e, 4, 8; 14, 21; 15, 27, 61;
18, 62, 64, 94, 108, III,
117, 118; 20, E 4; 21, col.
1, 17, 18, 22, 27; 23,
33, 45; 26, b 17, 19, 23,
¢ 21; 31, 77 ({. 7éow 3
yvwaTdv); 33, 6; 37, 2, 9;
38, 11, 13, 15; 49, B §;
52, 46, 50; 57, 18; 65, 16,
27, D 72; 70, 16

lvrepkaddpios, 65, D 70, 76

*TovAios, 26, ¢ 9; 31, 117

*lovvios, 15, 4; 22, 4; 26,
b 39

ioos, 31, 15; 65, 5, 17

{ornue, 7, ss; 15, 60; 21,
col. 1, 20; 24, 6; 26, c 23,
d 28; 52, s1; 58, 67, 68;
65, D 79, 84

lows, 59, 4; 67, 22

*Iradikds, 22, 7, 19

kafapéw, 14, 71, 95

kolfdmep, 5, 9; 28, B 8

kafevpiokw, 65, D 43

kabijew, 33, 9; 38, 13; 40, 7
(mape 70 kabijrov); 58,
89

Kaﬁzepéw, 23, 46; 28, B 10;
65, B s

kablornue, 15, 22; 26, b7
(= designatus); 31, 100;
32, 9; 40, 3; 58, 72; 6o,
A 2 (= designatus)

xafloAkds, 70, 4

Ka00'ﬂ, 2, 29, 33; 35, IO;
39,7

rabvorepéw, 57, 29-30

xaﬁa’)g, 1, A6, B 7, Cs; 2,
38, 44; 5, 32, 9, 64; 10, B
_6 0° TA. 20 A2 T&_ 4<°
21, col. 1, 23; 32, 9; 34,
20; 38, 2I; 40, 6; 44, 8;
51, 37. See also olrw
xabds

keupds, 14, SI; I8, 12; 20,
C s5; 26, a 11; 40, 30; 58,
16, 83; 65, 14; 71, 6

Kaigap, 26, b 6; 28, A s52;
31, 72, 86; 58, 2, 73, 85;
6o, 1; 61, 1; 62, 16; 64,
12, 20; 65, 4, 9, 22, C9,
D 37, 56, 57, 60; 67, 2;
68, 22; 69, 1; 72, 8. (Name
of a month): 65, D 54, 68
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Kxaxomwaléw, 58, 13
KoAavdor, 14, 76; 18, 19;
22, 4; 23, 60; 26, c 29, d
22; 27, 4; 65, 23, D s1,
74, 76
kaAéw, 12, 49; 14, 16, 26;
15, 23; 45, S, 16, 17, 19
xadokayabia, 33, 11; 34, 10
KxaAds, 7, 60; 14, 84; 22, 11;
28, B 8. See also awip
koAds, 8, 4; 17, 15; 22, 8;
48, 9-10
KamerdAov, 2, 33, 35; 16,
7, 11, 48; 20, E 7-8, 22,
25; 26, b 17, 21; 58, 5§
kapmevw. See Exw Sia-
Karéyw Kopmevw
rapmilopar, 14, 28, 58, 67;
20, G7; 23, 28, 34, 38,
40, 67,28, B 17; 58, 31-32
Kapmds, 37, 3
kopiopds, 59, 2
xara: (A) with genitive:
15, 38; 58, 53; 67, 32, 35.
(B) with accusative: 1,
B6; 2, 6, 9; 5, 6; 7, 46;
14, 4, 27, 77, 83, 85; 15,
12, 39, 41; 16, 28; 22, 2,
8, 21, 26; 23, 3, 32, 34,
66; 26, b 24; 28, B 17; 33,
s; 35, 12; 37, 8; 38, 11,
12; 40, 30; 41, 6; 43, IO,
15; 52, 55; 58, 12, 90; 59,
12; 65, 15, 17, Ccol. II,
D 52, 61, 64, 68, 75, 80,
82; 70, 8, 9, 10. See also
vépos; mpeoPeia
katayyé\w, 31, 139, 141
xaradnlos, 40, 24
xaradikos, 15, 40, $2; 58,
&5 L
karadovidw, 40, 28
xaradovdwats, 40, 11
xaraxolovléw, 70, 4
karedaléw, 33, 6-7
karedelmw, 21, col. 2, 1;
23, 38
katadoyr, 17, 8; 18, s5; 21,
col. 1, 5; 22, 9; 23, 37;
48, 6,49, B 4
xardlvpe, 37, 1
xaralvats, 43, 19
Kkaralvw, 63, 7
Kardpovos, 37, 9
KaTamopedopat, 2, 42
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“RATpWOLs, 31, 157

karaokedavvuue, 67, 23

karaokevalw, 2, 33, 35

KGTGGKEVT;, 43, 13,71, 3

KaraoTdaios, 14, 1

kardaraas, 18, 29; 43, 12;
57,3

katagpovéw, 15, 36

karayéw, 67, 24

Karaypdopa, 15, 22

karaywpilw, 23, 31; 35, 6;
38,5;58,6,8

karépyopat, 2, 49

karéyw, 2, 38; 10, A 7; 14,
22, 67; 60, A 7; 61, 26

KkaTyopéw, 58, 53; 67, 8

karnyopia, 15, 32

KkaTyopos, 43, 17

kamnAdw, 16, 7

karowkéw, 2, 29, 30; 31, 80;
38, 17-19

xaropfow, 26, a 7

xarox1, 7, 45

kélevais, 28, B 3

kedevw, 7, 59; 9, 69; 10, B
13; 14, 71; IS, 35, 65; I6,
11; 21, col. 1, 15; 22, 26;
26, b 25; 31, 132; 43, 25;
66, 6 (7)

Kecﬁd)(atov, 31, 132

ke, 31, 99; 58, 61; 59,
8

kndopar, 31, 78

Kjpwpa, 12, 20 (?); 14, 75;
23, 59

kibapiorijs, 49, 4-5

xwdvvevw, 58, 14

xivdwvos, 18, 7; 20, C 8

kAnpovopia, 22, 16

kAfjpos, 31, 120

kApdw, 31, 107, 112, 129

xkAnpwTds, 31, 87

Koiykrikos, 4, 13; 9, 10;
12, 21; 14, 76, 85

kowov, 76, 1, B 1; 38, 20;
49, 6; 52, 43; 57, 3 (=«.
T@v amo Ths 'Aolas
‘EAMvjvwy) ; 65, 26

Kowds, 15, 20, 22, 23, 41,
42, 46, 49, 62; 16, 45; 37,
7 (émi 76 kowdv); 40, 35;
43, 15 (kaTa Kowov); 59,
1; 65, 8, 12, 19; 67, 34

Kowwvia, 2, 54

Kowds, 52, 5O

Kopériov, 2, 2; 4, 1435, 17

7.38;8,8;9,10; 10, B 2.

12, 21; IS, 45 22 4. oa

60 45 22, 4; 23,

Kol"‘zw: 10, B 1; 18, 64; 26
b2;31, 02533, 14 ’

xompiov, 67, 23

Koopéw, 58, 90; 65, D 36

Kéo;.l.?s', 57, 22; 65, 8, D 40

xouvpi, 26, b 39 (e'v kovplau
*lovia)

Kkpatéw, 18, 40; 26, d 2s;
28, B 17; 60, B 1

Kkpiue, 7, 62; 9, 29; 10, B
11-12; 12, 20

kpivw, 1, A7, B7,Cs; 7,
S1, 59, 63; 9, 29, 32, 57,
63, 65, 67; 10, A5, 8, B
10, I1; 14, 22, 27, 64, 66,
68, 80, 85, 87, 88; 22, 12,
19; 31, 21, 123, 124, 134;
34, 19; 42, 19; 43, 20; 47,
2’8; 54, 15; 58, 56, 57, 70

Kpios, 37, 4; 54, 19; 58, s4;
66, s

Kkpiriipiov, 7, 46; 9, 49; Io,
As; 14, 60, 61; 22, 20
(bis), 21; 31, 1135 37, 55
39, 9; 58, 53, 70

Kkpiriis, 2, 55 (bis); 7, 49, 59,
61; 22, 19; 31, 10§, 123,
125, 130, 134, 142

xrri,u.a, 6,B2

xTijois, 33, 8; 37, 3; 59, 1

kUkdos, 28, B 12; 30, 16

kvptevw, I, A 6, B 6; 2, 21,
24

KkUpeos, 9, 65; 11, 10, 18; 13,
4; 15, 11, 53; 18, 52; 30,
14; 37, 4; 58, s8; 59, 6.
oee also orws

xuplws, 14, 28

Kupdw, 23, 41; 28, B 17; 31,
75

kwAbw, §, 7, 27; 15, 45; 31,
114

xwu, 18, 98, 105; 28, B 14

Aayydvw, 31, 120, 143

Adlpa, 37, 6

AapBavw, 2, ss; 15, 18
(é[A¢]Bocav), 24; 31, 99;
45, 15; 58, 47, 53; 6L, 7;
6s, 12; 70, 10

Aads, 20, G 8



INDEX I

Myw, 4, 4; 23, 28; 33, 15;
43, 6; 45, 14. Aye
(edict): 31, 73

Aendatéw, 60, B 8

Aelmrw, 35, 15

Aerovpyéw, 31, 115

Aeitovpyia, 3I, 104, 114,
136; 49, B 9; 58, 22

AevioAibos, 65, D 63, 65

Aevkds, 52, 49

Aporela, 59, 10

Aifovos, 37, 2

Aibos, 52, 49 (émi A.
Aeviod)

Ay, 1, A6, B6; 2, 18;
18, 98, 105; 20, E 16; 23,
46; 71, 4

Aoyedw, 59, 7

Adyos, 5, 3; 7. 50; 23, sS4
41, 6; 45, 15; 58, 11; 65,
D 46. Adyous moieiv: I,
C3; 2, 6, 17, 27, 32, 36,
46, 565 5, 24; 7, 42, 44,
56, 9, 16, 38; 10, A3, B
5, 9; I1, 5, 11-12; 12, 6;
13, 7; 14, 2, 19-20, 41,
72; 15, 56, 62; 18, 26, 73,
74; 22, §; 23, 19; 24, 12;
26, b 16, c1; 27, 12; 31,
8s; 34, 12 (Adyov =7.)

Aoumrds, 14, 71; 18, 64, 119;
26, c 20; 33, 2; 38, 17, 22;
57, 13

Ados, 65, D 70

Mdios, 1, C 1; 22, 3

paxpds, 31, 95

pdde, 34, 13 (pdhor’ dv)

uéAdov, 28, A 32; 65, 25.
uéMov 14: 20, C §

/,.‘.u.n//‘:;uw, gy a0

Mdprios, 24, 3

paprupéw, 31, 117; 70, 13

pdprus, 31, 95, 139

peyadogpooivy, 18, 83

péyas, 20, C 8; 58, 13; 65,
D 43, 56

péyebos, 65, D 46

pelhov, 31, 108, 109, 112

néMw: (A) els 1o 1élov,
26, b 3s; (B) 16 pélov,
,37' s

pévro, 33, 13-14

pévw, 11, 18; 13, 4; 21, col.
2, 3; 22, 20, 23, SI; 24, B
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2; §7, 12; 65, 28

pepiouds, 37, 6

pépos, 15, 28; 31, 9, 57,
122; 33, 5; 43, 10; 45, 2,
10, 21;70,7,8,9

péoos, 12, 9; 65, C col. II,
D77

wi, 28, B2, 16; 3I,
106, 118, 119, 128, 138,
140, 141; 33, 6, 14; 37, 7;
43, 27; 52, 55, 56; 58, 57
(uijre); 59, 7; 61, 6
(umde ... undé), 11; 6s,
6, 8, 17, 30. pire ...
pijTe: 16, 33, 39; 49, B 10;
59, 6

undels, 14, 15; 31, 81, 112;
35, 15, 17; 38, 17; 57, 29

wiv, 22, 3; 24, 5; 27, 2; 43,
26; 58, 1, 73, 85; 62, 13;
65, D s4, 68, 74, 75, 76,
83; 69, 4, 111

miTp, 51, 19

p.l.xpég, 5,29 ((Bl, é\aoaov =
quominus); 15, 25
(o08[év  &daooov]), s7
(b édaooov); 31, 106
(éAdrTovs). See also
é\agoov

wolbdw, 12, 15; 22, 23, 26;
26, b 25

plobwors:  puobdoews
véuos, 23, 19, 25, 32, 35,
66

utaomémpos, 67, 31

pvipn, 14, 35; 17, 7

,u.é&os‘, 48, 8

pudvov, 31, 130

p.upuis, 58, 67

vavapyos, 58, 76, 81, 88

vabs, 16, 34, 40; 26, d 11

véos, 65, 21, D 50, 79

veds, 16, 48; 19, 4; 20, E 7;
27, 4

VEwTEPLOWDS, 40, 24

vijoos, 14, 16, 26, 56, 64;
26, d 21

vikdw, 9, 49, 56; 14, 38

vixm, 18, 32; 23, 49; 62, 12

NoévBpios, 23, 60

voéw, 52, §7

vouilw, 39, 11; 66, 3

vlupos, 66, 4

vopoypadéw, 43, 19

vouoypdados, 43, 24

vop.oee‘re'w, 31, 91

vépos, 9, 51; 15, 42; 17, 11;
18, 49, 91; 23, 19, 25, 32,
3s, 66; 24, B 7; 28, A 26,
B 8; 31, 95, 103, 117; 43,
9; 52, 14; 55, 12; 58, 21,
31, 43 (= vopwt *Aralinwt
[rei vopwe] *TovAi[wi]),
66; 65, D83 (& 76
KopvyAiwt vépw:) ; 70, 15,
18. katd véuov: 9, 5o,
57, 63, 66; 15, 39, 53; I6,
12; 22, 19; 35, 12; §8, 10

(k. v. Movvdriov kai
Alpidov). See also
xpdopar; onoréprios;
plobwors

vopoduddkiov, 52, 53

vdoos, 31, 96, 114

voopilw, 31, 132

voupnvia, 43, 25; 65, 21, D
50, 74, 75, 79

vois, 52, 55

vikTwp, 67, 33

viv, 14, 48; I5, 45 (Tod
viv); 34, 20; 38, 16; 6o,
A 9; 65, D 47, 72; 67, 37

vi§, 67, 13

voudw, 14, 56, 58, 64

vavar, 1, C 1; 4, 13; 9, 10;
24,3

Eavdids, 65, D 69, 77

éna, Ta: (A) €. Sodvar: 9,
67; 16, 10; 18, 90. (B) &.
amooré\ew: 10, A9, B
12; IS5, 64; 22, 2§

tévos, 22, 2 (orparnyds
el LS S o2,
23

&ydoos, 14, 75; 29, 2

8de, 4, 11; I5, 36

686s, 45, 19

S0ev, 52, 41

olSe, 14, 26, 53; 23, 3; 52,
21.  See also v eldijre

olkeios, 31, 36, 39; 38, 14;
45, 3, 7

ofxew'n-vlg, 31, 116

olkérs, 14, 48; 67, 12, 21,
24

olkéw, 1, B 5; 57,9
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olxle, 2, 25; 3, §; 22, 14;
33, 9; 37, 3, 34; 67, 14,
17, 20, 33

olkodopéw, 14, 71, 81

olkovéunpue, 28, A 20

olkos, 25, 13; 38, 10; 43, 27;
58, 55

ofopat, 6, 6; 65, 25

oirwes, 2, 7, 22, 36, 40

OKTd, 14, 19

oxrwradékaros, 67, 4

'OxraypBpios, 2, 3, 14; 23,
6; 65, 23, D 51, 55

dAiyos, 60, B 3

S)os, 40, 21; 43, 8

Sloayepds, 33, 4

Suvuut, 31, 116, 118, 124

opoiws, 23, 48; 26, d 18; 31,
108, 110, I42; 43, 20.
dpolws Te: 21, col. 1, 17,
25; 28, B 6; 55, 10

Juoloyéw, 28, B 3; 43, 23;
48, 6; 58, 65; 67, 39

Judloyos, 14, 25

‘Opdvora, 27, s Temple of
Concordia

dpopéw, 21, col. 1, 20

Spopos, 45, 10

Spws, 59, §

Svope, 58, 60; 61, 25

Smhov, 16, 39

omolos, 26, ¢ 7

omérav, 64, 8

0'776'r€pos, 7, 53

émov, 15, 60

énmws, 1, A3, B 3; 2,8, 10,
20, 24, 26, 27, 28, 30,
32-33, 34 (bis), 38, 41, 43,
47, 49; 3, 75 5, 25; 7, 46,
47, 55, 58, 60; 9, 24, 25,
<8: 10. Ba: 11. 17. 168
14, 12, 22, 53, 58, 63, 66,
69, 71, 83, 87, 91, 96; 15,
13, 15, 33, 48, 53, $8, 61,
62, 64; 17, 10; 18, 50, 59,
62, 65, 113; 20, G 10; 22,
8, 12, 13, 14, 17, 18, 20,
21, 24, 27, 28; 23, 23, 28;
25, 2; 26, b 25; 28, B 13;
31, 91, 10§, 12I; 33, II;
35, 17; 37, 7; 38, 11, 40,
4, 27; 42, 20; 48, II; 49,
13; 57, 25; 58, 8; 65, 23,
D 52, 64; 70, 15

dpdw, 20, C 6
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Spyt), 67, 22

dpbas, 37, 5; 67, 37

opilw, 14, 67, 80

épov, 7, ss; 10, Bog; 12,
$3; 17, 13 (9)

opiopa, 12, 8 (?)

op[iopdv], 10, B 11

opxilw, 43, 25

Spxov, 16, 43; 26, b 36, ¢ 6;
28, A 26

Sppdw, 22, 13, 14, 15, 21

5pog, 12, 7; 65, 10

5pog, 2, 18; 28, B 14

éoos, 3, 7; 7, 60; 9, 63, 66;
10, A 5; 18, 50; 22, 16,
17; 23, $4; 31, 80, 132;
33, 8, 13; 35, 11; 37, 4;
70, 13

Somep, 21, col. 1, 13; 23, 54;
71, 3

doris, 12, 22; 15, 15; I8,
110; 114, II§; 21, col. 2,
3; 22, 23; 23, 17; 26, d 22;
30, 10

orav, 14, 72; 26, b 23; 38, 11

Sre, 31, 94; 61, 27; 70, 16

or, 16, 9; 26, b 32; 33, 12;
34, 11; 39, 10; 41, 2; 65,
11, D 59

oriodv, 67, 32

ov v ala kel ... , 34,15

ov pdvov ... dA& kai, 26,
b o; 28, A 18-21; 43, 13—~
15; 65, D 38

o?, 2, 25; 22, 20

ovdémore, 14, 33

ovdels, 26, b 32; 33, 12; 35,
6; 36, 8-9; 38, 5-6; 40, 11;
51, 32; 58, 14, 83; 65, 6,
11, D 47

oy, 1. B 4. 7174, 50: 37, 7
43, 11; 49, 13; 58, 78, 92;
68, 26

ovoia, 31, 17

oUTe: ovreE . ..
40, 9; 67, 18

ovtws, 9, 65 (ot"rw Soxel
kUpia elva 8etv) ; 10, A 9,
B g; 13, 1; 14, $8, 66; 18,
112; 22, 30; 23, 35; 26, b
33,d 2 (ofrws ds dv. . .);
48, 5; 51, 39; 58, 21, 71;
65, 15. (A) ovrw kalds:
6, Bo; 9, 26; 14, 79, 96.
(B) ovrws &édofev: 2, 10,

ovre, 39, 11;

21, 30, 35, 40; 5, 31; 4
47, 8; 9, 60; Io, B 10,
13,7, 15, 54,16, 1; 18, 67;
22, 9; 26, 19, cs. (©
obrws kabds & aprg,
(m}'roi'g') TV Snpociwy
TPAYUATWY TiOTed)s re
ijs las dabvnrar: 2, 15
(without olrws  kafds
av abrdi), 39; 6, B g; 7,
505 9, 70-72; 10, A 11,
B13; 12, 15-16, 19-20;
14, 73-74; 15, 63, 65; 16,
8; 18, 120-22; 22, 31; 23,
68-69; 26, b 25-26 (Grws
ws av...), c7 (bore
@ .. ), 19-20; 42, 16.
(D) orws Bokei: 10, A 8

ovxi, 2, 41

dgeidw, 22, 16, 22 (bis), 23;
28, B 16

Sedos, 65, 12

dyvpdw, 17, 13

Sxvpwpua, 28, B 14

Sius, 65, 8

mals, 68, 26

madads, 63, s

wdAw, 6, 9; 26, b 27; 57, 24

ﬂaw;'yvpl.s, 57, 16

Idvnpos, 65, D 70

wavrolev, 23, 44

mapa: (A) dative: 52, s$2;
58, 68; 70, 17. (B) gen-
itive: 1, B 3; 7, 52; 10, B
1;15,33; 18, 65, 117, 123;
22, 17 (bis); 27, 17; 31,
126; 34, 4, 15; 35, 3, 14;
38, 3, 215 39, 3, 7; 40, 32;
49, 6; 56, 4; 58, s52; 64,
15 Ag 20 AR 24 70 o
(C) accusative: 14, 7; 15,
10, 20, 23, 26, 28, 52; 31,
82; 38, 19; 40, 7; 52, 56;
64, 21; 65, 17, D 82.
(D) moap’ éuod: 49, 16.
(E) map’ qudv: 2, 41; 26,
b29. (F) map’ vuiv: 26,
b 28; 43, 6; 49, 9; 58, 6;
67, 29

mapafaivw, 40, 14

mapafBoliov, 66, 8

ﬂupa-yt'vo,u.at, 2, 41; 5, 29;
7, 54, 6279, 22, 48; 14,
13, 32, 49; 16, 52; 22, 7,
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17, 27, 28; 24, 6; 35, 8;
40, 31; 58, 62; 60, A9
mapadidwu, 21, col. 1, 21,
23

mapaityos, 31, 103, 124

mapaitios: (A) mapaitios
ayabod: 15, 47 (maparrioy
T@v peylotwy dyabav);
58, 80 (dyafoi Twos
Vuelv  yelvealar mapai-
Ti0s). (B) ael Twos duiv
dyafod (mapairtios) Oédw
yevéobou: 26, b 4, 35; 35,
9, 13 (& 7. dayabod
mapaitior y.); 38, 22-23
(metpaoopele «. 7. . .
... yiveoBar)

mapakadéw, 28, A 22; 44, 8;
47, 43-44, 46

mapadapfivw, 65, 2

mapadeirw, 58, 83

mopaorelyw, 16, 13

maparaoow, 20, C 3; 30, 7

mapareiyiona, 71, 2 (2)

maparvyydvw, 14, 61
(raperiyooav)

mapayepaoie, 58, 35

mapaxpiipe, 57, 19

mopaywpillw, 43, 20

mapewut, 9, 32; 15, 39; I8,
66; 26, a 11; 31, 75, 106,
125; 43, 11; 58, 17; 67, 9.
See also ypadouévew map-
foav; ouuBovAiov

mapevoxAéw, 35, 17

mapépyopar, 22, 1

mdpeats, 58, 22

mapevpiokw, 65, D 60

mopéyw, 22, 7-8; 43, 17; 58,
15, 83; 63, 6; 65, 26

manipue. A1 117 (mepiob-
woav) ?

moapoyry, 22, 26 (rdmov .
T€); 49, B 12

maoyw, 31, 82; 67, 32; 70,
14

marip, 31, 59

wdrpios, I, A6, B 7; 37, 9;
38, 24

matpis, 16, 54; 22, 8, 12, 14,
15, 18, 21

mavw, 65, D 36

melbapyéw, 15, 14

meilbw, 26, b 33; 34, 16; 41,
2
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mepdopat, 34, 22; 35, 8, 13,
1s; 37, 8; 38, 22; 58, 80

méumros, 29, 2

méumw, 14, 50; 31, 78; 47,
39, 46; 58, 6, 62; 67, 27

mévns, 31, 96

TevTaeTPLKOS, 47, 30

mévre, 2, 12; 9, 70; 10, A 10,
B 2; 24, 3; 31, 122, 124,
141

mépav, 40, 10

mépas, 65, 10

mepl: (A) genitive: I, B2,
3; 2, 6, 17-18, 20, 25, 43,
46, 50, $3; 3, 10; 5, 45 7,
1, 57, 59; 9, 19 (bis), 48;
10, B 6, 9; 12, 20, 22; 14,
4, 5, 16, 33, 34, 47; 15, 61;
18, 64; 21, col. 1, 20, 22,
col. 2, 1; 22, 21, 26; 23, 4,
64; 26, a 6, b 36; 33, 13
(. mAeloTov); 34, 6; 37,
3, 4; 38, 15, 17; 39, 9; 40,
18; 42, 7; 43, S5; 44, 12;
55, 2; 57, 11, 12, 16, 27,
33; 58, 13, 16, 57, 63, 69;
60, A 7, B7; 67, 10; 68,
25; 69, 10; 70, 8. (B)
accusative: 9, 27; 23,
31; 31, 4; 49, 6; 57, 16;
69, 11. (C) mepi dv: 2,
s, 17, 27, 31, 36, 46, s3,
$6; 5, 23; 7, 40, 42, SS;
9, 14; 10, A1, B 4, 7; 11,
s; 12, 6; 14, 8; 15, 29, 34,
36, 56, 62; 18, 73; 22, §;
23, 16, 22, 24, 63; 26, c 1,
17; 27, 11; 31, 84 (= mép
dv where one expects
m. dv), 85, 131; 34, 11; 39,
<t 41. JO: &4. 4: §§. J7:
58, 78, 93. (D) mepi ob:
14, 64. (E) mepl 7s: 7,
44; 23, 32. (F) mepi
ToUTOV TOD MpdypaTos: 2,
9-10, 21, 38, 42, SI, 54,
57; 3, 6; 5, 30-31; 6, B 7;
7, 46, 57, 61,9, 24, 30, 43,
54, 59; 10, B 10; II, 12;
12, 2, 11, 14 (pl.); 13, 7;
14, 55, 71; 15, $3-54; I6,
1; 18, 67; 22, 9, 20; 23,
$1;25,3;26,b 19, ¢35, 21,
25; 31, 54; 48, 9; 54, S.
(G) mepi Tovrwy or mepi

Todrov: 5, 11; 31, 130;
39, 10 (m. 1. &8ofev).
(H) mepi Tod + infinitive:
2, 56. See also Stadéyw

meplapBavw, 40, 16

mepovoia, 59, 3

mepurinTw, 20, C8; 21,
col. 1, 10; 51, 4

mepLoods, 14, 19; 65, 24

mepiaracs, 71, 6 (?)

Iepireos, 65, D 69, 73

m™KTS, 45, 18

mukpds, 20, C 7

mivaf, 22, 25 (mvaixa)
xoAkody didias)

mmpdokw, 22, 14

mloris, 18, 5, 45; 20, E7
(Temple of Ilioris); 27,
19; 30, 15; 35, 9, I5; 47,
42; 58, 15, 83, 89. See
also obrws kabws &v.

maros, 22, 7, 11

mAeioros, 65, 25

mAeovdkis, 24, B9

whiv, 31, 39; 40, 19

mAnpdw, 65, D 34

moiov, 22, 7

mvebpe, 20, C 3

mot, 67, 30

moéw, 2, 40; 7, 57; 9, 67;
10, B 11; 14, 7, 35; 15, 20,
32, 37, 42, 45, 51 (bis), 58,
61; 16, 11; 18, 4, 32, 62,
93; 20, E 8; 22, 25; 26, b
18, 21, 34, d 6; 31, 13, 36,
47, 80, 120, 138; 33, 3, 13;
35, 9; 40, 24; 43, 13; 46,
s 48, 4, 10; 52, 53; 58,
61, 64, 81, 92; 64, 12; 67,
37. See also Adyovs
TOLELY

”11'0/\6',u.tos, 16, 30, 35; 20, C

3,7;26,d3,7;60,B1, 5
moAepos, 2, 48-49; 14, 7, 12,
13, 21, 57, 65 (bis); 16, 29,
33, 39, 42; 18, 6, 47, 5I1;
20, G g; 21, col. 1, 9; 22,
7; 26, d 6, 12; 30, 8; 40,
27; 41, 3; 58, 82, 88, 90;
65, D 36; 71, 6
moMopkéw, 6, B 1
moMopkie, 20, C 6; 67, 15
méAs, 1, B 2, 55 2, 23, 31,
40,59;3,4;6,B1;14,7;
18, 30, s4; 20, E 15, F2,
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G2; 22, 2 (orparyyos
kare woAw), 19, 22, 26;
23, 46; 26,2 10, b 4,9, 31;
28, A 16, B 10, 13; 29, 3
(rapias ket woAw); 30,
2; 31, 108, 109, II12; 32,
14; 33, 2, 10; 34, 6, I9;
35, 11; 37, 10, B1; 40,
16, 28; 52, 47, 52; 58, 48,
5o, 81; 59, 2, 3, 9, I1; 60,
B 2, 4; 61, 3, 4, 10; 65,
14, D 51, 53, 61, 65; 69,
9; 70, 20

moMrele, 18, 104, 107; 25,
9; 28, B 8; 43, 10, 19; 49,
B 5; 58, 10, 20, 51, 63, 91,
65, 21; 78, 6 (?)

molirevua, 14, 84

moMrevw, 1, B 6; 35, 12

moAiTys, 28, A 43, B 13; 37,
1; 48, 2; 58, 21; 60, B 3;
61, 24. moAimys ‘Pwpa-
tos: §8, 28, 29

molUs, 5, 3; 20, C 8; 26, a 8;
31, 113, 119, 140, I4I,
144; 33, 13; 34, 12, 16; 58,
13, 88; 60, B2; 63, 7.
See also kiv8uvos

movnpds: 86Aw movnpd, 16,
40; 58, 65

mopevopar, II, 7, 17; 18,
61

ITopkia, 14, 77

mopdipa, 57, 18

more, 2, 25; 3, 7; 14, 7; 18,
110; 22, 23; 33, 8

moUs, 23, 44

wpdype, 2, 7, 95 9, 25; 11,
6; 14, 75; 18, 46, 120; 21,
col. 1, 26, col. 2, 2; 22, 12,
is, 20; 23,23, $8; 26, C 4;
28, A 17, B 7, 15; 31, 123;
38, 12; 58, sI, 54, 63.
See also wepi TovTOV TOU
Tpdyparos; Snudoia
wpdypare; ovrws kalbws
av.

wpdfis, 14, 22, 64

wpdos, 61, 26

mpdoow, 15, 42; 20, E 115
22, 8, 16; 31, 98; 40, 22;
43, 18

mpeofeia, 9, 70; 10, A 10;
B 2; 14, 8, 33, 58, 66, 70,
72; 51, 6

381

wpéofes, oi, 35, 3; 36, s;
67, s5; 68, 23; 70, 2; 74, 2
mpeoPevral, of 8éxa, 9, 52;
10, B 6; 13, 10; 25, IS
mpeaPevris, I, B 1-2; 4, 5;
7, 36, 40, 42, 56 (bis); 9,
16, 38; 10, B 4; 14, 1, 18,
50, 55, 81, 913 IS, 29, 52,
54; 16, 52, 54; 18, 17, 65,
67, 70, 73, 77 20, A 3;
D 8, E 2; 21, col. 1, 2, 13,
col. 2, 2; 22, 28; 23, 18;
26, a5, b1g; 28, A 14,
32, 6; 34, 19; 38, 8, 13,
21; 47, 46-47; 49, 6; 52,
59; 55, 10; 56, 3; 58, 61,
62; 60, A 10. mpeoPevral
amogralévres  (aut
similia): 10, A2, Bi;
15, 29-30 (= é¢[amoora-

Aévres]), 34 (dm[oor-
e]Aav|rT]wy Auav mpe-
oBe[vres ...]); 16, s2

(6 amosradeis w.); 22,
27, 28; 34, 5; 38, 35 39, 3;
40, 17; 58, 76 (of me-
ppbévres m.)

mpeafevw, 14, 34; 15, 23;
18, 13; 24, 6; 34, 6; 37, 8;
49, 11

mpeafirepos, 56, 3; 68, 26

mplv, 31, 123 (mpiv &)

mpd: (A) mpo nuépas: 14,
67; 8o, 87. (B) mpo
eldav: 23, 5; 32, 5; 62, 14;
69, s. (C) mpo éwéa
Kadavdov ’OxrwBpiwy:
65, 23, Ds1, ss. (D)
mpo  éwéa Kadavdov
DeBpovapiwv: 65, 74.
(E) mpo uepdv: 1, C1;
2,2;4,12;8,7;9,9; 10,
B 2; 14, 76; 19, 3; 20, A
4; 22, 4; 23, 60; 24, A 3;
26, c29; 27, 4; 29, 3.
(F) mpo Tof 7: 2, 22; 14,
57, 65

mpodyw, 43, 25; 67, 22

mpoaywy], 58, 64

mpoatpéopat, 16, 56; 22, 20,
27

mpoaipeats, 18, 46; 33, 4;
43, 16; 58, 15

mpoapéw, 57, 29

-n'poy[vop.at, 34,9

mpoyovikds, 14, 28
mpoyovos, 14, 16; 18, 3; 26,
b 2s; 31, 90
mpdypappe, 31, 79
Tpoypddw, 57, 28; 58, 28,
60, 65, 70
mpodaveiouds, 59, 11
mpoeidov, 59, 10
mpoépyopar, 70, 16
mponyopéw, 31, 138
mpdbeats, 70, 4
ﬂpoeeo;u.'a, 22, 15
mpobupia, 34, 8 (uera
mdons m.); 58, 84
mwpdbupos, 18, 82; 58, 92
mwpoinue, 14, 34
mpoilornue, 31, 139; 33, S;
40, 23; 44, 4
mpokepar, 16, 12
mpdkpipe, 26, € 6 (2); 58, 61
mpodapfdvw, 65, D 37
mpovoéw, 63, 9; 65, D 64;
67, 38
mpdvoie, 35, 9; 65, D 32
mpovoplia, 25, 5; 51, 36
mpds: (A) dative: 14, 20; I6,
49. (B) accusative: 2,
23, 41, 42, 54; 5, 105 7,
56, 62 (bis); 10, B 1, 6, 9;
14, 23, 50, 54 (bis), 59;
15, 37, 62; 16, 45, 58
(mori); 18, 11, 12, 13, 37,
s1, 94, 107; 21, col. 1, 21,
col. 2, 2; 22, 27, 30; 23,
32; 26, b 12, 27; 28, B 14;
31, 88, 101; 34, S, 13, I8,
24; 35, 7, 16; 38, 9, 10, 15,
20; 43, 14; 45, 2, 10; 48,
3; 49, B 1; 52, 43, 46; 55,
13: 57. 10; SR T4 cc, €1,
78, 91, 93; 63, 8; 64, 18;
67, 18, 31; 70, 2, 19
mpocayopevw, 14, 1I; 23,
17. See also awijp
mpoodyw, 2, 23; 31, 102
mpooavapépw, 23, 30; 58, 57
mpoafolij, 67, 19
mpoayivopat, 65, 20
mpoaépyopar, 3, 2; 15, 62;
55, 11; 6I, 25. wpo-
aiAfooav: 4, 7-8; 14, 91
mpooéxw, 2, 44; 9, 25; 38,
8

mpoonkivTws, 18, 100
'n'po(rrikw, 31, 82, 116; 39, 7
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mpoonAdw, 20, E6; 26, b
19, 23

mpoakpivw, 7, 55

mpoodauBdvw, 15, 40; 65,
24

mpoopepilw, 28, Bs; 30,
11, 13

mpdoodos, 2, 18, 20; 12, IS;
15, 22; 18, 106; 20, E 13,
F 1; 21, col. 1, 16; 22, 23;
23, 21, 23, 47; 26, b 31;
28, B 14; 31, 105; 59, 6

mpooopilw, 18, 97, 105, 108;
23, 22, 56

‘rrpoa‘rre'p.ﬂw, 60, A 8

mpooTdoow, 65, 28, 29; 67,
11, 21

‘rrpoafrfﬁ'q‘u.v., 16, 45, 46; 23,
44

mpoodépw, 16, 56

‘ITPO’UQJ‘ITOV : xa‘r& ﬂpéow-
mov, 7, 42, 44, $6; 10, B
6, 9; 18, 68

ﬂpo"repov, 1, Cs; 5,9, 32;
13, 3; 14, 8, 17, 48; 15,
60 (70 mpdrepov); 18, 91;
23, 17; 26, b 18, 21, 27;
38, 8; 43, 27; 57, 5, 60,
As; 65,2

ﬂpérepo;, 16, 42; 26, d 12.
mporépar: 2, 14 (Roman
date)

1rponp.fa, 34, 17

mpoTpémw, 47, 32

mpoTUTw, 65, 1§

mpovTdpyw, 57, 11

mpodaivw, 58, 69

mpoyepilw, 34, 6

‘rrpoxwpe'(.u, 14, 4

mpoymilopa, 65, D 54

mwpuTavts, 16, SI; 55, §; 01,
22

wpaTos, 18, 6; 23, 58; 29,
3; 65, D 54

wraiw, 60, B 1

wds, 52, 41; 67, 28

pgov, 31, 91

‘Pwpainds, 65, Ccol. II,
D s3

p'afnwu‘u.l.: 'E'ppwoee, 34, 24;
35, 17; 52, 6o; 58, 8, 84,
93; 67, 39; 68, 27; 76, 6.
See also €l éppwabe; b av
ngl.

382

Eapmnei'ov, 74,5, 6

ZeBaords, 2, b 37, c2; 31,
72, 86; 5, 16, 28, D 34,
48, 52, 59, 64; 67, 2; 72,
9

oéBopat, 38, 24

ZemrévBpuos, 27, 4; 32, 5

anoréprios: dmo onoTeEpTIWY
véuwv, 9, 69; 10, A I0,
B 13; 58, 66

a;‘ro,u.e‘rpt'cz, 31, 114 (e"m,u.e-
MT)s oeroperpias)

oitos, 2, 53

omovdd], 15, 45

omoudi), 16, 56; 38, 5; 52,
19; 58, 84; 65, D 32

aredaveirns, 57, 9

aredovndopos, 27, 1; 69, 2

orédavos, 2, 32, 33, 34; 15,
44, 49; 18, 123; 58, 79;
65, D 43, 56

oredpavow, 65, D 59

orijAy, 37, 2; 58, §; 65, 29,
D 63, 65, 67

arixos: éktos Toid oriyov,
18, 66

oroxélop.m, 33, 16; 34,
13-14; 37, 7

agrouxéw, 65, D 52

arparev.'a, 49, B 10

orpdrevpa. See Uyiaivw

orparyyéw, 9, 1

aTparyykds, 31, 108

orparnyds (Greek magi-
strate), 5, I; 9, 6; 47,
52-53; 69, 9

arparyyds ( = praetor), I,
Cr1; 2, 1, 11, 39, 41, SI;
4, 3.5, 16; 7, 49, 58, 61;
9, 8-9, 68; 11, 3, 7, II;
T4, 10 (0. Kuil Offoi};
14, 22; 15, 32, 33, 34, 37,
s9; 16, 16-17 ([oTpa-
Tyos Ka‘r&] moAw) ; 22,
2 (orparnyoi kara méAw
kal éml 7@ Edvwr); 34, 2;
38, 11; 43, 26 (émi 1.
févwv 0.). (A) orpa-
yds ‘Pwpaiwv: 1, B 1;
8,2. (B) arparyyds bma-
Tos: 10, B 2; 14, 60, 62,
70; 33, 1; 35, 1; 36, 1; 38,
1; 44, 10

oTparidTys, 18, 80

orparomedov, 2, 23; 48, 7

orvdomapaards, 52, 48

ovyyévewa, 31, 116

ovyyeris, 53, 8

ov‘yxara‘rfe'qy.:., 47, 45

ovykatadAéyw, 60, B 4

ovykAnTiKds, 31, 110

ovykAyros (Senatus Roman-
us), 1, B4; 2, 1, 11; 4,
8-9, 10; 6, B6; 7, 34; 7,
37 (bis); 8, 55 9, 5, 39; Io,
B 1; 12, 12; 14, 3, 10, 20
(bis), 31, so, s1, 73, 92
(bis), 96; 15, 10, 16, 17,
23, 27, 31, 46; 18, 30, 61,
68, 130; 20, D 6, E 9; 21,
col. 1, 4, 14, 16, 18; 22,
11, 12, 27, 30; 23, 17, 30,
41, 54, $6; 26, b 18, 22,
c3; 28, B6; 31, 81, 87,
101, 102, 104, 106, 1IS,
118; 34, 3; 38, 2, 7, 18;
39, 2, 5, 6; 42, 17; 48, 6,
12; 49, B 6; 58, 61; 70, 14.
ovyxMijtov 8dypa: 4, 11;
5, 36; 7, 46, 9, 53; II, 2;
13, 5; 14, 8, 27, 77, 83,
8s, 93; IS5, 12, 13, 20, 26,
36, 60; 16, 22; 18, 17; 20,
J 25 22, 8, 22; 23, 3, 34,
36, 41, 52, 59; 26, b 36,
38, c17; 31, 74, 83, 98,
129, 142; 42, 19; 49, 12,
16; 70, 11. See also qup-
BovAevopar T4 ovykMirew

ovyxpnuerilw, 65, D 53

ovyyvots, 43, 8

gvyywpéw, 17, 10; 18, 97;
20, E 15; 21, col. 1, 17;
23, 21, 27 (bis), 6, 57; 26,
b 18, 22, 32; 28, B 5; 30,
s 305 <%y 4dy 35 49y 7
8; 57, 18, 19

ovlevyvup, 25, 8; 58, 16

ovuBalvw, 40, 25; 65, 13

avuBros, 20, C 3

ovuBolov, 14, 36

ovpPovievw, 23, s8. ouu-
BovAevopar T ovyrirw:
1,C1-2;2,2;9,9;10, B
2; 11, 4; 18, 19; 19, 2-3;
22, 3

aqupBovliov (= consilium),
25, 4; 42, 9; 48, 6. (A)
pera ovpPouvliov: 12, 21;
14, 75; 17, 9; 18, 96; 43,
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11. (B) dmé aupPBov-
Alov yvaduns: 12, 48; 14,
78, 97: 23, 29, 39, 43,
55=56; 49, B 2-3; 51, 38.
(C) & ovpBovdiw map-
foav: 12, 23; 23, 6, §7.

(D) éx  ouvpBovAiov
yvduns: 31, 87. (E) émi
To0 cuvBovAiov: 48, 4

(= “access to ...")
ovppayie, 16, 21, $8; I8,
45; 24, B 5; 40, 18. See
also xdpis dulia ovppa-
Xl Te avavedw; ydAkwpe
avppayos, 14, 11; 21, col.
2, 5; 23, 17; 28, Bg; 31,
77, 89, 91, 97. See also
pidos ovppaxds Te
ovpmolepéw, 18, 84
oupmopevopat, 15, 21; 47,
39
guumpdoow, 43, 21
qupdaris, 34, 16
ovudépw, 2, 32; 47, 57; 58,
84
aquppopd, 20, C 8; 40, 26
ovpdwrvéw, 71, 5
cnffuﬁwvos, 15, 17, 58, 60
ovudwvws, 18, 27
avv, 65, D 45; 67, 24
owdyw, 15, 26; 31, 100
ovvavtdw, 14, 28; 34, 14
owvdpyw, 26, C 2
owavédvw, 26, b 10
owédpiov, 43, 2
avvedpos, 43, 4, §
ovvewodépw, 28, B 16
ovvemayw, 67, 16
owveravfw, 34, 23
a'uveﬂtypa'lﬁw, 31, 75-76
auéayonan, 1S, 20 -
ovvevdoxéw, 9, 31
ovvexds, 67, 14
ourpyopéw, 31, 103
ounpyopos, 31, 102
ouwjdopar, 14, 3; 28, A 41
owrjfea, 65, C col. II; 70,
9
owbixy, 15, 17, 19, 27, SI;
16, 43, 45, 47 (bis), 48
aquvioTnue, 58, 54, 91
ovvodos, 15, 20, 26, 32, 33,
37, 38, 39, 41, 42, 45, 47,
49, 53, 61 (bis); 57, 8, 11,
23
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ovvoida, 63, 6; 68, 25

ouvdpvup, 20, C 2

ouvopdw, 60, B 10

ouwvreléw, 15, 30, 49; 23, 48,
49; 38, 7,43, 5

ouvtpéw, 15, 48;
80; 52, 40; 58, 80

ouvrinue, 14, 39

ouvTuyyavw, 26, as; 52,
39; 68, 24

ovornua, 63, 4

ovaTparebw, 58, 12, 81, 88,
90

odddpa, 67, 30

axedov, 65, 3

oxfpe, 65, 7

oyoddlw, 21, col. 1, 21, 23,
25

owlw, 67, 27

odpa, 6, B2

owrnpia, 20, C 6; 58, 16;
65, D 49

18, 36,

Tayol, 33, 2

Tadaurwpie, 21, col. 1, 10

TaAavTov, 15, 38

Taplas (= quaestor), 9, 68;
10, B 13; 15, 65; 16, I10;
22, 26 (7. 1OV kaTd
moAw); 26, b2s; 29, 3
(rem]@v xare wAw)

TOULEVTLKOS, 29, 2

Tafis, 2, 42; 31, 127; 48, 10;
65, 15, D 82

Tapdoow, 47, 35

Tapaxr, 40, 21; 43, 13

Tdoow, 16, 33, 39; 31, 113;
52, 39-40

Tayvs, 31, 101 (ds TdyioTa)

reylw, 2, 29, 30, 31; 3, 11

refvoc, 48 R -

rékvov, 20, C 2; 22, 12, 16,
17, 18 (bis), 27; 44, 7; 58,
19, 24, 28, 37, 60

Té)etos, 65, D 33

Tedelwots, 68, 26

Televry, 11, 8

TeNéw, 14, 67; 18, 106, 109;
23, 23

Tedéws, 33, 12

rélos, 18, 108; 22,
s1; 58, 51559, 7

Téuevos, 23, 20, 26, 37, 40;
28, B 10, 12; 65, D 64

Téooapes, 1, C 1; 31, 108

19; 23,

Teooepeoxaudéxaros, 23, 59

Téraprov, 58, 2, 74, 85

Texvirns, 15, 18, 23, 38, 40,
43 50, 53 57 (bis), 58, 59-
ol mepl 1oy Aubvvoov
TeXviTou: 15, 29; 44, 11;
49, 6-7 -

™péw, 18, 5; 70,.5

i, 17547, 293 65,
D3, 6

'np,aw, 18 58 33
25; 65, 24

ﬂy.-q,zﬁ a6; 28, A4o B3,
49, B 4; s1, 25; 58, 79;
60,B 11, 65, 16, 28, D43,
48, 57.

ﬂy.v;rrls, 25, 10, 12 -

‘n./,ua ‘ra, 34, 22; 57, 13 53
30; 74, 7. Scc also
owmpew

ﬂ/.l.wpta, 38, 13

7, 15, 56

Towoiros, 28, A 43; 31, 93,,'
EU 58, o1 .

Témos, 22, 26 (7. ‘rrazpo)mv
T€); 25, 13; 26, b 24; 28,
B 13; 31, 128; 45, 3; 49,
9; SI, 22; 52, 47; 58, 80;
61,3, 5. €& 7. dnpooiy:
16, 13

Tdoos, 67, 28

Tooobros, 18, 108; 31, 132;
65, 17

T0T€, 14, 87; 31, 111, 125

Tpeis, 4, 13; 9, 55; 15, 28;
26, ¢ 9; 3I, 110, II6,
119; 67, 13. (A) Tpdv
&vSpd)v TS T@V Snp.omfwv
mpaypdrwy  Swarafews:
28, A3-s, B4 (B) rpqu
2 :r—w-w apy i o
&mo KATAOTAOEWS : 57, 2;
58,9

Tpiudkovra, 14, 84; 31, 134

TpLaxdaoo, 14, 86

TpLakooiooTds, 14, 88

Tpls, 67, 33

Tpiros, 9, 55; 26, b 7; 27, 3;
58, 3, 74; 60, A 2; 67, 16

Tpdmos, 14, 56, 64; 21, col.
1, 13, 18; 31, 120; 65, 18;
67, 15

TUyxdvw, 14, 77; 18, 64,
120; 31, 127; 35, 8; 38,
13; 40, 13; 67, 20

.,‘_4, 58,
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Toufn, 12, 51 (3)

TUmos, 70, 17

ﬂfx‘r’: &‘yaoﬁ ﬂfx:r], 44, 9;
46, 1; 49, 1; 55, 1; 60,
A 8; 65, D49

UBps, 67, 15, 33

tyalvw: (A) kayd pera
Tod oTpareluaros Uyiai-
vov: 26,2 2, b 8. (B) kel
avros kTA.: 58, 75, 87; 60,
A's. (C) dyiawvov 8¢ Kai
abros pera 7. 0.: 28, A
11-12; 58, 4

vdpla, 2, 50

Upérepos, 14, 52, 54, 83, 91;
18, 17; 20, A 3; 2I, col. 1,
3, S, 24, 26, 27; 28, A 13;
33, 10; 35, 12; 48, 2; 55,
10; 56, 3; 61, 24

Smdyw, 59, 11

draxodw, 70, 18

Smalayr, 59, 12

dmapyovra, Ta, 2, 25; 22,
13, 14; 38, 14; 58, 20

vmdpxw, 15, 19; 18, 95; 23,
45, 34, 10; 37, 1, 9; 40,

. 32; 4?. 14; 55, 14; 70, 2

vrarikos, 31, 107

Umatos (= consul), 2, 43;
9, 52, 64; 10, B 13; 12, 9,
17; 14, 11, 23, 86, 89; I5,
62, 64; 16, 6, 10, IS; 20,
Es; 22, 1, 3, 5, 24, 28;
23, 2, 4, 53, 64; 24, A 1;
26, b 37, c6, 22, 27; 27,
4, 12; 29, 1; 31, 75, 85,
138; 58, 2, 73, 85; 6o, A
2; 61, 2; 67, 3; 69, 6; 70,
13, 19 ’

Ymevavrios, 2, 36; 5, 35; 15,
42; 16, 30, 35; 21, col. 2,
8,43, 9

dmevavriws, 58, s8

dmefarpéw, 12, 8; 23, 20,
25, 33, 35, 66

Ymép: genitive: 5, 6; I0,
B 1; 11, 10; 14, 13, 37;
15, 10, 52; I6, 54; I8, 8,
32, 83, 119; 20, c4; 2I,
col. 1, s, 26; 22, 8; 23, 23,
24, 48; 31, 84, 92, 99, 102,
115, 134; 38, 7, 8; 43, 6;
54, 16; 55, I1, 13, 14; 58,
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83, 84; 59, 1; 65, D 57;
70, 6, 13
dmepaomilw, 18, 82
‘YmepBeperaios, 65, D 71
vmeprifnpe, 64, 16
dmepwvéopon, 66, 8
!;11'1;)(005‘, 21, col. 1, 15, 18,
col. 2,7
vmd: (A) genitive: 67, 22.
(B) accusative: 16, 38.
(C) agent: 5, 13; 7, 60; 9,
$; 11, 8; 14, 6 (bis), 15, 24,
25, 30, 42, 70; 15, 33; 20,
E 12; 22, 8; 23, 17; 26, b
18, 22; 33, 16; 34, 6; 36,
8; 46, 4; 49, 10; 58, 76;
61, 26; 65, 26, 28, D 47;
68, 27; 70, 5, 14
bmoypddw, 28, A 47; 49,
15; 58, 5; 69, 13
Ymodeixvuue, 60, B 7; 61, 25
Ymodoy), 58, 34
dmdbeats, 55, 15
mokepat, 59, 7
dmodaufdavw, 65, S, 9
Smodelmw, 31, 122
dmopévw, 58, 17
dméwmue, 23, 31; 70, 10
Ymopont), 58, 14
t'movoaﬂfw, 59, 2
Smromimrw, 67, 26
dmordoow, 31, 79, 81. See
also avriypddw
UoTepov, 2, 52; 70, 7
ddioTnue, 54, 14

¢paivopar, 7, 60; 10, A9g;
33, 15; 43, 12, 24; 54, II.
éwv abrois (adrd) dai-
vmrau: 15, 17-18; I8, 104;
20, L Y, 22, B8, 44, 29, av,
b24, c6, 22. See also
otrws kabws Gv adTde éx
T@v Snpooiwy k.

$avepds, 33, 3

PeBpodpios, 10, B 3; 65, D

74

deldopau, 58, 14

$épw, 2, 51; 5, 4, 12; 65,
D 34; 70, 6

devyw, 51, 7; 67, 29

énui, 7, 53

$bopd, 43, 7; 65, 8

diddvbpwmos, 2, 59. Pidd-
vBpwma: 26, b 22, 29; 28,

A 46, B 3; 30, 10; 34, 22;
35, 14; 49, 11, B 3; 57,
14, 28; 58, 30, 66, 90.
See also ouvrnpéw

dlavbpdmws, 26, a 10.
ddavlpdmws  amoxpivo-
pat: 6, Bs; 9, 61; 10,
A 6; 15, 54; 16, 5; 18, 35,
68-69

didapyvpéw, 33, 12

dXle, 2, 7, 22; 9, 21, 47;
18, 78; 20, C 5; 21, col. 2,
3; 22, 20, 25; 23, SI; 24,
Bs;26,b3,11;28,B14;
47, 28; 70, 16. See also
xdpts Pdle ovppayle Te
avovedw

pthodoéia, 33, 13

¢L)to'1'ra‘rpl.s, 58, 79

¢idos, 6, 2; 22, 24; 28, B g;
49, 5: 57, 7, 20-21; 67, 11.
$idos avppaxds Te: 7, 41,
44; 9, 18, 41; 10, B §; 12,
4; 58, 77.  See also dip

Pudoriuéopar, 68, 26

dudoripia, 14, 5; 16, 56; 26,
a8; 35 7; 36, 9; 38, s;
65, D 33

Pidodpdvws, 34, 9; 39, 7

dovevw, 60, B 3

dopodoyéw, 59, 3

dpovrilw, 14, 83; 15, 48;
16, 7; 18, 62, 63, 111, 118;
21, col. 1, 26, col. 2, 6; 22,
25; 26, c 19; 28, A 15; 31,
120; 37, 9; 38, 11, 12; 49,
13; 52, 49; 58, 72; 61, 10

¢povris, 31, 80

puyds, 2, 28

pryodikéw, 66, 9

QUAUKI], &3, 41, 25, 3T5 45

dvAdoow, 12, 8; 22, 23; 26,
d2; 63, 5; 70, 6

Puld], 58, 24 (= tribus)

¢vas, 21, col. 1, 2; 65, 6

Pwri, 14, 33-34

xeipew: (A) epistolatory
greeting (general): 4, 3;
5, 2; 7, 36; 8, 3; 63, 3;
of. 33, 2; 57, 4. (B)
xeipew Aéyes: 20, A 2; 21,
col. 1, 1, col. 2, 4; 61, 23.
(C) xaipev omitted in
greeting: 69, II2. (D)
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Tt BovAije Tl Td Srjpwe
xalpew: 34, 4; 35, 2; 36,
3; 47, 27. (E) (rois)
dpyovor (kai 7) PovAj
(ki 7)) Spw yaipew:
4, 4; 14, 90; 18, 2, 16;
21, col. 1, 2, col. 2, 4; 23,
2; 26, b 8; 28, A 7-8; 38,
2; 43, 4; 46, 2-3; 48, 1;
49, 3; 55, 4; 56, 2; 58, 4;
60, A 3; 64, 14; 66, 2; 67,
5; 68, 23

XeAends, 67, 31

xaAxods, 22, 25; 26, b 18,
23; 57, 26-27

XSAkwpe: ydAkwpa oup-
paylas, 16, 6

Xxapdoow, 65, 29

xepilopat, 57, 23

Xdpw: genitive, 22, 13, 14,
15

xdpis, 33, 3; 35, 15; 48, 11;
49,B 6;60,B 11. ydpira
dihiay ovppayiovre dve-
vedw: 9, 19, 42, 60; 12, 4;
15, 9, 55-56; 18, 69; 20,
D 2; 21, col. 1, 12; 26, b
16, 20

Xelp, 47, 44

Xeipioros, 43, 12; 58, 33

xiAeoi, 23, 45
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xopifytov, 26, b 24

xpdopat, 18, 35; 20, C7;
21, col. 1, 17; 26, b 33;
28, B2, 17. (A) vép.ots'
Ews Tavdy xp@dvTan: 9, SI.
(B) vduois xpdopar: 18,
49-50, 91-92; 70, 15

xpeie, 20, C 4; 58, 49, 51

Xp€os, 59, 11

xpe[wromic], 43, 14

Xpiuna, 15, 19, 22, 43, 49,
62; 16, 24, 39; 22, 22; 31,
90, 92, 98, 121, 12§, I32;
58, 67; 61, 10; 66, 5

xpoparilw, 67, 18

XPnpaTioTipiov, 52, 54

xprjoipos, 65, 6

XPMOuSs, o, 15, 27

Xxpnords, 58, 18

Xpovos, 14, 36; 15, 47; 20,
E 6; 26, a 11; 52, sI; 58,
82; 65, D 49, 81; 70, 11

xpvaiov, 2, 32

xpa, 1, A 6, B 5; 2, 17, 25;
7, 45 (bis), 51, 52, 555 9,
21, 22, 33, 44, 47, 49; 10,
A 4,7, B6, 9; 12, 20, 22;
14, 19, 26, 71, 94, 95; 16,
36; 18, 105; 21, col. 1, 20,
22; 23, 20, 23, 25, 27, 28,
31, 44, 45, 46, 64, 66; 24,

B 4; 26, b 31; 34, 19-30;
35, 17; 45, 4; 58, 48, so0;
60, B 8

xwpiov, 9, 205 17, 12; 18,
53, 98,20, E15,F2, G 2;
28,B14;37,B1

xwpls, 30, 6; 31, 99

Ppevdopar, 31, 50
yméiloper, 15, 56; 65, D 41,
56

Pidiopa, 14, 53; 16, 53; 18,
93; 34, 7; 35, 5, 6; 36, 6;
56, 4; 64, 15; 65, 26, 29,
D 62, 67, 81, 67, 7; 68, 25

Jiidos, 39, 9; 58, 25

duxi, 30, 4

WpdTys, 60, B s

ds, 14, 25; 26, c 23, d 24;
45, 4, 10, 21; 57, 32; 58,
92; 65, D 84; 67, 22.
s + superlative: 31, 101;
67, 18

doavrws, 2, 17, 27, 31, 35—
36, 46, 50, 53, 5653, 9; 7,
553 23, 45, 65; 65, D 60

damep, 65, D 35

ware, 16, 32; 26, d 9; 31,
106, 117; 60, B g

(1')¢€'M/.Los, 65, 4
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bisisiaiaisiaisisisisiaiaisinininiiainisiniiiiIHIIHS IS IS IS ISR SR Ao

ab, 61, 14, 17

adire, 61, 13

aequom, 22, 16

alter, 22, 7

a(lter) a(mbove), 22, 12, 14
annus, 65, B §

appellare, 65, B 3

apud, 22, 8

Asia, 65, B 4

bonam, 22, 2

Caesar, 65, B 3, 16, 17
censere, 22, 16 (bis)
certare, 22, 8

civis vester, 61, 14
civitas, 62, 8; 65, B 4
clarus, 65, B 3

cohors, 62, 1
communiter, 65, B 4
contradeicere, 61, 20
cum, 61, 15; 65, B2, 3
curarent, 22, 12

dleberent, 22, 11

de eis rebus, 22, 9

de integro, 22, 10
demonstrare, 61, 13

deus, 61, s, 18

dies, 22, 55 65,B 2, 3,8,9
difficilis, 65, B 7
discipleina, 62, 3

I
wvinied, Oy, L 4

ego volo vos curare, 61, 17
ex, 62, 8

exigere, 22, 6

ex s(enatus) c(onsulto), 22, 10

Sacere, 22, 13

fanum, 61, 13, 16, 18
Sfelix, 65, B 2, 3

fiat, 22, 9, 10
fidel[em, 22, 2

fieri, 22, 16

finis, 65, B 2
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formula, 22, 12 (eos in amei-
corum formulam re[fe]run-
dos), 13 (ex formula)

Sfortem, 22, 2

Jortuito, 65, B 5

fungor, 62, 7

Graeci, 65, B 3, 15
gratus, 65, B 7

habere, 61, 17; 65, B 13
herleditates], 22, 6
honor, 65, B 9
honorare, 65, B 6

ibei, 22, 9

incidere, 65, B 6

ingressus, 65, B 9

in in(tegrum restitulantur, 22, 10

initium, 65, B §

inscribere, 61, 16, 19

interkalaris, 65, B 4

interponere, 65, B 4

i(ta) u(tei) e(is) e r(e) p(ublica)
f (ideve) s(ua) v(ideatur), 22, 16

iJuber[ent, 22, 12

iucundus, 65, B 1

iudicium, 22, 8, 9, 10

iusiurandum, 62, 2

iussus, 61, 1§

laetitia, 65, B 9

legatos, 22, 14

le) gibus, 22, &

libereis, 22, 6, 7, 14

licet, 22, 6, 12, 14

litteras, 22, 15

locare, 22, 11 (locarunt), 13
(locare)

locum lautiaque, 22, 13

magistratus, 22, 8, 11, 15; 6I,
12;65,B 5

materia, 65, B 8

meritum, 65, B s

mittere, 22, 13, 14, 1§

munus, 22, 12

nascor, 65, B 2

natalis, 65, B 6
nomen, 61, 13; 65, B 3
novus, 65, B
numenia, 65, B 3

operam, 22, 2
optinent, 22, 15§
ordo, 62, §

paenitendi, 65, B 1
pecunias, 22, 16
[perpeltuo, 22, 9
petere, 22, 6, 7
pietas, 65, B 8
ponere, 61, 18
possidere, 61, 14
postereis, 22, 7, 14
postquam, 22, §
postulare, 61, 20
praeterieit, 22, §
praetor, 62, 4
pretium, 61, 16, 18
princeps, 65, B1, 6
privatim, 65, B 2, 3
probare, 61, 22
proconsul, 61, 12
promittere, 61, 21
providere, 62, 2
provincias, 22, 15§
publice, 65, B 2, 3
publicus, 65, B 9
auarque 22. 6 .
q(uaestorem) urb(anum), 22, 13
quei, 22, 1§
queiquomgque, 22, 11

recipere, 61, 18

remittere, 62, 10

[rem]que deivina[m], 22, 12
rerum, 22, 3

restituere, 61, 15, 18, 19

sacrum, 61, 1§
salubris, 65, B 1
salutem dicere, 61, 12
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satisdare, 61, 21

s(ed) e(is) v(ideretur), 22, 12, 15§
seiquas, 22, 10

seive, 22, 4, 7, 8,9, 1§
si ita sunt, 61, 17

sine, 22, 3

singuli, 65, B 2, 3
soleo, 62, 10

solvere, 61, 16
statuere, 65, B 9

sueis, 22, 8
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temptare, 65, B 8
tempus, 65, B 5

thiaseitae, 61, 15
trahere, 65, B 16

ubei, 22, 9

ubi, 61, 21

universus, 65, B 2, 3

utei, 22, 9, 10, 14, 15; 61, 17
utilitas, 65, B 13

uxores, 22, 7

vadimonium, 61, 21
vectigal, 22, 11

velle, 22, 8, 9, 14; 61, 15
venditio, 61, 14

veneire, 22, 14 (bis)
videlicet, 65, B 6

videre, 65, B 9

vir, 65, B 3

vita, 65, B 1
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*Ayafopévms, 45, s, 8, 15
*Ayapndys, 36, s
’Ayéaos, 37, B 35
‘Aynaimols, 37, B 70
*Ayiowy, 37, B 30
*Ayrras, 37, B 72, 73
Aioxpis, 37, B 75
*AXé€avdpos, 37, B 66
'A)\e'fav&pos AaoSzKﬂfs, 49,

4
'A)\sffa'q,u.os Oeoddspov vids,
23, 18
*Adefipayos, 37, B 48
’A)tefcfp,evog, 37, B71
’Ava[£][--], 10, B 7
’Avﬁévu(og, 15, 35
*Avdpoafevidas, 37, B 4
(Mdpkos ’Avrdwvios) *Ap-
Tenywpog, 57, 6, 21, 25,
30
*AmoMAdédwpos
‘Eppoxpdrys, 47, 1
*AmroMogdims *Opéarov,

55, 8
’A"onv:s'f’g AEUK{OU
Nuwpaxeios, 61, 12, 20, 23
[---] *AmoMwviBov, 27, 13
*AmoMduvios Toi Mnvogidov
'Alavirov, 65, D 31, 78
[’Apt] aréas Mevdvpov, 27,
13
*Apioreldas, 37, B 55
:13;71,01’6[81][9. 35,4

B e

Top ooz,
47, 48

*Apiorddapos, 37, B s1-52

[---]e[ . ]ov ’Apiorodijpov,
27, 14

’Apiotddacs ’Apiotoddov,
27, 14

*Apiorétevos, 37, B 62

’Apiorédudos, 37, B 42

“Appuos, 37, B 65

*Apud[evos Av]adrdpov,
9, 14-15

*Aprepidwpos
Sdipov, 47, 49

*Aprepi-
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*Aprepidwpos Tob *Aprep-
ddpov  Tov Ilapdilov,
k)’ v({obeaiav) 8¢
’Apiareidov, 27, 1

*Aprepidwpos  Anumrpilov
Iarés, 69, 8, 11 3

*Apyédapos, 37, B 11

*ApxéAaos Ocodidov, 47, 54

’Apxiiaos, 37, B 19

CApywvidas Edrdeds, 16, s1

*Aoxdymadns  Mdrpwvos,
55,5

*Aordymadns Pidivov vics
Klalouévios, 22, 6, 9, 32

Bovlwy, 1, B 2; 38, 9

TINMoavkéras Tod 'Ayet\dou, 9,
4

dapaiveros, 37, B 6, 20, 22

dopdppevos, 37, B 15, 16

dapoxpdrys, 37, B 27

Aapokpiras Aiovvaiov, 2, 48

Aapdéevos, 15, 30; 37, B 44

dapoabéms, 37, B 76; 38, 3

Aéy.wv, 37, B 58

deéibeos, 37, B 38

A'l]/,l.ufve‘ros 9607€’AOU Uiés,
23, 18

A'r”uffptos mewvﬁ,u.ov, 26,
bi1s

Aqpirpios ‘Prvoueds, s, s,

[Anpi)rpios Tipalov, 26,
as

[4nu]oxdpns 4n[poxdpov]
veds, 1S, 7

diés, 35, 3

Aiis, 35, 3

Aiviis Matpoxiéovs, 26, b 15

Aioprdns Tod > Abqvaydpov
105 Aiopribous, 69, 3, 11 1

diovioros, 15, 1, 35; 18, 26;
27, 16; 35, 3; 67, 6

dpdrwv, 15, 35; 37, B7 ()

Awpdbeos, 37, B 61

‘Exaraios ‘Aynodvdpov,
27, 14

‘Exaraios ITa[--], 18, 25

‘Epuimmos Mevoitov, 47,
S1-52

‘Eppddwpos *Odvvriyov
vids, 23, 16, 50

E¥Bérns Bedvdw U0s, 14, 2

EbBovlos, 67, 10, 14, 17

[Ed]8npos, 35, 4

E$8ukos, 37, B 49

Ebdxraios, 37, B 79

Evvucos, 37, B 59

EdpvBovdas, 37, B9

’ExexAis, 37, B 24

[Z])nvd8oros’ Ap[répwpos],
10, B8

Zwidos *Emvyévous, 26, a 4,
b 16

Zdymupos, 24, A s

‘HA\é8wpos Toi
Mowavdpiov Tod Oeods-
Tov, 69, 6

‘Hpaxleldns Tod
‘HpaxAelSov
Maoravpeirov, 69, 2

‘Hpés Kedli[---]épws, 58,
76-77

*Hpvs Edddpov, 38, 3

‘Hpddps ‘Hpwdov, 55, 7

‘Hpddns KXéwvos, 26, b 15

Oeayévns, 37, B 56
Ocuioorox[Ms], 15, 7
[O] eodirioxos

*OMvpmriyo[v vics], 15, 8
Onpiwv, 37, B 54
Qpaovm\ﬁg, 1,B2; 38,9
Qparrup.ﬁ&qs ¢spou'ov, 9,7
Owmnlas, 37, B 45

‘IepokAis, 27, 16
‘Iéaios *Aprepddipov, 47,

47
‘Ixéaios ITvBiwvos, 56, 2
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*I8Aas MnTpoddipov, 68, 23
‘Ioriatos, 26, 2 4
*loxémohis, 37, B 57
Kapoyeriis  Aev[ka]Béov,
67, 1
KaMucdis, 37, B 40
KdAhrmos dia[--], 64, 22
KaMorijs, 37, B 33
KadXoTparos, 37, B 26
Kieéumopos 106 Tipa-
[olw]vos vids, 24, A 8
Kleiros Tipwvos, 55, s
Kparivos, 37, B 10, 69
Kpwaydpas KeAdimmov, 26,
a3, bi6
Kpwias, 37, B 77
Kpirdaos, 37, B 31
Kpt"rwv T00 ’Ap.ew:fa, 9,13
Kpirwv Mmvodwpov, 55, 9
Ropwy [--]pos ¥6s, 14, 2

Aapmpduayos Iodire, 9,
15

Aéwv, 43, 1

Aéwv [Tod ‘Ay]noirmov
Aepiociov, 9, 1

Aéwv Aéovros, 10, B 4

Avkos, 37, B 47-48

Mevexparns diwodwpov, 47,
53

Meverxpdrns Mevexpdrov
T0d ' Aprepidupov, 47, 50

Mevépayos Eevoxeiovs, 55,
6

Mévys, 35, 4

Mévmrmos, 34, 4

Mevioxos Elpnyaios
MiXjoos, 22, 6, 10, 33

‘MiSewpe a. 27

Mnpoyévys ’Iodwpov T0D
Mnvoyévous, 68, 24

Mb[padirys 2], 54, 4

Mik&s Muké vids, 21, col. 1,
2

Mukkv{A)iwv, 37, B s, so

Myvaoidopos, 39, 4

Myvdaidos, 2, 47

Myvaoidaos, 37, B 13, 60

Mvdoimmos Alwvos 6s, 14,

2
Mopodarys Mnrpoddipov,
55, 6

3%

Mdoyos, 35, 4
Muawvidys, ‘Iepoxéovs, 27,
15

Néwv Mededypov, 55, 7
Nixorydpas, 37, B 39
Nikdras Te[--], 9, 37
Nuxias, 37, B 68

Eevias, 37, B 14
Eevorifidos, 2, 47

’Opéaras, 1, B 2; 38, 9
Ovhedys, 60, A 10

Hawdweos “Tep[oxéous], 18,

24

Hdpduos Tob IT[ap]dllov
vids, 24, A 7

Hamiwy diosiepirod, 65, D
42

Ha"rpwv, 37, B 16

Iepoeds Iepaéws o
Alwvos, 55, 8

IToMéuapyos, 37, B 37

Holvk)is [1oD
Pe]dimmov, 9, 3

ITo)Aukpdrys, 15, 31

IoMveTpatos IloAvdprov
vids Kapvorios, 22, 6, 10,
32

ITooeddvios Tlooedwviov,
47, 48

Iordpwy AeoBdvartos,
26, a13, b14; 75, 2, 6;
76, 7

Ipats, 37, B 12

Ipaéidapos, 37, B 43, 67

ITvMos Maxe[dovar], 9,
27 ..

ITvppos, 37, B 18, 78

‘Pobokdijs *Avriudyov, 16,
52

Za[--kal’ viofesia]v
Ebpvpevidov, pvoe 8¢
Avijrov, 21, col. 1, 2

Zélevkos OeoddTov
‘Pwoevs, 58, 12, 76, 81,
87, 93

ZéAwv Anunrpiov, 28, A 12,
32

Zrpatokdis, 43, 2
Zrpdrwy Mevimmov, 27, 12
Zippayos, 58, 77
Zuwéevos, 37, B 29
Zwoikeidas Pdokpdrov,

15, 30

Zwowpdrs TTv[iwvos],
52, 57

Zdoos Tavpouéveos, 43, 8,
17, 23

[Zw]rés Aikaiov, 26, a 4

Tavpiwv, 37, B 41

[T épénos Aiots, 26, b 15

TnAépayos Mdrpwvos, 1o,
B4

Tipoos, 37, B 53

Tiudbeos Nixic, 43, 23

Tuporijs *Avataydpov, 52,
58

Tpvdépa, 67, 9, 15, 18

“YBpias Aropavrov, 26, a 4
‘YBpidaos, 37, B 80

Pawéas, 37, B 8

Pawles Pawiov Tod
Kad\i[mmov], 26, b 14

Pavitys, 61, 22

Peidwv *Eredvopos U0s, 14,
1

Dueivos 6 Xpuoimmov, 67,

13
[Pi)hmrmos ‘Hpwdov, 15,
31
PudokpdTys, 15, 35
Du)dvixos, 37, B 74
Purééevos diovvoiov, 24, A

_Doivié Dolvirne, 47, <3
[Pop]pioxos ’Execbéveos,
43, 21
DuAdTipos, 47, 9, 40

thpﬁ,u.wv Hu@osd)pov, 48,
2

XdMemos, 37, B 63
Xapifas, 37, B 64
Xopuidos, s, 1

Xpvournos, 67, 10

Lusia Diogenis f. Tucalleus,
61, 14, 17, 20, 26
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*Aypimras, 63, 2; 64, 19

Maépkos ’Aypimas Aevxiov
vids, 61, 2

Maépkos Aipvhios, 14, 10

Mcopros Aipvhios
Muadpkov [vics], 7, 35,
49, 58, 61

Mépros Aipfvdios
Kolvrov vios] Mdpkov
viwvod ALEYm{)os, 22,
1, 24, 28

[Mépros Aipidios Meprov
vios Z]xa[d]pos
KapiXie, 15, 4

[HabAos Aipilios
Aev]riov vics IMadarivg
Aémedos, 26, b 40

’Axi)os, 16, 12

[Mdvios *Ax]vMos, 12, 17;
14, 11

Medvios ’Axidos Maviov
vids 'Odre[wi]q, 2, 4

Kéwros *Axovrios
Koivrov vids, 26, b 43

ITénwhos “AMNBios ITomAiov
Kupivg, 12, 27

Aevkios *AvBéario[s - -],
12, 46

Aevxios 'AvBéarios I'alov
Memyia, 12, 32

Tdios *Awaios Iaiov vids
Klvropive, 23, 11

Tdios *Awvios Ialov

- V,yu{-)_)-':v‘ ™, R

Tdios *Awwios Talov
’Apvﬂvcr'qg, 12, 26

Aevrios "Awvios Aevxiov
ITo[Mig], 10, B 4

’Avriorios Ovérep, 70, 3,
6

Mapxos ’Avrawos, 57, 1

[- - - *Am]miov vios
Iada[7iva], 26, c 10

[Mda]pros * Ammoddjios
Moadprov Kepidie, 12, 34

*Aoivios T'aMros, 67, 11

Tdios *Aoiv[ios I'vaiov
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vios - - - Hw/\/\t'w]v, 26,
b 40
Tdios *Arivios Taiov, 1, C

Tiros 'Arivios Tirov vids
Pafie Tupavds, 27, 10
ITémAios “Arrios ITomdiov
vios K[ ...]ive, 27, 7
Mdapkos Abpihios bmaros,
23, 4

Kdwros “Afios Madpkov
vios Kvplve, 23, 12

Ivaios Al}&ﬁ[l&og --- -],
12, 45

Aevki[os *Ageivios
Aevkiov "Qevrel]ve, 13,
28

Aevxios *Adeivios
Ae[vkiov Aepwrie], 12,
34

Idios Tavén [og Taiov (?)
vi]ds Pafie, 24, A 11

Aevkios Tevikios Aeviov
Tnpn|reival, 12, 42

ITémAwos I'éooios ITomAiov
'priva‘qs, 12, 28

Tdios Aidios I'uiov Kupiva,
12, 31

Aevkios dopérios
AivéBarBos, 23, 24

Aevkios dopérios I'v]aiov
Dofic], 12, 37

TI'vaios "Eyve{alrios Iaiov
vios 2(7)17)\aﬂ'va$. 4, 16

Tdios 'Epe'v[w.og -- -], 12,
40

Mapxos ‘Epévwios Ilikns,
71, 1

Idios “Hb8ws I'alov vids
Klavdiz Odpos, 27, 9;
29, 9 (?)

Tdwos *lovAios Kafaap, 24,
A 10; 26, b 23

[Aevxios *Tovdios Zéér]ov
Padépre, 12, 26

Tdo[s ’Iovvios - - -
Zi]Aavds, 26, b 42

Tdios K[- - - -], 26, c 16

Aevrios Kalomdpyios, 14,
59, 69, 86, 89

Kowros Kouxidios Koivrov
[*Avijvors], 12, 23

[Aedrios Kamdpvios
Aevki]ov  vios Ilio[wy
Kawowrivos], 15, 3

TI'diwos Kalowvijowos Umaros,

27,3
I'dios Kadoviotos Zafeivos
Umaros, 31, 74, 84
Znépios Kapovil[ios
Aevkiov ZoaBateive], 12,

32

TI'awos Ka[pp]ivas TIaiov
vios Kovpive, 27, s

Tdios Kdaoios Aevki[ov
vids Aov]yivos Umaros,
23,1

I'dios Kaouos Umaros, 23, 63

T'dwos Kdaaios, 48, 1

Mdapros Kdoios Madprov
vios Nwpevrive, 23, 8

Aflos KaoxéMios Avdov
vf&s 'Pwp,u\lq, 23, 13

[Mépros K]nvowpivos

---],26,cai2

i V[M&VO_KOC].KLKE’D[(UV] . 52,19

Tdios KAatdios Talov vids
'prfqug TI'AdBep, 23, 7

Aevxios Khavdios Aeviiov
vios Aepwvig, 23, 16

Mdapros KXavdios
Moadpk[ov] vios
*Apwioans Mdapkeldos,
23,6

Kéwros [ KAavdios *Ammiov
IToAig], 12, 31

TeBépios KAavdios
Teﬁep{ov Kpua"roy.t’vas, 5,
21
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Mdepros KAovidios
Modprov vids, 2, 15
TiBépros KAavdios Népwv,

69, 7

Kéwros KMoéhos Mdpkov
vios Kovpive, 27, 8

[Idios KoiAi]os Iaiov
Alpdie, 12, 27

Tiros Kolvkrios orparyyos
Umatos, 33, 1, 9, 52, 64

Kéoaos Kopvijhios
Aévrvdos, 69, s

I'd[ios Kopridios Madprov
Lredateive], 12, 24

T'va[ios Koprijos
Aévrodos IlomAiov w:ég]
Mopreddivos, 50, 1

T'vaios Kopijios Ziwoéwve,
15, 59

Aevkios Kopwf/\co[g ---- ]
Ziwoéwa, 22, 2

Aevrios Kopridios Aevkiov
vids ZvlAas, 20, A 1,E 4,
14. 'Ema¢pddiros: 18, 1,
14, 18, 34, 54, 89, 96, 103,
1255 21, 14; 23, 52; 49, 2.
Aevkios Zvlas: 23, 20,
22, 26, 39; 51, 12; 70, 12

[Aevkios Kopiij]Aros
Madprov ‘Pwpuidie, 12, 36

ITémhos Kopy[1j] dos
II[o]mAiov vios Bhaciwy,

4 1
ITén[Mos Kop|wijhios, 15,

21

[A] evkios K[oprijAios
Zremriwv], 36, 1; 66, 1

I'vaios Kopridios ITlomAiov
vids dodaBéMa, 21, 1,
col. 2, 4

{/1;.;-{.';..), va,r.q',.'mio;* -
Aevkiov vids, 29, 1

[Maapros Kookdos
Modprov Trpyr]eive, 12,
27

Kéwros Aafépios Aevkiov
Maukia, 12, 40

AaBiijvos, 59, 9

Tdios Aailios, 14, 22, 23

Aevkios Adprios Aevkiov
vios ITampiq, 23, 10

Tdaos Awkivios alov vids
Zrnderive Zaxépduws, 23,
8
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[Aevxi]os Awkivios Smatos,
23, 4

Mépros AeiBios tmaros, 14,
86; 15, 62

I'vatos Aévrdos Adyouvp,
69, 12, I 2

Ivaios Aévrdov Moapkel-
Aelvov Umaros, 24, A 1

T'dios Awkivvios Talov
[Tnp-qrs[vg] , 12, 30

Tawos Awcivvios ITomAiov
[vids Iéras], 13, 6

[Mdoapx]os Awivios
Madpk[ov AevkoMdos],
39, 1

[HTémAios Ai]kiveos, 3, 2

[Idios Aifros Madprov],
38,1

Mavios Aevkeidios Madprov
Hw[pevreival, 12, 30

Tdios Aokpérios, 2, 22, 52

Mdapros Aevkolos
me‘ros, 23, 63

[M] ofapxos AéMeos
Koivrov Mevmyie, 12, 44

Dvaios Aordrios I'valov
vio[s ’A....7w]on, 9, 12

Kéwros Avrartiov
Koivrov viés Kdrdos, 22,
1,3, 5, 24, 28

Kéwros Maivios Tirov vics,
2,1, 10

Kéwros Maivios, 2, 38

Tiros Maivios Tirov vios
Aepwvie, 23, 15, 61

Tvaios MaMos I'vaiov
vids, 16, A 16

Tiros Mdos Paf---],
7, 39

I- -Jov Hdvios, «4, C 8

T'vaios MdvAios, 10, B 6

Aevkios Mdprios
Knowpivos bmaros, 27, 3,

12
[Aed])xtos Méupios Iaiov
Meviq, 12, 25
ITémhios Movkios Koivrov
vids, 2, 1§
Manfos---],1,C2
Kéwros Mov[kios ITomrAiov
v]ios Zroud[Aas], 47, 26
Modapros Movvios Madprov
Aey[ww’q], 12, 38
Kéwros Muvikios Koivrov

vies Tnpyrive  Oéppos,
23, 14

Kdéwros Mwvkios Kolvroy
vids, 5, 1S

[Idios] Navrios Koilvrow
Odervpia, 12, 35

Tiros Nopliowos Tirov vids,
2,5

T'aios Neperdpios Iaifov
Alep[wria], 12, 35

Aevkios Nduwos Aevkiov
vios O[de]Aeive
’Aoﬂpﬁvas, 27,6;29,5(?)

Idios NwpBa[vos] Iai[ov
vids PAakkos), 26, c 10

*Oxrdios Ivaiov, 1, C 1

Tvaios *Oxrdve[os Aevkiov
Alpdig], 12, 33

Aevkios "Oppios, 35, 16

Abdos [‘O]oridos, 2, 42

T'awos ‘Oaridios AGdov vios
Moayxivos, 9, 8, 67

Mépxos Ovaddpios
Médpxov, 34, 2

Kdéwros Ovdyros
[Madpkov . ... . Ao, 12,
25

Mapros Oba[Aépios - - - |,
26, c 13

Mépkos Ob[adépos - - - |,
29, 4

Aevkios Odolxdrios
TvMos, 65, D 42

Aevkios Ovodvokios
Aeuxiov vids *Apvirjoans,
23, 10

T'dios Odoédos Ialov

ad N 20

aid~ I - as
UCT JLUpL Y LULppiy, 25,

62

Mépkos [ - - - ] vios
IlomAdlg  ITaMraxeivos,
27, 11

Tvaios ITavdooivos, 2, 54

Aevkios Iaoorijvos
‘Poidos Umaros, 31, 74,

84
Kéwros IeriMeos Tirov
vios Zepyia, 22, 5
Aevkios Ilelowv, 69, 6
Dvaios ITopmiios I'vaiov
vios Mayvos, 25, 1; 51, 37
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Kéwros ITopmjios Kolvrov
vids *Ap[vij]aons
‘Poidos, 23, 12

[Zétros Iopmijos Zéérov
vids| Smaros, 29, 1

IIémhios TIdprios TTomAiov,
5, 20

[Ieros ITomidhios Iciov
vids, II1, 3, I1

Zmdpios IToardpios
Aevkiov vids, 1, B 1

Mdapros ITomAixios
Mdpkov vios ‘Oparie
ZLralovas, 23, 14

Aevrios ITawrdipros
Aevkiov Ilameple, 12,
4

TIvaios ITopmijios I'vaiov
Kp[oo]ropeive, 12, 36

[HT6mAcos TTomid] Aos
HomAiov Trpyreive, 12,

37

Kéwros ITomriAios
IomAiov ‘Pwpi[Aig], 12,
39

[- - - Hom]Aiov vids
H[aﬂ']tpfq, 15, 6

Médapros Tlovmios
Madprov Zkanrie, 12,
24

Kdwros ‘Pdyxios Koivrov
vios Kavdle, 23, 62

Abdos ‘Pavo[- - - ], 66, 11

'Péﬁptog, 16, 12

ITémAeos ‘Poridios Omaros,
16, 6, 9, IS

T'dwos ‘Povfpios Iaiov
ITovmewiy, 12, 29

TT=dige Yelding A-vilon
Odahepia, 12, 33

Addos Zeumpuwios Avdov
vios Pa[Aéprg], 9, 13

TIdios [Zeumpdivios Ialov
Daréprg], 12, 26

T'dios ZeuPpivios Aevkiov
vi[ds], 4, 19

Aevxios Zepmpdvios
Aevkiov vios Pal[épva
’Arparivos), 26, b 41
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Mdvios Zépyros Maviov
vids, 2, 16

IIénhos Zepoiios ITomAiov
vios "Ioavpikos, 55, 3

[- - Ae]vriodsd> Zévri[os
Talov vids], 19, 5

[[dios Zévri]os
Zar[opvivov], 62, 15

ITémAios Zeforidos, 8, 1

Zepovikios, 25, 12

Maépkos Zepoidios I'aiov
vids, 27, 8

ITémheos Zepovidios, 11, 20

Zé[pouios - - - Zepo]viov
vi]ds, 15, §

Mala)pros Zéppios
Mad|[prov], 12, 41

Aevkios Zorios Tomdiov
vios Kupivel[is], 56, 1

[II8]m[A]ios ZrjoTios
Aevxiov vics KoMive, 27,
6

Hémhos Zrjorios Aevkiov
vids, 29, 8

HémAos Znorvidios
HomAiov vids [*2¢]evrive
27, 10

Maépros Zidavos Umaros,
26, b 37, 38, c 1, 27

Td[wos ZrpiBdvios Iaiov
vids - - |erivas
Kouvpi[wv], 20, A s

Kéwros (Z)raridinos
Kolvrov [vios Kop]imiig,
9, 11

[Idios Zreprivi]os
Mcéwpos, 32, 4

Zépovios Zo{A)mikwos, 14,
57, 65

.Mé:‘?“?” T.".’S‘:'“‘.""!.'?
Madprov vids Oicppawv
AevkoMos, 23, 1

[M&pkos Tepév]rios
Mdprov vids Ilemepic
Ovdppwv, 26, b 42

Aevkios Tpepsihios Ivaiov
Koapelig, 10, B 3

Modapkos TvAos Madprov
vios KopwmAig Kixépwv,
23, 11

Aevkios Pafépios Aeviov
vios Zepylq, 22, 4

Kdwros Pdfios, 14, 68

Kdwros Pdfios Kolvrov
Mcafwpos, 43, 3

ITatdos Pefios Mdéipos,
65, D 44, 57, 59, 66, 80

[Mdapxos Pe]Aépios
Moadprov KAavdig, 12, 30

[ dios Pavvios Taiov, 18,

21

Mépros Pavios Neuepiov
vids Tnpnreive, 55, 13

[Aevkios Di]Aos Aeviiov
‘Qparie, 12, 31

[I] dios Povddvios I'ui[ov],
18, 22

Mdapros Pddovios, 38, 10

Zépovios Diovios
Kolvrov, 10, B 2, 13

[Po(2) ]v»rijios Kolykrov
Iameple, 7, 39

Mavios Povrijios I'alov, s,
22

[A] evkios Povpros
Alevkiov], 1, D 1

Tiros *Q¢idios Mdprov
vios ITomAias, 4, 18

Tduos [. .. .tos Iaiov
Me)vpia, 12, 24

Idios [Aev]kiov vios
HomA(Aig, 22, 4

Kéwros MeréM\ov Eboefiis,
23, 53

[- - -Ae]vxiov vics
'Q¢evreive BaBos, 29, 6

[ - - Jethos Zéérov
KapiXia, 12, 45

TTimXiloe - - 21 SiwRereive,
12, 47

[- - - -] Parépvg TAairos,
29, 7

Aevkios Mapriov Pilimrmos,
24, 2

Koaioap, 59, 12

Augustus Caesar, 61, 1§

Imperator Caesar Deivi f.
Augustus, 61, 19

Vinicius, 61, 12, 23
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*ABSnpiran, 21, col. 1, 13

*Adpapvrnyol, 52, 46

*Abapéves, 4, 7

Ab7va, 5, 28; 15, 38

'A9‘qva‘io¢, 15, 7, 54, 64; 47,
40

Alyﬁw[ﬂot], 24, B3

Aibéa, 37, B 25

Alrwlia, 2, 57, 58

Alrwlot, 38, 15

’AKO/\'qt'a, 24, A 10

*ANoBavieis, 52, 44

’Ap.ﬁpama')fat, 4, 6

*Apdicrioves, 1, B 1; 39, 2,
9; 40, 4

*Avépée, 37, B 33

’Avrioxeis, 58, 7

*Anapije, 48, 3

*Apyeiot, 63, 2

“Apyos, 15, 21

’Agla, 11, 7; 12, 15; 13, 10;
18, 61, 76, 110, 114; 22,
23 (bis); 57, 4; 58, 48; 65,
14, 30, 41, 50, 59, 53, 66,
78, 81

’Aoraxis, 45, 11

’Aorvmadaueis, 16, 27, 36,
38, 41, 44, 49

*Arruci, 15, 57, 59

*Adpodeoieis, 28, A 6, B 2,
4, 6, 10, 13

’Axatfa, 9, 46

*Ayaol, 43, 10

Bdaooc, 37, B 23
Bowwria, 15, 40, 50
BovkoAwkdv, 45, 17

Ae)«ﬁot’, 1, Bs, C3, D2;
38, 2, 17, 23; 42, 4

depraia, 45, 6, 14, 16

Ados, 5, 2, 25

Adnhiovs, 5, 27

Apdyuor, 14, 12

Auyaiot, 43, 3

“EMas, 17, 3; 18, 76, 86,
110
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“EX\yes, 35, 7; 43, 15; 52,
43; 57, 4; 65, D 31, 47,
50, 78

‘EMijomovros, 44, 12; 49, 7

EjBoia, 22, 23

Edpdm, 58, 36, 48

"Edeoos, 28, B 12; 52, 12,
44; 57, 5; 58, 78; 64, 14;
71, 4

‘Hpaxdedrar, 35, 2

Odaiot, 20, D1, G7; 21,
col. 1, 1

Oeunaoads, 18, 53

Oeooalol, 9, 1, 6, 13, 27,
50; 37, 8

Oeaaaloviny, 21, col. 1, 4

OnBa, 2, 48; 15, 21, 39-40,
50

Olofa, 2, 23, 49

Ouofeis, 2, 4, 53, 57, 58

Opdikes, 40, 15

Ovarepnrot, 66, 2

Ovnoods, 17, 12

[Ia]8aoriv[oi], 24, C 4
‘lepamiTvior, 14, 1, 89
[’IA]uds, 53, XVI 1, XVIL 2
*lafuds, 15, 30, 53, 57
*lIooc, 24, B 10

’Igoatot, 24, A 13, B 3
Iralia, 31, 139; 58, 26
Twvic, 49, 7

*Irdvioe, 14, 6, 16, 28, 91

Képapos, 18, 53
Kvidior, 67, s
Kvdaouoe, 14, 7, 11
Kologdivior, 9, 56; 36, 3
Koprvpaiwy, 4, s
Kopa'we[l.a, 3, 4
Kopuwveis, 2, 58
Kpijres, 14, 1, 72
Kpﬁ‘r-q, 14, 32, 58, 66
Kuy,aiol., 61, 23
Kvmapiooeis, 46, 2
Kuvpnaioe, 50, §
Kdior, 32, 6; 49, 3

Aéofos, 64, 4
Aevxn, 14, 16, 26
Avmdpe, 37, B 17

Moyvmoia, 14, 44

Mdymres, 7, 36, 40, 45,
s1-52, 56-57, 60; 9, 57;
14, 23 (bis), 27; 52, 59

Maxedovia, 15, 32; 42, 2

Meliroueis, 9, 14

Mulaoeis, 52, 44-45; 59, 3,
12; 60, A 3

Myrippaio, 25, 6, 8, 11;
26,a1,b14,c18,d1, 9,
10, 19, 20, 2I, 28; 72, 2,
10; 73,3, b1; 75,1

Naplarieis, 9, 23, 31, 45,
48

Narela, 37, B 28

Neée, 15, 30 ([Newéel]),
53, 57

Nvoaeis, 48, 1; 69, 11 2

Hami,wzpot, 30, 16

Iorpo, 43, 11

ITé\e, 15, 37

Iledomdrimoaos, 15, 18

Ilemapibior, 21, col. 1, 18

ITépyopov, 54, 6; 65, D 58

ITepyopnvol, 12, 7; 52, 45

IT\epaceis, 28, A6, B 2, 4,
6, 10, 13

ITpimveis. 7. 42. 46. <1. <2.
ss;10,B 7,6

‘Pédiot, 10, B 9, 11

‘Pawpaior, 6, 53 7, 34, 543 9,
22, 47; 15, 46; 16, 32
(bis), 35, 37, 41, 44, 48;
17, 4, 6, 14; 18, 33, 37, 75,
79, 99; 20, Cs5, G 6; 21,
col. 1, 4, 15, 17; col. 2, 3;
22, 11, 20; 23, 49, SI; 24,
B6; 26, ds, 7, 13, 15
27, 20; 28, B 9; 31, 77, 89;
33, 1,3, 10; 34, I, 21; 35,
1; 36, 2; 38, 1; 43, 3, 10;



INDEX V

44, 2, 10; 47, 27; 48, 7;
51, 3; 54, 10; 58, 17, 47,
66; 65, D s8; 70, 13, 16,
17.  See also arparnyds

‘Pdpn, 5, 5 14, 50; 15, 23;
16, 50, 52, $4; 18, 65; 31,
107, 109, I111; 40, 18; 43,
25; 58, 5, 69; 64, 7; 65,
D 63; 67, 7; 68, 24; 69, 1;
78, 7

‘Pwoceis, 58, 3, 74, 86

Zapy, 38, 12
Z'é,u,tot, 9, s6; 10, B1, 4,
9

394

Zapdiavol, 47, 43, 52; 52,
45; 68, 23

Z[Lxua'w], 15, 24

Zruwabioe, 21, col. 2, 9

Zpvpvaior, 52, 45

Zudpvn, 65, D 42

Zrparovikets, 18, 2, 15, 22,
78, 101, 104, 106, 107,
109; 30, II

Tabeix, 37, B 21
Topoets, 58, 7

THjios, 34, 3

Tpayvpwoi, 24, A7, C 3
Tpadavol, 52, 44
Tpixka, 45, 2, 10

Tpikxei[wy, 8, 6
‘Yrmomletoria, 37, B 3

Duwxis, 2, 57, 58

Xa)\mfg, 2, 47
Xeiot, 70, 2, 13, 19
Xpvoaopeis, 18, 22
Xvperiéwy, 33, 1

Qpwmia, 23, 64
*Qpwmior, 23, 2, 19, 32, 46,
47, 65

Cumae, 61, 12
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*Abrvn, 6, B 4; 16, 49

*Apdidpaos, 23, s, 17, 22,
27, 44, 45, 48, 50, 55

"AméMuwy, 1, A 4, B 4; 42,

14

*Aoximios, 16, 49; 32, 7;
55, 11

’Aqﬁpo&"n], 28, B 10

davads, 63, 3

395

Addvvoos, 15, 45; 44, 11;
49, 6, 8 (Kabnyepwv
4.), B s; 61, 25

‘Exdrn, 18, 57, 113

Zevs, 16, 49 (Templum

Iovis Capitolini)

“Hpa, 32, 8, 10

Kauodpna, d, 65, D 61, 67
Moboar, 49, B 5

ITobee, Tct, 40, 8
ITvios, 1, B 4

Zap&ms, 5, 25
‘Yrepprjorpe, 63, 3
Liber Pater, 61, 13
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INDEX VII: REGES

jBisisjaisisisisiaisisisisisisisisinisisiiaigiginiiisisiisis s is i S e e

*ABAovmopts, 20, G 11, 14;
21, col. 1, 24

*Avrioyos, 34, 4

’Apcapcw'qs, 6,3,B8

'Arrados, 6, B 8; 11, 8, 13,
16

Ebuéms, 40, 29; 54, 12
M.Bpaddrys, 18, 6, 38, 94;
70, 14

*Opogépns, 6, B 4
Hepoeds, 40, 7

‘Powunradkas, 20, G 8; 21,
col. 1, 24

Tiovre, 20, G 8; 21, col. 1,
24 (Tvra)

¢u\€'ra1'pog, 16, 19
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