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Foreword

Kos has often inspired interesting case studies in its ancient Aegean
context. This may be explained thematically first by the island’s
belonging to that eastern Aegean chain of islands from Lemnos in the
north to Rhodes in the south that form the “nearest bridge” to Asia
Minor. These islands’ fortunes have always depended on their relations
to—and the strategic, political and economic balance between Europe
and the Asiatic coast opposite. In addition, the connection of Kos with
the cult of Asklepios and the tradition of Hippokrates has helped the
island acquire in the Hellenistic period a special aura of holiness and
medical wisdom, thus effectively claiming a relative inviolability and
consequent protection from external vicissitudes. Nevertheless, Rome’s
involvement, gradual predominance, and subsequent domination in the
Greek East rendered also the fortunes and status of Kos totally dependent
on its relations to the new suzerain. How Kos developed with regard both
to its Hellenistic past and traditions on the one side and the need to adapt
itself into its new role of a properly smoothed stone in the great mosaic
of the Roman Empire on the other, is a fascinating subject. It has formed
a part of Susan Sherwin-White’s Ancient Kos (1978), a still basic
synthesis of the political, institutional, and socioeconomic history of the
island from its “Dorianisation” until the late antiquity."

The opportunities for research on ancient Kos have always been
considerable, despite human setbacks and an unforgettable tragedy. Kos
has been lucky enough to have produced an especially large number of
inscriptions that throw mvaluable light on many points of its ancient
course and sometimes decisively supplement the rudimentary ancient
literary tradition on it. William Paton and Edward Hicks first assembled
these inscriptions about a century ago. Later, Rudolph Herzog, with
some help from the dedicated local antiquary, lakobos Zarraphtis, greatly
contributed to the knowledge of ancient Kos not only by his finding and
excavating the Asklepieion but also with the systematic publication of
many inscriptions. Under Italian rule on the Dodecanese since 1912
Koan history has been especially associated with the systematic, devoted
study of the inscriptions of Kos (and Kalymna, a part of the Koan polis-
state) by Mario Segre, a victim of mhumanity at Auschwitz. The
posthumous publication of Herzog’s and Segre’s extensive Nacklass of

' Some aspects have been also treated in the later, special study by Héghammar.
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Koan inscriptions has advanced only sporadically since the Second
World War. Segre’s collection of Koan inscriptions, in the first and last
version of his manuscript, was finally published in 1993. This rich new
material and the access to some important inscriptions originally found
and noted by Herzog seem to offer a new base for the study of the
subject.

A full synthesis seems premature, however, (see below), and I have
preferred to present here mainly a series of partial studies in the political,
institutional, and social history of Kos between ca. the middle of the
second century B.C., and the end of the second century A.D., that is,
aspects of the subject on which I believe I have reached some original
conclusions. These studies (and some similar, already drafted ones on
Samos, Chios and Lesbos) originate from my broader, ongoing work to
prepare a fascicle of the Tabula Imperii Romani covering the area of the
Acgean islands. These I offer as modest contributions to the research of
the Greek East under the Roman hegemony and empire.

I have been lucky enough to further my research, first during a
three-month stay at the Universitit Wiirzburg (summer 1995), facilitated
by a grant of the Gerda-Henkel-Stiftung; second during February 1996 in
London as British Academy Visiting Professor, and finally as a member
of the Institute for Advanced Study at Princeton/N.J. in the academic
year 1996/97, during my sabbatical from the University of Athens.

Many people have offered advice, help and encouragement, and I
am grateful to them all. I may cite as representatives of this whole circle
of colleagues and friends Dieter Timpe, Erika Simon and Karlheinz
Dietz (Wiirzburg), Walter Ameling (now Jena), Michael Crawford and
Andrew Bumnett (London), Christian Habicht and G.W.Bowersock
(Princeton,N.J.), Kerstin Héghammar (Uppsala). Klaus Hallof (Berlin)
generously made texts and other data from Herzog’s inedita accessible to
me;> my Athenian colleague Georgia Alevra shared with me a common
seminar on ‘“‘Hellenistic and Roman Kos” (spring 1995); Ersi Bruskari
allowed me to present here the new honorary text for Sabinianus; the
ephoros loannis Papachristodulu as well as Dimitris Bosnakis and his
colleagues in the Archacological Service on Kos have tried to facilitate
my work there and, more gencrally, my study of Kos in every possible
way. Maria Tulanta and Basilis Chatzigiakumis have offered me
generous hospitality—almost turning the Athenian scholar into a Koan

% A first, considerable part of Herzog’s unpublished Koan texts have now appeared:
C.V.Crowther-C.Habicht-L.&K Hallof,”Aus der Arbeit der’Inscriptiones Graecae.” 1.
Drei Dekrete aus Kos fiir dixactaywyol,” Chiron 28(1998): 87-100; I.&K. Hallof-
C.Habicht, “Aus...IIl. Ehrendekrete aus dem Asklepieion von Kos,” ibid., 101-142; eidem,
“Aus.. III. Unedierte koische Epidosis-Listen,” ibid., 143-162. None of these texts
touches directly on the subjects treated here, cf. below.
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metic; an anonymous reader and Anne Ramu-Chapsiadi read the whole
manuscript through with friendly diligence and corrected mistakes;
Paschalis Paschidis patiently initiated his teacher into the informatic
mysteries; Paulina Grigoriadi greatly contributed to the preparation of
the indices; Carole Le Faivre-Rochester has kindly and effectively aided
an obstinately Hellenizing manuscript.

International collaboration is perhaps one of the most humanizing
aspects of what we call (perhaps sometimes undeservedly) humanities. |
have enjoyed such collaboration as often as I could in preparing these
studies, and the dedication of this book somehow expresses the same
spirit retrospectively.

Athens/K Iliupoli, August 2000.
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A. The historical interpretation of Segre, I.Cos, ED
229 and the perils of Koan security and free status
from the Second Cretan War (ca. 155-153 B.C.) to

the aftermath of the First Mithridatic War (89-85
B.C.).

Introduction

Kos managed to survive the period of Hellenistic history up to ca.
200 B.C. without any serious detriment to its full local sovereignty—
before the blatant Roman intrusion in the Eastern Mediterranean. This
was greatly due to the island’s early affiliation with the Ptolemaic
dynasty. This relationship, resting on quite personal, original bonds
(Philadelphos’ birth on Kos in 309/8 B.C.)' and variously fostered
thereafter by both sides,” had adopted a form similar to that between
Egypt and Rhodes in the same period. Kos was certainly a faithful ally
(as well as a useful source of manpower and commercial link) and no
direct dependency of the Lagids. Loyalty to Alexandria in external policy
was the guarantee of Egyptian support for the island’s full internal
liberty. Antigonid influence on Kos may have also built a minor rival
tradition, but it cannot have amounted to more than temporary breaks in
the long line of the Koan-Ptolemaic entente cordiale.

The decline of Ptolemaic power in the Aegean after ca. 245 B.C
seems to have brought the island into closer political collaboration with
its great nesiotic neighbor, Rhodes. In the years of the so-called First
Cretan War (ca. 205-201 B.C., cf. below) Kos and Rhodes found
themselves equally exposed to the assaults of Cretan pirates, which they
bravely resisted, probably in common.® It was clear by then, however,
that the absence of a real naval master of the Aegean, more precisely: the
renewed rivalries of powers aspiring to such a role (as Rhodes and Philip
V) left islands like Kos without a steady and effective protection of their
security. The policy of exclusive loyalty, such as to the Ptolemies in the
third century B.C., seemed insufficient to cover the needs of a new age.

! Marmor Parium (FgrHist 239) B19. Cf. Theokritos 17.58ff,; Kallimachos, Hymn.
IV.160ff.

2 Cf. esp. the overview in Sherwin-White, Cos, 90 fI., which remains fundamental.

3 See Buraselis, IMd&A, 176 and recently Reger, Kyklades. ‘

4 Useful reconstructions of the relevant events in Brulé, 29-56 (on a point of
disagreement cf. below) and more recently Baker.
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The actual successors of the Ptolemaic naval presence in the Aegean
were Rhodes and the Attalids. With the latter, we find Koan relations
prospering.” The main new affiliation was with Rome, however, the
power that now began to exert political influence, aid and control,
gradually ascending in Greek ¢yes from a single anti-Macedonian role to
an imperial one.

Thanks to new epigraphic evidence, some aspects of this period of
transition from 200 B.C. to the final establishment of Roman control in
this area by Sulla may now emerge. We shall see some late application of
the Koans” prevalent diplomatic agenda, that is relying on the Ptolemies,
in the third century B.C. and their growing effort (and difficulties) to
comply with the Roman wishes and strict definition of loyalty.

a. Segre, 1. Cos, ED 229 is a fragment of a Koan honorary decree: it
concerns a local euergetes from a family whose distinguished service of
their home city vividly and succinctly emerges from the text. Christian
Habicht has drawn scholarly attention to this document, “cin schones
Beispiel,” as he wrote, “fiir die in die Ehrung eines Mannes
eingeflochtenen Wiirdigungen der Verdienste seiner Vorfahren.”® Segre
himself noticed here that his restorations were meant to indicate the
sense that the text should give, and that he intended to study elsewhere
in more detail this “notevolissimo documento.” Cucuzza has recently
touched on the historical interpretation of the text in a study of religious
connections (cult of Artemis Toxitis) between Kos and Crete.” 1 was
myself able to rediscover the inscription and study it in the courtyard of
the magazine of antiquities inside the Knights Castle of Kos in May
1997. Thus my study of the text rests also on a useful personal inspection
of the stone.

The extant decree had been inscribed on an orthogonal block of
blue-grey marble (Plate 1 A). The thickness of the stone is given by
Segre as 0,355 m. This, however, is the measurement of the base; the
upper surface is a polished strip of 0,11 m width from the inner edge of
which the stone slopes down to the base. This sloping surface is only
coarsely worked (Plate 1 B) so that one gets the impression that the stone
could have been part of an outer wall of a building or some sort of
pedestal. The lettering of the inscription fully supports, I think, Segre’s
dating: “I sec. a.C..” There are clear but light apices, alpha has the cross

5 Sherwin-White, Cos, 132£. offers a concise picture of the main relevant evidence.

S Habicht, /.Kos, 89.

7 Cucuzza (he kindly allowed me to consult his article while still unpublished). See below
on his views.
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bar curved, sigma has the top and bottom strokes parallel, the mu has the
outer strokes slightly sloping, pi the right stroke slightly shorter and the
horizontal bar projecting on both sides, theta is as tall and omicron just
slightly smaller than the other letters, omega also slightly smaller and
closed, that is, consisting of a circle and a more or less tangent horizontal
line below it. I have the general impression that the letter forms are
approximately one style-phase older than those in documents of the
Augustan age (e.g. PH 81) and some of the private dedications for Nikias
(e.g. PH 76, 77). They seem to come closer, I think, to the style of e.g.
PH 61= Hoghammar 36 (50-40 B.C.) and ibid. 48 (ca. 70-30 B.C)). A
personal inspection of Segre, 1.Cos, ED 7 (Sulla’s letter to the Koans)
shows that some of its letter forms (alpha with broken cross bar, omega
distinctly opening below; on the other side, sigma with the top and
bottom strokes still distinctly divergent) are more advanced than those of
ED 229 while the letters of the latter are more distinctly apicated. The
lettering of ED 236, which is dated by Segre to the first century B.C. and
cannot be at any rate carlier than ca. 150 B.C. (V[moldoxds ‘Pouaiwy in
11.18/191), certainly looks older than that of ED 2"

The text was arranged in columns, from which the preserved
fragment offers only a large part of one column and a tiny, upper left part
of the next. One has only about ten lines, each comprising about seven
words of continuous text with which to work, an additional difficulty
being that the beginnings of eight of these lines have to a larger or
smaller degree to be restored. However, this fragment is important since
it obviously belongs to the justificative part of the decree, in which the
benefactions of the unknown honorand (we may call him “the son of
Chairylos”) and notable elements of his family history are related. We
gain through these “personal entries” precious glimpses of the island’s
history in a span of approximately one century—as we are going to see.

b. The first lemma of this family history preserved concerns an
ancestor of the honorand, Diogenes. The exact form of relationship
(grandfather of the honorand? more remote relative?) cannot be
established: it stood at the beginning of 1.1, restored by Segre as [Exyovog
wv], which is very probable.” Further glorious ancestors of the

# 1 have also noticed the following, minor corrections to Segre’s text of ED 229 on my
study of the stone: yevnSeizav (not yewnSeioav), l. 2; there is an uninscribed space of
about two letters length before &5 in 1.5, so that the text should read here vv ag; the first
preserved letters after the second gap of 1. 10 are IAN, see below; in 1. 12 there is no
mistake (alpha instead of lambda) of the scribe, the stone has TIOAITHAN, only that the
alpha is a little damaged.

% [£yy0vog &v] would be also a possible restoration. £xyoves means properly “descendant™
(e.g. Syll.* 845) and Eyyoves “grandchild” but the meaning of the two terms often
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honorand—either antedating or postdating Diogenes—must have existed
as the decree itself goes on to mention (11.4-5); their acts/honors may
have even exceeded the importance of those by/for Diogenes.”” The
latter’s own mark of service to Kos, however, and obviously a
memorable and permanent accolade of the whole family in the eyes of
the city, was his diplomatic intervention with the Ptolemies and the
preservation of Koan liberty in a phase of hostile relations between the
island and the Cretan League.

The published text says that Diogenes “had established friendly
relations to the kings [then reigning] in Egypt, and put this friendship
into the service of his homecity’s liberty in the critical situation that had
occurred between the city and the Cretan League éni modepwrdoig."
At first sight this last expression means simply “being in a fierce war”
Habicht has already connected the events referred to with the well-
known involvement of the island in the so-called First Cretan War (ca.
205-201 B.C.), when Kos became the target of repeated attacks by
Cretan pirates and had to mobilize all its forces and meticulously
organize its defense, as we know from various epigraphic texts
(especially honorary decrees for benefactors ad res) of the period.'? The
“kings in Egypt” would then be Philopator and Epiphanes succeeding
each other on the throne, and our text would reveal for the first time, as
Habicht concluded, an energetic Ptolemaic support of Kos during this
war.

There remain some problems by this admittedly straightforward
solution that seem to me to point strongly to another direction, however.
First, we should attribute the proper importance to the mention of the

overlaps (see the examples in LSJ, s.vv.). However, the term of relation to be restored
here should apply both to Diogenes and aMwy te avdpdv vmép/[..Jatt TeTeipapévay én’
apeit...(11.4-5). So the more general meaning of “descendant” should be rather conveyed
by whatever term we restore here, although this does not exclude that the exact relation of
Diogenes to the honorand could be that between grandfather and grandson. Cucuzza
assumed the latter without reserves.

19 At the beginning of 1. 5 there is space for ca. 4 letters on the stone. So I would restore
the passage as following: 4AAwy Te avdedov Umip / [rabrle = TeTeipapévay én’ apeTii,
“also descended from other men who have achieved even some higher honor for their
worthiness.”

Ul seqovoe @v] Aroyévoug, b5 Tav mpog Tobs év Alyimrw Bacideis/[tite dvragl pihiay
yevmSeiTay xatexonoaTo é Tav Tag/ [maTpildog EAeuSepiav év Tois ouaTaot T TOAEl TIPoS
Kom/ltaiélag émi molewwrdrors xagols...(col..1-4). The theoretically alternative restor-
ation [[TroAzpaioug] would seem too long for the space available on the stone.

12 Habicht, 1. Kos, 89. The same dating of these events has also been subsequently adopted
by Cucuzza and G.Reger, AJA4 100(1996), 623. On Diokles, son of Leodamas, and his
contribution to the defense of Kos during the First Cretan War, see now also the new
evidence published by the Hallofs and Habicht (p. 2, n.2 above), 117ff. G.Alevra is also
going to publish a new honorary decree for him from her excavations at Halasarna.
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Cretan League. To be on safe ground on this point, let us first note that
Segre’s restoration Kem/[taiglag (11.3-4) is certainly correct. The last
alpha of the word can be clearly discerned on the stone (and the
published photograph), and the lacuna before it cannot have been filled
by just one letter, thus excluding the theoretically alternative possibility
Ko#/[tlag. Consequently, the hostile relations were not only between
Cretans and Kos but between the Cretan League (for which this was the
official and technical term)"* and Kos. What we know about the so-called
First Cretan War (appearing simply as Komtixog molepwos in the
contemporary sources) makes clear that, whatever the secret motives and
(possibly Macedonian) instigation of this war, there are no signs of its
having been more than a series of operations carried out by separate
Cretan cities against the Koan (and parts of the Rhodian) state."* Only
Hicrapytna was expressly mentioned as the aggressor in Syll.” 567. A
collective assault of the Cretan League on Kos and other islands is in this
case neither attested nor probable. If one assumes its having been
launched in accordance with the plans of Philip V, who had secured a
hegemonial role in the Cretan League about ten years before,"” one can
see that it would have been unwise for Philip to reveal his plans by
openly inciting the League’s forces into a conflict with the nesiotic cities
off the Carian coasts. Neither historical tradition nor probability allow an
interpretation of that “First Cretan War” as one officially and publicly
connected with the entire Cretan League. In contrast, Kentareic as
aggressors in the same area appears expressly in the decree of the
Karpathian kfoina for Hiero published and persuasively connected by
Segre'® with the so-called Second Cretan War, half a century later than
the first (see below).

The mention of the “kings in Egypt” and Diogenes’ friendship
(@iAfay yevmSeiozay) with them seem also to indicate a later date. First,

'3 On Konraseic and the nature, beginnings and development of the Cretan League, see
most recently Chaniotis, KV, 30fT., 99{T. with the older literature.

4 The most recent and systematic presentations of the First Cretan War are those by
Brulé, 29-56 and Chaniotis, K¥,38-41. I am not convinced by Brulé’s thesis, however,
that this was openly and officially a war of the Cretan Koinon against the territory of
Rhodes, Kos, and possibly other adjacent islands. The picture offered by the surviving
sources (esp. Diod.,27.3 and 28.1) is rather that of expressly piratical operations,
separately undertaken by Cretan cities than that of a common war of the Cretan League
against those islands. It is also with such a setting (contra Brul€) that the declaration of
the war by Rhodes, not the Cretans operating, the initial number of the latter's ships
engaged (just seven), and Dikaiarchos” help to the Cretan pirates organized by Philip V
(not a direct, official Macedonian support!) may naturally fit. Cf. also the argument in the
text.

15 pol,7.11.9. Cf. Chaniotis, KV, 441(no.76) with the older bibliography.

18 Segre, KP.I10OA., 3791T.




KOS BETWEEN HELLENISM AND ROME

the impression one gets is that a friendly relation with simultaneously
reigning kings, not successive ones, is meant here. The aorist of
yevndeigay implies rather a common date of affiliation with these kings.
A similar difficulty in recognizing them as Philopator and Epiphanes is
that we should rather see in this “friendship,” as in many similar cases,
the result of a personal contact between the important Koan and the
kings. This was something very difficult in the case of Epiphanes who
ascended the throne as a child (204 B.C.) during the period of the First
Cretan War, and was tutored by various successive regents in his first
regnal years (Sosibios and Agathokles, then Tlepolemos and Sosibios II,
still later Aristomenes).'” Thus if we attributed the mention of the kings
to Philopator and Epiphanes, we should understand Diogenes’ friendship
with Philopator as merely and formally “inherited” by Epiphanes, which
does not seem to be conveyed by the wording of the passage.

Moreover, it is historically improbable that Philopator, shortly
before his death, or the regents of Epiphanes, none of whom has been
able to protect properly the Ptolemaic possessions in this area during this
period, would have had the authority to force the Cretan cities—already
engaged in war and plunder on Koan land during the first Cretan War—
to respect of Koan liberty.”® As mentioned before, the only Cretan
aggressor known with certainty was Hierapytna, an official Macedonian
ally since Doson, so that it would be at least difficult to assume some
important influence of the Ptolemaic court here.”

17 See conveniently H. Volkmann, RE XXI1.2(1959), s.v. Ptolemaios (23), 1692-3.

¥ The famous restitution of the incorporation of Kalymna into the Koan state
(dmoxatdorar; Ti¢ ouomolireiag) under conditions of friendship and alliance with a
Ptolemy (Segre,7C, Test.XII=Staatsv.II1.545) should most probably be dated under
Epiphanes while the conception and the initial act of this union under Philopator: the
correct historical context already recognized and analyzed by Sherwin-White, Cos, 124-
129. Cf. more recently Hoghammar, 88-93 with further specifications and bibliography.
Philopator’s care of Kos and Kalymna in his later years cannot have actually exceeded an
intense encouragement of their collective self-defense against imminent Aegean dangers.
This fits well what else we know about his Aegean policy: cf. HuB, PtIV, esp. 1321f.,
213ft.

1 Hierapytna as Doson’s ally: Staatsv. 1. 502; cf. Chaniotis, KV, 35f. with the more
recent bibliography. Certainly, diplomatic contacts between Alexandria and Philip V in
Philopator’s/Epiphanes’ times are known (cf. the mission of Ptolemaios the son of
Sosibios in Pol,15.25.13 ; ib. 15.20.1) but it would be undoubtedly an exaggeration to
suppose on the basis of them any serious indirect influence of Egypt on the actions of
Cretan cities allied with Macedonia. On the evidence of a diplomatic dialogue, which
never reached the level of a real dynastic rapprochement, between Egypt and Macedonia
in this period cf. HuB, P¢.IV, 127-9.

10



SEGRE: F €S ED 279

The focus is better when we switch to a later context during the
Second Cretan War (ca. 155-153 B.C.).*° The kings reigning at that time
in Alexandria were Philometor and his sister and consort, Cleopatra II,
the first Ptolemaic queen officially recognized as sole co-regent with her
brothet and husband after 163 (Philometor’s restoration).”’ Thus
Diogenes’ affiliation with “the kings” could simply be his special
friendly relationship at Philometor’s court to the co-regnants of Egypt in
that period. But what weighs decisively, I think, in favor of Philometor is
his well-known close relationship with, and real influence at, the Cretan
Koinon. We may first recall that Philometor’s mediation was
instrumental in ending a war between Knossos and Gortyn ca. 168 B.C.,
thus reconstituting the Cretan Koinon, which then recognized the
Ptolemaic protectorate of Itanos and concluded a formal treaty with
Philometor.”> The Koan, Aglaos, son of Theukles, whom the League
even named their proxenos in Alexandria is a concrete example of an
influential figure at Philometor’s court (he was probably dioikefes). He
was connected with the allied troops that the Cretan League had put
under the latter’s orders in somewhat earlier years, that is during
Philometor’s expedition against his brother Euergetes Il on Cyprus (ca.
158-154),” Thus a lively political triangle Kos-Crete (League)-Ptolemaic
court under Philometor is already demonstrated. ’

We may add that Philometor’s era seems to have more generally
coincided with a last flash of Ptolemaic influence in the Aegean, one that
has left traces not only on Crete but also on Thera, Methana/Arsinoe,

20 On this war see the most recent accounts by Brulé, 61-66 and Chaniotis, KV, 49 with
the relevant sources and bibliography.

! See T.C.Skeat, The Reigns of the Ptolemies, (Munich 1954) 14; G.H.Halbl, Geschichte
des Ptolemderreiches, (Darmstadt 1994) 160 (cf. 77). An example of Philometor and
Cleopatra II jointly mentioned as BaciAeis in the Greek papyri: P.Lond. VII (T.C.Skeat,
The Zenon Archive, Oxford 1974), 2188.32. The demotic documents expressly speak of
them together as “Pharachs™ P.W.Pestman, Chronologie égyptienne d’apres les textes
démotiques (332 av.J.-C. - 453 ap.J.-C.), (Leiden 1967) 50. Cf. also the joint mention of
Philometor and Cleopatra I as rulers of Egypt in the story of Onias: Jos., Anf.
Jud., 12.388;13.63 and the Parian decree published by G.Despinis, AD 20 A(1965), 119
(11.4-5).

2 See most recently Chaniotis. KV, 45-49. The treaty between Knossos and Gortyn
ibid.,no.43 (pp.289ff); cf now also Ager, no.128 (pp.356ff.). The recognition of
Philometor’s prostasia of Itanos by the Koinon is attested in the eplgrapinc dossier of the
longstanding territorial differences between Itanos and Hierapytna: Syll.* 685.107 (cf,
Ager, no. 158). The existence of a treaty of alliance between Philometor and the Koinon
may be concluded from the decree for Aglaos (next note).

2 Honorary decree of Philometor's Cretan symmachoi for this Aglaos on Delos:
Durrbach,Choix,n0.92. Aglaos’ post as dioikefes may be concluded from the Parian
inscription cited above (n. 21), L. 4.

11
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Paros, Argos and, of course, Athens.* With the death of Philometor all
military presence or decisive political influence of the Lagids in this area
disappears. Thus this king’s intervention as mediator between Kos and
the Cretans and protector of the former from the inimical attitudes of the
latter during the Second Cretan War best fits the historical evidence we
have to date. One should specify, in view of all the preceding argument,
that it seems more preferable to accept an eventually deterred attack of
the Cretan League on Kos under Philometor—this would completely
explain the silence of our sources on any involvement of Kos in the
Second Cretan War—rather than to suppose an improbably dynamic
intervention of Egypt under Philopator or Epiphanes in medias res of the
Koan struggle against intense Cretan assaults in the First War.

Even a minor textual problem of the inscription can be thus better
solved. I refrained so far from examining the expression émi moAepw-
TaTorg in Segre’s text. As moAspos 1s always a substantive and not an
adjective, one could first think of restoring émi moAew(1)wtators . The
meaning would then be as much as: “in very warlike mood (on both
sides),” and could, of course, be referred to actual warfare. The
superlative might also point, however, to a climax just reached or to be
reached: “while the relations (between the Cretans and Kos) had
reached/were reaching the highest point of tension.” By either meaning
the text itself leaves room for questions: there is no other case in the
inscription where the engraver would have omitted a letter, and the old
maxim lectio difficilis potior should be overlooked. A smoother text
structure and a completely satisfactory variant of the latter meaning may
be restored, I think, if we read: émmoAepwraTors (#aigois), and translate:
“while war was really imminent, seemed unavoidable.” That the
adjective émmoAepog has not been found in any other text so far may be
balanced by the existence of numerous parallels of similar composite
adjectives (ém + x) also meaning the local or temporal proximity of their
respective second component.” We may conclude that the decree simply

2 The evidence on Thera and Methana collected and discussed in Bagnall, 123-136 (cf.
esp. his remarks, 134, on the relatively rich representation of Philometor’s reign on
Thera); on Paros see the decree cited above (n.21); on Argos: SEG 32(1982), 371; on the
Ptolemaic relations to Athens in Philometor’s age: Habicht, Athens & P, 78-83.

%5 The syntactic structure from which the formation of these adjectives actually originates
is the use of £ + dative of a substantive to express again such an idea of nearness: e.g.
‘Avrioyeia v émi Adguy, émi tedeuty) (“near death,” in Xen., Mem., 1.5.2; Hipp., Epid.,
VI1.20,35). A selection of relevant adjectives on the basis of the entries in LSJ (from
there also the quoted translations): émSalauos (Upvog/wén), “bridal song, sung in chorus
before the bridal chamber”, émSaldcoiog, “lying or dwelling on the coast”;
é¢mdavatios/imIavaros, “sick to death, hard at death’s door,” so for example in D.,
50.60: 'H ..umme Exapve xai émSavatos v...; émxivduvog (bringing, resulting in
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emphasized here how Diogenes managed to bring on the scene of the
Second Cretan War, in regard to Kos, the deus ex machina of Ptolemaic
influence just before the outbreak of real hostilities. The sun of Egypt
was still strong enough to dissolve the Cretan clouds over Kos.

¢. The element of conscious ancestral models is a fundamental one
in the psychology of the honorand’s family as depicted in the decree.
Chairylos, his father, imitated Diogenes’ and many other illustrious
ancestors’ examples by following a similar patriotic course up to his
death. One of the intriguing points in his own entry is that he was acting
as an envoy of Kos in Rome when death ended a career of merit towards
his homecity.”® It is extremely important to ascertain the date and
reason(s) for Chairylos” presence in Rome. It obviously belongs to a later
date than Diogenes’ activity, that is, after the middle of the second
century B.C. as we concluded before. The end of his entry makes it at
least clear that a result of his embassy was a letter from the senate (see
below). Any hint at some higher, real source of power in Rome is absent,
so it seems safe to conclude that Chairylos came to Rome in the
Republican period—otherwise the emperor(s), not just Rome or the
senate would have been mentioned.”” This is now the more surprising as
the decree expressly states that Chairylos had gone to Rome, and
probably had to remain there for some time, to take care of the Koan
cause expressed as vopor and maToios moArtia. The terms used have real
importance: “the laws and the ancestral constitution” is a well-known
synonym, more precisely: a periphrasis, for what a Greek city was

danger), e.g. in Thuc., IV.92.5: (a boeotarch speaking of the Athenians) TocoiTy
Emavduvorépay ETéowy TV Tagoixma T@Vde Eygomev; émivogog, “subject to sickness,
unhealthy”; Zmixmeos, “subject to death, perishable, mortal”, émimovog, m the sense:
“sensitive to fatigue, easily exhausted,” so for example in Thphr., Sens., 11: xai @v pév
pava xai deain xsitar Ta groigeia vwdpols xai émmévous, v OF muxvd...oEéwg
pegopivous xai moMdoTc émBaldouévovs..., or in the sense: “portending suffering” (of
omens), as in X, An., 6.1.23: ...uéyag piv oiwvis xai &okog, émimovog pévror; émitexvog,
“capable of bearing children, fruitful” as in Hp., Aph., 5.62: ..ai toafra: Emiteivor
yivovras ; émipayoes (naturally exposed to the prospect of an attack) as in Thuc., IV.31.2:
. Ex e Saddeans dmoxpmuvey xai éx THg yis ApoTa Emipayoev ; émixagmog (having the
prospect of bearing fruits, fruitful) as in an inscription from Kaunos, JHS 74(1954), 87:
.70y gureloavra é[mil/xagna @uTd... Cf. also LSJ, s.wv. émvégehog (1), émwAedpog,
Emang, Emiyauog, emidiog.

2 Segre’s text (col. 1.5-9) of Chairylos® entry: &5 xai penadaue/lvlos Xaigidog, 6 matie
alroll, mpeaBelwy mepi TG vowwy xai / Tig matgiou moAitnas év Paug, perarlaley
&0y énaivou/ xal Biov xai Sdvartov, xal magd Tii cupAvTwr yeauuagiy éayxn/[3n (P)
xomluaTiodeis.

77 Compare for example the phrase mpeaBeloavra...ds Pauay moti to5 Zefacrog xai
Tav alyxAyrov, in the decree (of slightly post-Claudian date) Maiuri, NS, 462.13-15.
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especially fond of preserving in relation to Rome (and the Hellenistic
monarchies before it): its internal liberty (éAeuSegia).*® This fitted very
well into the traditional values with which the Koan family identified
itself: Diogenes had also exerted all the power of his influence to
preserve Koan eleutheria from any Cretan peril.

What this small fragment of a decree here unequivocally reveals,
however, contrasts with a commonly held element of Koan history until
the time of Augustus. S.Sherwin-White’s valuable monograph presents
the case, for example, that the free status of Kos was never altered during
the period of the Roman Republic, no reasons for that ever having
appeared.” Modern scholars have further inferred that Kos, with the
end of M.Antonius and his eastern satellites (that is in the aftermath of
Nikias’ pro-Antonian tyranny), was probably deprived of its cherished
free status by Augustus, and regained it no earlier than the Flavian period
(see below). Our traditional scholarly picture of Koan relations with
Republican Rome leaves no room for the Koans” free status having been
imperiled, let alone annulled, at some point.

Scepticism may be reasonably succeeded by a closer scrutiny of
what is actually known about Kos’ relations with Republican Rome. Our
modern constructs must always be ready to yield to what new evidence
suggests (and not, of course, vice versa). Where during the Republican
period could one note a situation in which Koan policy ran contrary to
Rome’s will, and may have so de facfo questioned the privileged status
of the island under Roman sway?”” We know that there was a pro-
Macedonian taction on Kos during the Roman war with Perseus (171-
168 B.C.). Polybios (30.7.9-10) notes, however, that its leaders did not
succeed in reversing the course of Koan foreign policy towards Rome

% Cf. e.g. the phrase in JG XII.1.2 referring to Rhodes’ recovery of free status through
Nero’s support under Claudius (53 A.D., see concisely F.Hiller v.Gaertringen, RE Suppl.
V(1931), s.v.Rhodos,810 citing the rest sources): [ano/dodeiclas @ moAer Tig maTpiov
moletteing xal T@ wpwy (11.12-13). On the meaning and mutual relation/combination of
nomoi, patrios politeia, eleutheria (and similar terms) in the political vocabulary of the
Greek cities in Hellenistic and Roman times, with citation of further examples see esp.
Bembhardt, Polis & RH, 225; QuaB, Verf. and Hon., 142-148.

¥ Sherwin-White, Cos, 131-145: “Cos and Roman Supremacy (c.197-32 BC).” Cf. more
recently the outline of the same period in Héghammar, 22-31.

% We may easily exclude the possibility of the Koan status having been seriously
questioned under Caesar because of Pompeius” use of the island as one of his shipyards
in the East (known from Cic., Ad Aft., IX.9.2). In such a case, not only would the decree
have mentioned Caesar besides the senate but also a similar fate would have struck some
of the other places used by Pompeius for the same purpose as Rhodes and Chios (ibid.).
However, there is no indication of such problems in the case of these two civitates
liberae.
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and Macedonia.®® The Koan state issued an honorary decree for
Athenagoras of Larissa as doctor of C.Octavius Cn.f., the commander of
the Roman fleet in Greece in 168-167 B.C.** Moreover, if the above
interpretation and date of Ptolemaic intervention for Kos sponsored by
Diogenes is correct, only a later context than the middle of the second
century B.C. is possible.”

The only substantial political aberration in Kos’s relationship with
Rome was the First Mithridatic War (89-85 B.C.). A brief review of what
we know about the island’s involvement in it is useful. Appian®* makes
clear that the Koans accepted Mithridates into their city “with pleasure”:
Kooy altov (sc. MiSeidatny) aouevws dexonsvwy. The Koans further did
not object to Mithridates’ confiscating part of the Ptolemaic crown
treasure deposited there by Cleopatra III. Josephus also refers to this®
and adds that™ the same fate befell eight hundred talents the Jews of Asia
Minor had brought to Kos,” for safekeeping from Mithridates. It is hard
to believe in a genuine and widespread Koan enthusiasm for the Pontic
king.*® Most Koans probably had to pretend a welcome when he marched
in victory along the coasts of Asia Minor. The island, not as mighty as
Rhodes, could not oppose him with the same measure of determination
and success. Kos seems to have sacrificed, through its allowance of the
above confiscations, its renown as a place of neutral financial safety to
appease Mithridates” need for funding his ongoing war. At any rate, this
diplomatic preference of the lesser evil under the difficult circumstances
of 88 B.C. could not entitle Kos to any Roman favor after Mithridates’

Aol duvmSivrec 8¢ perampoidar Ta moliteduaTa (there were such tendencies both on

Kos and Rhodes) mpog v ol BaciAéws auppayiav.

It has been now published by the Hallofs and Habicht (p. 2, n.2 above), 105{f. They
leave the question open whether the honor is to be dated before or after Pydna.

¥ Cucuzza having preferred to connect Diogenes with the First Cretan War (see above)
pondered placing Chairylos’ mission in the aftermath of the Third Macedonian War
without considering the above data.

34 Mith., 4.23, of. 115. Cf. McGing, 112.

Az 1313

*Ibid., 14.111-113.

37 Cf. Sherwin-White, Note, 1834 (n.3).

3 Cf on the attitude of the Greek cities in Asia and Greece towards Mithridates, in the
same spirit, Bernhardt, Polis & RH, 33-64 (63: “Die Passivitit der meisten Stadte wurde
zweifellos vom BewuBtsein ihrer militirischen Schwiiche mitbestimmt, konnten doch bei
weitem nicht alle Stidte eine lingere Belagerung tiberstehen™); Kallet-Marx, 153-158 (on
the massacre of 88, which was [157] “a deliberate act of policy in accordance with an
order given by a third party [Mithridates] rather than a spontaneous expression of latent
but bitter hostility”). However, a certain degree of socially or otherwise restricted
identification with Mithridates’ cause must remain: cf G.Reger’s wise remarks in his
review of the latter work, Bryn Mawr Classical Review 97.2.6; Pohl, 143-144.
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defeat. Kos had stood on the Pontic side up to Lucullus’ appearance in
the island’s waters (see below), this was as official as undeniable.

The Koans much later, under Tiberius (23 A.D.), supported their
claim of asylia for their Asklepieion with an attestation of loyalty
towards Rome drawn from the same period of the First Mithridatic War.
As Tacitus relates, in addition to the antiquity of their sanctuary, there
was also “meritum ex loco: nam cives Romanos templo Aesculapii
induxerant, cum jussu regis Mithridatis apud cunctas Asiae insulas et
urbes trucidarentur.”® In other words, there was by Tiberius’ time the
estimable tradition that Kos had refused to participate in the pogrom of
Romans ordained by Mithridates in Asia Minor, and had even offered
them a shelter in the Asklepieion. The usefulness of the story for Koan
interests should be as clear as the partial truth it represents. For the
crucial, qualifying factor here is time. A passage and the sequence of
events in Appian suggest that Mithridates almost simultaneously began
the preparation of his expedition against Rhodes and ordered the
slaughter of Romans.* It was only later that he appeared at Kos and his
fleet was welcomed there on the way to the expedition against Rhodes, to
which many Roman refugees had already found their way.”! Thus, as
already observed,” the Koan valiant protection of Romans certainly
antedates, and had most probably no reason to postdate, the anchorage of
the Mithridatic fleet in the harbor of the island. From that point on, there
could be no question of a pro-Roman stance or even neutrality by all of
Kos’s cherished traditions. It is equally understandable that it would be
highly advantageous for the Koans to project in later periods only the
humanitarian prologue to their own Mithridatic drama. What came later
was an uncomfortable truth.

Despite the clever disguising of historical reality that accompanied
the Koans’ later request to Tiberius (the famous C.Stertinius Xenophon
was probably already at work for his homecity),” and has been so

¥ Tac., Ann., 4.14. The tendentious exaggeration of this claim becomes already evident
in “cunctas Asiae insulas”: Rhodes and Chios certainly did not belong to them.

O App., Mith., 422 ... év Teirep 8¢ (during Sulla’s occupation with the civil trouble in
Ttaly) 6 MiSoddrng éni e ‘Podiovs vals mhelovas ouvemniyvuro, xai catpdmals amag: xai
méewy Gpyovat &' dmoperitwy Froage, ToiwxooTiy muteay guhabavrag ool mavrag
tmSéadar Toic mapd ceict ‘Pwuaior xai Tradol... The amrival of Mithridates® fleet at
Kos is then mentioned ib., 23 after the events of the massacre. Cf. on the date of the latter
McGing, 113 (n.118).

1 App., Mith., 4.24.

2 Pohl, 143 (n. 246). “.Kos gewihrte ihnen (: the Romans) den Schutz des
Asklepiosheiligtums..., wobei wir freilich nicht wissen, was mit ihnen geschah, als die
Stadt Mithridates aufnahm....”

# See below. Cf. already Herzog, N&X, 221f., 229.
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subsequently introduced into Tacitus’ work through the acta senatus
(and our historical “knowledge”),* the aftermath of the First Mithridatic
War must have caused grave concern on Kos in regard to the city’s
status. Of course, the Koans could use in their favor the argument that
they were readily persuaded by Lucullus about two years after
Mithridates” triumphal entry into their harbor (86/85) to change camp
and join the former’s fleet. This had been operating along the coast of
southwestern Asia Minor, in an expedition against Samos (probably a
real Mithridatic base).* However, a fact never properly assessed in this
context is that the neighbor of Kos, Knidos, had the same timely change
of allegiance when Lucullus appeared but without being apparently able
to exonerate itself from its previous conduct. Knidos must have lost its
free status after the First Mithridatic War and regained it under Caesar—
thanks only to the Knidian poet and statesman Theopompos, who was a
friend of the dictator.*® So a rather distant relationship between Kos and
Rome after the first fight with Mithridates seems very likely, and the
status of the city can very well have become a matter of deliberation for
the Romans and a firm patriotic effort for the Koans.

Another piece of evidence, from Aphrodisias, on the aftermath of
the First Mithridatic War, is useful here. The people of this Carian city,
obviously also anxious to resume valuable contacts with Roman friends
from the period of the war, thus safeguarding their own status after
Sulla’s victory (more on this in a later context), sent an embassy to the
Roman proconsul Q.Oppius. He had bome the brunt of Mithridates’
march into southern Asia Minor, been captured by him in Laodikeia and

* Among Herzog’s inedita in Berlin there is a small Koan fragment (no. *0573 in
L.Hallof’s catalogue) on which there seems to be a mention of the same story as in
Tacitus: we read [? ouuplayfag, 1.5; [ ‘Plopaiovs, 1.7; [Bagirélos MiSedarou, 1.8. The
lettering is reported to suggest a date in the first century A.D., and Herzog had already
thought in his unpublished notes of a connection with Tacitus’ passage. Of course, this
might be further evidence for an early appearance of the story but not for its historical
exactness.

S Plut, Luc., 3.3: ... Podiwy 3 valc atr@ (se. Aouxotdh) mpoomagaoydvrwy Kdou
émeroe xai Kuidlovg Ty Bacihixdy anarayévras émi Zapiovs gueteatevery. Sherwin-
White, RFPE, 243 presses this passage too much in assuming the expulsion of “royalist
garrisons” from Kos and Knidos and the existence of a wide popular support for
Mithridates on Samos. We should notice that: a) basilikor has in Plutarch, 1b. (e.g. 12.2,
15.5) also the more general sense “royal forces,” and b) if Samos was (as it had long been
for the Ptolemies) the main naval base of the king in this area, its “pro-Mithridatic”
difference from the other islands may have simply resulted from the presence of
relatively numerous Pontic troops on it.

* Plut., Caes., 48. Cf. Bowersock, A&GW, 9; Bernhardt, I&E, 125,160 (the Knidian
inscriptions on Theopompos and his family now: I.Knidos, 51-61). Theopompos has been
also honored on Kos: Patriarca, no.13= R4 4.1934, p.252 (n0.91)= Hoghammar, no. 49;
ibid., 50 (=PH, 134%).
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freed only later, in accordance with a clause of the treaty of Dardanos.”’
A relevant and important detail here is that the Aphrodisian embassy met
the general on Kos. We know this from Oppius’ consequent letter to the
Aphrodisians at the heading of which he appears as av¥inatos Popaiov
oroatnydc.® So he must have been on some official mission there.
Reynolds remarks in her commentary on this letter:

...(Oppius) presumably operated there with Sulla’s approval. Cos had
joined Mithridates providing his base for the attack on Rhodes, and
although it subsequently changed sides there was, no doubt, occasion
for Roman intervention there.*

Although the use of Kos as a base against Rhodes is at least partly
inexact, Reynolds’s remark would have already merited more attention.*
Oppius’ presence there and Chairylos’ mission to Rome very probably
belong in the same context and show that Kos at least did not rid itself
easily of its stain of disloyalty towards Rome in the face of the
triumphant Mithridates.

Finally, a new inscription from Lycia shows that there was an
“allied garrison” on Kos after the expulsion of Mithridates’ forces, and
possibly some local sympathizers/supporters as well,. This proves now
that the Mithridatic “episode” naturally inspired some circumspection
into Rome’s policy to Kos even after the Koans rejoined the Roman side
(see Appendix 1).

The text of the Koan decree discussed, however, further discloses
that Chairylos died in Rome shortly after receiving some sort of letter
from the senate, obviously on the question of Koan status. Before
proceeding one can probably find a better restoration (and a more
complete meaning) of the relevant passage. Segre had read here (11.8-9):
xal Tapd Ta ocuwwxAnTor yeaupwady éaxn/[Snm (P) xemluatiodeis, on
which Habicht succinctly remarked: “..am Ende ist die richtige

7 See Reynolds, docs. 2 and 3, with the editor’s commentary. Further, McGing, 108-110
(citing the rest sources).

% Reynolds, doc. 3, 1.13-14: ..owétugoy (se. mpeofeurai Upéregor) por év K xai
auvegaonoay...Oppius’ title in 11. 2-3.

® Ibid., p. 19.

0 Héghammar, 29-30 dismissed Reynolds’s remark on insufficient grounds but she was
right in pointing out that what we know about Mithridates® operations against Rhodes
suggests a main Pontic base nearer the latter. McGing, 110 (n.103) thought that Oppius’
presence on Kos might have the character of a medical cure after “his ordeal” in the war:
this does not exclude some parallel official activity of the general there as the arrival of
the Aphrodisian embassy itself implies.
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Erginzung noch nicht gefunden.”' To begin with, the last word, from

which only the part ...uaTioSeis has been preserved, must be a participle
referring to the subject of the whole clause (nominative!), Chairylos. So
it must express the art of transactions Chairylos had with the senate,
mentioned just before. These transactions should include the issue of
some senatorial letter. Segre’s choice of [gemluaTioSeis seems to me to
have no alternative. From all verbs in -uatiw mentioned in Kretschmer-
Locker only this gives here an acceptable meaning. Xgnuatilw was,
among other uses, a terminus technicus of the Hellenistic and then
Roman administrative treatment of/answer to an embassy, petition etc.
The usage has then been transferred to the gods so that there are
numerous examples of a person yonuaticdels Umo ToU JeoU X, l.e.
someone who received divine instructions/an oracle to do something.” In
the active the syntax could be with a personal object in dative, e.g.
xempaTigoy wor (“give me an answer”) + indirect question clause in
P.Fay. 137.2. Other examples of the same grammatical structure in the
active, as e.g. Zxomudtile Tok...mosoBeuTals” can certainly have had
respective passive forms (mpeaBevtal yonuaTioYevtes et sim.) like the
one we come to recognize in the text analyzed. Therefore the meaning
should be that Chairylos lived and died in a way worthy of praise, and
that after he had received at the senate letters (pertaining to Kos).

What then of éoxn[3n (?)], which obviously did not satisfy Segre’s
own acute sense of the Greek? A verb would be clearly redundant here,
so some other expression should be sought. It may help to note that the
whole text preserves many Doric forms: so é instead of eig (é¢
Tav...eAevdegiav, 11.2-3), o¢ instead of ovg (l.5), moArrmag (1.7) and

3! Habicht, 1. Kos, 89 (n.33).

%2 See the various examples in LSJ, s.v. yonuatilw, esp.l3-5, Preisigke-Kiefling, s.v.
xonuaTilw, 2. Ct. also in both these works the examples of yonuaTiopos with the same
sense. The essence of the semantic development has been already expressed with classic
clarity by L.Robert, Noms indigénes dans 1'Asie-Mineure gréco-romaine, (Paris 1963)
381f (n2): “..Quant a ypmuarilery, xompationog, je vois son origine et son histoire
différement; je les rattache au sens politique et administratif de yonuatiCer,
xomuamiauog: donner réponse ou décision apres audience ou étude, en parlant d’un roi, de
I’assemblée du peuple ou de toute autorité; les dieux font de méme, et spécialement dans
leurs rapports directs avec les fidéles et pour les petites affaires personnelles que ceux-ci
leur soumettent.” Many cases of gonuatilw/gonuatiouar in a religious sense
(“give/receive an oracle™) have been collected by Ad.Wilhelm, APF 15(1953), 74 and
L.Robert, Hellenica, 1, 72 (n.1); II, 148; XI-XIL455. We encounter yonuatifopar
(passive) in an official but different sense in Segre, L.Cos, ED 178 a(A).18-19
(xempaTioSeicas elcwpodias, as a part of the wedding ritual connected with the cult of
Aphrodita Pandamos).

% Pol., 3.66.6. Cf. also ibid. esp. 4.27.9; 524.11 and 78.6 (here the verb accepts an
adverbial complement: yomuaticas eiravdewnws Aauaxnyoic).
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molutiav (1.12) instead of moAiteiag, -av. This may lead us to the simple
solution: & wfloac), i.e. “into the hands.”* The meaning could be that
Chairylos died soon after he had managed to receive personally (“into his
own hands™) his hard-earned response from the senate.” Serving as
personal messenger from the senate to one’s homecity was another well-
known function (and distinguishing prerogative) of the ideal statesman in
a Greek city striving for autonomy and similar privileges.>®

One should be, however, very cautious about the success of
Chairylos’ mission. The emphasis laid on the result of his rather
extended efforts at the senate might mean that he was finally successful
in getting the Koan status re-affirmed (or restored), although the text is
tantalizingly silent on the contents of the senate’s response. There is no
positive characterization of those “letters” (voapumaa) like the one
known from other similar cases.”’ Thus we should be content to have
established that Kos had to go through a phase of status uncertainty, at
least, after 85 B.C. How long this phase lasted and when and how it
actually ended are more complex problems to be discussed later.

d. Chairylos’ son, the actual honorand of the decree, 1s seen next
but it is here exactly that great gaps in the fragment and, finally, its
conclusion tax our understanding. What remains from his portrait
includes, once again, the consciousness of a great family tradition (1. 9-
10, cf. below), an early appearance of some positive features (education?,
11.10-11), and very probably a devotion to the democratic form of the
state (1.12: eic Tav mohirnav, 1.13: [oupelégovta Tén mAneli]). The last
unrestored word used of him here (I. 15) is characteristic of his

54 Cf. the examples from the Epidaurian iamata, IG IV.1%.121.96 (..éeAaw tav Adyxav 6
Sebe els Tag wiiods of édwxe), 99-100 (...tag depeéag ebelely xai dopey oi &5 Tag xeloas).
55 There are various examples of eis eipag Sidovar (et sim.)/ éyxenifev in the sense of
“give in trust, entrust someone with the guardianship or the delivery of something”: e.g.
8 dmaralparoc LyyeipirYévrog dia ToU deiva, Preisigke-Kiefiling, s.v. Eyyerpilw,-ouar;
§v oot pets THg dmoTolie uidy dyxeipilw, Synesios, ep.119 (Hercher); ot p' Edwxag
elc wtoag, Soph., EL,1348; tov ddedgoy tov gov xatacTnraca ele Tag yeloas Tag
TexpaTovs, Aeschin., 2.28.

% Cf. e.g. how the honorary decree of Kolophon for Menippos does not fail to mention
the honorand’s having brought back personally from Rome the favorable decisions of the
senate: L.&J. Robert, Claros I, (Paris 1989) pp.63-66, coll.33-34 (xaAhiora xai
supgopdaTa doyuaTa magn TAY xeaTtolvtwy évmoxws), colll3 (moogyeyoaupuévoy
Aveyxe it dmoxpioer), 5-7 (Bidratov TH dmpoxgaTial xal xallioToy gveynag
améxpipa). Further examples and discussion of this aspect of the civic statesman’s role:
QuaB, Hon., 132-135.

57 Cf. the examples in the previous note and those collected by Chr. Habicht, ZPE
84(1990), 114 (n.4).
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importance: cwTip.”® The letters preserved of the next column cannot
help any further.

Can prosopography at least help identify this Chairylos and his
esteemed family? A Koan magistrate” known from a Koan drachma
(“Attic tetrobol”) dated to the period 200-88 B.C. is Adlolyévme.®® He
could well be the friend of Philometor. Chairylos” activity, however, will
fall into the period antedating ca. 80 B.C., and so his son must have been
active about the middle of the same century.® A magistrate Chairylos is
known from a Koan drachm and hemidrachm found in a hoard at Pyli
(Kos) all other coins of which seem to antedate ca. 200 B.C.** This
“numismatic” Chairylos could then well be identified with one of the
dedicants and father of the honorand in the inscription of the statue base
now published in Segre, LCos, EV 229: [tov deival XaigiAlov)/
[Xatgtrog]l Tov vilov) [xai Toi aldeAgoi/[---1s xai ©ATlog)/ [Seolis
(dated there to the second century B.C.). While we should rather see in
this man an ancestor of the ambassador to Rome, the latter is probably
identifiable with Chairylos, son of Charmylos, who won in a citharistic
agon of younger boys in PH 59, roughly dated by S.Sherwin-White to
the second-first century B.C.* We should recall here that such musical
activities do not seem unusual among socially prominent families on
Kos.** “The boys who play the cithara” are also expressly mentioned as
participants in the festivities connected with the cult of Zeus and the
Damos in Segre, . Cos, ED 146 B, 7-8. This last connection would befit
the father of our unknown honorand with his democratic ideology (see
above). We should further note that one more familial combination of the
names Chairylos and Charmylos (also etymologically cognate!) is found

o Segre restores cwTne [@lv wlavtwy] but this is just one of various possibilities (e.g.
[y wlda]).

* Single names in the nominative or genitive on Koan coins and amphora handles
used to be interpreted as those of monarchoi given the eponymous character of the Koan
monarchia. Cf. the arguments of Sherwin-White, Cos, 188f. Christian Habicht and
Hékko Ingvaldsen have now (Colloquium on Hellenistic Kos at Uppsala, May 2000)
persuasively disputed this because the known names of monarchoi are very rare among
the onomastic material of the above categories.

 PHLN 134, p.312.

5! Cf. above on the lettering of the decree.

* First mention: BCH 78(1954), 98 + ib. 79(1955), 210. Cf. M. Thompson et al.(eds.), An
Inventory of Greek Coin Hoards, (New York 1973) no.1308. Whereas in the latter
publication the burial of the hoard is dated (by O. Merkholm) to the third century B.C.,
H.Ingvaldsen (Oslo) in a still unpublished larger study of the Koan coinage up to ca. 150
B.C. narrows the date to 200-180 B.C. (I owe the first form of this information to
K Héghammar).

%3 Sherwin-Whits, Cos, 545. Cf. Fraser-Matthews, s.v. XatpiAog (9),p.480.

54 Cf. the useful remarks by Héghammar, 99 (n.479).

21



KOS BETWEEN HELLENISM AND ROME

in inverse order, i.c. Charmylos son of Chairylos, as the name of one of
the contributors to an epidosis for the Koan state ca. 205-201 BC

Thus if Chairylos the ambassador to the senate is identical with the
young citharist, the latter's patronym (Charmylos) is certainly a tempting
link between the important family extolled in our document with the
monumentally best known family of local magnates on Kos, the
Charmyleioi. These were very probably both the possessors of the
famous collective burial monument, the so-called Charmyleion™ at Pyli
and the bearers of the parallel cult of the Twelve Gods and the hero
Charmylos at the same place. The hero Charmylos seems to have been
the founder of that divine cult there and common ancestor of the
Charmyleioi, who added his cult to that of the Twelve Gods. The sole
written testimony of this joint cult is the inscription PH, 349, still built
into the face wall of the later, small church of the Holy Cross at the site
of the Charmyleion. This seems datable to the early third century B.C,,
ie. in a time suiting the long glorious ancestry of the family of Diogenes
and Chairylos.”’

One should add here a few points. First, the text of 11.9/10 in Segre,
ICos, ED 229 is: aitéc (; the unknown honorand) te [taly maea
TogobToy avdedv/[neotaivetloy diadeauevlos yevelav... The inspection of
the stone has shown that a clear iota precedes the two last preserved
letters of this passage. So instead of [yevelav we need a substantive
ending in -iav, and I think the reading [oix]iav is the only plausible one.*”
This word fits the meaning equally well. Moreover, its use to describe
the family of the honorand seems to express their almost princely status
on Kos. Oikia is in the Hellenistic period one of the technical terms to
describe the royal dynasties of the age as for example the Ptolemaic
House, the royal house of Macedonia (in its diachronic entirety or just

% P 10 ¢, 49. Cf. LMigeotte, Les souscriptions publiques dans les cités grecques,
gGenéve 1992) no.50.

S This is a modem term, definitively sanctioned in scholarly literature by Schazmann’s
homonymous and systematic publication, but it seems to correspond to a local tradition:
Schazmann, 111 noted that the site was known in his time as “vé xameuiAw” and old
people at Pyli attest today they always knew the place as “r6 apuiAl” On the
monument, the apparently earliest private heroon of the Hellenistic period (fourth/third
cent. B.C.), Schazmann remains fundamental; see now with the later literature and ina
wider context Kader, 201f.

57 More recent edition of the text (corrected in 1. 6 after Herzog, KI, p.139) by Sherwin-
White, I.Cos, 207 (n0.3): ‘legd & 7 xai & oixial/ & émi i ¥& xai Tol xa/mot xai Tai
obtlar Tal / it T@y xdmwv Oedv/ Avddexa xai Xaputdou/ Tpw vv Tév XappuAtwy. I
find her dating, the explanation of the identity of the hero Charmylos (not a mythical
figure) and the argument for the form Charmyleioi (not Charmyleis), ib. 207-217,
convincing.

68 Other possibilities as e.g. [e0d0£]iav may be excluded by the length of the lacuna.
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the Antigonids) etc., or greatly influential, noble families of the Greek
cities and Rome.* Therefore, the connotation of great local distinction
and power 1s obvious. On the other side, the concept of an oikia, a
“house,” i.e. a conscious succession of generations as suggested here,”
would also perfectly match the spirit reflected in the structure of the
Charmyleion, where the graves of the (main?) family members were
arranged together on the subterranean level, leaving room for the cult
above.”

Another piece of evidence that suits this interpretation is certainly
the existence of one or (more probably) two numismatically known Koan
magistrates with the name Charmylos in the age of Nikias and then
Augustus (see below). The family was obviously still prominent in those
periods, and the honorand of the inscription could well be one of them.

Finally, if Chairylos of the statue base EV 229 (see above) actually
also belongs to the same family, he may point to another prosopo-
graphical link: he appears there as brother (or father) of a Philinos. The
importance of this last name here is that there are three more Koans with
the same name (admittedly common on the island)™ who are closely
connected with the Ptolemies: (a) Philinos of the decree Segre, I Cos, ED
17+130”+26+194 (fourth century B.C.)), who was apparently very
mfluential with the first Ptolemy and put this influence in the service of

% See e.g. Syll* 685= Ager 158.II (the arbitration of Magnesia between Itanos and
Hierapytna), 97: [t TltloAepaixny oixiav eis mpootagiay xai @uAaxny éautols...Pol.,
2.37.7: mepl 8¢ ToU T@Y Agatdv ESvous xai mepi T Maxedovwy oixiag...(cf. ibid.,
5.102.1). The use of the same word to describe important families in the Greek cities
begins already in the classical period: so e.g. in Thuc., 8.6.3 for the family of the Spartan
ephor Endios, patemal friends of Alcibiades; PL, Grg., 472 B (% IeoixAéous 6An oixia),
And., 1.126: ...¢EwAn elvat xai alrov xai Tny oixiay (of Kallias son of Hipponikos, one of
the Kerykes). In the Hellenistic period a pertinent example is the Boeotian, pro-Antigonid
oikia of Neon and Brachylles in Pol., 20.5.12 (...tqv oixiav...mmy mepi Tov BoagiAAny).
Pol., 31.23.1,12 used the same word for the Scipios” family. The use of the “twin term”
ofxoc has been, of course, parallel in all periods, so e.g. in IG IV.1% 84.32; 86.15 (first
cent. A.D.) and, on Kos itself, in PH, 137.2: [¢aitluos olxos.

" The nearest parallels for concept and form of diadefauevlog oixliav I could find are:
Eur., Alc., 655: mais 0" 1y éyw ot T@vle diadoyog dopwy...Pol., 2.4.7: mqy 8¢ BaciAeiay 1)
qun) Telra dadebapévn..App., 1ll., 7. .. Ildegos ¢ Tis Hmeipou Bagidels...xal of Ta
[Mdggov Siadetauevor.

™ One may also notice that the same term, oixia, is used in the consecrative inscription
quoted above (n. 67) to denote the building on the sacred land (most probably the
“Charmyleion” itself) and other (similar?) structures on the sacred gardens, apparently
nearby. A systematic archaeological exploration of this area could prove very productive.
The concept of the grave as house of the dead (tagog-ofxog) is well known in ancient (and
modern) Greek belief and its respective monumental expressions.

" There are thirty five bearers of this name in the Koan Onomastikon of Sherwin-White,
Cos, 5361, a high record of frequency indeed if we compare it with other usual Koan
names (cf. 1bid. s.vv.) like Nikagoras, Diokles etc.

7 Originally edited as Maiuri, NS, 433.
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(i.a.) the Koan food supply; (b) the homonymous doctor and founder of
the Empiric School at Alexandria (ca. second half of the third century
B.C.);"* (c) a ®Atves TMuSwrog who appears in Segre, 1.Cos, ED 235 A
(beginning of the second century B.C.) among the five ambassadors
going out to escort “the king” to the city.” Ph. Gauthier” is right in
thinking that the use of the definite article seems to point to one of the
Ptolemies (rather than e.g. the Attalids), with whom Kos had the longest
tradition of friendship. Thus the close affiliation of Diogenes with
Philometor and Cleopatra II could be also on a family level another ring
in a long chain.”’

The frequency of the name Charmylos on Kos,” however, should
ultimately lead us to end these prosopographical considerations on a
notice of caution. On the other hand, it would be at least not improbable
to discover some political activities and affinities of the Charmyleiot,
that three-dimensionally most famous genos of Kos.”

7 Cf. concisely Sherwin-White, Cos, 103 and now H.v.Staden, OCD?, s.v. Philinus (1),
1160 with further literature.

5 | 68: mpeaBevtai; Toig éml Tav amdvracw T BagiAei. Philinos son of Python
mentioned in 1. 71 of the relevant list.

76 Bull, 1995, 448 (p.503). Habicht, I.Kos, 91 thought of Eumenes IL.

77 One might add, for whatever it is worth, Schazmann’s remark (127) that the structure
of the shaft graves in the “Charmyleion” reminded him of “gewisse hellenistische
Grabanlagen in Agypten.”

7 Twenty four cases are attested in Sherwin-White, Cos, 547f. (cf. n. 72 above).

7 If Philinos the empiricist belonged to the same family (see above), they could also be a
branch of the Asclepiads. The Ptolemaic connection (cf. Sherwin-White, Cos, 102-105)
and the wealth of at least some family members would then be even more
understandable.

24



B. The evidence of the “Lex Fonteia” (Crawford, RS,
36) and the period of M.Antonius. Nikias’ coins,
inscriptions, personality and “tyranny.”

a. “Lex Fonteia”: Kos and M. Antonius.

Among the inscriptions Rudolph Herzog found during the
excavations of the Asklepieion (1902-1904) were fragments of an
opisthographic stele with a Roman decree (lex) in Greek translation. It
pertained to the granting of Roman citizenship and accompanying
privileges to a number of Greeks whose names are not preserved; nor do
we know whether all or some of them were Koans. The Roman text,
obviously erected there to attain the local publicity required, had been
destroyed in later times, most probably on purpose. Herzog was able to
report only the essentials of this inscription in his published work.! The
full text appeared in 1996 as Crawford, RS, 36(pp. 497ff.): “Lex Fonteia
(Cos Fragments).” In the publication of this text the collaboration of Dr.
Klaus Hallof at the /G archive of the reorganized Academy of Berlin-
Brandenburg was fundamental. There Herzog’s squeezes, notebooks
and other material from his Koan excavations and researches were
eventually deposited and systematically examined by Klaus and Luise
Hallof. It is due to Herzog’s old squeezes that the text of this “Lex
Fonteia” as a whole has been now transcribed, published, and studied in
for the first time. I have been unable to find (or identify) any of its
published fragments in the small magazine of inscriptions and other
antiquities in the precinct of the Asklepieion or in the similar magazines
of the Knights Castle in the city of Kos (May and December 1997).

The front face (“i”) of fragments a+b of this text bears parts of the
preamble: first (11.1-3) a date was recorded of which only the words
unvoe Mavapov deutélpar...] have been preserved. This is followed by
mention of the rogator legis C.Fonteius C.f. Capito styled as priest
(iepels)” and that he submitted the decree to the people in accordance
with the senate’s will. Next the positive vote of the Roman people in the
forum on a certain day in June and details of the typical Roman voting
procedure (first tribe voting and first voter) is mentioned. The reasoning

! Herzog, N&X, 212f. with n.3; id., Symbolae Calymniae et Coae, RFIC 70(1942), 19.

? This apparently unparalleled mention of a Roman priest as presiding over an assembly
(cf. Crawford,RS, ib.comm.) might also be due to an otherwise missing connection of the
beneficiaries of this lex with the cult of Asclepius, in whose sanctuary on Kos the stele
had been erected.
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for the decision followed, i.e. a partly preserved énzi-clause, after which
the grants and their contents are referred to and continue in the rest of the
fragments. The privileges granted show various resemblances to points
of the SC de Asclepiade (Sherk, RDGE, 22) of 78 B.C. and Octavian’s
epistle for Seleukos of Rhosos (ibid., 58). One can assume that there
must have been analogous reasons for some Koans’ reward here.

There are gaps at two points in the beginning of the text due to
erasure of letters in antiquity: in 1. 1-2 and 1. 8, i.e. respectively, just
before the date inside the month Panamos and where the purpose for the
decree should start. After that we have the words altoxpatwe Toi@v
av/[dpdv dnuodiwy meayuaTwy xatalotacews...(11.8-9). This phrase can
be restored with confidence on the basis of other passages,’ and these and
the preceding rasura® leave no doubt that M. Antonius M.f., the triumvir,
is the only suitable name to fill the gap. As far as one may judge based
on the squeeze,’ the approximate number of erased letters can only con-
firm this conclusion. Even the trace of a sigma at the end of the rasura is
discernible there (the last letter of viog or Avtwviog). M. Antonius was
obviously instrumental in having those privileges accepted by senate and
people. This is apparently the fact recorded in the latter passage: cf. the
phrase v Avtwviov xpiow, “Antonius’ judgment,” in 1.12.

In a similar rasura of 11. 1-2.° the editors of RS thought that there
had probably been here “the name of an Antonius” (498). In the
commentary on the inscription they have then specified that “the rasura
presumably contained the name of L. or M. Antonius” and considered the
chronological problems such a solution would entail, that is, that the
document would bear a date during the consulate of one of the two
brothers (41 and 34 B.C. respectively). They concluded (ibid.): “It is
more likely that the rasura contained an indication that the document had
been transmitted by M.Antonius and a date; our text may then belong to
39 BC, before M. Antonius returned to the East (so Miinzer).”” In the first
words preserved after this rasura (umvog Iavawou deutélpar...) they
recognized an clement of the Koan calendar but commented: “Day and
month will presumably have been preceded by a reference to the

3 Cf. e.g. Sherk, RDGE, 57.1-3 and the examples of the triumvirs’ Greek title quoted by
Mason, s.v. xatastacrg (1).

* Cf. now the example of a document of M.Antonius erased in Sardeis: P.Herrmann,
“Rom und die Asylie griechischer Heiligtiimer: Eine Urkunde des Dictators Caesar aus
Sardeis,” Chiron 19(1989),127-158 (133, cf.138).

5 K Hallof kindly allowed me to consult a good photograph of it.

® The text of 1. 1-3 in RS: [[---]}/ [[---ETovs?7?]] wnvog Tavapou deuré/lpar & ixados...

7T would not exclude the possibility that there stood here originally a date according to
the Roman and the Koan chronology. Cf. below.
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Seleucid era.” On the photograph of Herzog’s squeeze (see above) I was
unable to discern any traces of the erased letters (11.1-2), and K.Hallof
confirmed to me in a letter that no traces are visible there.

We may proceed a little further even with these data, however.
There is no reason to presume that the mention of the Koan month and
day would have been combined with a year of the Seleucid era. No
known parallel exists for this and historical probabilities are strongly
against it. Kos has never belonged to the Scleucid Empire and there is no
evidence for the official use of the Seleucid era on any of the Aegean
islands. It is reasonable to conclude that the Koan month and day
preserved were preceded by the typical beginning of a complete Koan
date: émi povaoxou x, that is, during the office year of a person holding
the well-known Koan eponymous magistracy. The inclusion of this kind
of date may be explained most probably by the need to notice the local
announcement or ratification of the Roman decree concerning the Koan
citizen(s)® —we base this conclusion on parallels from other places and
periods of Roman control in the East.’

The next conclusion is then, quite naturally, that both the reference
to an Antonius in connection with a Roman dating (or the mention of the
transmission of the whole document to Kos) and the name of the local
supreme magistrate by that local publication and validation of the Roman
statute had to be erased. For it is certainly not accidental that the erasure
stopped exactly after the “personal” part of the local date. We cannot
know who that mornarchos was. Nevertheless, the political character of
the erasure itsclf points to two possibilities: either the position of
monarchos was at that time occupied honoris causa by M.Antonius
himself or the person of the monarchos was a well-known, and
compromised, local partisan of Cleopatra’s partner. Even in the latter
case a previous mention of an Antonius’ name (see above) 1s suggested
by the length of the whole erased passage: there is room for ca.75 letters.

That Antonius can have been made monarchos by the Koans finds
its parallel in the date of a funerary inscription from Sardeis: ém Magxolv
Avtwviovl/ ToU altoxeldTogog, wnl/ves Aiov ¢'..'° More generally, the
practice of Greek cities to confer an honorary eponymous archonship on

8 Herzog, HG, 51 remarked in this sense that the Jex “wird in Kos am 2. Panamos als
eingegangen registriert.”

? Cf. for example the similar use of the local date before the text of Octavian’s letters to
the Rhosians on Seleukos: Sherk, RDGE, 58. There is also similar practice in adding a
local date at the end of a letter from an extra-civic authority, as e.g. in the case of
Hadrian’s letter on the sale of fish at Eleusis: Oliver, GC, 77.

10 W H.Buckler & D .M Robinson, Sardis VILI: Greek and Latin Inscriptions, (Leyden
1932) 129 (p.117). The editors held that the local office born by Antonius was the

27



KOS BETWEEN HELLENISM AND ROME

Hellenistic kings, Roman generals, and finally the emperors and
members of the imperial house is known from a whole series of
examples, often studied and cited by L.Robert."

The second alternative, that he is a local friend of Antonius, is
equally possible. What is important and certain, however, is that either
alternative shows that the epoch of M.Antonius left a renewed legacy of
inopportune Koan loyalties within the Augustan state of the Greek East.
There were palpable traces of favor for Octavian’s rival that had to be
removed even if the concomitant privileges of some families might have
finally been preserved. A closer Koan collaboration with M.Antonius
during his overlordship in the East had been already suggested by the
sacrilegious action of Turullius, which would have otherwise
encountered serious difficulties (more on this in my concluding sketch of
a historical synthesis), and Nikias’ probable chronological and political
context (see also below). It is reassuring to see these probabilities now
supported by fresh and unequivocal evidence.

There are also two more points in this fragmentarily preserved lex
that deserve notice: first, the text of the back face includes an immunity
of the persons concerned (as well as their descendants and their sons-in-
law) for goods imported (and exported), for personal use,'* ..eic
émapxeil/av Agiay % vigov Tivae Aciag (face 1i, 1. 1-2). The reading
[émapxeilay does not seem to have any alternative, so we must under-
stand that the import/export of goods into the provincia Asia is meant.
The other end of the transport implied is certainly Kos (alone or some
other places of origin of the privileged, too; cf. above). Kos should then
be outside the limits of the province, that is, not subjected to the
provincial administration in this period and obviously enjoying the status
of a civitas libera. On the other side, the same privilege is applied to
exports/imports of the above kind (eis) vijoov Tiva Agiag. The existence
of a category of islands apparently not seen as an integral (or original)
part of, but somehow eventually connected with, the province is clearly

riesthood of Rome. Cf. L.Robert, Hellenica 2(1946), 51f. (n.6).

! Etudes épigraphiques et philologiques, (Paris 1938) 143-150; Hellenica 1, 15(n.1); II,
51(n.6); VIL, 35fT. (n.3); VIIL, 75; RPh 1959, 199f, 212f., and 1974, 212; Bull. 1967, 383.
See also C.Habicht, Altertiimer von Pergamon, VIIL.3: Die Inschriften des Asklepieions,
(Berlin 1969) 151; Chiron 6(1976), 130ff. I would not exclude that a Flavian example of
the same practice on Kos appears in the date éni povagyov Titou in Segre, TC, 158.

"2 The restoration [...m7j¢ ias yeeiag Evel/xev elaaqme.. (face ii, 11.2-3) is assured by the
parallels in Octavian’s grant of privileges to Seleukos of Rhosos: Sherk, RDGE, 58.49,
Sl

28



“LEX FONTEIA”-NIKIAS

indicated."

Another important point may be seen a little farther on in 1.6 ff.: the
privilege to choose the place of procedure is here accorded to the
beneficiaries of the decree in litigation. The spirit and form of the
relevant clause are again familiar both from the case of Seleukos of
Rhosos under Octavian (Sherk, RDGE, 58.53ff.) and the earlier one of
Asklepiades and his fellow pro-Roman captains in the wars of the
eighties (ibid., 22 Lat. 7-9, Gr.17-20). In the Lex Fonteia, however, it is
clearly implied, as the legal and practical basis of this privilege, that the
persons concerned are thought to be already in possession of the civitas
Romana by the time they make use of this right: .. ueta Tatral/ moAir@y
‘Popaiwy yevoluévwy.. We may then further conclude that this privileged
group of people had been given, or soon would be given, Roman
citizenship. Thus some Koan family(-ies), exactly like Seleukos of
Rhosos but differently from Asklepiades and his fellows (who were not
made Roman citizens), must have earned that option in litigation together
with their political Romanization through the connections of the
triumviral era. Strangely at first sight, Antonii of some distinction do not
appear in our extant documentation on Kos until a much later time (from
ca. 60 A.D. onwards) and then exclusively with Roman cognomina.'
Could the latter descend from Koan clients of the triumvir? If so (we are
guessing), the interim of silence on their intermediate development could
be connected with the fate of Antonius’ memories on Augustan Kos as
shown by the erasures discussed (cf. also below on the Halasarnan list of
Apollo priests). On the other hand, the violent destruction of the stone
bearing the Lex Fonteia cannot be safely dated in the immediately post-

13 M. Dreher, “Die lex portorii Asiae und der Zollbezirk Asia,” EA 26(1996), 111-127
(esp. 1181T.) has concluded from a careful study of the new “Customs Law of Asia” (E4
14(1989)= AnEp 1989.681), of (final) Neronian date but largely going back to the
Republican period, that the status of the big islands near the coast of Asia Minor
regarding the “customs zone™ of Asia varied in the latter period depending on individual
cases and times—according to the eventual subjection of each to the Roman provincial
administration. This largely distinctive status seems now to accord well with this piece of
evidence in the Lex Fonteia.

4 The four Antonii of Kos known so far were priests of Apollo at Halasarna: Herzog,
Hal., 4 (=IGRR TV.1101), nos. 89, 97, 103, 119, ranging from ca. 62 to 92 A.D. (on the
chronology of the list cf. below). From these no. 89: Mapg(xog) Avltalvios Mlag(xou)]
viog Kolyvilrog appears also on Syros in IG XIL5, 143 (+add., p.309), cf. Nigdelis, 286
(n.388); no. 103: Aei(xtog) Avrwviog Aeu(xiov) vios Baoaos is also napoas of Apollo at
Halasarna in a dedication to Titus quoted in Carratelli, Rom.Cos, 819. Of course, one may
also not exclude a descent of these Antonii from members of the same family that was
active on Republican Delos. Cf. Sherwin-White, Cos, 252; Holtheide, 37 (agamst the rest
evidence on Antonii in the provincia Asia).
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Antonian period,” so one may not discern here any further indication on
the aftermath of Actium on Kos.

b. Nikias (I): Coins, inscriptions and the “heroic portrait.”

These observations should be correlated with what has been written
about M.Antonius’ connection with Kos and its people. As noticed
above, only now may we safely assume the existence of a decidedly pro-
Antonian regime on Kos before Actium. Thus old theories about this
period and its protagonists are actually substantiated.

The crucial personality here is Nikias the Koan, the tyrant of our
scanty historical tradition. Herzog has earned the singular merit of
having reconstructed, from a whole range of disparate sources, the
history of this person, especially the activities and connections of the
Greek grammarian Curtius Nicias with Pompeius, C.Memmius, Cicero,
Dolabella and other dignitaries of the Republic in the period ca. 60-44
B.C.!° These sources fall broadly into four categories: a) literary texts on
Nikias” career in high political and literary circles of Rome before the
period of the Second Triumvirate, b) other literary fragments mentioning
him in direct connection with his later political role on Kos, c)
inscriptions, d) and coins. It is useful to re-examine the evidence of the
three latter groups here, beginning with the last one as it may permit a
fresh and more precise look at Nikias” official position on Kos.

After a period of about forty years (ca. 88 B.C.- ca. 50 B.C.) during
which the previous silver coin production on Kos seems to have
continued in an unsystematic way'' we come upon a series” of

5 Herzog, N&X, 212f, n.3 supposed that this happened “nach der Katastrophe des
Antonius.” Crawford, RS, p.498 is right to be more cautious : “...this need not have been
in antiquity.”

16 Herzog, X&N, 190-216 (with full citation of the ancient sources, cf. also below). Some
further prosopographical combinations, esp. explainjng Nicias’ gentilicium in Syme,
Vedius Pollio. Cf. also Bowersock, A&GW, 45f; PIR", V.3(1987), N 84; J. Christes,
Sklaven und Freigelassene als Grammatiker und Philologen im antiken Rom, (Wiesbaden
1979) 55f.; El. Rawson, Intellectual Life in the Late Roman Republic, (London 1985)
71f; R.A Kaster, C.Suetonius Tranquillus, De grammaticis et rhetoribus, (Oxford 1995)
170-172; Holtheide, 29. Especially on Nikias as tyrant of Kos also: Berve, Tyr., 438f,
727, Sherwin-White, Cos, 141-145.

17 See BMC Caria, pp. xcvii and 210ff.(nos. 165-169, 177, 192-193); Head, HN, 634. Cf.
Bumett, RPC, 452.

18 Thid., 452f, nos. 2724-2731, with pl. 118. In September 1998 I was allowed a short
study of the unpublished numismatic material kept at the Museum of Kos: I discovered
there three new specimens of the Nikias series, one dated after Olympichos, one after
Antiochos (both dates already known from other Nikias coins), and one on which the
magistrate’s name was unreadable. I could not detect any significant further elements of
the iconography of Nikias on these coins.
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characteristically large bronze coins bearing on the obverse the portrait
of a man whose name appears as the legend of the same side (on the left
of his head): NIKIAZ. The reverse bears a portrait of Asklepios with a
legend consisting of a (magistrate’s) name in the nominative,'” and the
typical genitive KQIQN. The specimens of these coins currently known
are dated under eight different archons. So Nikias’ important role on Kos
must have lasted for at least as long a period.

His portrait deserves and has already received some analysis,
especially in A Bumett’s lemma on Kos in the recent, monumental
Roman Provincial Coinage, I. Burnett has drawn attention in particular
to the influence of Octavian’s Roman coin portraits (since 43 B.C.)* on
that of Nikias; this is a first valuable chronological indication.
Unfortunately, most of Nikias” coins are well worn so that the details of
his face are only partly discernible.* What one can certainly see are the
traits of a young man with rather curly hair, broad forehead, hooked
nose, some sparse chin hair, and a serious expression conveyed by his
eyes and the downward line of his lips. Despite the realistic details one
cannot help feeling that this is an idealistic representation. On Nikias’
hair there is a kind of headband tied just above the nape of his neck. B.
Head” thought this was a diadem. Were this so, there would be
important consequences on our view of Nikias’ political role and
projected identity. As Burnett has already remarked, however, “this
certainly does not look like a diadem.”™ A tied diadem looks very
different as its strips are usually wider and fall distinctly and copiously
apart.** Furthermore, the rest of Nikias’ band from the point of tying
seems to have a somewhat twisted form™ where smaller and bigger
“knots™ of the same material alternate, in other words it is not a simple

¥ See above, ch. A, n.59.
® On his first coin types see M.Crawford, Roman Republican Coinage, (Cambridge
1974) 499¢f. (n0.490), 740.
2! My remarks rely here not only on the photographs published in Burnett, RPC (see
above) but also on a personal inspection of the relevant material in the British Museum.
2 As above (n. 17) and BMC Caria, p.213. His description of Nikias® head as “diademed”
has been later adopted by, 1.a., Neppi Modona, 51; Sherwin-White, Cos, 142. It is perhaps
significant that Herzog, N&.X, did not comment on this iconographic trait.
2 RPC, 452 (on no. 2724).

 One may cite as examples some of the temporally nearest numismatic portraits of
Rome’s client kings: ibid., no. 3508/pl. 140 (silver drachma of Deiotaros Philadelphos of
Cappadocia, 37-6 B.C.); 3871/pl. 148 (bronze coin of Tarkondimotos of Cilicia, ca. 39-31
B.C.); 3533/pl. 141 (bronze coin of Antiochos IV of Commagene from Lycaonia, 38-72
AD.). Both this Deiotaros and Tarkondimotos (cf. below) achieved royalty through
M.Antonius.

* This is especially discemible on ibid., no.2731/pl.118.
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ribbon (or similar band) fastened round the head. An instructive
comparison may be made between Nikias’ hairdress on the obverse and
that of Asklepios on the reverse. Burnett identified Asklepios’ headtype
as “laureate” and was then content to remark that Nikias’ headband is
“much slighter,” although he believed that it also represents some kind of
wreath, the backties of which are visible.” However, the typological
similarity between the two heads in their headdress is too close to be
overlooked, despite differences in size:

(a) Asklepios’ head does not bear a laurel wreath but a headband of
twisted shape (as if it also consisted of “knots” of uneven size,
some almost round some oblong) on his curly hair. The
difference between this type and other local, apparently
somewhat later representations of Asklepios with a laureate
head” is obvious.

(b) Apart from the type of hairstyle and headband, there is a
striking similarity in the way the back “ties” of the band are
shown. We see in both cases a small loop, under which the end
of the one strip is rounded up; in Nikias® portrait the latter
develops into the slightly more elaborate form of a small spiral.

(¢) The hair of both Asklepios and Nikias is divided into small
curls, more unruly and rounded in Asklepios, somewhat
oblonger in Nikias.

(d) Finally, the end cut of the neck in both portraits looks very
similar (it has somewhat the form of an obtuse angle), also
contributing to the general effect of an intentional assimilation
of various elements in the two figures.

If the headband examined is neither a diadem nor some kind of
wreath (at least as far as one can see on the photographs published and
the British Museum coins themselves), what can it be? We should begin
with the obvious similarity of the two portraits: Nikias seems to be
wearing a band like that of Asklepios. The conclusion seems then
inevitable that Nikias’ headband must have a religious significance of
some sort.

Some archaeological observations on certain similar types of band
are useful here.”® Antje Krug in her very valuable dissertation on band
forms in Greek art has assembled under “type 117 representations of

% Ibid. (as n. 23 above). I thank Dr. Burnett for an additional exchange of letters on this
oint.

b Bumett, RPC, nos. 2732, 2734/pl. 118 (Kos, Augustan period).

2% T this section I am greatly indebted to bibliographical suggestions and a useful

discussion of my views with Prof. Erika Simon.
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“knotted” bands, very probably thought to be of wool, which were used
to decorate various cult objects (e.g. statues) or attributes of gods/sacred
places (e.g. the Delphic omphalos)” Krug’s conclusion on the
significance of this type of band may be quoted: “Unter den
verschiedenen im Kultus verwandten Binden tragt allein die Binde 11
einen primdr sakralen Charakter; ihre Wirkung besteht in der
Konsekration.”* Of course, her classification has shown that another,
thick type of band (her “Wulstbinde” no. 12) was characteristic of
Asklepios and other gods of chthonic character*' The sacred significance
of the former band forms in antiquity, however, 1s further strengthened
by the case of the Roman infula (a variation of it being i. fortilis, the one
“twisted”), a woolen band type used also to decorate temples and
sacrificial animals or the attire of priests.*

What could the common element of sacredness between Asklepios
and Nikias be? To clarify this we should first recall a basic trait of
Asklepios. The god of medicine was actually, as the ancient tradition
itself unequivocally relates, a semi-god, that is a heros bom of a god,
Apollo, and a human female, the typically unlucky Koronis (according to
the Epidaurian version).” Pindar* calls him explicitly fowa wavTodanay
aAxThea vovawy. To put it bluntly, there was no qualifying difference
between, for example, Herakles” and Asklepios’ art of divine extraction
and level. Success and later recognition were another story.”

Could Nikias have possessed a similarly elevated status , something
between human and divine? The answer is derived from the second set of
evidence on his personality: inscriptions. A great number have been
preserved on or from Koan territory (presently twenty three examples are
known for certain, see below and Appendix 2) of relatively small
monuments, usually in the form of simple slabs of various sorts of stone,

¥ A Krug, Binden in der griechischen Kunst (6.-1. Jahvh. v. Chr.), (Diss. Mainz 1968)
37-41, 122-126 (cf. Anhang I, III).

¥ Tbid., 126.

* Tbid., 41-47, 126-130.

32 Cf. K.Latte, RE IX.2(1916), s.v. infula, 1543.

3 The main elements of this and the rival Messenian version in Paus., 2.26.3-8. Cf.
concisely and more recently (with the older lLiterature): W.Butkert, Greek Religion:
Archaic and Classical, (Oxford 1985) 214f. (+434: n.s).

3 Pyth. M7

> On the only relative rigidity of the limit between god and hero in Greek religion, see
S.Eitrem, RE VIIL.1(1912), s.v. Heros, 1138f. Cf. also recently E Kearns, “Between God
and Man: Status and Function of Heroes and their Sanctuaries,” in: Le Sanctuaire grec
(ed. A Schachter), Genéve 1992 (Entretiens Hardt, 37), 65-99. On the relevant status of
Herakles: P.Lévéque and A.Verbauck-Piérard, “Héracles, héros ou dieu,” in: C.Bonnet
and C.Jourdain-Annequin (éds.), Héraclés d 'une rive a 'autre de la Méditerranée. Bilan
et perspectives (Table ronde, Rome 1989), Bruxelles 1992, 43-65.
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bearing the uniform text:

Oczols maTpwors Umep (Or megl) Tas Nuxia Tol ddmou vied,
@ihomaToidos, vowos, elegyéTa 08 Tag mohoc cwTpiac.

The letter forms suggest a date in the second half of the first century
B.C.. Thus the identity of this Nikias with the homonymous person on
the Koan coins of late Republican date (see above) and the Koan “tyrant”
of the literary tradition (see below) has been certain from the
beginning.’” The small size of these monuments, their modest appearance
and the obvious character of most of them as steles, bases, or altars
makes it clear that they must be private dedications to the Seo! maTodor
for the well-being (swTmeia) of Nikias, kept in private houses probably
1n response to a common appeal or ordinance for their erection .

To continue the argument, we can examine (for further aspects see
below) two expressions of this Nikian titulature of public character (and
perhaps prescription). Nikias is here principally To0 dapov vide, and also
mows. Nikias® name is not followed by any usual patronymic: whether his
human father’s name could be used here or not (more on this later), his
only parentage visible on these inscriptions is his filial relation to the
damos. Now, this phrase, “son of the people,” appears here for the first
time as a public title on Kos (and in general). In later periods, as we shall
see, the same phrase has been added to the name of other similarly
illustrious Koans on the same kind of private votive inscriptions. Paton
remarked that the expression ToU dauov viet “immediately following the
name does not..mean quite the same as the honorary title daumov viog
added after other titles™ in later cases. Furthermore, the use of the
definite article (ro0 dapouv viol) itself suggests the idea of a symbolic
paternal personification.”

The notion of a “son of the people” seems to have been much closer
to concrete political and religious entities of Koan life at that time than
one might suppose. For the damos was not only the body politic of Kos
but also a deity. We already knew of a cult of the Koan Damos,*
paralleled by similar phenomena in other Greek cities.! The relevant

% The only variation worthy of note is the omission of %pwog in one of these inscriptions
(see Appendix 2, no. 14 below).

7 Already accepied e.g. in PH, p.125f.

= il

* Cf. in the example of Segre, I.Cos, ED 146 cited below: 16 e Ari xai @ Aduep (A.7).
“ The evidence known before Segre, I.Cos has been collected and discussed by Sherwin-
White, Cos, 332f.

! See the evidence collected and studied in Olga Alexandri-Tzahou, LIMC II1.1(1986),
s5.v. Demos, 375-382 (375f)). Add on the cult of the Demos and the Charites founded in
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evidence, however, was dated approximately from the first century B.C.
Thus Nikias® case had no clear relation to it (the question was legitimate
whether Nikias had inaugurated the deification of the Damos himself).
Segre, I.Cos, ED 146 (A.7, B.4/5) is now evidence for a cult of Zeus and
the Damos in the early second century B.C. on Kos. This inscription is a
decree of the Koans accepting a donation by Phanomachos son of
Thessalos for that (probably so founded) cult and regulating various
aspects of it Thus by Nikias’ times the Koan Damos had been
venerated as a god for at least a century and a half. Against this
political/religious background it is not difficult to understand that Nikias
was vioc ToU Aduou, ie. not simply the “son of the people” in a
metaphoric/honorific sense of familiarity between a local magnate and
the people (as to be seen in later examples). He was the local statesman
who was elevated to the position of a son of the Damos, the people
deified. When this is perceived, the further designation 7gws attributed to
Nikias also gains its proper meaning. Nikias® heroic identity naturally
resulted from his divine parentage as he was the publicly recognized son
of a known Koan god. The usual reluctance of Greek communities to
accept a living person as a heros was thus adroitly circumvented. In the
light of these observations the numismatic and the epigraphic evidence
on Nikias reveals for the first time a perfect match: Nikias is in both
cases represented as a semi-divine nature, the child of the Koan Damos.
In examining Nikias’ coins, this aspect is further supported by a rare
detail deserving more attention than it has received. One of Nikias’
issues dated under the archon Antiochos varies from all the rest (even
from the others under the same archon) in that it should bear the
extended legend on the obverse: NIKIAZ. O AAMOZ. Bumett has not
included this variant type in RPC, although it has been cited by Herzog
in his reconstruction of Nikias’ career.” The rare coin in question should
have been once in the Museum Hedervarianum (the collection of the
count of Wiczay in Hungary) and has been described by the famous
pioneer numismatist of the late eighteenth/early nineteenth century
Domenico Sestini, in a treatise of 1828.* It should bear the no. 5182 in

Athens in 229 B.C.: C.Habicht, Studien zur Geschichte Athens in hellenistischer Zeit,
(Géttingen 1982) 84-93; more generally on the cult of the Demos (that of Rome included)
in Greek cities: id, “Samos weiht eine Statue des Populus Romanus,” MDAIA)
105(1990), 259- 268 (259-263).

2 See Habicht, 1.Kos, 85.

3 Herzog, N&X, 208 (n.2). This detail has also been omitted by Sherwin-White, Cos in
her discussion of Nikias (n. 16 above).

“ Descrizione delle medaglie antiche greche del Museo Hedervariano...per Domenico
Sestini, Parte Seconda, (Firenze 1828) p.240 (n0.36). I have been able to study this and
other, equally rare publications of Sestini in the library of the American Numismatic
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the catalogue of that collection. Sestini describes its obverse thus:
“NIKIAZ. O AAMOZ. Caput Niciae filo tenui redimitum.” There is no
reason to doubt Sestini’s testimony: he has frequently preserved valuable
information on various monuments, and he seems to have been well
aware of the uniqueness of this specimen among Nikias’ coins. In one of
his previous works,* he mentions in the entry devoted to Kos the coins
of “Nicias Tyrannus. Epigraphe. NIKIAZ,” and notices they are of
bronze. Thus it is highly unlikely that he would have confused something
in his description of the Hedervar collection since the standard, simple
legend on the obverse of these series was already familiar to him.

Thus the exceptional addition O AAMOZX to Nikias” name on his
coin portrait shows clearly how the close relationship to the deified
people was Nikias® basic method and source of political legitimation. It
seems hazardous to attempt any further conclusions from the case in
which this addition appears (nominative and not genitive, as one would
reasonably expect). Was it a complete identification of Nikias himself as
“the People” or simply a more discreet, side by side expression of the
symbolic parentage—the relation of the possessor of power to its
asserted source? We cannot say, but the relationship between the heroic
portrait and the rare but pregnant addition to the legend seems probable.

The connection between Nikias’ portrait and the Damos may also be
suggested on iconographic grounds by later but relevant numismatic
evidence. For Demos is represented on some imperial civic coin types in
the Greek East™ with features that are very similar to Nikias’ portrait.
The nearest parallels I was able to find date from the second century
A.D., but an iconographic tradition seems possible. They are: SNG
v.Aulock, nos. 2440-3, 2444 (the closest parallel), all from Aphrodisias;

Society (New York). On Sestini’s work and life, see Er.Babelon, Traité des monnaies
grecques et romaines, I: Théorie et doctrine, Tome premier, (Paris 1901) 194f.; B.Pace,
“Per la storia dell’archeologia italiana in Levante. Viaggi dell’abate Domenico Sestini in
Asia Minore (1779-1792),” ASAA 3(1916-1920), 1921, 243-252; G.Pugliese Carratelli,
Enciclopedia Italiana, vol.31(1936), s.v. D.Sestini.

* Classes generales seu moneta vetus urbium, populorum et regum ordine geographico
et chronologico descripta, (Florentiae 1821%) p. 91.

6 The relevant evidence has been collected by Alexandri-Tzahou (n. 41 above), 376fF.
Cf. now also H.Yilmaz, “Demos.” Zur spiten Uberlieferung einer klassischen
Personifikation,” MDAI(R) 102 (1995), 211-218 who dates the first examples of the
youthful Demos in plastic representations from Asia Minor to Neronian times and
connects the invention of this type with the parallel iconographic development of
senatuslatyxAmros and genius populi Romani in the same area and Rome. The gaps in
our knowledge render it unwise, however, to exclude the possibility of an older Greek
prototype for the youthful version of Demos in art.
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SNG Copenhagen, nos. 106-107, 109-114, again from Aphrodisias;
H.v.Fritze, Die antiken Miinzen Mysiens (1913), nos. 355-6, 358-9 (cf.
pl.VL5, 6), from Attaia in Mysia. On all of these coins there is the bust or
head of a young man wearing a band on his head recalling that of Nikias
and accompanied by the legend AHMOZ (or IEPOX AHMOZ). It is
noteworthy that the band the Demos wears in these cases (in many other
examples his head is laureate) is often described in coin publications as a
diadem, although it is again clear that this is at least not the “typical
diadem” worn by kings.

To sum up: Nikias’ iconographic type reveals a basic aspect of his
official position on Kos as hero, son of the Damos. Therefore the
similarities both with Asklepios’ figure on the reverse of the same coins
and with the traits of various later portraits of Demos on civic coinages
are quite natural.

c. Nikias (IT): The #yrannos of the literary and other sources.
The ban on his public memory.

We now turn to those bits of literary tradition we have on Nikias
during his Koan political career in order to see how they may relate to
this new approach and evaluation of Nikias’ iconographic and historical
portrait. The basic source is Strabo®” who mentions Nikias among
illustrious Koan savants with the phrase: xai xa¥ wuds Nodas o xai
rvpavioas K@wv..., to add a little later a brief entry on his main
political opponent: ...4v 3¢ xai Ozouvmaros o YyaArng gy ovopaT!, 05 xal
avremohiTeboaTo 7@ Nuxig.

Strabo was a contemporary of M.Antonius and Octavian/Augustus
so that his short chronological allusion (xas’ muas) fits all the other
evidence about Nikias. The crucial facts he discloses are two: that Nikias
had established a #yrannis on Kos (interestingly implied as an
addition/consequence of his rest, important personality: ¢ xai...) and that
he was opposed by an equally memorable (though otherwise apparently
unattested)® artist, Theomnestos, the “renowned harper.” The latter fact,
that Nikias was engaged in a kind of political rivalry (avremoAiTetoato),
suggests the climate of a general confrontation, a typical Greek stasis
with two leaders and parties opposed to each other.

That Nikias’ memory was that of a tyrant (by whatever con-
temporary view of the real character and acceptance of his rule, see

1714.2.19 (C 658). Cf. Herzog, N&X, 207f.
*® Herzog, N&X, 214, n.4 has tentatively connected the inscription @eopvnjarou on a tile
from the temple of Demeter in the deme of Isthmos with Nikias™ opponent.
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below) is corroborated by further sources. (a) Aelian preserves in his
[ouxciAm Totogia (1.29) the following anecdote:

’ ’ i~ ? ~ ~ 3 ~
Aéyovar Kopwy maideg év Ko Texeiv &v mivi moipvy Nixiov Tol
; e Ly o Sy A T -
Tugawvoy ofy' Texely 0t olx aove al\a Aéovra. Kail olv xal To anueiov
~ ~ ’ ~
TovTo T Nixig Tv Tugawide Ty péMovoay alTd pavrevoacSal
? ’ kL4 "
01Ty ET1 OVTI.

What is noteworthy is the local source from which Aelian was able
to take this story. There was obviously a literary Koan tradition
pertaining to Nikias. The content of the story also deserves some
commentary. It is actually a TepaToAoyia, a marvelous story, the intent of
which should be to make Nikias’ political ascendance seem fated, that is
god-willed. The birth of a lion is a typical omen of a prominent and
dominant political role, though not necessarily of tyranny proper. We
should not forget that for example in Herodotus there appears not only
the negative association with tyrannical power but also that with the
position of a highly influential democratic statesman (Pericles in
Agariste’s dream!).* We could also recall Aristophanes’ opinion about
Alcibiades, put into Aeschylus’ mouth in the Frogs (1431-3): the city
should either not have favored the growth of a lion or obey him. So the
allusion in Nikias® case need not have been conceived as a negative one:
it could also come from the circle of his adherents.

Perhaps we may go a little farther: the pastoral setting of the story is
worth examining. A lion born from a ewe certainly elicits an element of
surprise, thus implying a parallelism with Nikias® unexpected rise from
the position of an idraTns (we should understand: “a simple private
man”) to that of a local ruler. The further reasonable inference is that also
Nikias” familial background had no political tradition whatsoever. That
the monstrous birth should have taken place “in a flock of Nikias™° does
not necessarily mean that Nikias owned all those animals. He may have
simply been their shepherd, an element in the organization of animal
husbandry well known from ancient (and modern) Greece.” So we

* Hdt., V1.131.2. The connection with tyrants is exemplified in ibid., V.928.3 (the oracle
on Kypselos’ birth). Cf. also ibid., V.56.1 (the oracle alluding to Hipparchos’
assassination). Cf. Sherwin-White, Cos, 142.

%0 The translation “in some flock from an ewe of Nikias” seems also possible as Nixiov
Toi Tupavvou may be connected either with moievy or with ofy, or with both.

51 E.g. in Theocritus there is both the case of flocks belonging to the goatherd (Id. 5.1)
and that of a goat- and (temporarily) oxherd taking care of another’s flock (/d. IV.1-6).
There is also a mention of a Cretan goatherd (Lykidas of Kydonia) working on Kos in /d.
VIIL Unfree shepherds whose work is leased by a sanctuary (Diktynnaion) are also known
from Crete: IC, ILXI1.3,9f. (late first cent. B.C.), cf. An. Chaniotis, EBGR 1992 (in
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should refrain from any conclusion on Nikias’ social status based on
Aclian’s passage: according to the latter’s text Nikias’ origin does not
seem to have been either a family of any political prominence or even a
necessarily opulent one.”

(b) The dead Nikias was also the dramatic subject of a fine epigram
by Krinagoras of Mytilene (4P IX.81):”

Mo einys SavaToy Biotov ogov: elgi xauotaty
we Gwolg dgyal aupwpogewy ETepal.

"ASper Nuxizw Koou popoy: 1om Exerto

elv Aidy, vexpoc 8" TASey U’ mélioy:

aatol yap TUPolo peToxAioaayTae dyfac
elpuaay é¢ movas TAMuove digdavea.

The word fyrannos is not pronounced here but in the fate of Nikias’
corpse one may easily recognize a retrospective variant of the typical
denial of burial to deccased tyrants.” This act is represented as a
wrathful civic crowd’s vengeance on Nikias: the crucial implication is
clearly that the Koans were for some reason unable to punish him while
he was alive. Obviously they (all or a part of them) could express their
real feelings only some time after his death. Krinagoras also implies that
faults of the dead statesman provoked this spirit of postmortem justice
(mowag). We should notice further that the infamous end of the dead
Nikias meant also the end of his grave (fymbos), the bolts of which had
to be violated to pull out the corpse. The desecration and lynching of
Nikias” body must have simultaneously meant the end of a civic, perhaps
impressive monument, an expression of the city’s own historical face.”
Some coins and slabs might survive but not that central symbol of

KERNOS 9(1996), p.377 (no. 106). Cf also in general the valuable study by St.
Hodkinson, “Animal Husbandry in the Greek Polis,” in: C.R. Whittaker (ed.), Pastoral
Economies in Classical Antiquity, Cambridge Philological Society Suppl. 14(1988), 35-
74 (esp. his remark, 55, that “some [free herdsmen] could be owners of their own flocks,
but there is sufficient evidence for the employment of hired labour as an alternative to
slave herdsmen to suggest that they could equally be servants of richer owners™).

2 Contra: Sherwin-White, Cos, 142.

* Best edited and commented upon in Gow-Page, G4, 1210f(no. XXII= AP IX.81),
I1.230f. Krinagoras has also written an epigram on the doctor Praxagoras of Kos: ibid.,
L228f (no.LI= APL 273).

* Cf. the case of the Kypselids: Nicolaus of Damascus (FgrHist 90), 60.1. It seems to
have been some sort of principle in Greek cities that a tyrant’s corpse should remain
unburied: Theopompos (Fgriist 115), 352; Liv., 24.21.3; Plut., Pelop., 36 and Mor., 262
C-D.

% Cf. the same spirit regarding a tyrant’s gravestone and votive monuments as expressed
in OGIS 218.120ff. Cf. below on a further parallelism of this “Ilian Law against Tyrants”
with the aftermath of Nikias” epoch on Kos.
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political memory and reference. On the whole, one cannot resist the
impression that the Koans engaged in all this because they wished to
reckon emphatically and ostensibly with a part of their recent history that
under new conditions was at least embarrassing.

Krinagoras’ own stance is no less interesting: his sympathy for
Nikias, who was erroneously thought to have passed beyond human
turbulence, is the final note of the whole poem (TAquova dieSavéa).® The
cruel tide of fame and popularity for the local statesman of his times®” as
well ‘as some possible personal connection™ may explain the shocked
interest of the Mytilenaean poet.

Last but not least, a further chronological indication for Nikias is
provided here. Krinagoras was active diplomatically and politically
between Mytilene and Rome under Caesar and Augustus, the last
evidence of his diplomatic activity pointing to ca. 25 B.C. and his poetry
toca. 11 A.D.* So, in combination with Strabo’s testimony (see above)
and the lack of aily hint of Augustus on Nikias’ extant coins (issued
under eight archons), the latter’s rule on Kos has already been firmly
established before Actium and the Koan overthrow in the early Augustan
period.®

(c) A last puzzling piece of direct evidence on Nikias as tyrant is
the small bust of a child from Kos (the exact provenance seems
unknown) with the inscription : NIKIAZ TTPANNOZ. The bust and the
inscription are known only from lakopich’s brief entry and photograph in
a general chronicle of finds from Kos and the smaller islands of the

% The ms. reading dveSuvéa has been corrected by Stephanus into ivdavéa, which was
preferred in the Gow-Page edition. The point should be exactly that Nikias suffered a
“second death” exactly when his “second life” in civic memory seemed assured.

57 Mytilene must have also experienced its own kaleidoscope of Roman favor and local
favorite statesmen between the age of Theophanes under Pompey, and Potamon,
Krinagoras himself and their friends under Caesar and Augustus. Cf. concisely
Bowersock, A&GW, 4, 11, 36f., 86; now also Labarre, 921f.

%8 Krinagoras has written an epigram expressing some sympathy about Philostratos,
Cleopatra’s favorite sophist : AP VIL645= Gow-Page, G4, 1210f.(no. XX); cf. ibid. vol.
II. 227 for the possibility of his having been personally acquainted with Philostratos
during Cleopatra’s visit in Rome in 45 B.C. The poet has also twice made Cleopatra
Selene, the daughter of Antonius and Cleopatra, the subject of his art: AP VIL.633= Gow-
Page, GA, 1.208f.(no. XVIII), cf. [1.225; AP [X.235= Gow-Page, G4, 1.212f(no. XXV).
This late Ptolemaic link of Krinagoras (and Lesbos saved perhaps some memories of her
older status as Ptolemaic dependency in the later third century B.C., cf. Bagnall, 161f)
might have also involved some acquaintance of his with Antonius” and Cleopatra’s man
on Kos that Nikias should have finally been.

9The relevant evidence assembled and discussed in Gow-Page, GA4, 11.210-213.

60 Sherwin-White, Cos, 143f. offers the last systematic argumentation for these datings
and the correction of an older view in PH, x1.
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Dodecanese.” The inscription should actually be a graffito—it is
distinctly engraved without much care for symmetry on the middle left
folds of the himation wom by the child represented. That the word
tyrannos accompanies the name of Nikias also points to this, I think,
excluding the possibility of an original artistic engraving. Did Nikias
appear here as a child? Was the bust perhaps part of a family monument?
We cannot know. However, the denigration of the “Son of the Damos™ as
tyrant should belong either to a climate of opposition and counter-
propaganda during his rule or to the phase of dramatic change in the
political situation on Kos revealed by the violation of Nikias” tomb. In
any case, the label tyrannos cannot be here but a clear ideological attack
against Nikias, alive or not.

Finally, an item of indirect evidence that can be very probably
connected with Nikias and the vicissitudes of his physical and memorial
presence on Kos is (d) the well-known decree with the appended list of
priests of Apollo from Halasarna.” More precisely, this whole document
(written on three sides of a big stele) consists in the reiteration and final
execution of the decision to erect a new inscription with a purged list of
those priests. Herzog first studied and historically interpreted this decree
(probably of the local deme of Halasarma) and “re-edited” list with the
priests until this enactment as well as the subsequent ones (respectively
forty eight and eighty five names).” His exact chronological pattern for
the list, i.e. its ferminus a quo (placed by him in 30 B.C.), was later
revised by F.Hiller v. Girtringen.” The latter recognized in the entry of
the priest no. 106 a lower terminus a quo and connected it on external
reasons with the beginning of Titus’ reign, 79 A.D.® So he moved the
era of the reform and all the priesthoods to three years later (from 27
B.C. on). This ingenious combination, although incapable of being
proven, is the foundation of the more probable (and current) chronology
of the list.** However, what matters in the present context is this

8! G.lakopich, "Musei, esplorazioni e scavi nelle isole minori," Clara Rhodos 1(1928),
9211.(95-6 with fig. 77). Cf. Sherwin-White, Cos, 142 (n.323). I have been unable to re-
discover this piece on Kos in May and December 1997.

% Original and basic publication: Herzog, Hal., no.4 (p.483ff.). The decree has been
republished as Syll.* 793 and Sokolowski, LSCG, 174; a part of the list (from the priest
no. 17 on, the first with a Roman name) also as IGRR IV.1101. Cf. also on the
significance of this tabulation Chaniotis, H&H, 203 (cf. 189f. with n. 407).

** Three of these latter have been erased.

81 Syl 793 (n.5). Cf. Hiller’s triangular mark before the number of this inscription, ibid.,
and his notice in the preface of Syll®, p. xvii. Sherwin-White, Cos, 147f has
inadvertently ascribed this revision of Herzog's views to Dittenberger himself.

% More on this in the final chapter, p. 142fF.

% Hiller’s chronological revision has been later accepted by Herzog himself, N&.X, 215
(n.3). Cf. also Sherwin-White, Cos, 147f. (n.353).
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“reformed list” itself and the way its need and eventual realization is
described. For the erection of the new catalogue is expressly to be
preceded by an action in which *“all the inadmissibly and illegally
engraved inscriptions will be destroyed by the servant of the deme.”’
Obviously, there were other lists or partial commemorations of other
priesthoods that had long been officially rejected as unauthorized and
unlawful, and were now eventually to disappear from the public eye. The
temple proceeds not to a measure of simple conservation but of
reformation in its own priestly tradition.

The priest of the reform year (no. 48) 1s discernible on the
inscription because his name is the last entry in a uniform writing style,
while different ones characterize the rest, which were clearly inscribed
each following year. Although we cannot rely on an absolutely certain
chronology of this reform and the preceding and following name entries,
some prosopographical observations on certain priests predating that
organizational turning point have been already plausibly reached by
Herzog.® Thus the priest no. 19 is Ddiog TodAiog Eldagdtov vidg
Evagatos who may well be the important Koan Euaratos at the court of
king Herodes (ca. 8 B.C.), known from Josephus. His influence there is
presented as rivaling that of Augustus” other notorious favorite, C.Julius
Eurycles.”” Thus Augustus’ similar grant of Roman citizenship to this
Euvaratos seems probable. This prosopographical and chronological
association is mutually strengthened by the apparent identity of the priest
no. 25 Nixayopas AalioxAéovs with the homonymous Koan archon on
the reverse of a series of imperial Koan coins with Augustus on the
obverse™ and the also homonymous priest of Augustus (alive) in the
deme of Haleis under the monarchos Antanor.”" The priests no. 17,
Magxos Z%éviog Acuxiov u(i)a(s), and no. 21, AmoAAwvidns Oczapntou
@U(oet) ¢ AmoAAwvidov, teappear as hierophylakes in a votive inscrip-

7 mhoac piv Thc alouvgwerToc fmysagic xai The mapave/uws Evieympayuévas

Exnoraldar Sia Tol/ dapoaiov (11.8-11).

G Herzog, Hal., 487-489.

% J, B.J., 1.26.5, A.J, 16.10.2. Some doubt on identifying the Euaratos in Josephus with
the Halasaman priest in Sherwin-White, Cos, 250 (n.171). On C.Iulius Eurycles cf.
G.W.Bowersock, Eurycles of Sparta, JRS 51(1961), 112-118(here: 115f) and now
G.Stainhauer’s dissertation (Univ. of Athens, 1988), rich in new epigraphic material, yet
still unpublished.

™ Bumett, RPC, no. 2732. His patronymic is here abbreviated as AA.

"L PH 344.1-4:...iepéws 82 Ab/toxpdropos Kairagos Ozol violt)/ Eefacrol Nexaydoa Tol
Aalio/xAéovs... The identity of the three Nikagoras has been accepted by Herzog, Hal,
488; Fraser-Matthews, s.v. Nixayopag (42). Sherwin-White, Cos, 493 identified only the
priest of Augustus with the homonymous Halasaman priest.
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tion for the welfare of Tiberius and Livia (before her death in 29 A.D.).”
So we would not seriously err if we place the second decade of priests in
the list roughly in the period of Augustus. Consequently, the beginning
of this revised list, that is not the year when the reform was finally
realized, but the one in which it was retroactively carried out, should
probably be connected with some change in official legitimacy in
Halasarna, and more generally on Kos. This change falls approximately
in the years when Augustus defeated Antonius or the principate began.

Herzog pointed to the testimony of the famous “Law against
Tyrants” from llion” where the erasure of the names of all enemies of
democracy from public record is foreseen, also from priestly lists: ...oTou
av Tt ovoua 7 ToUuTwy éav Te év Toig/ iep(qT)elaaadiv.. éxxnomTEw.. .
(11.119-121). Herzog concluded that the list of Halasarna presents the
names of priests of Apollo after Nikias™ postmortem condemnation, the
otherwise and approximately reached date of which falls in the same
period. His conclusion, by now generally accepted,” finds further
support in the erasure of M.Antonius’, and possibly also his partisan’s
names, from the above discussed text of the Lex Fonteia. Nikias’ fall into
official disgrace on Kos seems to have resulted in similar measures
against his more prominent adherents.

What Herzog also noticed” but we should emphasize is the very
long delay (forty-eight years!) in the implementation of this purge in the
official tempie records. Since the cause of the reform and its execution
must revert to the developments following Actium, the removal of the
“inadmissible and unlawful” names from official record postdated the
entire age of Augustus, having been ultimately enforced somewhere in
the reign of Tiberius. Nikias’ rule must have had very strong roots on
Kos (as already suggested by the number of preserved private
dedications for his welfare, see above). Thus the process of “Enttyran-
nisierung” should have been a delicate and protracted one. Conversely,
the “tyrant’s” memory must have retained some degree of actuality to
warrant this persistence in persecution. It is also certainly significant that
while we find some later descendant of the next great political figure of
Kos, C.Stertinius Xenophon, active and honored on the island (see
below), there is no respective trace of Nikias’ family. The ban on his

™ Patriarca, 11= AnEp 1934, 89.

™ OGIS 218 (third century B.C.). Cf now on the various stipulations of this document the
detailed study of C.Koch, “Die Wiederherstellung der Demokratie in llion. Zum Wandel
der Gesetzgebung gegen die Tyrannis in der griechisch-makedonischen Welt,” ZRG
113(1996), 32-63.

:" See the literature mentioned above (ns. 62, 66).

2 Herzog, Hal., 487.
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public memory might have been difficult and its enforcement only
gradual but it also seems to have been definitive. This point further
supports the view that Nikias® political association can have been only
with Antonius and not Augustus: for example, the latter’s friend C.Iulius
Eurycles in Laconia was able to leave behind an important family of
imperial aristocrats despite his temporary personal disgrace.”

The assumption of a longer transitional period between Nikias’
postmortem fall and the extinction of all public traces and ramifications
of his rule may also be conveyed by a comparative analysis of the
archons’ names on the Koan coins of his period on the one hand and
those on the Augustan coinage of the island as well as the list of
Halasarnan priests on the other. One of Nikias® coins’ is dated under the
archon XAPMTAOZX while one of the Koan coins with Augustus’ head
on the obverse under XAPMTAOZ B.” Despite previous views, it seems
impossible to identify these two archons or to interpret the legend of the
second as meaning “Charmylos (archon) for the second time.”” For the
addition of a capital beta (B) after a name in the nominative is a regular
way to abbreviate a homonymous patronymic in Greek inscriptions.®
That this method was practiced on Kos, too, may be shown by the study
of local examples.” In Patriarca, 11 (=4nEp 1934, 89) we find a college
of three hierophylakes: the names of the two of them include an express
patronymic while the third (mentioned at the second place, that is
between the other two) has the form: @TPZ0ZX B. It is clear that Thyrsos
was not here hierophylax for the second time but simply the “son of
Thyrsos.” In the list of Halasarnan priests (see above) we also find
many such examples.* Nos. 33 and 131 of the list are very instructive in

" His son, C.Iulius Laco (PIR%, 1 372 with the sources), was in full (though equally
intermittent) imperial favor between Tiberius’ and Claudius’ reigns. Cf. the studies cited
above (n. 69).

T Bumett, RPC, no. 2731.

™ Tbid., no. 2734. Cf. no. 2735, with different reverse but most probably under the same
archon (his name here abbreviated as XAPMT).

™ The identification pondered (but the correct view preferred) by Ot.Stein, RE
XVIL1(1936), s.v. Nikias (14), 334. Burnett, RPC, 452 equally did not exclude it but also
thought it would necessarily mean a second archonship of the same man (: XAPMTAOZ
B).

80 B should be understood here, of course, as 8, i.e. in the sense of a numeral adverb
(3fg). Cf. the basic study by R. Kémer, Die Abkiirzung der Homonymitdit in griechischen
Inschriften, Sitzungsberichte Akad. Berlin, Kl. fiir Sprachen..., 1961, no.2, 9ff. (with
examples from various places and periods).

81 Cf. already the experienced remark by Segre, 1.Cos, EV 175 (comm.), and below on
the usual way a second period of service in the same magistracy seems to have been
expressed on Kos (as elsewhere).

# S0 understood already by Patriarca, ibid.

% The priests no. 1,2, 5, 10, 28, 33, 35, 49, 58, 72, 76, 82, 91, 124, 131.
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this respect. In the first case we have the entry: AmoAaviog B o7 7',**
which must mean “Apollonios(I) son of Apollonios(Il) son of
Apollonios(II).” In the second entry we find: IwAAiwy B Zepyravog
jepeve To B, that is while the first beta serves as a sign of homonymity
inside the name, the fact of a second priesthood (obviously something
unusual, as the list itself suggests) is analytically stated.* Various other
Koan examples of this significance of beta on inscriptions of the late
republican/early imperial period could be adduced.*® Moreover, the
evidence of other Koan imperial coins is equally clear: on the three Koan
coin types under Caligula®” we find in the obverse legends respectively
the archon names ITO OIITIMOZ ETAAMOZ B; IO OIITIMOZ,
ETAAMOZ B. It should be clear that here, too, the sign B does not
mean the iterated magistracy but the homonymous patronymic (also in
three name forms probably referring to the same person).

Thus Charmylos the magistrate under Nikias was not the same as
the one under Augustus. Nevertheless, the mention of a homonymous
patronymic to clarify the latter’s identity strongly suggests some form of
relation to his namesake in Nikian times. So I think it is quite possible
that the two magistrates were father and son, the not too distant service
of two members of the same family in this post being further an
indication of a certain political continuity between the period of coinage
with Nikias’ and that with Augustus’ portrait on Kos.

We may find some parallel evidence comparing certain earlier
entries of the Halasarnan list of priests with the names of the magistrates
on Nikias’ coins.™ One of the latter is Eirenaios.*” In the list of Halasarna
we find two priests with that name: no. 26, son of Euaratos, thus possibly
connected with the priest no. 19, C.Iulius Euaratus (see above), and no.
42, son of Xenodamos. Both priests should belong roughly in Augustus’

# The numeral character is indicated on the stone, as usual, with a superimposed dash
(the sign of abbreviation) on the respective letter.

8Cf. how the iterated monarchia of Xenophon is indicated in Segre, 7C, 193, 194
through the form 74 8, that is with the addition of the definite article.

% So, ia., in IG XIL.8.260; Segre, LCos, ED 230; Carratelli, Rom.Cos,p.819. This
practice was apparently not established yet on Kos in the second cent. B.C.: cf. Segre,
LCos, ED 235 A.

%7 Bumnett, RPC, nos. 2740-2742.

% That for example the Koan monarchia and the priesthood of Apollo at Halasarna could
be successive stages of a local career is shown by the entry no. 125 of the Halasarnan
priest list: Aod. OUnfravios Aou. vieg PiAdppwy 65 peta 16 wo(vaeytoatl) Kowy icpdrevae
yevwmdeig v Adagaovy (ca. 98 A.D.). Cf. Herzog, Hal., 490.

* Bumett, RPC, no. 2726.
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period.” Neither the name Eirenaios nor that of another magistrate under
Nikias, Eukarpos, are common on Kos.” In the list of Halasarna we find
no. 24, the priest Eukarpos son of Theudotos, again assignable to
Augustus’ age. Finally, another magistrate on Nikias® coins is
Polychares, a still rarer name on Kos. Only two more certain examples of
it are known from Kos,”” one of them the father of an apparently
remarkable local figure in the Augustan age, Diogenes, the prostateuon
of the union of ygutom@Aai/scrutarei appearing in a bilingual dedication
of this association to Augustus.” Diogenes allows himself here to use the
title philokaisar, at least an indication of some local recognition and
political influence (more on this and similar titles below, p. 1011f)).

Admittedly, these cases seen separately do not amount to much.
However, taken together they seem indeed to suggest some degree of
continuity between the period of Nikias and that of Augustus on Kos. At
least some people continued to be useful and influential, so that neither
the animosity of the desecrating crowd nor the official condemnation of
an age could have so rapid results on all levels. We shall return to this
and related points in the final attempt of synthesis on Kos in the
republican/Augustan period.

d. Nikias (III): Further analysis of Nikias’ honorary
inscriptions. Elements of a civic ideology.

We should now complete the analysis of the votive mscriptions for
Nikias’ cwTneia the standard text of which has been already quoted
above (p. 34). These small monuments present many important aspects,
not the least of which is probably that they seem to have created a kind

%0 A connection of one of them, or both, with Eirenaios the dedicant of a probable earlier
dedication for C.lulius Artemidorus, Caesar’s influential Knidian friend, on Kos
(according to Hoghammar’s, p.160, no.50 quite plausible restoration of PH 134) seems
also possible.

°! Fraser-Matthews, s.vv. Elgnvaiog, Elixapmoc list respectively ten and six bearers of
these names on Kos.

2 Sherwin-White, Cos (Onomastikon), 515. There are two more possible cases,
abbreviated as TIOATXA(PHZ?) on Koan coins (see Fraser-Matthews, s.v. [ToAvgaons,
nos. 7, 9).

%3 Maiuri, NS, 466. Their trade was thought by him to concern women’s cosmetics but it
seems rather, as the relevant evidence accrues, to have consisted in dealing with frippery:
cf. M.Hombert, “Tablette de bois: un prét sur gage,” in: A.E.Hanson (ed.), Collectanea
Papyrologica. Texts Published in Honor of H.C.Youtie, (Bonn 1976) II, 621-6; more
recently: J.Reynolds-R. Tannenbaum, Jews and God-fearers at Aphrodisias, (Cambridge
1987) 117.
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of local political tradition: for their genre™ was later continued—despite
the ban on Nikias’ memory!—in the cases of major and minor civic
magnates (see below). The gods to whom all these modest plaques, altars
and (exceptionally) bases of portraits/busts (see Appendices 2-4) are
dedicated are the Seol maTedor (“paternal gods™). The relative anonymity
(or collectivity) of these gods is interestingly matched by the total
absence of any indication in the text about their dedicants. It is obvious
(and recognized long ago)” that these were perfectly identifiable by the
place where each such monument originally stood, that is, the respective
private house. At the same time, the dedication refers to the person
honored (Nikias) in an indirect form, that is not mentioning him in the
accusative (even in the rarer cases where an image of the actually
honored seems to have “crowned” the inscription), but only through the
modest formula “for the sake of Nikias® preservation.” So the formal
structure of the votive text gives apparently the first place not to Nikias’
personality but to the “paternal gods™ and their protection of him. This
“syntactic tact” is then wholly outbalanced by the array of Nikias’
attributes, following his name and placed inside that prepositional
phrase.

Who were actually these “paternal gods™? The cult adjective
[Mato@oc is associated with various gods in the Greek world, for
example, Apollo in Athens. Practicing the cult of AmoAdwy TlaTodog
was one of the conditions to be fulfilled by Athenian candidates for
archonship according to Aristotle, Ath. Pol. 55.3. Apollo seems to have
been thought of as the common tutelary god of all Athenians because of
his son Ion, their common ancestor.” From Kos itself we have now a
small votive inscription to Zeus Patroios,” while a relative of
C.Stertinius Xenophon (see below) was the provincial high-priest of Asia
Ozic Payng xal Ocoli) Tefactot Kairagos Atdg Matemiov.”™ A more

" The nearest thematic relatives of these dedications on Kos are similar ones offered to
various combinations of deities (not named “paternal) “for the preservation et sim.” of
the polis or the emperor and meaningfully self-styled (ed)ygapiorioroy or iAaotiprov:
Segre, 1.Cos, EV 6, 101, 127, 199 (by individuals/associations for the city); PH 81 (by
the damos of Kos for Augustus, quoted below n. 114).
% PH, p. 126. Cf. Herzog, KF, p. 67; Sherwin-White, Cos, 142f.
28 PL, Euthd. 302 D. Cf P.J.Rhodes, A Commentary on the Aristotelian “Athenaion
Politeia,” (Oxford 1993%) 617f; W.Leschhomn, “Griinder der Stadt,” (Stuttgart 1984)
113. Apollo has been venerated as matodiog at various other points of the Greek world,
too: K. Wemicke, RE I1.1(1895), s.v. Apollon, 63; on his cult as Jeds matpdios xTicTn at
Side recently: J.Nollé, Side im Altertum. Geschichte und Zeugnisse, 1, (Bonn 1993) esp.
113, 262f. (no. 4).
*7 Segre, 1.Cos, EV 329. The attribution of this epithet to Zeus at Kos is genealogically
SLUitt_: understandable; he was Hercules’ father on a Dorian island.

Ibid., EV 219.16-17.
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relevant case secems to be a decree of the Koan deme of Isthmos
mentioning a fine to the benefit of the “paternal gods to whom the
sacrifice is offered” (edv maTowiwy ofs a [Svaia guvtel/Asitar.)”® The
decree accepts a private donation, probably for the support of cult on
tribal basis in the demos (the three local tribes are expressly and jointly
mentioned as the recipients of the gift), and meets various arrangements
for the conduct of this cult. As far as one can see here (the text is only
partly preserved), the cult actions foreseen are mainly sacrifices. Thus
the conclusion is probable that the cult of the paternal, common tribal
gods of Isthmos was the actual beneficiary of the donation. If so, we
would have an example of the connection between a collective cult of
Seoi mate@or and the inter-tribal unity of a Koan deme. This partial
example would then accord well with what seems to be the meaning of
this cult on the level of the whole polis, too (see below).

On the other hand, the collective mention of Je0l maTe@or in
dedications from other parts of the Greek world remains neither common
nor instructive for our purpose. Especially rare and significant are the
cases of a context pertaining to the welfare of a politically important
person (or persons). This variant is known to me only from Kos (cases of
Nikias and later local statesmen, see below), Myndos (for Trajan’s
father)'® and Olbia (for Septimius Severus and his family).'"" The votive
inscriptions from the two latter places present, however, some
differences from the Koan examples (apart from the apparent lack of
earlier examples at both places): in Myndos (three examples known so
far) the dedication is made in common to the “paternal gods” and
Apollon Archegetes while the (private) dedicant is expressly mentioned
in each case. In Olbia the inscription is longer and concerns the
dedication of a whole balneum by the city to the paternal gods.'” So the
group of the Koan dedications to the “paternal gods” with a political
context is incomparably richer, includes the earliest examples (for Nikias
but also for Xenophon, see below), and bears the mark of a distinct local
tradition. The only help we get from the non-Koan examples of such

% Carratelli, Isthmos, V1.a.27f, cf. b.12 (p.163).

1007, Robert, “Ltudes épigraphiques, III. Inscription trouvée a Kos,” BCH 1936, 199-202=
id., OM 11.906-909.

1 1pE, F.174.

12 The indirect way of referring to the honorand(s) discussed above (cf. also below on
similar cases of dedications “for (the welfare)” of Hellenistic monarchs) is here
somewhat clumsily but characteristically (regarding the essentially equal perception of
paternal gods and imperial family as recipients of the dedication) attenuated by the use of
the conjunction xai between the formal dedication in dative and the following dmég-
formula: @eofc maTegors xai Snép Tis [alroxpdro/plog Aouxiou Zemripiou Zeumpov...xal
To¥ glunavrtog alTav oixlov didiov di/aluovi...
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dedications to clarify the identity/character of the “paternal gods” is the
wider attestation of a probable connection between some form of
political patronage over a city by certain influential persons (in these
later cases: not local citizens) and the dedication “for their well-being et
sim.” to the “paternal gods.”'”

Of course, the first thought that would come to mind on these gods’
identity (on the basis of the usual broader significance of the adjective
naTo@oc)'™ is that they included all the ancestral gods of Kos.
L.Robert'” has already preferred to identify the patroioi theoi of Myndos
with the “dieux ancestraux de la ville.” What seemed to complicate the
similar question on Kos was the evidence of another Koan inscription'®
on which Artemis, Zeus and the Seoi maTe@or receive together a
sanctuary and a cult through a private donation. P.M Fraser concluded
from this that the Koan “paternal gods” could not include all the gods of
Kos; at least some of them had to be extra mentioned in this case.'” The
remark was clever but only half true: for Zeus was here mentioned as
Hikesios and Artemis with a respective (not preserved) cult adjective. So
in both these latter cases the cult of deities as mate@os/matowa (like
Zeus in the example cited above) were not concerned. This leaves the
possibility open to include all cults of Kos traditionally bearing the
attribute maTedog in a collective group of Szoi natodor.™ It seems then
that the essential point was not the inclusion or exclusion of some gods
but the common significance of their cults expressed separately by the
addition of maTed@og to their names and jointly (apparently more often in
such a political context) with the constitution of a group of Seo0i maTedor.
Therefore the “paternal gods” on Kos (and probably in the similar
dedications from other places, too) included all the ancestral, traditional
gods of the community exactly as they represented the original, authentic
religious tradition, generation after generation, and the consequent divine
protection of the respective matoig, the fatherland. This last connection
(raTols-ratodor Jeoi) had a glorious tradition for the Greeks at least

' Trajan’s father, M.Ulpius Traianus (see concisely J.B.Campbell, OCD?, 1570), was
proconsul of Asia in 79/80 A.D. Olbia seems to have become part of Moesia Inferior
under Septimius Severus: Latyschev at IPE, I*.174 (comm.); C. Danoff, Der Kleine Pauly
4, s.v. Olbia(1), 273.

BOELST aw (1),

195 6.¢.(n. 100), 201= 908.

6 SEG XIV.529, 1-3: [iepov Z¥orw 7Tode] 7o téluevos xai 6] vwwwwl izgov
Aptéwitols........ Jag xai Mg Ix[el/aiov xai Sed@v maTewiwy...

17 BSAA 40(1953), 39f. Cf. Sherwin-White, Cos, 330-332.

YECE for example Maiuri, NS, 475 where Apollo should appear three times with a
different cult adjective each time; also Segre, LCos, EV 18c, 1-2 (juxtaposition of Zeus
Philios and Theoi Soteres).
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since the Persian Wars when the signal of the Greek attack at Salamis
mentioned successively the liberation of fatherland, families and “the
seats (sanctuaries) of the paternal gods.”'” We find later a similar
connection in Thucydides.""® So it would be reasonable to assume that in
the Koan examples also the dedication to the “paternal gods” bore in
itself the connection with the whole Koan community and its fate.

It is significant that this fatherland-connection recurs in one of
Nikias’ attributes: the statesman honored was gidomatorg, “lover of (his)
fatherland.” Although the concept of the beloved fatherland actually
underlies some Homeric phrases,'" the adjective @idémaToic—as far as [
can see—seems not to antedate the Hellenistic period, where its use
becomes more and more frequent in both literary and epigraphic texts.' "
One may think of two reasons for this later expanded use of the word:
first, in the classical period the parallel word @iAomodic (“lover of one’s
own city”) was in use, that is, a term designating the “patriot” in the
same sense as above—for practically the greater part of the Greek world,
which lived in poleis. Second, the characterization of a citizen as “loving
his fatherland” was probably superfluous in common usage, exactly as
the title euergetes for a city’s own citizens had actually no sense. Only
since the Hellenistic period had the degree of the cities’ dependence on
their prominent citizens” practical contribution towards the upkeep of
their community become a specially laudable virtue (with a
corresponding honorific title), succeeding a previously implicit standard
readiness to serve the common good.'” Thus the attribution of this
adjective to Nikias must be also explained by the nced to describe his
outstanding merit towards his fatherland.

To return now to the question of the paternal/ancestral gods, this
emphasis on the fortune of the fatherland suggests a closer association
between nate@or Jeol and Nikias the @iAdmaTorc. The dedication to the
gods of the fatherland for the preservation of such a citizen very probably

199 4, Pers, 401ff(Broadhead) : ..d naides EMvvwy ire, ¢hevSepolite maTpid’,
EheuSegoiite Ot Twidag, yuvairag, Sedv te maTtp@wy £0m...

10 VI169.2 : ..#Mha = Aéywy (sc. Nikias shortly before the final Athenian failure to
break out from the sea-blockade at Syracuse, in September 413 B.C.) éga. év G TorotTy
nom ToU xaigol Ovrtes dvSpwmor...eimoley dv, xal Umip amdvTwy mapamAneia ¥ Te
ywvaixas xai maidas xal Seols mategous mpogepomeva...CL AW .Gomme-A. Andrewes-
K.J.Dover, A Historical Commentary on Thucydides, IV, (Oxford 1970) ad loc.

180 e.g. Od, IX.34-5: ¢ 002y yAintov Fi¢ maTpidog 0lde Toxmy YyiyveTat...

2 Cf. the representative examples assembled in LSJ, s.v. and L.Robert, Hellenica
XIII(1965), 215. One of the earliest examples of its use as a personal attribute on Kos
should be seen in Segre, 1.Cos, ED 243 (first cent. B.C.) in which it follows the name of
three persons in the extant fragment of a list. See also below.

3 I may refer here to the well-known “dialogue” between the theses of P.Veyne, Le pain
et le cirque, (Paris 1976) esp. 230ff. and Gauthier, C&B.
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meant that his life and action were presented as the guarantee for the
welfare of the fatherland itself. The gods could actually do nothing better
for their city than preserve the person and work of its apparently most
eminent citizen Nikias.""* Obviously the same idea fits very well the rest
of the cases of such religious-political dedications mentioned above. It
also neatly fits the choice of the word cwTngia to describe Nikias’
preservation: for this term seems to have been much more often and
meaningfully associated in the political vocabulary of the Hellenistic age
with the fate of communities/cities than individuals.'” However, the
reference to an individual of decisive importance for a city was simply a
natural variant of the main usage (cf. the well-known use of the attribute
Twtme for monarchs as “saviors” of cities etc.).

Nikias” attribute 700 Aapov viog (cf. above) presents an aspect that
may now be seen more clearly. His description as philopatris
immediately follows the one as “the son of the Damos.” This is a well-
chosen sequence of terms, “people” and “fatherland” being very close to
each other ideologically. Nikias” love for his fatherland is implicitly
parallel with his quality as child of (and, we should understand, his filial
devotion to) the People. It is here noteworthy that the term gihomaToia in
its—as far as I can see—chronologically first literary example denotes
exactly this filial love and devotion.''® Love of the father Damos and the
fatherland were perfectly combinable in word and essence.

Beyond this last connection the religious-political term “son of the
Damos” assigned to Nikias deserves some additional comment. As
noticed above, this 1s chronologically the first use of this name-title in
our present Greek evidence. Obviously, it corresponded so well to the
needs of political expression in the cities of the Greek East from that
time on that later examples of it and the related terms tiog moAzwg, viog
Bouldjc, vide yepouriag etc. at various places abound.''’ It is also very

"4 The text of PH 81 is similar and different at the same time: O dduoc dmip (T)ic
Alroxpatogog/ Kaicapog,/ Oeol viol, Tebacrol, cwmeiag/ Ocoic idacripioy. Here the
damos appears as collective dedicant and the gods (unspecified) as dedicatee. Thus both
the personal connection with individual Koans and the reference to the paternal gods are
absent.

3 Collection of much relevant material and useful remarks in Anastasiadis (n. 158
below).

16 UUsed by the chorus of Bdelykleon’s behavior to Philokleon in Az, V., 1465. Cf. the
annotated edition of the Wasps by D.M.MacDowell (Oxford 1971), ad loc.(p.321): “love
for his father.”

"3ee esp. the examples collected and the remarks by W.Liebenam, Stidteverwaltung im
rémischen Kaiserreiche, (Leipzig 1900) 131f; Dittenberger, OGIS 470, n.6; above all,
L.Robert, in: J. des Gagniers (et al.), Laodicée du Lycos. Le Nymphée, (Québec/Paris
1969) 317-320. Cf. also below on the case of C.Tulius Pardalas and the Koan examples of
such terms later than Nikias. The same concept could be geographically enlarged:
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characteristic that despite some assimilating tendency in the honorific
vocabulary of cities in Latin West and Greek East the above terms
remained specifically Greek under the Empire, no exact Latin
equivalents having ever been coined."™ So it is in every respect
important to throw the maximum light possible on the apparently first
conception of this title on Kos.

What strikes one here (and has been just alluded to above) is that the
symbolic filiation of Nikias as “son of the Damos” has completely
replaced any mention of his real parentage. As we shall see, the name-
title dduou vide simply follows, in subordinate place, the real filiation in
the later similar votive monuments for Xenophon and other Koan
notables.” By that time the wider use of this and similar designations
has undoubtedly detracted from its original force. A “son of the people”
(et sim.) was no more loftily or rigorously conceived as the heroized son
of a local deity. It is significant that in one of the earliest such examples
after Nikias’ period—the case of the Sardian magnate C Iulius Pardalas,
archiereus of Rome and Augustus in Asia in a year between 2 B.C. and
14 A.D.—real and symbolic filiation turn up in unconcerned symbiosis

Herodes Atticus was named vise EAadog (Syll.* 854), we know an vids 7fig Aéofov
(IGRR 1I1.87), an vids Maxedovwy xai Tiig maveidos (A.Tataki, Ancient Beroea.
Prosopography and Society, Athens 1988, 10.1321) etc., on which all cf. again L.Robert,
esp. REA 62(1960), 310f. (= id., OM 11.826f.) and Bull. 1966, 186.

1% This has been correctly noticed already by P.Veyne, REL 38(1960), 460 with regard to
Apul., Met. TV.26.3 and viés ds modews. Cf. now the careful analysis by Corbier,
Parenté, esp. 842f., 853 (with the correct reservation of H.-W Pleket, SEG 39, p. 405 on
equating the meaning of vids méAewg with that of Teé@iuog moAews, and the corresponding
Latin titles alumnus municipii/coloniae/patriae).

1% The examples of such titles pertaining to C.Stertinius Xenophon, M.Aelius Sabinianus
and M’ .Spedius Rufinus Phaedrus will be discussed in subsequent chapters and
appendices. There are some additional persons styled dauou vidg/Suyarne on Koan
inscriptions: Nikagoras, son of Eudamos, to whom we have a dedication, apparently by
the deme of Halasarna, as ¢ihonareidt, dauwov vigy, fowt, ethoxaicapr (Herzog, KF, no.
212, p.135= Hoghammar, no.82). The same et with the same titles should reappear
in Maiuri, NS, 460= Segre, 1.Cos, EV 226°(more on him in the part on Xenophon’s
family below). The priest of Apollo no. 65 (ca. 38 AD.) in the list of Halasarna (see
above, n. 62) C.Hetereius P.f. Lautus is styled there additionally as duou vidg fows véog
(more on this below) giAoaéBaaros. We find a mention of Aevxiou Kooloulviov Acuxiov
viol Baeaolv]l Oi(a)Asgravel, Sauou viod, gidexaicages in PH 130 (Segre, 1.Cos, EV 206
is no improvement on this edition apart from verifying the letters OTAEPIANOT on the
stone, which I have also checked. There can be no question of reading here instead [7]/o0
Aeptavod Sauwou viot and supposing that this person had been “adottato dal popolo di
Lero.” First, there is no room at the beginning of 1. 3 for restoring a tau and, had there
been here a reference to the people of Leros, this would have certainly taken the standard
form o Acgiwy Sdwou (cf. G.Manganaro, ASA4 41/42(1963/64), 1965,298). There is
also the priestess of Hera Claudia Polla, appearing as dvuov Suyatges in an
announcement of the deme of Hippiotai (G.Pugliese Carratelli, PP 13(1958), 418f). At
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as [Magdard xai ToU dnquov Tol Zapdilavldy viet™™ Is the contrast with
Nikias’ exclusively “unreal” filiation merely duc to the latter’s concem
to be associated just with the deified People? Was there no reasonable
room for humans beside the People if Nikias® filiation should have the
proper effect or was the divine exclusivity of his projected parentage
additionally motivated by his humble descent? The remarks on Aelian’s
story about Nikias (sec above) should be borne in mind. As Nikias
should also be, according to all indications mentioned above, a partisan
of Antonius, one may also recall that the triumvir’s favorites and staff in
the Greek East often belonged to the lower classes. They were either
descendants of ordinary families (like Hybreas of Mylasa, see below) or
even freedmen (like Theophilos, Antonius’ representative at Corinth,'?!
or Demetrios who had a similar function on Cyprus).'"® The rise of a
favorite freedman in a provincial city, even under the “stricter”
Augustus, has been well illustrated by the splendid career and local
honors for the latter’s /ibertus C.lulius Zoilus of Aphrodisias.'® Curtius
Nicias (according to Herzog’s basic identification) could also be an
example.'**

least in this last example the connection of the title with a local demos (not the whole
demos of Kos, expressed ibid. as polis) should be evident.

" OGIS 470 (= IGRR IV.1611= IEphesos 3825), 9-11: ..qvdun Taiolv/ TlovAiou,
Nagdadd xai 7o dnpov toi Zapdila/vldy vied, Ilagdald... On person and date cf
recently Campanile, no. 26 (p.48f.). L.Robert, Laodicée (n. 117), 318 collected and
commented on further, later examples.

1 Plut., Ant, 67.7; ...qypddag (sc. Avtawviog) mpos Oedgihov Tov dv KopivSaw Sionemray
omws dogadeiay Exmopioy xai amoxguly Tols avdeac dxpr Av iAdoacdar Kaizapa
duwnSdat. Obrog 7y Oesqiros Tnmdoyou matie ol mAsioToy Taod Avrwvie duvmdévros,
mparTov 9¢ moog Kaioaga Ty dmedevSépwy peraBadouévoy xai xartoxhoavros UoTegov év
KopiSaw.

Cf. on this, the next and similar cases among the republican principes’ men in the East
most recently (on the occasion of C.Iulius” Zoilus® career, see next note): R.R.R.Smith,
The Monument of C.Julius Zoilos [Aphrodisias I], (Mainz 1993) 9f.

22 D.C. 48.40.6: ..UgTegoy 02 I Amumreiov éaAw (sc. AaBifvoc): ofroc yap EfeAelSepog
e 100 Kaigagos ToU mpotégou v, xai Téte Tf Kimpw mods Tob Avrwviou
mpoo TeTaYéves, avelitnaé T alToy paSay §tt xpimrorto, xal cuvélaBe.

¥ See esp. Reynolds; 156-164 and now the monograph of Smith (n. 121), which
successfully covers all the evidence on Zoilos. The Aphrodisians dedicated a monument
to him on which he was represented as shaking hands with the Demos and crowned by
the Polis of Aphrodisias (fig.5). The spirit of this representation (cf. Smith, ibid. esp. 39
on the implication of an equality of status by the handshake) is remarkably similar to
Nikias’ imagery discussed above.

* PH, p.126 had already remarked: “We may be sure that there were good reasons for
not mentioning the name of Nicias® father.” Herzog, KF, p.64 has hesitantly completed
this line of thought: “Wir hitten dann in ihm einen kihnen vedog zu sehen, der sich
getragen von der Volksgunst zu einer gewaltsam erlangten und vielleicht ebenso
gewaltsam verlorenen Herrschaft emporgeschwungen hitte. Zur Entscheidung dieser
Frage haben wir zu wenig sicheres Material.” Herzog, N&X did not return to this point
after his identification of the grammaticus Curtius Nicias with the homonymous tyrant of
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After all, the notion of a “popular filiation” (not yet a formal name
or title) appears in classical Greek history in connection with lower
classes of free-born, slaves, or ex-slaves. One may adduce here first the
brilliant rivalry between the slave Paphlagon and the base-born sausage-
seller Agorakritos for the guardianship (¢mgomeverv) of the aged Demos
in Aristophanes’ Knights, where the image of quasi-filial devotion
repeatedly appears in Agorakritos’ action: so for example when the latter
asserts (769-70) xaywy', & Afp’, e wn ge @AG xal v oTéQYw,
ratatundels édoiumy..., or when he addresses Demos as “father” (marep,
724) or “papa” (mammidioy, 1215). The simulation of a filial role towards
the Demos is clearly implied for the lower-class but benevolent
demagogue contending for the control of the people.'”

A more pronounced father-son relationship between the Athenian
people and a freedman exists in the case of Agoratos, the ex-slave whose
liberation and spurious enfranchisement in Athens Lysias presents in the
speech against him. According to Lysias'*® Agoratos described the
Athenian demos as his adoptive father (momtoy matéga) although he
proved very unthankful towards both his natural and adoptive fathers.
Agoratos’ version of how this new parentage occurred was that he was
given not only freedom but also citizenship by the demos for his
collaboration in the assassination of Phrynichos, the leader of the Four
Hundred. Obviously, such a brave act—whether actually performed by
him or not—would entitle him to regard the Athenian people in theory
and sentiment as his adoptive father. Thus there appears again a man of
low origin and (purportedly) high merit towards the demos, who is at the
same time beneficiary and benefactor of the people in an imaginary

Kos. His opinion that a nothos would have been unable to present a publicly acceptable
patronymic on Kos (or elsewhere) has been rendered improbable by Sherwin-White, Cos,
333 with n. 388. On the other hand, what we know of Curtius Nicias the grammarian
cannot exclude his libertine status (see below).

135 Of also ibid., 211f., 426, 741, 773, 790f., and the relevant remarks of B.S.Strauss,
Fathers and Sons in Athens. Ideology and Society in the Era of the Peloponnesian War,
(Princeton 1993) esp.155-7, and L.Strauss, Socrates and Aristophanes, (New York 1966)
103 (the sausage-seller “acts as if, having been exposed as an infant, he has now
recognized his father and been recognized by his father, who repents his mistake”),
317(in contrast with that relation Paphlagon, i.e.”Kleon claims to be the father of the
demos (1037-9), but never to be its child”). The image of the demagogue as epifropos of
the people recurs iftPeace, 685-7. The simile seems to have been also more generally
applied to the relation of any popular leader, actual or potential, to the demos: cf. Plato’s
(?7) Fifth Letter, 322 B (the author would have given his advice to the demos xadamep
TaTEN).

126 ¥111.91, cf. 70, 72. The authenticity of 91 has been sometimes doubted (so Blass and
Gemet in the Budé edition), without sufficient reasons, I think (so Hude in the OCT
edition). Cf. also the still useful commentary in the old edition by H. Frohberger,
Ausgewdihlte Reden des Lysias..., I*, (Leipzig 1880) p.166f.
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filial-parental relation.

Was Nikias a similar, later example of a man adroitly concealing his
obscure origins under a solemn patronymic remunerating his services to
the Koan damos? 1t is remarkable in this respect that: (a) he preferred to
appear 1in those mscriptions without his Roman name-form, although for
example Theophanes of Mytilene did not refrain from doing so as a
Pompeian client about a generation before.'”” All later important Koans
honored on the same type of small votive monuments as Nikias appear
there with their full Roman names (see below).'”® (b) The decree for the
final erection of the revised Halasaran priest-list (see above) lays
emphasis on the authorized tabulation of the priests, including the latter’s
patronymics (matgtaatel, 1.13).'* (c) Curtius Nicias in Cicero seems not
to be simply a man of letters but also a shrewd news-agent and
businessman who differed once with a Vidius on the repayment of a
debt.” If Syme'' was correct in his replacement of Vidius with
Vedius— thus integrating this element into the ingeniously reconstructed
life of P.Vedius Pollio, the later, notorious protégé of Augustus who was
of libertine origin and habits—we get perhaps a glimpse of the real social
milieu of parvenus in which Nikias® gourmet and idle nature (according
to Cicero’s'"*” allusions) would fit perfectly. This view of Nikias® formal
social status remains a distinct possibility with our present evidence.

Nikias was also a “benefactor of the city” (cleoyétas Tas moAiog)
and a “hero” (vfowe)."*> We are left to guess on the kinds of benefaction
he offered the city (see below) but, obviously, his heroic elevation
(whatever his social origin actually) should mirror the greatness of his
euergesiai. One should add here that to be recognized as a civic hero in
lifetime was not yeta usual honor for a Greek, and, as far as we know,

127 Syi1.* 755, L.Robert, CRAI 1969, 52 (= id., OM V.571 ).

% Herzog, N&X, 209 (n.1) noticed this trait of Nikias® official nomenclature on Kos but
tried to get over it too easily: “...DaB Nikias von seinem nicht sehr klangvollen rémischen
Biirgernamen Curtius als Tyrann keinen Gebrauch mehr machte, ist leicht verstindlich,
da er eben als echter Sohn seiner Vaterstadt gelten wollte.” Theophanes of Mytilene
certainly had the same wish!

' However, this seems to have been a traditional minimum requirement in the demotic
lists of Halasarna: Syll.* 1023.29ff. On the more extensive, basic requirements of Koan
citizenship cf. Sherwin-White, Cos, 153f.

0 Cie., Ad fam., IX.10.1 (cf. Suet., De gramm. XIV).

™ Vedius Pollio, 25.

" Ad fam., TX.10.2; ad Att, X11.26.2 (..nosti Niciae nostri imbecillitatem, mollitiam,
consuetudinem victus). Cf. Herzog, N&X, 199-201 (his translation of mollitia in the latter
passage Just as “Anspriiche macht” is a certain understatement).

* There is only one inscription where he is not given this title: see Appendix 2, no. 14.
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had never before occurred on Kos.* Deification of living kings/dynasts
(and then the emperors) and formal heroization/heroic honors for
important living politicians, generals etc. was known from the beginning
of the Hellenistic age."” However, such a public recognition, under
scrutiny, shows that only outstanding merit of the Greek honorand, and
this only rarely, could gain him the name and/or the honors of a hero in
his own city during his lifetime.”*® The same is true, a fortiori, for the
outright “godlike honors” (igéSz0r Tinal) decreed by cities for great
benefactors.'”” As far as I can see,”* there are only two certain examples
of this last category from the late Hellenistic period: (a) the Pergamene
honors including a priest, a sanctuary etc. for Diodoros Pasparos,™ who
brought about the political rehabilitation of his initially pro-Mithridatic
city versus Rome in the early sixties, and (b) the similar treatment of

134 Charmylos the “hero of the Charmyleioi” (see ch. A above) should have been granted
this status posthumously—and not by the whole city but by his own clan. Cf. also the
somewhat earlier phase (ca. late fourth century B.C.) of the same development
represented by the cult of Herakles Diomedonteios founded by a certain Diomedon on
Kos. Here the cult epithet of the traditional and generally recognized hero distinctly
suggested a parallel elevation of the founder’s role (Herzog, HG, no. 10= Sokolowski,
LSCG 177= Segre, I.Cos, ED 149.2; cf. ibid. 33-36 the probable mention of a libation or
a sacrifice to some other deities, Herakles and Diomedon. Cf. Sherwin-White, Cos, 364f.;
F.Graf, “Bemerkungen zur biirgerlichen Religiositit im Hellenismus,” in: M. Wérrle &
P.Zanker (eds.), Stadtbild und Biirgerbild im Hellenismus,(Miinchen 1995) 112.

135 Apart from the standard accounts by M.P.Nilsson, Geschichte der griechischen
Religion, TI, (Miinchen 19743), 135ff. (esp. 1424) and KlLatte, Romische
Religionsgeschichte, (Miinchen 1960) esp. 312-6, always basic on these developments
(with further literature): C.Habicht, Gottmenschentum und griechische Stadte, (Miinchen
1970%) esp. 204f., 266-8; L Robert, REG 94(1981), 358-360; Price, R&P, 231T. (esp. 47-
52); Gauthier, C&B, 60-66.

136 This seems e.g. to have been the case of Diogenes, the last commander of a
Macedonian garrison in Athens (229 B.C.): Gauthier, C&B, 64f.

137 Cult honors of various sorts and grades for Roman generals and governors in the East
(games bearing their names, paeans, priesthoods for their cult, perhaps even temples)
proliferated from Flamininus until the early imperial age (see below). At least some of
these honors, as in the case of Flamininus himself (so e.g. in Chalkis in 191 B.C.: Plut.,
Flam., 16; cf. H.Gundel, RE XXIV(1963), s.v. T.Quinctius (45) Flamininus, 1076), must
have been granted during the honorand’s life. Cf. Price, R&P, 46f.; A Lintott, Imperium
Romanum. Politics and Administration, (London, 1993) 180f.(+229), who is correct in
stressing the importance of Cic., ad Qu.fr. 1.1.26 and V.21.7 on the promagistrates’ cult
in Asia being also associated with the erection of temples. However, the absence of
separate archaeological remains rather suggests that this would usually take the form of
the governors’ association in the cult of a traditional god or Roma (as for example in the
case of P.Servilius Isauricus in Ephesos): cf. esp. Tuchelt, 105-112 where all the relevant
sources are collected and scrutinized.

138 Cf recently C.Habicht, “Ist ein ‘Honoratiorenregime’ das Kennzeichen der Stadt im
spiteren Hellenismus?,” in: Stadtbild und Biirgerbild (n. 134), 90.

139 JGRR 1V.292.35ff, 293a.14345, 11.16-18, 38(ivoSéwv 7Eiwuéves muav). Cf. also
ibid. 294 and on Diodoros’ whole personality and date of activities and honors C.P.Jones,
“Diodoros Pasparos and the Nikephoria of Pergamon,” Chiron 4(1974), 183-205. Cf.
Bemhardt, I&E, 160f.
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C.Iulius Artemidorus of Knidos by his homecity.'* He was the son and
political heir in Augustan times of C.Iulius Theopompus, thanks to
whom the city eventually regained the status of a civitas libera, from the
initial patron of both father and son, Caesar (cf, above).'"!

Later deifications of private, grand benefactors were understandably

checked by the growing institution of the Roman emperor cult'** but
even the graniing of lower, heroic honors like the bestowal of the title of
hero itself or the institution of special, honorific agones was rather the
exception for living citizen benefactors.'® Apart from the Koan material
(where the case of Nikias set a sort of example, see below), the only
certain case of early imperial date I was able to find is that of the honors
conferred by Gytheion'** under Tiberius to C.Iulius Laco, the son of the
notorious Spartan favorite of Augustus C.lulius Eurycles.'* Two days of
SuueAixol ayaves (theatrical competitions) were founded here: the first
“to honor his (the deceased Eurycles’) memory” (sis wvmuny, 1.19) with
the reasoning slegyetou Tol Edvous xal Tijg ToAews Mudy v moANoig
yevouevou (1. 20); the second “to his (the living Laco’s) honor” (sfs Tuyuny,
ibid.) as the city regards him xmdspovos T4 Tol ESvous xal THs moAews
nudy euhaxi xal cotneilals ovrog (11.21-2). It is noteworthy that these

M0 See I Knidos, 59.11-19 (the last words, muaic looStors, summarize the previous
honors: Artemidoros’ golden statue is made synnaos of Artemis Hyakinthotrophos and
Epiphanes, whose lifelong priesthood the benefactor has; he is also accorded an altar,
sacrifices and a quinquennial athletic festival, the Artemidoreia). Cf Gauthier, C&P, 62
with n. 190,

! Caesar as patron of Artemidoros, too: Plut., Caes., 65. Cn. Pompeius Theophanes was
venerated as Zeus Eleutherios on Mytilene only after his death: Tac., Ann., 6.182
(defuncto Theophani), SylL.* 753; coins: D.Salzmann, MDAI(R) 92(1985), 258-260. Cf.
ibid., 251ff.; unduly hesitant: Price, R&P, 48.

2 Cf. Price, R&P, S0f. (correctly interpreting the phrase SZoiot xai tois iroroSéoror in the
important document of the Augustan period JGRR IV.1302= LKyme 19.15 as referring to
“traditional gods” and emperors), Habicht (n. 138).

' Even the similar, once liberal practice for living Roman governors (see n. 136) seems
to have been restricted; there seems to be only one certain case—C.Vibius Postumus
honored by the Samians during the third year of his proconsulate in Asia (ca. 15 A.D.): O
dfjuog Taiy OhBin Mooroulw] 6 Tois avdumdzwr, vewi ebepyéry (IGRR IV.963). The
phrase o Tpis (not ¢ pig!) has dating value and clearly indicates that Postumus was
then alive: cf. e.g. IGRR 11191 (...8% dogreoéa xai to B'mp@rov doxovra), Marek, PBNG,
Pomp. 4 (p.137): Cn.Claudius Severus is honored as 8¢ Uratov, the otherwise known
year of this second consulate, 173 A.D., coinciding with the date after the provincial era
mentioned at the end of the document (cf. ibid., Pomp. 3). Lafaye, /GRR IV.963 also
dated the honor during Postumus’ life. Confronted with Robert’s authoritative general
rule (see n. 147 below) later opinions hesitated: Fraser, RFM, 167 (n.451): “might not be
posthumous™, Tuchelt, 106; Price, R&P, 51, n.132: “perhaps posthumous.” On the
contrary, the case of the cult accorded to C.Marcius Censorinus (PIR* M 222) in Mylasa
(IMylasa, 341,410) ca. 3 A.D. should rather postdate his death, being simply the natural
expression of the feelings mirrored in Vell.Pat., 11.102.1.

' AnEp 1929.100= SEG X1.923= Oliver, GC,15.L18ff.

> See ns. 69 and 76 above.
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days of honorific performances will be added to a series of six other such
days referred to as Tag T@v Sedv xai nyemwovoy fuéoas (1. 18) and
devoted in turn to Augustus, Tiberius, Livia, Germanicus, Drusus and
T.Quinctius Flamininus. A real hierarchy of cult honor is implied, in
which even the living member of an important local dynasty of euergetai
does find a final place after the imperial gods and hegemones, and his
own father, the deceased hero.'*®

The name of a hero does seem to be accorded more freely to living
persons in the later empire. This does not entitle us to suppose, however,
that there were similar habits for the end of the first century B.C. or the
beginning of the first century A.D., where in most of the known cases
only dead benefactors received it."¥” Thus Nikias’ case is finally, and
naturally, brought much nearer the figures of his roughly contemporary,
deified “model citizens” who were obviously instrumental in their cities’
status and privileges being regained or secured under Roman control in
such a decisive way that they were considered to deserve civic honors

16 price R&P, 50 with n. 122 also perceives these honors as heroic.

147 Some later examples where 7pwg should characterize living persons: IGRR 1.979= IC
L.xviii.55 (Lyttos, Flavian or post-Flavian), where the combination Yowa xal HooUOTOAY
for the honorand seems to prove that both words were understood as titles, so the first
does not necessarily indicate a deceased person. Peek, GVI, 655 (Trachonitis,
second/third cent. A.D.): #pwg is here (1.7) the apparently surviving relative of the
deceased, who erected the latter’s funeral monument and is described as xalTdg Ewv
Baaihfiog dubmwoveg Eohds émawy (1.8). IStratonikeia 111, 1018 (ca. fourth cent A.D.),
where the governor and local benefactor Eutheios is described, in Homeric diction (cf.
Od. 1.371), as Seois évadiyniog fows. M.Guarducci, “Heros nell’eta imperiale romana,”
Atti del III. Congresso Nazionale di Studi Romani, IV(1935), 328-332 argued for a much
more expanded use of fjewg to denote a living honorand in Greek documents of the whole
imperial period. L.Robert, Hellenica X(1955), 19 (n.1), has rightly objected to this
«inflationist view” of living heroes under the Empire, and especially clarified the point
that, in many cases where the word heros is connected with “serving” magistrates of
Greek cities in the imperial period, it should be understood as denoting posthumous
magistracies of the respective persons in accordance with an endowment they had made
while still alive (so correcting e.g. F.W.Hasluck, Cyzicus, (Cambridge 1910) esp.2391.).
Cf. also Graf. NK, 127-135 (on the occasion of the Chian heroes Phesinos and Megon). It
would be equally unsafe to formulate a strict rule (so L.Robert, Hellenica 13(1965), 207,
of also Bull. 1977, 489; followed e.g. by P.Herrmann, MDAI(I) 44(1994), 208 with n.17),
however, bringing the use of 7w in exclusive connection with dead persons even in the
early Empire. The Koan material (its importance partly noticed by Fraser, RFM, 166f.,
n.451, who pointed to exceptions of Robert’s rule, and rather underrated as a “Sonderfall”
by Graf, ibid.,130, n.71; see also below) should warn us, I think, against such a
generalization. It would be better to treat each case as a special problem and admit
uncertainties, especially in references to distinguished citizens, as for example in an
inscription from Adramyttion published by E.Schwertheim, EA4 19(1992), 126 (first cent.
B.C.) and some Koan examples to be mentioned right below.

58



“LEX FONTEIA"-NIKIAS

that transcended the human sphere.'*®

Neither the public name nor the honors of a hero were something
ordinary—as the evidence of Kos itself may finally show. For we find
here one more certain, later case of a living benefactor receiving the
name of a hero: the Claudian/Neronian magnate of Kos C.Stertinius
Xenophon in some Koan inscriptions. However, neither Xenophon nor
his still later Koan “peers” M.Aclius Sabinianus and M’ Spedius Rufinus
(on all this see below) appears with this honorific name on the same kind
of small votive monuments to the patroioi theoi as those on which we
see Nikias’ concise Biirgerspiegel. It is also significant that the other
cases where nowg/mowis is used in honorific/dedicative Koan inscriptions
after Nikias’ age consist in three applications of these terms for
honorands of whom we cannot be actually certain whether they were
alive or not, and a fourth for a young dead person. All four persons
concerned were of high social status: the three first'®’ belonged to the
very distinguished local family of Ti. Claudius Alcidamus, tracing their
ancestry back to Herakles and Asklepios and related to Xenophon’s
family (see below), while the fourth died as priest of Apollo at Halasarna
and was also a member of a family important on imperial Kos, the
Hetereii."™® At any rate, even these additional examples of Koan imperial
heroes can only lend more weight to the attribution of a heroic identity to

148 Apart from Diodoros Pasparos and C Tulius Artemidorus whose honors were expressly
equated to those of the gods (see above), a distinct but so far unnoticed aureole of
heroization seems to have attached to Antonius’ Magnesian favorite, the citharist
Anaxenor, honored by his city through the erection of his statue in the theatre with an
inscription citing Homer (cf. Od., 1.371 and the inscription of Stratonikeia cited in the
previous 1n.): Anaxenor was Jeois évaAiyxiog avdf (“similar with the gods in voice™), Str.
14.1.41(648) and Syll.* 766 (cf. Plut., Ant, 24). Anaxenor’s case was more like Nikias,
similar to the ones of Hybreas and Euthydemos of Mylasa, also of the Antonian/Augustan
age, who received a posthumous heroic cult as euergetai of their city (see L.Robert, 474
39(1935), 335; Hellenica VIII, 95f; his information included in A .Akarca, Les monnaies
grecqies de Mylasa, (Paris 1959) 28f, n.2). On Hybreas see also below.

" Herzog, KF, 212 (p.135). PH, 106. Maiuri, NS, 461.

1% Herzog, Hal., no.4, priest 10.65 (p.484): Tatos Eregrog Momhiov vids Aabfrog dnuou
viog Mows véos prhoaéBaatog (ca. 38 A. D.). On the meaning of spwg véog cf. esp. the
same title in the legend AzocB@vat fows véog accompanying on Mytilenaean coins of ca.
the same period the portrait of a young man, very probably the early deceased son of the
famous magnate of Lesbos in Caesarian/Augustan times Potamon son of Lesbonax: see
recently R.W.Parker, ZPE 85(1991), 125f (citing all relevant sources), and further on the
meaning of this special title Graf, NK, 134f. with n.s). On the status of the Koan Hetereii
cf. esp. Segre, I.Cos, EV 177 (Uatog 'Emyeciog Tafou viog orpatagmoas Jzois, “I sec. d.
C.”); ibid., ED 228(= Carratelli Rom.Cos, p. 818).36 (‘Eregnia [aliov) Sv(yamme)
[MgaxiAAa, the only woman among the newly accepted into the presbytika palaistra of
Kos in Flavian times (on the date cf. below).
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a living individual on late republican/early imperial Kos,”' and thus
enhance retrospectively the value of the honor once accorded to Nikias.
To be publicly accepted as a living hero was obviously nothing debased
in those periods.

The formula referring to Nikias in the dedications to the patroioi
theoi (Umeo/mei Tag Nixia...cwtnoiag) deserves also further examination
of its possible models and character."** This indirect form of honoring a
man or woman in power should have as ultimate sources of inspiration:
(a) various votive texts of private individuals who chose to indicate in
this way who was entitled to the divine attention and care corresponding
to their offering. Thus by the use of the imép-formula they stated either
their sharing these potential benefits with some relative(s) or they
completely conceded them to this/these last. In an Attic dedication from
the fifth century B.C.,"” for example, Smikythe dedicates after a dream a
statue to Athena [e0Elapévn dlexatny/ xail inép malidwy/ xlai cavtilsl,
The second altemative is found for example already in fourth century
B.C. dedications from Olbia, in the one Umég ToU maTeos by Mestor the
son of Hipposthenes to Apollo."** This usage went on in later periods (so
for example in various dedications to Asklepios from Athens, Paros and
Kos, and to the Egyptian Gods on Delos).” In these latter cases the
dedicant credited some beloved person’s spiritual account, we could say.

Bl On these cases of heroization on Kos cf. also Sherwin-White, Cos, 366f. (where the
Nikagoras, son of Eudamos of Herzog, KF, 212 is steadily misprinted as “Nicanor™).

152 A good treatment of this dedicative imép-formula in Greek texts (inscriptions and
papyri) has been offered on the occasion of such Ptolemaic dedications by Fraser, PA,
1.226f,, 11.374-376 (n.s 297-8). However, | see no reason to accept his rigid distinction
(375) of the meaning of Umég+bare genitive of person and the more expanded forms like
Umép Ths Uyefag, Ts ewmmeiag etc. Cf also M.Guarducci, Epigrafia greca, 1I, (Roma
1969) 125, 147, who tried (I think, in vain) to establish a difference in essence between
such cases classified as “dediche votive” and “dediche onorarie” (approximately the
groups (a) and (b) here): only the importance of the persons “recommended” to the gods’
favor distinguishes the second category (not at all devoid of a religious content) from the
first. Cf. now also the important study by K Dijkstra, Life and Loyalty. A Study in the
Socio-Religious Culture of Syria and Mesopotamia in the Graeco-Roman Period Based
on Epigraphical Evidence [Religions in the Graeco-Roman World, 128], (Leiden 1995)
esp.287-295 (conclusions), who collects and examines primarily the Aramaic but also the
Greek and Latin forms of such dedications (“for the life/safety of...””) from the Roman
imperial period and the area of the Nabataeans, Hatra, Palmyra and other places in
Syria/Phoenicia. A very interesting aspect of his results is the distinct probability that the
wide diffusion of these formulas in the Hellenistic East since much earlier times might be
partly due to a longstanding Near Eastern (already Assyrian) tradition of such dedicative
concepts and patterns.

153 1G PP 857 (=1° 524). 3-5, ca. 470-450 B.C.

L4 8yil> 215 (et 211, 213),

155 Athens: IG T1* 4351, 4365, 4367, 4372, 4374, 4400, 4403 etc. On Paros and Delos cf.
the cases cited by Fraser (n. 152), I1.375. Kos: Hoghammar, no. 70.
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(b) Equally old, and obviously stemming from the same concept,
was the public custom of expressing the sacrifices offered to some god(s)
for the sake of a community, a state etc. by the same formula. An early
example is the Athenian decree on the colony at Brea where we find the
mention ...xaAAlicgéoar humép Tec amorxiac.”® Further, we often find the
more or less standard mention of sacrifices Umep Tol OMuou/TT¢
nolews/T7s Poulds in Athenian texts (literary and epigraphic) of the
classical period.”” An interesting development in the Hellenistic period
was the specific formulation of the purpose of such sacrifices of the
prytaneis as é¢’ Uyl xai cwTtyeia Tig BoudFc xai TolU djwou,”® to
which during the Macedonian control of Athens under Gonatas and
Demetrios II the royal family could be added, so for example xai Umep
Tot Baciréws Avtiyovou xal Qikas Tis Bagidicans xai TGV Exyovwy
adr@v.”

This last example of a “royal version” of the discussed formula is
not at all 1solated. There are many such examples of sacrifices/other
votive offerings for members of all the major Hellenistic royal houses or
their dignitaries either ia the simpler form, consisting in vmeg+genitive of
the name/s, or the expanded ones, comprising a mention of the kings’
etc. preservation + health. So officers and soldiers of the Attalid garrison
on Aegina make a dedication to Zeus and Athena imep BaciAéwg
Atradov (Attalos I),'® while a gymnasiarch of Andros under Eumenes II
or Attalos II had offered—among contributions to the performance of the
royal cult in the city—sacrifices Umép Te TH¢ Tol Bacgiréws Uysiac xal
cwtmoias.'® The indirect but definite, special association of monarchs
with the cult of other gods through this formula facilitated its use
becoming widespread.'® In contrast there seems to be scanty evidence of

138 63113 67= Meiggs-Lewis? 49.5.

157 See e.g. the various citations in P.J.Rhodes, The Athenian Boule, (Oxford 1972)
130ff; Syll.* 144.25, 473.11-12 etc.

1% See the useful study by V.IAnastasiadis, “Oi émi swmpiz Sveies ota aSmvaixa
Imeiouata 85 EMmuiaTids émoxis,” EAAHNIKA 41(1990) 225-233 where many such
examples are collected and analyzed.

1% SEG 33.155, 23-5. On Kos we have the similar case of Segre, I.Cos, ED 5.15ff. where
the beneficiaries of the divine attention sought through sacrifices to various deities will
be both the damos and the royal family of Cappadocia under Ariarathes IV: ...0nép Te Tag
opovoiagl/ xai cwrlnpiag] Toi Te dawov xlai Blacliréws ApiapaSou xail/ ti¢ dyleiag
7lag Bagihicoas Avrioxidlog xai T@y Téxvwyl/ avt@dv (cf. on the date, ca. 180 B.C.,
G .Pugliese Carratelli, PP 27(1972), 184f)).

1% AF 1913, 91= Moretti, ISE, 1.36, 2f.

181 IG XII.Suppl. 250.11.

12 Such public offerings honoring Roman emperors are later frequent and appear also on
Kos: so for Augustus (PH, 81) and Tiberius (Patriarca 11= AnEp 1934, 89).However, the
difference with Nikias’ case is not chronological: the votive texts for the imperal
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similar usage in honoring private grand benefactors of Greek cities such
as Archippe of Kyme. This last example'® (ca. 150-100 B.C) is
probably characteristic in that Kyme chose a sacrifice to the gods vmep
Thc Apxinmne cwTneias xai vyieias (11.18/9, 32) on the occasion of her
partial recovery from a serious illness and so as a special thanksgiving
offering (xaoiotnoa, 11.15/6, 30).'"* On Kos itself there seems to be,
apart from the votive offerings to the patroioi theoi, only one other case
of a public dedication {mép Tas cwtmeias of a local benefactor, which
should be, however, later than Nikias and occurred on the level of the
damos of Halasarna.'®’

Thus the mainly monarchical background of the form given to these
dedications “for the sake of” Nikias, as well as the distinct undertone of a
sentimental relationship between dedicant and beneficiary of the
dedication should have clearly emerged. Tactful but effective connection
with the traditional gods was combined with a sense of affection for
those who really mattered in these dedications, the powerful in the
political realm.'®®

Of equal importance is the form these dedications take (cf. above)—
they are usually small slabs that could be built into some wall etc. or
steles to be put into a stand or, less frequently, bases for a small portrait
et sim. These strongly recall—as has already been seen—'*’ similar
monuments with the simple text Agorons @ihadeAgou that have been
found at various places under Ptolemaic control/in alliance with the
Ptolemies in the Aecgean and in Egypt. L.Robert'® has convincingly

beneficiaries are presented generally “to the gods™ (Sz07s) and are characteristically called
Aaoreiov (“propitiating offer’).

193 SEG 33.1038.

164 Cf. also the older (ca. 320 B.C.) case where Nesos offered sacrifices (cwrigia
£[¥uae) because of the safe return (?) of the local benefactor Thersippos: OGIS 4.43.

195 Herzog, Hal., 7 (p.494)= Hoghammar, 81: for Philion, adopted son of Aglaos and real
son of Nikon, also known from his friendly relationship to Herodes Antipas (PH 75) and
recently from his mention in an important but fragmentary testament (Segre, 1.Cos, ED
20010 18 isecialE e

1% One may recall here similar expressions from modem Greece, where, for example,
many unsophisticated families used to place the kings® or leading (and favored)
politicians® portraits right under an icon of Christ et sim., or where wishes for the well-
being of such persons were incorporated into the evening prayers of small children or, as
for kings, officially included, as the so-called polychronion, into the liturgy.

67 Sherwin-White, Cos, 143.

168Qur un décret d’lion et sur un papyrus concernant des cultes royaux,” Essays in
Honor of C.B.Welles [American Studies in Papyrology, 1], (New Haven 1966) 175-210
(202-208), where all the relevant evidence was assembled. Some examples published
later are mcluded in the “corpusculum” of all such Cypriote cases given by Ino
Michaelidou-Nicolaou, RDAC 1993, 226f. Add also: SEG 40.739(Minoa/Amorgos),
763(Eretria); 44.895 (Kaunos).
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analyzed why these monuments should be interpreted as parts of altars in
private houses for the cult of the great Ptolemaic queen whose
involvement and influence on the Aegean policy of her brother and
husband seems even to have outlived her death. Thus in addition to a
monarchic source, there is probably, and more specifically, a Ptolemaic
source of inspiration for Nikias’ honors in private milieu, something not
surprising for a partisan of Antonius and Cleopatra.'® What was a
straightforward, direct dedication to a deified queen was possibly
adapted through the votive imép-formula, which seems again to have
been used for the Ptolemies more than for any other Hellenistic
dynasty.' In its more modest form it satisfied better the needs of both
religious tradition and ideological innovation on Kos.

There is perhaps something more to be said on the likelihood of that
Ptolemaic “micro-monumental” model regarding prescription and
freewill behind these acts. It is obvious that the standard text of both
dedications (for Arsinoé and Nikias) presupposes a certain central
coordination by some royal/civic officials. Nevertheless, why only for
Arsinoé and then first for Nikias? Exactly that later Koan benefactors
were honored in the same form (with the changes naturally resulting
from the partly different conditions of their times, see below) betrays the
success of this form of political expression. Frequency and method of
engraving count, too: to date there are twenty three known dedications of
this sort for Mikias® well-being; these amount to about half of those for
Xenophon and the same as those preserved for Sabinianus (see
Appendices 2-4). If one also takes into account the ban on Nikias’
memory (see above), what remains is certainly the indisputable testament
to his popularity. To emphasize a previous remark, if this type of
dedication recalled simply a cruel tyrant’s reign of terror (and there is no
other case of a Greek tyrant where such a private vehicle of propaganda
occurred, let alone succeeded) it seems improbable that anyone would
have chosen to continue it in the following generations. Furthermore,
each one of these texts seems to represent a different, personal script;'”
at least some of them were very probably engraved by the men into
whose households they were integrated, or by some literate relative. This
reinforces the personal character suggested above for the relation
between citizen and “model citizen.” Whatever public impetus there was

199 Cf above, n. 58 on Krinagoras and Nikias.

' Cf, Fraser, PA, 1.226: «.largely, though not entirely, confined to Ptolemaic Egypt.”

L Cf. e.g. the remark of Herzog, KF, on no.18 (p. 63): “Schrift fliichtig.” The same
seems to hold true on some of the later similar inscriptions for Xenophon, so e.g. Maiuri,
NS, 476 (“scrittura irregolare™) or Segre, 1.Cos, EV 298 (cf. Appendix 3 below, no. 36).
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(perhaps through a decree,'”” see below on Xenophon'’s titles) to honor
Nikias in this way, what matters is that a considerable number of Koans
were found willing to respond to it with their own hands. It is more
probable, I think, to see here genuine (though certainly not unanimous)
popularity than some sort of constraint. Nikias must have had a
substantial, devoted following during his lifetime, and even after his
death these small monuments bear no marks of the wrath exhibited at his
tomb.'”

It is remarkable that no place was found for some allusion to Rome
in this apparently self-sufficient triangle of Koan patriotism (patroioi
theoi-Nikias-dedicating citizens). Neither Nikias® Roman name-form
(tria nomina, cf. above) nor any title referring to his relation to Rome
and the triumviral princes of the Republic appears. If we did not know
the historical context, one could have supposed that the Romans had not
yet crossed the Adriatic and Kos was still enjoying the relatively
undisturbed period of peace in the heyday of Hellenistic chez nous
policies. As for the avoidance of the Roman name-form there could be
personal reasons: Nikias’ social origin, for example (see above). The Kos
of Nikias’ age might not yet be Zoilos’ Aphrodisias. Nevertheless, the
contrast does remain not only with some later magnates of Kos like
Xenophon'™ rejoicing in their display of titles-references to their various
Roman connections-functions (see below) but also, for example, with
Tarcondimotus, Antonius’ contemporary and favorite client-king of the
mountainous area of Amanon, who proudly appears on his coinage as
@idavtwviog.” Other kings and dynasts in the Orient had already put on
the badge of ¢ihopwpatos long before the Augustan age. The first
example seems to be Ariobarzanes I of Cappadocia, Sulla’s choice and
life-long dependent on Roman favor and support.'’ The title is ascribed

172 Sherwin-White, Cos, 143 thought of “an official ordinance...emanating directly or
indirectly from Nicias” himself.

173 Cf. already PH, p.126: it is somewhat remarkable that so many stones with his
name intact have come down to us.”

174 That still later M.Aelius Sabinianus and M”.Spedius Rufinus were also not decorated
with such insignia of Roman clientship (see below) is perhaps remarkable.

5 Bumett, RPC, 3871 (BAZIAEQZ TAPKONAIMOTOT @GIAANTQNIOTY). Cf
W.Hoben, Untersuchungen zur Stellung kleinasiatischer Dynasten in den Machtldmpfen
der ausgehenden romischen Republik, (Mainz [diss.] 1969) 207.

176 §o e.g. mentioned in OGIS 354, 355, P.Herrmann, MDAI(4) 75(1960), 98fF.(no. 5).
Cf. the good discussion of this and similar Roman titles of client kings by Braund, 105-
107 (+116f.: n.s); on the Bosporan kings also: Nawotka (cf. also below on Xenophon’s
titles). One may add that: (a) the title pihopipatog is borne by a woman (or one of her
ancestors?) honored by the d%juog and of mpayuaTevépevor Pwpalor in an inscription from
Halikarnassos from the first half of the first century B.C.: SEG 34.1067; (b) for Strabo,
14.2.5 the epithet is already a standard royal attribute.
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in the first century A.D. to various Koans, most notably Xenophon, as we
shall see later on. So Nikias’ apparent lack of such Roman “plumes” may
tell something more. Despite his own dependence on good relations with
Antonius (quite possibly also other Roman generals in the East before
him), Nikias was mainly concerned with establishing himself inside the
political traditions of Kos. It was perhaps too early for a civic potentate
there to display his foreign political connections in a rather offensive
way. The city itself might not yet consent to the intrusion of such a new
sense of political values.'” Nikias® features on his coins might be
influenced by the young Octavian’s portrait (see above) but, to be
accepted, all the rest had to look as Koan as possible. There is some
natural similarity, too, as we shall see later, between Nikias position and
policy and those of some of his coeval colleagues, the variously talented
middlemen between Roman power and Greek cities under Antonius’
overlordship.

TCE fhe roughly contemporary (late first century B.C.) persistence of an outward
pattern of autonomy in the behavior of Athens as recently shown by R.M.Kallet-Marx
and R.S.Stroud, Chiron 27(1997), 190f.
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C. Notes on C.Stertinius Xenophon’s Roman career,
family, titulature and official integration into Koan

civic life and society.

a. Xenophon’s Roman military posts and decorations.

C.Stertinius Xenophon, the notorious personal physician to the
emperor Claudius and his chief link between Rome and Kos in the
important Claudian phase of Koan history, counted among the assets of
his Roman career, service in some military offices with the subsequent
decorations. Two previously known honorary inscriptions for him' and
two new ones (from Segre’s posthumous Koan volume)® make this
minimum military cursus honorum clear. In short, Xenophon was
tribunus militum and praefectus fabrum; he received the awards of
corona aurea and hasta (pura) during the emperor's British triumph.

To have the emperor’s doctor fully involved in military activity, is
unusual, but Claudius is known for his innovations in the Roman system
of equestrian carcers that allowed a nominal occupation of a military
office. Suetonius credits him specifically with the creation of an
“Imaginariae militiae genus, quod vocatur supra numerum, quo absentes
et titulo tenus fungerentur.”” Claudius assured in this way the necessary
acquisition of some elementary military titles for many educationally and
administratively talented aspirants who later advanced into the equestrian
civil service.* Indeed, there are in Claudius' and later periods examples of
people in whose succession of offices one or both of Xenophon’s above-
mentioned posts appear, but they remain isolated from the purely civil

' PH, 345 (=Syll} 804).5-10: ...gev/Aagyroavra, xai Enapyov/ yeyoviTa TGV
adpgrrexTolvwy, xai Tinadévra év T4 [tavl/ Beerraviv SpiauBy arepavlo)/ youoiw xai
ddpurt... Maiuri, NS, 475.14: ...tipaSévra &v 74 @] (Beerraviv SpiauBy orepdvy
govoéw [xai/dlopat vmo tol alroxparopos KAaudiov Kaivaloos Seol, Emapyov yevopevoy
émi Pdpag Tav/ teyvertiy...

g Segre, LCos, EV 219.10-13: geihapyriocavra, xai Enapyov yevépevolvl/ @y
agyiTexTOVWY, xai Teumdévra dv Tldn)/ xata Borrawdy Spidubwr areedvwr youaélwd/
xai dépari... EV241.6-7: . quhilaeyil/oavra Aeyiivos dydsag---, on which see further
below.

? Suet., Cl., 25.1. Cf. next n.

! See esp. the discussion of his measures on the equestrian military careers by Devijver,
C&ME (esp.76f.), Demougin, OF, 293-8 (esp. 297f.), Levick, 86f.(+213), who rightly
cannot recognize any anti-senatorial attitude in these measures.
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character of the rest.” That scholars in the past tended to interpret these
phases of Xenophon’s career as a kind of sinecure, tantamount to his
joining the emperor s retinue during the British expedmon 1S
understandable.® Furthermore, specxahsts in equestrian careers’ thought
that the addition of the words émi ‘Pwpac after the mention of
Xenophon’s praefectura fabrum in one of the cited inscriptions
necessitated the separation of his prefecture from the context of the
British expedition (into which it naturally secemed to belong). They
imposed a later date for it, i.c. between 44 and 47 A.D.: because a
praefectus fabrum was traditionally attached to a consul or proconsul to
assist him in his duties (cf. below). Thus such an assignment was
technically possible with another consul or the emperor himself,
Claudius having been consul not only in 43 A.D. (the year of the
expedition) but also in 47 AD.® So Xenophon’s assistance could be
dated after 43 A.D. and restricted to Rome, where it seemed to lack any
specifically military or paramilitary character. Xenophon appeared to be
a nominally upgraded and vainly decorated, idle follower of Claudius to
Britain, whose sole service was likely to have been no more than his
ongoing care for the emperor's good health. The distinctions after the war
would then have completed a pure mockery of military service and
reward. Claudius is known for example to have boldly given the award
of the hasta pura to his freedman and eunuch Posides after the same
expedition.’

A crucial detail here is that prior to the publication of Segre, /Cos
Xenophon’s military tribunate was simply a “titular” case, lacking any
specification,—that is the name of a legion attached—thus strengthening
the impression of a post without real content, a true application of
Suetonius’ “imaginaria militia.”'* An inscription in Segre’s posthumous
publication however,'" has now adduced the missing connection:

3 Cf. the examples collected and analyzed by Dobson, 72-78 (esp. 77f, with n. 57);
Demougin, OF, 297f. (with further bibl.).
S So Herzog, N&X, 226; Pflaum, CPE, 1.16 (p.43£.), FMillar, JRS 53(1963), 196f. and
ERW 86; Dobson, 73; Saddmﬂlon 538f; Demougin, Pr., 487 (p.397); Levick, 86f.

7 Pflaum and Demougin, while Millar, Dobson and Saddington (all in previous n.) saw no
problem in the temporal connection of tribunate and prefecture. Devijver, PME, S 79
(p 759) hesitated but pointed to the parallel of Balbillus (see below).

¥ See concisely D.Kienast, Rémische Kaisertabelle, (Darmstadt 1990) 91.

.Suet CF, 28

’ Cf. esp. Millar’s (n.6: JRS) remarks on the case of C.lulius Spartiaticus (Corinth

VHI.Z, 68) and Demougin, Pr., 496 (p.409) on Xenophon’s uncle Ti.Claudius Philinus
(see below). Devijver, PME, S 79 (p.759) noticed apparently in the same :.tnse on
Xenophon himself: “tribunus militum, legionis alicuius (?), expeditione Britannica...
"' EV 241 quoted above (n. 2). I have checked the reading on the stone. There is no
question of restoring some additional ordinal numeral after afy&‘aa, on historical grounds:
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Xenophon has been tribunus militum Aeyi@vog 0ydoag, that is of the
legio VIII Augusta. This legion, stationed after 9 A.D. and up to ca. 45
A.D. in Pannonia,'> had to be one of those remaining on the eve of the
British expedition under the orders of the governor of Pannonia
A Plautius who was the commander of Claudius’ expedition against
Britain. We know that he took with him the legio IX Hispana/
Macedonica, also stationed in Pannonia at that time.”® The participation
of the VIII Augusta in the same expedition has been a problem for
specialists: Ritterling thought that the detachment of some of its
vexillationes to the British front was probable, although there was no
conclusive evidence.'* The new detail of Xenophon’s career seems to
offer the missing link here. It seems reasonable to accept that Claudius’
doctor was given a post in one of the legions, parts of which Plautius led
to Britain, and this specific engagement earned Xenophon his
decorations during the final triumph in Rome. It is further noteworthy
that this new piece of evidence brings Xenophon’s career very close to
that of Ti.Claudius Balbillus”’ whose parallel service as tribunus militum
of the legio XX Valeria Victrix during the British expedition never posed
a problem. It was naturally interpreted as an initiation into his subsequent
civil career in posts of the central imperial administration (ad legationes
et responsa) and in Egypt. Balbillus’ tribunate is mentioned in his cursus
honorum just before'® his own praefectura fabrum divi Claudii—another
point of similarity with Xenophon’s career which we shall presently
come to consider. To sum up: Xenophon’s tribunate (as was true of
Balbillus’) did not exist in some bureaucratic vacuum. It was not simply
a title without a real connection with place and time. Thus his
decorations fit better into what gradually emerges as a distinct (and
distinguished) chapter of his Roman career.

There is no reason to disconnect Xenophon’s praefectura fabrum
from the British campaign either. The above-mentioned addition “in
Rome” after the title of his post does not necessarily mean that
Xenophon’s rtespective duties had nothing to do with the expeditio
Britannica where his tribunate may now be safely placed. This is already

the elghteenth legion was never reconstituted after Varus® disaster and there was no
Eﬁenty—elghth (see concisely and recently J.B.Campbell, OCD?, s.v.legion, 842).

Ibid., 841.
L Plautius: M.Hofmann, RE XXI.1(1951), s.v. Plautius (39), 27f. On the legio IX
Hispana/Macedonica: Campbell (n.11), 841.
' E Ritterling, RE XI1.2(1925), s.v. Legio (VIII Augusta), 1647.
15 pflaum, CPE, 1.15 (p.34fT. ); Devijver, PME, C 124; Demougin, Pr., 538 (p. 4471%.).
16 The inscribed cursus (AnEp 1924, 78) follows, as often, the inverse chronological
order.
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implied by the juxtaposition of his tribunate and this prefecture in his
inscriptions  as it is also the case with Balbillus’ similar career. Actually,
specialists differ about the contemporaneity of the two posts in both
careers. Some have attempted to date each post in a separate year; others
have preferred to regard both posts as parallel assignments associated
with the needs of the war in Britain."”

I think that this latter view can only be corroborated, and
Xenophon’s duties in these posts somewhat clarified, if we consider what
a tribunus militum and a praefectus fabrum were probably expected to
do. A praefectus fabrum, as far as our sources go, seems never to have
had clearly defined duties in the Roman army and administration.'® It is
probable, as both the Latin term itself and its Greek translation (¥raoyoc
a’,gzrrsx'ra'ywv/Texra'uwv/-raxvrrd'w/xergo*rsxwﬁv)19 imply, that his job had
mnitially to do with forms of “technical” support for the army’s
operations.”” Perhaps its flexibility in practice caused both a lack of
clarity and its high success in the Late Republic when people like
Mamurra,” the notorious praefectus fabrum of Caesar, were considered
some sort of general aides-de-camp to the mighty commanders preparing
the principate in civil war and prefiguring it in organization. This is a
crucial point: a praefectus fabrum was then and later personally attached
to a consul or proconsul/propractor whose confidence he obviously
deserved and enjoyed. The exact extent of his real duties was at the
discretion of his chief.** Atticus, for example, seems to have accepted

'7 On Xenophon see above with n. 7. On the similar difference of views on the date of
Balbillus® praefectura fabrum see Pflaum, CPE, 1.15 (p.35) and Demougin, Pr, 538
(p-448) who placed it in 42 A.D. (Claudius was consul in that year, too), while Dobson,
72 and Saddington, 538 did not see any problem in the contemporaneity of the two posts
(43 AD.) in Balbillus’ case either. Devijver, PME, C 124 (p.243) and Millar, ERW, 86
{Jreferred the latter view.

8 Cfithe still useful, concise sketch by E.Komemann, RE VI.2(1909), s.v. Fabr
(praefectus fabrum), 19204 and the later, basic studies of Dobson (here esp. 62, 76-8)
and Saddington (both of which contain the greatest part of the epigraphic evidence for the
early Empire and further literature). On the decisive Late Republican phase of the
institution, see also the recent and useful study by K.E.Welch, “The Office of Praefectus
Fabrum in the Late Republic,” Chiron 25(1995), 131-145 (with further bibl.), whose
main results are not affected, I think, by E.Badian’s equally valuable corrections and
suggestions on various points in her argument: “Notes on a Recent List of Praefecti
Fabrum under the Republic,” ibid. 27(1997), 1-169.

' Mason, 138 (cf. the quotations s.vv.).

® Vegetius, Epit. rei militaris, I.11(Lang). Cf. esp. Saddington, 536; Dobson, 62f. seem
rather too sceptical on the value of Vegetius® passage in regard to the original connection
of name and post. However, the connection has now clearly emerged from the Late
Republican examples studied by Welch (n. 18).

*! Recently and concisely on him: C.E.Stevens-S. Hornblower, OCD?, s.v.

Ziee Dobson, 64: “...the real lesson to be learnt from our scanty information on the
prefect’s duties is that these were in effect decided by the individual who chose him.”
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many such positions without following the respective commander to the
province (and the ways of enrichment), honore contentus.” In the
imperial period the post remained in the administration of both Rome
and the provinces, but gradually and frequently became simply a lower
assignment for an equestrian cursus honorum without being a distinct
step toward promotion.** Often, as mentioned above, it was the only
military-like element of an otherwise civil (“procuratorial”) or municipal
career, as for example in the recent example of Ti.Claudius Apollonius
from Perge.” In these latter cases especially, where no other connection
with the imperial administration is visible, the probability increases that
praefectus fabrum was a mere title, as it had sometimes been under the
Republic (e.g. Atticus). In addition, as there were praefecti fabrum both
in the central and the provincial administration, it was obviously
important to distinguish the former from the latter by the addition “in
Rome.”® Thus this label probably expressed the level of Roman
command by which the respective praefectus fabrum was supposed to
offer his services.”” This meant further that the praefectus fabrum “in
Rome” was often personally attached to the emperor, whether the latter
happened to be a consul at that time or because of his extensive
proconsular imperium. -

The emperor could assign some administrative duties to a praefectus
fabrum “in Rome,” and these were not necessarily directly connected
with the army. This direct connection was probable if his future career
was to be military. If not, the prefecture seems to have been either a
preparatory step for a civil administrative career or, in a purely municipal
framework of service, simply a title.” Initially, this might lead one to
suppose that the character of Xenophon’s praefectura corresponded to
his purely civil career (he was also émi T@V amoxpipaTwy= ab responsis
of Claudius, see below). However, the important difference is that his
prefecture appears combined with the tribunate as in Balbillus’ case, and
both functions clearly seem to have caused his final decorations after the
success in Britain. The synthesis of prefecture, tribunate, and decorations

2 Nep., Att., 6. Cf. Dobson (previous n.) and F.Millar, G&R 35(1988), 43.

24 Cf. the development as delineated by Dobson, 76-78.

%5 § Sahin, “Studien zu den Inschriften von Perge, 1. Der Gesandte Apollonios und seine
Familie,” EA 25(1995), 1-23 (here no.1.10-11, p.2; cf. p. 19). Cf. Dobson, 67f.

2 Cf. Dobson, 65f.; Saddington, 536f.

27 Such a distinction, not a primarily geographical one, may be also implied by the variant
Greek term Emapyov doyitextovwy dfuov Puwpaiwy (IG I1° 3546, late first cent. A.D.).

2 This may have been the case with Apollonios of Perge (n. 25) who followed a purely
municipal career and was precisely £rapgog év Puwwy Tegverrav.




XENOPHON

seems to strengthen the impression of some actual assignment having
been performed.

How military was the tribunate itself? There are a considerable
number of cases where its function is administrative rather than military
(cf. above). Some observers have aptly spoken of “desk-borne™ tribunes
whose main responsibility was to ensure the “material well-being” of the
legionaries.” Here is an example of the growing need not only to
accommodate educated people at an initial stage of an equestrian (and
subsequently civil) career but also to cope with the various para-military
tasks needed to sustain the Roman army. When Plinius recommends a
man to a provincial governor for such a post, for example, his praise of
the candidate’s juristic knowledge and loyalty to friends is not at all
unusual. The governor certainly needed qualified men to handle
discipline problems or questions about the soldiers” legal transactions.™

So we may perceive that the dilemma in Xenophon’s case—where
both the tribunate and the prefecture seem to have co-existed—is not
necessarily that between a real military assignment and a titular sinecure.
The Roman army also needed persons to perform para-military tasks that
may have been equally important”’ especially under certain
circumstances. If Xenophon’s combined military service and distinctions
seem to be more substantial than previously assumed, the nature of these
assignments can be verified only after a careful consideration of the tasks
Claudius had to face because of his daring British plan.

Claudius” British expedition might appear in some respects to be a
virtual parody of an imperial march. The emperor, safely placed in the
rearguard until the final blow, ironically contrasts with the exuberant,
almost childish victor he became.” Nevertheless, although Claudius
stayed on the island for only sixteen days, he was away from Rome for

¥ Levick, 86: “._.a desk-borne job of little military or political importance.” Devijver,
C&ME, 76: “Les tribuns équestres étaient responsables du bien-étre matériel des
légionnaires...”

* PL, Ep., 7.22. Cf. the case of Q.Decius Saturninus (/LS 6286, Augustan period) whose
cursus includes the following sequence of posts: “...trib. mil., praef. fabr. 1. d. et sortiend.
iudicibus in Asia,” with the remarks of Dobson, 65 and Saddington, 537.

* Cf. Saddington, 541, discussing the essence of the duties of a praefectus fabrum:
“...The prefects of the proconsul of Asia are found to be carrying out judicial and
administrative functions. But in the Roman context “military” can be understood in a
wide sense.”

3 The foundations for such a picture exist already in the ancient tradition: Swet., CL, 17
and D.C.,6021, 23(cf. esp. the “haste,” <meixSy, of the return and the multiple
imperatorial salutations in 60.21.5). Cf. the sober judgement of C.Wells, The Roman
Empire, (Cambridge, Mass. 1992%) 111: “All had been stage-managed to give Claudius
his triumph with a minimum of risk and effort on his part.” Cf. n. 35.
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six months,* while his army (under A Plautius, see above) went through
various hardships before the final victory mainly due to good planning
and careful preparation for a predictably unusual war among marshes and
torrents.®® Cassius Dio mentions in his basic report on Plautius’
campaign that, when the general stopped his advance (the Britons were
collecting their forces for a counter-attack after the death of
Togodumnus) and waited for Claudius to go on, he did so in accordance
with the expedition plan..® He adds: magaoxeun ye éml 1§ oToatzig
oA TV Te aAAwY xal Elepavtwy meoauveilexTo. In other words,
the whole expedition had precipitated extensive Roman preparations
(armaments etc.) that included even the formation of an elephant
division. In all phases of the campaign, the crossing of rivers and the
construction of improvised bridges would have also been essential. *°
‘Who would have been charged with all this? Certainly not a single man,
and not just after the beginning of the war in Britain. A carefully planned
logistical and (in the wider sense) strategic work in Rome and in the
provinces opposite to Britain must have preceded what then developed as
a series of successful Roman solutions to the various difficultics
encountered during the expedition. It seems reasonable to recognize here
the work, among others, of the praefecti fabrum connected with the
expedition. We should note at this point that the relatively certain large
number (three)*’ of them has alrcady caught scholarly attention and
elicited the comment: “quite a number of prefects for Claudius on a short
campaign, but he may have been prodigal with appointments, as he was
with decorations.”* But why substitute monarchical whims for obvious
needs? Thus Xenophon can very well have had important work to do as
Claudius’ praefectus fabrum “in Rome,” as well as on some sites of the
actual campaign.

His tribunate in the eighth legion under A Plautius® command may
have similarly been nothing but a sinecure, however unwarlike. A

e R e (O, 10120

* Claudius could proudly claim later that his victory had been reached “[sine] ulla
iactur[a]” (ILS 216).

¥ D.C., 60.21.1-2. However, cf. Levick’s, 142 justified disbelief in the Dionian picture of
Plautius’ stopping the operations out of fear about advancing further and, only then,
sending Claudius the directive to leave Rome. The emperor was likely already on his way
to the front.

% D.C., 60.20.2-6, 21.4. Cf. on the Roman methods of bridge building in war G.Webster,
The Roman Imperial Army, (London 1979%) 234f.

37 Xenophon, Balbillus and Glitius Barbarus (CIL V.6969, cf. PIR*> G 182), who had
reached the post after a purely military career. Cf. Dobson, 73f; on two further
possibilities (M.Stlaccius C.f. Coranus, ILS 2730, and Ti.Claudius Dinippus, Corinth
VIII.ii.86-90): Saddington, 543 (n.31).

* Dobson (previous n.).
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significant case in point is the initial resistance Plautius’ encountered in
persuading his troops to follow him to Britain, “outside the world” (¢&w
TH¢ oixouwévngs) as they appear to have exclaimed in Cassius Dio.* Dio
further reports that the soldiers’ reluctance forced Claudius to send
Narcissus, his libertine right-hand-man in administration (he had the post
of ab epistulis), to address the troops and persuade them.* Narcissus
would have then spoken to the soldiers from the commander’s (i.e.
Plautius’) tribunal, but they fiercely opposed the idea of a freedman
taking, even temporarily, the position of their general and grudgingly
consented to follow Plautius to Britain. The relevance of this story lies in
Claudius’ use of one of his high administrative aids in Rome as liaison
with the “front” where he assisted with its various needs. Even if Plautius
was beyond any suspicion, as it seems he was,*' another amicus principis
with desk-experience on the commander’s side would certainly do no
harm. We know that Xenophon later assumed the office of ad responsa
Graeca in Rome—exactly the same subsequent advancement as in
Balbillus® case. One may suppose that Claudius felt safer knowing that
some of his closest friends and assistants were “planted” in inferior but
important positions in the campaigning army, where they were able not
only to consult and help where administrative tasks had to be performed
but also kept direct contact with the emperor at all times.

A legitimate objection is, of course, that Claudius’ doctor should
have remained near him. But in this case, where the emperor had to leave
Italy, the proper preparation and conduct of all operations as well as his
being kept informed about them, were certainly important to him. He
risked more in this expedition than any other time during his reign.
Xenophon, as his physician, would have also been the best choice to
prepare Claudius’ travel under conditions that would not adversely affect
the latter’s health. After their meeting (probably at some point of
Claudius’ advance to Britain) he certainly stayed with the emperor for
the final phase of the expedition and returned to Rome with him. During
their separation Claudius may have been treated in Rome and on the way
to Britain by Xenophon’s colleagues or assistants, for the latter was
styled later archiatros, “doctor in chief,” of the emperor (cf. below, p. 95

“D,60.192.
“Ibid., 2-3. T agree with Levick, 141 in her preference to date Narcissus’ dispatch before
the actual trouble with the troops began, but not in her general underestimate of this

incident.
4l Cf. M. Hofmann (n. 13) and recently T.Wiedemann, CAH %, X 235f.
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on this title).* Thus his temporary detachment somewhere else for a
special purpose may have been more understandable.

The emperor properly rewarded Xenophon’s success during the
expedition. Paramilitary services had proved their usefulness, and it was
perhaps for missions like this (and Narcissus’) that even Posides proved
worthy of his own hasta pura (see above). Xenophon’s subsequent
advancement to the post ad responsa Graeca clearly proved that the
emperor’s doctor was capable of offering not only medical services; he
could also be entrusted with playing a key role in formulating Claudius’
Greek policy. Britain proved to be the supreme administrative and
personal test for Claudius. His doctor-in-chief deserved to head more
departments and contribute more to the formation of imperial policy. ¥

It is further noteworthy that Xenophon’s family seems to have
followed his example (with his help, no doubt). Three of his relatives
appear also to have had a military tribunate, although none of them
presents the same combination of prefecture and tribunate that indicates
some form of real service. Two of them, his maternal uncle Ti.Claudius
Philinus and his otherwise unspecified relative C.Iulius Dionysii f.
Antipater (see below) present the bare title of tribunus militum,™ while

2 According to PL, NH, 29.5.7-8 Xenophon had a brother of the same profession in
Claudius' service (cf. below on Xenophon’s family). On further Greek doctors of the
emperors in the period between Tiberius and Nero cf. the evidence collected by
M .Sapelli, BCAR 91(1986), publ. 1987, 82 (+88: n.s) and more recently the synthesis by
G.Marasco, “I medici di corte nella societa imperiale,” Chiron 28(1998), 267-285 (with
further bibl.).

3 PH 345 (= Syll> 804)4-5: ... émi tav EMapixdv anoxgudatwy. Maiuri, NS, 475.4-5:
..yevopevoy 0¢ xai émi 7@y dmoxppdrwy. Both texts in which this office of Xenophon
appears date from Nero’s reign while other honorary inscriptions for him of Claudian
date (Segre, 1.Cos, EV 219, 241, cf. on the temporal classification of all these honorary
texts below) fail to mention it. Nevertheless, it seems safer (cf. below on Xenophon’s role
in the correspondence between Claudius and the Koans) to keep the Claudian date of this
post since it is certainly the case with archiatros, both being most naturally and probably
further distinctions given after the British expedition. Xenophon’s responsibility for the
Greek apokrimata of the emperor should be primarily understood as giving the proper,
written answers to the various embassies to the emperor from the Greek world (cf. esp.
Syll.* 804, n.3 and Herzog, N&X, 228, n.1), the more specifically juristic sense of the
term (apokrimata=rescripta, cf. Mason, 126) appeared rather later. Xenophon as head of
the bureau ad responsa Graeca need not have been simply a subdivision of Narcissus’
office (ab epistulis of Claudius) as a certain rivalry between the two men, the first a
friend and the second an enemy of Agrippina, cannot be excluded (cf. already Herzog,
l.c.). On Claudius’ general policy to enrich the governing elite of the empire with worthy
provincials as illustrated by his famous oration to the senate in 48 AD. cf. also
K Buraselis, “A Contribution to the Study of Imperial Oratory: Remarks on the Tabula
Claudiana,” Acts of the Third Panhellenic Symposion of Latin Studies, (Thessaloniki
1989) 191-213 [in Greek with an English summary].

* Philinus: Syll.* 806= Segre, TC, 146; cf. Demougin, Pr., 496. Antipater: Segre, I.Cos,
EV 219.
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the third, his brother Ti.Claudius Cleonymus, had a specific assignment
as tribunus militum of the legio XXII Primigenia “in Germany.”* While
senior relatives’ titles do look like sinecures, the specific mention of the
local context in the tribunate of Xenophon’s brother probably indicates
attual service. His legion, stationed at Mogontiacum (Mainz), must have
defended the imperial border against the attacks of the Chatti, incidents
that fall in Claudius’ reign.*® The services of Xenophon’s brother at this
post need not have been very different from Xenophon’s own in Britain,
However, Cleonymus’ further services to the empire developed on the
local level of Kos where he was twice monarchos. " Those who gained
Claudius’ trust in the imperial service were more reliable and would act
more successfully as liaisons in civic administration: Cleonymus served
repeatedly as envoy of Kos to the emperors, a role Xenophon played
with apparent constancy while in Rome. He was at least twice
monarchos on his native island after Claudius’ assassination and his own
retreat to a Koan ofium cum dignitatibus (see on both points below). Men
like Xenophon knew how to adapt their talent even to basic needs of
Roman wars, and profit from it.

b. Xenophon’s familial network. The Claudii Tuliani.
Xenophon, an Asclepiad (see below), apparently belonged to a very

old Koan family. Herzog has studied in detail the stemma of his
relations.® This, and more generally, the network of his Koan

** PH, 94= Syll.> 805. Re-edited by Segre, I.Cos, EV 233 who preferred the following
form of the passage in question (1. 4-7): ..gerhiapyrioavra 2v Teouavip Aeyiéivos KB
Hpwwiyeviag 8ig, povagyreavra..., that is connected the adverb dis with Cleonymus’
tribunate and not his monarchia. Segre based this change on the “segni di interpunzione”
on the stone, one of which comes after the adverb. However, as he also observed and my
personal inspection of the stone on Kos (Knights Castle) showed, these punctuation
marks (dashes) come not only after the end of a phrase (1. 4, after Eevopdvtog, 1. 10, after
ZeBaa/Tovs) but also inside it, that is, after the abbreviations KTP(eiva), 1.2, and KB
(“Legion twenty-second Primigenia™), 1. 6. In these two latter cases there is also a
superimposed, longer dash (above the letters) to denote, as usual, the abbreviation. So the
additional dash after the letters should rather have here a superfluous, decorative
character. This also seems to be the case with the dash after 87. The stonecutter also used
signs in the form of acute angles (<) to fill the remaining space at the end of Il. 3 and 7.
His care for symmetry and a neat impression of the script is obvious. Therefore I see no
reason to suppose a strange second tribunate of Cleonymus in the Twenty-second Legion.
I stand by the opinion that Cleonymus became twice monarchos of Kos, as did his
brother (see below). Cf. also Segre, .Cos, EV 26, 51 (bis).

s H.Bengtson, Grundrif$ der rémischen Geschichte, (Miinchen 19823) 301f.

7 Seen. 45.

*® Herzog, KF, 190-199 (with the older literature); id., N&X, 218 (n. 3), 224f, (n. 1), 227,
246 with n.s. Cf. Patriarca, p. 21f.
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connections may be now considerably enriched by Segre’s recently
published epigraphic evidence and the conclusions it draws. The main
results of the following observations will be summarized in a tabular
form at the end of this section.

We know little about Xenophon’s parents. It is certain that he was
named after his maternal grandfather as we deduce from the filiation
included in his mother’s name.* There is an older doctor Xenophon, a
disciple of the Koan Praxagoras in the fourth/third century B( S in
spite of some legitimate doubts on the disciple’s own place of origin (he
is, only once, specified as Alexandrinus),” the fact that Claudius himself
called his doctor an Asclepiad,”® as Praxagoras and his disciple must
have been too, makes it highly probable that the latter was reputedly an
homonymous ancestor of our Xenophon.

Despite this distinguished ancestry, however, his family does not
seem to have reached a particularly clevated status in the society of
imperial Kos, where there were certainly more Asclepiads, before
Xenophon’s career under the emperors. The only probable distinction
antedating this phase, and at the same time apparently the beginning of
his Roman advancement, was his correctly inferred participation in the
Koan embassy to Tiberius and the senate (23 A.D.) that managed to have
the asylia of the Asklepieion confirmed by Rome.*”® This view rests on
Herzog’s observation™ that Xenophon as a Roman citizen assumed the
gentilicium and pracnomen of C.Stertinius Maximus, one of the consuls
of that year, who would have presided over the deliberations of the
senate on the Koan petition. * He would have come into personal contact
with the young Greek with both his diplomatic and medical skills. There
can be no doubt that Maximus provided his Koan friend with Roman

¥ Khaudiay Eevopdvros Suyatioa Hoeiay in Maiuri, NS, 459 (with the correction of
moeiay into ‘Heiay already by G. De Sanctis, RFIC 54(1926), 61f.).

0 The relevant evidence collected and discussed in the basic article by F.Kudlien,
Xenophon (13), RE TX.A 2(1967), 2089-2092.

' In a late antique catalogue of Greek doctors: M.Wellmann, “Zur Geschichte der
Medicin im Alterthum,” Hermes 35 (1900), 349ft. (370). However, he could have been
also remembered as an “Alexandrian” because of his long sojourn in that city. We should
consider that there seem to have existed in both Rhodes and Alexandria citizens bearing
no demotikon but just the ethnikon (Pddiog, Alefavidpels), probably of recent
naturalization: cf. the observations of Fraser, PA, 1.47-49.

2 Tac, Ann., 12.61: ..adventu Aesculapii artem medendi inlatam maximeque inter
posteros eius celebrem fuisse... Xenophontem...eadem familia ortum...

3 Tac., Ann., 4.14 (cf. above, p.16).

" Herzog, N&X, 221f.

55 He should have also been instrumental in supporting a similar request from the
Samians (Tac., n.53) at the senate: JGRR IV. 1724; P.Herrmann, MDAI(4) 75(1960),
90ff. (no.5).
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citizenship.*® Nevertheless, Xenophon remained the only Stertinius of his
family: the rest of his closer relatives were promoted to Roman
citizenship, some Roman posts/titles (see above) and important local
functions through Xenophon’s connection with Claudius.”’ Thus they
were all (Ti.) Claudii: his mother (see above); his brother TiBégrog
Khaidiog Khswvupoe and his wife Khavdia ©oify;™ his maternal uncle
TiBéotogc Khaitdiog Eevopdvtos vics ®iAives™ and the latter’s son,
Xenophon’s first cousin, TiBégros Khaidog TiBegiov viog Bevopiv.”
Philinos, who was probably provided with a titular Roman military
tribunate, might have some connection with homonymous illustrious
Koans of earlier periods (see on both points above). Nothing further 1s
known about Xenophon’s cousin. Xenophon’s brother offered some
services to the Roman army and, later it seems, was twice monarchos
(see above); he was also many times ambassador of Kos to “the
emperors.”

The rest of our knowledge of Xenophon’s relatives is mainly limited
to:

(@) a homonymous descendant (amdlyovogl) of his, honored as
benefactor in a later (second century A.D.), fragmentary decree of the
demos of Antimachitai, Aigelieis and Archiadai on Kos.* The portion of
this text that Herzog has published shows that one of his benefactions
was the distribution of money (and food 7),® apparently to the demotai,
on the celebrated birthday of Xenophon the seros (on this public quality

% Herzog, KF, 191, n.1 (after R.Briau, R4 43(1882), 211f) and N&X, 222, n. 1 connects
Xenophon’s acguisition of Roman citizenship with Caesar 's old, general grant to doctors
residing in Rome (Suet., Caes., 42.1). However, even if this practice had remained valid
until Tiberius® time, which is doubtful, the consul’s patronage must have been the
decisive factor in Xenophon’s achieving his new Roman status.

57 Even if we place the beginning of Xenophon’s medical activity in Rome under Tiberius
(so Herzog, N&X, 224 with n.1 on the basis of PI., NH, 29.5.7, cf. Devijver, PME, S 79
and Demougin, Pr., 487), which is possible but not necessary, we should note that his
higher position with the emperors seems to have begun only with Claudius.

8 PH, 94= Syll.* 805~ Segre, I.Cos, EV 233 (cf. above).

% Syil.* 806=Segre, TC, 146; PH, 46.6-7. Cf. PIR*C 959.

% patriarca, 18= AnEp 1934, 92.

S (n., 58).7-10; ...xai mpeaBeloavra moMAdxis imép T marpidos medg Tols Tefacrols.
The plural (“emperors™) suggests that he had already served under some predecessor(s) of
Claudius -so Demougin, Pr., 495- or possibly that he continued similar services under
Nero.

%2 Herzog, N&X, 246, n.2. The name of the deme has been partly restored, obviously on
the basis of PH, 393, 394. Cf. Sherwin-White, Cos, 60f.

63 The fragmentary text mentions [? momoduevoy xad' Exdorny altol] yevégiov
dtavoludc—--¢Eiwg-—-tol Fpwlog xai dgyupixnlv---. The last word especially reveals the
similarity with such cases as e.g. B.Laum, Stiftungen in der griechischen und rémischen
Antike, (Berlin 1914), I, no. 100 where we find apyvoncas Siadorerg (1. 22-23).

g7



KOS BETWEEN HELLENISM AND ROME

of Xenophon see below). Thus the memory of the great Koan lived on,
almost like that of a modern local saint—his descendants having played a
decisive role in memorializing him (not to their social disadvantage, of
course). It is further probable that the localization of these posthumous
honors and celebrations for Xenophon has some significance. Perhaps
not only the residence of this later Xenophon but also his ancestor’s
grave, and birthplace are to be situated in that part of Kos.** For such
distributions or memorial banquets etc. near the grave and on the
birthday of the deceased donor/relative of the actual donor are well-
known in Greek commemorative foundations.®

((b) There is also T'aiog Zregtivios Hyoupevog, priest of Apollo at
Halasarna under Domitian (ca. 89 A.D.).” His name is followed on the
priest list by Asklepios’ symbol (staff with serpent), obviously alluding
to his profession (cf. below on the representation of a serpent on
Xenophon’s and Sabinianus’ inscriptions). So praenomen, gentilicium,
and medical quality strongly suggest an otherwise unattested later
member of Xenophon’s familia here, too.

What has already occurred to Herzog®” and remains valid is that
mention of Xenophon’s offspring is relatively rare in Koan evidence.
Plinius implies that Xenophon and his brother (he means probably
Cleonymos) left to a common heir their vast property amounting to
30,000,000 sestertii.®® So it seems there were not many natural
descendants. On the other hand, Xenophon's fame and political capital

%4 Tt is also noteworthy that one of Segre’s new texts (EV 238) is the inscription on the
base of a statue erected by the people (?) of Kos for a Eevopdlv/ta---liguov uli/ov---.
Segre dated this to the first century A.D. and preferred to restore [Mevalizuov Which is
possible but rather improbable in comparison with [Agtoraliyuov. The former name has
not been found on Kos so far, the latter twelve times (Fraser-Matthews, s.v. nos. 6-17). A
late testimony (probably third century A.D.) of this name is an AdenAios HeaxAerrog Tol
Aptoraigvou (= Apioraiyuov) in a gymnasiarchic inscription found in the area of
Antimachia (PH, 392). Could this late combination of the names Herakleitos
(Xenophon’s father) and Aristaichmos, otherwise unattested on Kos, as well as the
locality of this latter find also provide some indication for a closer connection between
C.Stertinius Xenophon and Antimachia? Future research may determine this.

65 Cf. Laum (n. 63), 1.74f,, 99 (rarely mentioned, the place of these distributions was
usually “die Bildsiule des Stifters oder seiner Verwandten”). A similar distribution
connected with a commemorative agon should also be the case in Segre, 1.Cos, ED 263.
% Herzog, Hal., no. 4, priest no. 116 (p. 485 II).

L Herzog, KF, 199.

S8 Pl NH, 29.5.8. Herzog, N&X, 224f., n. 1 has already shown that it is not necessary to
assume the existence of a brother of our Xenophon named (). Stertinius on the basis of
this passage as transmitted in a part of the manuscripts. Herzog was also probably correct
in identifying this brother with Cleonymos but not in denying him a medical identity
(Plinius’ par et fratri eius merces cannot be understood, I think, in the more general sense
of “Gratifikation”).
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could leave one to think that some distant relatives may have continued
his public role on Kos. We shall return to this after examining two more
new inscriptions on Xenophon’s family, honoring respectively his wife
(Segre, L.Cos, EV 205) and one of his ancestors (ibid., 237).

In the first of these inscriptions the council (houla) and the people
of Kos honor BaiBiav Taiov Svyaté/ea Poveivav, Tav yulvaira Taiov
ZtepTivi/ov Eevop@vTog. Her name looks Roman, perhaps more so than
most of the family’s female names. Xenophon’s mother was Hedeia, his
sister-in-law Phoibe (a living connection with local mythology).®® Other
possible female relatives had equally traditional names (see below). Not
only the cognomen but the whole Roman name of Rufina (the filiation
properly expressed and placed; a gentilicium that cannot be apparently
connected with any important political patronus of a Koan family in the
past) strongly suggests an origin outside the island. The question is, of
course, whether Xenophon “imported” his lady from his circle of Roman
connections or married a woman from the community of Roman families
that had resided on Kos since the Republican period.” Baebii appear in
the Aegean under the Republic;” it remains to be seen when their first
traces on Kos can be dated. As far as I can see, there are currently only
four other cases of Baebii known on Kos: (a) BaiBiaz ZeB7oa Mato@va
in PH, 135, which for prosopographical (see below) and palacographical
reasons should belong to the late second/third century A.D. (b) Baebia
Maxima in a Latin inscription (Herzog, KF, 165) postdating 161 A.D. (c)
A monarchos BaiBilog Amumroros in a manumission from Kalymna
(Segre, TC, 197). Segre dates the whole dossier of manumissions
inscribed on Apollo’s temple in Kalymna to the period from Tiberius to
the end of Claudius,” but the latter time limit is certainly too early for
some of these inscriptions (see below, p. 114). Thus even in this third
case we cannot be sure whether the monarchos Baebius Demetrius is at
least roughly contemporary with (he is certainly not considerably older
than) Xenophon’s wife. (d) The fourth testimony is Segre, 1.Cos, ED 66

A Herzog, N&X, 227. Phoibe, Koios® wife, should have born her daughter Leto on
Kos: Herod., Mim. 11.98; Tac., Ann., 12.61.1 (cf. Sherwin-White, Cos, 300f.).

" The best, concise picture of the history of the Roman community on Kos is still that by
Sherwin-White, Cos, 250-255. Cf. also below, p. 146fT.

" There is a M.Baebius in a catalogue of must(ae) at Samothrace: IG XIL8, 207.15 (ca.
middle of the first century B.C., cf. Hatzfeld, 59f, n.2). On further, imperial examples of
Baebii from the Aegean area, some of which could go back to Italian emigrants of the
Republican period: A.J.S.Spawforth, “Roman Corinth: The Formation of a Colonial
Elite,” in: Rizakis, R.Onomastics, 172; S.Zoumbaki, “Die Verbreitung der romischen
Namen in Eleia,” ibid., 201.

iz Sezre M@ pl7)
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and contains a mention of [BlaiBiov Z[---, followed after a line by
another of some TiBegiov KAlavdiov --- (s. further on this inscription
below). Here too, by the present evidence, the beginning of social ascent
for Baebii on Kos seems to have occurred during the reign of Claudius,
at least approximately. On balance, we should then not exclude the
possibility that Rufina was one of Xenophon’s acquisitions during his
imperial service outside Kos.”

Xenophon’s ancestry is also enriched with a new person in Segre,
ICos, EV 237 (the basis of a statue): JAI [0O]Z ‘HeaxAelil/[Tov,
nledyovos Toi/ [elleovéta Bevo/pivtos.” The inscription is dated (ibid.)
to the first century A.D. Who may be that [mledyovos ? If we look for
suitable combinations of names on Kos,” the only attested possibility
seems to be ®ihiac HpaxAeitouv, a female name known from a catalogue
in the deme of Isthmos (ca. beginning of the second century B.C.).”* Of
course, this is just a possibility”’ suggested by the conservatism of Greek,
and especially Koan, onomastics (cf. Xenophon’s own name). What is
certain is that we have here for the first time a mention of a paternal
ancestor or ancestress of Xenophon, somewhat remote (to be termed just
mpoyoveg) but nonetheless worthy of some public representation because
of his/her place in Xenophon’s family tree.

Finally, there is a concrete example where we do have ﬁ.l]l names
and an express statement of relationship to Xenophon: the important
couple of Tatos TolAiog Atovuaiov vids ®afiag Avtimateos and TovAia
ToAuvdeUxovg Suyatme Nixayoois in Segre, 1. Cos, EV 219. This is one of
the new honorary inscriptions for Xenophon, erected by this couple and
their children for their “relative (tov gulyl/yev7) as an expression of their
thanks and favor” (1. 19-20). At first sight there seems to be no possible

: (12

™ We may notice that one of Xenophon’s “colleagues” in that period was C.Baebius
Atticus, procurator of Claudius in Noricum: PIR* B 11, ¢f. G.Winkler, RE Suppl
XIV(1974), s.v. Baebius (21), 70f. There is also a C. Baeblu:, P.f., Ilvir quing(uennalis) in
Dium under Tiberius (ibid.).

™ Segre commented on the form of the text: “Delle prime lettere ¢ conservato soltanto il
basso.” His reading is supported by the published photograph: the traces of A, I and X at
the beginning and the space of just one letter between I and Z seem verified.

7 In Sherwin-White, Cos, Onomastikon, s.v. ‘HedxAeirros (p. 455ff) and Fraser-
Matthews, s. eadem v. (p. 204 II).

78 Carratelli, Isthmos, IX ¢ 12, 27, 42 (p.172f.).

" The gap at the beginning of Segre, 1.Cos, EV 237 would thus be satisfactorily restored:
There seems to have been space there for three to four letters but the first line may have
been a little indented as in other examples (e.g. Maiuri, NS, 468, 469). In view of the
following discussion of Xenophon’s extended family, it is perhaps noteworthy that the
name Philias appears in the onomastic lists of Isthmos in familial connection with all
three names Herakleitos, Nikagoras and Alkidamos (on the latter two: Carratelli, Isthmos,
IX a 72 (p. 169); XXVI B, viii.19f., 27f. (p.200).
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connection to substantiate this claim of relationship. No Antipatros and
no Dionysios are known from Kos (among the five and fourteen
respective bearers of these names there)”® that would have appeared in
conjunction with one of the names known from Xenophon’s family. As
for Nikagoris, both her name and that of her father, Polydeukes, are
unattested on Kos (hers also in the whole area of the islands).”
Antipatros styles himself (apart from the titles @iAdxaicae and
@thooéBacTtos, on which see below) as ywihizogos xal dmodedery-uévos
Tis Agiag apyreoels Seds Pauns xal Jeolv] Zefaotot Kaicagos Ardg
Iatewiov (Il. 15-6). So he had also acquired an apparently titular
tribunate, as had Xenophon’s uncle, and had then been designated * high
priest of Rome and Augustus in the province of Asia—an illustrious,
much desired position for ambitious aristocrats of the cities of Asia.®'
Perhaps the boost Xenophon was able to give to his “relative” by this
candidacy (probably also in getting the tribunate) was the prime motive
for Antipatros’ grateful reaction on Kos.

Are we to suppose that Antipatros resided or was born on Kos?
Nothing seems to impose such a conclusion. There is no other Iulius
Antipater/Dionysius known from Kos and, as far as I can see (see the
final chapter), Kos was not a part of the provincia Asia in this time.
Besides, this is the only honorary text for Xenophon in which no
elements of the Doric dialect can be found,* a probable indication of
non-Koan (quite possibly lonian) origin. So one has the impression that
Antipatros was, at least, a resident of a city in Asia Minor whose
connection with Kos was limited to an expression of gratitude towards
his powerful “relative” in the latter’s homecity. We may also notice that
Antipatros was a lulius (he correctly mentions the tribus of the Iulii,
Fabia):* insofar he seems to belong to a family established in provincial
Roman society before Xenophon’s closer relatives.

Where could the link of that more distant relationship lie? Perhaps
the rare name Nikagoris could provide a clue. Like many female names

7 Fraser-Matthews, s.vv. (pp. 471, 137 I1I).

™ bid., s.v. MoAvdetsng (p. 377 II), no entry Nuxayopiz.

%0 Cf. Mason, s.v. dmodeixvupt (p. 24).

*1 Cf. Campanile, esp. 162-171. This Antipatros is now to add to her list of high priests of
Asia.

8 S0 we have the forms dvuov vidv (. 3), evepyérap (L 4), Aoxdamot (1. 7) etc. Cf. the
examples of Greek dedicatory inscriptions regularly expressed in the home dialect of the
dedicant, that is not in the (possibly different) one spoken at the place of the dedication,
in the still useful study by C.D.Buck, “The Interstate Use of the Greek Dialects,” CPh
8(1913), 135ff.

¥ Cf. J.W Kubitschek, Imperium Romanum tributim descriptum, (Prague 1889 = Rome
1972) 270.
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this one, too, could be simply the female coordinate of a common male
name in the family: cf. e.g. the pairs Ptolemaios-Ptolemais, Antiochos-
Antiochis in the Hellenistic royal houses and abundant examples from
the onomastic material of Kos itself.** So Nikagoris, an unicum in the
onomastics of the Aegean islands, could simply come from a family
where Nikagoras was a frequently given male name, perhaps the name of
her own grandfather. Now, what we gain by this observation 1s that
Nikagoras is not only a frequently found name on Kos but also one that
may appear in connection with other name-links—finally leading to a
possible line of relationship with Xenophon.

Before proceeding, however, we should examine another Koan
family whose exact relation to Xenophon has also been a problem: the
distinguished Koan family of Ti.Claudii Iuliani. It is obvious that this
family owed its Roman citizenship to either Claudius or Nero, with the
former more probable (because of his special relationship with Kos). It is
equally probable that Xenophon was personally responsible for the
family’s gaining the civifas. A fragmentary inscription in the British
Museum (PH, 46) seems strongly to suggest this and, even more, the
family’s relation to Xenophon. We have here the preserved left part of
what looks like a list of Koan euergetai® and, subsequently, a list of
competitors in some sort of games. Xenophon’s name and usual titles
(see below) may be restored with certainty first in the list of these
benefactors. On the second place of the same list we find
TiBe.[KAaldiog, Eevopivtog viogl/ QiAelvog, that is Xenophon’s maternal
uncle. On the third place Paton has quite plausibly restored the name of a
well-known man in Koan prosopography: TiBe. KAavdilos.....TiBegtov
Khavdiovl/ Nixayooa vieg, Adxidaumols Tovdiavos... A mention of another
AVXadapw... appears next and finally, before the list of competitors
begins, a “son of Charmylos” and a ®Aoggiwlv]. The impression is that
very distinguished Koans were mentioned here (see above on the various
Charmyloi), and that Ti.Claudius Alcidamus Iulianus, son of Ti.Claudius
Nicagoras® coming directly after Xenophon’s uncle should be not only

# So Anthagoris, daughter of Anthagoras (PH, 10 d 58), Zopyris, daughter of Zopyros
(PH, 389.2); Theudoris, daughter of Theudoros (Carratelli, Isthmos, IX a 13, p. 165);
Aristagore, daughter of Aristagoras (Carratelli, PP 24(1969), 128f, no.3), Hekataia,
daughter of Hekatodoros (PH 398.3-4), Kallistrate, daughter of Kallistratos (Carratelli,
Isthmos, TX a 105, p.171); Onasikleia, daughter of Onasikles (ibid., IX a 75, p. 169);
Sopatra, daughter of Sopatros (ib., XXVI B, iii 73, p. 193); Nikation, daughter of
Nikandros (ibid., IX a 35, p. 167).

& Just before the list we find the fragmentary mentions: 76 deitegov o0ide [--- Aloyov xat’
ebepyealiay (11.2-3).

8 The form of his name is ascertained by the testimonies of the father and the son in
Koan inscriptions (see below).
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roughly contemporary with him but probably also somehow related to his
family. Herzog®” saw this and correctly pointed to the common use of the
name 7jgw¢ for Xenophon, Ti.Claudius Nicagoras Tulianus®™ and his son
Ti.Claudius Alcidamus in Koan epigraphy, indicating a certain similarity
of status and political recognition (see below).

A certain and basic familial link between Xenophon and the Claudi
Iuliani could have then been already deduced from the proud genealogy
of a descendant of the latter in Maiuri, NS, 461. Here on the base of an
honorary statue the inscription mentions its erection, according to a
decision of council and people, for Khavdiay Povpeivay Tovhiavap®
Suyaréga KAavdiou Nixayopa TovAiavel amoyovoy AcxAnmaddy
xa! ‘HpaxAz10@y. Her brother, homonymous with their father (Claudius
Nicagoras Iulianus) had covered the costs of the monument. It should be
clear that this lady—despite the omission of the pracnomen Tiberius in
her own, (already on palacographical grounds)” later phase of the
family—belonged to the same Claudii Iuliani,” and traced her family’s
ancestry back to the Asclepiads and Heraclids.*

That this claim of a heroic pedigree now recurs, with true genealog-

Ei Herzog, KF, 197, esp. n. 3: “..Trotz ihrer (: the family’s of these Nikagoras and
Alkidamos) Verbindung mit Xenophons Familie in PH 46 ist ein verwandschaftlicher
Zusammenhang aus unserem Material nicht zu konstatieren. Vielleicht verschwigerten
sie sich mit einander,” cf. 135. Cf. Segre, 7C, p. 192.

* Herzog (ibid., no. 212) identified him with Nikagoras, son of Eudamos; cf. below.

8 otAtay 4y in Maiuri (ibid.) is an obvious inadvertence.

% Notice esp. the forms of omega in Maiuri’s facsimile and cf. below, p. 115f. on their
approximate date.

*! 1t is also significant that she is styled here 7pwida (. 7), the heroic designation having
also adorned some of the male members of the same family (see above).

2 This Claudia Rufina, without the agnomen Iuliana but with the same claim to
Asclepiad and probably Heraclid (restored!) descent, seems now to reappear (rather in
her mature years) in another honorary inscription from Herzog’s notebooks published by
G.Pugliese Carratelli, “ATTOI'ONOI AZKAHIIIOT KAI HPAKAEOTZ,” in: Storia,
poesia e pensiero nel mondo antico. Studi in onore di M.Gigante, (Napoli 1994) 543-547.
The same text seems also to provide evidence for another brother of Claudia Rufina, and
dedicant of the monument, whose name appears in Herzog/Carratelli’s edition as
[TiBepiov KAaudiou / Nixlayldpa viod Adxil/élapou 1. However, the extent of restoration
renders the whole name (the use of the praenomen included!) uncertain.

The claim of heroic descent is a frequent and historically eloquent trait in the behavior of
the Greek elites—especially in the imperial period. Other examples and analyses (with
further literature): J.Touloumakos, ZvuBedy oty fgewva THs irrogixiys cuveidioews Tiv
EM\ivwy oy émoym Ths pwuaixis xvpragyias, (Athens 1972) 62; W.Ameling, Herodes
Atticus, I. Biographie, (Hildesheim 1983) 3f.; Chaniotis, H&H, 225f.; Nigdelis, 105f; Ch.
Kritzas, “Alo émyeduuata amo o Ietol Newtag,” in: Ioaxting AieSveis Zuvedpiov yid
iy Agyaia Ozooadia o pymuy toi A. P.Ozogagn, (Athens 1992) 402; Qual, Hon., 71-73.
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ical precision, in Segre, 1 Cos, EV 224 further supports the belief.”
Despite the fragmentary state of the text, the preserved right end of the
stone helps render Segre’s restorations certainly correct. We have here
again an honorary statue decreed by the council and the people,” for

TiB2/p1ov KAaidliov TiBegiolv KAaudi/ou viov Alxidapoy Tov[Atavoy,/
amoyovloy AaxAqmioli uév/ ano yleveidy AE Hlgaxhé/ovs amd]l N,
xai auyyeuld ovita moAAl@y avdedy Tlemipaluévaw apletas Evexa
[xai/ ebvoias Tacl &g alroy (SC. Tov ddumov)....

So this man, one of Claudia Rufina Iuliana’s forefathers (see below),
boasted of an exact descent from Asklepios and Herakles (by thirty five
and fifty generations respectively) as well as of a relationship to many
other persons of public renown.

It is clear that at least a part of this glorious ancestry coincided with
Xenophon’s, who also claimed to be an Asclepiad. Thus a remote but
nonetheless important  relationship of Xenophon’s family with the
Claudii Tuliani can be substantiated. We should also notice that
Xenophon and the Claudii Tuliani are the only known cases of descent
traced back expressly to Asklepios on Roman Kos.”

Further links can be recognized: (a) Claudia Rufina Iuliana bore the
same cognomen as Xenophon’s wife (Baebia Rufina). Of course, this is a
widespread Roman female cognomen. Nevertheless, I can find only these
two examples on Kos. (b) One of the last known scions of the Claudii
Tuliani, Ti.Claudius Tullus etc. (see below on his long full name) was the
husband of the Baebia Severa Matrona mentioned above as one of the
few cxamples of Baebii on Kos. Perhaps the two families were
interrelated through several generations—a tendency to endogamy has
been noticed already in Hellenistic Kos (cf. Stavrianopoulou).

An examination of the beginnings of the Claudii Iuliani as a
separate family may also establish some links with Xenophon. As
already suggested above, and now made more probable through the
preceding exposition, the Claudii Iuliani should have acquired their
Roman citizenship under Claudius. However, this explains only their
gentilicium (and praecnomen, when they bear it); their familial agnomen,
Tuliani, remains a problem. Salomies’ recent, penetrating study of Roman
adoptive and amplified name-forms under the Empire has shown,

9 Carratelli, Isthmos, 151 had already made the “genealogical part” of this inscription
known. Cf. Sherwin-White, Cos, 49, n. 104.

9% The honorand has undertaken the costs: [3]¢" adTo¥ at the end is a misprint for [1s’
alToU.

95 The claim of a descent from Herakles also in Segre, I.Cos, EV 214b.
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through many examples, that the names in -ianus, usually associated with
an indication of the original gens by Roman adoptions in Republican
times, have later simply referred to a relation of some sort with another
gens.” This is also verified by the most polyonymous member of the
Claudii Iuliani already alluded to above (and to be examined below). So
it would be reasonable to look here, too, for some Iulii who might be in
some way related to the Claudii luliani, this relationship somehow
adding to the latter’s prestige. Since Nikagoras and Alkidamos seem to
be the only Greek male names alternating in the family (after their
acquisition of the civitas, see below), we may think further that these
must have been old family names, possibly also present in the
nomenclature of the Tulii. Thus there is precedent to consider here Iulia
Nikagoris daughter of Polydeukes whose man claimed a link of his/their
family to Xenophon. Could these Iulii, obviously having found access to
Roman citizenship before the Claudii Iuliani, be the relative
“summarized” in fuliani? This would fit perfectly and enrich both
families’ independently established or suggested connections with
Xenophon and his own “smaller family.” Based on present evidence we
cannot go further.”’

The Claudii Iuliani have played a longer role in Koan municipal life
under the Empire, succeeding in this their distant, (very probably since
Claudian times) “reconnected” relative Xenophon. So this broader circle
of Xenophon’s relations makes the rarity of his direct descendants’
appearance on Kos more understandable. The earliest members of the
Claudii Iuliani attested so far are the already mentioned Ti. Claudius
Nicagoras and his son Ti.Claudius Alcidamus Iulianus. Apart from the
already discussed list PH 46, they appear also in: (a) PH 106, the
mscription of an honorary monument decreed by the council and the
people for Alkidamos styled mowa, [ielgléla [tlov épmB--- (1. 4). (b)
Segre, 1.Cos, EV 116, a similar monument for the father, styled as
[cwTToa xali evegyérny (1. 5), which has been decreed by the gerousia
of Kos and erected by Alkidamos. This inscription is also important
because it shows that at this point Nikagoras was a Iulianus,”™ a detail

% Salomies, esp. 61, 84-87. Cf. also his earlier study and collection of relevant material
from the Greek East in Arctos 18(1984), 97-104.

°7 We may notice the later Ti.Claudius Antipater Tulianus, prytanis of 104 in Ephesos
(Vibius Salutaris’ donation: I.Ephesos, 27). Could there be some connection of his both
with C.Iulius Dionysii f. Antipater the Asiarch and the Claudii Tuliani of Kos?

% L. 3f: [TiBéprov] Khalrov/ [Nixayépav Toluhavév. Cf. 1. 6ff: [avéSmxe oy
alvdpravra/ [ToU yAuxutlaTov mateds /[TiBeptog KAlatdiog/ [Nixaydpa viole Adxida/[wos
TovuAt]avag.
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otherwise restored or omitted (as e.g. in the previous mention of his
name in the filiation-formula of his son). (c) ibid., ED 66 (cf. above)
where the existing small fragment of the stone presents the traces in 1l. 3-
4: TiBegiov KAlawdiov ---1/ Newaydpe [---. So we cannot be sure
whether we had here a mention of father or son. The whole inscription
seems to be some form of a decree (émmerealuévov or -wy in 1. 2) and
important Koans seem to be involved: apart from a Baebius (cf. above) at
the beginning there is also possibly a mention of ®Aaloviov KAwdliavel
in 11.4/5, a little after the name of Nikagoras. There was a monarchos
Flavius Clodianus known from the Kalymnian manumissions and an
inscription from the deme of the Hippiotai.” It would be tempting to
recognize here a further mention of him, so that the document would
most probably postdate the Iulio-Claudian period and thus refer to the
son rather than the father. We cannot be sure and may keep simply a
general impression of the kind of people father or son was somehow
associated with in public documents. (d) ibid., EV 224 where the son
appears as Asclepiad and Heraclid (see above). (¢) Segre, 7C, 181, a
manumission dated 7wl wo(vagxov) AAxidapwov TovhiaveU, the name of
the son being here abbreviated, as usual in these formulas.'”

The next generation of the family is then most probably represented
by the gymnasiarch TiBégiog KAatdiog Adxidapov vicg Adxidapog known
from the list of persons that found entrance into the presbytika palaistra
in his term of office.!” One of these new members, “EAevos ‘EAévou Tol
Amvuo-:'ou,mz was probably the son of Helenos son of Dionysios who was
priest of Apollo at Halasarna ca. 41 AD.'"® He and another priest of
Apollo at Halasarna (ca. 76 A.D.)'™ appear as members of a board of
temple magistrates (vamoar) there implementing for the local deme the
erection of a statue of Titus.'” So a date of the gymnasiarch somewhere
in the Flavian period fits the data well.'” The gymnasiarch’s name form

% Segre, TC, 167-172; Carratelli, PP 13(1958), 418f. His gentilicium is mentioned only
in the first of these testimonies (see next n).

190 of Xenophon’s own case in Segre, 7C, 193, 194 (simply Eevogdivrog), ib., 167
(QAaoviou Krwdiaved), 197 (Baibiov Amumreiov), 202 (Aidiov ZafBewiavot). The
combination of gentilicium and cognomen was apparently equally distinctive as that of
cognomen and agnomen.

101 carratelli, Rom.Cos, 818f.= Segre, I.Cos, ED 228.

1% Thid., 1. 25.

1% Herzog, Hal., no. 4, priest no. 68.

1041 Antonius L.f. Bassus, ibid., priest no. 103.

105 Carratelli, Rom.Cos, 819,

106 Carratelli, ibid., 818 dated the list to the first century A.D. “dopo il regno di Claudio”
and already thought that the gymnasiarch could be the son of Ti. Claudius Alcidamus
Tulianus of PH 106 and 46. Sherwin-White, Cos, 253 preferred a date under Claudius
without argument.
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does not include the component lIulianus. His exact name does appear
partly, but safely, restored in Segre, I Cos, EV 228:'” he makes there a
dedication, typical for his office, to Athana Alseia [inée Tds T@v vélwy
xal épmBwy xoawiov @i lomoviag] (1.2). It is noteworthy that in his name
the filiation no longer includes the praenomen and gentilicium, that is,
we have AAxtdapou and not TiBegiov KAavdiov Aldapov. The identity
of the cognomen by both father and son obviously inspired a
simplification, which may have extended to a possible brother of the
gymnasiarch appearing in Maiuri, NS 592 as Tifegiov KAavdiov
AAxdapouv viet Eevoxpatou. This tendency towards simplification will
continue and develop further in the next generations.

So a descendant (grandson?) of the gymnasiarch was the “Spanish
nobleman” of the family, lavishly styled as TiBépros KAaUdiog
Alxdauov TiAAog TovAiavos Emediavos AAAiavos in PH 135. We
may say that various strata of Roman intrusion and integration into the
society of Kos are recognizable in this name. We should also recall that
the name of this man was given here with genealogical precision and
allusiveness by his wife Baebia Severa Matrona (see above), who was
probably very keen on stressing all the ramifications of her provincial
Romanitas. So the new relations of the family, more probably acquired
between ca. the Flavian and the late Antonine period'” included the
Spedii and the Allii. The former reached on Kos a certain prominence to
which we shall return later. In regard to the Allii, they most probably
belonged to the old gentes of negotiatores who took up their residence at
various points of the Aegean in the Republican period. They are
characteristically, as already noticed in the past, one of those gentes who
are represented both on Delos in Republican times and later, among other
places, on Kos.'"” There seem to be three or now possibly four cases of

Y7L, 1: [TyBéoros KAatdiolg Arxidauolv uildg AAxidalpos Touhiaves 1. The inscription
was originally published by Maiuri, NS, 447 and later studied by Hoghammar, no. 38
(incorporating the corrections by G.De Sanctis, RFIC 54(1926), 61) before Segre’s
publication. She tried to date it in the latter half of the first century B.C. However, my
personal inspection of the stone on Kos has shown that the letter forms (advanced
apication) clearly point to a date in the first/second century A.D. Her restoration at the
beginning of the genitive of a participle, [[latdovopotvrols, will also not do: we clearly
need there the name of the dedicant in the nominative. So Segre’s restoration and date (“I
sec. d.C.”) are certainly to be preferred.

1% The lettering of the inscription, especially the forms of T and € given by Paton
(ibid.), fits a date in the late second/early third century A.D. Cf. below, p. 115f.

1% Carratelli, Rom.Cos, 819; Sherwin-White, Cos, 252, n.182. Cf. Hatzfeld, esp. 384 and,
more recently, on other Allil of relatively early date in the general Aegean area, the
examples studied by F.Papazoglou, Chiron 18(1988), 237, no.3(Styberra/Macedonia,
50/1 A.D.) and C.Antonetti, in Rizakis, R..Onomastics 153f. (Trichonion/Aetolia, second
century B.C. 7).
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Allii known on Kos. Their first certain mention does not antedate the
Flavian period, but they appear twice in connection with the life of the
local gymnasia and also twice with typically Greek cognomina; so a
longer integration into Koan society secems to have preceded that
tferminus ante quem of their inscriptional emergence. We have in all: the
new admission into the presbytika palaistra, under Ti.Claudius Alcidami
f. Alcidamus (see above), Té&(tog) "AAAiog Bdaa’og;“o he should be
either identical or a relative (son?) of a now very probably testified
epimeletes of the gerousia, appearing in a dedication to Vitellius.""
There are then a [Zlé€rog 'AMAlidogs  Emixtyros  mpeaBiTepog
maidoroiBug' ' and an AMia Eltuxia on a tombstone.™ Perhaps even
more important than these testimonies of Allii on Kos is the case of a
member of the more renowned Spedii (see below), a hereditary priest
whose full name was M.Spedius Beryllus Allianus Iulianus."™ It is a
clear sign that the Allii had also reached a higher level of social
recognition on Roman Kos by the early third century A.D. (see also
below, p. 116ff. on this person and his date). So by Tullus’ time the
Claudii Iuliani seem to represent accurately the actual nexus of some of
the most honorable Roman families on Kos.

While one tendency in the later generations of the family was a kind
of “onomastic baroque,” another branch developed a natural, and quite
Greek, trend to simplicity. This applies to the branch of the family to
which the aforementioned Claudia Rufina Iuliana (Maiuri, NS, 461)
belonged. Her own name and those of her father and brother (both
named KAaidios Nixayogas TouAiavés) do not include a praenomen.
They consist only in the combination gentilicium+cognomen+agnomen.
The lettering of this inscription also fits well a later date, and so the
father could be a descendant of the gymnasiarch of the Flavian period
(perhaps a great grandson?). '

It is somewhat more difficult to trace the Claudii Iuliani back to the
period when they lacked a Roman identity. Herzog was inclined to
accept the identification of their apparent Roman patriarch, Ti.Claudius

1% Carratelli, Rom.Cos, 818= Segre, I.Cos, ED 228, 20.

W Segre, 1.Cos, EV 255, 6-7. Segre has given here the text ...2mip. Zé€(rou)/ [...Jou
Bagoou but he has also cited in his short commentary the namesake in the list of the
presbytika palaistra (see above). We may restore: ... Zé£(tov)/[AMAi]ov Baoaou.

12 Herzog, KF, 112.

'3 Maiuri, NS, 651.

WP a0,

1% Notice esp. the degree of the apication and the form of the “tripartite” omega (cf.
below, p. 116) in Maiuri’s facsimile. Cf. n. 92 above.
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Nicagoras Iulianus (see above), with Nikagoras son of Eudamos to
whom a dedicative inscription from Halasarna refers as @iAomaTp:dr,
dawov vid, Mowt, @ihoxairapr™ Even if this man was dead by the
time of this honor, the combination of the terms “hero” and “son of the
people” 1s still important (cf. below on Xenophon’s titles) and points to
an eminent social position. The use of one of these terms (hero, see
above) in the public nomenclature of Ti.Claudius Alcidamus Iulianus,
the son of the same Ti.Claudius Nicagoras, could also be a further link.

It seems preferable, however, to place one generation between
Nikagoras, son of Eudamos and the first Roman Nikagoras, making the
second a grandson of the first, because of some further prosopographical
observations. There is first the honorary inscription on the base of the
statue erected by the Koan people for the distinguished local priestess,
Minnis, daughter of Praylos. Segre, I.Cos, EV 226" recognized that in 1.
2, after Minnis’ patronymic, some further description of her identity
should stay, and proposed: avéSmxey Muvida Ilgaidov [Tol---. Now, in
11.3-4 we find the obvious sequence of these further prosopographical
data on Minnis in the form: To? Eildduov eihomaTeidos daluwov uviell/
@thoxaigagos, iéo(e)ayv. The beginning of this is so strongly reminiscent
of the name and titles of Nikagoras son of Eudamos in the inscription
cited above that I propose here the restoration, fitting the space available
and the estimated average number of letters in each line: avédmiev
Muvida Tlpathov [yuvaixa 8¢ Nixayipal/ Toi Eddamov @iromatordog
daluov viol Fowog)/ wihoxaicagos...'”® What this text further discloses on
Minnis makes this restoration of names and identities even more
probable. For Minnis is mentioned as priestess of a whole range of local
gods, including not only the traditional local triad of Asklepios, Hygieia,
and Epiona but also Rhea, the Twelve Gods, Zeus Polieus, Athena Polias
and, last but not least, [Tot ZeBaotot)/ Kaicagos (1. 6/7). A little later on
in the text we find mentioned that Minnis was [Tel/Tinauévay 0é xai vmo
100 ZelBaotol Kaicagos tel/[Tinausvarvl] Tinais paoluagivar... (11 9-
11). Minnis’ extensive concentration of cult functions and imperial
honors matches very well the status of Nikagoras son of Eudamos with
his own impressive collection of public titles, and strengthens the view
that they were consorts. However, although Segre (ibid.) dated this

16 Herzog, KF, no. 212, p. 135.

7 An improved edition of Maiuri, NS, 460.

U8 1 am glad to see now that this restoration (and family connection) already occurred to
Herzog and was mentioned in his notebooks: see Carratelli (n. 92), 545. Similar
descriptions of a woman’s identity by the names of both her father and her husband are
noted in the honorary inscriptions of Kos: PH, 115; Hoghammar, 4.
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inscription to the period of Claudius, the two latter passages together can
actually prove an Augustan date.'”” Minnis® husband should then also
belong, approximately, to Augustus’ time. This is further supported by
the entry of a namesake (Nixaydgag Evddauov) in the Halasarnan priest-
list ca. 9 A.D.,"* also significant in this connection because of the local
affinity with the inscription mentioning Nikagoras son of Eudamos as
heros (see above). So we would unjustifiably condense the development
of the family if we accepted that Claudius granted Roman citizenship in
very advanced age to this same man, who was already so important
under Augustus.

There is a further prosopographical note that may support this
conclusion. In Segre, I Cos, EV 72 we find another priestess honored by
the people whose name is partly preserved: ---lxida Alxidauov
[Suyatéoa 7/ xexpnuatixviay™ [---/...Jv Avedyov, icgleiav/ dial
Biou TiBepiov KAalvdiov Kaioagog). That this lady was also invested
with an imperial priesthood (this time for Claudius) and that the name of
her father was Alkidamos make some connection with the early, “pre-
Roman” history of the Koan Claudii luliani look probable. An
Alkidamos might so be inserted between the Augustan Nikagoras and his
Claudian namesake through whom the family acquired Roman
citizenship.

We should add that there are probably more links with the imperial
cult in these earlier phases of the family’s history than hitherto assumed.
Another Nikagoras, son of Daliokles, priest of Apollo at Halasarna ca. 3
B.C." is probably identical with both Nikagoras son of Daliokles who
appears as priest AUToxgaTogos Kalgagos Ocol viol] ZeBagtol in a

119 I both cases a considerably longer restoration, one that would only accommodate the
official nomenclature of Tiberius or Claudius (cf. for example Maiuri, NS, 462.8 -11 or
Segre, I.Cos, EV 219.6-7, also right below) may be excluded on the basis of the roughly
estimated average of letters in the rest of the lines. On the other hand, cf. Patriarca, 10=
Hoghammar, 69.7-8 and Segre, 1.Cos, EV 219.17 on Augustus’ description simply as
SeBaoroc Kairap on Kos. Of course, it would still be possible, textually, to add to the
restored words in both gaps Jeo (cf. e.g. the last case cited), and so assume that the date
of Minnis’ honors was post-Augustan, The accumulation of priesthoods in the person of
Minnis, however, makes it highly improbable that she would simply retain her role in
Augustus’ cult under one of the subsequent emperors.

2 Herzog, Hal., no. 4, priest no. 36.

121 She was probably adopted into the house of Alkidamos, her physical father being a
Lysimachos: cf. on this use of éxpnudrica/xegomuaria to denote a previous identity e.g.
SEG 28.1255 and the cases in K Buraselis, OEIA AQPEA, (Athens 1989) 142-4. As for
her name, a distinctly Koan possibility would be to restore Nawalxida, cf. Fraser-
Matthews, s.v. (p. 323 I).

122 Herzog, Hal., no.4, priest no. 25.

90



XENOPHON

decree at the deme of Haleis'® and the magistrate NIKATOPAZX
AA(AIOKAEOTYZ) known from the Koan coins of the Augustan age.'”*
He might be a somewhat older relative of Nikagoras son of Eudamos.
Eudamos/Eudemos was then also the name of a priest of C.Iulius Caesar
under Augustus at Kos, Eudemos son of Epikrates, known from a
fragmentary Koan decree found at Olympia.'* He could very well be the
father of the same Nikagoras Eudamou above.

To sum up, Xenophon’s larger network of Koan relations seems to
have closely and continually connected itself especially with the imperial
cult (and the rest of the cults of the island, sometimes in accumulative
fashion as in the case of Minnis Praylou). This accords well both with the
family’s involvement in the forefront of local politics for generations and
with one of Xenophon’s own habits of inserting himself in an
unprovocative but efficient way into the provincial Roman microcosmos
of Kos, especially after his apparent retirement there following the death
of Claudius. We deal with this subject next.

123 pfy 344.1-3. The beginning of the decree (issued by the citizen and other residents of
Haleis and Pele) presents a double date after the monarchos and this priest of Augustus, a
parallel local date after the acting damarchos coming at the end. Thus it should be a pan-
Koan, not a demotic, priesthood of the imperal cult that we encounter here (contra
Paton, ibid.).

124 Bumett, RPC, 2732 (p. 453). Herzog, Hal, 488 already identified the three
homonymous persons. He also expressed the interesting thought that the names of the
local magistrates on the Koan coins with Augustus’ head could be those of his Koan
priests (and not the traditional responsible magistrates). In the only testimony of a double
date, however, the decree from Haleis mentioned, the traditional date after the monarchos
comes first, the date after the priest of Augustus second, thus having a supplementary
character.

12% IvOI 53. See further below, p. 134.
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Stemma of Xenophon's larger family including the Claudii Tuliani
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c. The imperial doctor on Kos. Titulature and official
integration
into Koan civic life and society.

Unlike Nikias, Xenophon never suffered a local form of damnatio
memoriae on Kos. Thus various aspects of his personality and imperial
as well as local career are celebrated not only in the most numerous
surviving collection of private small dedications to the “paternal gods”
(listed in Appendix 3), of the type launched under Nikias, but also in a
large number of longer honorary inscriptions. Furthermore, he is found
twice offering himself an epitome of his official positions and titles in
dedications he presented to his final imperial patron, Nero. The proper
historical interpretation of this material is very important because—
among other things—it may help understand better Xenophon’s relations
to his city of origin. It may also indicate the mode in which he managed
to insert his imported power and authority into that local socio-political
framework.

Let us begin with the two dedicative inscriptions by Xenophon
himself. The one is PH 92 in which he appears as the dedicant of a
monument AcxAam@ Kaicagt Ayadd ©ca (1. 5-7). Asklepios is here
(cf. PH 130 and below) identified with the emperor who is also Agathos
Theos. This latter identification is very interesting, because it combines
an alignment with local religious tradition, in which Agathos Theos
seems to have been a popular deity appearing in connection with Agatha
Tycha, the Damos and other gods."*® Trends of the imperial cult in other
areas are equally significant. Nero appears as Ayados Aaiuwy on
Alexandrian coins and Egyptian documents.'?” Thus Herzog has already
reached the right conclusion that the emperor to whom Xenophon
dedicated the monument of PH 92 was Claudius’ successor.'”® The
dedicant styles himself here as edepyéTas Tas maTteidos xail icpets da Biov
(obviously of Asklepios Nero). Xenophon’s other dedication stood on the
basis of the cult statues in a small temple by the staircase of the middle
terrace of the Asklepieion:

126 Collection and discussion of the evidence in Sherwin-White, Cos, 361f On the
connection of Agathos Daimon and Agathe Tyche in the Hellenistic world, see also esp.
Fraser, PA, 1.210 (+I1.358, n.s).

127 E Christiansen, The Roman Coins of Alexandria, (Aarhus 1988) 1.38ff. (passim);
Burnett, RPC, 5210, 5219, 5230, 5240, 5249, 5260. P.Oxy. 1021= Sel.Pap., 11.235. OGIS
666=IGRR I-11.1110. Cf. R.Ganschinietz, RE Suppl. I1I (1918), s.v. Agathodaimon, 47.
128 Herzog, KF, 196. Cf. id., N&X, 242.
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Aoxdamin Kaicapr TeBactin xal Tyiai/ xai Hmévm o izpels
avr@y O PBiov/ Tdiog Zregrivios 'Hpaxdeitou/ vide Kogvmhia
Bevoplv  @iho/pdpatos  [[oihovégwv]] eiho/naiocap @ilocBacroc
@iho/maTors dapou viss eloeBre / evepyéTas Tag maTeidoc tpwe/
avédmuey.®

There is no alternative for Xenophon’s erased title on 1. 5.*° Thus this
inscription, too, belongs into Xenophon’s post-Claudian period on Kos
(cf. on both points below).

In both texts, Xenophon has silenced his Roman career. In the
shorter self-presentation he is simply the benefactor of his homecity and
priest of Asklepios Caesar Agathos Theos. In the longer one a closely
similar priesthood and his quality as euergeres appear again respectively
as the introduction and the end of a larger group of titles to be examined
below. The imperial doctor exhibits tact in describing himself on Kos as
the generous citizen and faithful worshipper of both the imperial and the
local gods. It does not seem to be by chance that two further brief
presentations of his personality highlight the same features. These are
Segre, 1.Cos, EV 95, an inscription on a marble block (probably the base
of a statue) where he is simply o edegyéralc], and a coin type of the
imperial age from Kos where his bare, youthful portrait and name are
accompanied by the attributive legend [IJEPEYI[Z] on the obverse
while the serpent-staff appears on the reverse. ' Segre’s dating of that
mention of “the benefactor” in Xenophon’s early carcer for the reason
that “manca tutta la titolatura normale” is not convincing. Conciseness
can have been useful in all periods in accordance with the nature of the
respective monument, and perhaps we should not underestimate the force
of the definite article: Xenophon was not “(a) benefactor” but “the
benefactor.” On the otherhand, the coins need not belong to Xenophon’s
time.”> We cannot say more on the basis of the description and
photographs published. He could have been remembered later and
celebrated on Koan coinage as “priest”—this obviously being another
basic quality of his in the official local edition of his historical portrait. A
variation of that titular pair appears on the short dedication of an exhedra

 Originally published by Herzog, 44 1903, p. 193. Republished by Patriarca, 19=
AnEp 1934, 93.

130 @)oxratiios would be too long for the space available. We also have an erasure of
pthovégwva in PH 345.11. Cf. Herzog, KF, p.198~ Segre, TC, 111.11-12 (-..pthovépw/ivo,
@thoxdavdiov..., neither title erased here).

! BMC Caria 215. Cf. ibid. 212-214: the bare head of SENOGQN (obv.) Hygicia
feeding serpent, KQLOQN (rev.).

132 Cf. for example the posthumous appearance of Theophanes on the coins of Mytilene:
D.Salzmann, MDAI(R) 92(1985), 254-6, 258-60.
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to Xenophon by the people (or the city) of Kos at the Asklepieion'”
where heros takes the place of the priestly function. His basic quality as
“the benefactor of his homecity” remains the only other aspect of his
personality included (see below on this combination).

An equally short but more secular (and pragmatic) view of
Xenophon appears on the base of a hermaic stele apparently crowned
with his portrait. The dedicant is here a freedman of Xenophon honoring
roly/ apylatoov] T@y ZePactdyv xai elegyé/ltav Tas maltgidos
(Segre, LCos, EV 245). We may also think of restoring here Tolv/
apyieoéa] Ty ZePacTtdy. Such a form of the archiereus-title,
however, has not been preserved for Xenophon thus far, while there is a
similar mention of his imperial doctorship (on both points see below), so
that Segre’s restoration is equally possible.

Xenophon’s medical acumen and its recognition in imperial service
is mentioned in four of the five longer preserved honorary inscriptions
for him."* In the first of these, Xenophon appears as archiatros of the
Theoi Sebastoi, in the rest simply as archiatros. Only in the honorary
inscription of the altar dedicated by the Kalymnians and Kalymnian
residents to Apollo for Xenophon’s health and preservation is any
mention of his medical service omitted.”” Thus his medical service at the
emperor’s court was regularly (and rightly) deemed to be the basis for his
entire Roman career (see above). The term archiatros itself deserves
some comment. It does not seem to have been, at least in the early
empire, a strictly defined imperial post but rather a high-court title,
loosely applied to distinguished doctors of emperors, a direct legacy of
Hellenistic etiquette.”® It is noteworthy that Claudius refers to his doctor

133 PH 93: [---] tav &deav Taiw Zreorwiw Hpaxeizov/ [---vidh KlogymAia Eevoedvri
Towr TG Tag maTeidos evep/yeTa elyaplioTiag] xaow.

134 PIT 345 (a dedication of a public or religious body on Kos); Maiuri, NS, 475 (dedicant
unknown), Segre, [.Cos, EV 219 (from the monument erected for him by C.lulius
Antipater, see above); 1bid., 241 (dedicants: council and people of Kos, cf. above).

135 Segre, TC, 111. A possible explanation for this omission might lie in the close
modeling of this Neronian inscription after the standard, older text of the dedications to
the “paternal gods” for Xenophon (see below) in which this aspect is also absent. The
same model seems to have influenced the relevant part of Maiuri, NS, 459 (: Xenophon’s
“picture” inside the honorary inscription for his mother). However, on five of those small
monuments (see Appendix 3) we find an iconographical allusion to Xenophon’s
profession: the representation of a snake or a staff with serpent, in relief or engraved,
points to the Asclepiad honorand’s craft. Cf. also the symbol of staff with serpent
following some of the entries in the Halasarnan priest list (Herzog, Hal., no. 4, priests
nos. 85, 105,113, 116) and Benedum, 240.

13 On Hellenistic and imperial archiatr(o)i, see now concisely V.Nutton, Der Neue
Pauly 1(1996), s.v. Archiatros, 990f. (with bibl.). Also the cases collected in Sapelli (n.
42 above), cf. SEG 36.929 (comm.)., and now Marasco (n. 42 above), 280ff. (final
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in the second of his three still unpublished letters to the Koans (see, p.
138ff. below) simply as 7ol iaTgoU wou. The same plain term for
Xenophon’s chief occupation and source of influence on the emperors is
found on the base of another honorary monument for him on Kos: ...
Eevogdvta yevopevoy iatoov/ Jeot Klauvdiov Kaioagos.™ Both
aspects, the relative informality of archiatros and the fundamental
importance of Xenophon’s medical skill in and outside Rome are finally
verified in the inscription'”® in which the damos of Kalymna honors
Philinos as uncle “of Claudius’ physician” (/atgoi TiBzgiov KAavdiou
Kaioagoc).

As for Xenophon’s distinctly Koan functions, it is equally
noteworthy (and was noticed long ago by Herzog)'* that no list of the
great benefactor’s specific posts and titles includes his tenure in the
highest local magistracy. But we happen to know from the dating
formulas of two Kalymnian manumissions that Xenophon was twice
190 He and his honorers seem never to have alluded to it,
however, (in contrast for example with his own brother’s practice, cf.
above). How should we understand this omission? A chronological
explanation, i.e. the (certain) tenure of this office in the Neronian period
of his life and retirement to Kos, seems improbable because—as we shall
see—two of the four longer honorary inscriptions for him (as well as his
self-presentations cited above) also postdate Claudius’ death. The
explanation rather lies in the relative unimportance of this iterated
monarchia inside Xenophon’s local sphere, in obvious contrast with his
accumulation of priesthoods, which we examine next. Furthermore,
Xenophon might have exhibited locally a sort of constitutional tact, quite
like the Augustan practice with which he must have been acquainted in
Rome. It would be perhaps too provocative to emphasize his tenure in
the eponymous magistracy as an expression of abiding power.'*! Thus he
sought the confirmation of his local authority on safer ground.

Before we proceed to an analysis of Xenophon’s various Koan
priesthoods, we can now assign a Claudian or a Neronian date to the

monarchos.

“officialization” of the archiatros post in Late Antiquity).On the Koan background of the
title (and here, probably, city office): Sherwin-White, Cos, 281-3.

37 Segre, 1.Cos, EV 221. Claudius should be dead here (yevopevoy, Seol).

138 Segre, TC, 146. Cf. above.

139 Herzog, KF, 196.

40 Sogre, TC, 193.1 CEmi M 16 B Eevogivrog...), 194.1-2 (Eni po(vigyov) KAewvipou
roi Khevdvrou wera wpé(vaggov) T6 B Eevopdvra...); on his simple mention as
Zevopdvros cof. n. 100 above). There is possibly also a mention of Xenophon as
monarchos in Segre, I.Cos, EV 51[bis]. 6-7 (restored).

1 Gegre, ib., 3-5 has hypothetically restored ...tov povlagyov/ xai povapxmloavta
mAleovd/xig... We could also restore [yupvaciagyiloavra.
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inscriptions where they appear, relying on two criteria: (a) the
presence/absence of the title grhovépwy (on its content see below)—
regularly erased—for Xenophon in the original text, and (b) Claudius’
mention as divis. According to them, Segre, 7. Cos, EV 219 and 241 (in
both Xenophon is grhoxAaidiog but not gidovegwy, in EV 219 Claudius is
not divus yet) antedate and PH 345 (gihovégwy erased, cf. below) and
Maiuri, NS, 475 (Il. 2-3: ... 70U Adtoxpdrtogos KAavdiov Kaicagos Seoi)™
postdate Claudius’ assassination and Xenophon’s apparently definitive
return to Kos.'* Even this elementary chronological frame, completed by
the Neronian date of Xenophon’s own dedications mentioned above,
seems to let a certain development of his significant priestly offices on
Kos gradually emerge.

In the Claudian period Xenophon appears as iagela dial/ Biov
TeBactoi™ and as iepéa dia Biov Tav Zefactalv) xat TiBegiov
Khawdiov Kaloapos ZeBactoi Tlegl/uavixol ailtoxgatogos xal
AcxAqmiol xai [TVyeias xai Hmovng xai xata yévos AmoAAlw]l/vog
Kagviov xai ZePactis Peag.™

So we find Xenophon during his residence under Claudius in Rome (at
least for most of his time), having first assumed apparently a lifelong
priesthood of Sebastos (Claudius) alone and then a lifelong, enlarged
priesthood of the Sebastoi (obviously the previous Augusti), Claudius
and the local Koan triad of Asklepios, Hygieia and Epione. To the latter
a hereditary priesthood of Apollo Karneios and Sebaste Rhea
(Agrippina)'® has been added.

12 The significance of the word is also proved by Maiuri, NS, 462.8-11: ...ispéa mi Biov
TiBepiov Kaioapos ZzBagtoi xai TiBepiov KAavdiou Kaigapos Tsppavixol ZeBaorol
Seo0..., where the omission of Seot after Tiberius® name is obviously due to the well-
known fact that he was not deified posthumously: D.C., 60.4.6 (cf. 59.3.7, 9.1); Tac,
Ann., 4.38; Dessau 6088 XX VI, 6089.LIX. Cf. K.Latte, Rémische Religionsgeschichte,
(Miinchen 1960) 318 and J.Kirchner on JG TI-TII* 3264. On divus Claudius always basic:
M.P.Charlesworth, JRS 27(1937), 57ft.

143 Cf. Herzog, X&N, 2401ff ; Sherwin-White, Cos, 151.

e Segre, 1.Cos, EV 241.5-6.

M5 Thid., EV 219.5-9. The passage right before this on the stone remains enigmatic: Segre
has restored (1l. 4-5): ...elepyérny T7s matpidos, (ma)lpal/ Tol Zefagtol, izpéa..., and
commented: “v. 4, A, lap..” My own inspection of the stone on Kos has shown that after
the A seen by Segre there is the trace of a vertical stroke, and there must have been
initially (the right edge of the stone has been later chiseled off) room for about two more
letters. As there is also a faint trace of a vertical stroke before A, I ask myself whether the
right reading could be simply fatlpév]/ ol ZeBaorol, the later entry apxiatolov] (1. 9)
reﬁpresentmg just a posterior, higher title (cf. above).

4 The identification rests on further evidence from Kos: cf. Herzog, N&-X, 239 with n.3.
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When Xenophon retired to Kos under Nero, he seems to have
accepted the additional honor (and undertaken the burden) of many more
local priesthoods, some of which—as Herzog reasonably supposed—"*’
were actual revivals of obsolete local cults. This picture emerges from
Maiuri, NS, 475" mentioning Xenophon as

izph Oia Plou Tay ZeBact/dy Jed@v'™® xal Agxlamiol xail
Tyelag xai Amovag/ xal [K& xlal Mégomog xai “loidos xai
Zapamdos, 1207/ xal anlo/ vévovs Pléag xai Amorwvos Kagveiov™
xal AméMaolvog/ TuSiov ?1 xai Awg [Mohidws xai ASavag
MloAia/dog---1 Sedv xai “Hpas EAias Apyias Bao/[Aiag xai Sedv?
Nuxlopmdziowy xai AmoAdwvog/[Aariov 7 xai Appolditas TlovTias isgf
Zlepactot? [ ---dluadexa Sedv xai MHL... V[---V/IZ [..JZEZA (1. 5-
14).

Xenophon’s accumulation of priestly offices is impressive and
reminiscent of carlier similar Koan examples."”' What we find in PH 345
seems, then, to represent the immediately following phase of his priestly
action on Kos: Xenophon is here simply doxieeéa Ty Sedy xal isgéa
dila/ Bilov Tav ZePaoTdv, xai AoxAiamot, /[xaill Tyias xai Hmiovrg.
Dubois,'* Paton and Dittenberger'™ thought that the term “high priest of
the gods” referred to dead emperors and complemented the next,
familiar priesthood of Sebastoi etc. in which we should recognize the
living emperors. Herzog preferred to see all emperors, dead and alive,
included in theoi, and assumed that “priest of the Sebastoi” referred to a
separate priesthood of the reigning Augusti (Nero and Agrippina).”**

147 Herzog, N&X, 241.

1% This big marble base has been built into the lowest right wall of the passage into the
interior fortification area of the Knights Castle, the inscription being on the side inside
the wall and visible only through a slot between this and the next stone. I have spent
some hours there trying to discem the text and collate particularly the part including
Xenophon’s priesthoods with Maiuri’s edition and the preliminary but sometimes more
accurate one by Herzog, N&X, 226, n.1. The slightly revised text appearing here is the
result of this work.

14 Almost certainly all Augusti, dead and alive, see below.

130 COf Segre, I.Cos, EV 219.8-9, and for émé yévoug Syll.* 783, 30.

L Cf. esp. the earlier case of his possible relative Minnis Praylou discussed above and
Xenophon’s approximate coeval L.Nonius Aristodamus (Maiuri, NS, 462). On the
various Koan cults attested here cf. Sherwin-White, Cos, 360 and passim.

152 BCH 5(1881), 475.

153 5311804, 1. 8.

134 Herzog, KF, 195 (cf. id., N&X, 240f. where such a separation of priesthoods is also
suggested). C.G.Brandis, RE I1.1(1895), s.v. Agytepevs, 480 also accepted that both living
and dead emperors were here the content of theoi but equated completely the latter with
Sebastoi, which could only render the one of the two priestly offices redundant.
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Both solutions seem to be unsatisfactory: for it is on the one side
inconceivable that Xenophon’s priesthood of the Theoi Sebastoi in
Maiuri, NS, 475 should be limited to dead emperors. For no complement
with the reigning ones immediately followed.'” Besides, again in PH
345, Xenophon is archiatros of the Theoi Sebastoi, which can hardly
refer only to dead emperors, even had Xenophon in the meantime moved
to Kos. On the other hand, it seems extravagant to assume a separate
high priesthood of all Sebastoi (dead and alive) and another reserved for
the reigning ones but without a specific mention of them."*® I think that
the evolution of Xenophon’s priesthoods may provide a more natural
interpretation. In PH 345 all Xenophon’s various priesthoods are
included and cumulatively upgraded into a general “high priesthood of
the gods (: all gods, imperial and local)” so that his basic priestly office
combines again the specific cult of all emperors with that of the most
important local deities.”” So the twofold need of finding a loftier title for
the great benefactor of Kos and evading an immense list of local priest-
hoods was satisfied. Xenophon was recognized as the head of religious
life on the island, something which perfectly matches his already
mentioned, epigrammztic description as iggevs on Koan coins. Later,
when Nero was identified with Asklepios and Agathos Theos, Xenophon
himself chose to mention only his priesthood of this cult'*® and omitted
the train of priestly offices covering almost all other aspects of the local
religious tradition. The emperor and the holy triad of Kos sufficed.
Xenophon’s concentration of religious offices may be compared to
ithe career of an earlier peer’s, Potamon of Mytilene, the famous Lesbian
statesman of aristocratic descent and vital liaison of his city and island
with both Caesar and Augustus. He was invested with a general
priesthood of all cults both in Mytilene and Lesbos. We also know that
he was actively engaged as priest and/or high priest in the local cult of
Augustus.”” Such a “personal union™ of religious posts reappears in the

155 The apparently secondary mention in 1. 12 of iepj ZleBaoroi or -@v?], cf. above, is
not at all certain.

15 As for example the priesthood of Claudius integrated with that of the Sebastoi in
Segre, 1.Cos, EV 219 quoted above.

57 The acceptance of such a general high priesthood would also better explain the
probably contemporaneous existence of more specialized priesthoods like that of
L.Nonius Aristodamus in Maiuri, NS, 462. The distinction ib., 5-6: éxSUoavra Toligl/
ZeBaotols xal Toic alMorg Szoic should also refer to past and present emperors on the one
side and the rest of the gods on the other. Cf. also on this meaning of Sebastoi: Brandis
(n. 154), 480-1; Price, R&P, 58. y

138 With the concomitant figures of Hygieia and Epione in AnEp 1934, 93.

199 G X1I Suppl. 7.3-4 (+ L.Robert, REA 62(1960), 310, n. 2): [...tov Yéwy mélvrwv e
xai maicay AaBovra (sc. Iorapwva AegBwvaxteg) xata /lyeves --- Tais lpwlatvarg Tig
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carcer of another Lesbian magnate, very probably Xenophon’s
contemporary, Ti.Claudius Damarchos of Eresos.'®

This constant prominence and augmentation of Xenophon’s role as
a (finally central) priestly figure on Kos, however, deserves more
comment. It is, of course, not the first time that the imperial cult becomes
a channel for provincial ambitions, aristocratic or not. The specific
character of Xenophon’s case seems to result from his imperial authority,
which is no less important than his personal resources, with which he
reestablished himself in Koan society. Add to this the difficulty of
finding some other both constitutionally acceptable and personally
sufficient function for him on Kos. As high priest, uniting in his person
both the vital expression of loyalty to the Augusti and due homage to
Koan religious tradition, Xenophon very probably found an ideal office
that was at once serviceably “clerical” and inoffensively secular. We
may also recall how the Ptolemaic governors of Cyprus in the Hellenistic
age had finally appropriated, in parallel to their political authority proper,
the post of high priest (apgrz0els) of all cults—nota bene, the highest,
dynastic cult found on their island.'”' Granting that direct and significant
political power was past history on Kos, religious authority naturally
tended to take the place of (not to replace, of course) its extinguished
political correlate. What could be saved of old Kos was linked to
mmperial loyalty. Xenophon was a sensitive Janus—caught between a
fatherland no longer important (and probably strong sentiment) and the
new Roman order to which he and, largely through him, Kos owed its
privileged status.

The list of Xenophon’s titles may also give valuable insight into the
way(s) he accommodated himself to the world of imperial Kos. A useful
historical interpretation might begin with some sort of temporal classifi-
cation. The “canon” of Xenophon’s titles presented in the small dedica-
tive monuments to the “paternal gods™ (see below) includes the attri-
bute @iAoxAaldiog but not the similar @/Aovépwy. This must mean that

Te mohiog xai tig AéofBw. On his involvement in the cult of Augustus as lifelong priest
(or high priest): /G XI1.2.154. Cf. R W Parker, ZPE 85(1991), 119f. and now Labarre,
109ft.

10 IG X11.2.549, 1-2: Tov sipea xai doyzipea 1@y TeBdorwy xall t@v & hwy Jtwy
mavtwy xal maigay 6 Biw... That here Sebastoi were all emperors, dead and alive,
shows a comparison with ib. 541. Cf. Parker (previous n.) and Labarre, 127. Also
relevant the case of Sex.Pompeius Eudamos in Sparta (second/third century A.D.) who
was also high priest of the Sebastoi and priest of a long list of local cults: /G V.1.559; cf.
A.S Bradford, A Prosopography of Lacedaemonians (323 B.C.-A.D. 396), (Miinchen
1977) 166. I thank M.Kantirea for a relevant discussion.

1! See Bagnall, 48 and more recently A.Mehl, “Militirwesen und Verwaltung der
Ptoleméer in Zypern,” RCCM 38(1996), publ. 1997, 215ff. (238-40) with further bibl.
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at least the initial list antedates Nero’s reign and represents the earlier
phase of Koan reaction to Xenophon’s services for the island. So it
seems preferable to use the “canonic” titles as the basis for interpretation,
integrating at the proper place each one of the rest, which were posterior
(¢thovégwy) or remained outside that “public codification”—for reasons
we shall also have to examine.

The standard text of the dedications to the patroioi theoi for
Xenophon’s health (fifty eight cases attested so far, see Appendix 3) is:

Ozols maTpworg Umépe Uyiztag atou Zrepriviov HoaxAeitov viod
Eevopdvros, phoxaloagos, pidoxAaudiou, giloceBdoTou, dauou viol,
ethomaToldos, eloeBols, eleoyéta Tac maToldos.

The obvious and significant, major change, in comparison with
similar older texts for Nikias'® is that the first group of Xenophon’s
titles refers to his imperial connections. In this public image of the model
citizen, however, it is not his medical service at court but the results of
that service—being on personal, friendly terms with the emperors—that
dominate his ideological picture. This is expressed by three pregnant
terms that correspond to finely different aspects of this relation:
@ihoxaiga, ethoxAaldiog, pihoceéBaoToc.

Philokaisar and philosebastos are frequently used titles,'® actually
so often added to the names of individuals or public (civic)/private
corporations that some interpreters hold that they were no more than
simple “adulatory adjectives,”'® which would deny them any real
historical significance. L.Robert should be credited for having opposed

'2 A minor difference is that the standard formula in the texts of this form for Nikias was
Umép/mepi T cwrmpias but in the dedications for Xenophon we see this only once (see
Appendix 3, no. 3). *Yrép dyiciag seems naturally to have more of a private than a public
character, and to be less dramatic, but we should not press the point.

' Basic discussions of them (including a large collection of examples): Miinsterberg,
315-321; L.Robert, Hellenica 7(1949), 206ff. (esp. 211f); JH.Oliver, The Athenian
Expounders of the Sacred and Ancestral Law, (Baltimore 1950) 87-9; Ch.Dunant-
J.Pouilloux, Recherches sur l'histoire et les cultes de Thasos, I, (Paris 1958) 120f;
Pleket, I.Leyden, 4-10 (starting from the interpretation of the related term grAoxatoapeic);
Fraser, Kings of Commagene, 369-371. See also the further examples of both terms cited
or quoted below. The Koan testimonies of philokaisar and philosebastos had been
collected by Sherwin-White, Cos, 1441, n. 338. We may now add: Segre, 1.Cos, EV 135,
136, 216, 226.

' So. e.g. D.Knibbe, JOAI 46(1961-63), Beiblatt, 25 (on the occasion of a chiliastys
philoromaios in Ephesos): “...eines jener in der Kaiserzeit besonders beliebt gewordenen
iiberschwenglichen Schmeichelepitheta [: ¢rhopduaros, ¢rhoséBaaros, @iloxaisag ete.].”
He goes on to mention as an impressive example of such a titular accumulation one of the
Koan texts for Xenophon (PH 345= Syll.* 804).
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such superficial judgments and contributed essentially to the elucidation
of these and related terms.'®

Philokaisar seems to be the somewhat earlier term of the two (as
Caesar, of course, antedates Augustus) or, at least, the one with the
carlier diffusion.'® It was an attribute of many client kings (as those of
Kommagene and Bosporos) in Augustan and Tiberian times.'®” While in
these royal cases the term seems to have alluded to the legal relation of
dependence on the Caesar(s) indicated,'®® there seem to have been many
equally early examples where philokaisares was a civic term by which
distinguished citizens were obviously somehow connected with the
emperor, though rarely in a specific way. We find them holding various
local posts, but, significantly, they scem to be frequently involved in
some form of the imperial cult.'® J H.Oliver'” once suggested that the
combination of the terms philokaisar and philopatris could even be the
first step in the evolution of the imperial high priests’ titulature in
Athens, and possibly elsewhere. While this tends, characteristically
perhaps, to give the use of philokaisar too precise a meaning, the always
possible implication of the imperial cult should be kept in mind.
Sometimes this becomes more explicit as, for example, on Kos when the

165 Bull 1966, 36%: “.nous ne saurions suivre K(nibbe) dans ce qu’il dit des
“Schmeichelepitheta” @ihogaipaios, pirooéBaaros, pihdxaioap.” CL. esp. his study cited
in the previous n.

1% Cf. already Minsterberg, 318.

157 1 addition to the literature cited above (n. 163): R.D.Sullivan, ANRW I1.8(1977), 783,
Braund, 105-7 (with n.s, p.116£.); Nawotka.

168 Of again Minsterberg, 317 who first underlined the parallel use of QiAdxaiocap xal
eihopduaiog in Greek inscriptions (see for example V.V.Struve (ed.), Corpus
Inscriptionum Regni Bosporani, Moscow 1965, 44) and amicus imp(eratoris) populiq(ue)
R(omani) in a Latin one (ibid., 46) for Sauromates I of Pontos in Trajan’s times. See also
below.

169 A selection of examples in this latter sense (see also below): IG V.1.59, 551, 553 and
SEG 34307, 313 (Sparta, quite usual the further combination of eiAdxaicap with
@iXémarors here and in many of the next examples, also sometimes with vidg modews); IG
V.1.1449 (Messene, a giddxaioag 6 legels alrod, i.e. of Nero); [ Ephesos 3801 (for an
archiereus of Asia under Claudius), IBM 894 (for an archiereus with the gentilicium
Julius in a decree of Halikamassos for Augustus); I Stratonikeia 1024 (the bearer, a
Ti.Claudius, was also izpareloavros Tav Zefaortav), OGIS 583 (Lapethos, a priest of
Tiberius), FdD 111.3, 181 (=Syll.* 813 A);, SEG 7.825 (Gerasa, for the agonothetes of a
local festival for Trajan praised dia Tny OmepBaAdovony alrol mgdg Te OV olxoy TGV
ZeBacrav eboéBeiay..., the honorand apparently never having been personally acquainted
with the emperor; only his relations with governors and procurators are mentioned); 1bid.
17.596 (a similar case from Attaleia, third cent. A.D.?).

170 | ¢. (n. 163). Cf. the view of Dunant and Pouilloux (n.163) on the connection of the
same titles with the formative period in the development of the imperial cult and its
representatives on Thasos during the first century A.D.

102



XENOPHON’S ROMAN CAREER

title philokaisar is attributed to the head of a local association of frippery
dealers in the text of a dedication to Augustus identified with Hermes.”

Philokaisar, however, seems fundamentally to have expressed the
titular’s devotion to the kaisar/-es, this being postulated by the inherent
force of the first part of the compound.'” Furthermore, the gradual
formation of the family of the kaisares rendered the term as applying to
loyalty to the whole family. Kaisar remained for a long time in the Greek
East the standard way of referring to the emperor, rivaled only by
autokrator and later by basileus,'” while Sebastos remained always the
term for referring either to the founder of the principate, Augustus
himself, or an actual title of the emperor(s) as a living institution."™ 1 do
not know of any case (and I could not imagine one) in which a Greek
would address a Roman emperor in the early centuries “@ XZeBacté.”
Kaisar was much more of a personal, real name and so the term
philokaisar was ideally suitable to express a devotion primarily to the
person(s) and not the institution.

71 Maiuri, NS, 466, on which see above, p. — with n. 93.

'72 Cf. below on various such compounds with the names of Roman sovereigns. Of
course, this form and idea (“very favorable, devoted to” without an implication of cult) of
compound was not new but rooted in classical and hellenistic Greek tradition, regarding
especially cities, rulers, and men of letters. Thus we find e.g. ¢rhaS1patos, piroSTBaio et
simm.; @iAoxupos, @iraréfavioos, ¢irapadxns (all already in Strabo) and, of course,
various such dynastic fitles as ¢iAadeigog, erhomaTwe et simm.; gihdungog, piAevprmidng
et simm. (all the examples from LSJ, s.vv. where the respective source/s are cited). That
such compounds could have been used in the pre-Roman age as a distinctive expression
of the devotion to a ruler as an institution and as a person is shown by Diod., 17.114.2:
...emepSEybaTo (sc. AAéfavdoog) Kparegov udv yap ehvar @iroBaciréa, Hearotiova 82
@iAarébavdgov. The basic significance of the philo-compounds survives much later as best
exemplified in the description of Sarapis himself as ¢iAdxatoap in an inscription from
Coptos of Severan date: B.A.Van Groningen, Mnemosyne 55(1927), 265. On the other
hand, a possible religious connation in the devotion expressed by this sort of compound
predating Roman times can be seen in such cases as, for example, the @idoBacthiorai of
Ptolemaic Egypt—cf. M.Launey, Recherches sur les armées hellénistiques, (Paris 1987°)
11.1029f.—with which we could then compare the ¢iAnoaicrai of Samos and the
prhagrepts Salutaris cited below or the @idediowveor of Didyma 502 (second cent. A.D.)
or, even more appropriately, the @iloxaiorageic of the inscription of Ilion (Pleket,
I Leyden, no. 4: first cent. AD.). A late antique application of such a usage is then e.g.
the expression giAoypigTou loverviavel in IG IV.205 (sixth cent. A.D.).

' See the still useful delineation of the semantic content of these terms in Greek texts of
the Roman period by Al. Wifstrand, Autokrator, “Kaisar, Basileus. Bemerkungen zu den
griechischen Benennungen der romischen Kaiser,” in: APAI'MA. (M.P.Nilsson...
dedicatum, ed. K.Hanell et al.), 1939, 529-539. Further: Mason, 119-21.

' This emerges most clearly, I think, from the frequent collective use of the plural (of)
Sefacroi e.g in Syll® 81445, 820.9; Oliver, GC, 29.6-7, 38.17,46.4. [O] Seog
Ze[Blagras ibid., 75.11.41 (a letter of Hadrian to the Delphians, 125 A.D.) was obviously
Augustus. Cf. Mason, 144f.
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A telling detail in this respect is that philosebastos is used only later
with a frequency paralleling that of philokaisar but also applied, far more
often than its “twin title,” to larger bodies such as cities, constitutional
organs of cities (demos, boule, gerousia etc.) and associations of various
kinds.'” A good example comes from Kos itself where Sosikles son of
Menippides, himself styled as philokaisar, is the priest of piAooeBacTou
Adyuov Kcﬁ)mv.nﬁ The same impression is conveyed exactly by a passage
in the famous donation of Salutaris at Ephesos: in a context where almost
everyone and anything wears the badge of philosebastos (as very usual in

this city), Salutaris himself distinctively appears as @iAdpTewic xal

(pl?\éxa.ma.g,”? both terms obviously bearing out a much more personal

and genuinely religious devotion than philosebastos, which seems to stay
on a somewhat more distant and official (though, of course, not
negligible) level. Nevertheless, this does not at all impede a connection
with the imperial cult for philosebastos, too, as many examples may
show—notably in an inscription from the Heraion of Samos on which we
find in the year 71 after Augustus’ apotheosis (: 85 A.D.) a veomoing
e0oeBr; bearing the dual title gidmaioTie @hooéBaaTos.™ As we also
happen to know on Samos of a priestess T7s AggmyeéTidog “Hoas xai
Ocic lovhiae ZeBaotiic (Livia),'” it should be clear that both cults,
Hera’s and Augusta’s ran parallel to their priests’ respective devotional
titles. On Kos itself we find a priest of Tiberius, worshipped as Zeus
Kapetolios Alscios, with the titles giAlolxaicagos ethoreBaoTou'™ and a
collegium of three napoai at Halasarna dedicating a statue of Sebasta

175 On philosebastos applied to cities etc. see above all L.Robert, in: J. des Gagniers (et
al.), Laodicée du Lycos. Le Nymphée, (Québec 1969) 281-9; id., Hellenica 7(1949), 212.
A further selection of examples: I.Pergamon 432: gihocéBaciToy xowey t@y xata iyl
Aciay [EMavav]. IG XI1.7.266 (Minoa/Amorgos): % ¢theréBaotos Mewawntdy Bouls).
IGRR TV.932 (of the gerousia of Chios), 1223, 1248, 1249 (of the boule of Thyateira).
SEG 28.1115, 1119 (of the demos and a phyle in Eumeneia/Phrygia). Also this usage of
the term is especially frequent in Ephesos: SEG 77.419d (of the polis); L Ephesos 449 (of
the demos), ib. 21 and 449 (of the boule and the demos), 532 (of the boule, so also in SEG
37.886), 535 (of the gerousia, so also in SEG 71.568), 293 (of the of Toi mpomatogog Jeoli
Avovigou Kopnaeitou gaxneogor plotar).

176 pF1 362, probably first century A.D.

177 | Ephesos 27.451-2 (p.198). Cf. also ibid. the decree no. 449 (under Domitian) where
philosebastos is attributed to the boule, the demos (cf. above) and the collectively (not
individually) named strategoi of the city while the grammateus of the people, fully
named, is philokaisar.

18 JGRR TV.1732. Cf. the comment of the editio princeps by M.Schede, MDAI(A)
44(1919), 39.

'™ JGRR 1V.984.

180 gepre, .Cos, EV 135.2.
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Homonoia Drusilla and being collectively called gihoxarcdowy.'®! In

other Koan examples, as for example in the collective attribution of the
title philokaisares to a group of three generals honored after their period
of service,' the term may have a more formulaic and general
connotation.'®

So both titles, not an invention of Xenophon’s age, already had (and
would continue) a history on Kos and the rest of the Roman East. An old
and relevant question here is how someone received these titles. There
seem to be mainly two theories: either they were conferred by the
emperor'™* (as the title amicus Caesaris/principis, postulated as an
equivalent for them in all cases) or they were granted by the cities to
their citizens who had distinguished themselves through some special
connection with the emperor.'™ The first alternative proves impossible if
we consider the great numbers of these titulars and the further attribution
(especially of philosebastos) to corporations etc.'*® The case of the client
kings, for whom amicus Caesaris sometimes actually equals
philokaisar,"’ seems to be an early and particular part of the
development, belonging rather to the sphere of expressly inter-state
relations and consequent concession of titles. The second alternative
seems much nearer the truth, and the view has been held that popular
proclamations were the usual mode of such awards as it is attested for
cognate terms, for example philopatris.'® The end of a fragmentary,

**! Herzog, Hal., no. 5 (p. 493). Drusilla’s name had been erased but was still legible in
Herzog’s time.

= PHIBS.1,

183 On the other side, the more personal flavor of philokaisar seems also confirmed by its
paralle] development into a Greek personal name (®iAéxatoag): Fraser, Kings of
Commagene, 370, n. 27.

'8! Miinsterberg, 315-316 (with earlier literature).

' Most recent and authoritative expression of this view by Fraser, Kings of Commagene,
370 who thinks, however, that Xenophon as philokaisar is to be classified in a wide
category of “notable public figures and especially client-rulers,” having eamed this title
from “the Roman authorities.” I think a civic award of this title on Xenophon, too, is
more probable. Imperial favor was the precious political metal necessary but it could be
coined into Greek titles locally, either by client kings themselves, as the highest authority
in their states, or in the case of an outstanding citizen, by his own city. (Of course, there
was perfect understanding with both emperor and honorand). Cf. below.

"% Even an eventual mediation of the provincial representatives (governors etc.) of the
emperor in the local award of the titles could not sufficiently explain the diffusion of the
latter.

"7 Cf. n. 168 and Braund, 106.

" So Fraser, Kings of Commagene, 370, n. 28 utilising L.Robert, Etudes épigraphiques
et philologiques, (Paris 1938) 140 (a mention of giAénators pwymSeis in an inscription of
Chios) and id., Hellenica 13(1965), 215f. with n. 4 (combination of the latter with Luc.,
Peregr. 15 on the reaction of the demos of Parion to the announcement of a donation by
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apparently unpublished honorary inscription for a Koan benefactress,
lying today in the courtyard of the Casa Romana, clears up the point: to
reward the lady’s services ...0 ddmog éYmeicato yonpatiCev alrav
eloefii fowida erématow.' Obviously, these three designations
(eusebes, herois, philopatris) were titles officially conferred through a
popular vote. Whether this always occured only in the form of popular
proclamations, or these latter possibly culminated from an act of the
assembly might be a matter of (perhaps varying) style. There seems to be
no reason to suppose that there was a procedural difference in regard to
the awarding of philokaisar and similar “imperial” titles in Greek cities.
Thus the important fact emerges that the possession of these titles on a
local level was not simply the imprint of the imperial power-nexus on
provincial societies—the people of a polis were also allowed some sense
(better: illusion) of autonomy in keeping the formal right to confer titles
testifying loyalty to the Sebastoi. A little strange though this may appear,
it was nonetheless quite clever as an injection of vitality into local
politics to involve the citizenry in rendering such loyalties into socially
accepted titles on the peripheral, but not at all insignificant, civic level.
On the other hand, the proliferation of these “imperial titulars™ in
the cities obviously created the need of a new term by which to honor
someone more closely connected with a specific emperor (or even actual
co-emperor). So the properly personal friendly relation with, and
devotion to, a particular emperor found its expression in further philo-
compounds, continuing a relevant tradition of the Greek (see above). We
find such an association of giAayoinmar cuuBiwTal, obviously devoted to
Augustus’ viceroy, in Smyrna (7). Philo'' has Macro, the praetorian
prefect, assert he had sufficiently proved wihoxaioag diws xai
eihoTiBégros efvar (“to be not just a friend of the Caesar(s) but especially
of Tiberius™). There is then only one @iAoyaiog in an Ephesian name list

Peregrinus : ...4véxpayov eldVs Eva @iddgogov, Eva @iAématow, Eva Atoyévous xal
Koarnros {nAwTny).

18 This is the conclusion of the preserved text (sixteen lines), covering the lower part of a
broken marble stele (h. 64, w. 59.5, th. 24 cm; the left and right margin take the form of a
decorative cornice, so the written surface is just 47x40 cm). The honorand’s services
concerned the provision of a whole series of cult objects (apparently for a temple), so
(1.4 fF): ...xai ghauvda AveuBralxmyl/ xai Bwwdy xilxeov xai Tpa/melav paguagivay
sai Sulpiaripioy dxpdyadoy xail Teinoda viyewov xai Seo/vov miaoy (?) gy imomodi/w
xai dyadpaTia Aela névre/ xai magametdopata Tpia/ xai xpaThoa Ueholv/ o dduos...
The lettering would agree with an early imperial date. On the popular award of such titles
of now also the case of Kleanax @ihomarwe in Kyme (2 B.C.-2A.D.): SEG 32(1982),
1243.26-28.

190 pleket, J.Leyden, no. 5 (p.11). Cf. the testimony of a cupBiwaig tév gihooefioTwy
Published and commented by C.Habicht, Pergamon VIIL3, no. 85 (p.117).

! De leg. ad Gaium, 37.

106



XENOPHON

of Caligula’s times in which all persons included are collectively
designated at the end as of @rhoaéBactor.™ Polemo II of Pontus, a close
friend of Caligula, from whom he received his throne,'”* appears also as
@ihoyepuavixog in the date of a manumission from Gorgippia.194 Herod
of Chalkis is styled as ¢thoxAatdiog on some of his coins.'” Still later a
procurator of Commodus and high priest in Egypt styles himself as
@IAoxoprodos xai cpl?\oo'é,ga,mg,l% while—not to lose sight of the basic
undertone of familiarity in such compounds—one of Commodus’
deliciae was called ®idoxopupodos, deixvuoloms THs mpoomyopias THv
oTopYMY TV & Tov Taida Tob Bacidéwe as Herodian explains.'’

Against this background, it is quite natural, but nonetheless
significant, that Xenophon was also @oxAaidios © and later on
cpr?\avégmv.199 Philoklaudios appears in the “canon” (see above). In
Segre, 7C 111 (cf. above) both titles were inscribed and survived.
Philoneron existed in PH 345 (erased)”™ and AnEp 1934.93 (also
erased).”” It is further remarkable that philoklaudios appears in the
“canon” between philokaisar and philosebastos. It seems apt to say that
all three terms in this arrangement expressed the combined familiarity
and loyalty of Xenophon to the family of Caesares, Claudius personally
and the institution of the Principate. The friendlier one might appear to
various aspects of imperial power, the more elevated one’s local status
and dignity were.

192 1 Robert, Hellenica 7(1949), 207. Cf. also Robert’s remarks, ibid. 210f. on the really
exquisite titles ceBaorovéwg and ceBagroloyos.

DS 10

1% IPE 11.400 (41 A.D.; Polemo’s name has been later erased to be replaced by that of
Mithridates (II). Cf. Braund, 105+116(n. 2, giving a wrong citation).

15 Bumett, RPC, 4778, 4779 (43/4 A.D.).

196 11 Hunger, AAntHung 10(1962), 154f.

ke

'8 The imperial credit for this civic political capital appears in Claudius’ second and third
unpublished letters to the Koans (see below, p. 138{f)) where we find a mention of
Zreptviov Eevop@vrog/ Tol iatpol wou xai gidou (11.6-7 of the second letter) and
[Ereol/Tviov EevogivTos [tol intool pov xai ¢il/Aov afel gihomazpidolg] (1. 9-11 of the
third letter). The juxtaposition of Xenophon’s devotion to his emperor and his homecity
here is noteworthy. It is, of course, a fine irony of imperial history that one of two men in
all who gained a public recognition of their special “friendliness” to Claudius was the
emperor’s Tacitean poisoner (Ann., 12.67). Cf. Herzog, X&N, 231-6.

' The only so far attested case of such a titularly coined familiarity with this emperor.

0 There seems to be no sufficient reason for supposing, however, that an earlier
engraved @rhoxAaddiov had been replaced by ¢ihovépwva at this point as Paton, ibid.
assumed just on the ground that on the “impression” of the stone he was able to study the
available space “suits the former better than the latter.” The editio princeps by M.Dubois,
BCH 5(1881), 474, n. 1 does not mention any traces of a double erasure but simply
supposes (as verified by later finds) a succession of titles in Xenophon’s nomenclature.

20! Xenophon styles himself (dedicator!) here simply as grlovépwy.
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Xenophon’s Roman connections were also twice (in the two
documents mentioned last) expressed with the oldest pertinent title
prthopwpatoc. As both these cases are post-Claudian (cf. above) and in
the latter, Xenophon’s own dedicative text, philoromaios is placed first,
before philoneron, philokaisar and philosebastos, there might be an
effort here to emphasize the great Koan’s firm bonds with Rome, beyond
any change of ruler.*”

Between Xenophon's titles of imperially and locally centered
distinction belongs elogBv¢. This is very probably a hint at his various
priestly positions discussed above; eusebeia was, of course, the virtue par
excellence for a priest.”” Piety to all gods, imperial and local, was
certainly an asset of Xenophon’s personality; thus it appears
independently exalted in the “canon.” Xenophon himself did not fail to
include this attribute in his own edition of his titulature (4nEp 1934.93,
cf. above). Claudius probably also mentions Xenophon's eusebeia in a
restored passage of the first of his three unpublished letters to the Koans
(see below, p. 138ff).

We next address the portion of the title list that brings Xenophon
nearer his native island with its political traditions. In a significant way,
it helps mark the points of similarity and difference in the polis-centered
praise of him and Nikias, his unspoken predecessor in local excellence.
Immediately after the titles that celebrate various facets of his familiarity
with the imperial house, Xenophon appears in the “canon” as dauou vioD,
ehomaToidos and (after eloefolc) elegyeta Tds maTpidog, which con-
cludes his Biirgerspiegel. We may recall that these are all old conceptual
insignia of Nikias. The last one remains virtually the same (only Tag
naTeidog replacing tag moAtog), Xenophon’s quality as Koan euergefes
crowns and epitomizes at the same time his historical role in Koan eyes
(cf. above). On the contrary, we may notice that place and value of the
rest have substantially changed. The subordination of Kos to Rome is
now openly expressed in Xenophon’s usual hierarchy of titles for
distinction near the emperors comes first.*® Unavoidably, the old

202 [owever, we should also notice that in PH 345 philoromaios appears last in the series
of “Roman” titles, just before philopatris. Compare also the remarks above on the
absence of this element from Nikias® titulature.

23 Thus for example the instigator of the above-mentioned reform of the Halasarnan
priest-list, Aristion son of Chairippos, appears himself with the label evoeBns (Herzog,
Hal,, no.4, priest no. 38). The same title is attached to the neopoiai at the Samian Heraion
known from JGRR IV.991. The actions of a priest were also often praised with the adverb
elrefa@c as (i.a.) in the Koan examples PH 119; Maiuri, NS, 462; Segre, I.Cos, EV 226.
24 The only exception is PH 345 where ddjuou viov comes after the Roman posts but
before the Rome-centered titles.
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designations “son of the damos™ and philopatris look insignificant in
comparison with those of Nikias’ age—especially the first, as already
noticed in the longer discussion of its attribution to Nikias (see above). It
cannot have retained the same meaning and force. This is here clearly a
supplementary titular filiation (Xenophon’s real father is always
mentioned first), which takes us from the simulation of a real relation to
the Damos, (and consequent foundation of a heroic identity in Nikias’
case), to the level of a simple element of the honorary political vocabu-
lary in the imperial East. It is perhaps equally significant that what was
by now simply a title could be also omitted, while the Roman titles
remained—as in Maiuri, NS, 459 (the honorary inscription for Xeno-
phon’s mother, cf. above). Besides, it might be noteworthy that Damos
as a deity, although mentioned in connection with other local priests of
his age,”” is absent from what we know of Xenophon’s own priesthoods.

Xenophon as philopatris needs only two more points of comment:
(a) Claudius himself mentions (and advertises in a way) this quality of
his favorite doctor in his third unpublished letter to the Koans (see
below). The emperor apparently regarded it as vital to confirm this
element in the public image of such a useful human bond between the
imperial center and periphery. (b) Philopatris appears also in many other
similar honorary texts for imperial magnates in the Greek East in
combination with (and regularly in hierarchical subordination to) the
“Roman” titles philoromaios/philokaisar/philosebastos.*® An alternative
conjunction of “son of the people/city etc.” and these latter titles is also
frequent.””’ The significance of these phenomena should be clear: love of
the fatherland and filial care of one’s homecity could be now only
guaranteed if, and to the degree, a civic statesman could exhibit firm
loyalty to Rome and receive corresponding Roman (in the best case:
imperial) favor.

The only title of Nikias® canon interestingly absent from
Xenophon’s is heros. As analyzed above, the other post-Nikian examples
of its attribution on Kos may show that, as a term of public distinction, it
was not lavishly bestowed, but was rather conservatively and selectively
used for really important Koans. At least some of its original value must
have been preserved. It is therefore noteworthy that this attribute does
accompany Xenophon’s name in one of his own dedicative texts (AnEp
1934.93) and also in three of the honorary texts for him (PH 93; Segre,

2% S0 in Maiuri, NS, 462.

26 Cf. n. 169 above.

07 Cf on Kos itself the cases of Nikagoras son of Eudamos, C.Hetereius P.f. Lautus and
L.Cossinius L.f. Bassus cited above (p. 52, n. 119).
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ICos, EV 241; Segre, TC, 111, cf. above on all these texts). The authors
of these honors are public bodies (the people/the city of Kos, the council
and the people of Kos, the deme and residents of Kalymna respectively).
In all four passages heros appears side by side with euergetas (in PH 93
these two terms alone summarize his personality). As the date of AnEp
1934.93 and Segre, TC, 111 is Neronian and also PH 93 looks rather like
a thanksgiving (stxaoliotiag] xag) to Xenophon for his contribution
to Koan welfare,”® we may see a later, crowning honor in this title.
However, its bestowal cannot postdate Claudius’ death since Xenophon
is philoklaudios only in Segre, 1.Cos, EV 241. A title that could have
been perhaps provocative (as compared to Nikias’ earlier entitlement?) at
an early date for Xenophon in the interest of Kos, was eventually granted
by the city and born by him with unaffected pride in the mature years of
his career. The dedicative text of PH 93 mentions Xenophon’s name in
the dative (...Eevop@vti) so the verb to be restored is probably
xaXépwaey as in the similar dedication to Nikagoras son of Eudamos.*”
This seems further to imply real cult honors for Xenophon as heros, alive
or dead.”"’

To sum up, Xenophon’s titulature, provides clear evidence that the
advent of a new era on Kos: accommodation and influence with Rome 1s
the condition openly celebrated in the new type of ewuergetes that
Claudius’ doctor represents, while the traditional civic distinctions are
relegated to a secondary position. Even the “revised” euergetes’ local
picty may appear because it is integrated into the cult of the gods, the
imperial ones significantly leading the list.

28 of Herzog, N&X, 241.

2 Herzog, KF, 212, p. 135; cf. above.

20 ¢f. above on this ambiguity in some uses of heros and also the probable restoration of
the same term for Xenophon (here certainly dead) in the honorary decree for his
descendant, known from Herzog, N&X, 246, n. 2 (cf. above, p. 77).
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D. M.Aelius Sabinianus: Titulature and public
position on Kos, profession, date and possible
connections. M’.Spedius Rufinus Phaedrus and the

Koan Spedii.

The next important public figure on Kos to be considered is M. Aelius
Sabinianus, who seems to rival in the second century A.D. Xenophon’s
authority on Kos in the first. What we knew of him until now consisted
mainly in another small series of the small dedicative monuments to the
“paternal gods,” of the type already examined in connection with Nikias
and Xenophon. The standard text of these dedications is: @zolc maTeworg
imeg Uyeiag Magxov Aidiov ZaB(e)iavol, viol moAews xal yepovaiag,
elepyéTa Tag TaToidoc.

Paton, Herzog, and Maiuri were aware of few such documents (see
Appendix 4) and none commented on the person they concerned.
Conversely, when one of the small dedications for Sabinianus was found
in the excavations of the Casa Romana, L.Laurenzi,' reached the radical
conclusion, that in this man “si crede di poter riconoscere un parente
dell’imperatrice Sabina” (cf. below). Even after Segre, 7C, 202 published
a Kalymnian manumission dated émi wo(vagyov) Ailiov TaBzwviavet and
identified this monarchos with the honorand of the dedications mentioned
above, no further notice has been made of him. S.Sherwin-White has not
mentioned him in her synthesis of Koan history, and J.Benedum in an
almost contemporaneous article on a new dedication for Sabinianus (see
Appendix 4), reached only the negative conclusion that he should not be
confused with a Fabius Sabinianus known from Iasos.”

After Segre, I.Cos increased the number of the private dedications
for Sabinianus from seven to twenty three (Appendix 4) the situation has
considerably changed. Furthermore, the first time we have now also an
honorary text for him inscribed on the base of his statue erected by the
gerousia of Kos (see below). Habicht has remarked, on the basis of the
significantly increased number of the private dedications and their
formulaic similarity with those for Nikias, that this Sabinianus should
possess an analogous position in Koan society; he could be “ein Herodes

! “Attivita del Servizio Archeologico nelle Isole Italiane dell’Egeo nel biennio
1934/35,” BA 30(1936) 129fT. (140).
? Benedum, 239.
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Atticus im kleinen.” Evidence currently available seems to confirm this
impression, offering important details and allowing room for further
possible connections.

As for Sabinianus’ small private dedications, we should specify first
that their preserved number is now approximately the same as that of
Nikias® (twenty-three to twenty-two respectively) and about half of those
for Xenophon (fifty-cight), as tabulated in the Appendices 2-4. If we
compare these numbers with the four known cases of similar dedications
for M’ .Spedius Rufinus Phaedrus (see below and Appendix 4), the text of
which, apart from the honorand’s name, is identical with that for
Sabinianus, we may conclude that the latter’s importance and recognition
on imperial Kos recalled rather the position of his glorious forerunners in
local politics than that of his possible contemporaries or successors.

Equally instructive is comparing the dedicative text to the “paternal
gods” for Sabinianus with those for Nikias and Xenophon. It strikes one
immediately that the term “son of the people” (vidg ToU daov) has not
even been given a subordinate place in the dedications for Sabinianus: it
has been simply replaced by the new distinction “son of the city and the
gerousia” (vios moAswg xai yegouriag). That in one of the twenty three
dedications® the old label survives in conjunction with the gerousia (dduou
xal yepouias viol) is even more symptomatic of the change implied.
“Son of the damos™ is clearly an outdated element, practically a relic, of
political portraiture. The (great) euergetes of Kos, Sabinianus, as his only
other distinction in these texts emphasizes, is not adorned even with a
mere titular-like mention of the Koan damos (as it was still the case with
Xenophon). Instead he is now simply one of a number of imperial
magnates of the Greek world (see above) who styled themselves as “son of
the city,” “son of the boule,” “son of the gerousia” etc.

Despite van Rossum’s’ useful and important dissertation, we still
cannot understand exactly the role(s) of the various gerousiai in Greek
cities of the Roman Empire. One thing seems certain: they were regularly
local elite bodies with apparently religious duties and/or educational
character, such as supervision of a gymnasium, probably even more
aristocratic in concept and essence than some cases of boulai in the
imperial period.® That the emperors corresponded with gerousiai, and

% &L

3 Habicht, I.Kos, 87, although he somewhat underestimates (nineteen) the new total of
private dedications for Sabinianus.

* Segre, 1.Cos, EV 71,

5 JA. van Rossum, De gerousia in de griekse steden van het romeinse rijk, (diss. Leiden
1988), in Dutch with an English summary: pp.238-242.

6 Cf, especially the institution of the patrobouloi, sons of council-members (bouleutar)
who were allowed to participate, without formal membership yet, in the proceedings of
the councils, and so prepared to succeed their fathers later as councillors: see Nigdelis,
191f. (with the earlier literature).
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often dealt with requests from and about them,” shows how important a
“para-public” position this institution had for the Roman view point.
What we knew about the Koan gerousia® has now been considerably
enriched. The second of the three unpublished letters of Claudius to the
Koans (see below, p. 138ff) concerns the award of some privileges to the
Koan gerousia through the usual mediation of Xenophon. The grateful
reaction of the body to Xenophon’s munificence towards Kos is contained
in the very fragmentary decree (Segre, . Cos, EV 9). This gerousia on
Kos seems to date at least from the beginning of the Empire. There is
probably some evidence of her activity already under Augustus in Segre,
ILCos, EV 373: [A yegovoila Taiov/ [Kaicagla Tefactot/ [Kairaplog
viov.” There is now also a very interesting document about the gerousia’s
responsibilities in  Segre, 1.Cos, ED 230 (dated there “I sec. d.C.”). The
gerousia erected here a list of persons, obviously important citizens and
probable benefactors of the city and itself in previous generations, whose
honorary statues (avdgidor) the body somehow “consumed in the
emergency faced” (a yegouoia... xateyonoaTo é5 ToV émaTAVTA X@IEOY).
Habicht notices the unique character of this document and points to a
probable identification of some names listed here with Koan notables of
the first half of the second century B.C." This must mean that the Koan
gerousia was officially invested not only with the care for the preservation
of these statues (and, if needed, with a similar dispositional authority), but
also, in a way, with the collective memory of the whole city. We may also
conclude that its origin was possibly earlier than the Augustan age.
However, the function of the gerousia as a further significant organization
of public interest (and possibly involvement) on imperial Kos evidently
emerges here, and is probably summarized in the twin filiation of
Sabinianus as “son of the city and the gerousia.” We may also notice that
in the text of the private dedications Sabinianus is elegyéTac Tag
matidos, while in the new honorary document of the gerousia for him
(see below), he appears as evegyetns Tis moAews xal éavtdc (sc. TH¢
regovrias). The content of “fatherland” seems equated with city and
gerousia combined.

[ am tempted to recognize here the end of a distinct development of
terms and realities: the successful local politician of later imperial Kos did

7 The case of the Athenian gerousia in the late Antonine period is an instructive (though
also insufficiently known) example: cf. the dossier Oliver, GC, nos. 193-203.

® A concise picture in Sherwin-White, Cos, 222f.

? A restoration [ BouAlé may be excluded, as there seems to be no certain case of a
Koan monument erected by the council alone. On PH 118 cf. Paton’s comment, ibid. On
the involvement of the gerousia on Kos (as elsewhere) in the imperial cult cf. Segre,
I.Cos, EV 255 (Vitellius).

' Habicht, 1.Kos, 86.
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not lay any more emphasis on projecting his ideal relation to the Koan
damos. The more impersonal and constitutionally neutral term of the
polis, as well as the selectively constituted and highly active and
respectable local gerousia, were sufficient substitutes if he wanted to
advertise his public favor. The Koan demos survived as a name and
constitutional appearance (so e.g. in a perhaps somewhat later Ephesian
inscription)'" but the eroding of its real power seems to be reflected in this
evolution of political-ideological terminology.

Two of the new private dedications for Sabinianus offer another
insight: they combine the standard text with the representation of a
snake—in relief'” or engraved.” We have already seen the meaning of this
element on some similar monuments of Xenophon’s—'* so the conclusion
may be reached that Sabinianus was also a doctor. Thus he may be
compared to Xenophon in regard to his social position on Kos. The
outstanding political success of an important doctor was iterated. The
wealth of a good doctor (as we know of Xenophon)® probably facilitated
his career as a local benefactor.

The date and connections of Sabinianus should also be examined.
Segre concisely and uniformly labeled the private dedications for
Sabinianus “II sec. d.C..” His different dating of Z.Cos, EV 71: “I sec.
d.C.” (if it is not a misprint) may be explained by the unusual conjunction
of damos and gerousia in his title noted above. It is clear, however, that
this inscription cannot be separated from the rest by a century. I wonder
whether Segre was also somewhat influenced in the aberrant dating of
that single document for Sabinianus by his already established position on
the date of the monarchos, Aeclius Sabinianus, in the series of the
Kalymnian manumissions. It was his theory that the dossier of these
manumissions (edited, also posthumously, in the 7C, nos. 152ff.) should
fall inside the period from Tiberius to about the end of Claudius."® So
Aelius Sabinianus, listed as monarchos in one of these documents, also
belonged in that period. A consequent uncertainty has attached to
Sabinianus’ date. The new honorary inscription of the Koan gerousia for
him and the examination of other, already published documents definitely
prove, I think, that his context in Kos is the second century A.D. (if not
still a little later).

I R Heberdey, Forschungen in Ephesos, I, (Wien 1912) no. 55 (p.171), where d4juog
Kwy and médig Kwv are alternating terms.

12 Seore, .Cos, EV 71.

P Ibid., EV 281.

1 See above p. 95, n. 135.

15 p1., NH, 29.5.7-8. Cf. above.

16 Segre, TC, pp. 170-2. The only later, systematic study (from a juristic point of view)
of the same material by Ant.Babakos, Zyéreis olxoyeveiaxol dixaiov eis ™y vijgoy KaAvpvoy
7oy A ‘w. X.aidva, (Athens 1963) 23 accepted Segre’s date.
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The new document for Sabinianus has been found in the city of Kos
(not in situ)'” and lies now in the Castle of the Knights. It is inscribed on
the front face of a base of greyish marble (h. 64 cm, w. 58 cm, th. 36 cm),
preserving on its upper surface two small almost square dowel holes,
probably for the fastening of the superimposed statue. The text reads:

'H ~yegovaia Magxov/ Aikiov ZaBiiavéy/ tov Tiic molews xall fautic
svegyeTny el/yxapioTias yao, yuval craexetvros Aouxiou/ ®avvioy
Bagaou Eyva/riavel, émuednrel/ovros Magxou Zmedi/ov BrmaiAhov,
foyemaTa/Thoaytos Ailiou Ma/fc’pyagqy.

At the end of 1. 1 a hedera (“ivy-leaf”) and at the end of 1. 3 another sign
(like a tau “fallen” to the left) serve decorative-symmetrical purposes. The
letters are carefully written and apicated. The middle bar of alpha is
broken, omicron is as big as the other letters. The circle of omega (also as
big as the other letters) opens at the bottom to continue in the form of two
short, horizontal lines. The circle of phi is oval-shaped and its vertical line
longer than the usual height of the rest letters. The most similar example
of lettering I could find among illustrated Koan inscriptions is PH 130=
Segre, /.Cos, EV 206, of probably Neronian or post-Neronian date (the
honorand is priest of Asklepios Caesar). However, here and in PH 94=
Segre, 1.Cos, EV 233 (for Xenophon’s brother) several letters suggest a
distinctly older dating.”® So a date in the second century A.D. for the new
Inscription is probable and can only be corroborated by a study of the
letter forms in the rest of the documents illustrated for Sabinianus.'® We
should, of course, consider that these latter, because of their character,
represent a regularly lower level of execution than the monument erected
by the Koan gerousia.

Some further prosopographical and onomastic observations on the
persons mentioned in the new text for Sabinianus may strengthen the
proposed rough dating. Two officials of the gerousia, L.Fannius Bassus
Egnatianus™ acting as gymnasiarchos (yvuvaoiapxay) and M.Spedius

" 1ts find (1991) in a late antique context in the southeastern part of the city (on the way
to Kako Prinari), approximately at the limit of the ancient city and its modern extension
in this area, has been noticed by Ersi Brouskari in a report to be published in the
Chronika of AD 1996. Her report will include a photograph. I thank her for this
information and also for the permission to study the inscription and present its text here.
'® In the first inscription the kappa, the phi and the omicron. In the second one the
horizontal bar of pi does not project on the sides, while the general form of the letters is
still more of a “square” than tending to oblong shapes.

¥ Segre, TC, 202, pl. CXV; id., 1.Cos, IL. pls. 90 (EV 71), 93 (EV 86, 88), 135 (EV 281,
282), 137 (EV 287, 292), 140 (EV 304, 305, 306, 307, 308), 142 (EV 313), 143 (EV
323), 146 (EV 336, 338), 147 (EV 342).

%I can find no other Fannii on Kos but I wonder whether there could be some ultimate
connection with C.Fannius C.f. grpamyyog maros who sends a letter to the Koan
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Beryllus as epimeletes (émueAnrevwy), and Aclius Alexander, an
obviously subordinate superintendent of the technical work
(¢oyvemoTaioag),” were involved in Sabinianus’ honor. M.Spedius
Beryllus must be related to M.Spedius Beryllus Allianus Iulianus of PH
103 (cf. above, p. 88 on this man’s relation to the Claudii Iuliani): not
only the combination of gentilicium and cognomen,”* otherwise unattested
on Kos, but also the apparently similar social position bring the two
Spedii close to each other. The one was here epimeletes of the gerousia
while the other was hereditary priest “in accordance with a divine
order.”® So we should either identify them or suppose that the
polyonymous priest was the grandson of the epimeletes. That Bassus
bears the agnomen Egnatianus while Beryllus the epimeletes has none,
makes a relationship of grandfather to grandson, between the latter and
the priest, look more probable. Now, the lettering of PH 103 presents a
form of omega more elaborate than in Sabinianus’ inscriptions: the upper
part of the letter is separated from the two short horizontal bars below and
shaped like an ellipse opening and twisting inside at both ends below
(somewhat recalling the volutes of the Ionian capital).** This almost
calligraphic form of the letter appears e.g. also in PH 99, a dedication for
Geta; ibid. 102, an honorary monument independently datable after
Commodus; ibid. 129, most probably datable after the Constitutio
Antoniniana on the ground of Adg. Elggootvov in 11.8-9; ibid.
141(honorary monument of a familia gladiatorum for their patron, the
Asiarch Nemerius Castricius L.f. Paconianus and his wife Aurelia
Sappho), not earlier than the second half of the second century A.D.
because of its type and the gentilicium of Sappho.”” There are many
similar examples of omega in Koan texts that also seem to date from such

archontes (Jos., AJ 14.233) to facilitate some Jews’ transit through Kos (this Fannius,
and the incident, is rather to be dated to 161B.C.: Sherwin-White, Cos, 222f. with n.
292). Egnatii on Kos: Herzog, KF, 61; probably also PH 361 and Segre, I.Cos, EV 364.
2 That he has the same gentilicium as Sabinianus but no praenomen and the kind of his
engagement here may even suggest that he was a freedman of the honorand.

2 Beryllus is also a rare cognomen on Kos, the only other case I know of being
P.Ropillius Beryllus in the Greek inscription Herzog, KF, 122. See below on its
significance.

B3 PH 103.2fF; émi fepéwg naTa Seiay xédevow amo yévous Mapxov...

24 Cf. the facsimiles of this and the next inscriptions from Pr1.

5 See Campanile, no.54 (p. 70f.).
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a late period.” These similarities should put the date of the polyonymous
priest Beryllus approximately into the third century (first half?) and his
grandfather the epimeletes somewhere in the second half of the second
century AD. This should then also be the approximate date of
M.Aelius Sabinianus.*’

In further support of this, we may notice that cognomina or
agnomina in -ianus, derived from respective cognomina or gentilicia,
seem to appear as a distinct onomastic phenomenon on Kos about the
middle of the first century A.D. They become fashionable no earlier than
the second. Apart from the first members of the Claudii fuliani (see
above), we should count among the earliest examples: Astxioc Koagaiviog
Acuxiov  vios Bagoos Ol(a)regiaves™ and TIé(mhiog)  BigéAhiog
BafuAAiavos * in the first century A.D ; then ITwAXiwy Zepyiavic, twice
priest of Apollo at Halasama at rougly the turn from the first to the
second century A D still later M. Aigixioc ®aBiavés gymnasiarch in
the second/third century A.D.,*' the polyonymous Ti.Claudius Alcidami f.
Tullus Tulianus Spedianus Allianus,> the similar and roughly
contemporaneous case of M.Spedius Beryllus Allianus Iulianus, Nemerius
Castricius L.f Paconianus (both latter cited in this section) etc.® So a
date around the later second century A.D. would suit Sabinianus
onomastically, too.

% So Segre, 1.Cos, EV 94, 220, 236, 249, 261, 264 (with the respective plates in vol. II).
It is frequent among these examples that the two small horizontal lines are, even more
elaborately, apicated at the ends.

¥ This conclusion has its importance for the dating of the Kalymnian series of
manumissions published by Segre (cf. above), whose time-span for these now proves to
be too short. It should be also evident that e.g. Segre, TC, 167 (cf. 168-172), dated éni
wo(vapyou) ®Aaoviov KAwdiavey, is Flavian at the earliest.

% PH130 (he is here mentioned as priest of Asklepios Caesar, which points to the
period of Nero, cf. ibid. 92). Cf. Segre, 1.Cos, EV 206 and above (p. 52, n. 119) on his
name.

* Segre, 1.Cos, ED 228.11; most probably of the Flavian period, cf. p. 86 above.

* Herzog, Hal., no. 4, priest nos. 124 and 131 (ca. 97 and 104 A.D. respectively). He is
probably a descendant (son?) of the earlier priest ibid., no. 104 Aed(xi0g) Zépyroc
Aeu(xiou) vidg TlwAAiwy. Should the younger Pollion be the son of a Roman and a
Greek and thus possibly no Roman citizen himself (as his name form seems to indicate),
the agnomen Sergianus would have additional significance.

*! Segre, 1.Cos, EV 250 (“II-I sec. d.C.”). Cf. also the case of a ®AaBralvoy] restored in
Segre, I.Cos, EV 147.5 (“Il sec. d.C.”) and possibly ibid., 160.

3 PH 135, cf. p. 87 above.

* The existence of two persons simultaneously with such agnomina (Sabinianus,
Egnatianus) in the honorary text of the gerousia for Sabinianus somehow also indicates
an onomastic fashion. The tombstone PH 306: Zrediov Enagpodeitou DpeAAiavol could
belong to a freedman of the Spedii preserving their polyonymous habits.
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A further basic onomastic remark, reserved for this context, concerns
the gentilicium of Sabinianus, Aeclius. There are few other (and not
carlier) Aelii on Kos,** so it is most probable that Sabinianus’ nomen
gentis should ultimately go back to Hadrian or one of his (adoptive)
imperial relatives and successors. Having said this, we may enter the final
prosopographical quest for Sabinianus. It is certainly possible that

the name Sabinianus could antedate the possession of Roman citizenship
and then derive from a person with some other gentilicium. On the other
hand, it is equally possible that such a cognomen could be derived not
only from some related Sabinus but also from a Sabina, for example in
the case of Ti.Flavius Sabinianus, the son of Ti.Flavius Diomedes and
Claudia Leontis quae et Sabina in IStratonikeia, 1, p.67. So Laurenzi’s
old and bold assumption of a relation with Hadrian’s empress cannot be
excluded.

Sabinianus’ praenomen, however, is Marcus while the Hadrianic
Aelii’s typical praenomen was that of Hadrian himself: Publius.
Hadrian’s planned successor was a Lucius and his eventual one
(Antoninus Pius) a Titus. So an immediate connection with any of these
imperial personalities seems impossible. Of course, we cannot exclude the
possibility of a change of praenomen in Sabinianus’ family after an
original enfranchisement due to one of those Aclii. On the other hand, at
least some M.Aelii must have received their Roman citizenship from
M.Aurelius who bore as Caesar (139-161) the name M.Aelius Aurelius
Verus Caesar,’® and sometimes appeared even as Augustus in the
onomastic form M.Aclius Aurelius Antoninus.”’” A closer link with
Sabinianus could then be M.Aurelius’ youngest daughter Aurelia Vibia
Sabina® (born ca. 172 A.D.),”” who outlived Septimius Severus, whose
sister she had been officially recognized to be. We should also consider
that some link between M.Aurelius and L.Verus with Kos may be
supposed on the basis of the fragmentary inscription PH{ 101 that Paton
preferred to restore as containing mention of these two emperors.

Should we then connect the doctor M.Aelius Sabinianus with the
imperial patronage of M.Aurelius and/or his youngest daughter in whose
honor his cognomen would have been coined? We still know too little to

31 can find only PH 188 and 261, neither of which should antedate the second century
AD.

35 1n the area of the islands we know e.g. T. ®Aaotiog ZaBewiavds 6 xai Atoviaiog
honored as heros by the council and people of Chalkis in /G XI1.9.947. We should also
consider an eventual change of gentilicium in adulation of a new imperial family.

36 p v Rhoden, RE 1.2(1894), s.v.Annius (94), 2284.

37 Dessau, 360; cf. Holtheide, 108.

38 p v Rohden, RE I1.2(1896), s.v. Aurelius (263), 2544.

¥ A estimated by W.Ameling, Boreas 11(1988), 69.
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be categorical either way. However, at least some hint at such a
prestigious connection might have been expected in Sabinianus’ titulature.
But what we know of it (even in the new text of the Koan gerousia) seems
to be of exclusively local relevance. Xenophon’s later peer on Kos had to
appear stripped of imperial titles. Thus, although Sabinianus’ praenomen
and nomen may go back to M.Aurelius’ times, his cognomen could find
another plausible and “non-imperial” interpretation.

We should also note here that the names in -ianus, already examined
from more than one aspect above (p. 84ff.), could also express some sort
of devotion to® or, in some cases, an intellectual apprenticeship to, a
person. In this latter sense we know for example that the disciples of the
Jurist Masurius Sabinus (first half of the first century A.D.) were known
as Sabiniani (the counter-school were the Proculiani). *' Qur Sabinianus
was no jurist but we know of a Sabinus (Zafivog) who was an important
doctor.” He is mentioned by Aulus Gellius® (ca. 180 A.D.)) and
Galenos, ™ the latter having been educated about the middle of the second
century A.D. at Pergamon by his disciple Stratonikos. So Sabinus’ floruit
should be roughly placed in Hadrianic times. He was esteemed as a
commentator of Hippokrates. A connection between this Sabinus and the
Koan Sabinianus would then also be possible on professional, onomastic,
and chronological grounds. However, we should content ourselves at
present with simply pointing to it. There are still too many pieces missing
from M. Aelius Sabinianus’ puzzle.®

As we have seen, M.Spedius Beryllus was epimeletes when the Koan
gerousia honored M.Aelius Sabinianus. This man, his probable grandson,

“ This idea presents itself not only in the frequent derivation of such names for
slaves/freedmen from their masters’ own names—see [ Kajanto, The Latin Cognontina,
(Helsinki 1965) esp. 35—but also in the naming of political or religious groups after
their own “masters,” so e.g. Albiniani, Nigriani, Cassiani (Tert., Ad Scap., I1.5) and, of
course, Christiani.

! See Ar.Steinwenter, RE TA.2(1920), s.v. Sabinus (29), 1600f.; W.Kunkel, Rémische
Rechtsgeschichte, (Kéln 81978) 107, most recently T.Honoré, OCD* s.v. Masurius
Sabinus, 935f.

2 H.Gossen, RE 1A.2(1920), s.v. Sabinus (25), 1600; K.Deichgriber, Die griechische
Empiriker-Schule, (Berlin 1965%) 25-9.

“111.16.8:...Sabinus medicus, qui Hippocratem commodissime commentatus est...

“ V119 (Kihn): ..ef; @y & Mepydue SdaoxdAwy sudy Zrpatovixos Tolvopaw,
uadmris ZaBivev toi Trmoxpareiov... and XVI.196 (ibid.): ... Polgos 8¢ ¢ Eécioc xai
Zafivog éx Tav vewtégwy... Rufus of Ephesos belongs probably to Trajan’s times:
H.Gossen, RE AlL1 (1914), s.v. Rufus (18), 1208.

S For the sake of completeness I may also cite the apparently important son of a
Sabinianus, a hostis publicus whose property had been confiscated (early third century
A.D.?): the succession of his iura patronatus is treated in CJ VI.4.1 of 210 A.D. (cf.
Frg Vat. 29= FIRA? 11, p.468).
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and another Spedius seem to have had important social roles on imperial
Kos. We also noted above that the least numerous group of dedications to
the “paternal gods” for the health of a local notable concern M’.Spedius
Rufinus Phaedrus (four cases, see Appendix 4). The form of the text is the
same as for Sabinianus; that is, Phaedrus was also “son of the city and the
gerousia” and “benefactor of the fatherland.” Thus the constitutional and
social conditions for Phaedrus’ honors should be also approximately the
same. His meager epigraphic record looks rather like the dwindling phase
of a long tradition, so I would be inclined to date him after Sabinianus. A
comparison of the general style of lettering in his few inscriptions with
those for Sabinianus on the basis of Segre’s photographs (and a partial
personal examination) seems to favor the same conclusion, but one cannot
be certain.*

What we may finally infer is that there seem to be some indications
of humble origins for the Koan Spedii. In PH 309" we have the tombstone
of M.Spedius Naso and his wife Spedia Elpis (her name in
characteristically inverse order in the Greek text) whose occupation is
expressly stated: moggugomMov, mogpugom@[Atdog]. They were obviously
engaged in the flourishing and lucrative trade of purple, which was
connected with the local silk industry.”® We may combine this with the
fact that the Spedii are one of the Roman genfes on Kos who are also
attested on Republican Delos.” An origin from Italian negotiatores in the
East seems then probable. On the other hand, there seems to be in this
family a predilection for personal names (cognomina) borrowed from the
vocabulary of precious stones. This is the case not only with Beryllus
itself (beryllus= B7jguAAog, a green-blue precious stone)’® but also with the

“ Tt is further possible to recognize in Rufinus Phaedrus a descendant of M’ Spedius
Faustus (same praenomen and nomen |) who served twice as priest of Apollo at Hala-
sarna in the first half of the first century A.D.: Herzog, Hal., no. 4, priest nos. 66, 74.

“7 Sherwin-White, Cos, 232, n.65 dates it “c. i B.C.-i A.D..”

& Cf. ibid. 231f., 242 (on the relation to the Koan silk) and 383 (on the fame of the
latter and its importance for the establishment of the Roman community on the island).
# See ibid. 252, n. 182. Cf. also the general remark by O.Salomies on the existence of
Spedii in both Macedonia and Asia in Rizakis, R..Onomastics, 125.

%0 The word seems to appear first in the later Greek (cf. LSJ, s.v.) and is probably of
eastern origin (the stone reputedly came from India or other regions of the East, cf.
H.Blimner, RE TII.1 (1897), s.v. Beryllos (3), 320f.). T was not able to find any other
use of it as a proper name in the area of the islands (no entry in Fraser-Mathews) and
there is only a Zaidios BypuAdos known from Athens in the first half of the third century
A.D.: M.J.Osborne-S.G.Byme, A Lexicon of Greek Personal Names, Il. Attica, (Oxford,
1994) s.v. It seems to have been more widespread in southern Italy but mainly in the
imperial period: P.M.Fraser-E Matthews, A Lexicon of Greek Personal Names, III.A,
(Oxford 1997) s.v. (p.90, four examples). Cf. also W.Pape-G.E.Benseler, Wérterbuch
der griechischen Eigennamen, 1(18703), s.v. and n.52 below.
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cognomen of Zmedias Adapavdiov,” that is Spedia Adamantion (“the
small diamond,” a typical use of a neutral diminutive as a female pet
name). It is well known that such “mineral” names were very often given
to slaves, and so to freedmen (Beryllus was such a favorite name among
them).** This could very well have been the case with the last mentioned
Spedia. The rise of the Koan Spedii could then be simply another case of
gradual social mobility on provincial level. Not only the family of
Sabinianus but also that of Rufinus Phaedrus would seem to suit well the
cost and taste of Casa Romana on Kos.”

3! Maiuri, NS, 654 (a tombstone). Cf. Fraser-Mathews, s.v. Adauavriov. It is far less
probable that Adauavdiov should be a patronymic genitive. It is instructive to compare
with this case, also in social respect (see below), the Phrygian Zuapaydioy (“the small
emerald™) in Maiuri, NS, 239 (also a tombstone).

52 J Baumgart, Die rémischen Sklavennamen, (diss. Breslau 1936) 40f. (having counted
thirteen examples of Beryllus and two of Berullus with such a social position). Beryllos
who appears as teacher (natdaywyas) of Nero and in his office ab epistulis Graecis in
Jos., AJ 20.183f. (cf. W.Henze, RE 1II.1(1897), 319f.) should also most probably be a
slave or freedman. Cf. also for example the Adauag Odglone in IG XI1.2.246 (Paros,
fourth century B.C.) who could very well be a (typically) Thracian slave or ex-slave and
the Thracian eunuch of Kotys Adamas in Arist., Pol.,, V.1311 b 24-25.

> L.Laurenzi, BA 30(1936), 140 had also noticed that the small dedication for
Sabinianus from the excavations at the Casa Romana was found not on the pavement of
the building but in the probably disturbed stratum above it. So a closer connection
between Sabinianus, his epoch and the house on the basis of this find is impossible.
However, the taste of an “imperial elite” and the date (mosaics of the third century
A.D.) of the house recently suggested by M.Albertocchi (during the First International
Congress on Ancient and Medieval Kos, convened there in May 1997) are not at all
unsuitable for the above tentative connections. Cf. also M.Albertocchi, “An example of
domestic garden statuary at Cos: the Casa Romana,” in: IJenkins & G.B.Waywell,
Sculptors and Sculpture of Caria and the Dodecanese, (London 1997) 120-6 (esp. 124),
and p.150 below.
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E. Fluctuations of favor. Concluding remarks
towards a reconstruction of the course of Koan
relations with Rome and the consequent status of the
island from Mithridates to late antiquity.

A reconstruction of the main stages in the political and social
history of Kos as a satellite under Roman hegemony and then as a more
or less integrated part of the Roman Empire, even a rudimentary one,
must remain incomplete and uncertain on significant points. Despite
new evidence analyzed above, too many gaps persist to learn more about
various phases and aspects of that development. What follows is a
consciously modest attempt to set the results of the partial studies above
into the framework of what we do know from other sources about Kos or
of Koan relevance in this period. That may provide an interim balance of
research and possibly a guide for future studies.

That the experience of the First Mithridatic War was crucial for
setting Rome’s relations to the Greek cities in the East on a more realistic
and sometimes even brutal context should have been relatively clear,' but
it has recently been exposed with new force and cogency.? For the first
time in the evolution of her eastern policy, Rome was confronted,
through Mithridates, on a grand scale, with hate and aversion against
anything Italian. The king’s success (and the Romans’ failure) was based
specifically on a widespread reversal of the climate in Greek-Roman
relations, almost at the antipode of Flamininus’ era. Certainly, there are
many aspects of the problem: only a few cities and principally the lower
social layers among Mithridates’ eventual allies were internally and
militantly anti-Roman.” As it has already been observed® (and is a priori

' The advent of a new era in the Roman treatment of the Greek East is e. g. partially
assumed in H. Bengtson, Grundrif§ der romischen Geschichte, (Miinchen 1982%) 197:
“_unter seiner (: Sullas) Agide haben sie (: seine Soldaten) in Griechenland und in
Kleinasien geraubt und gepliindert, wie dies bisher undenkbar gewesen war,” On his
settlement of the East and its consequences cf. the concise picture by J.-M.Bertrand, in:
C.Nicolet et al., Rome et la conquéte du monde méditerranéen, 2: Genése d'un empire,
(Paris 1978) 800-807. Particularly on the epochal character of his measures for the cities
(and the drastic reduction, ca. by one half, of the civitates liberae): Bernhardt, I&FE, 114-
133; W.Dahlheim, Gewalt und Herrschaft. Das provinziale Herrschafissystem der
rémischen Republik, (Berlin 1977) 226-236.

? By Kallet-Marx, esp. 282-290 (cf. esp. his concluding phrase: “Roman rule, such as it
emerges from the pages of Cicero, is largely the product of the First Mithridatic War,”)

* Cf. the picture drawn by McGing, esp. 108-118.

* So esp. Bernhardt, Polis&RH, 63f. (cf. his view: “Die Passivitat der meisten Stidte
wurde zweifellos vom BewubBtsein ihrer militirischen Schwiiche mitbestimmt..”). Kallet-
Marx, 153-160 has adopted and elaborated this point but probably exaggerated in
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probable on the grounds of these same cities’ necessarily and constantly
re-adjusting loyalties on the chessboard of the earlier, Hellenistic
monarchies), many cities had no real chance to move against the flow, or
rather the torrent, of Pontic advance. In such historical situations, as
many later examples may show, even half-hearted compliance with the
final loser’s wishes cannot be easily expiated. The logic of power and the
legitimation of a new, post-war order often demand expressions of
heroism in situations where simple human reason would see no room but
for the language of dire necessity. Perseverance in friendship towards
Rome was something the imperial state meticulously registered and duly
reciprocated; its mention has already been noticed as a recurring phrase
in Roman decrees and epistles settling questions of the East after the
First Mithridatic War.” To have remained “up to the end” (1 Téhovc) a
friend of the Romans was obviously a basic condition for achieving a
privileged status after the war. In the SC de Asclepiade there is even an
explicit connection of a city’s free status with this constant loyalty: one
Jurisdictional option for Asclepiades and his fellow captains of Roman
merit was to appear in court 'Eni moAews éAevSéoals] T@v dia Téhove Ev
T @ihig Tob dnuou Tot Pwpaiwy peuevnxuiiy.®

Kos evidently lacked such flawless credentials. She was not alone in
this or in the ensuing diplomatic mobilization to secure a status partly
undeserved by those rigorous standards. Many cities will have empha-
sized episodes of the preceding war that suited their post-war claims. A
good case in point is Aphrodisias. Ambassadors of this inland Karian city
resumed contact with the Roman general Q.Oppius residing on Kos (see
above, p. 17f)) after 85, expressing their joy over his reappearance on the
scene of action’ and renewing an earlier friendly climate in the city’s

presenting any anti-Roman feelings and actions in the Greek cities during the war as
simply “dictated” by the Pontic king; cf. G.Reger’s review of his book, Bryn Mawr
Classical Review 97.2.6.

* Kallet-Marx, 282 with n. 81 (citing the evidence of Sherk, RDGE, 18, 22, 23). The same
spirit underlies Sherk, ibid. 20 C. 3-6 and 21.11.3 that concern the Thasians’ commitment
in the same period, as well as Sulla’s own phrase in his speech to the representatives of
Asian cities in App., Mithr, IX. 62:. oi wév émmyareaSe MiSedamy, of % ASom
ouvéderde (the negative of correctness towards the Romans is conceived here as either
encouragement and support of Mithridates’ invasion from the beginning or some sort of
compromise with him at a later stage of the war, that is again lacking unfailing loyalty to
Rome).

5 Sherk, ib. 22. 19-20. The respective, partly restored phrase in the Latin version of the
text, ibid. 8-9: “[...in civitate leibera aliqua/ earum, quae perpe]tuo in [amicitia p(opuli)
R(omani) manse]runt....”

" Reynolds, doc. 3.16f.: ...gaiger dpig pe/yadws éni i dufi magouaiq. Oppius had been
kept hostage by Mithridates and liberated after the peace of Dardanos: App., Mithr.,
[1.20, XVI.112.
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relation to him. They had enthusiastically tried to support him through
the prompt dispatch of a civic militia while he was besieged by
Mithridatic troops in Laodikeia on the Lykos in 88. Oppius answered
with a letter fully certifying the Aphrodisians’ loyalty to Rome (and
himself) in that beginning phase of the war, and accepted their request to
assume the role of their patronus in Rome. While the Aphrodisians
inscribed on their “archive wall” in the theater both their original and
emotional decree of help to Oppius® as well as his post-war letter,”—
which seemed to be a certificate of pro-Roman feeling and action—there
is no allusion there or elsewhere to the conduct of the city after Oppius’
capture in Laodikeia and the establishment of Mithridatic domination in
their area. Furthermore, some vital interest of the Aphrodisians seems to
lie behind Oppius’ promise “to explain” their acts during the war to the
senate and the people when he returns to Rome.'’ The Aphrodisian cause
in the imperial city was probably in dire need of a positive report by a
high Roman official to redress the balance of favor or disfavor they
accumulated for what they did or omitted during the same war. Finally, it
is noteworthy that Octavian later conferred the status of civitas libera to
Aphrodisias for the city’s brave resistance to, and hardships experienced
at the hands of, his enemies."" Reynolds'® ponders the possibility that
Aphrodisias was no civitas libera in the period between Sulla and
Octavian but examined other possibilities as well. Even if Aphrodisias
finally secured a free city status after 85 B.C. (it was then lost again
before Octavian’s grant, in the hands of Cassius and Brutus?),"” the city’s
somewhat concerned approach of Oppius after Sulla’s victory may show
that any evidence of pro-Roman conduct available was useful at that
time. We can also hardly believe that Oppius’ patronage would have

# Reynolds, doc. 2.

® Thid., doc. 3.

Y Thid, 1l 44-48: ...6mwe Te T ouvxAnTo TG TE Sy Ta 4@’ Judy mempayuéva EaTiv,
drav ele Pauny magayévauat, dagapnew. The words used by Oppius strongly recall the
pattern in Pol., 22.14.4, although the latter is negatively colored: Philip V fears here in
184 B.C. the unfavorable information on his conduct as a Roman ally that Onomastos
might give in Rome (ragayevndeis eis Ty Paumy.. mhvra Slacaeyey tois Pupaiog). A
lack of first-hand and significant information in Rome is implied in both cases.

I Reynolds, doc.s 8 (SC de Aphrodisiensibus), 10 (Octavian’s letter to Stephanos), 13
(Octavian/Augustus’ letter to the Samians; 1. 2-3: ...mé @AavSewmov Tijs éAsudeping
oldevi dédwxa S mAmy TG TOV Aggodetgiéwy 05 v TG moAduy Ta Eua gpovmoag
doptahwrog i, Ty mpos Muis elvorav éyévero). On the identification of this latter war,
the respective enemies (Labienus) of Octavian/Augustus (appearing here as Adroxparwe
Kaigap Seot Touhfov uids Aliyouatog) and the date of the document see Reynolds, p. 105
but also E.Badian, GRBS 25(1984), 165-9 and, independently, G.Bowersock, Gnomon 56
(1984), 52 (both suggesting a date after Actium).

12 Reynolds, p. 4f.

3 Cf. Reynolds, ibid.
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been so important for Aphrodisias if Sulla himself or the senate had
already formed a picture of unequivocal Aphrodisian loyalty in the war.
We should not forget at this point that Sulla had at least some connection
with the city through the local cult of his own divine patron, Aphrodite.
He had even offered there an axe as an ex-voto in accordance with a
favorable oracle he had received during his operations in Greece.™
Apparently, even the divine patronage of the city might not suffice to
balance some of its war record.

Finally, there is at least an indication of Aphrodisian involvement in
a common etfort of the koinon of Asia to attain some alleviation of their
onerous provincial burdens handled by the publicani (the relevant decree
of the koinon should date from the seventies B.C.)."” This could mean
that, even with the eventual retention of the free status after Sulla, the
city had nonetheless to share the common provincial fate of heavy
Roman taxation. This is uncertain, however, since the Aphrodisian
ambassadors sent by the koinon to Rome seem to have also been citizens
of Tralleis. Their election for this mission could thus be irrelevant to the
actual status of Aphrodisias and merely due to their important Roman
connections.'® That the city decided to inscribe the honorary decree of
the koinon for these Aphrodisian-Trallian citizens could also be an
expression of pride in its important diplomatic role between the province
and Rome, although a closer interest of the city in the aim of that
embassy seems more straightforward.

A similar ambiguity of status seems to be reflected in what else is
known about Kos between the time of Sulla and the Second Triumvirate.
As we saw above (p.28) in the analysis of the relevant passages of the
Lex Fonteia, Kos must have been a civitas libera during Antonius’
administration of the Roman East. However, we cannot be sure whether
Kos enjoyed this status without interruption between ca. 85 and 40 B.C.
We also saw above (p. 18ff) that Chairylos tried to have the ancestral
Koan autonomy reaffirmed by Rome after the city’s compromising
entanglement with Mithridates, with no obvious results. The question of
Koan status must have been raised in Rome then but we still cannot say
with certainty how it was finally resolved, despite subsequent Koan
services to the Romans. "’

“ App., BC, 1.X1.97. Cf. Reynolds, p.3.

" Reynolds, doe. 5. Cf. the comm. ibid. and Campanile, 14f,

' Also to the prestige of Aphrodisias itself in Rome, cf. Bembhardt, Polis&RH, 295.

'7 Such a case was the participation of a Koan ship (with captain and crew) in the naval
operations of A.Terentius A.f,Varro, the legatus of Murena and probable successor of
Lucullus in the command of the Roman fleet off Asia after Sulla’s departure (ca. 84
B.C.), known from a dedication at the sanctuary of Zeus Ourios at the north exit of
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If we look for further evidence on Koan status in the sources, we
find only some indications of the financial burden Kos had to bear during
the period of growing Roman control of, and demands on, the Greek
cities after the Mithridatica. First, the evolution of Koan coinage seems
instructive: despite remaining uncertainties about the beginning date of
the late Hellenistic tetrobols of Kos'® I see no reason to reject Kroll’s
dating of its end to ca. 88 B.C."” Subsequent coin issues in silver
(drachms, hemidrachms) or bronze are rather rare.”” Thus Nikias’ coins
appearing later (probably in the late forties/early thirties B.C.), seem to
represent almost a new beginning in Koan numismatic production. We
should perhaps not overlook the point that this apparent new issue of
Koan coinage was also its definitive restriction to a bronze one.”!
Although the coins were relatively large, this change is evidence of a
gradual, relative impoverishment of the Koan state.

Inscriptions add occasional insights, although necessarily partial
and/or fragmentary ones. Thus Sulla’s well-known letter to the archons,
the boule, and the demos of Kos on the local publication of the Dionysiac
artists’ privileges™ seem to have never been set clearly enough into the
proper context of Kos” parallel obligations towards Rome. Sulla granted
a united” Dionysiac guild in Asia a renewed, circumstantial exoneration

Bosporos: IG XI1.8.260= IGRR 1.843. Cf. Magie, 238, 1118f. (n. 20); Sherwin-White,
Cos, 139; Habicht, I.Kos, 88 with n. 29. The target of these operations may have been the
pirates in the Aegean and adjacent seas, the activities of which Murena tried to check: cf.
Magie, 240f.; McGing, 133. That the Koan contribution to Varro’s fleet could well be an
obligation of a non-free city is shown by the case of Miletos that provided Murena with
ten ships “ex pecunia vectigali..., sicut pro sua quaeque parte Asiae ceterae civitates”
(Cic., In Verr., 1L.1.89); cf. Magie, 1121f. (n. 27).

18 Kroll, 84 accepted the date ca. 145 B.C. as a ferminus post quem for their appearance.
H.Ingvaldsen (Oslo, cf. p. 21, n.62 above) kindly informed me in a letter of 13.1.1997
that his work on Koan coins convinces him of a much earlier date.

1% Kroll, 85: “The historical situation provides no conclusive reason for an interruption in
coinage which might serve as a ferminus ante quem for the tetrobol series]...]
Nevertheless, as Head remarks, it is scarcely likely that the Asklepios silver went on after
the Mithradatic War. Apart from considerations of style, there is the circumstance that it
is a substantial coinage and its largest issues[...] are the latest in date. It is quite
improbable that such sizable strikings would have been put out in the post-Mithradatic
;)eriod.” Contra: Sherwin-White, Cos, 23, n.57.

O PH, p. 318; BMC Caria, pp. 210-3 (nos. 165ff.); Head, fIN, 634. Cf. Bumnett, RPC, p.
452.

2! Duly noticed by Kromann, 213.

22 Sherk, RDGE, 49 (now also Segre, I.Cos, ED 7). The inscription is still at the magazine
of inscriptions at the Knights Castle where I was able to study it in December 1997 (cf. p.
7 above). On its content cf. also esp. Sherk, Cos and Sherwin-White, Cos, 140 with n.
306, 316f.

3 Sherk, RDGE, p. 265 with n. 2 has assumed a re-unification of the guilds of the
Dionysiac artists éri Twviag xai EMmomévrov and nepi tov Kadnyeuova Atgvugoy under
Sulla whose friendly relation and even familiarity with the Dionysou technitai 1s well-
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from many forms of civic liturgies—at least some of them consisting in
offering various services to Rome (military service and accommodation
of Romans are expressly mentioned). His relevant letter to the artists and
a parallel decree of the senate had been appended to his letter to the
Koans and published together in the latter’s city. Obviously, the
beneficiaries of his grant had some special reason to ask through an
ambassador, the citharist Alexander of Laodikeia, for the dictator’s
personal intervention to attain the publication (and implementation) of
their privileges on Kos. As Sherk has already supposed,* the Koans may
have tried to circumvent respecting guild members’ immunity. These
would have been residents or possibly citizens of Kos. What distinctly
emerges is the effort of the Koan state to include as many people as
possible in supporting its current communal tasks towards Rome.”

At least one of these tasks reappears in a Koan mscription of the
first century B.C. as a separate category of civic obligations, immunity
from which is this time granted by the Koan state itself. Segre, 1 Cos,
ED 180% is the text of a civic statute regulating various aspects of the
cult of Herakles Kallinikos. One of them is the sale of its relevant
priesthood, and we find among the privileges to be enjoyed by the priest-
to-be: ...amoAeAloSw O xal artogulaxiac xai Ulmol/doxds Pouainy xal
emunvieias macas é@’ as [ailositar [0 dal/wos (1. 18-20). Obviously, the
“reception of (hospitality to) the Romans” had already established itself
among the essential but burdensome, liturgic offices of the city.” It
would thus be a not negligible secondary motive for a priest-to-be to
know he would be freed of it, too.

Finally, we have in Segre, 1Cos, ED 193 (“l sec. a.C.”) a
tantalizingly fragmentary document the subject of which seems to be a
loan given to the city by a private creditor (the Aristokritos twice

known (Plut., Sulla, 26, cf. 36). S.Aneziri, Die Vereine der Dionysischen Techniten in
der hellenistischen Zeit, (diss. Heidelberg 1997), ch. AIIL3 has now reviewed the
evidence and rejected the idea of a splitting of the united Asian guild between 133 B.C. to
Sulla’s time. The fact remains that the organization and circulation of these guilds were
very useful for Roman propaganda purposes during and after the First Mithridatic War,
and so worthy of support.

M Sherk, Cos, 215 (cf. id., RDGE, p.266).

% See further below on the style of Sulla in addressing here the Koans.

2 See also the comments of Habicht, 1. Kos, 88 on this text.

7 On the historical development of such “host obligations” in the Greek cities of the
Hellenistic and early Roman periods cf. now the special study by D.Hennig, “Die
Beherbergung von “Staatsgiisten” in der hellenistischen Polis,” Chiron 27(1997), 355-68
(on the Koan case here discussed: 364). The evidence he assembles and interprets shows
even more clearly how onerous this “friendly hospitality” was felt to be. That the
aftermath of the First Mithridatic War represented a new strain on the Asian cities in this
respect, too, is well-known: Plut., Sulla, 25.
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mentioned?). There appear sums in “denarii,” 12; a “capital”
(xe@dAailov], 1.3; a “not contemptible man” (w7 edxatagedynroy dvdea),
1. 6; “a bond” (xeipovoagoy), 1l. 7 and 14; “private persons and slaves sent
(by someone) to demand” (the sum of the original loan? the interest?), 1.
8, “the city’s money,” I. 12; a “creditor” and perhaps a mention of “the
whole senate” (dAng 17 oluv/xAqrov]), 1. 13-14. Unfortunately, we
cannot say more here except that the city seems to have serious problems
with an influential creditor, and some Roman involvement in this strife
seems possible. The document seems to be simply another view of a city
critically burdened in the first century B.C., a period of serious
difficulties for many other Greek cities as well. *

Of course, all these glimpses of Koan problems in the first century
B.C. cannot prove or disprove the level of its autonomy after Sulla. The
most that can be said is that even if Kos remained a city officially free
from Roman intervention and regular taxation, a civitas libera et
immunis, (on the necessity or not of this twofold connection, see below),
what it had to sustain was not (or at least was not perceived as) minimal.
Furthermore, we should not underestimate, I think, the level of Sulla’s
intervention in behalf of the Dionysiac artists mentioned above.
S.Sherwin-White™ has concentrated her attention on that part of his letter
to the Koans in which the dictator “asks” the Koans to find the most
prominent place for the publication of the documents on the artists’
immunity.” What she describes, however, as a “language...of advice and
not command as to a subject community” comes just after his
announcement in the same letter that he had already allowed Alexander
of Laodikeia (see above) to erect a stele with his guild’s privileges on
Kos.* The city is simply asked to look for the proper place for this

* In regard to the financial burdens of the Greek cities of Asia after 85, we may recall
especially the dramatic description of their indebtedness in App., Mithr., IX.63. Segre,
1.Cos, ED 192 looks also relevant. It has been attributed by its editor to Halikarnassos on
the grounds of a characteristic similarity of style (introduction of new entries in the text
by the word &AAo) also appearing in /BM 893 from the same city. If Segre is correct, it is
very interesting to find in this inscription (dated also “I sec. a.C.”) again evidence of
onerous taxation and contributions to the Roman wars in the area (cf esp. the mentions of
elogopd, in 1l. 5, 12, 24, @dpwy, 1. 32; nyouuévwy Sia Tov moAewov, l. 6, and Tac Ty
fyovuévay tmelaveing?], 1.31, clearly pointing to the Romans),

% Sherwin-White, 140. Sherk, Cos, 212, n.5 was much nearer the point: “The phrase used
by Sulla is the usual one employed by the Senate or the higher magistrates in giving
instructions to provincial governors on special legates[...]Courteous but firm.”

% Sherk, RDGE, 49. A.13-15: ... tuic] ofv S£hw gpovricar dmuwg [amo/BeiyST) map’ dueiv
Tomog émalmusTaTtos v ¢ avaSy/[oetar ) il ) mepi T@Y TegviTalv.

3 Ibid. 8-11: ...2métloe/ba aTiAgy] nag’ Vel év TQ) émampuoTaTy Tomy dvadnlosaSar
év 9] avaypaenoetar Ta. U’ uol Osdopéval/[Tols Teyvitaig] @ihavSpwma. The letters
EIIET at the end of 1. A.8 are still visible on the stone.
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monument. There is no similarity here with Augustus’ style in his letter
to the free city of Knidos.”® Closer parallels are to be found, not at all
surprisingly, in Sulla’s language to the cities of Asia after his victory,
documented by Appian,” and in M.Antonius’ epistle to the Koinon of
Asia on the privileges of “the world association of the victors in sacred
contests and those where a wreath is the prize.”* In the first instance
Sulla, after having rebuked the Asian cities for their repeated ingratitude
to Rome (during the challenge of Aristonikos and then Mithridates) and
dismissing a proper retaliation as unworthy of the Romans, builds his
harsh fiscal condemnation of the cities on four verbs in the first person
singular:

2 ’ ’ b ~ ~ \ i~ r
Emiypdew TEVTE ET@Y @Opous EgeveyxelV..xal THY ToU moAéuou

damavyy..., Opnow Tald éxaorog éyw xata molei,...tafw
meoSeopiay Taic fogopals, ..Tolg ol gulaaow émSmow Oixmy wg
ToAgLiolg.

The delegates of the cities assembled at Ephesos could not negotiate
at all; they were subsequently sent back to collect the sums specified.
Sulla decided, the cities’ task and responsibility was merely to execute
his orders. Despite the difference of the setting, the essential style is the
same—and significant. M.Antonius’ later announcement about the
associated game winners’ privileges to the cities of the Koinon of Asia 1s
also similar. The triumvir ingenuously expresses the renewal and
extension of the association’s privileges as his personal grant (cvyxwed,
1.19; émexwemoa, 1.31) and classes his letter to the Koinon of Asia as
mere notification: Juiv 8(¢) véyoapa meol Tovtwy (1. 33). Although it is
not certain that free cities would not have participated in this forerunner

3 As assumed by Sherwin-White, Cos, 140, n. 306. Augustus’ letter to the Knidians
(Sherk, RDGE, 67) presents a distinctly more indirect and polite style in regard to the
local implementation of his decision: &AAa viv 6p¥@ds dv wor Joxeite morfjoar Tt Ewijt
[meoi () o0l twy pvad{dunr mgovoneavtes xal Ta év Tois onulociog]/ vudy ouedoyelv
yedupata. Furthermore, the Augustan period represents an advanced stage in the
relations between civitates liberae and Rome, and Augustus expressly mentions that he
heard both sides” arguments (some privates’ and the Knidians®) before he reached his
“view” (yviu) on the point. Finally, as Millar, ERW, 443 correctly remarked, “though
Augustus advises them [: the Knidians]| to make their public records agree with his
verdict, he does not order its public display” (the inscription has been found on
Astypalaia where the surviving defendant of the case seems to have retreated after
Knidos). Cf. on all points the comm. by Sherk, loc. cit.

3 Mithr., TX.62. It seems to be an understatement to call Sulla’s speech a “harangue”:
J.G.F.Hind, CAH?, TX.162.

3 Sherk, RDGE, 57 (the Greek title of the association: 4 gtvedos T@v &md T oixouwévns
{egovix@y xal TTEQAVEIT@Y).
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of the later provincial council of Asia,” Antonius’ style of addressing it
seems to have corresponded principally to the rank and file among its
members, that is, cities subjected directly to the Roman provincial
administration.

Thus we may be trying to define things more precisely and
distinctly than the reality of post-Sullan conditions in the Greek cities
warranted. Even if Kos remained both “free” and “tax-free” (civitas
libera et immunis)™® after Sulla, what would that mean? A good example
is Gytheion,” a city of the Lacedacmonians/Eleutherolakones (of at least
equally pro-Roman tradition)* and apparently a “free city,”* which was
also bending, during the first years of the Third Mithridatic War and
M.Antonius Creticus’ operations against Aegean pirates, under the
weight of what is usually described (with Strabo’s term for Sparta’s
obligations towards Rome) as gihixal Asitovgyiar, “friendly services.”®
The meaning of such “privileged conditions” had probably depreciated
as much as the corresponding value of Greek amicitia in Roman eyes
after the Mithridatic turbulence. “Freedom” might be retained (as for
example Athens, a city most unworthy of it) or it might be restored after
some appeals. But it could be most probably curtailed either directly
through regular provincial taxation or indirectly through various “offers.”
Some of its most essential components, and the tact of Roman
promagistrates” would be even less guaranteed in such cases than
before. A koine of Roman behavior towards Greek cities was seemingly
emerging, in which privileges tended to degenerate into simply titles.

Koan formal autonomy under M.Antonius should then be assessed
either as ongoing since approximately the aftermath of the First
Mithridatic War or as recently recovered. The latter alternative would
perhaps better explain Nikias’, Antonius® man on Kos, initial popularity.

* Free cities' participation at least in the common obligations of the Asiatic Koinon of
the imperial period seems to have been optional: cf. esp. Reynolds, docs. 14 and 21 (with
comm.). On the republican Koinon of Asia see still J.Deininger, Die Provinziallandtage
der romischen Kaiserzeit, (Miinchen 1965) 14ft.

% On the necessity or not of this joint status see below with n. 75.

7 See Syll.* 748 (= L.Migeotte, L ‘emprunt public dans les cités grecques, (Québec 1984)
no.24 with precious comm. ).

3 Cf. most recently on the problem of the epigraphically known League of the
Lacedaemenians and its apparent successor since Augustan times, the League of the
Eleutherolakones, and their relation to Sparta and Rome, the concise picture given in
P.Cartledge-An.Spawforth, Hellenistic and Roman Sparta, (London 1989) 99f.

*On the status of Gytheion vis-a-vis Rome in this period the best remarks are still by
Accame, 131f. (but cf. 74!), accepted by Bernhardt, I&E 194, n. 523.

0 Str., 8.5.5 (C 365 fin.).CL. Bernhardt, IF, 1961%.

4l Cf. the terms ¢mracaopeva, 11.18/9, and émratavrog, 1.25, in the decree of Gytheion
for the brothers Cloatii cited (n. 37).
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The episode of Turullius, Antonius’ general, who could not be deterred
by any formal protection from felling wood for his master’s fleet even in
the holy grove of Asklepios,” dramatically shows the inherent problems
of such privileged relations. Siding with Antonius and his men too
closely meant not only profiting from his favor but also enduring the
sacrifice of Koan sacred objects (and ideas) to his needs.

On the other hand, the aspects of Nikias’ personality and ideological
portrait analyzed above appear still very “hellenocentric.” The
connection with Rome and the triumvir’s favor although a vital element,
was apparently still incompatible with the official self-image and pride of
the Koan city. Nikias’ case also proves in this to be less atypical than we
might first think. There are at least two partly comparable
contemporaries of his: Hybreas of Mylasa and Anaxenor of Magnesia on
the Maeander. Both were connected with M.Antonius and played an
important role in and for their cities during his command in the East.
Anaxenor of Magnesia on the Maeander® was a citharoede, known from
Strabo* and Plutarch® as tax-collector and favorite of Antonius in Asia
and commander of a detachment of Roman soldiers. However, nothing of
all this appeared in the honorary inscription® on the basis of a bronze
statue erected for him by the Magnesians. There he was simply the
excellent cithaoede, implicitly compared through a Homeric citation with
Demodokos “whose voice resembled that of the gods,”" a distinctly
heroic trait.* A honorific picture of Anaxenor in the city, mentioned by
Strabo in the passage cited, presented him in his purple attire as priest of
Zeus Swaimokg (“City-Savior”).* Strabo’s testimony seems to suggest
that at least one of these honors postdated Anaxenor’s connection with
Antonius.™ So the integration of his projected image into the traditional
values of the city seemed complete even after his Roman advancement.

2 D.C, 51.8.3: Kaioap 82 tov uév Tovgotdioy dméxteive (xai, Etuxe yap éx ¢ év Ko
ol AgxAmmiol UAmg Edda & vautimeov xexopdg, Oixmy Tva xal TG Jed, omi éxel
&dixatwdm, Sotivar Edoke)... Cf. Sherwin-White, Cos, 141.

3 Cf. Magie, 428; Bowersock, A&GW, 10.

4 14.1.41 (C 648).

“ dnt., 24.2.

% SylL* 766 (cf. Strabo’s passage, n. 44).

47 Seols dvaivxiog addf (the end of a distichon cited from Od., IX. 34).

“ Cf. the formula Seofc vahipsioc Fpwe used to honor a governor in a late antique text
from Stratonikeia: /.Stratonikeia 1018.

* On this Magnesian cult: Joh. Schmidt, RE IIIA.1(1927), s.v. Sosipolis (2), 1170f. A
political allusion in the bestowal of this priesthood on Anaxenor cannot be excluded,
especially if we consider some evidence of the use of the adjective cweimoAig for
distinguished benefactors of Greek cities: cf. L.Robert, Bull. 1959, 259 (p. 213).

5% 8tr, L.c. (n. 44) mentions as the principal sources of Anaxenor’s fame and advancement
the theater and Antonius (67 patiwra !), and adds, somewhat with the sense of a local
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Hybreas™' identity and public image is also relevant; the natural
interpretation of his onomastic form in some epigraphic testimonies’ on
him and his son shows, I think, that he did not even possess Roman
citizenship (like Caesar’s and Augustus’ friend Potamon in Mytilene).
Nevertheless, it has been made plausible in a recent study™ that his
portrait appeared on some rare silver coin issues of Mylasa. He was
further worshipped as a heros in his city (not necessarily right after his
death),” and he possibly possessed there a heroon.” Although of modest
origins (his father seems to have been a small wood merchant),”® he
managed through his rhetorical and political skill to succeed as dominant
figure at Mylasa his rival Euthydemos whom he once called “a necessary
evil™’ for the preservation of their polis. Moreover, Strabo ascribes to
both these political stars of ca. triumviral Mylasa monarchic traits (even
expressly a “tyrannical” one in Euthydemos’ case), endured by the city
because of their political talent in leading the citizens through

re:%ction to this wider success of the Magnesian citizen: xai 7 natels 8’ ixavds atToy
nuEmae...

SISt 14.2.24 (C 659-660); Plut., Ant, 24; LMylasa 534-536; the still unpublished
inscriptions from Mylasa mentioned first by L.Robert, 4J/4 39(1935), 335 (cf. 1d.
Hellenica 8(1950), 951 ; apud: A.Akarca, Les monnaies grecques de Mylasa, (Paris 1959)
281, n.2; AC 35(1966), 419f.(= OM VI, 43f.). Cf. L. Radermacher, RE [X.1(1914), s.v.
Hybreas (1), 29-31; Bowersock, A&GW, 5f., 45; Berve, Tyr., 438, 726.

52 The already mentioned (previous n.) three inscriptions from Mylasa are dedications
(the first by a gladiatorial association, oi xvvnyoi, the second by a similarly large but
otherwise unspecified group of people, the third by a man and his sons) for a person
appearing uniformly in the genitive as I'atou TovAiou, Aéovtos Tewos viod, TBezou Tjowog,
apyrepéws 1 yévous (so the punctuation of L.Robert, Les gladiateurs dans |'Orient grec,
(Paris 1940) no. 175, p. 179 - cf. p. 330 -, adopted in LMylasa). However, with enduring
respect for Robert’s authority, I find it difficult to accept that the titular use of hero (cf.
above) was here applied to the apparently insignificant father (see below) of our Hybreas.
I think that the natural reading of the name is Taiou TouAiov Aéovros fpwog, vied TBpéou
Towos, dpxiepiwg i yévous. This is also consonant with the otherwise predominantly
Greek onomastic forms of these texts. We should understand that C.Iulius Leon,
Hybreas® son, first found access to the Roman citizenship, and was honored as hero in
Mylasa before or after his death just like his father. This interpretation would also better
explain the mention of mpoorarns “Yfpéas Afovros appended to the name of one of the
dedicants in the first of these inscriptions (LMylasa 534.14). This should not be the
honorand in a simpler, Greek name form but his father, the statesman of the Antonian era.
53 R.H.J.Ashton, “A New Silver Issue from Mylasa,” NC 1990, 224f.

34 Cf. the discussion above, p. 55 ff.

% 1 Robert, apud Akarca (n. 51) also mentioned an epigraphic testimony of a “priest of
heros Hybreas” and made a concrete proposal for the identification of a funeral
monument at Mylasa as Hybreas’ heroon.

% Str., 14.2.24 (C 659).... TBoéq &’ 6 matng, dig alros dmyeiro év Tf axolfi xail magd
@ moMTdY WweldynTo, miovov xaTéhime EuhogopgolvTa xai oy yoy.

7 Ibid. : BiS0dnue, xaxov el s modews dvayxaiov: olre yap wera ool duwausSa (v
oUt’ dvev gol.

11550




CONCLUDING REMARKS

contemporary troubles.”® Although Hybreas’ renown seems to have
survived undiminished the political change after Actium (he is credited
with having a critical relationship with M.Antonius in the latter’s
heyday),” there are in his career many obvious points of similarity with
Nikias’ position on Kos.® The Koan “tyrant” may have been simply less
careful in compromising himself under M. Antonius so that his dramatic,
belated damnatio memoriae was perhaps simultaneously something of a
clever Koan auto-da-fé towards Octavian.

Whether the Koan status changed after Octavian’s victory is the
main question. I think we are on safe ground at least in regard to the
fiscal obligations of the island towards Rome. Strabo® mentions in his
entry on Kos an instructive exchange between the city and Augustus.
When he received from them Apelles’ painting of Aphrodite Anady-
omene (to dedicate it to Caesar in Rome) he reduced the tribute the
Koans would have paid (1ol moootaxSévtos @opov) by one hundred
talents. Bernhardt’s view™ that the above terms meant here not plain
taxation, but simply the “friendly services” a civitas libera et immunis
still owed to Rome, cannot stand. An assessment of the Koan monetary
obligations is here manifestly implied. Therefore Kos cannot be regarded
as immunis under Augustus and, since we know of the celebrated later
acquisition of immunitas under Claudius, it is very plausible that for the
whole period in between Kos was not freed from Roman provincial
taxation. Can these fiscal duties have overlapped the same period as Kos’
unfree status?” Had Kos been so heavily punished for its Antonian-

 Toid.:...taxd 8¢ alfnaw foxe (sc. TBoiac) xai SavuicSy i pév xai EdSudquou
{avrog, ara telsumicavrtos paMiora, xigies yevduevos T modews. Zdv & Imexpdes
oAU éxeivos, SuvaTos O Gua xai xpnolLos TN WAL, WaT, &l Xal T TUpawMIXOY TPedTy,
TolT' ameAleTo T¢) TapaxoloudEly To xonTILoY.
% Plut., Ant., 24. Cf. Magie, 1278, n.1.

A point of onomastic similarity may also exist with Augustus® friend of dynastic
aspirations in Laconia and the Peloponnese, C.Iulius Eurycles (cf. above, p. 42 with n.
69). Although he appears with his full Roman name in some official documents like /G
V.1.970 and SEG XI1.923 (=Oliver, GC, 15, I), a new honorary inscription for him (base
of a statue?) erected by Sparta presents his simple Greek name form (Eurykles son of
Lachares). Apparently, his Roman identity was not always the proper one to emphasize.

51 14.2.19 (C 657/8). Cf. Sherwin-White, Cos, 145f, 227.

52 Bemhardt, IF, 201f. (with n. 74). Cf. my n. 75 below.

% Until now the two main theses were those of: (a) Sherwin-White, Cos, 1461T., denying
that Kos was civitas libera between Augustus and Titus but accepting its general
immunitas since Claudius. She actually elaborated on Herzog, N&.X, 215, though cf. ibid.,
230 with n. 2 pondering a restitution of libertas together with immunitas by Claudius (cf.
Neppi Modona, 52, 55). (b) Bernhardt, /F, 201-3 (n. 74) choosing the libertas of Kos
between Augustus and Vespasian (and successfully refuting S.Sherwin-White’s
counterarguments), though combining it with a “restricted immunity” until Claudius and
a “full one” from that time on (see my n. 75 below). Hoghammar, 31ff. is a full
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Nikian past?* To answer these questions we may again gather and try to
interpret correctly various testimonies.

The first to examine is the poorly preserved honorary Koan decree
for Augustus from Olympia (/vO! 53), already cited above (p. 91)
because of one of its proposers, C.Iulius Caesar’s priest Eudemos son of
Epikrates. The text is in the koine with some Dorisms, probably to suit
the “panhellenic” place and character of its publication. Despite Herzog’s
second-thought doubts about its Koan origin,” the view seems preferable
that there 1s no reason to dissociate this text from Kos. The comparison
of the honorand with Merops, the mythical founder of Kos, is clear
enough (I1. 22/3).° The decree should express, in bombastic style, the
Koan gratitude to Augustus for his help to the city after an earthquake
(L7: .. 98¢ 7@y cuoudy megotaclewg]), some time after his
Cantabrian expedition of 26 B.C. (1. 13).”” We may note that Augustus is
here (1. 6-7) presented also as mAvova Tav [alAMwv em 15 Adiag
BEMalvoy  elvo/ay  elegyeaiats 741 muetéoe  morer  peylalhag
émappayilonevos. In other words, Kos seems to compare its own (more
favorable) treatment by Augustus with that experienced by the rest of the
Greek cities in Asia. The connection with Asia reappears in a later
passage.® Does this mean that Kos understands itself to be here a part of
the administrative unit of the provincia Asia?® I can see no compelling
reason for such a conclusion. It is obvious that the natural catastrophe hit
not only Kos but a larger area of the Asian coastline, as is often the case
in history. Consequently, the framework into which Kos sets itself should
be rather a geographical/geophysical than an administrative one, and thus
irrelevant to the actual political status of the island during the period in
question. Kos found itself in the same sort of trouble with the cities of
the province but was not necessarily in the same status with them.

The inclusion of Kos in another Augustan measure of 12 A.D.

acceptance of the first position, while Sherwin-White, RFPE, 245 has already estimated
that Kos “was tributary though free in the Augustan period.”

6% The testimony of D.C. 51.2.1: xai &5 (: Octavian after Actium) Tag ey moAes
xomuaTwy Te elompaker xal T Aoimis &5 Toug moAiTag Tedy v Talg Exxdvoiais bouaiag
napapéoer eTiAde... should probably be interpreted against the whole picture of
Augustus’ diplomatic leniency in the East after his victory, as reconstructed by
Bowersock, A&GW, 85ff.

% N&X, 216, n.6.

5 Cf. on and against Herzog’s later views on this inscription L.Robert, Hellenica
2(1946), 146, 1. 2 and BCH 102(1978), 401, also Héghammar, 33.

§7 Cf. Hoghammar, ibid.

8 L. 24: _2ali 1h¢] Agials ? gacTtalvmg wlpolvesioarThe context remains too

{ragmentary.
% Qo Sherwin-White, Cos, 146 with n. 345.
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seems to be more revealing. Cassius Dio’ reports that the emperor tried
in that year to tighten control of exiles in the empire. These often left
their place of banishment or, if they remained there, they lived in luxury.
To- limit transgressions of the first kind, Augustus decreed that in the
future all exiles should stay only on islands at least four hundred stadii
(ca. 70 km) away from the mainland. However, he excepted from this
rule Kos, Rhodes, Samos and Lesbos. Dio admits his incapacity to
understand this exception. However, a basic reason for the different
treatment of the four islands”’ must have been that Augustus considered
them very secure places for exiles. In other words, he had complete
confidence not only in their loyalty to him, but probably also in their
determination not to imperil their status through involvement in
subversive actions. Therefore, it is quite natural that Rhodes, Samos, and
the main city of Lesbos, Mytilene (probably also Methymna), are all
known to have possessed the status of civitates liberae/foederatae in this
period.” I cannot see why Kos, mentioned first in Dio’s passage, should
not have maintained the same conditions of both trust and concomitant
privilege.” So the only logical inference possible is that Kos was a
civitas libera in 12 A.D.

About ten years | ater, in 23 A.D., Tiberius let the senate recognize
the asylia of both the Heraion of Samos and the Koan Asklepieion, as

. 56.27.2—3: e’vrexB'r} TE a'uxvoi fpuy&.ﬁ‘:—.g oi p,év Efw T@Y Tomwy &5 ol éE{ugr’a’Sﬂja’av Tag
Slatpifag émerolvto, of O¢ xai &v aiTolg exewmg aﬁga-regou difiyov, a.mq'yageuas (sc.
Augustus) wndéva, mugdg Kai vb‘a,-rag exgxﬁavm m}'rz &y 'm'rsrgw 3ra.~rgx}5’sw WTE £V wya’w
TGV doal EAaTTov -re-rga.xommv amo 'r'ng m’agou cradiwy améxovat, mAqv Ka te xal
Podov Zapov te xai Aéofout Taltas yap olx’ ofd’ émws wovag Umefeileto... The reading
Zawov is here Boissevain’s reasonable emendation of Zapdw (Sardinia) in the
manuscripts.

L Cf. B.Levick, Historia 28(1979), 376, n. 96 remarking: “It is tempting to think that the
restrictions were imposed to anticipate or check activity by political exiles...” and
D.Kienast, in: Klassisches Altertum, Spitanfike und friihes Christentum (Festschrift
A.Lippold), hrsg. von K.Dietz v.a., (Wiirczburg 1993) 204: “Vor allem diese letzte
Bestimmung zeigt, daB damals offenbar die gesamte romische Welt durch Unruhen
gefiihrdet war, deren Urheber oft genug innenpolitische Gegner des Augustus oder seines
prasumptiven Nachfolgers waren.” At the same time, the exception could well have
meant a privilege for these islands where the usually affluent Roman exiles were sent—as
noted by Héghammar, 32f; A.J Papalas, Ancient Icaria, (Wauconda/Ill. 1992) 136f.

7 Bemhardt, I&E, 190 (Rhocles) 201 (Samos), 187 (Mytilene). Methymna had an old
foedus with Rome (Syll.* 693, ca. 129 B.C., cf. Bernhardt, I&F, 109 with n. 108 and most
recently Kallet-Marx, 187 with n. 17), and there seems to be no reason for a later change
of its status vis-a-vis Rome (some doubt in Bernhardt, I&E, 126).

3 So also Bernhardt, IF, 203 (n.74). However, | cannot see any evidence for an
institutionalized privilege of some cities in the Roman world to accept exiles, for which
he uses (also Bemhardt, I&E, 229, cf. 99) the term “ius exilii” (perhaps misleadingly: on
the usual sense of the personal ‘“ius exilii” cf. concisely A Berger, Encyclopedic
Dictionary of Roman Law, (Philadelphia 1953) s.v., 528).
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already noted above in the context of Chairylos’ and Xenophon’s careers
(pp. 16f, 76). The equally unreserved confidence in Koan loyalty
expressed through this distinction, the high praise bestowed on the
island’s past record of devotion to Rome according to Tacitus™ and, last
but not least, the parallel application and success of Samos who was
already a civitas libera, may confirm the above conclusion. At the
beginning of Tiberius’ reign Kos should have retained this status. What
we know further in connection with Koan status in later years does not
conflict with this conclusion as we shall presently see. Kos was most
probably a free but non tax-free polis in the early empire.” We should

™ Ann., 4.14. We recall that the episode with the Koan refugees at the Asklepieion
appears only here in our ancient tradition.

7 Bemhardt, IF has presented in detail the thesis that a civitas libera was automatically
also immunis, in the sense that it was freed from direct Roman taxation, from the
republican period until late antiquity. He tried to explain the obvious difficulty thus
remaining in the sources, that some “free cities” still appear there without “immunity”
(immunitas, arélere) or acquire it afterwards, by assuming a distinction between a
“restricted immunity” in the above sense (: from the direct taxes of the ordinary civitates
stipendiariae), properly called dverogopia in the Greek sources, and a “full one,”
aAertovpymaia in precise Greek, freeing a city from all forms of financial obligations and
services to Rome, such as billeting of troops, provision of food ete. This latter concept of
immunity should be identified with the plenissima immunitas mentioned in Dig.,
27.1.17.1 (for Ilion). Thus a “free city” should possess always the first and sometimes the
second, higher form of immunity. Bemhardt’s theory has certainly the allure of a neat
solution. However, various points remain uncertain or point directly to the possibility of
Rome’s combining the grant of libertas with the demand for taxes so that the old view,
since Mommsen (cf. also the still useful study by A H.M Jones, “Civitates liberae et
immunes in the East,” in: Anatolian Studies Presented to W.H.Buckler, (Manchester
1939) 103-117), holding the immunitas (with whatever extent) to be a separate and
eventually separable privilege seems to me still preferable. Apart from the above rejected
equation of gapog/-er with forms of real services to Rome (the various philikai leitourgiai
of the “free cities™) we should especially consider that: (a) The practice of levying direct
taxes on “free cities” under the Republic does appear in our sources, though connected
with emergencies. The first such case fits exactly into the aftermath of the First
Mithridatic War according to App., BC, 1.102, a later one appears ib., V.6 (during
Antonius’ rule in the East). If we also take into account that Cic., Off., 3.87 ascribes to
Sulla a policy of selling the status of /ibertas to some cities, that is probably demanding
the payment of their direct taxes to Rome in a single rate (he also demanded five years’
taxes in advance from the rest of the cities: App., Mithr., IX. 62), we may realize that no
principle of leaving the “free” untaxed is discernible. (b) In regard to the evidence of
Reynolds, doc. 13, in which Augustus seems to regard the freedom from taxes as a
natural concomitant of civic libertas, I think that Badian’s reserves, GRBS 25(1984),
169f. are justified. How can we know that the Samians had not asked him for libertas
and immunitas (cf. the connection ovdé in the Greek text), that is, as two cognate but
separate privileges, to receive finally neither? (c) As Ferrary, P&I, 7f. (n. 7) remarked,
Plinius’ usage of immunis in the sense of a “full immunity” is neither consistent nor
compatible with the usage of Cicero in the speeches against Verres. (d) Even the example
given in Dig., 27.1.17.1 for the extent of the Ilians® “plenissima immunitas,” their
exemption from the obligation to undertake a fufela of non-Ilian children, seems to
suggest a specific rather than general type of privileged status. (e) The celebration of
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then also conclude that Nikias’ posthumous condemnation was not
accompanied by a parallel loss of political-legal status of his city.
Augustus, who was more than once celebrated as kfistas and whose cult
was possibly conjoined with that of Asklepios on Kos,”® was apparently
able to show once more a lenient face to one of Antonius’ partisan cities
in the East.”” Local self-government under some distant Roman control
could continue, although combined with direct taxation (until Claudius’
reign, see below). However, equally important will have been for
Augustus the possibility of indirect control on Kos through local
distinguished citizens. It is useful to recall here the impression (p. 46
above) of a certain continuity in local administrative careers bridging
Nikias” and Augustus’ periods. The emblems might change but Augustus
seems to have been wise enough again not to renounce the further
collaboration of well-established local cadres.”™

If Kos thus experienced in the Augustan-Tiberian phase of the
principate a relative state of respect and even distinction, the apex of
privilege was reached with Claudius through Xenophon. This is an
exemplary case of how important the mediation of a Greek of high
imperial standing could prove to be for the corresponding status of his
homecity. Thanks to Xenophon’s assiduous persuasion, Kos achieved the
vital complement of its desired status: immunitas. According to Claudius
(as reported by Tacitus) the Koans should in future, freed from any
tribute, devote themselves fully to the role of keepers of their holy
island.” This was in 53 A.D., just one year before Claudius’ dramatic

atéAeta alone on some coins of the civitas libera Alabanda in the Augustan period (Head,
HN, 607, legends ATEAEIAZ, ATEAEIOZ; cf. Bemhardt, IF, 195) is much more
understandable if that immunity was an extra privilege, perhaps recently acquired. (f)
Especially intriguing and unclear is the case of cities that managed to have their “free
city” status restored after some departure in their loyalty to the Romans. Their
reacquisition of a local government according to their patrioi nomoi was up to a point
expedient to Rome itself, ever unwilling to swell its provincial administration. Taxation
was probably another matter.

70 Patriarca, no.10= Hoghammar, no. 69, an honorary inscription (base) for an author of
enkomia & e Tov xtiotalv] Tig moAwlg] ZeBagrov Kairapa xai Tog ebegyétag TeBéproy
Kaicapa... Maiuri, NS, 462.12-3 (post-Claudian, cf p.97 with n. 142 above) mentions
ZeBlaglra Acxlamicia peyara: cf. Herzog, N&X, 217 (tracing this back to Augustus),
Sherwin-White, Cos, 358 (stressing the general connotation “imperial” of the epithet
sebastos added to the name of festivals but also the post-Augustan date of the other
testimonies on the syncretism between the cult of the emperor with that of Asklepios on
Kos) .

7 Cf. Bernhardt, I&FE, 177fF. (esp. 182).

™ Bowersock has well demonstrated this policy in regard to the dynasts of the East in
A&GW, 42ff. Cf. now also the concise picture by B.Levick, CAH* X(1996), 649f.

? Tac, Ann., XII. 61. 2: “..dixit (sc. Claudius)...precibusque eius (sc. Xenophontis)
dandum, ut omni tributo vacui in posterum Col sacram et tantum dei ministram insulam
colerent.”
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end. We may be a little surprised at his relatively late grant of such a
crowning privilege. Xenophon’s achievement of a position of influence
with the emperor must have immediately postdated the British expedition
(see above, p.74f). Thus almost a decade intervened between what might
be called a potential and an actual state of Claudian favor towards Kos.
The emperor’s three new letters to the Koans, repeatedly alluded to
above, fall exactly into that intervening period and, despite their state of
preservation, may help us understand better the development of
Claudius’ attitude to Kos.*® The first letter, dated to Claudius’ seventh
tribunicia potestas, that is 47/48 A D, is the answer of the emperor to a
decree of the Koans delivered to him by a Koan embassy headed by
Xenophon himself. The content of the decree seems to have been Koan
congratulations to Claudius for his British victory—on the occasion of
which sacrifices and other celebrations on Kos are mentioned. The
emperor refers explicitly to Xenophon’s both exemplary piety to him and
vigilant care for Kos, and apparently assures the Koans that the
“outstanding gifts” (dweeals weyiorars, col. I1.35) to the island in the past
would be preserved and perhaps enlarged (svegl/yegias moooebevgi-
onovrla 7, col. 11.35/6]. After this preparatory and reconnoitering
approach, the correspondence between the emperor and the Koans
continued with two more letters, both dated to the next year (48/49).*' In

¥ My knowledge of these letters rests on: (a) the apograph of Herzog, now kept at the IG
in Berlin (and prepared for publication with all his other Koan inedita by L.Hallof) kindly
communicated to me by K.Hallof, (b) the personal study of the stone that I finally
rediscovered in the magazine of the Koan Castle in May 1997. The inscription had also
been seen and numbered as ED 147 by Segre, I.Cos, I (a photograph ibid., II, pl. 43) but
he has apparently not transcribed the text. The extant fragment of the original marble
stele (81x79x7cm) preserves a part of the edge below and above but is broken on both the
left and the right side, almost vertically up to about the middle of the whole height and
from there on in an oblique way towards the upper central part. So the upper part of the
stone takes on a trapezoidal shape. On the lower part of the back face two small square
holes are preserved: perhaps they facilitated the fastening of the stele on a wall. On the
front face, further worn in the long period since Herzog’s original find, the text is
arranged in three columns. We have the extra right and lower part of a first column
(traces of twenty lines, ca. the last ten letters of each preserved), the whole area of a
second column (thirty lines of about thirty five letters each) and the left and mainly lower
part of a third column (traces of ca. twenty seven lines, each with just one to eleven
letters preserved up to line fourteen and ca. fifteen letters in the sequel). So we have in all
a text of seventy-seven lines the reading of which is very difficult because of the state of
the stone. On many points, however, it is still possible (on the original and my squeezes),
and especially valuable where Herzog’s apograph does not offer a convincing text (on
such a case see below).

81 The second letter is dated by dmuagyixds Eovaiag 1o/ Gydoov (col. 11.42-3). The third
letter should reasonably fall either in the same or in one of the following years. Herzog’s
restoration of the relevant passage (col. [11.68/9) also as dnluapyixts ébovriag o 6ydol/ov
must be correct because all legible beginnings of lines (I checked it myself) are entire
syllables. So e.g. [évat]/or may be excluded.
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the first of these, the second of the series, Claudius appears to respond to
a request of Xenophon concerning some privileges for the Koan
gerousia: its members (tovs Tolde/ peTéyovtas ToU guoTyuaTtos, ibid.
48/9)%* should be freed from the obligation of housing (Roman) official
guests (...1as evodoxiag dxAmoews..., ibid. 50). Most intriguing is the
final letter preserved. Although we have only nine lines in all after the
mtroductory and dating formula, and of these only a left vertical strip of
ca. fifteen letters per line is legible, we get some insight into a difficult
situation that caused Claudius’ repeated communication with the Koans
in the same year. The reason for this letter seems to have been a political
conflict that had flared up on Kos (al/xualovea oracig, ibid. 77/8).
Claudius presents the “always patriotic” (aizt @idomaToidolg], ibid. 76)
Xenophon fearing that this situation could lead to more serious trouble
(Qeicavros wnmotlel.../ neilovos xaxot aitlia yévmrar (sc. 9 oraoi) 7],
ibid. 77, 79). The emperor’s reaction to Xenophon’s fears (and most
probably the realization of the latter’s suggestions ad rem) seems to have
remained at the beginning of this letter. It may have meant the
prohibition of some form of dangerous activity in the city but the more
precise form in which we should restore the text here is uncertain,*> What
should become clear is that the current political climate on Kos was not
at all calm so that an imperial intervention instigated by Xenophon was
thought necessary. Therefore, the late addition of immunitas to the city’s
privileges may have been simply reasonable: Kos probably had to
persuade both emperor and counselor a little more that it was politically
prudent enough and worthy of further distinctions. Xenophon’s role as a
Koan patriot of Roman principles becomes hereby all the more
interesting. **

¥ Herzog had read this point as tots EITTZTOT dMa/uerégovrag o0 ocvomiuatos...

8 However, a crucial word in col. II. 73 is APAY read by Herzog as doas. I think that
this 1s a participle, apag, and could give the clue to a reading as, exempli gratia, [tag
trarpeil/ag Spdy doag ael veulolaas moos Tapaymy].

8 This climate of political agitation in the city is clearly a further indication that Kos was
already a civitas libera: cf. a somewhat similar situation of stasis on Antonine Rhodes as
depicted 1n Aelius Aristides” Podiors mepi duovoiag (Keil XXIV). In regard to the
Claudian period itself, we should also not forget the political climate on Rhodes that led
to the events (44 A.D.) described by D.C. 60.24.4: tav 1= Podiwv iy éAeuSspiav
ageileto, o7t Puwpaiovs Tivas aveoxoromoav. The restitution of Rhodian liberty also
took place late in Claudius® reign with the famous advocacy of Nero (53 A.D.): Tac,
Ann., 12.58; Suet., Nero, 7 (the event wrongly dated two years earlier); /G XI1.1.2.12-14.
Cf. F.Hiller v.Gaertringen, RE Suppl. V(1931), 810; H.H.Schmitt, Rom und Rhodos,
(Minchen 1957) 189. On Xenophon’s adoption of Roman principles cf. the penetrating
remarks by F.Millar, 4 Study of Cassius Dio, (Oxford 1964) 189f.: “...there can be no
doubt that for the leading families in the Greek East, posts in the Roman governmental
hierarchy were the objects of ambition and the crown of social prestige [...] To gain these
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The constant interest of the imperial center in Koan developments
under Claudius can now also better explain a well-known document from
Kos, not seen so far from this perspective: Corbulo’s letter to the
Koans.*® Cn.Domitius Corbulo® is known as proconsul of Asia under
Claudius and a fragmentary letter of his addressed (as Claudius’ letters)
to the archons, the boule, and the people of Kos is preserved there. The
subject of the letter must be an appeal of a Koan citizen submitted
directly to the emperor, that is, without the proconsul’s previous
examination of the cause for this appeal. The appellant seems to have
acted so in connection with (against?)*’ a relevant decree of the city, and
“in a malicious, obstructive attitude” (émmeeiag/[xapv], 1. 13).¥ The
proconsul begins his letter by referring to his responsibility, frequently
publicized before, to examine the causes of such appeals before they
reach the emperor. So, if the present appellant wishes his case to follow
the normal method of appeal (obviously to be respected), he has now to
deposit with the proconsul the sum of earnest (2,500 denarii) that the
latter had fixed for such cases, that is, as a surety against litigants who
eventually would not appear at a trial. The inscription might be taken as
evidence that Kos was no civifas libera at that time since the provincial
governor could insert himself in this way as an intermediate authority
between the emperor and the city. The crucial fact is, however, that the
governor does not appear here as a substitute for civic jurisdiction but

they must have acquired not only Latin but certain governmental skills and attitudes of
mind.”

%5 The basic edition of this text should now be Segre, I.Cos, ED 43 (previously accessible
in the advance publication in PP 30(1975), 102ff.). I was able to check his readings
against the proposals of JH.Oliver, AJPh 100(1979), 551-4, who was unable to see the
stone, in the original, also at the magazine of the Knights Castle. Two significant results
of my examination are that: (a) the first preserved letter of 1. 4 is rather a lambda, only
looking like an alpha because of a later, horizontally engraved line (part of a cross) in this
section of the text. So Oliver’s version for 1. 4ff. seems basically correct and we should
read them as; [Olx alvorrelAés symoauny moMdxis/ [xai nodeoli magagrijoal, [dloa v
2ol pallhora, 6 8] GEa Shvatal vouliileaSar [xpivewls elvar Seiag Toi Zefaool,
/ImpdTepov modle Tode dmi Taw énapyer/Gy méumeaSar év Taills Evrohals ém/lréTaxTal...
(b) There seems to be neither a trace of, nor room for, restoring a nu at the end of 1. 16, so
Segre’s reading should stay vs. the alternative restoration of Oliver. On the content of the
text in connection with the problem of the emperor’s issue of mandata to proconsuls in
the early empire cf. also G.Burton, ZPE 21(1976), 63-8.

8 Cf. concisely on him now A.Momigliano-G.E.F.Chilver-M.T.Griffin, OCD?, s.v., 492f.
¥ Segre, 1.Cos, ED 43.10-12: [..o0v &' é€ duerlépov Ymeioualltos ¢ defva ExxlAnaty
¥Se1o0 &mi/ [vov ZePaarov...The situation would be still clearer if we restored [...vov 8¢
xad’ Upetlégou ...

88 Of. LSJ-Revised Supplement (1996), s.v. émgeia. The other side of the story is most
probably the appellant’s distrust both of the civic iurisdiction and the governor’s stance n
his case. Oliver’s (cf. n. 85), alternative restoration, énmpeiag [Zgyoly, and comment on
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only as the first possible contact with the imperial administration in a
case where one of the persons involved had already decided to embark
on an appeal to Roman authorities.*” The point seems to be the
hierarchization (and eventual decentralization) of the appeal procedure—
a recurring problem in the empire”*—rather than any formal “provincial-
ization” of Kos. At the same time the inscription shows two further
important things: first, that even a civifas libera was counted potentially
among the nearest governor’s responsibilities; this relationship could be
activated if the working of the city ceased to function in a “self-
sufficient” way, as for example in this case of discontent with civic
decisions.”” To express it differently, a “free city” was as little or as
much subordinated to provincial Roman authorities as it could do
without them or not. Second, this apparently abortive attempt of a Koan
citizen to come into direct contact with the emperor’s justice, by-passing
what could be the standard procedure, cannot have been unrelated to the
frequent, direct channel of communication between Rome and Kos.
What seems to have been the normal procedure for Koan problems
reaching Claudius through Xenophon (and probably his own people on
the island), however, was blocked if someone else aspired to a similar
and immediate access to imperial interest. Such cases were diverted and
decided first (and possibly finally) at the proconsul’s court. This clear
pattern of direct and indirect access to Rome may suit very well the new
information on internal dissent on Kos in the same period. Some Koans
were controlled on a provincial level before the central imperial authority
became involved. Xenophon’s key role and fears on Koan discord under
Claudius may have found a discreet expression here, too.

Koan relations within the larger organizational framework of the
provincia Asia, without any necessary formal integration into it, are

this point seem to be no progress. The bracket after gaprv has been inadvertently omitted
in Segre, ibid.

8 Sherwin-White, Cos, 146f,, though inclined to conclude from this text that Kos was no
civitas libera at that time, has to admit (in the face e.g. of Hadrian’s instructions in his
Athenian “oil-law,” Oliver, GC 92.55f.) that the governor’s “competence over appeals is
not of itself proof of the Coans” incorporation in the province of Asia.” It is characteristic
that Oliver (n. 85), 553 would better understand the interaction of city and governor in
this case if Kos were a “free city.”

% Cf. recently K Buraselis, The Roman World of Polyainos, Archaiognosia 8 (1993-94),
g)ubl. 1995: 13011, (with further bibl.)

! Cf. the cases on a similar subject already studied by J.H.Oliver, “The Roman
Governor’s Permission for a Decree of the Polis,” Hesperia 23(1954), 163ft. (one of his
conclusions, 167: *...The free cities (civitates liberae) were not bound to consult the
governor as frequently as the other cities, but though they did not ask his permission for
their enactments, they may have been just as eager as any other polis to enlist supporting
action from the Roman government.”)
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further reflected (a) in the designation of one of Xenophon’s relatives,
although probably not himself a resident of Kos, to the post of the high
priest of Asia (see above, p. 81); (b) somewhere in the period between
ca. 70 and 90 A.D., in the Ephesian list’* of Asian cities and communities
arranged according to conventus/dioikeseis and accompanied by short
entries of various duties in money. The character of this list remains,
despite all efforts,” enigmatic. I find it impossible to accept D.
Knibbe’s™ reservedly expressed theory, however, that the document
represents a kind of “inventory of the fiscus of the province Asia” at
some point of the period mentioned. We find notably among the poleis of
the list Samos, Chios, Mytilene, and Kos. Samos” and possibly Kos, as
we shall presently see, lost their libertas and probably also their tax-free
status under Vespasian. We know nothing concrete about the other two.
Chios especially had a long-standing, stable record as a “free city” since
the First Mithridatic War,” and there seems to be no reason to suppose a
later interruption of it.”” So we should rather see in the inclusion of these
four cities in the list a partial proof that its purpose was different,
possibly an officially established, central record of local, civic taxes or a
list of contributions to a provincial scheme surpassing the distinction
between civitates liberae and civitates stipendiariae (imperial cult?).”® In
either case, Kos is found again participating in the common life of the
Asian cities without any indication that things went farther than that.

The only probable testimony of a rather short change of status for
Kos in the Flavian period is an entry of the list of priests of Apollo from
Halasarna the terminus a quo and the beginning part of which have been

*QOriginal publication by C.Habicht, “New Evidence on the Province of Asia,” JRS
65(1975), 64ff. Now also I. Ephesos 13= SEG 37.884. Cf. the next notes.

T know of two major attempts at a general interpretation of this intriguing document so
far: F.Gschnitzer, “Beurkundungsgebiihren im romischen Kaiserreich. Zu IvE [ a 13, in:
Symposion 1985. Vortrige zur griechischen und hellenistischen Rechtsgeschichte (hrsg.
von G.Thiir), (Kéln 1989) 389-403, trying to interpret the list as a central tabulation of
various civic taxes in the province;, D.Knibbe, “Zeigt das Fragment IVE 13 das
steuertechnische Inventar des fiscus Asiaticus?,” Tyche 2(1987); 75-93, the content of
which is already indicated in the title question (cf. below).

% Previous n. His tentatively expressed views have already been criticized by
H.W.Pleket, SEG 37(1987), 884, comm. Also reserved: R.Gordon et al., JRS 83(1993):
141.

5 Suet., Vesp., 8.4. This short list of cities that lost their libertas under Vespasian
includes Rhodes, a neighbor of Kos.

* Sherk, RDGE, 70. Cf. Bernhardt, I&E, 128, 157, 187f. with n. 488.

%71t is noteworthy that Chios and Kos present exactly the same two categories of entries
(mavrawy - elg yegougiav), the latter occurring only here in the whole text. The sums
mentioned are different for each island.

% The former view has been proposed by Gschnitzer, cf. n. 93. The second is adumbrated
but not adopted, ibid., 402.

142




CONCLUDING REMARKS

examined in the chapter on Nikias (p. 41ff). As already noticed there,
the first entry of this list has been dated by Hiller to 27 B.C., on the
ground of the addition following the name of the priest P.Hetereius
Hilario, no. 106: émi ToUTov 0i vowor amoxateatadmaay. Although some
doubts might remain with regard to the character of these “laws” (sacred
or public), Hiller’s solution—to recognize here a restitution of Koan
patrioi nomoi, that is a return to the status of civitas libera, is more
probable, especially if we consider the tendency to “enlarge” personal
entries in various lists of officials in order to glorify the person
catalogued by listing him chronologically with a generally important
(and favorable) event.” If we accept the date initially preferred by
Herzog for the inception of the list, 30 B.C., this restitution should fall
inside Vespasian’s reign, in 76 A.D. We know that Rhodes lost its liberty
under him but very probably regained it under Titus.'"™ Hiller identified
Titus” first year, 79 A.D., with the year no. 106 in the Halasarnan list.
This can be only a relative chronology; the change may well have
happened some years later and the beginning of the list postdated 27 B.C.
At least, I cannot see any compelling reason to connect the year no. 1 in
the list with Augustus’ assumption of his new, dynastic name and
constitutional position. However, Vespasian’s removal of libertas from
many Greek cities, for example Koans’ neighbors, the Rhodians, and the
restitution of status in apparently later Flavian times in the Halasarnan
list, make it probable that Kos experienced a similar fluctuation of
imperial favor and local status. What we know now about the island’s
unrest under Claudius—and the climate of Nero’s period cannot have
diffused political animosities in any Greek city—may corroborate this
impression. Thus, we may now, after the development delineated above,
dispense with the alternative possibility once endorsed by S. Sherwin-
White,'”' that Kos was not a civitas libera in the period from Augustus to

% Cf. esp. Chaniotis, H&H, 189f.

1% See n. 95 on the Rhodian loss of libertas under Vespasian. Its restoration under Titus
may be concluded from IG XI.1. 58.9-11 (honorary decree for a Rhodian tuyovra T@v
xalic/Twv yoappdTwy ame Tob Jeol TeBagrol (@ Titus, L. 5f) &/ @ tds mpuraveiag
xa1pd;, on the special significance of expressions like kallista grammata et simm. cf. p.
20f. above). Whether this grant/promise of a grant by Titus was first enacted under
Domitian (so esp. A.Momigliano, JRS 41(1951), 150f) or the similar mention ¢’ ol
amelxal/rearadm a matpios molAei/Tein{s} added to the title of a Roman official co-
dedicating a monument to Domitian and Domitia (identified with Homonoia) in Syll.*
819 (= A.Bresson, Recueil des inscriptions de la Pérée rhodienne (Pérée intégrée), (Paris
1991) 132) represents another restitution of Rhodian liberty after the trouble witnessed by
Plut., Mor., 815 D (ofa Tlspyaunvots émi Neépwvog xatédafe mpayuata, xai Podiovg
Zvayyos émi AopeTiavot...) should still be uncertain.

11 Cf. n. 63 above.
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Titus. A shorter interval of direct subordination to provincial authorities
seems to suit our present evidence better.

In Severan (rather Caracalla’s) times Kos is honored in a decree of
Ephesos'” as [tolv émeavéoltlatov/ [tdv év Aaig moMlewy, éAelSzpoly/
xal avtovoluov xata Ta doyula/ta Th¢ ielpdc cuvahnTou, Tov/ [ddeAlpoy
aitis (sc. 4s BEgéaov) Kawwy/ [07luoy... So the Koan libertas survived
at least until this date. As already noticed above, the festive mention of
the Koan demos is probably in contrast with the constitutional reality on
Kos in Sabinianus’ and Phaedrus’ times. In a similar way, if Heberdey’s
restoration [t@v év Acig moAlewy is correct, the eleutheria (and probably
the autonomia) still distinguishing Kos were no longer any real obstacle
in referring to the city simply as one of “the cities in Asia.” At least some
degree of administrative inclusion in the province, the result of a long
development, seems to be here combined with old terms of privileged
exclusion from it. I cannot resist, in their case, the impression of
gradually waning titular values—perhaps only potentially preserving a
part of their old substance.'®

The administrative connection of Kos with Asia has appeared
especially in Corbulo’s letter and the Flavian catalogue of the Asian
cities’ (local?) taxes discussed above. The inclusion of Kos in
administrative units comprising the provincia Asia or parts of it,
however, becomes for the first time evident in a bilingual (Latin-Greek)
inscription found on the island, probably of Trajanic or Hadrianic date,
where an imperial freedman appears as “proc(urator) XX her(editatium)
regionis Kariaes (sic) et insularum Cycladum.”®™ A further imperial
libertus, a subprocurator this time, is found on Kos entrusted with the
collection of the vicesima hereditatium in the later second century (under
M. Aurelius and L.Verus or the early Severans).'” It may be concluded
that the island was the seat of the regional office of the vicesima for
“Karia and the Kyklades,” Kos being obviously reckoned as a part of

2R Heberdey, Forschungen in Ephesos, 11, (Wien 1912) no. 55 (p. 171f.), cf. no. 56 on
the date. Could the mention of senatus consulta refer back to the period of the Republic?
Cf. also p. 114 above.

193 Cf. Reynolds, doc. 14 (Aphrodisias and Trajan), 21 (Aphrodisias and Gordian IIT)
with the editor’s comments.

194 Majuri, NS, 562. The area of his office in the Greek version: mepiédou Kapiag xai
vmowy KuxAadwy. His name and status, M. Ulpius Aug. Iib., give the approximate date.
Cf. esp. Pflaum, I Kos; Nigdelis, 223.

19 Herzog, KF, 165 (p. 106f.)= CIL III, Suppl. 2.14199°. The date may be concluded
from the mention: ...Augustor(um) n(ostrorum) lib(erto); cf. Herzog, ibid.: “Terminus
post quem 1ist das Jahr 161.”
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either of them.'” We meet then between 198 and 209 Q.Cosconius
Fronto who was “proc. Augg. item ad vectig. XX her. per A[s]iam,
Lyciam, Phrygiam, Galati[am], insulas Cyclades.”'”” Thus we find again
Asia and the Kyklades together (Kos very probably included here, too) as
part of one of the larger administrative areas of the vicesima covering
more than one province. A more specific attachment of the islands off
the western coast of the provincia Asia, possibly a part of the same
“Cyclades,” to the administrative organism of the province is implied
earlier in two instances of M.Aurelius’ times. First, in the mission of
C.Vettius Sabinianus Iulius Hospes, who had held the post of legatus
provinciae Asiae, as legatus Augusti ad ordinandos status insularum
Cycladum;'® a little later in the case of L.Saevinius Proculus serving
(and possibly just completing Vettius® work) as legatus pro praetore
Asiae et insularum Cycladum.'” So the final, Diocletianic inclusion of
Kos (and the other Aegean islands) as parts of the provincia insularum'"®
in the larger entity of dioecesis Asiae should be the natural conclusion of
a longer administrative development. Geographic-administrative
simplicity has eventually won over the tradition of old boundarics,
mainly of political origin, between Europe and Asia in an age of
superimposed Mediterranean peace.

Another subject to touch upon in this final attempt at a historical
sketch of some main points in the development of the island under
Roman sway and domination is the course of Gracco-Roman symbiosis
and gradual synthesis on Kos. To treat the subject extensively, however,
we should rather await the publication of the rest of the prosopographical
material in the Nachlass of Segre (tombstones) and Herzog. Only then
can we have a picture as complete as present evidence allows of constant
and changing characteristics in the structure of Koan population during

1 Cf already Herzog, KF, p-107: the freedman (Hermes) was “wohl Vorstand des
koischen Hilfsbureaus (statio) der Erbschaftssteuerbehsrde von Asia.” The geographic
term Kyklades may be used here in a later, more expanded sense: ¢f. St Byz., counting
among the Kyklades Nisyros, that is the island just opposite to the south side of Kos, as
well as Telos, Kasos, and Lesbos (s.vv.).

' Dessau 1359 (from Sardinia). On the date: Pflaum, IKos, 66 (the co-reigning
emperors must be Septimius Severus and his sons).

1% AnEp 1920. 45, 16-18 (from Thuburbo Maius in Tunisia). Cf. on this and the next case
Nigdelis, 222.

19 AnEp 1969/70.601 (from Ankara). Cf. the earlier testimony of his career: AnEp 1924.
T1(= LEphesos 3037), 9-12.

"% CIL 11460 (from Kos): “provin[c]. ins. num. [mailest. q. eor. dic.”; f. already PH, p.
xli, Sherwin-White, Cos, 152. Cf. also the publication by Degrassi, ILIC, no. 3 (p.210) of
a dedication to Mars pater Gradivus from the period of the Tetrarchy by “..Agathus
Gennadius, v(ir) p(erfectissimus), p(raeses)...,” who was already and more exactly known
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the entire Roman period: from Republican times when Roman influence
increased, accompanied by the gradual settlement of Romans on the
1sland (as it happened at many other places, too), down into the Empire.
For the time being it would be perhaps wiser to limit oneself to some
general and preliminary remarks, somewhat in the sense of an “interim
report.”

S.Sherwin-White has already offered a useful outline of the history
of the Roman community on Kos'"" and stressed, among other things, the
relative contrast in the numbers of the Roman presence on Kos and
Rhodes in the period ca. 100 B.C.- 100 A.D.""* Romans who settled on
Kos are much more numerous, although the question remains about how
many of them counted from the Augustan period on are to be traced back
to Italian/Roman families having immigrated to Kos in Republican times.
For we may conclude that there already was a Roman community on Kos
before the First Mithridatic War (cf. above), but we are still unable to
ascertain its direct development or not until the later presence of Roman
families on the island.'” The considerable extent of Roman habitation on
Kos in the imperial period, however, is possibly connected, at least in
part, with the involvement of the island in Mithridates’ fight against
Rome. A comparison with the partly parallel case of Lesbos,'"* where the
principal city, Mytilene, stood on the Pontic side until well after the end
of the First Mithridatic War,'” may illustrate the point. Mytilene is
equally characterized by the frequent presence of Romans who even
predominate in some catalogues of names of the late Republican/early
imperial period."'® We might think that areas which had more or less
compromised themselves against Rome in the Mithridatic period were
subsequently more exposed to the pressure, and probably the need, to

as “..Aurel(ius) Alglathus [G]ennadius, v(ir) p(erfectissimus), praes(es) prov(inciae)
insul(arum)...” from an inscription of Mytilene, CIL I11.450.

"' Sherwin-White, Cos, 250-5.

2 Thid., 253. Cf. now the observations of A Bresson, “L onomastique romaine a
Rhodes,” in: Rizakis, R.Onomastics, 225-238.

'3 Cf. Sherwin-White, Cos, 252.

4 Cf, already Herzog, Hal,, 492 (where, however, just the economic component of the
immigration is noticed).

I per. LXXXIX; Suet., Caes., 2. On date and captor (rather 79 B.C., Minucius
Thermus) recently and best: Ar.Keaveney, Lucullus, (London 1992) 185-7 (cf. Magie,
245f+1124f., n.41 for the older views).

18 Cf. L Robert, REA 62(1960), 2791, 300; Th.Sarikakis, “Ta pwuaixs dvépara Tic
AéaBou,” Archaiognosia 8(1993-94), publ. 1995, 97-104, esp. 100f; K Buraselis, “Stray
Notes on Roman Names in Greek Documents,” in: Rizakis, R..Onomastics, 59-61. Cf.
now also Labarre, 107-109 (discussion of the Roman presence on Julio-Claudian Lesbos,
rather overstating the importance of the frequent imperatorial gentilicia in regard to the
overall estimate of real Roman settlement on the island and its development) and 129-136
(list of Roman names with commentary).
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accept a significant Roman element into their population. This
acceptance could be simultaneously a sort of expiation, especially if it
concerned surviving members of earlier resident families in these cities,
and a relative reinforcement for the latter, vis-a-vis Roman authorities in
the East. We may cite as an appropriate example the text of a dedication
of the Roman negotiatores on Kos to the city of their residence: “[C(ives)
R(omani) qui Cloi negotiantur/ [civitatem] Coam pietatis in/ [C.Iulium
Cac]sarem ponti/[ficem maxim]um, [pat]rem pa/[triac deum]que et
benevol/[entiae erga] se caussa.”"'” The Koans are here characteristically
praised both for their piety to Caesar and their goodwill towards their
Roman “guests.” It is clear that the existence and relations of this Roman
community to the Koans were the best proof and guarantee of Roman
control over Kos. Certificates of loyalty to Rome, here personally to
Caesar, could be best issued by its private, “unofficial” representatives
on the island, the apparently happy successors of the Roman generation
imperiled, perhaps partly protected and then certainly evacuated from
Kos at the approach of Mithridates about forty years carlier.

If this factor may have contributed to the numbers of Romans on
Kos in late republican/early imperial times, K. Héghammar has pointed to
another connection.'"® She noticed that Romans begin to appear as priests
of Apollo in the relevant Halasarnan list (cf. above) during
approximately the last decade of the first century B.C.,'" that is, in a
period when Kos should have been struck by two serious earthquakes.'*’
The damage and probable impoverishment of Koan families may well
have opened the way to social prominence on Kos for Roman residents
willing to undertake costly offices—as priesthoods certainly were.

There 1s perhaps a little more to say on this Roman connection with
Halasarna. The frequent appearance of Romans in the list of Apollo
priests (40 out of 125 name entries, that is about one third of the total)
may be paralleled by the even higher Roman percentage in the list of

""" Degrassi, ILIC, no. 1 (p. 203); republished by A Donati, “I Romani nell’Egeo. I
documenti dell’eta repubblicana,” Epigraphica 27 (1965), no. 16 (p.40); Hoghammar, no.
11. Cf. Sherwin-White, Cos, 140.

18 Hoéghammar, 33.

"9 The first being Magxos SSévios Asusiou u(1)é(s), priest no.17 (ca. 11 B.C.).
Chronology should not be pressed too far: cf. above, p. 43, cf. p. 143.

120 The first earthquake struck the provincia Asia in 12 B.C. according to the testimony of
D.C. 54.30.3. That Augustus generously undertook to pay the whole tribute of the
province for that year from his own money shows the extent of the destruction, thus Kos
will have also been a victim of the latter. In the second case, we have an express
reference to Kos in ca. 6 B.C. by Eusebios, Chronik (ed. Schoene), I1.145 (i): “in insula
Coo terrae motu plurima conciderunt” (year 2011, in the Latin version of Hieronymus);
cf. Herzog, KF, 149 withn. 1.
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new members entering the presbytika palaistra of Kos (Flavian period,
cf. p. 86f. above). Here they make up more than half the total."! This
similarity in the density of the Roman presence between the city of Kos
(where this would appear more natural) and the country demes is
significant. As we know from the honorary decree of the demotai of
Haleis joined by the Romans and other resident foreigners (Augustan
period),'” at lcast some of the Roman families had established
connections with the Koan countryside as landowners (évextnuévor).™® A
not adequately emphasized piece of evidence in this respect is priest no.
125 in the Halasaman list, Aoid(xiog) Odifravios Aou(xiov) uiog
O)dpowy, oc ueta 1o wo(vagxiioat) Kodwy iepatevoe yevwmbeis ev
Alaodoyvy. Most probably he is the hellenized scion of an initially
Roman family on Kos who is proud of his “having been born at
Halasarna.”"®* In other words, the “demotic” connection of the Roman
element on Kos indicates the nature and the extent of its settlement on
the island but also the kind and the depth of local bonds that have
gradually emerged.'”

Another remarkable point is that Kos conveys imperial gentilicia
relatively less often than many other Greek places under Roman
domination. There is a wide variety of “private” ones, some of them even
rather uncommon in the Aegean.'® Thus it seems that the degree of
mutual Romanization and Hellenization that took place was owed at least
not less to private settlement and the establishment of private relations a
la longue durée than to imperial generosity to individuals. This is
especially true in the case of members of a pre-existing or newly
ascending but still indigenous aristocracy. In this peaceful and notable

121 Cf. Sherwin-White, Cos, 253f.

122 PRy 344= IGRR IV.1087.

123 Cf. now the study of Romans with land property in Eleia by S. Zoumbaki, “Pwuaior
¢yyatotvreg. Romische Grundbesitzer in Eleia,” Tyche 9(1994),213-218.

124 His date as priest should be ca. 98 A.D. So he could very well be a descendant of
Map(xo¢) Odiravios Kelamog in Segre, 1.Cos, ED 228.9-10 (Flavian period) whose name
is still purely Roman. Cf. Herzog, Hal., 490 (he merely commented on the combination
of the deme priesthood and a real residence in the city in Philophron’s case, too).

125 We may also adduce here as relatively early examples of such an integration: (a) the
addition (in the first century B.C.7) of a Opdidwtog Zmdlelov viog and a Aéxpos Ledviog
Aéxpou vicg Baooog to a demotic list at Isthmos of ca. the beginning second century B.C.:
Carratelli, Isthmos, p. 177, X1 c,nos. 24, 25, cf. Sherwin-White, Cos, 2511, n.176; (b) the
four bearers of Roman gentilicia (Kogooutia, 1. 95 Meteihiog, 1. 15; [wAAa Kawdia, 1.
16; ‘Pomihioc Ayaddlmovs ?1, 1.22f) in a list of contributors of early imperial date (?) at
the deme of Hippia: Herzog, KF, 175, p.118, cf. Sherwin-White, loc.cit.

126 For example the just mentioned Vipstanius and Hordionius, or Septicius (Herzog,
Hal., no. 4, priests nos. 127, 128, probably brothers).
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synthesis “from below” we might recognize one of the characteristic
traits of Koan society in Roman times.

Kos's continuous Asclepiad and medical tradition may have been a
further probable attraction for some Romans, a factor hitherto unnoticed.
Men like Xenophon and Sabinianus (see above) were a kind of living
advertisement for the social importance of a physician’s craft, which
could be apparently still studied on Kos. The point becomes clear when
an iconographic detail of the Halasarnan list of Apollo priests is correctly
interpreted. The names of the priests under the nos. 85, 91, 94, 98, 105,
113 and 116 are followed on the stone by the representation of a staff
with serpent. Herzog connected this sign in his original publication with
the mention added to the name of the priest no. 74 (ca. 47 A.D.), namely
that the latter’s priesthood had coincided with the festival of the Great
Asklepieia."”” He supposed that the addition of that sign after some
names in the list alluded to a similar coincidence (as this would mean
additional largesse from the priests in question, and should so be
appropriately highlighted).'”” However, he admitted himself that no
convincing cycle of that festival could be established on the basis of the
distribution of the entries labeled thus in the list. Fortunately, we were
now able to see that on Kos also the staff—with—serpent symbol'*
appears to denote the medical profession of a man (see above on such
representations on some of the votive monuments to the “paternal gods™
for Xenophon and Sabinianus). It is reasonable to suppose, then, that the
appearance of the same symbol after some names in the Halasarnan list is
the professional mark of these persons, probably in their dual function as
Asclepiads. A certain confirmation of this is priest no. 116 (ca. 89 A.D.)
I Z1egtivios Hyouwevos who should be one of the few later direct
members of Xenophon’s family (cf. above, p. 78). That among the seven
so recognized doctors, who assumed at some point of their careers the
Halasarnan priesthood of Apollo, there are no less than three bearers of
purely Roman names (no Greek cognomen) is equally important.'* The
appeal of medical education in a milieu of Asclepiads should probably be
seen as a factor in Roman immigration or sojourn on Kos.

127 Herzog, Hal., no. 4, p. 484: Mavios Znedios Qaloros T6 delrepoy xata Acxania Ta
pueyada.

" Thid., p. 490: “.Wenn nun von da an einzelnen Namen der Schlangenstab des
Asklepios beigefiigt wird, so liegt die Annahme am nichsten, daB damit diese Panegyris
bezeichnet werden soll.”

' On relevant examples from other places cf. Benedum, 240.

% No. 85: Ké(iwrog) MAdimiog Ko(ivrov) vise Poiigog (ca. 58 AD.)), no. 94: Addog
Mavihiog Aldou vicg Poigog (ca. 67 A.D.), no. 105: Talog) Kdowog Taliov) vidg
[TotAxeo (ca. 78 A.D.).
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To sum up, by connecting the essential nature of all these remarks
on the Graeco-Roman symbiosis on Kos with some of the artistic
masterpieces of the island’s imperial period, specifically the decoration
of the splendid houses of the third century A.D. in the city like the
“Roman House” (Casa Romana) or the “House of the Rape of Europa,”
1t should not surprise us how skillfully elements of Greek, and especially
Koan, tradition were combined there with prevailing tastes of the wider
“imperial culture.”"*! This process of inter-cultural dialogue was a very
fine and multifaceted one. Kos found its own way to bring nearer
Hellenism and Rome.

31 Cf. above, p- 121 with n. 53 and F.Sirano, “Il mosaico della Casa cosiddetta del Ratto
d’Europa a Coo,” in: Associazione ltaliana per lo Studio e la Conservazione del Mosaico.
Atti del 1° Colloguio [1993], (Ravenna 1994) 541-577 (esp. 573 with n. 129, giving
further bibl.).
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Appendix 1:

Magaguiatavrta v Kowy moAw.
Evidence on Kos

during the First Mithridatic War
In a new inscription from Patara

Christian Marek has recently published the honorary inscription on a statue
base from Patara in Lycia.' It belongs to the well-known category of
monuments erected by soldiers/sailors for their officer/captain during a war.” In
this case a citizen of Patara, Krinolaos, son of Artapates, is honored by the
Lycian troops who served under his brave command as strategos autokrator
“when the allied contingent was sent by the Lycian League to Rhodes during
the war that broke out against king Mithridates.” Marek has correctly
recognized and analyzed the historical context as Mithridates” famous and
finally unsuccessful attempt to seize Rhodes during the First Mithridatic War.
After this reference the honorific text adds an obviously also memorable service
of the Lycian general: magagvAalavra 0¢ xai Ty Kaowy médw (1. 9-10). It is
clear that this should be also part of the same context, but its exact significance
and place in the sequence of events needs a closer study.

It 1s not difficult to understand that Krinolaos and his men had somehow
watched over the city of Kos. If this means that they had been on the island to
assist the Koans before Mithridates’ triumphant arrival there (see above), they
could not have achieved very much. There would have been then no reason to
include this rather inglorious element into Krinolaos’ highlighted deeds. The
editor of the inscription has already seen this, and tried to connect Krinolaos’
service with a sort of task of watching the Koan harbor as base of the
Mithridatic fleet. His Lycian contingent should have spied the movements of
the enemy situated at Kos and so helped avert any attack on Rhodes from that
direction®. However, the text makes explicit that Krinolaos’ watching duty
concerned not the harbor but the cify of Kos. So the only possibility that

! “Der Lykische Bund, Rhodos, Kos und Mithridates. Basis mit Ehreninschrift fir Krinolaos,
Sohn des Artapates, von Patara,” Lykia I1.1995 [1997]: 9-21 (10).

? Cf. the examples collected ibid., 12 (n.11). A variant of this category includes dedications of
the—actually again honorary—monument to a divinity: ¢f. M.Guarducci, Epigrafia greca, II,
(Roma 1969) 156f.

3 &l g mepeSeions Podiorg ouppayiag imo o0 xowol Ty Auxiwy elc Tov dvothvTa moAewov
mpos BagiAia MiSoeidatny apymoauevoy émavdows , 11. 5-9.

“ Ibid., 19. He compares this defensive function with the mpogtAaxes mentioned in App., Mithr.
26. However, mpo-guAaoae has a distinctly different meaning.
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remains is to examine whether the Lycians can have undertaken such a duty
after Kos was freed from the Mithridatic troops. Marek discarded such a
solution as it seemed to him, quite understandably, to contradict the Koans’
change of camp, expulsion of the Mithridatic force stationed there—after
Lucullus’ ships appeared near the island—and final participation in the Roman
operations against Samos. At first sight there seemed admittedly to be no
reasonable place for Krinolaos and his Lycians in this picture.

It will now help to look for the exact sense that magaguAacaziv could have
in that specific situation. This verb is an interesting terminus fechnicus of the
Hellenistic military and political vocabulary. Polybios uses it many times’ to
denote the presence of an additional (this is the actual meaning of the
preposition maea '), friendly/allied garrison to protect a city threatened by an
external attack, the potential aggressors sometimes being a combined force of
foreigners and a local “fifth column.” Some examples are: in spring 208 Philip
V sends a small force to help the city of Peparethos (tovs magaguAaovtas Ty
moAry) upon the information that Attalid troops have landed on the
homonymous island (10.42.1). About the end of 172 the Roman envoys in
Greece preparing the ground for the war against Perseus let an Achaean force
come to Chalkis to secure the city (ragaguAaovtac v moAn) until the Roman
army appears (27.2.11). The fine, and propagandistic, difference between
woovpely and mogaguAagaery becomes clear when Philip V at Nicaea (ca.
November 198) faces the Aetolian argument with the assertion that he has
withdrawn his men from Lysimacheia “who were no occupying force but a
friendly garrison” against the Thracian menace: ...oU Tols @govgolvtas aiTny,
we av @ng, aria Tovc mapaguiattovtac (18.4.6). A well-known dramatic
example was the case of the Achaean magagulaxm of three hundred men sent to
Mantineia at the latter’s request to have their liberty and safety protected
(magagurdoaovtes TN éxcivoy éAeudepiav aua xal gwTmeiav) against the
Actolians, the Spartans and inner strife; these Achaean guards were later
slaughtered at a pro-Spartan coup in the city (2.58).

Apart from these eloquent examples in Polybios the term mapaguAaxm is
attested with a similar meaning in epigraphic texts. So a decree of the city of
Ilion (OGIS 443) honors the commander of a protecting garrison (eig
magaguiaxny Tis moAews) sent there at Roman request by the community of
the Poemaneni in 80/79 B.C., that is in a period of intense activity by pirates in
the Aegfaan.6 In a honorary decree of Arsinoe (Tokra) from the second/first
cent. B.C. (SEG 26.1817) we find among the services of a local benefactor the

5 Cf. now especially the entries rapaguiaxy, napaguhdrre in: G.Glockmann a.o., Polybios-
Lexikon, 1.1 (mayxpaTiagt)s - moizw), Berlin 1998, cols. 128-130. Cf. also F.W.Walbank, A
Historical Commeniary on Polybius, 1, (Oxford 19702) 156 (on Pol., 2.5.6).

8 Cf. Magie, 240; Kallet-Marx, 305.
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mention: émédwxe xoMuate xaTd TAY TG TOAéuw TegicTacy é Tav
nagagulaxay tas mohiog (11.20-23), where we should very probably see his
financial contribution to the reinforcement of the menaced city’s protection by a
MErcenary garrison.

Kos certainly also needed such a friendly protection to secure the just re-
established pro-Roman regime on the island after Lucullus’ appearance and the
expulsion of the Mithridatic soldiers and possibly some of those Koans who
had politically compromised themselves in the two years of Pontic occupation.
The Lycians’ service on Kos was actually a delicate one. They should protect a
re-gained ally against any Mithridatic counterattack (the war was not over yet!)
and gently seal the island’s new allegiance to Rome and its camp. They
obviously succeeded in this and were reasonably proud of their success.
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Appendix 2:
A catalogue of the dedications to the “paternal
gods” for Nikias’

1. PH 76. “Small basis built into a wall,” 58%20 cm.

2. Ibid. 77. “In the house of Tsinias.”

3. Ibid. 78. Reported at that time on Symi, “small stele with
aedicula,” not complete on the left, 27x27 cm.

4.Ibid. 79. “In a wall on the road to Lampe.”

5. Ibid. 80. “Near the cemetery.”

6. Herzog, KF, 17. “Blauer Kalkstein (ualoy métea), in die
Brunneneinfassung im Garten des Sarrara Jussuf verbaut,” left edge
missing, 42x16cm.

7. Tbid. 18 (=Segre, LCos, EV 57). “Marmor, im Haus des
Iewgyapd(s), im Stadtviertel Aspa,” 30x19x11 cm. “Schrift fliichtig.”

8. Ibid. 19. “Marmor, eingemauert im neuen Haus des Aaptavig,”
upper part preserved, 17x34 cm.

9. Ibid. 20 (= Segre, .Cos, EV 295). Fragment of the lower right
part of a similar (marble) monument, in the house of “Achmet im
Stadtviertel Jeni Kape,” 37x29x8 cm.

10. Ibid. 192 (republished here after the editio princeps in MDAI(A)
20, 506). Found “beim Bau eines Hauses in der Gegend Ay. NuixoAaog.”
Herzog (ibid., p. 67) estimated on the ground of the reported dimensions
of the stone (175x50 cm) that this should be a small altar or base of a
votive offering or something similar.

11. Maiuri, NS, 479 (= Segre, L.Cos, EV 310). White marble base
transported “dalla via Aspa al Museo del Castello,” 49x21x25 cm.

12. Ibid. 480 (= Segre, 1.Cos, EV 293). Fragment of a white marble
tablet (left part) found during the restoration works at the Castle.
31x2 1x9 cm.

13. Ibid. 481 (= Segre, I.Cos, EV 130). Fragment, material and
findplace the same as of the previous one, 17x23x5 cm.

" The identification of the inscriptions published more than once, in this and the
following lists, unless noticed in one of the more recent publications itself, has been made
after a close comparison of the texts in question and all other data on them available. As a
rule, references to earlier publications than the main one/s here cited are not repeated.
Only what seemed to me to be rather significant details about the inscriptions or
noteworthy aberrations from the standard text are noticed. Dimensions of the stones
(height, width, thickness) are given to help form an idea about the size of the original
monument. Segre’s measurements have been always preferred.
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14. Wilhelm, Beitrdge, no. 148 (p. 171). “Block weiBgrauen
Marmors,” 76x21,5x28 c¢m, “im Hofe des Nationalmuseums zu Athen.”
The only known such document for Nikias where 4jpwo¢ has not been
added.

15. Sherwin-White, Cos, p. 142, n.324. Another such plaque for
Nikias reported by P.M.Fraser to exist in the Museum of Rhodes.

16. Segre, 1.Cos, EV 74. White marble stele from demolitions in the
city, 40x22x10 cm.

17. Toid. 283. Small white marble base from demolitions in the city,
“In alto presenta un piccolo intaglio rettangolare per I’inserzione di una
statua,” 23x25x17 cm.

18. Ibid. 285. White marble base broken above, from demolitions in
the city, 41x27 5x11 cm.

19. Ibid. 291. Fragment (left part) of a white marble stele, from
demolitions in the city, 38x24x7 cm.

20. Ibid. 309. White marble block from demolitions in the city; it
should have been previously “adoperato...come capitello di pilastro o
come mensola,” 42x29x20 cm.

21. Ibid. 312. White marble altar “con cornice in alto e in basso,”
from demolitions in the city, 47x26x13 cm.

22. Ibid. 340. Left part of a white marble tablet, from demolitions in
the city, 29x13x5 cm.

23. G.Pugliese Carratelli, “Epigrafi del demo Coo di Isthmos,” PP
24(1969), 130 (no. 9). A small altar of white-bluish marble, found in
Herzog’s excavations at Kephalos (1902). This is probably one of the
four similar documents for Nikias mentioned by Herzog, N&X, 208, n.3
as unpublished. We cannot know yet whether the remaining three are to
be identified with some of the previous documents of this catalogue or
not.
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Appendix 3:
A catalogue of the dedications to the “paternal
gods for C.Stertinius Xenophon

1. PH 84. “Under the plane tree...stele surmounted by an aedicula,
within which is a snake.”

2. Tbid. 85. “At Symi,” 43x28 cm.

3. Ibid. 86. “At Symi,” 45x27 ¢cm. The formula imép Tag...cotneiac
instead of the regular one Imep Uryeiac.

4. Ibid. 87. “In the house of the painter Theodoros,” left part
preserved, 30x24 cm.

5. Ibid. 88. “In the garden of Sherif-Bey...width about 33 cm.”
ElgefBoti is here omitted.

6. Ibid. 89. “In a wall near the theatre,” upper part preserved, 33x30
cm.

7. Ibid. 90 (= CIG IV.6844).

8. Ibid. 91. A small fragment.

9 Herzog, KF, 21. Marble block, undecorated, at the
“Museumsplatz,” 32x22 cm. Writing style as “in PH 87, etwas schief und
nicht ganz sorgfiltig.”

10. Ibid. 22. Marble tablet in the house of Katol Hussein, 30x25 cm.
Writing style as in PH 85, “nicht sehr sorgfiltig.”

11. Ibid. 23. Fragment of a marble tablet at the “Museumsplatz,”
careful writing style.

12. Maiuri, NS, 476 (= Segre, /. Cos, EV 43). White marble tablet,
“rinvenuta...entro la periferia della citta,” 43x30x8.5 cm.

13. Ibid. 477 (= Segre, 1.Cos, EV 299). Upper part of a marble stele
with an upper comice preserved, from demolitions near Ilavayia ToU
Dogov, 27x24x7 cm.

14. Tbid. 478 (= Segre, 1.Cos, EV 68). Upper part of a white marble
tablet found during the restoration works at the Castle (1916), 29x30x6
cm. As Segre notes: “in alto ¢ raffigurato in rilievo il serpente di
Asclepio.”

15. Tbid. 485. Fragment of a white marble tablet built at that time
into the wall of N.Nikolaidis’ vineyard, thickness: 7 cm.

16. SEG II1.740 (based on a report by G.Patriarca). Marble tablet in
the Museum of Kos, found “in praedio quodam,” 40x36 cm.

17. Benedum, 240 with pl. 3. A marble tablet at the Castle.

18. Segre, 1.Cos, EV 22. White marble tablet with a relief cornice at
the upper and lower ends, from demolitions in the city, 49x33x6 cm.
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19. Ibid. 25. White marble stele, rounded above, from the
excavations of the city inside the fortifications, 39x31x5 cm.

20. Tbid. 46. Left part of a white marble tablet, from demolitions in
the city, 37x21x9 cm.

21. Ibid. 70. Fragment of white marble, from demolitions, 24x26x11
cm.

22. Ibid. 83. White marble tablet, from the excavations of the Great
Thermae, 32,5x31x7 cm. “In basso ¢ rozzamente inciso il serpente di
Asclepio.” Cf. Benedum, 240 with pl.2.

23. Ibid. 97. Upper right part of a white marble tablet from the
excavation of the Odeum, 24x26x8 cm. The surface of the inscription has
been given the form of a tabula ansata with a surrounding relief cornice.
In his original publication in Historia 8(1934), 444 Segre also reported
traces of red colour in the letters.

24, Ibid. 112. Left part of a white marble tablet from the excavations
of the Great Thermae, 37x33x7 cm. “In alto & rozzamente figurato il
serpente di Asclepio.”

25. Ibid. 117. Fragment (upper part) of a white marble tablet, from
demolitions in the city, 24x31x7 cm.

26. Ibid. 124. White marble tablet “omata in alto di frontoncino
spezzato,” from demolitions in the city, 48x27x8 cm. Superfluous letters
inscribed in 11. 2.9.

27. Ibid. 126. Fragment of bluish marble from demolitions in the
Castle, 22x15x23 cm. The fragments of words preserved are those of the
standard text of these dedications but the thickness of the stone might
also suggest some sort of honorary base for Xenophon. Cf. Segre, ibid.

28. Ibid. 143. White marble tablet from Amygdalona, 46x38x8 cm.

29. Ibid. 286. White marble stele from demolitions in the city,
P8 il iem)

30. Ibid. 288. Upper part of a block of white marble, from
demolitions in the city, 18x20x11 cm.

31. Ibid. 289. White marble stele broken on the right and below,
from demolitions in the city, 34x26x7 cm.

32. Ibid. 290. Lower part of a white marble stele, from demolitions
in the city, 16x23x6 cm.

33. Ibid. 294 Lower part of a white marble tablet, from demolitions
in the city, 28x51x9 cm.

34. Tbid. 296. Upper part of a white marble block, from demolitions
in the city, 30x28x16 cm.

35. Ibid. 297. White marble stele from the excavations of the
Roman Thermae at Amygdalona, 44x32x10 cm.
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36. Ibid. 298. Fragment of a white marble tablet (ca. one third on the
right is missing), from demolitions in the city, 43x24x7 cm. As Segre
notes, at the end of the lines the words are divided in an often “asyllabic”
way. The coarse writing style very probably completes the picture of an
amateur’s work.

37. Ibid. 300. Lower part of a stele of bluish marble, from
demolitions in the city, 20x28x5 cm.

38. Ibid. 301. White marble stele with an upper cornice, from the
excavations of the Great Thermae, 58x38x13 cm. The erasion in 1. 7
could not have previously accommodated @idovépwyvoc (see the
photograph, ibid.): as Segre notes, both here and at the end of 1. 3 (a
superfluous N) we should rather recognize errors of the stone-cutter.

39. Ibid. 302. White marble base with a cornice at the upper and
lower ends, from demolitions in the city, 53x39x21 cm. On the upper
surface the dowel holes for two small feet are visible. Segre noted: “La
base sosteneva probabilmente una statua di Asclepio.” It seems at least
equally possible to assume that a small statue of the actually honored,
Xenophon, crowned the small monument (cf. esp. the votive monument
no. 17 for Nikias above, and here no. 27).

40. Tbid. 311. White marble base, from demolitions in the city,
48x28x25 cm.

41. Ibid. 314. White marble base, from the excavations inside the
fortified city, 41x30x27 cm.

42.Ibid. 315. Upper part of a white marble stele from the same area,
21x23x5 cm.

43. Ibid. 316. Right part of a white marble stele, from demolitions in
the city, 22x12x5 cm.

44. Ibid. 317. Fragment (upper right part) of a white marble stele,
from demolitions in the city, 18x12x4.5 cm.

45. Ibid. 318. Fragment of similar data, 26x15x5 cm.

46. Ibid. 319. Small marble fragment with ca. the middle part of the
standard text, from the excavations of the Great Thermae, 10x15x2 cm.

47. Ibid. 320. Fragment of the lower right part of a similar
monument, from demolitions in the city, 17x24x14 cm.

48. Ibid. 321. Left part of a white marble stele, from demolitions in
the Castle, 38,5x19,5x7 cm.

49. Ibid. 322. Small fragment of a similar monument, from
demolitions 1n the city, thickness: 4,5 cm.

50. Ibid. 324. Fragment of the lower left part of a white marble
tablet, from the Odeum, thickness: 6 cm.
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51. Ibid. 325. Fragment of the lower right part of a white marble
stele, from demolitions, thickness: 6 cm.

52. Ibid. 327. Fragment of the upper part of a white marble stele,
from demolitions in the city, thickness: 6 cm.

53. Ibid. 337. White marble stele, preserved in two joined
fragments, from demolitions in the city, 45x31x6 cm. Above the
inscription “¢ figurato in rilievo il serpente di Asclepio.”

54. Ibid. 341. Fragment of the upper right part of a white marble
stele, from demolitions in the city, thickness: 12 cm.

55. Ibid. 344. Small white marble fragment of unknown
provenience, thickness: 4,5 cm.

56. Ibid. 347. White marble tablet, from the locality Buzukta,
40x20x14 cm.

57. Ibid. 365. Small marble fragment, from the Great Thermae,
thickness: 8 cm.

58. Ibid. 366. Three joining fragments of the upper part of a white
marble tablet, from the houses of the Roman period at the “Via di
Circonvallazione,” 38x39x5 cm.
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Appendix 4:
A catalogue of the dedications to “the
paternal gods” for M.Aelius Sabinianus and M’.Spedius
Rufinus Phaedrus

I. For M.Aelius Sabinianus

1. PH 95 (= Segre, 1 Cos, EV 84). White marble tablet from
demolitions in the city, originally “in the house of Antonios
Stamatiades,” 31x24x6 cm.

2. Ibid. 96. “Now at Symi, blue marble,” 20x15 cm.

3. Ibid. 97 (= CIG 6843), “in Oxford.”

4, Herzog, KF, 26. Upper right strip of a marble tablet “im Besitz
des Demarchen Herm Joannidis.”

5. Maiuri, NS, 482. White marble tablet (below not completely
preserved), found in a house of the previous Turkish district and
deposited “al Museo del Castello,” 25x24x9 cm.

6. Ibid. 483 (= Segre, 1. Cos, EV 308). Fragment of a white marble
tablet, found in the city of Kos, thickness: 4 cm.

7. Ibid. 484 (= Segre, I.Cos, EV 313). White marble base decorated
with cornices on three faces (see Segre, ib., pl. 142), from the
surroundings of the city, 39x35x24 cm.

8. Segre, 1Cos, EV 71. Small block of white marble, from
demolitions in the city, 26x24x14 cm. The only inscription so far
preserved where Sabinianus is also styled as dapov viog (cf. p. 112
above). Segre notes: “in alto...una cornice in rilievo non interamente
conservata, in cui si riconosce pero la figurazione di un serpente.” On his
dating of this inscription cf. p.114.

9. Ibid. 86. Small Doric capital with the inscription on the upper part
of the abacus (right part missing), from the excavations of the Great
Thermae, 28x21,5x11 cm.

10. Ibid. 88. Tablet of bluish marble, from demolitions in the city,
32x29x7 cm.

11. ib. 281. White marble tablet “col margine superiore arcuato,”
from the excavations of the Great Thermae, 32x36x3 cm. Segre adds: “In
basso ¢ rozzamente inciso il serpente di Asclepio.”

12. Ibid. 282. White marble tablet, from the excavations of houses
of the Roman period by the “Via di Circonvallazione,” 17x40x2,5 cm.
Segre adds the details: “il margine sinistro appare sollevato e quello
superiore ¢ risegato nella parte posteriore.” These data, the height and
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thickness of the inscription and a comparison of the photograph given
ibid., vol. II, pl. 135 with Benedum’s, no. 5 (p. 239), pl. X have
convinced me that the latter is just the left part of the same document,
meanwhile broken, as Benedum found it in the Castle of Kos some time
before his publication (1977).

13. Ibid. 287. Upper part of a white marble stele, from demolitions
in the city, 16x19x5 cm.

14. Ibid. 292. Small block of whlte marble, from demolitions in the
city, 21,5x17x10 cm. Segre explains that the stone must have been
reused to engrave this inscription and remarks: “cid prova il carattere
occasionale di questo tipo di documenti, per cui spesso furono
riadoperati marmi gia destinati ad altro uso...”

15. Ibid. 304. Right part of a white marble piece that had been
worked “in forma di patera” (where the inscription was engraved), from
the excavation of the Great Thermae, 22x15x4 cm.

16. Ibid. 305. Upper part of a white marble piece worked as a
triangular prism (preserved height: 19 cm) the big side of which bore the
inscription (see ibid., vol. II, pl. 140), from demolitions in the city.

17. Ibid. 306. Fragment (upper right part) of a white marble stele,
from demolitions in the city, 13,5x13x2 cm.

18. Ibid. 307. Upper left part of a white marble piece, from
demolitions in the city, 13,5x18x10 cm. According to Segre it had been
probably rounded for a previous use (capital or small table).

19. Ibid. 323. Upper left part of a white limestone piece, from
demolitions in the city, 15x12x8 cm. “In alto al centro ¢ figurata una
patera.”

20. Ibid. 336. Two joining fragments of a white marble tablet, from
demolitions in the city, 31x26x3,5 cm.

21. Ibid. 338. Three fragments (two joining, one not) of a white
marble stele, from the Great Thermae, 29x29x2.5 cm.

22. Ibid. 342. Upper part of a white marble tablet found in the
excavations of houses of the Roman period by the “Via di
Circonvallazione” (1939), 15,5x14x2 cm.

23. Ibid. 343. Upper part of a white marble tablet, from the city
inside the walls, 13x15x4 cm.

II. For M’.Spedius Rufinus Phaedrus

1. PH 98. “Outside the house of Sherif-Bey,” 60x30 c¢m. The
complete form of the name is given.

161



KOS BETWEEN HELLENISM AND ROME

2. Segre, 1Cos, EV 81. Upper part of a white marble tablet, from the
excavation of the Odeum, 21,5x17,5x3 cm. Complete form of the name.

3. Ibid. 303. Left part of a white marble piece (the inscribed area has
been given the form of a “tabula rilevata”), from demolitions in the city,
24x18,5x6 cm. The name appears as [Maviov Znel/diov @alidgov...

4. Tbid. 339. White marble block, from the vicinity of the Odeum,
24x35x%4,6 cm. The name in the form Maviov/[@aildgov Z7(e)d(i)ov, the
latter written on the stone as ZIIPAOT. The stone-cutter was also unable
(as in the previous case) to keep the lines of his text horizontal, the whole
writing style (cf. Ibid., vol. II, pl. 147) makes a late-antique impression.

162



Bibliography'

Accame, S., Il dominio Romano in Grecia dalla Guerra Acaica ad Augusto.
Roma 1946 (Accame)

Ager, S.L., Interstate Arbitrations in the Greek World (337-90 B.C.). Berkeley
1996 (Ager)

Bagnall, R.S., The Administration of the Ptolemaic Possessions outside Egypt.
Leiden 1976 (Bagnall)

Baker, P., Cos et Calymna, 205-200 a.C. Esprit civique et défense nationale.
Québec 1991 (Baker)

Benedum, J., “Inschriften aus Kos,” ZPE 27(1977), 229-40 (Benedum)

Bernhardt, R., Imperium und Eleutheria. Die romische Politik gegeniiber den
Jreien Stadten des griechischen Ostens. diss. Hamburg 1971 (Bernhardt, /&E)

Bernhardt, R., “Die Immunitas der Freistidte,” Hisforia 29(1980): 190-207
(Bernhardt, /F)

Bernhardt, R., Polis und rémische Herrschaft in der spdten Republik (149-31
v.Chr.). Berlin 1985 (Bernhardt, Polis & RH)

Berve, H., Die Tyrannis bei den Griechen, I-1I. Miinchen 1967 (Berve, Tyr.)

Bowersock, G.W., Augustus and the Greek World. Oxford 1965 (Bowersock,
A&GW)

Braund, D.C., Rome and the Friendly King. The Character of Client Kingship.
London 1984 (Braund)

Brulé, P., La piraterie crétoise hellénistique. Paris 1978 [Annales Litteraires de
I"Univ. de Besangon/Centre de Recherches d'Histoire Ancienne, 27] (Brulé)

Buraselis, K., Das hellenistische Makedonien und die Agdis. Miinchen 1982
(Buraselis, HM&A)

Bumett, A.-Amandry, M.-Ripolles, P., Roman Provincial Coinage, vol.I: From
the Death of Caesar fo the Death of Vitellius (44 BC-AD 69), I-1. London
1992 (Burnett, RPC)

Campanile, M.D., I sacerdoti del Koinon d’'Asia (I sec. a.C.-III sec. d.C.), Pisa
1994 (Campanile)

! Only books and articles cited more than once above are listed here; the abbreviation
used each time is appended in parenthesis. The remaining literature is fully cited in the
footnotes.



KOS BETWEEN HELLENISM AND ROME

Carratelli, G. Pugliese, “Nuovi documenti della romanizzazione di Cos,” in:
Synteleia V. Arangio-Ruiz, 11 (Napoli 1964), 816-9 (Carratelli, Rom.Cos)

Carratelli, G. Pugliese, “Il damos Coo di Isthmos,” AS44 41/42, n.s. 25/26
1963/64), 1965: 147-202  (Carratelli, Isthmos)

Chaniotis, An., Historie und Historiker in den griechischen Inschriften.
Epigraphische Beitrdge zur griechischen Historiographie. Stuttgart 1988
(Chaniotis, H&H)

Chaniotis, An., Die Vertrdge zwischen kretischen Poleis in der hellenistischen
Zeit. Stuttgart 1996 (Chaniotis, KV)

Corbier, Mir.,, “Usages publics du vocabulaire de la parenté: patronus et
alumnus de la cité dans 1' Afrique romaine,” in: L Africa romana VII (1989), a
cura di Att.Mastino. Sassari 1990, 815-54  (Corbier, Parenté)

Crawford, M. (ed.) et al., Roman Statutes, I-Il. London 1996 (Crawford, RS)

Cucuzza, N., “Artemis Toxitis a Coo. In margine alle guerre rodio-cretesi e ad
Aglaos di Coo,” PP 52(1997): 13-31 (Cucuzza)

Degrassi, At., “Iscrizioni latine inedite di Coo,” Clara Rhodos 10(1941): 203-
13(Degrassi, ILIC)

Demougin, S., L'ordre équestre sous les Julio-Claudiens. Rome 1988
(Demougin, OF)

Demougin, S., Prosopographie des chevaliers romains julio-claudiens... Rome
1992 (Demougin, Pr.)

Devijver, H., “Suétone, Claude, 25 et les milices équestres,” AncSoc 1(1970):
70-81 (Devijver, C&ME)

Devijver, H., Prosopographia militiarum equestrium quae fierunt ab Augusto
ad Gallienum, I-I. Leuven 1976-77 (Devijver, PME)

Dobson, B., “The Praefectus Fabrum in the Early Principate,” in: Brifain &
Rome. Essays Presented to Er. Birley... (ed. by M.G.Jarrett & B.Dobson).
Kendal 1965, 61-84 (Dobson)

Durrbach, F., Choix d'inscriptions de Délos, Paris 1921-23  (Durrbach, Choix)

Ferrary, J.-L., Philhellénisme et impérialisme. Aspects idéologiques de la
conquéte romaine du monde hellénistique. Rome 1988 (BEFAR, 271) (Ferrary,
P&l

Fraser, P.M., “The Kings of Commagene and the Greek World,” in: Studien zur

Religion und Kultur Kleinasiens (Festschrift F.K.Dérner...), hrsg. von S.Sahin
w.a., L. Leiden 1978, 359-74  (Fraser, Kings of Commagene)

164



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Fraser, P.M., Pfolemaic Alexandria, I-I11. Oxford 1972 (Fraser, PA)
Frasér, P.M,, Rhodian Funerary Monuments. Oxford 1977 (Fraser, RFM)

Fraser, P.M.-Matthews, E., A Lexicon of Greek Personal Names, Vol. I: The
Aegean Islands, Cyprus, Cyrenaica. Oxford 1987  (Fraser-Matthews)

Gauthier, Ph., Les cités grecques et leurs bienfaiteurs. Paris 1985 [BCH
Suppl. XII] (Gauthier, C&B)

Gow, ASF.-Page, D.L., The Greek Anthology. The Garland of Philip and
Some Contemporary Epigrams, vols. I-1I. Cambridge 1968 (Gow-Page, GA)

Graf, F., Nordionische Kulte. Rom 1985 (Graf, NK)

Habicht, Chr., “Athens and the Ptolemies,” Cl4nt 11(1992), 68-90 (Habicht,
Athens&P)

Habicht, Chr., “Neue Inschriften aus Kos,” ZPE 112(1996): 83-94 (Habicht,
1.Kos)

Hatzfeld, J., Les trafiquants italiens dans |'Orient hellénique. Paris 1919 (=
New York 1975) (Hatzfeld)

Head, B., Hisforia Nummorum. Oxford 1911  (Head, HN)
Herzog, R., Koische Forschungen und Funde. Leipzig 1899  (Herzog, KF)

Herzog, R., Das Heiligthum des Apollo in Halasarna, Sitzungsberichte Berlin,
phil -hist.K1., 1901, XXI  (Herzog, Hal.)

Herzog, R., Heilige Gesetze von Kos, Abhandlungen Berlin, phil -hist.Kl.,
1928.6 (Herzog, HG)

Herzog, R., “Nikias und Xenophon von Kos. Zwei Charakterkopfe aus der
griechisch-rémischen Geschichte,” HZ 125(1922): 189-247 (Herzog, N&X)

Hoghammar, K., Sculpture and Society. A Study of the Connection between the
Free-standing Sculpture and Society on Kos in the Hellenistic and Augustan
Periods. Uppsala 1993 [Boreas, 23]  (Héghammar)

Holtheide, B., Romische Biirgerrechtspolitik und romische Neubiirger in der
Provinz Asia. Freiburg 1983  (Holtheide)

HubB, W., Untersuchungen zur Aufenpolitik Ptolemaios'IV. Miinchen 1976
(HuB, Pt.1IV)

Kader, Ing., “Heroa und Memorialbauten,” in: M.Wérrle & P.Zanker (Hrsgg.),
Stadtbild und Biirgerbild im Hellenismus. Miinchen 1995, 199-229  (Kader)

165



KOS BETWEEN HELLENISM AND ROME

Kallet-Marx, RM., Hegemony to Empire. The Development of the Roman
Imperium in the East from 148 to 62 B.C. Berkeley 1995 (Kallet-Marx)

Kroll, J., “The Late Hellenistic Tetrobols of Kos,” ANSMN XI(1964): 81-117
(Kroll)

Kromann, Anne, “The Greek Imperial Coinage from Cos and Rhodes,” in:
Archaeology in the Dodecanese (ed. by S.Dietz & Io. Papachristodoulou).
Copenhagen 1988, 213-217 (Kromann)

Labarre, G., Les cités de Lesbos aux époques hellénistique et imperiale. Lyon
1996 (Labarre)

Levick, B., Claudius. New Haven 1990 (Levick)

McGing, B.C., The Foreign Policy of Mithridates Eupafor King of Pontus.
Leiden 1986 (McGing)

Magie, D., Roman Rule in Asia Minor. Princeton 1950  (Magie)
Maiuri, Am., Nuova silloge epigrafica di Rodi e Cos. Firenze 1925 (Maiuri, NS)

Marek, Chr., Stadt, Ara und Territorium in Pontus-Bithynia und Nord-Galatia.
Tiibingen 1993 [Istanbuler Forschungen, 39] (Marek, PBNG)

Mason, H.J., Greek Terms for Roman Institutions. A Lexicon and Analysis.
Toronto 1974 (Mason)

Millar, F., The Emperor in the Roman World. London 1992% (Millar, ERW)

Miinsterberg, R., “Verkannte Titel auf griechischen Miinzen,” JOAI 18 (1915),
Beibl., 307-324  (Miinsterberg)

Nawotka, K., “The Attitude towards Rome in the Political Propaganda of the
Bosporan Monarchs,” Latomus 48(1989): 326-38 (Nawotka)

Neppi Modona, Aldo, L'isola di Coo nellantichita classica, Memorie
pubblicate a cura dell Istituto Storico-Archeologico di Rodi, vol. I (1933)
(Neppi Modona)

Nigdelis, P.M., IMoAfrevua xai  xowwvia T@v midewy tay Kuxdadwy xata oy
EMauiaTuen xal alroxpatopiy emayy. Thessaloniki 1990  (Nigdelis)

Oliver, J.H., Greek Constitutions of Early Roman Emperors from Inscriptions
and Papyri. Philadelphia 1989 (Oliver, GC)

Paton, W.R.-Hicks, Ed.L., The Inscriptions of Cos. Oxford 1891 (reprint
Hildesheim 1990)  (PH)

166



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Patriarca, G., “Iscrizioni dell’Asclepico di Coo,” Bullettino del Museo
dell’Impero Romano, vol. I1I (1932) [appendice al vol. LX (1932) del Bullettino
della Commissione Archeologica di Roma], 3-34  (Patriarca)

Pflaum, H.G., Les carriéres procuratoriennes équestres sous le Haut-Empire
romain, I-111. Paris 1960-1961 (Pflaum, CPE)

Pflaum, H.G., “Une inscription bilingue de Kos et la perception de la vicesima
hereditatium,” ZPE 7(1971): 64-68 (Pflaum, I.Kos)

Pleket, HW., The Greek Inscriptions in the Rijksmuseum van Oudheden at
Leyden. Leiden 1958  (Pleket, I Leyden)

Pohl, H., Die romische Politik und die Piraterie im dstlichen Mittelmeer vom 3.
bis zum 1. Jhdt. v.Chr. Berlin 1993  (Pohl)

Price, S.R.F., Rituals and Power. The Roman Imperial Cult in Asia Minor.
Cambridge 1984 (Price, R&P)

Quab, F., Die Honoratiorenschicht in den Stddten des griechischen Ostens.
Untersuchungen zur politischen und sozialen Entwicklung in hellenistischer und

romischer Zeit. Stuttgart 1993  (Quab, Hon.)

Quab, F., *“Zur Verfassung der griechischen Stidte im Hellenismus,” Chiron 9
(1979): 37-52  (Quab, Verf)

Reger, G., “The Political History of the Kyklades (260-200 B.C.).” Hisforia
43(1994): 32-69  (Reger, Kyklades)

Reynolds, J., Aphrodisias and Rome. London 1982 [JRS, Monogr. 1] (Reynolds)

Rizakis, A.D. (ed.), Roman Onomastics in the Greek East. Social and Political
Aspects. Athens 1996 [MEAETHMATA, 21]  (Rizakis, R. Onomastics)

Saddington, D.B., “Praefecti Fabrum of the Julio-Claudian Period,” in:
Ek. Weber & G.Daobesch (Hrsgg.), Romische Geschichte, Altertumskunde und
Epigraphik. Festschrift fiir Arthur Betz... Wien 1985, 529-546 (Saddington)

Salomies, O., Adoptive and Polyonymous Nomenclature in the Roman Empire.
Helsinki 1992 (Salomies)

Schazmann, P., “Das Charmyleion,” JDAI 49(1934): 110-127, with figs. 1-11
(Schazmann)

Segre, M., “KPHTIKOE TIOAEMOZ,” RFIC n.s. 11(1933): 365-392  (Segre,
KP.ITOA.)

Segre, M., Tituli Calymnii. Bergamo 1952 (4SA4A4 vol. 22/3, n.s. 6/7: 1944/45
(Segre, TC)

167



KOS BETWEEN HELLENISM AND ROME

Segre, M., Iscrizioni di Cos, 1(Testo)- 2(Tavole), redazione di Dina Peppas-
Delmousou ¢ M.A Rizzo. Roma 1993 [Monografie della Scuola Archeologica
di Atene..., VI]  (Segre, 1.Cos)

Sherk, RK., “Cos and the Dionysiac Artists,” Historia 15(1966): 211-16
(Sherk, Cos)

Sherk, R.K., Roman Documents from the Greek East. Senatus consulta and
Epistulae to the Age of Augustus. Baltimore 1969  (Sherk, RDGE)

Sherwin-White, A.N., Roman Foreign Policy in the East (168 B.C. fo A.D. 1).
London 1984  (Sherwin-White, RFPE)

Sherwin-White, S.M., “A Note on Three Coan Inscriptions,” ZPE 21(1976):
183-8 +(Sherwin-White, Note)

Sherwin-White, S.M., “Inscriptions from Cos,” ZPE 24 (1977): 205-17
(Sherwin-White, 1.Cos)

Sherwin-White, S.M., Ancient Cos. An Historical Study from the Dorian
Settlement to the Imperial Period. Gottingen 1978  (Sherwin-White, Cos)

Sokolowski, F., Lois sacrées des cités grecques. Paris 1969 (Sokolowski, LSCG)

Stavrianopoulou, Ef, “Die Wiederverheiratung auf Kos,” Hisforia 43(1994):
119-125 (Stavrianopoulou)

Syme, R., “Who was Vedius Pollio?,” JRS 51 (1961): 23-30 (Syme, Vedius
Pollio)

Tuchelt, K., Frithe Denkmdler Roms in Kleinasien. Beitrdge zur archdolo-
gischen Uberlieferung aus der Zeit der Republik und des Augustus, Teil I: Roma
und Promagistrate, Tiibingen 1979 (Tuchelt)

Wilhelm, Ad., Beitrdge zur griechischen Inschrifienkunde. Wien 1909’
[Sonderschriften des osterr. archéiol. Instituts in Wien, VII] (Wilhelm,Beifrdge)

168



I'NDI'CES

A Index of persons, places and terms

"Aya8og Acipav / Gedg 93, 99

ary@veg BopeAikoi 57

dertovpynoio 1367

avercpopio 1367

&mo yévoug 98"°

Gpytepeig 95, 100, 102'¥; (of Rome and
Augustus) 52, 81

atédea 1367

&yyovog 7°

gxyovog 7

€Aevlepia 14, 144

Emopy0g &py LTERTOVOY djpov Papciov 707

gminéAgnog 12

ebepyéng 34, 50, 55, 57f., 82, 85, 94, 101, 108,
110ff., 119

evoéPela / eboefrig 101, 104, 108, 156 (no. 5)

fipag / hpwig 34ff, 52'%°, 55ff., 77, 83, 85, 89f.,
94f., 106, 109f., 118%, 131f,, 155 (no. 14)

fipwg véog 59

Beol motpdor 34, 47ff, 62, 64, 955, 101, 111f,
119

Buydrnp déwov 52

idihng 38

iepevg 25, 94, 99

iepevg v Zefaotadv 971t

KNdeldv 57

koopémodig 58

Kpfiteg / Kpnrorieic 9

vaméog (-ar) 29, 86, 104

VOUOL, see nomoi

TOPOPUALCO® / Tapa@uAakny 152f.

natpic 49

AN B0¢ 20

ToAgpog 12

moAlteio 13, 191,

TOPPUPOTAOATS /-1¢ 120

oeBactordyog 107

ceBaotovéng 107'%

1| cvvodog TV &mo ThHg oikovuévng iepovikdv
Kol GTEPOVELTOY 1293

cwcimoAlg 1314

cwthp / cwtmpia 21, 34, 46, 51, 60ff., 101,
156 (no. 3)

tepatoroyic 38

ic60e01 Tl 56

Tp6@uog ToAeng 52118

v10g PfovAfc 51, 112

viog yepovoiog 51, 1114f., 119

viog ddpov / dnpov 34ff, 511f, 89, 94, 101, 1081,
112ff., 160 (no. 8)

SMpov viog fipag véog 5217 ; cf. also Buydnp
ddpov

vi0g EAAGSog 5117

10g Thg AéoBov 51'7

viog Makeddvay 5217

vi0g Thg MarTpidog 521

vi0g méAewg 51, 528, 102'%°, 111ff, 119

Unép -formula in votive iinscriptions 60ff.

orAaypinnot copfrotoi 106

@riovtdviog 64

@uAdpTeLg 1031

oAnpaiotrig 103f.

QAio 9f,

¢®1Ao-compounds 10

¢rhopoaciiiotad 10317

@Lioydrog 106

3172

Qlrioyeppovikég 107
pLrod16vocog 103172

@Adkacap 46, 52'% 81, 89, 94, 101ff.
Ddiroxacap 105

@riokAatdlog 97, 100, 107, 110
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@liokoppodog 107

@liovépav 94, 97, 100f., 107, 158 (no. 38)

@rromortpio / @rAdmotpig SO0F, 89, 94, 1011,
105, 107£f.

@LAdToA g 50

QulopdLoiog 64, 94, 1011f., 108f.

@liocépomnic 107

prhooéBactog 52!, 590, 81, 94, 101ff.

¢@lhoT1PépLog 106

P1AéypioTog 10317

@dpog (-o1) 1367

ppovpd 152

YOPUOALG / xopudAL 225

xpnpotilo / -oport 181

A

ab epistulis / ab epistulis Graecis 74", 120>

ab responsis (Eni 1@V &mokpLdTOV) / ad
responsa Graeca 70, 73f.

Accame, S. 130%°

acta senatus 17

Actium (battle of) 30, 40, 43, 133

Adamas (Odryses) 121°

ad legationes et responsa 68

adoption 90'?!

Adramyttion 58

M. Aeficius (Aipik1og) Fabianus 117

Aegean 5, 62, 79, 87, 148; (pirates in the) 126",
130

Aegina (Atttalid garrison) 61

Aelii 117f.

Aelius Alexander 115f.

Aelius Sabinianus, M. 59, 63, 64'™, 86'%, 111ff,,
144,149, 160f.

Aeschylus 38

Agariste 38

Agathokles (Ptolemaic regent) 10

Agathos Daimon / Theos, see 'Aya80g Acipov

Aurelius Agathus Gennadius 146"

Aglaos (s. of Theukles) 11

agones 57

agonothetes 102'%

Agorakritos (Aristophanic hero) 54

Agoratos 54

Agrippina (the Younger) 74*, 97f.

Aigelieis (part of Koan deme) 77

Alabanda 1367

Albertocchi, M. 1217

Albiniani 119%

Alcibiades 38

Alexander (of Laodikeia) 127f.

Alexandria 5, 11, 24, 76"

Alkidamos, f. of Nannakis (?) 90

Allia Eutychia 87

Allii 87f.

Sex. Allius Bassus 87

Sex. Allius Epictetus 87

alumnus coloniae / municipii / patriae 52''*

Amanon 64

Ameling, W. 118%

amicus Caesaris/principis 73, 105

amicus imperatoris populiqgue Romani 102

Anaxenor (of Magnesia on the Maeander) 58'*%,
131

Andros 61

Aneziri, S. 126f%

animal husbandry (in Greece) 38

Antanor (monarchos) 42

Antigonids (influence on Kos) 5, 14

Antigonos Il Gonatas 61

Antigonos III Doson 10

Antimachia 78%

Antimachitai (part of Koan deme) 77

Antipatros (name on Kos) 81
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Antiochos (archon of Kos) 35

Antiochos IV (of Commagene) 31%

Antonii 29

Antoninus Pius 118

L. Antonius, M.f. (the triumvir's brother) 26

M. Antonius (the triumvir) 14, 26ff., 37, 407, 43
53,58 B3fr 125 12011, 1360

M. Antonius Creticus 130

L. Antonius L.f. Bassus 29"

M.Antonius M.f. Cognitus 29"

Apelles 133

Aphrodisias / Aphrodisians 17f., 36ff., 53, 64,
123ff., 144'%

Aphrodite (Pandamos) 19%; (Pontia) 98; (and
Sulla) 125; (“Anadyomene”) 133

3

apokrimata, see rescripta

Apollo / priests of 29, 33, 41ff., 45%8 4908 5711°
59f, 78f, 86, 90, 95, 117, 120™, 142£, 147%;
(Patroios) 47; (ktistes) 47°%; (Archegetes) 48;
(Karneios) 97f; (Pythios) 98

Apollonides, (ad.) s. of Thearetos, (nat.) s. of
Apollonides 42

Apollonios (Halasarnan priest) 44

Archiadai (part of Koan deme) 77

archiatros 73, 95f.; (of the Theoi Sebastoi) 99

Archippe (of Kyme) 61f.

Argos (Ptolemaic influence) 12

Ariarathes IV (of Cappadocia) 61'

Ariobarzanes | 64

Aristaichmos (name on Kos) 78*

Aristion (s. of Chairippos) 108

Aristokritos 127

Aristomenes (Ptol. regent) 10

Aristonikos 129

Arsinoe II Philadelphos (private altars for) 62

Artemidoros of Knidos, see C.Iulius Artemidorus

Artemis 49; (Hyakinthotrophos and Epiphanes)

56£.'%°, (Toxitis) 6

Asia 134; (provincia/dioecesis) 28f., 49'®, 56'%7
579, 717, 120%, 126, 1287, 140fF, 144t 147
(high priest of) 47, 52, 81, 142; (koinon) 125, 129,
130%

Asklepiades (pro-Roman captain) 29, 123

Asklepiad /-s 247, 59, 75f., 83f., 86, 149

Great Asklepieia 13776, 149

Asklepieion (of Kos)/its asylia 15f, 25, 76, 93,
951851

Asklepios 25%, 31ff., 60, 84, 89, 97f., 131, 137,
(Asklepios Caesar + Agathos Theos) 93, 99, 1177

Athena 60f.; (4lseia) 87, (Polias) 89

Athenagoras (of Larissa) 15

Athens / Athenians 34%', 47, 54, 61, 65'77, 102, 130,
(Demos of) 34", 54; (gerousia of) 1137; (Ptolemaic
influence) 12

Attaia 37

Attalids 6, 24

Attalos I 61

Attalos IT 61

Atticus 69f.

Augustus (name-title) 102

Aurelia Sappho 116

Aurelia Vibia Sabina 118

M. Aurelius/M. Aelius Aurelius Verus Caesar/M.
Aelius Aurelius Antoninus 118, 144f.

Aurelius Euphrosynus 116

Aurelius Heraclitus, s. of Aristaichmos 78

autokrator 103

autonomia 144

Babakos, Ant. 114'®
Badian, E. 124" 136"
Baebia Maxima 79
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Baebia Rufina 79f., 84

Baebia Severa Matrona 79, 84, 87

Baebii 79. 84, 86

Baebius Demetrius (monarchos) 79, 86'%
C. Baebius P. f. 807

C. Baebius Atticus 80

basileus 103

Bdelykleon 51

Benedum, J. 111

Bengtson, H. 122"

Bernhardt, R. 15%, 130%, 133%, 135££7> 77

beryllus / BripvAiog 120
Beryllus/Berullus (cogn.) 1167, 120f.
Beryllus (ab epistulis Graecis) 120f.”
Bosporos (kingdom of) 102

boule 104, 112

Bowersock, G. 124", 134% 137"
Brea 60

Britain 66ff.

Brulé, P. 9™

Brutus 124

Burnett, A. 31, 35, 44"

Caesar (name-title) 102f., 106f., 118
Caligula 45, 106f.

Caracalla 144f.

Carratelli, G. Pugliese 83°% 86'%

Casa Romana 106, 111, 121, 150

Cassius 124

C.Cassius (Kéo1og) C.F.Pulcher 149"
Nemerius Castricius L.f. Paconianus 116f.
Chalkis 56", 118

Chairylos (Koan envoy to Rome) 13ff., 125; (his son)

7,20£.109, 118
Chairylos (f. / b. of Philinos) 21, 33

KOS BETWEEN HELLENISM AND ROME

Chairylos (s. of Charmylos) 21f.

Chaniotis, An. 9%, 143%

Charites (cult of) 34*!

Charmyleioi (of Kos) 22, 24, 55"

Charmyleion (at Pyli) 22ff.

Charmylos (name on Kos) 21ff.

Charmylos (hero) 22, 55'**

Charmylos (magistrate under Augustus) 23, 44f.

Charmylos (magistrate under Nikias) 23, 44f.

Charmylos (s. of Chairylos, contributor to epidosis)
2IiE

Charmylos’ son (Koan benefactor) 82

Chatti 75

Chios 14*°, 16%, 105'8, 142; (gerousia of) 104'",
1427

Christ (icon of) 62

Cicero 30, 55, 136

civitas libera + immunis 28, 57, 122", 124f., 128ff,
133ff., 142fF.

civitas foederata 135

civitas stipendiaria 1367, 142

Claudia Hedeia 76*, 79

Claudia Leontis quae et Sabina 118

Claudia Phoebe 77

Claudia Polla 52'*

Claudia Rufina Iuliana 83f., 88

Ti. Claudii 77

Ti. Claudii Tuliani 82ff., 116f.

Claudius 14%%, 447°, 66ff., 137ff.; (priesthood of) 90

Claudius Nicagoras Iulianus (f.) 83, 88

Claudius Nicagoras Iulianus (son) 83, 88

Cn. Claudius Severus 57'*

Ti. Claudius Alcidami f. Alcidamus 86ff.

Ti. Claudius Alcidamus [ulianus 59, 82ff.

Ti. Claudius Alcidami f. Tullus Iulianus Spedianus
Allianus 84, 87f., 117

Ti. Claudius Antipater Iulianus 85°
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Ti. Claudius Apollonius (of Perge) 70
Ti. Claudius Balbillus 68, 70, 73

Ti. Claudius Cleonymus 75, 77f.

Ti. Claudius Damarchos 100

Ti. Claudius Dinippus 72*

Ti. Claudius Nicagoras lulianus 82ff.
Ti. Claudius Philinus 74, 77, 82, 96
Ti. Claudius Ti.f. Xenophon 77
Cleopatra Il 11, 24

Cleopatra IIT 15

Cleopatra VII 40, 63

Cleopatra Selene 40%®

Commodus 107, 116

Constitutio Antoniniana 116
conventus / dioikeseis 142

Corinth 53

corona aurea 66

Q. Cosconius Fronto 145

L. Cossinius L. F. Bassus 52'"%, 109*”, 117
Cossutia 148"

Crawford, M. 32"

Crete / Cretans / koinon 5f., 8ff., 38°'
Cretan War (First) 5, 8ff.; (Second) 9ff.
Cucuzza, N. 6, 8% 12, 15

cursus honorum (equ.) 70

Cyprus 11, 53; (Ptolemaic governors of) 100

D

damarchos 91"

Damos /Demos / cult of 21, 34ff., 51ff., 93, 104,

109 1131, 144
Dardanos (treaty of) 18, el
daughter's name derived from father's 81f.
C. Decius Saturninus 71*°
Deiotaros Philadelphos (of Cappadocia) 31**
Delos 29, 60, 87, 120

Demeter (temple of) 37*

Demetrios (M.Antonius' official) 53

Demetrios II (of Macedonia) 61

Demodokos 131

Demougin, S. 677, 69'7, 77°!

De Sanctis, G. 76

Devijver, H. 677, 71

Dikaiarchos 9'*

Diktynnaion 38

Diodoros Pasparos 56

Diogenes (Koan friend of the Ptolemies) 71f., 13ff,,
211, 24

Diogenes (Macedonian commander) 56

Diogenes (s. of Polychares) 46

dioiketes 11

Diokles (s. of Leodamas) 8

Diomedon (of Kos) 56"**

Dionysiac artists/guilds 126f.

Dittenberger, W. 98

divus 97

Dobson, B. 677, 69'7-2% %

Dolabella 30

Domitia (as Homonoia) 14

Domitian 78, 143'%

Cn. Domitius Corbulo 140, 144

Doric dialect / forms 20f., 81, 134

Dreher, M. 29"

Drusilla (cult of Sebasta Homonoia D.) 104

Drusus 58

Dubois, M. 98, 107*%

Dunant, Ch. 102'™

100
3

E
East (Greek- Roman) 27, 36, 51£., 56'*7, 103, 105,

109, 122, 125, 134%, 137
Egnatianus (agn.) 102%
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Egnatii / Egnatianus (agn.) 115f. Flavius Clodianus (monarchos) 86, 117
Egypt (Ptolemaic) 6, 8ff., 247", 60f., 103'7; Ti. Flavius Diomedes 118
(Roman) 68, 107 Ti. Flavius Sabinianus, s. of Ti. Flavius Diomedes 118
Eirenaios (Koan magistrate) 45 Ti. Flavius Sabinianus qui et Dionysius
Eirenaios (Koan dedicant) 46°° (ZoPeviavog & kol Aloviciog) 118%
Eirenaios (s. of Euaratos) 45 C. Fonteius C.f. Capito 25
Eirenaios (s. of Xenodamos) 45 Fraser, P.M. 49, 57'**, 58'%7, 60'%2, 63'7°, 105'%
Eleia 148'%
Eleutherolakones 130 G
emperor / emp. cult Al G 61162, 70, 89f., 94ff.,
112, 140f. Galenos 119
Empiric School (at Alexandria) 24 Gerasa 102'%°
endogamy (on Kos) 84 Germanicus 58
Ephesos 56", 104, 129, 142, 144 Germany 75
epimeletes (of the Koan gerousia) 88, 115ff. gerousia 104, 112ff., 139
Epione 89, 97ff. Geta 116
Eresos 100 Gauthier, Ph. 24, 50'1°
Eudamos (f. of Nikagoras) 89 Glitius Barbarus 72*”
Eudamos (archon on Koan coins) 45 Gods, Egyptian 60
Eudemos (s. of Epikrates) 99, 134 Gods, Twelve 22, 89, 98
Eukarpos (Koan magistrate) 46 Gordian IIT 144
Eukarpos (s. of Theudotos) 46 Gorgippia 107
Eumenes 11 247, 61 Gortyn 11
Europe 145 D.Granius D.f. Bassus 148'%
Eutheios (benefactor of Stratonikeia) 58'*’ Greece (modern) 62'%
Euthydemos (of Mylasa) 59'*, 132 Gschnitzer, F. 142°% %8
exhedra (for Xenophon) 94f. gymnasium [ gymnasiarchos 61, 861f., 112, 115, 117
Gytheion 57, 130
F
H
Fabius Sabinianus (of lasos) 111
familia gladiatorum 116 Habicht, Chr. 6, 8, 18f, 247 111ff.
Fannii / C.Fannius C.f. 116£.%° Hadrian 10374, 118, 141%, (“0il - law”) 12**
L. Fannius Bassus Egnatianus (gymnasiarchos) Halasarna / priests of 29, 41ff., 52'*°, 55, 59, 62, 78,
115f. 26.89F 0517 104 108°%. 1117, 1207 1438,
Ferrary, J.L. 136" 147f.
fiscus 142 Haleis (deme of Kos) 42, 91, 148
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Halikarnassos 64'7°, 1287 “House of the Rape of Europa” 150
Hallof, K. & L. 15, 25ff. Hybreas (of Mylasa) / cult of 53, 59", 132f.
hasta pura 66f., 74 Hygieia 89, 93, 97ff.
Head, B. 31
Heberdey, R. 144 I/
Hellenization 148 lakopich, G. 40
Helenos (s. of Dionysios) 86 -ianus (suffix) 84ff., 118f.
Helenos (s. of Helenos s. of Dionysios) 86 Jews (of Asia Minor) 15
Hera (priestesses of) 52'° (Kos); 104 (Samos) Ilion 43, 136"
Heraion (of Samos) / its asylia 104, 108°®, 135 immunitas, see civitas immunis
Herakleitos (f. of Xenophon) 78% infula (tortilis) 32
Herakles 33, 47°7; (Diomedonteios) 55f.*¢, Ingvaldsen, H. 21%%, 126"
(Kallinikos) 127; (descent from: Heraklids) 83ff. Ton 47
Hermes 103 Isthmos (deme on Kos) 37%, 48, 80, 148'%°
Hermes (a freedman) 145'% Italy 73, 79, 120®
Herodes Atticus 51'7, 111f. Itanos 11
Herodes the Great 42 ITulia Nikagoris 80 ff., 85
Herodes Antipas 62'%° Tulii 81
Herodes of Chalkis 107 C. Tulius Dionysti f. Antipater 74, 80f., 85
heros / heroization, see fipag / fipnig C. Tulius Artemidorus 46°°, 56fT.
Herzog, R. passim C. Iulius Caesar 14%° 17, 40, 57, 69, 7755, 91, 99,
Hetereia C.f. Procilla 59'* 132, 147
Hetereii 59 C. Iulius Euaratus 42, 45
C. Hetereius ( Etnpeiog) C.f. 59! C. Iulius Eurycles 42, 44, 57, 133%°
C. Hetereius P. f. Lautus 52'%%, 59'%, 109”7 C. Iulius Laco 447, 57
P. Hetereius Hilario 143 C. Tulius Leon 132>
Hierapytna 10f. C. Tulius Pardalas 52f.
Hiero (honorand of Karpathian decree) 9 C. Iulius Spartiaticus 67'°
hierophylakes 42, 44 C. Iulius Theopompus 17, 57
high priest, see dpy1epeig C. Tulius Zoilus 53, 64
Hiller, F. v. Gartringen 41, 143 ius exilii 1357
Hipparchos 38% Tustinianus 1037
Hippiotai (deme of Kos) 52'"°, 86
Hippokrates 119 K
Héghammar, K. 18%°, 46%, 87'%, 133£.%, 1357,
147 Kallet — Marx, R.M. 15%, 122> ¢
Hordionius Spori f. 148'% Kalymna / Kalymnians 10, 79, 95f., 110
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Persian Wars 49
Pflaum, H.G. 677, 145"
Phanomachos (s. of Thessalos) 35

Phesinos 584

Philias (name on Kos) / Philias (?), d. of Herakleitos

80
Philinos (connected with Ptolemy I) 23f.
Philinos (empiricist) 24
Philinos (s. of Python) 24
Philinos (s. / b. of Chairylos) 21, 23
Philion (s. of Aglaos and Nikon) 62'°
PhilipV 5,9
philo- compounds, see the Greek index
Philokleon 51''°
Philophrio[n] 82
Philostratos (Cleopatra's philos) 40°
Phoibe 79
Phrynichos (leader of the 400) 54
Plautius, A. 68ff.
Pleket, H.W. 5218 142%
Plinius the Elder 136"
Q. Plotius (ITA®t10g) Q.f. Rufus 149"
Pohl, H. 16*
Polemo II (of Pontus) 107
Polla Caecilia (TTdAAo Kotk 1Aio) 148'%
Pollio Sergianus (TIoAAiov Zepylovoc) 45, 117
Polychares (Koan magistrate) 46
Polychares (f. of Diogenes) 46
Cn. Pompeius Magnus 14*°, 30, 40°
Cn. Pompeius Theophanes 40, 55, 57", 9413
Sex. Pompeius Eudamos 100'%
Posides 67, 74
Potamon (s. of Lesbonax) 40°7, 59'°, 99, 132
Pouilloux, J. 102'™
praefectus / praefectura fabrum 67ff.
Praxagoras (of Kos) 397, 76

Price .57141, 142, -143, 58146

proconsul 140%°, 141

Proculiani 119

prostateuon (of an association) 46
provincia insularum 145
proxenos 10

prytaneis 61

Ptolemaios (s. of Sosibios) 10"
Ptolemaios I Soter 24

Ptolemaios II Philadelphos 5, 62
Ptolemaios I'V Philopator 8ff.
Ptolemaios V Epiphanes 8ff.
Ptolemaios VI Philometor 11£, 21, 24
Ptolemaios VIII Euergetes I1 11
Ptolemies, see Egypt (Ptol.)
publicani 125

Pyli 21f.

Q

T. Quinctius Flamininus 56'%7, 58, 122

R

Reger, G. 8'%, 15

rescripta 74%

Reynolds, J. 18, 24

Rhea 89, 97

Rhodes / Rhodians 5f, 9, 14, 15, 16%, 18,
76!, 135, 139%, 142, 143, 146

Ritterling, E. 68

Robert, L. 19%, 28, 49, 57", 58'¥7, 62, 101,
]3252, 55

rogator legis 25

Roma (cult of) 56"

Roman citizenship 29, 42, 64, 77, 90

Romans / Romanization on Kos 29, 87, 120f., 146ff.

P. Ropillius Beryllus 116°
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Rufus (of Ephesos) 119*
Rupilius Agathopus (Poridiog "Ayo86[movg ?])
148"

Sabina (empress) 111, 118

Sabiniani 119

Sabinianus (cogn.) 118

Sabinianus’ son 119*°

Sabinus (the doctor) 119

Saddington, D.B. 677, 69'7, 71*!

Saedius(?) Beryllus (Zaiid10g Bripvilog) 120

L. Saevinius Proculus 145

Salamis 49

Salomies, O. 84f,, 120%

Samos / Samians 17, 35", 57, 76%, 104, 135f,
142

Sarapis 103'"2

Sardeis 26%, 27

Sauromates I (of Pontos) 102

Schazmann, P. 22, 247"

Sebastos (-0i) / Theoi S. 95, 97ff., 100'°, 103, 106,
187

Segre, M. passim

Seleucid era 27

Seleukos (of Rhosos) 26f., 29

Senate 13f., 18ff., 25f.,, 76, 124, 127f., 135

SC de Asclepiade 26, 123

Septimius Severus 48f., 118, 145'%

Sergianus (agn.) 117

L.Sergius L.f. Pollio 117>

serpent / serpent with staff (symbol) 78, 95'*%, 114,
149, 156 (no. 14), 157 (nos. 22, 24), 158 (no. 39),
159 (no. 53), 160 (no. 11)

P. Servilius Isauricus 567

Sestini, D. 35f.

Severans 144

Sherk, R.K. 126£.2*%*, 128 %

Sherwin-White S. passim

Side 47°

Smaragdion 120°!

Smikythe 60

Smith, R R.R. 53'%

son of the boule (et sim.), see V10g BoVATS (et sim.)

Sosibios ( Ptol. regent) 10

Sosibios II (Ptol. regent) 10

Sosikles (s. of Menippides) 104

Sparta 100'%®, 102'%°, 130, 132%°

Spedia Adamantion 120

Spedia Elpis 120

Spedii 88, 117%, 120f.

M. Spedius Faustus 120%, 149'*’

M’. Spedius Rufinus Phaedrus 59, 64'7, 112, 119f.,
144, 162

M. Spedius Beryllus 115f., 119

M. Spedius Beryllus Allianus Iulianus 88, 116f.

M. Spedius Naso 120

Spedius Epaphroditus ( Enappddeitog) Ofellianus
7=

stasis 37, 139

Stein, Ot. 447

C. Stertinius Hyoupevog 78, 149

C. Stertinius Maximus 76

C. Stertinius Xenophon 16, 43, 455, 52, 59, 63, 66-
110 (passim), 112ff., 137ff., 149, 165ff.

M.Sthenius L.f. 42, 147'"°

M. Stlaccius C. f. Coranus 72°7

Strabo 37

Stratonikos 119

Sulla 6, 16, 64, 122!, 123°, 124ff,, 1367

Syme, R. 55
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Tacitus 17

Tarcondimotus (of Cilicia) 31*, 64
Telos 145'%

A. Terentius A. f. Varro 125"
Thasos / Thasians 102'7°, 123°
theoi patroioi, see Be0l TOTPHOL
Theoi Soteres 49'%®

Theomnestos (harper) 37
Theophilos (Antonius' official) 53
Thera 11f.

Thersippos (benefactor of Nesos) 62'%
Theudotos (f. of Eukarpos) 46
Thyrsos (s. of Thyrsos) 44

Tiberius 16, 43f., 57f,, 61'%, 76, 97'*%, 104, 106,

135
Titus 28" (), 29', 41, 86, 133%, 143f.
Tlepolemos (Ptol. regent) 10
Togodumnus 72
Trajan 102'%% 1
Tralleis 125
tribunus militum 66ff.
Turullius 28, 131
Tyche (Agatha) 93
tyrannis, -os 371f.

U
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P. Vedius Pollio 55

Verres 136"

L. Verus 118, 144

Vespasian 133%, 142f.

C. Vettius Sabinianus Iulius Hospes 145
vexillationes 68

Veyne, P. 50’3, 52118

C. Vibius Postumus 57"

Vibius Salutaris 85”7, 104

vicesima hereditatium 144f.

Vidius, see Vedius

L. Vipstanius L.f. Philophron 45%, 148
M. Vipstanius Crispus 148"

P. Visellius Babullianus 117

Vitellius 88

W

Wells, C. 71*
West (Latin) 52
Wiczay, count of 35

X

Xenophon (disciple of Praxagoras) 76

Xenophon, s, of [---]ichmos 78%

z

Zeus 21, 35, 61; (Eleutherios= Theophanes) 57'*',
(Hikesios) 49; (Kapetolios Alseios= Tiberius) 104;
(Ourios) 125", (Patroios= Augustus) 47; (Philios)
49'% (Polieus) 89; (Sosipolis) 131

M. Ulpius (Aug. lib.) 144'%
M. Ulpius Traianus (Trajan's father) 48

A%

Varus 68"
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B. Index of sources

a. Literary sources

Aristotle
Aelian Ath. Pol.
IToikiln Totopic (1.29) : 38f., 53 553 :47
Aelius Aristides Aulus Gellius
Podioig mepi duovoiog (Keil XXIV) : 139% 11.16.8 : 119
Aeschylus Cassius Dio
Pers. (Broadhead), 401 ff. : 49f. 48.40.6 : 53
51.2.1:134%
Appian a1 85
Mith. 54.303: 474
422:16 3652723135
4231518 60.19.2-3: 73
9.62 :123°,129, 136" 60.20.2-6; 21; 23 : 71f.
9.63 : 128% 60.24.4 : 139%
BC Cicero
1102, V.6 : 1367 Ad Att., X11.26.2; Ad. Fam.IX.10.1-2 : 55
Apuleius Ad@u F,1126:V.21.7: 567
Met.
IV.26.3: 52" In Verr.
11.1.89 : 126"
Aristophanes
Frogs Off.
1431-3 : 38 BRI:1367
Knights CcJ
724, 769-70, 1215 : 54 VAL :119%
Wasps Dig.
1465 : 51 20T 18T
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AP TX.235 (= Gow-Page, GA, 1.212f. (no.XXV):

Diodorus 40
17.114.2: 103'"*
2789 Livy

per. LXXXIX : 146
Eusebios Lucian
Chronik (Schoene) Peregr.
I.145 : 147" 1510515
Herodian Lysias
LS e 0 XII1.91 : 54
Herodotus Nepos
VS G UNGORRAVINIBIOE 3 8

Att.
Homer (3 £ (g,
Od.
L3701 a8 Pausanias
IX.3-4:131 2.26.3-8:33
1X.34-35: 50

Philo
Josephus De leg. ad Gaium
Ant. Jud. a7 106
L340 301 15
14.0171-113 : Pindar
14235 N0 51 Pyth. III
16.10.2 : 42 758

2ORANE 1205 =

Plinius Sen.

B.L. NH
1.26.5 : 42 20507
29.5.8:78
Krinagoras
AP VIL633 (= Gow-Page, AG, 1.208f. (no. X VIII) : Plinius Jun.
40 Ep.
AP VIL645 (= Gow-Page, AG, 1.210f. (no. XX) " 12 gl
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