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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 invaluable 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, Takobos 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 inhumanity 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 Hoghammar.
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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 

Aecgean 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 Burnett (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 Archaeological Service on Kos have tried to facilitate 
my work there and, more generally, 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.” I. 
Drei Dekrete aus Kos fiir dxaoraywyoi,” Chiron 28(1998): 87-100; L.&K.Hallof- 
C.Habicht, “Aus...II. Ehrendekrete aus dem Asklepieion von Kos,” ibid., 101-142; eidem, 

“Aus...IIl. 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. I 

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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Plates 1A and 1B 

 



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 Acgean 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 17.581F.; Kallimachos, Hymn. 

IV.160ft. 

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

3 See Buraselis, HM&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. 

 



KOS BETWEEN HELLENISM AND ROME 

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 tyes 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, “ein schénes 

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.” I 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 

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

S Habicht, 1.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 earlier than ca. 150 B.C. ({[roldoxds ‘Pwpaioy in 

11.18/19!), certainly looks older than that of ED 229 ° 

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 [Exyovos 

@v], which is very probable.’ Further glorious ancestors of the 

8 I have also noticed the following, minor corrections to Segre’s text of ED 229 on my 

study of the stone: yevmSeigay (not yevwnSeigav), 1. 2; there is an uninscribed space of 

about two letters length before & in 1.5, so that the text should read here vv o5; 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. 

® [¥yyovos @v] would be also a possible restoration. Zxyovos means properly “descendant” 

(e.g. Syll® 845) and ¥yyovos “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 ém  moAspwrdTors." 
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 &Mwy te avdpdv Inép/[..Jatt Teteipapévay én’ 
dpeirt...(1.4-5). 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. 
10 At the beginning of 1. 5 there is space for ca. 4 letters on the stone. So I would restore 

the passage as following: &AAwv te avdodiv vmép / [tairld T Tetemauévay én’ doeTdl, 
“also descended from other men who have achieved even some higher honor for their 
worthiness.” 
U[E xyovog &v] Asoyévous, 8 Tav mods Tols év Alyimry Bacideis/[tote dvtag] @ikiay 
yevnSeigay xavegpnoaTo & Tav Tig/ [mateildog EevSepiny v Tols ouoTagl T4 moAet mEoS 
Kon/[raiélas ém modewwrdrorg xaols...(col.I.1-4). The theoretically alternative restor- 
ation [[TroAepaious] 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, AJA 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 Kew/[taiélas (1.3-4) 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#/[7las. 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 KeonTixds modepog 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 

Hierapytna 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, Kentacis 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 

(ethiay yevndeizav) with them seem also to indicate a later date. First, 

13 On Konraieic and the nature, beginnings and development of the Cretan League, see 
most recently Chaniotis, KV, 30ff., 99fF. 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(n0.76) with the older bibliography. 
1 Segre, KP.1104., 3754t



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 

yevnSeigay 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 XXII1.2(1959), s.v. Ptolemaios (23), 1692-3. 

'® The famous restitution of the incorporation of Kalymna into the Koan state 

(dmoxardoracic Tig dmwomolireiag) under conditions of friendship and alliance with a 

Ptolemy (Segre,7C, TestXI[=Staatsv.Il.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. 132ff, 

213ft. 

19 Hierapytna as Doson’s ally: Staatsv. IIL. 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. 
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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 

brother 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 dioiketes). 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 II on Cyprus (ca. 

158-154),% Thus a lively political triangle Kos-Crete (League)-Ptolemaic 
court under Philometor is already demonstrated. 5 

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 Brul¢, 61-66 and Chaniotis, K7, 49 with 

the relevant sources and bibliography. 
2! See T.C.Skeat, The Reigns of the Ptolemies, (Munich 1954) 14; G.H.Hslbl, Geschichte 
des Ptolemderreiches, (Darmstadt 1994) 160 (cf. 77). An example of Philometor and 

Cleopatra II jointly mentioned as BagiAeis 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 “Pharaohs” 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 II as rulers of Egypt in the story of Onias: Jos., Ant. 
Jud.,12.388;13.63 and the Parian decree published by G.Despinis, 4D 20 A(1965), 119 
(11.4-5). 
2 See most recently Chaniotis. K¥, 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 eplgrapluc 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,no.92. Aglaos’ post as dioiketes may be concluded from the Parian 
inscription cited above (n. 21), 1. 4. 

11



KOS BETWEEN HELLENISM AND ROME 

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 ém moAepw- 

TdToig in Segre’s text. As modepog is always a substantive and not an 

adjective, one could first think of restoring émi moAep(1)wrdTors . 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: émmodepwtaTorg (xaigois), and translate: 

“while war was really imminent, seemed unavoidable.” That the 

adjective émmodepos has not been found in any other text so far may be 
balanced by the existence of numerous parallels of similar composite 

adjectives (¢m + x) also meaning the local or temporal proximity of their 

respective second component.”> We may conclude that the decree simply 

24 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. 

25 The syntactic structure from which the formation of these adjectives actually originates 
is the use of éni + dative of a substantive to express again such an idea of nearness: e.g. 
’Avtidgeia ) émi Ddgvy, émi Tedevtd) (“near death,” in Xen., Mem., 1.5.2; Hipp., Epid., 

VII1.20,35). A selection of relevant adjectives on the basis of the entries in LSJ (from 

there also the quoted translations): émSaAduios (Yuvos/@omn), “bridal song, sung in chorus 
before the bridal chamber”; émSaAdooiog, “lying or dwelling on the coast” 
émSavatios/émSavaros, “sick to death, hard at death’s door,” so for example in D., 
50.60: H ..uqrme Exapve xai émSavatog @v...; émxivduvos (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. 

c. 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 mdTotos modrtna. 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) rosoire 

Zmixnduvotioay Etowy TV magoixmaw T@vde ¥youev; émivosog, “subject to sickness, 

unhealthy”, &mixmgog, “subject to death, perishable, mortal”, émimovog, in the sense: 

“sensitive to fatigue, easily exhausted,” so for example in Thphr., Sens., 11: xai @v pév 

wave, xal Gpaid xeirar Ta oTowEin vwSgols xai Emmdvous, Gy O¢ muava...oféws 

@egopivovg xal moMhoic émBaMhopévous..., or in the sense: “portending suffering” (of 

omens), as in X, An., 6.1.23: ..uéyag utv oiwvds xai#dobos, émimovog uévror; emitexvos, 

“capable of bearing children, fruitful” as in Hp., Aph., 5.62: ..ai Toalrar émitexvot 

yivovras ; éminagos (naturally exposed to the prospect of an attack) as in Thuc., IV.31.2: 

... Bx e Saddoong dméxomuvov xai éx Tig yiis TxioTa éminaxoy ; émixagrog (having the 

prospect of bearing fruits, fruitful) as in an inscription from Kaunos, JHS 74(1954), 87: 

...Tov gureloavta ilnil/xagna ¢utd... Cf. also LSJ, s.vv. émwéeedos (1), émdAeSeos, 

    

Emigivng, émiyauos, émiduxog. 
2 Segre’s text (col. 1.5-9) of Chairylos® entry: 85 xai peinodaue/[vlos Xaigidos, 6 mane 

abrol, mpeoBelwy mepl T@v vopwy xai / Tis mateiov moArrias év Paug, weraAaley 
ko énaivou/ xal Biov xai Sdvarov, xai magd Tt qupkAiTwr yeduuaoty éaxm/[Sn () 

womluaTioSeis. 

%7 Compare for example the phrase mpeoBeloavra...8s Papay moti wos Tefaoros xai 

Tay aUyxAnrov, 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 facto questioned the privileged status 

of the island under Roman sway?*® We know that there was a pro- 

Macedonian faction 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 /G XIL1.2 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): [amo/doSziclag @ moder Tig marpiov 
nolerteiag xai 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. 
Bernhardt, 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. 

30 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 Att., 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”: 

Kowy alroy (sc. MiSgidatny) douévws dexopévwy. 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’ 

3ol duvmSivre 8¢ wetapoibar ta mohireipara (there were such tendencies both on 
Kos and Rhodes) mpos v 7ot Bacihéwg ouppuayiay. 
t has been now published by the Hallofs and Habicht (p. 2, n.2 above), 105ff. 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, cf. 115. Cf. McGing, 112. 
SRS Eh 
*Ibid., 14.111-113. 
7 Cf. Sherwin-White, Note, 183-4 (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 Stidte wurde 

zweifellos vom BewuBtsein ihrer militérischen 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 Asklepicion 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 uscfulness 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. 

© App., Mith., 4.22: ... & 7olrq 92 (during Sulla’s occupation with the civil trouble in 

Ttaly) 6 MiSeiddrng éni e ‘Podiovs vals mAeiovag ouveniywo, xai gatednals dnaot xail 

mohewy doxovat O dmoparTwy Eypage, TolaxorTyy tuéeay puAdbavias ool mavTag 

2mStodar Toig magd ogioct ‘Pwpaiorg xai Traloi... The arrival 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). 

41 App., Mith., 4.24. 
“ 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....” 
3 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 borne the brunt of Mithridates’ 

march into southern Asia Minor, been captured by him in Laodikeia and 

4 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 [? ovuulagiag, 1.5; [ ‘Plopaiovs, 1.7; [Bagirélos MiSodaTou, 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. 
4 Plut.,, Luc., 3.3: .. Podiwy 3 vac adrd (sc. Aouxotdw) meoomagacydvrwy Koug 

Eneioe xai Kvidiovs 1@y Bacidix@y dnaldayévrag émi Sauiovs cvorpatevew. 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) basilikoi has in Plutarch, ib. (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. 
S 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 avS¢natos ‘Popaiov 

oroatyyés. ™ 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 T@ owxitol yeduuaaty Eoxn/[¥n (P) xenluaTioSeis, 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, 1L13-14: ..owétugdy (sc. moeofeurai Uuéregor) por &v K xai 

guvegdgnaay...Oppius’ title in 11. 2-3. 
©bid) p 19, 
5% Hoghammar, 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 ...uatio3eis 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 [yonluaticdeis seems to me to 

have no alternative. From all verbs in -uati{w mentioned in Kretschmer- 

Locker only this gives here an acceptable meaning. Xonuatilw 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 gomuaticdels Umo Tol Jeol X, ie€. 

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. 

xomuaTiooy 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. Zxomudmile Toi...mosoBevtals can certainly have had 

respective passive forms (moeoBevtal gomuatioSévres 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 éay2[9n (?)], 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 & instead of eig (&g 

Tav...eAevdegiav, 11.2-3), o5 instead of ols (l.5), moArrnas (1.7) and 

51 Habicht, I.Kos, 89 (n.33). 
52 See the various examples in LSJ, s.v. gomuariCw, esp.l3-5; Preisigke-Kiefling, s.v. 
xompatilw, 2. Cf. also in both these works the examples of yomuationss with the same 
sense. The essence of the semantic development has been already expressed with classic 
clarity by L.Robert, Noms indigénes dans I’Asie-Mineure gréco-romaine, (Paris 1963) 
381f. (n.2): “...Quant a gomuatilery, yomuatiowss, je vois son origine et son histoire 
différement; je les rattache au sens politique et administratif de gomuariCer, 

xomuaTiowss: donner réponse ou décision aprés 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 fideles et pour les petites affaires personnelles que ceux-ci 
leur soumettent.” Many cases of yonuatilw/xemuatiCopar 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-XII,455. We encounter yomuatifopar 
(passive) in an official but different sense in Segre, LCos, ED 178 a(A).18-19 
(xomuaTioSeicas eicwporiag, 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; 5.24.11 and 78.6 (here the verb accepts an 
adverbial complement: yonuaticas piAavdewnws Aaudaxnyois). 

19



KOS BETWEEN HELLENISM AND ROME 

nohdiay (1.12) instead of moAiteiag, -av. This may lead us to the simple 

solution: & «fleag], 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” (voauwaa) 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, is 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 (II. 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: els tav mohimnav, 1.13: [oupeléeovta 7@+ mAndeli]). 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 (..é€eAdw vav Adyxav 6 

Sebs els Tog et of Edwxe), 99-100 (..o depeléag EEehely xai douey of 25 Tag xeioas). 

55 There are various examples of eig xefoag didovar (et sim.)/ dyxeriCew in the sense of 

“give in trust, entrust someone with the guardianship or the delivery of something™: e.g. 

& émordduarog dyxeipieSévrog di Tol deiva, Preisigke-Kiefiling, s.v. Eyxerpilw,-opat; 

v ot peta Tig dmoToAFis vidy éyxeioilw, Synesios, ep.119 (Hercher); dto p’ Ewxas 

eis ytoas, Soph., El,1348; Tov adelpdv Tév gov xaTacTicace els Tag xelpag Tag 

loixparovs, Aeschin., 2.28. 

56 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, col.1.33-34 (vadoTa xal 

cupgopdTata ddypaTa mapn T@y xeatolvrwy évmuoxds), colIL3 (mgoayeyoauuévoy 

Geyxe i dmoxgiver), 5-1 (BidraToy TH dmpoxgatial xal xdAMigToy évéyxnag 

amoxgipa). 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: gwTnp.”® 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 Aslolyévms.*® 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 XaigtAlovl/ 

[Xatgihog]l Tov vilov) [xai 7Tol aldehpoi/[---I¢ xai ®Aivlogl/ [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, Z.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 

3 Segre restores gwtne [@lv mldvrwy] but this is just one of various possibilities (e.g. 

[&lv nldoi]). 
* 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 

Hakko 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. 
% PH, N 134, p.312. 
°L Cf. above on the lettering of the decree. 
5 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.Hoghammar). 

© Sherwin-Whitz, Cos, 545. Cf. Fraser-Matthews, s.v. XagtAog (9),p.480. 
4 Cf. the useful remarks by Hoghammar, 99 (n.479). 
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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 Bi@: 

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., 

i.e. 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: airéc (: the unknown honorand) e [ralv naea 

TocobTwy avde@v/Ineoiaivetloy diadsbapevlos 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 

  

% PH, 10 ¢, 49. Cf. L. Migeotte, Les souscriptions publiques dans les cités grecques, 

gGenéve 1992) no.50. 
6 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 “é gaguiAig” and old 

people at Pyli attest today they always knew the place as “ro gaputAl.” 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 in a 

wider context Kader, 201f. 

7 More recent edition of the text (corrected in 1. 6 after Herzog, KF, p.139) by Sherwin- 

White, 1.Cos, 207 (n0.3): ‘legds & 76 xai & oixial 6 mi 4 @ xai ol xd/mo xai Tai 

obxiar Tal / &ml t@v xdmwy Oedv/ Avddexa xai Xaguidlov/ dew vv Tév XaguuAéwy. 1 

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. 
 Other possibilities as e.g. [e0do]iay 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 is 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 
influential with the first Ptolemy and put this influence in the service of 

% See e.g. Syll® 685= Ager 158.1I (the arbitration of Magnesia between Itanos and 
Hierapytna), 97: [ty IItloAepaixny oixiav els moooTagiav xai guAaxmy éavtois...Pol., 
2.37.7: megl 0¢ ToU TAY Ayai@v Evous xai mepi Tijs 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 (% IegixAéovs 6An oixia), 
And., 1.126: ...286dAn ebar xai alrov xai v oixiav (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 (... v oixiav...mv mepi Tov BoagiAAny). 
Pol., 31.23.1,12 used the same word for the Scipios’ family. The use of the “twin term” 

ofxog 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: [¢aidiluog olxog. 

" The nearest parallels for concept and form of SiadeEduevlos oixliav I could find are: 
Eur., Alc., 655: mais 0’ 7y éyd oot T@vde diadoyog dopwy...Pol., 2.4.7: v 3¢ Bagireiav 
quva) Tebra Sadebapévy..App., IIl., T: ..Ilbgoos 6 Tig Hmeigov Bagideds...xai oi Ta 
Tdoov diadebauevor. 

7! One may also notice that the same term, oixi, 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 (ta.pog-0ixos) 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, 536f., a high record of frequency indeed if we compare it with other usual Koan 
names (cf. ibid. 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 ®Aivog [T6Swvos 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 Charmyleioi, 

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. 

75 1. 68: mpeoBevrais Toig éml Tav amavragy T@i Baoilel. 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.” 
78 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. 
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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 (IL.1-3) a date was recorded of which only the words 

wnvog Tavapou deutéloar...] have been preserved. This is followed by 

mention of the rogator legis C.Fonteius C.f. Capito styled as priest 

(iegels)” 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. 

2 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 émei-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 1l. 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 atToxgatwe Tot@v 

av/[00@v dnuocinwy meaywaTtwy 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.£., 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 vidg or Avrawviog). 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 Ty Avtwviov xgioty, “Antonius’ judgment,” in 1.12. 
In a similar rasura of 1. 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 (unvos Ilavapov Oevtélpar...) they 

recognized an element 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. xataoradis (1). 
4 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 11. 1-3 in RS: [[---]]/ [[--#7ovg???]] wyvos Tavduov devré/loar &6 ixado... 
71 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 (I1.1-2), 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 Seleucid 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 povaoyou 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 monarchos was. Nevertheless, the political character of 

the erasure itself 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) is 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: émi Magxolv 

Avtwviovl/ Tob atroxaldTogos, wnl/vds Alou ¢'..'° More generally, the 

practice of Greek cities to confer an honorary eponymous archonship on 

8 Herzog, HG, 51 remarked in this sense that the lex “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 
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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,'? ...eis 

énapyeil/ay Aciay 4 vijgov mva Aciag (face ii, 1. 1-2). The reading 

[émagxeilay 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 (eig) vijoov Tva Aciag. 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 

  

Frit;sthood 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, 35ff. (n.3); VIIL, 75; RPh 1959, 199f,, 212f., and 1974, 212; Bull. 1967, 383. 

See also C.Habicht, Altertimer von Pergamon, VIII.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. 
12 The restoration [...t7 diag geeiag Evel/xev eigdaymu.. (face ii, 11.2-3) is assured by the 
parallels in Octavian’s grant of privileges to Seleukos of Rhosos: Sherk, RDGE, 58.49, 
Bl 
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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 Taital/ mohiT@y 
‘Popaiov 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- 

3 M. Dreher, “Die lex portorii Asiae und der Zollbezirk Asia,” EA 26(1996), 111-127 
(esp. 118ft.) has concluded from a careful study of the new “Customs Law of Asia” (EA 
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 1V.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: Méao(xog) Avltdlviog Mlap(xov)] 
viog Ko[yviltog appears also on Syros in /G XI5, 143 (+add., p.309), cf. Nigdelis, 286 
(n.388); no. 103: Aed(xtog) Avraviog Aeu(xiov) vics Bagaos 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 (against 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. explainin§ 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. 

Burmett, RPC, 452. 
18 Tbid., 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 

1 See above, ch. A, n.59. 
% On his first coin types see M.Crawford, Roman Republican Coinage, (Cambridge 
1974) 499f. (n0.490), 740. 

2! My remarks rely here not only on the photographs published in Bumnett, 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, i.a., Neppi Modona, 51; Sherwin-White, Cos, 142. 1t 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 discernible on ibid., n0.2731/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. 

(c) 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. 
7 Bumnett, RPC, nos. 2732, 2734/pl. 118 (Kos, Augustan period). 
2 In 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, is 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 seros bomn of a god, 

Apollo, and a human female, the typically unlucky Koronis (according to 

the Epidaurian version).** Pindar** calls him explicitly fowa wavrodanay 
alxtijga volowy. 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. Jahrh. v. Chr.), (Diss. Mainz 1968) 
37-41, 122-126 (cf. Anhang I, TIT). 
*Tbid., 126. 
*' Thid., 41-47, 126-130. 
3 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 literature): W.Burkert, Greek Religion: 
Archaic and Classical, (Oxford 1985) 214f. (+434: n.s). 
3 Pyth. 1M.7. 
3 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.Keams, “Between God 

and Man: Status and Function of Heroes and their Sanctuaries,” in: Le Sanctuaire grec 
(ed. A.Schachter), Geneve 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 l’autre de la Méditerranée. Bilan 
et perspectives (Table ronde, Rome 1989), Bruxelles 1992, 43-65. 
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bearing the uniform text: 

Ocoig maTegors Umép (or mept) Tag Nixia To dduov viod, 
@ihomaToidog, Yjowos, elcoyéta O¢ Tag mohiog cwTmaiag. 

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 Seoi maTodor 

for the well-being (cwTmeia) of Nikias, kept in private houses probably 

in 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 ot ddpov vidg, and also 

nows. 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 to0 dapov viod “immediately following the 

name does not..mean quite the same as the honorary title dauov viog 

added after other titles™® in later cases. Furthermore, the use of the 

definite article (ro0 dauou 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 #jpwos in one of these inscriptions 
(see Appendix 2, no. 14 below). 
7 Already accepied e.g. in PH, p.125f. 
* Tbid. 
¥ Cf. in the example of Segre, I.Cos, ED 146 cited below: i 72 Ai xai 9 Ddpg (A7) 
“* 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), 
s.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, ICos, 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 vidc Toi 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 7jews 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 AAMOY. Burnett 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, 

(Gottingen 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,” MDAI(A) 

105(1990), 259- 268 (259-263). 
“ See Habicht, 1.Kos, 85. 
“ Herzog, N&X, 208 (n.2). This detail has also been omitted by Sherwin-White, Cos in 

her discussion of Nikias (n. 16 above). 

M Descrizione delle medaglie antiche greche del Museo Hedervariano...per Domenico 

Sestini, Parte Seconda, (Firenze 1828) p.240 (no.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 AAMOZ 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 

AD., 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. 
4 Classes generales seu moneta vetus urbium, populorum et regum ordine geographico 
et chronolegico descripta, (Florentiae 1821%) p. 91. 
4 The relevant evidence has been collected by Alexandri-Tzahou (n. 41 above), 376ff. 
Cf. now also HYilmaz, “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 
senatuslolryxAnTog 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 I[EPOT 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 fyrannos 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®’ %juas Nidas ¢ xal 

tugawvioas K@wy..., to add a little later a brief entry on his main 

political opponent: ...7v 3¢ xal Ocduvmatos 0 YaArng ¢y ovopaTi, 05 xal 

dvremohitetoaTo TG Nixig. 

Strabo was a contemporary of M.Antonius and Octavian/Augustus 

so that his short chronological allusion (xa$’ #uag) fits all the other 

evidence about Nikias. The crucial facts he discloses are two: that Nikias 

had established a fyrannis 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 (dvtemoAireloaTo), 

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 

  

4714.2.19 (C 658). Cf. Herzog, N&X, 207f. 
* Herzog, N&X, 214, n.4 has tentatively connected the inscription @copvajorou 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 

[owxidn ‘lorogia (1.29) the following anecdote: 

Aéyovar Kooy maides év K& Texeiv &v vt moipvy Nuxiou Tob 

TURAYYOU olv* Texely 08 olx dova alla Aéovra. Kai oy xai To anueioy 
To0To 7@ Nuxig Ty Tugawida Ty wéMovoav alrd pavreicacda 

iy ET oy 

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 TegaToAoyia, 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 idioTys (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. 

* The translation “in some flock from an ewe of Nikias” seems also possible as Nixiou 
To¥ Tupavvou may be connected either with moipvy or with ofy, or with both. 
2L E.g. in Theocritus there is both the case of flocks belonging to the goatherd (Zd. 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. 
VIL Unfree shepherds whose work is leased by a sanctuary (Diktynnaion) are also known 
from Crete: IC, IL.X1.3,9f. (late first cent. B.C.), ¢f. 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):” 

M) eimyg SavaToy BioTov ogov: eiai xauola 

ws Cwols doyail auupogéwy ETspal. 

"ASger Nixiew Kapov wogov 10m Exeito 

ely Aidy, vexoog 8" tASey Um’ méhioy: 

aatol yag TouBoto petoghicaavtes oxiiag 

elguaay és mowag TAvuova dicSavéa. 

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 deceased 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 (tymbos), 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”). 
52 Contra: Sherwin-White, Cos, 142. 

>3 Best edited and commented upon in Gow-Page, GA, 1210f.(no.XXII= AP IX.81), 
11.230f. Krinagoras has also written an epigram on the doctor Praxagoras of Kos: ibid., 
1.228f.(no.LI= API. 273). 
34 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 (FgrHist 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 digSavéa). 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 AD.* So, in combination with Strabo’s testimony (see above) 

and the lack of any 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 TYPANNOZ. The bust and the 

inscription are known only from Iakopich’s brief entry and photograph in 

a general chronicle of finds from Kos and the smaller islands of the 

% The ms. reading dusSavéa has been corrected by Stephanus into divdavéa, 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 Miytilene 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, 92ft. 

8 Krinagoras has written an epigram expressing some sympathy about Philostratos, 
Cleopatra’s favorite sophist : AP VIL.645= Gow-Page, GA, 1.210f.(no. XX); cf. ibid. vol. 

11 227 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. 11.225; AP IX.235= Gow-Page, G4, 1212f (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. 
®The relevant evidence assembled and discussed in Gow-Page, GA4, 11.210-213. 

% 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 graffifo—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 zyrannos 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 Halasarna) 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 

el G.Iakopich, "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 JGRR 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. 
4 Syl1>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) is 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 [diog ‘lotAiogs Elagdtov viog 

Eldgatos 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 

Euaratos seems probable. This prosopographical and chronological 

association is mutually strengthened by the apparent identity of the priest 

no. 25 Nixaycgas 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 S¥éviog Acuxiov u(i)o(s), and no. 21, AmoAAwvidng OeapnTou 

oU(get) 0¢ AmoAdwvidov, reappear as hierophylakes in a votive inscrip- 

7 .mhoas udv Tog dlouvxwertos dmypaghs xal Ths magavé/uws Evxexmeayuwévag 
Euxolaar 1, 1o/ dapociov (11.8-11). 
2 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. 
"V PH 344.1-4:...iegéwg 32 Ad/roxgdrogos Kaigagos Ocob vio[0)/ Seaarod Nexaydoa to0 
Aahio/xAéovs... The identity of the three Nikagoras has been accepted by Herzog, Hal., 
488; Fraser-Matthews, s.v. Nixaydpag (42). Sherwin-White, Cos, 493 identified only the 
priest of Augustus with the homonymous Halasarman 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: ...d7ov 

av TI ovoua 7 ToUtwy 4y Te év Toig/ ice(nT)ebaaaiy.. ExxomTey. .. 

(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 Ilion. 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). 

" 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 XAPMTAOZ 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 (=AnEp 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: @YPZOZX 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 

7 His son, C.Julius 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). 
77 Bunett, RPC, no. 2731. 
78 Ibid., no. 2734. Cf. no. 2735, with different reverse but most probably under the same 

archon (his name here abbreviated as XAPMT). 
7 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). 
8B should be understood here, of course, as §', i.e. in the sense of a numeral adverb 
(dig). Cf. the basic study by R. Komer, Die Abkiirzung der Homonymitit 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, .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). 
82 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: AmoA\aviog B’ 707 7% 
which must mean “Apollonios(I) son of Apollonios(Il) son of 

Apollonios(IIf).” In the second entry we find: ITwAAivy B° Zeoyiavog 

jeoets 70 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 I10 OIITIMOX ETAAMOZX B; IIO 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’ 

8 The numeral character is indicated on the stone, as usual, with a superimposed dash 

(the sign of abbreviation) on the respective letter. 
$Cf. how the iterated monarchia of Xenophon is indicated in Segre, TC, 193, 194 
through the form 76 8, that is with the addition of the definite article. 
% So, ia., in IG XI1.8.260; Segre, 1.Cos, ED 230; Carratelli, Rom.Cos,p.819. This 
practice was apparently not established yet on Kos in the second cent. B.C.: cf. Segre, 
1.Cos, ED 235 A. 
57 Bumett, 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: Aov. Otnfraviog Aov. vicg Qiddppwy o5 weta T po(vagyioat) Kowy fegarevae 
yevvmSels év Adagaguy (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, Bukarpos, 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 youtom@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. 101ff.). 

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 (IIT): Further analysis of Nikias’ honorary 

inscriptions. Elements of a civic ideology. 

We should now complete the analysis of the votive inscriptions for 

Nikias’ gwtmgia 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 

% A connection of one of them, or both, with Eirenaios the dedicant of a probable earlier 
dedication for C.Iulius Artemidorus, Caesar’s influential Knidian friend, on Kos 
(according to Héghammar’s, p.160, no.50 quite plausible restoration of PH 134) seems 
also possible. 
°! Fraser-Matthews, s.vv. Elgnvaios, Bixagmog 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. [loAugaons, 
MosH/R0)S 
°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 eoi maTe@or (“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 

Mate@os is associated with various gods in the Greek world, for 

example, Apollo in Athens. Practicing the cult of AméAAwy Iatedos 

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 

Ocic Piuns xai Ocold) SeBaotot Kairagos Aidg Tatgmiov.” A more 

4 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)yxagioTpioy or iAagigiov: 
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. 
% PL, Euthd. 302 D. Cf. P.JRhodes, A Commentary on the Aristotelian “Athenaion 

Politeia,” (Oxford 1993%) 617f; W.Leschhorn, “Griinder der Stadt,” (Stuttgart 1984) 
113. Apollo has been venerated as maTogios at various other points of the Greek world, 
too: K.Wernicke, RE I1.1(1895), s.v. Apollon, 63; on his cult as Seds matp@os xtioTns at 

Side recently: J.Noll¢, 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 
&uitg understandable; he was Hercules” father on a Dorian island. 

Ibid., EV 219.16-17. 
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relevant case seems 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” (Se@v matowiwy ois a [Svaia guvrel/AeiTar.)”® 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 

Seol 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 Yeol maTedor 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). 
1901, Robert, “Etudes épigraphiques, III.Inscription trouvée a Kos,” BCH 1936, 199-202= 
id., OM11.906-909. 

YUIPE, .174. 
19 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 imép- 
formula: @eois maTgoig xai Umép T [alroxgdTo/plos Aouxiov Temtipiov Tevnjov...xal 
70U glumavTos alr@y oixlov aidiov dr/aluovis... 
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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@os)'™ 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 a/l 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 matedog/matopa (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 maTe@os in a collective group of Szoi matedor.'® 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 maTedog to their names and jointly (apparently more often in 

such a political context) with the constitution of a group of Seoi 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 mavois, the fatherland. This last connection 

(maTois-maTtedor Seof) had a glorious tradition for the Greeks at least 

19 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, 1%.174 (comm.), C. Danoff, Der Kleine Pauly 
4, s.v. Olbia(1), 273. 

R SRS ()Y 
1% ¢ ¢.(n. 100), 201= 908. 
% SEG XIV.529, 1-3: [icpov Eorew 7ode] 7o téluevos xai 0] wwww iegov 
Aptépizols........ Jag xai Atwg ‘Ix[el/aiov xal Se@y matodiwy... 
17 BSAA 40(1953), 39f. Cf. Sherwin-White, Cos, 330-332. 
1% Cf. for example Maiuri, NS, 475 where Apollo should appear three times with a 
different cult adjective each time; also Segre, I.Cos, 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 ¢iAdnatois, “lover of (his) 

fatherland.” Although the concept of the beloved fatherland actually 

underlies some Homeric phrases,111 the adjective piAdmatois—as far as I 

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 gidémolis (“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 need 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 maTo@or Jeoi and Nikias the giddmatorc. The dedication to the 

gods of the fatherland for the preservation of such a citizen very probably 

194, Pers.,, 401ff.(Broadhead) : ..& maides EXhvaww ive, EheuSepoire maTpid’, 
EheuSzgoiite 08 maidas, ywaixag, Jed@v te nategwy €m... 

10 VIL69.2 : ..4Ma e Adywy (sc. Nikias shortly before the final Athenian failure to 
break out from the sea-blockade at Syracuse, in September 413 B.C.) éoa év 76 o107 
70m ToU xaigol Gyres dvSpwmor...eimotey Ay, xal Umép amdvrwy magamAoia ¥ Te 
ywaixag xal maidas xai Yeols maTogous mpopegoueva...Cf. A W.Gomme-A. Andrewes- 
K.J.Dover, A Historical Commentary on Thucydides, IV, (Oxford 1970) ad loc. 
"'So e.g. Od, IX.34-5: g 00dev YAixiov 7 maToidog 0lde Toxrwy Yiyverad... 
U2 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. 
31 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 gwtmgia 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 

Zwtne for monarchs as “saviors” of cities etc.). 

Nikias’ attribute To0 Aapov vidg (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 @thomrargia 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 is 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 1og moAews, viog 

Bou, vics yegouriag etc. at various places abound.'” It is also very 

"1 The text of PH 81 is similar and different at the same time: O dauog oo (v)dg 
Adlroxpdropog/ Kaigagog,/ Ocoi viol, TeBaarol, cwrnalag/ Ocois iAagrigiov. 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. 
!5 Collection of much relevant material and useful remarks in Anastasiadis (n. 158 
below). 
!1° Used by the chorus of Bdelykleon’s behavior to Philokleon in A, V., 1465. Cf. the 
annotated edition of the Wasps by D.M.MacDowell (Oxford 1971), ad loc.(p.321): “love 
for his father.” 
"See esp. the examples collected and the remarks by W.Liebenam, Stadteverwaltung im 
romischen 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.Iulius 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 dduov 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 vios EAAadog (Syll.3 854), we know an viés 75 AéoBou 

(IGRR 1I1.87), an vio; Maxedovwy xai wijs mateidos (A.Tataki, Ancient Beroea. 

Prosopography and Society, Athens 1988, no.1321) etc., on which all cf. again L. Robert, 

esp. REA 62(1960), 310f. (= id., OM 11.826f.) and Bull. 1966, 186. 

U8 This has been correctly noticed already by P.Veyne, REL 38(1960), 460 with regard to 

Apul., Met. IV.26.3 and vidg 7ijs mohews. 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 viss moews with that of Tedenuog moAews, and the corresponding 

Latin titles alumnus municipii/coloniae/patriae). 

119 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 dduov viog/Svyarme on Koan 

inscriptions: Nikagoras, son of Eudamos, to whom we have a dedication, apparently by 

the deme of Halasarna, as @ihomdaroids, ddpov uid, fowt, grhoxaisaer (Herzog, KF, no. 

212, p.135= Hoghammar, no.82). The same zperson with the same titles should reappear 

in Maiuri, NS, 460= Segre, I.Cos, EV 226°(more on him in the part on Xenophon’s 

family below). The priest of Apollo no. 65 (ca. 38 A.D.) in the list of Halasarna (see 

above, n. 62) C.Hetereius P.f. Lautus is styled there additionally as d7uou vids vews véog 

(more on this below) ¢rhooéBasros. We find a mention of Aeuxiov Kooloulviov Aevxiou 

viot Baoaolul Oila)egiaved, daquou viol, pihoxairagog in PH 130 (Segre, I.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 [r1/o 

Aeptavol Sdyuou uiod 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 To¥ Aepiwy dduov (cf. G.Manganaro, ASAA 41/42(1963/64), 1965,298). There is 

also the priestess of Hera Claudia Polla, appearing as Ovuov Suyateds in an 

announcement of the deme of Hippiotai (G.Pugliese Carratelli, PP 13(1958), 418f.). At 
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as Ilapdada xal ToU duov ToU Zagdilavl@y viet™ Is the contrast with 
Nikias” exclusively “unreal” filiation merely due to the latter’s concern 
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 (see 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 libertus 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: ...yvdyn Taiolv/ Tlouhiov, 
Tagdadd xai ToU dnuov Toi Zapdila/vlGy viod, agdaAd... On person and date cf. 
recently Campanile, no. 26 (p.48f.). L.Robert, Laodicée (n. 117), 318 collected and 
commented on further, later examples. 

! Plut., Ant., 67.7: ...ypdbag (sc. Avravios) meds @edpirov Tov dv KopivSaw Sroxmay 
bnws dogddeiay xmopioy xai dmoxplidy Tols dvdoas dyor Gv iNdoaoSar Kaicaga 
dumS@a1v. Olrog v Oedpihos Inmioxov marie Tob mAEiTToY A0S Avrawvig dvwnSévros, 
mewrou 8¢ meds Kaivapa t@v amedevSéowy peraBadopivoy xai KaToixnoavTos Uotegoy év 
KopivSa. 
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. 
2 D.C. 48.40.6: ...Uoregov 2 dmo Amuyoiou édAw (sc. AaBiivos): oitog yap 2EehelSe00s 
e 100 Kaicagos Tol mgotégov v, xai Téte T Kimow mpos Tob Avrwviov 
moooTETAYUEVDS, AveliTyaé Te alTov padaw 6t xelnTorto, xal ouvéiafe. 
'™ 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 kithnen véSos 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 (émitoomete) 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) xdywy’, & Adfw’, e wq ge @@ xal pm oTégyw, 

xataTundels édoiumy..., or when he addresses Demos as “father” (maTeo, 

724) or “papa’ (mammidiov, 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 (moimtov matéea) 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). 

125 Cf: 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 epitropos of 

the people recurs iePeace, 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 

(?) Fifth Letter, 322 B (the author would have given his advice to the demos xaSdmeo 

TaTl). 

126 111,91, cf. 70, 72. The authenticity of 91 has been sometimes doubted (so Blass and 

Gernet 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, 

Ausgewdhlte 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? It is remarkable in this respect that: (a) he preferred to 

appear in those inscriptions 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 Halasarnan priest-list (see above) lays 

emphasis on the authorized tabulation of the priests, including the latter’s 

patronymics (matgiactei, 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” (elegyétas Tas moAiog) 

and a “hero” (¥pwe).”*> 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 8y11.2 755; 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 
Birgernamen 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.* 1023.29F. On the more extensive, basic requirements of Koan 
citizenship cf. Sherwin-White, Cos, 153f. 

" Cic., Ad fam., TX.10.1 (cf. Suet., De gramm. XIV). 
! Vedius Pollio, 25. 
" Ad fam., 1X.10.2; ad Att, XI1.26.2 (..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” (ig6%z0r Tinai) 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, 1I, (Miinchen 1974%), 135ff. (esp. 142-4) and K.Latte, Romische 
Religionsgeschichte, (Miinchen 1960) esp. 312-6, always basic on these developments 
(with further literature): C.Habicht, Gottmenschentum und griechische Stidte, (Miinchen 
1970%) esp. 204f., 266-8; L.Robert, REG 94(1981), 358-360; Price, R&P, 23ff. (esp. 47- 
52); Gauthier, C&B, 60-66. 

135" 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 
spateren Hellenismus?,” in: Stadtbild und Biirgerbild (n. 134), 90. 
% JGRR 1V.292 35fF., 293a.1.4345, 11.16-18, 38(izoYéwy 7fiwpuévos Tyudv). 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. 
Bernbhardt, 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.Iulius Eurycles.'* Two days of 

SuueAixol ay@ves (theatrical competitions) were founded here: the first 

“to honor his (the deceased Eurycles’) memory” (eis wyaqumny, 1.19) with 

the reasoning elegyétou ToU édvous xai THg WoAews MudY v ToAAoic 

yevopévou (1. 20); the second “to his (the living Laco’s) honor” (sis Ty, 

ibid.) as the city regards him xmdepovos T4s ToU ESvovs xal THs ToAews 

Ny euhaxi xal cotneilals dvtog (11.21-2). It is noteworthy that these 

0 See I.Knidos, 59.11-19 (the last words, Tiuafs icoSéors, 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. 
14! Caesar as patron of Artemidoros, too: Plut., Caes., 65. Cn. Pompeius Theophanes was 
venerated as Zeus Eleutherios on Mytilene only after his death: 7ac., Ann., 6.18.2 
(defuncto Theophani); SyIL3 753; coins: D.Salzmann, MDAI(R) 92(1985), 258-260. Cf. 

ibid., 251ff.; unduly hesitant: Price, R&P, 48. 

'2 Cf. Price, R&P, SOf. (correctly interpreting the phrase Séoiot xai Tois irroSéoiot in the 
important document of the Augustan period IGRR IV.1302= .Kyme 19.15 as referring to 
“Lmdmonal gods” and emperors); Habicht (n. 138). 

Y 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 

dfipog Taiep ObiBig Mooroplw] w6 Tois avSundTwt, fow ebegyérm (IGRR IV.963). The 
phrase 6 Tpis (not ¢ Tpig!) has dating value and clearly indicates that Postumus was 
then alive: cf. e.g. IGRR IIL91 (...0ks doyreoéa xai 7o B'modrov doyovra), Marek, PBNG, 
Pomp. 4 (p.137): Cn.Claudius Severus is honored as dig Umarov, 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, IGRR 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 
(LMylasa, 341,410) ca. 3 A.D. should rather postdate his death, being simply the natural 
expre@slon of the feelings mirrored in Vell.Pat., 11.102.1. 
Aan 1929.100= SEG X1.923= Oliver, GC,15.1.18ft. 
* 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@y Je@y xai fyspovwy yuéoas (L 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 

  

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

147 Some later examples where dgwg should characterize living persons: IGRR 1.979= IC 

Lxviii.55 (Lyttos, Flavian or post-Flavian), where the combination Yowa xai xoopomOAY 

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.): #ws is here (17) the apparently surviving relative of the 

deceased, who erected the latter’s funeral monument and is described as xalTog A 

Baaihijos dudpovos éoAss émawy (1.8). LStratonikeia 111, 1018 (ca. fourth cent A.D.), 

where the governor and local benefactor Eutheios is described, in Homeric diction (cf. 

0d. 1.371), as Seols &vadiyxiog tows. M.Guarducci, “Heros nell’eta imperiale romana,” 

Atti del I1I. Congresso Nazionale di Studi Romani, IV(1935), 328-332 argued for a much 

more expanded use of fpws 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.239f.). 

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 fjpws 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, EA 19(1992), 126 (first cent. 

B.C.) and some Koan examples to be mentioned right below. 
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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.Aelius 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 fows/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.Iulius 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 n.): Anaxenor was Seois évaliyxiog 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, AJ4 
39(1935), 335; Hellenica VIIL, 95f.; his information included in A.Akarca, Les monnaies 
grecques de Mylasa, (Paris 1959) 28f., n.2). On Hybreas see also below. 
™ Herzog, KF, 212 (p.135). PH, 106. Maiuri, NS, 461. 
' Herzog, Hal., no.4, priest n0.65 (p.484): T'dios Erepriiog MomAiou vids Aairog dnou 
vidg Tewg véog @iroaéBaaTog (ca. 38 A. D.). On the meaning of 7ows véog cf. esp. the 
same title in the legend AeoB@vat vows véos 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, 1.Cos, EV 177 (T'atog ‘Etneeios Taiov vids orpataqmoag Seols, “I sec. d. 
C.”), ibid,, ED 228(= Carratelli Rom.Cos, p. 818).36 (Eregmia Ta(iov) Su(yarme) 
TgéxtAAa, 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 (mep/megi Tag Nixia...cwtnpiag) 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 imep-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 [ev€lapévn dexatny/ xail vméo malidwy/ xlai éavrilsl. 

The second alternative is found for example already in fourth century 

B.C. dedications from Olbia, in the one Umeg 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. 

151 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”). 
192 A good treatment of this dedicative dmép-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, I see no reason to accept his rigid distinction 
(375) of the meaning of ¢még+bare genitive of person and the more expanded forms like 
Imég Tiig Uyelag, Tis cwmmpiag 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 I 857 (=I* 524). 3-5, ca. 470450 B.C. 
S RGN CRRINOIE)! 

155 Athens: IG 114351, 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 ...xaAAlisoéoar humég Tes dmoxiag."*® Further, we often find the 

more or less standard mention of sacrifices vmeép Tol OMuov/THg 

moAews/Tis BovAds 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 

prytancis as é¢’ Uyiela xal cwmeia TR Bouldis xal Tob Suov,”* to 

which during the Macedonian control of Athens under Gonatas and 

Demetrios II the royal family could be added, so for example xai imég 
100 Baciréws Avriyovou xal Oidag Tis PBagihicans xal T@y éxyovwy 

alrav."”’ 

This last example of a “royal version” of the discussed formula is 

not at all isolated. There are many such examples of sacrifices/other 

votive offerings for members of all the major Hellenistic royal houses or 

their dignitaries either in the simpler form, consisting in dmég+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 Umep Bagihéwg 

Atrdou (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 T7s Tob Bacidéws Vyieias xal 

cwtygiag.'® 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 

136 §y11.% 67= Meiggs-Lewis® 49.5. 
7 See e.g. the various citations in P.JRhodes, The Athenian Boule, (Oxford 1572)) 
130fF.; Syll.* 144.25, 473.11-12 etc. 
% See the useful study by V.IAnastasiadis, “Oi ém cwrmpiz Svoies oo aSmvaixd 
Uneiopata Tig EMmioTixd dmoyiis,” EAAHNIKA 41(1990) 225-233 where many such 
examples are collected and analyzed. 
19 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 e Tag 
opovoing)/ xail cwrlnglag] Toi Te dauov xlai Blacliréws AptagaSov xaill is vyleiag 
Tlas Bacidicoag Avrioxidlog xai T@y Téxvwv)/ alr@v (cf. on the date, ca. 180 B.C., 
G.Pugliese Carratelli, PP 27(1972), 184f.). 

' 4E 1913, 91= Morett, ISE, 1.36, 2f. 
1! G XI1.Suppl. 250.11. 
'2 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 imperial 
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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 iUmég 

Tic Aoxinmmg cwTneias xai Uyeiag (11.18/9, 32) on the occasion of her 

partial recovery from a serious illness and so as a special thanksgiving 

offering (yaototioia, 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 T@s 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 Agowons ®idadédgou that have been 

found at various places under Ptolemaic control/in alliance with the 

Ptolemics in the Aegean and in Egypt. L.Robert'® has convincingly 

  

beneficiaries are presented generally “to the gods™ (Seois) and are characteristically called 
iAaaTipioy (“propitiating offer”). 
19 SEG 33.1038. 
164 Cf. also the older (ca. 320 B.C.) case where Nesos offered sacrifices (cwrieta 
#[Sluoe) because of the safe return (?) of the local benefactor Thersippos: OGIS 4.43. 
19 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 

PO0RIIRSIISccHAICES)S 
1% One may recall here similar expressions from modern 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. 
17 Sherwin-White, Cos, 143. 
168Syr un décret d’Ilion et sur un papyrus concernant des cultes royaux,” Essays in 
Honor of C.B.Welles [American Studies in Papyrology, I], (New Haven 1966) 175-210 
(202-208), where all the relevant evidence was assembled. Some examples published 
later are included 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 Nikias” 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 

19 Cf. above, n. 58 on Krinagoras and Nikias. 
170 Cf. Fraser, PA, 1.226: ...largely, though not entirely, confined to Ptolemaic Egypt.” 
1 Cf. e.g. the remark of Herzog, KF, on no.18 (p. 63): “Schrift flichtig.” 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, I.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 Adratic 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 

oihavtaviog.””* 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. 
I3 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. 
75 Bumett, RPC, 3871 (BAZIAEQZ TAPKONAIMOTOT ®IAANTQNIOTY). Cf. 

W.Hoben, Untersuchungen zur Stellung kleinasiatischer Dynasten in den Machtkimpfen 
der ausgehenden romischen Republik, (Mainz [diss.] 1969) 207. 
176 30 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 @ihopdparog is borne by a woman (or one of her 
ancestors?) honored by the d7juos and oi mpaypuarevduevor Pwpaior 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. 

77 Cf. the 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 careers 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 

LA SIS 804).5-10: ...qet/Magynoavta, xai Enagyov/ yeyovéta T@v 
doyTento/vwy, xal Tiwadévra év 7 [t@vl/ Beettavav SotduBy arepiviw)/ xovoip xal 
Odgart... Maiuri, NS, 475.14: ...taSvra &v 1) 76/v] (B)oerraviv SeiauBey orepive 
wovoéw [xaildlogart vmo ol airoxpdTogos KAavdiou Kaiva/gos Seol, émaoyov yevéuevoy 
émi Pdpag 1@v/ teyverriv... 
2 Segre, 1Cos, EV 219.10-13: xethapyroavta, xal Emagyov yeviuevolvl/ Taw 
degrentovwy, xal tenSévra &v Tl@n/ xara Borrawdy SeiduBwi areeavor gouéluwil/ 
xai d6gart... EV241.6-T: ... uhilagynil/oavra Aeyidvos ydéagl---, on which see further 
below. 
* Suet,, CL, 25.1. Cf. next . 
* See esp. the discussion of his measures on the equestrian military careers by Devijver, 
C&ME (esp.76f.), Demougin, OF, 293-8 (esp. 2971.); 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 expedition is 
understandable.® Furthermore, specialists in equestrian careers’ thought 
that the addition of the words émi ‘Pwwag 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 seemed 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 AD. (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, I 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: 

° Cf. the examples collected and analyzed by Dobson, 72-78 (esp. 77f., with n. 57); 
Demougin, OF, 297f. (with further bibL.). 
® So Herzog, N&X, 226, Pflaum, CPE, 1.16 (p.43f.); F.Millar, JRS 53(1963), 196f. and 
ERW, 86; Dobson, 73; Saddington, 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, Romische Kaisertabelle, (Darmstadt 1990) 91. 
® Suet., @/59/38 

1 Cf. esp. Millar’s (n.6: JRS) remarks on the case of C.lulius Spartiaticus (Corinth 
VIIL2, 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 sense 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 4y96ag on historical grounds: 
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Xenophon has been tribunus militum Aeyi@vog 6yddag, 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 respective duties had nothing to do with the expeditio 

Britannica where his tribunate may now be safely placed. This is already 

  

the eighteenth legion was never reconstituted after Varus® disaster and there was no 
};Nenty—eighfll (see concisely and recently J.B.Campbell, OCD’, s.v.legion, 842). 

Ibid., 841. 
13 On Plautius: M.Hofmann, RE XXI.1(1951), s.v. Plautius (39), 27f. On the legio IX 

Hispana/Macedonica: Campbell (n.11), 841. 
1 E Ritterling, RE XI1.2(1925), s.v. Legio (VIII Augusta), 1647. 
15 pflaum, CPE, 1.15 (p.34ff.), Devijver, PME, C 124; Demougin, Pr., 538 (p.447fF.). 
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 (Zragyos 

&,g%rrsx'ra'uwV/Téx'ro'uwv/'rsxvrr(fw/xetgmrsxvaiv)19 imply, that his job had 
initially 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, 115 (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 
{)refened the latter view. 

8 Cfthe still useful, concise sketch by E.Komemann, RE VI.2(1909), s.v. Fabri 

(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), 1-19. 
' Mason, 138 (cf. the quotations s.vv.). 
2 Vegetius, Epit. rei militaris, 1.1 1(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). 
A Recently and concisely on him: C.E.Stevens-S.Hornblower, OCD?, s.v. 

e 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 &mi T@v amoxpiudTwY= 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. 
25 § Sahin, “Studien zu den Inschriften von Perge, II. Der Gesandte Apollonios und seine 
Familie,” EA 25(1995), 1-23 (here no.1.10-11, p.2; cf. p. 19). Cf. Dobson, 67f. 

% Cf. Dobson, 65£.; Saddington, 536f. 
27 Such a distinction, not a primarily geographical one, may be also implied by the variant 
Greek term Emagwov dogrextovwy dfpou Pupaiwy (IG T 3546, late first cent. A.D.). 
28 This may have been the case with Apollonios of Perge (n. 25) who followed a purely 
municipal career and was precisely Zmagyos év Py Texverrav. 
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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 govemor 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 (ILS 6286, Augustan period) whose 
cursus includes the following sequence of posts: ...trib. mil., praef. fabr. i. d. et sortiend. 
iudicibus in Asia,” with the remarks of Dobson, 65 and dedmvton 537/8 
! Cf. Saddington, 541, discussing the essence of the duues 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.” 
* The foundations for such a picture exist already in the ancient tradition: Suet., CL, 17 

and D.C,6021, 23(cf. esp. the “haste,” #meixSm, 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: magagxewy ye émi 1§ oroateiq 

oMY TdY Te GAAwY xai ENepayTwy mgoouveilexTo. 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 difficulties 

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 already 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 

SIDIGNGOBNIE SN IR} 
3 Claudius could proudly claim later that his victory had been reached “[sine] ulla 
iacturfa]” (ILS 216). 
3D.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. 
3% 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. 
¥ 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 
VIILii.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” (¢5w 

THis oixouwévng) 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.C, 60.19.2. 
“Ibid., 2-3. 1 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 2, X.235f. 

i3



KOS BETWEEN HELLENISM AND ROME 

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 

“ 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 societd imperiale,” Chiron 28(1998), 267-285 (with 
further bibl.). 
3 PH 345 (= Syll.> 804).4-5: ... émi w@v EMayixav dmoxguudtwy. Maiuri, NS, 475.4-5: 
...yevéuevoy 9 xai émi T@v dmoxpidTwy. Both texts in which this office of Xenophon 
appears date from Nero’s reign while other honorary inscriptions for him of Claudian 
date (Segre, I.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 A.D. 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, 1.Cos, 

[BVA211108 
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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 Iuliani. 

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 (Il. 4-7): ...xethaggrioavra v Teopavip Aeyi@vog KB 
Honuryeviag dis, wovagyroavra..., that is connected the adverb dic 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 (L. 4, after Eevog@vrog; 1. 10, after 
Zefag/Tolg) but also inside it, that is, after the abbreviations KYP(eivg), 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 d7. 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). 
:: Cf. HBengtson, Grundrif$ der romischen Geschichte, (Miinchen 1982%) 301f. 

Seen. 45. 
2 Herzog, KF, 190-199 (with the older literature); id., N&X, 218 (@8) 82911 (nis1) $DHIS 
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 Bl 

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 elevated 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 praenomen 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 Suyaréga Hielav in Maiuri, NS, 459 (with the correction of 
7deiay into ‘Hoelav already by G. De Sanctis, RFIC 54(1926), 61f.). 
* The relevant evidence collected and discussed in the basic article by F.Kudlien, 
Xenophon (13), RE IX.A 2(1967), 2089-2092. 
' In a late antique catalogue of Greek doctors: M.Wellmann, “Zur Geschichte der 
Medicin im Alterthum,” Hermes 35 (1900), 349ff. (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 (‘Pédiog, Alefavdoels), probably of recent 
naturalization: cf. the observations of Fraser, PA, .47-49. 

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

> Tac., Ann., 4.14 (cf. above, p.16). 
3 Herzog, N&X, 221f. 
5 He should have also been instrumental in supporting a similar request from the 
Samians (7ac., n.53) at the senate: IGRR IV. 1724; P.Herrmann, MDAI(A) 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 TiBgrog 

K\atdioe Khedvupog and his wife Khauvdia ®oify;™ his maternal uncle 

TiBéotos KAatdiog Eevopdvros vics ®idivog® and the latter’s son, 

Xenophon’s first cousin, TiBépios KAaidiog TiBegiov vidg Bevop@y.” 

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 is 

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) a homonymous descendant (amdolyovos]) of his, honored as 

benefactor in a later (second century A.D.), fragmentary decree of the 

demos of Antimachitai, Aigelicis 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 ?),” apparently to the demotai, 

on the celebrated birthday of Xenophon the heros (on this public quality 

5 Herzog, KF, 191, n.1 (after R Briau, R4 43(1882), 211f.) and N&X, 222, n. 1 connects 
Xenophon’s acquisition 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 PL, 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. 

% PH, 94= Syll.> 805~ Segre, I.Cos, EV 233 (cf. above). 
% Syll.* 806=Segre, TC, 146; PH, 46.6-7. Cf. PIR* C 959. 
 Patriarca, 18= AnEp 1934, 92. 
81 (n. 58).7-10: ...xai moeofBetoavra moMdxis Imie Tis marpidos ads Tols TeBacTols. 

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. 

52 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. 

% The fragmentary text mentions [? momoduevoy xa$’ éxagrny alrol] yevégiov 

diavoluag---aEiwg---Tob towlog xai dpyveenlv---. The last word especially reveals the 

similarity with such cases as e.g. B.Laum, Stiftungen in der griechischen und romischen 

Antike, (Berlin 1914), I, no. 100 where we find deyveixdg dadsaers (II. 22-23). 
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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'atos Stegivios Hyoupevdg, 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 

% 1t 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 Eevop@lv/ra---liguou uli/ov---. 
Segre dated this to the first century A.D. and preferred to restore [Mevaliguou which is 
possible but rather improbable in comparison with [Agtoralizuov. 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 AdgnAros HedxAerrog Toii 
Apworaigvou (= Agiwraiywov) 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. 

% Cf. Laum (n. 63), L74f., 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). 
o7 Herzog, KF, 199. 

8 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 Q. 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, 1.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 Talov Suyaté/ea ‘Poveivav, Ty yu/vaixa Taiov 
Zregmvilov Eevop@vtoc. 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) BaiBia ZeBioa Matodva 
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 Baifios Amusreios in a manumission from Kalymna 
(Segre, 7C, 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, Z.Cos, ED 66 

S CE 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. 146ff. 

7! There is a M.Baebius in a catalogue of must(ae) at Samothrace: /G XIIL.8, 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 rémischen 
Namen in Eleia,” ibid., 201. 
Z Segre, 7C, p. 172. 
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and contains a mention of [BlaiBiov Z[---, followed after a line by 

another of some TiBegiov KA[avdiou --- (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, 

LCos, EV 237 (the basis of a statue): JAI [0]Z ‘HoaxAelil/ltov, 

mladyovos Tob/ [edleoyéTa Bevolp@vros.”* The inscription is dated (ibid.) 

to the first century A.D. Who may be that [rledyovos ? If we look for 

suitable combinations of names on Kos,” the only attested possibility 

seems to be ®iAiag ‘HoaxAeitou, 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 

mdyovog) 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 filll names 

and an express statement of relationship to Xenophon: the important 

couple of Tdiog TotAtog Atovuaiov vics Pafia Avtimateos and TouAia 

TloAvdelxovg Suyatne Nixayopis in Segre, I.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/7ev7) as an expression of their 

thanks and favor” (1. 19-20). At first sight there seems to be no possible 

P ™ 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.Baebius P.f., Ivir quing(uennalis) in 
Dium under Tiberius (ibid.). 
74 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 = at 
the beginning and the space of just one letter between I and = seem verified. 
7 In Sherwin-White, Cos, Onomastikon, s.v. ‘HepdxAertog (p. 455ff) and Fraser- 
Matthews, s. eadem v. (p. 204 II). 
78 Carratelli, Isthmos, IX ¢ 12,27, 42 (p.172f.). 
77 The gap at the beginning of Segre, .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); XX VI 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 @iAdxaicap and 

@ihooéBaatos, on which see below) as gidingyos xal dmodedery-pévog 
Tis Aciag aoxreoels Seds Pauns xai Seolt] ZeBacrtoi Kaicagos Arde 

Matewiov (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 Ionian) 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 

" Fraser-Matthews, s.vv. (pp. 47 I, 137 III). 
™ Ibid., s.v. HoAudelnng (p. 377 1I), no entry Nixa-yopis. 
80 Cf. Mason, s.v. dmodeixvupt (p. 24). 
¥ Cf. Campanile, esp. 162-171. This Antipatros is now to add to her list of high priests of 
Asia. 

2 S0 we have the forms 7o vidw (. 3), edepyérmw (L. 4), AoxAqmot (L 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.Kubsitschek, 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 is 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 Tuliani. 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.[KAaddiog, Eevopdvtos viogl/ PiAeivog, 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. KAaidilos.....TiBegiov 

Khawdiov)/ Nucaydoa vids, Adxidamols TovAiavis... A mention of another 

AlVAuddpw... appears next and finally, before the list of competitors 

begins, a “son of Charmylos” and a ®:Aogeiwlv]. 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 

8 8o 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, IX 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). 
85 Just before the list we find the fragmentary mentions: 7o detregov 0ide [--- Aléyov xat’ 
evepyeoliav (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 “jpws for Xenophon, Ti.Claudius Nicagoras Iulianus®® 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 Claudii 

Tuliani 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 KAauvdiay Povgeivay Tovhiavay® 
Suvyaréga KAavdiov Nixaydga ‘TovAiaved amiyovoy AcxAnmadidy 

xai ‘HoaxAeid@y. Her brother, homonymous with their father (Claudius 
Nicagoras lulianus) had covered the costs of the monument. It should be 

clear that this lady—despite the omission of the praenomen Tiberius in 

her own, (already on palacographical grounds)® later phase of the 

family—belonged to the same Claudii Tuliani,” and traced her family’s 

ancestry back to the Asclepiads and Heraclids.” 

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

8 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 verschwégerten 
sie sich mit einander,” cf. 135. Cf. Segre, 7C, p. 192. 
8 Herzog (ibid., no. 212) identified him with Nikagoras, son of Eudamos; cf. below. 
8 Jo¢Aav %y 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. 
Ut is also significant that she is styled here 7owida (1. 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, “ATIOTONOI AZKAHITIOT 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 
[TiBegiov KAavdiou / Nixlayldea vied AAxi)/dlauov 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, SuuBoAn oty foevva i loropixfs ovveidioews Tav 
EMdpwy oy émoxn T ewuaixiis xviaeyias, (Athens 1972) 62; W.Ameling, Herodes 
Atticus, I Biographie, (Hildesheim 1983) 3f.; Chaniotis, H&H, 225f.; Nigdelis, 105f; Ch. 

Kritzas, “Ato émyoduuara amo 76 Tetoi Newéag,” in: Hoaxtixa AieSvois Zuvedoiov yia 
Ty Agyaia Ocovaria o pviun Tob A. P.Ocoydon, (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 

TiBé/o1ov Khaidliov TiBegiolu KAavdilou vioy Alxidapov ToulAiavéy,/ 

améyovloy Aaxhymioli pév/ émd yleveiav AE ‘HlgaxAé/ovg amol N, 

xal auyyevld vlta woMdy avdedy tlemipaluévay dpletis Evexa 

[xal/ elvoiag Tag] & alrov (sC. Tov dguov).... 

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 

nonctheless important  relationship of Xenophon’s family with the 

Claudii Iuliani can be substantiated. We should also mnotice that 

Xenophon and the Claudii Iuliani 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 Bacbia Severa Matrona mentioned above as one of the 

few examples 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 pracnomen, 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, 

  

93 Carratelli, Isthmos, 151 had already made the “genealogical part” of this inscription 

known. Cf. Sherwin-White, Cos, 49, n. 104. 

94 The honorand has undertaken the costs: [3]’ aiTo¥ at the end is a misprint for 21’ 

avToD. 

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 Iuliani, 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 Iulii. 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 Juliani? 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 

inscription of an honorary monument decreed by the council and the 

people for Alkidamos styled mowa, licloléla [Tlov EpmB--- (1. 4). (b) 
Segre, 1.Cos, EV 116, a similar monument for the father, styled as 

[cwTHoa xall ebegyérmy (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: 1.Ephesos, 27). Could there be some connection of his both 
with C.Iulius Dionysii f. Antipater the Asiarch and the Claudii Iuliani of Kos? 
S o3k [TiBéorov] KAaidiov/ [Nixayspav 'loluhavov. Cf. 1. 6ff: [avédmxe Tov 
alvdptavral 1ol yAvxutlaTou mateds /[ TiBéotog KAlatdiog/ [Nixaydpa vicls Adxida/[iwos 
“TovArlavag. 
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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 1. 3- 

4: TiBegiov KAlawdiov ---1/ Newaydpa [---. 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 (émmeraaluévov or -wy in 1. 2) and 

important Koans seem to be involved: apart from a Bacbius (cf. above) at 

the beginning there is also possibly a mention of ®Aaloviou KAwdliavod 

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 somechow 

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 2wl po(vaogov) Aldawou TovAiavod, 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 Khatdiog AAxidauov vics Adxidapos 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 

Alawa’z’ou,m2 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 (vaméar) 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). 

10 o Xenophon’s own case in Segre, TC, 193, 194 (simply Eevogdvrog); ib., 167 

(@Aaoviou KAwdiavel), 197 (BaiBiov Amumroiou), 202 (Aikiov ZaBewiavod). The 

combination of gentilicium and cognomen was apparently equally distinctive as that of 

cognomen and agnomen. 
10U Carratelli, Rom.Cos, 818f.= Segre, I.Cos, ED 228. 
EaIbiINoS! 
193 Herzog, Hal., no. 4, priest no. 68. 
1041 Antonius L.f. Bassus, ibid., priest no. 103. 

195 Carratelli, Rom.Cos, 819. 

196 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 Iulianus. 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 [iméo Tas T@v vélwy 

xai épmBwy xoouiov @A lomoviag] (12). It is noteworthy that in his name 

the filiation no longer includes the praenomen and gentilicium, that is, 

we have AAxidauou and not TiBegiov KAawdiov Adddpov. 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 TiBeoiov KAaudiou 
Aluddpov viol Eevoxgarou. 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 TiBégios KAaidiog 
Alscidapov ToMog “Tovhiavos Emediavos AAiavos 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 

1071, 1: [TiBéoros KAaidiols Adrdauolv vilos AAxidalpos TovAiavds 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, [[Tadovopotvrols, 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 Q given by Paton 
(ibid.), fits a date in the late second/early third century A.D. Cf. below, p. 115f. 
199 Carratelli, Rom.Cos, 819; Sherwin-White, Cos, 252, n.182. Cf. Hatzfeld, esp. 384 and, 
more recently, on other Allii 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. ?). 
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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 seems to have preceded that 

terminus 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), ZéE(tog) AMhios Bdooog;''® 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 [Z1é6ros 'AMilos ’EmixtyTos moeaBuTegos 

flmBo-rgiB'qglu and an AAAia Eirugia 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.™ 1t 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 'lovAiavés) 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 

10 Carratelli, Rom.Cos, 818= Segre, 1.Cos, ED 228, 20. 
"I Segre, 1.Cos, EV 255, 6-7. Segre has given here the text ...2miu. 2é€(rov)/ [...Jov 
Baogou but he has also cited in his short commentary the namesake in the list of the 
presbytika palaistra (see above). We may restore: ... 22£(ov)/[AMilov Bagaouv. 
"2 Herzog, KF, 112. 
'3 Maiuri, NS, 651. 
fEE 08 
115 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 @iAomaroid, 

dapov vi@d, vowi, @ihoxaicagr™ Even if this man was dead by the 
time of this honor, the combination of the terms “hero” and “son of the 

people” is 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: avéImxey Miwvida Ilgatlov [Toi---. Now, in 

11.3-4 we find the obvious sequence of these further prosopographical 

data on Minnis in the form: Tod Eidauov @iromdaToidog daluov violl/ 

ethoxaigagos, i¢o(e)iay. 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: dvédmxev 

Muwvida Tlgaidov [ywaina ¢ Nixayogal/ ot Eidduov @ihomaToidos 

dalwov viol Towocl/ phoxaiagos...'”® 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, [Tt Zefagtot)/ Kaigagos (Il. 6/7). A little later on 

in the text we find mentioned that Minnis was [tel/Tiuauévay 3¢ xai vmo 

100 elBactol Kaivagos tel/[[Timanévav]l] Tiwais paoluagivass... (1. 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. 
17 An improved edition of Maiuri, NS, 460. 
U8 T 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 (Nixaydgas Eddduov) 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, 1.Cos, EV 72 we find another priestess honored by 

the people whose name is partly preserved: -—-lxida Alxidduou 

[Svyaréga )/ xegomuaTueiay™ [--/...Jv Avaiayov, itoleiav/ dial 
Biou TiBegiov KAalvdiov Kaioagos]. 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 Iuliani 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 AUtoxgdtogos Kairagos ©col violU]l Tefaotol in a 

119 T 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, 1.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, I.Cos, EV 219.17 on Augustus’ description simply as 

SeBacros Kairag on Kos. Of course, it would still be possible, textually, to add to the 

restored words in both gaps Szo¥ (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. 

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

12 She was probably adopted into the house of Alkidamos, her physical father being a 

Lysimachos: cf. on this use of EyomuaTicalxegonuaTixa to denote a previous identity e.g. 

SEG 28.1255 and the cases in K.Buraselis, ©EIA 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. 
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decree at the deme of Haleis'” and the magistrate NIKATOPAS 
AA(AIOKAEOTZ) 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 pH 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 imperial cult that we encounter here (contra 
Paton, 1bid.). 
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. 

125 1,0l 53. See further below, p. 134. 
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XENOPHON 

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® Kaicagr Aya3d ©e@ (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 AyaSds 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 edegyéTag Tag maTeidos xai isgels dia 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, 1210 (+11.358, n.s). 

127§ Christiansen, The Roman Coins of Alexandria, (Aarhus 1988) L1.38ff. (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. III (1918), s.v. Agathodaimon, 47. 
128 Herzog, KF, 196. Cf. id., N&X, 242. 
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Acxhamdr Kaicapr SeBaorii xal ‘Triai/ xai Hmévm o izpedc 
alit@y dia Biou/ Téiog Dregrivios ‘HoaxAeitou/ vids Kogumhia 
Bevogiv  @ido/pdpatos  [[ohovépwy]] @ild/xaioan  pirooéBacTos 
wihd/maTais ddpou vids eloeBrc / elepyétas Tds maveidos wpwe/ 
avéSmxuey1? 

There is no alternative for Xenophon’s erased title on 1. 5.1°° 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 euergetes 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, .Cos, EV 95, an inscription on a marble block (probably the base 
of a statue) where he is simply ¢ edepyéralc], and a coin type of the 
imperial age from Kos where his bare, youthful portrait and name are 
accompanied by the attributive legend [IIEPET[Z] on the obverse 
while the serpent-staff appcars on the reverse."® Segre’s dating of that 
mention of “the benefactor” in Xenophon’s early career 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 

1% Originally published by Herzog, A4 1903, p. 193. Republished by Patriarca, 19= 
AnEp 1934, 93. 
130 @ )oxAaidios would be too long for the space available. We also have an erasure of 
@hovégwva in PH 345.11. Cf. Herzog, KF, p.198~ Segre, 7C, 111.11-12 (-..pthovéguw/vog, 
@thoxAavdiov..., neither title erased here). 
1 BMC Caria 215. Cf. ibid. 212-214: the bare head of ZENODON (obv.)/ Hygieia 
feeding serpent, KQIQN (rev.). 
"2 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 

Tolv/ agyiaToov] T@v Zefact@v xal elegyé/ltav Tas malreidog 

(Segre, 1.Cos, EV 245). We may also think of restoring here To[v/ 

aoyieoéal T@v ZeBagtdv. 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 P 93: [---] tav Eédeav Taiw Sregrwiw HoaxAeirou/ [---vid KlogymAia Eevoedvri 
7wt T@ Tag TaTEidos elep/yéiTa elymplioTiag] xapw. 
134 PH 345 (a dedication of a public or religious body on Kos); Maiuri, NS, 475 (dedicant 
unknown); Segre, I.Cos, EV 219 (from the monument erected for him by C.Iulius 

Antipater, see above); ibid., 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 ToU iaTeoU pov. 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: ... 

Eevopdvta yevouevoy iatoov/ Yeoi Khavdiov Kaicagos.™ 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” (/a7goi TiBegiov KAaudiov 

Kaicagos). 

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 

monarchos."® 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 

  

“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. 

137 Segre, I.Cos, EV 221. Claudius should be dead here (yevépevov, Seo0). 
18 Segre, TC, 146. Cf. above. 

13 Herzog, KF, 196. 
0 Sogre, TC, 193.1 CEmi M 16 B Eevogdvrog...), 194.1-2 (Eni po(vdpxov) KAewvipou 

700 Khevdvrou wera wo(vaggov) 10 B Eevopdvra...); on his simple mention as 

Eevopdvros cf. n. 100 above). There is possibly also a mention of Xenophon as 

monarchos in Segre, I.Cos, EV 51[bis]. 6-7 (restored). 

14 Segre, ib,, 3-5 has hypothetically restored ...tév wévlaogov/ xai povagyiloavra 

mAleova/xig... We could also restore [ywpvaciapymloavra. 
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inscriptions where they appear, relying on two criteria: (a) the 

presence/absence of the title @iAovépwy (on its content see below)— 

regularly erased—for Xenophon in the original text, and (b) Claudius’ 

mention as divus. According to them, Segre, 1.Cos, EV 219 and 241 (in 

both Xenophon is giAoxAaidiog but not girovégwy, in EV 219 Claudius is 

not divus yet) antedate and PH 345 (@ilovégwy erased, cf. below) and 

Maiuri, NS, 475 (Il. 2-3: ...700 AdToxgaTogos Khavdiov Kaicagos Sz00)™ 

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 iagéla d1al/ Biov 

ZeBacTtot* and as iegéa Oia PBiov T@v ZefacTdlvl/ xai TiBegiov 

Khawdiov Kaiocagos Zefactod I'lepl/wavixol ailroxedtogos xai 

Acxdymiot xai ["CVyeiag xai Hmiovns xal xata yévos AmoAAlwl/vog 

Kagviov xai Zefaatis Péas.™ 

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. 

142 The significance of the word is also proved by Maiuri, NS, 462.8-11: ...ico¢a 7 Biov 
TiBegiov Kaioagos ZeBactol xai TiBepiov KAavdiov Kaivagos Iegpuavixoi ZeBaotol 
Szoi..., where the omission of Seoi 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, Romische Religionsgeschichte, 

(Miinchen 1960) 318 and J Kirchner on /G II-II* 3264. On divus Claudius always basic: 
M.P.Charlesworth, JRS 27(1937), S7ff. 
143 Of. Herzog, X&N, 240ff ; Sherwin-White, Cos, 151. 
L Segre, I.Cos, EV 241.5-6. 

145 Tbid., EV 219.5-9. The passage right before this on the stone remains enigmatic: Segre 
has restored (Il 4-5): ...elepyémmy T maTeidog, (ma)loal/ Toi Tefactod, icpéa..., 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 iatlpovl/ Toi ZeBaorol, the later entry apxiarolov] (I 9) 
refipresent.ing just a posterior, higher title (cf. above). 
140 The jdentification 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 

ieof) Oia Biov TGy ZePact/@v Yedv'™ xail Aoxhamol xail 

‘Yyetag xai Amovag/ xai [Kd xlai Mégomos xai “loidos xai 

Zagamdos, izef/ xal amnlo/ yévous Pléag xai AmodMwvos Kagreiov™ 

xai AmoMolvos/ Tudiov ?1 xai Awg Tlohidws xal ASdvag 

[[oAta/dog---1 Sedv xai “Hoag Elias Agyiag Bagi/[Aias xai Se@v? 

Nuxloumdeiwy xai AméAwvog/[Aatiov ? xai Apgolditas Iovtias izof 

2[efaoToi? / ---0ludexa Sedy xal MHL....)/[---V/IZ [..IZEZA (L 5- 

14). 

Xenophon’s accumulation of priestly offices is impressive and 

reminiscent of earlier 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 doxieoéa T@v Se@v xai icgéa 

Mla/ Bilov TGy ZePactdv, xai Acxiamiot, /Ixail Tyias xai Hmévns. 

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).”** 

7 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 discemn 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. 
% Almost certainly all Augusti, dead and alive, see below. 

199 Cf. Segre, 1.Cos, EV 219.8-9, and for dms yévoug Syll.>783, 30. 
151 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. 
12 BCH 5(1881), 475. 
'3 Syl1* 804, n. 8. 
13 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. Apyregeds, 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, epigrammetic description as iegeUs 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 

135 The apparently secondary mention in 1. 12 of e SleBagrod or -@v?], cf. above, is 
not at all certain. 
138 As for example the priesthood of Claudius integrated with that of the Sebastoi in 
Segre, I.Cos, EV 219 quoted above. 

157 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: éxSigavra Toligl/ 
eBaorois xai Toig dMoig Seoig 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, S8. , 

138 With the concomitant figures of Hygieia and Epione in AnEp 1934, 93. 
199 JG XII Suppl. 7.3-4 (+ L.Robert, RE4 62(1960), 310, n. 2): [...7ov Séwv malvrwy Te 
xai naigay AaBovra (sc. Motauwva AeaBdvaxtos) xata /[yévos --- Tals iowloivarg Tag 
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career 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 (aggrz0els) 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 

imperial 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 @iAoxAaidios but not the similar @iAovégwy. This must mean that 

  

Te moMiog xai tig Aéofw. 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), 119ff. and now Labarre, 

109ff. 

UG xan) 549 120 ey elpea xai dpyeipea T@v TeBactwy xai/ T@v EMwy Stwy 

navrwy xai maigay S 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 
Wwas also high priest of the Sebastoi and priest of a long list of local cults: IG 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. 
161 See Bagnall, 48 and more recently A.Mehl, “Militirwesen und Verwaltung der 
Ptoleméer in Zypem,” 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 

(¢tAovégwy) 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: 

Ozois maTpgols Umép Vyetag Taioy Stepriviov ‘HoaxAeitov viol 
Eevopavtos, gihoxaigagos, ¢ihoxavdiou, gihoaeBaatou, dduou uiod, 

@ihomaToidog, elaefols, eleoyéTa Tas maTpidog. 

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: 

@iAéxaigag, ehoxAaidios, pihooéBaaTos. 

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 

12 A minor difference is that the standard formula in the texts of this form for Nikias was 
Umép/megi T cwrmgiag but in the dedications for Xenophon we see this only once (see 

Appendix 3, no. 3). Ynég Uyieiag seems naturally to have more of a private than a public 
character, and to be less dramatic, but we should not press the point. 

'3 Basic discussions of them (including a large collection of examples): Miinsterberg, 
315-321; L.Robert, Hellenica 7(1949), 206ff. (esp. 211f.); J.H.Oliver, The Athenian 
Expounders of the Sacred and Ancestral Law, (Baltimore 1950) 87-9; Ch.Dunant- 
J.Pouilloux, Recherches sur I'histoire et les cultes de Thasos, 11, (Paris 1958) 120f; 
Pleket, I.Leyden, 4-10 (starting from the interpretation of the related term giAoxaioageis); 
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, 144f., n. 338. We may now add: Segre, I.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 
tiberschwenglichen Schmeichelepitheta [: gAopduaiog, pirocéBacrog, ¢ihéxaicag etc.].” 
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 

earlier 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 seem 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, 368: “.nous ne saurions suivre K(nibbe) dans ce qu’il dit des 

“Schmeichelepitheta” gilopdparos, giroréBaatog, @piréxaigag.” CEf. esp. his study cited 

in the previous n. 
166 Of already Miinsterberg, 318. 
167 1) addition to the literature cited above (n. 163): R.D.Sullivan, ANRW I1.8(1977), 783; 

Braund, 105-7 (with n.s, p.116f.); Nawotka. 

188 Of again Minsterberg, 317 who first underlined the parallel use of ¢iAdxaioag xai 

gihopduatos 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 @iAdxaioae with 

@iAémaors here and in many of the next examples, also sometimes with visg modews); IG 

V.1.1449 (Messene, a giAéxaioap o icgets avrod, ie. of Nero); IEphesos 3801 (for an 

archiereus of Asia under Claudius); [BM 894 (for an archiereus with the gentilicium 

Julius in a decree of Halikamassos for Augustus), IStratonikeia 1024 (the bearer, a 

Ti.Claudius, was also isgatetoavtos @y Zefagrav), 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 di Ty UmeoBaAAovoay alrol mods e Tov olxov T 

SeBactdv eloéBeiav..., the honorand apparently never having been personally acquainted 

with the emperor; only his relations with governors and procurators are mentioned); ibid. 

17.596 (a similar case from Attaleia, third cent. A.D.?). 

1701 ¢. (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. 
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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 

Bast 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 “@ ZeBaoté.” 

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. 

! 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. giAaSnvaios, @rroS7Baiog et 

simm.; @iAdxveos, @harébavloos, ihapoaxns (all already in Strabo) and, of course, 
various such dynastic titles as ¢iAadeA¢os, @rhondrwe et simm.; @iAdumeos, pitevgimidns 
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: 
...tmepSéybato (sc. AAékavdoos) Koategov wév yag ehar grofaciréa, Hoaroriwva 82 
@iraégavdoov. The basic significance of the philo-compounds survives much later as best 
exemplified in the description of Sarapis himself as ¢tAéxaoap 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 ¢iroBacihiorai of 

Ptolemaic Egypt—cf. M.Launey, Recherches sur les armées hellénistiques, (Paris 1987%) 
11.1029f. —with which we could then compare the ¢iAnoaisrai of Samos and the 
¢rhdgrepis Salutaris cited below or the @irodidvugor of Didyma 502 (second cent. A.D.) 
or, even more appropriately, the @idoxaigageis of the inscription of Ilion (Pleket, 

1.Leyden, no. 4: first cent. A.D.). A late antique application of such a usage is then e.g. 
the expression ¢ihoxeiorou TovoTwiaved in IG IV.205 (sixth cent. A.D.). 
173 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. (MP.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) 
SeBacrol: eg. in Syll’ 814.45, 820.9; Oliver, GC, 29.6-7, 38.17,46.4. [O] Sess 
ZelBlagrog 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 giAogeBaaTov 

Adpov Keywy.'™ 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 @iAdgTemis xal 

(,ot?xo';fa,umg,l77 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 

eboeBr bearing the dual title giAneaiotis @ihooéBagros” As we also 

happen to know on Samos of a priestess T7is AgxmyéTidos “Hoag xal 

Qe Tovhias 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 Alseios, with the titles giAlolxaizagos wt?xoo’sfidq‘mblgo and a 

collegium of three napoai at Halasarna dedicating a statue of Sebasta 

1> 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: gihocéBaclroy xowov @y xatd Tiv] 
Aciay [EMvvav]. IG X11.7.266 (Minoa/Amorgos): 1 ¢theséBactos Mewwntdy Bovla). 
IGRR 1V.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 oi o0 mgomdropog Seoll 
Arovioou Kognaeitov gaxmpopor plorar). 
176 pH 362, probably first century A.D. 
177 I Ephesos 27.451-2 (p.198). CE. 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 IGRR IV.1732. Cf. the comment of the editio princeps by M.Schede, MDAI(A) 
44(1919), 39. 

' JGRRIV.984. 
180 gegre, 1.Cos, EV 135.2. 
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Homonoia Drusilla and being collectively called @ihoxairdowy.'®! 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, 

  

'8! Herzog, Hal,, no. 5 (p. 493). Drusilla’s name had been erased but was still legible in 
Herzog’s time. 
ReRL oSN B 
183 On the other side, the more personal flavor of philokaisar seems also confirmed by its 
parallel development into a Greek personal name (®iAéxaigap): Fraser, Kings of 
Commagene, 370, n. 27. 

' Minsterberg, 315-316 (with earlier literature). 
18 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. 
'8 So Fraser, Kings of Commagene, 370, n. 28 utilising L.Robert, Etudes épigraphiques 
et philologiques, (Paris 1938) 140 (a mention of ¢iAémators 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 dduos éfagicato yonuatiley altav 

evoeBy mowida w)\éfla-rng.189 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 giAayeinmar cupBioTai, obviously devoted to 

Augustus’ viceroy, in Smyrna (?)."* Philo'" has Macro, the praetorian 

prefect, assert he had sufficiently proved @idoxaigag iwg xai 

eihoTiBéptos eivar (“to be not just a friend of the Caesar(s) but especially 

of Tiberius”). There is then only one @tAoydios in an Ephesian name list 
  

Peregrinus © ...qvéxgayov el Eva @iddgogov, Eva @i\émaow, Eva Awyévous xai 

Koamyrog (nAwTaw). 
189 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 

(14 ff): ...xai ghapida AvouBalxny)/ xai Bwwdy xitxeov xai Toa/melay paguapivay 
xai Sulpiarigiov dxadgadxov xail Toimoda viyewoy xai Sed/vov miawoy (?) abv Imomadi/w 
xai dyaludTia Aefa mévrel xal magameTdouata Teia/ xai xeatioea Jelodv/ 6 dduos... 

The lettering would agree with an early imperial date. On the popular award of such titles 

cf. now also the case of Kleanax ¢idomaTwe 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 oupBiwois T@v pirogefiorwy 

{)ublished and commented by C.Habicht, Pergamon VIIL3, no. 85 (p.117). 

! De leg. ad Gaium, 37. 
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of Caligula’s times in which all persons included are collectively 

designated at the end as of piAogéBaator.™ Polemo II of Pontus, a close 

friend of Caligula, from whom he received his throne,'* appears also as 

@ihoyeguavixde in the date of a manumission from Gorgippia.'** Herod 

of Chalkis is styled as gidoxAaidiog on some of his coins.'” Still later a 

procurator of Commodus and high priest in Egypt styles himself as 

@iAoxoupodos xal gn)\ozra',gamg,l% while—not to lose sight of the basic 

undertone of familiarity in such compounds—one of Commodus’ 

deliciae was called ®idoxouumodog, Osixvvoloms Tis mooowyopiag TN 

oTogYMY TN & Tov maida Tob Bagiréwg as Herodian explains.'’ 

Against this background, it is quite natural, but nonetheless 

significant, that Xenophon was also ohoxhatdiog® and later on 

ehovégwy.'”® Philoklaudios appears in the “canon” (see above). In 

Segre, TC 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 ceBaorovéws and oeBacroAdyos. 
SelD DN E 
14 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). 
195 Bumett, RPC, 4778, 4779 (43/4 A.D.). 
1% Y Hunger, A4ntHung 10(1962), 154f. 
SN 
18 The imperial credit for this civic political capital appears in Claudius’ second and third 
unpublished letters to the Koans (see below, p. 138ff.) where we find a mention of 
ZrepTviov Eevopdvtos/ ToU iateol wov xai @idov (11.6-7 of the second letter) and 
[Zrepl/mwviov Eevogdivrog [Toi iateod mov xai ¢il/Aov aiei grhomarordols] (Il 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 (4nn., 12.67). Cf. Herzog, X&N, 231-6. 
1 The only so far attested case of such a titularly coined familiarity with this emperor. 

° There seems to be no sufficient reason for supposing, however, that an earlier 
engraved gihoxAaidov had been replaced by gidovégwva 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. 
2 Xenophon styles himself (dedicator!) here simply as gihovégwy. 
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Xenophon’s Roman connections were also twice (in the two 

documents mentioned last) expressed with the oldest pertinent title 

@ihogwuaios. 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 elaefBajs. 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 dajou vio, 

ehomdTodos and (after edoefols) elegyéta Tas mateidog, 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 7ag 

maTeidog replacing Tag moAiog), 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 However, 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. 
203 Thus for example the instigator of the above-mentioned reform of the Halasarnan 

priest-list, Aristion son of Chairippos, appears himself with the label edoeBs (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 

£00eBdg as (i.a.) in the Koan examples PH 119; Maiuri, NS, 462; Segre, 1.Cos, EV 226. 

24 The only exception is PH 345 where dgov viév 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 /eros. 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% 80 in Maiuri, NS, 462. 
26 Cf. n. 169 above. 
27 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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LCos, 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 Anfp 

1934.93 and Segre, 7C, 111 is Neronian and also PH 93 looks rather like 

a thanksgiving (elyaolioTiag] yagv) 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 (...Eevopdvti) so the verb to be restored is probably 

naJiépwaey 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 is 

the condition openly celebrated in the new type of euergetes that 

Claudius’ doctor represents, while the traditional civic distinctions are 

relegated to a secondary position. Even the “revised” euergetes’ local 

piety 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. 
210 Of 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: @cols maToworg 
Uméo Vyeiag Magxou Aidiov ZaB(e)wiavol, viod molews xal yepovaiag, 
eVepyéTa TAS TaTRIdOS. 

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 éni wo(vdoxov) Aidiov ZaBeviavod 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 Jasos. 

After Segre, 1.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 

1 «Attivita del Servizio Archeologico nelle Isole Italiane dell’Egeo nel biennio 

1934/35,” BA 30(1936) 129ff. (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” (vids 70U dauou) 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” (vidg moAews xail yzeougiag). That in one of the twenty three 

dedications® the old label survives in conjunction with the gerousia (dauov 

xai yegovaiag vioD) 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 

2 ¢, 

  

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

private dedications for Sabinianus. 

4 Segre, 1.Cos, EV 71. 
5 J.A. van Rossum, De gerousia in de griekse steden van het romeinse rijk, (diss. Leiden 

1988), in Dutch with an English summary: pp.238-242. 

S Cf. especially the institution of the patrobouloi, sons of council-members (bouleutai) 

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, ZCos, 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, 
LCos, EV 373: [A yegovoila Tdiov/ [Kaigagla Zefactot/ [Kaizaolog 
vig.® There is now also a very interesting document about the gerousia’s 
responsibilitics in Segre, 7. 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 (avdoi@gor) the body somehow “consumed in the 
emergency faced” (@ yegovoia... xateyonoato é Tov émaTdyTa xaigdy). 
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 carlier 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 elegyéTas Tag 
naTeidog, while in the new honorary document of the gerousia for him 

(see below), he appears as elepyétys THs mMoAews xai éavtic (sc. Tc 
~egougias). The content of “fatherland” seems equated with city and 
gerousia combined. 

I 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. 

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

° A restoration [4 BovAla 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, 
1.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 ZCos, EV 71: “T 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, Aclius 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). 

  

U R Heberdey, Forschungen in Ephesos, I, (Wien 1912) no. 55 (p.171), where d#juog 

Kgwv and mohig Kwy are alternating terms. 

12 Segre, I.Cos, EV 71. 

B Ibid., EV 281. 
! See above p. 95, n. 135. 
'S PL, 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, Zyécers oixoyeveiaxoi dixaiov eis Ty vijoov KaAvuvoy 

oy A ‘u.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. Méagxov/ Aihiov Zafwiavév/ toy i moAews xail EauTis 
ebegyétny ellxagiotiag yaew, ypval caexoetvros Acuxiov/ ®avvioy 
Bagaov ‘Byva/tiavel, émuelqret/ovtos Mdoxou Smedi/ou BnoiAdov, 
doyemoTa/tioavTos Aikioy Ahe/Eavdgou. 

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, 1.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 (yuuvagiagy@v) 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, 7C, 202, pl. CXV; id,, I.Cos, 1L 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. orpamnyds Umatos who sends a letter to the Koan 
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Beryllus as epimeletes (émueAnTetwy), and Aeclius Alexander, an 

obviously ~subordinate superintendent of the technical ~work 

(¢oyemoraTioag),” 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 Adp. Elggooivov 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, 1.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. 
2 PH 103.21F.: émi iepéwg xara Seiay xéevary dmo yévovs Mdgxov... 

24 Cf. the facsimiles of this and the next inscriptions from PH. 
25 See Campanile, 10.54 (p. 70£.). 
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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 A.D. 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 Iuliani (see 
above), we should count among the earliest examples: Aetxiog Koooiviog 

Acuxiov  vios Baooos Ob(a)Aegiavis® and Tlo(mAiog) Biogédhios 

BaBuAAiaves * in the first century A.D.; then [TwAivy Segyiavic, twice 

priest of Apollo at Halasarna at rougly the turn from the first to the 

second century A D.; still later M. Aigixioc ®afiavés gymnasiarch in 

the second/third century A.D.,*! the polyonymous Ti.Claudius Alcidami f. 
Tullus Iulianus 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, .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. 

?7 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 éxi 
wo(vapyov) ®Aaoviov KAwdiaved, is Flavian at the earliest. 

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

% Segre, I.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 Aet(xio5) Zéoyiog 
Aeu(xiov) vios TwAAiwy. 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-III sec. d.C.”). Cf. also the case of a ®AaSialvév] restored in 
Segre, 1.Cos, EV 147.5 (“Il sec. d.C.”) and possibly ibid., 160. 
32 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 Enapoodeitov OpeAhiavoi 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, Aelius. There are few other (and not 

carlier) Aclii 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 genfilicium. ** 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 LStratonikeia, I, 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 praemomen 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 Aelii. 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.Aelius 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 

DS 

35 I the area of the islands we know e.g. T. ®Aaotios ZaBewiavis 6 xai Atovigiog 

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

3 Dessau, 360; cf. Holtheide, 108. 

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

¥ As 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 
Jjurist Masurius Sabinus (first half of the first century A.D.) were known 
as Sabiniani (the counter-school were the Proculiani). * Our Sabinianus 
was 1o jurist but we know of a Sabinus (Zafivog) who was an important 

doctor.” He is mentioned by Aulus Gellius® (ca. 180 AD.) 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 L.Kajanto, The Latin Cognomina, 
(Helsinki 1965) esp. 35—but also in the naming of political or religious groups after 

their own “masters,” so e.g. Albiniani, Nigriani, Cassiani (7ert., Ad Scap., I.5) and, of 

course, Christiani. 

! See Ar.Steinwenter, RE IA.2(1920), s.v. Sabinus (29), 1600f; W.Kunkel, Romische 
Rechtsgeschichte, (Koln *1978) 107, most recently T.Honoré, OCD® s.v. Masurius 
Sabinus, 935f. 

“ H.Gossen, RE 1A.2(1920), s.v. Sabinus (25), 1600; K.Deichgréber, Die griechische 
Empiriker-Schule, (Berlin 1965%) 25-9. 
“ [11.16.8:...Sabinus medicus, qui Hippocratem commodissime commentatus est... 
M V119 (Kihn): ...ef 7@y v Mepyaue ddaoxdAwy wudy Z1patovixog Tolvoua, 
uadnris Zafivou toi Tnmoxeateiov... and XVI.196 (ibid.): ... Polgos 32 6 Eeéaiog xai 
ZafBivog éx t@v vewtépwv... Rufus of Ephesos belongs probably to Trajan’s times: 
H.Gossen, RE AL1 (1914), s.v. Rufus (18), 1208. 

% 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 VL.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: mopgugomdAou, mogeugomd[Aidog]l. 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= BrguAdog, a green-blue precious stone)’ but also with the 

1t 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. 
47 Sherwin-White, Cos, 232, n.65 dates it “c. i B.C.-i A.D..” 

8 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 III.1 (1897), s.v. Beryllos (3), 320f.). I 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 Zaidtog BriguMog known from Athens in the first half of the third century 
A.D.: M.J.Osbome-S.G.Byme, A Lexicon of Greek Personal Names, I1. 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, IIl.A, 
(Oxford 1997) s.v. (p.90, four examples). Cf. also W.Pape-G.E.Benseler, Worterbuch 
der griechischen Eigennamen, 1(1870°), s.v. and n.52 below. 
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cognomen of Zmediag 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 Adauavdiou should be a patronymic genitive. It is instructive to compare 
with this case, also in social respect (see below), the Phrygian Suagaydiov (“the small 
emerald”) in Maiuri, NS, 239 (also a tombstone). 

52 J Baumgart, Die romischen 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 (matdaywyds) of Nero and in his office ab epistulis Graecis in 
Jos., AJ 20.183f. (cf. W.Henze, RE TI1.1(1897), 319f.) should also most probably be a 

slave or freedman. Cf. also for example the Adduag Odolong 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, B4 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: LJenkins & 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, Grundrif3 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&E, 114- 

133; W.Dahlheim, Gewalt und Herrschaft. Das provinziale Herrschaftssystem der 
romischen 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.”) 
3 Cf. the picture drawn by McGing, esp. 108-118. 
4 S0 esp. Bernhardt, Polis&RH, 63f. (cf. his view: “Die Passivitit der meisten Stidte 
wurde zweifellos vom Bewuftsein ihrer militirischen Schwéiche 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” (31d TéAovc) 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 éAeudégals] T@v dia tédous v 
7§ @ihig Tob dnuou ToU Pwpaiwy wepeymxuidy.t 

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.I1.3 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.. of uév émmydyecSe MiSeidarny, of &% ASoym 
ovvéderde (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). 
¢ 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....” 
7 Reynolds, doc. 3.16f.: ...xaloen Sudis pe/yadws émi v éufj magouaia. Oppius had been 
kept hostage by Mithridates and liberated after the peace of Dardanos: App., Mithr., 
II1.20, 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 pafronus 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. 
% Ibid., doc. 3. 
10 1bid., 11. 44-48: ...6mwg e T quvKAiTw TG Te dfuw Ta 4@’ Judv mempaquéva doTiv, 
Srav els Paouny magayévopal, dacagiow. 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 (magayevnSeis eis Ty Pdumy...mdvra dacagioy tois Pwuaios). A 
lack of first-hand and significant information in Rome is implied in both cases. 
1 Reynolds, doc.s 8 (SC de Aphrodisiensibus), 10 (Octavian’s letter to Stephanos), 13 
(Octavian/Augustus® letter to the Samians; 1l 2-3: ...76 @iAavSewmov Tijs éAeudepiag 
oldevi d8dwxa dijuw mAGY TG T@y Ageodetgiéwy 85 dv TH molépuy T Zua powioag 
dogradwrog diau Ty mos Mds elvoiay éyévero). On the identification of this latter war, 
the respective enemies (Labienus) of Octavian/Augustus (appearing here as Adroxgarwe 
Kaioap Seoi TovAiou vids Alyouatog) 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. 
13 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 effort 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, LX1.97. Cf. Reynolds, p.3. 
** Reynolds, doc. 5. Cf. the comm. ibid. and Campanile, 14f. 
1° 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 houle, 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., 111.89); cf. Magie, 1121f. (n. 27). 
18 Kroll, 84 accepted the date ca. 145 B.C. as a terminus 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. 
19 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 
geriud.” Contra: Sherwin-White, Cos, 23, n.57. 

° PH, p. 318; BMC Caria, pp. 210-3 (nos. 165ff.); Head, HN, 634. Cf. Burnett, RPC, p. 

452. 

2 Duly noticed by Kromann, 213. 
22 Sherk, RDGE, 49 (now also Segre, 1.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. 

2 Sherk, RDGE, p. 265 with n. 2 has assumed a re-unification of the guilds of the 
Dionysiac artists émi Twvias xai EAmondvrov and megi 76v KaSvyewéva Atsyuooy under 
Sulla whose friendly relation and even familiarity with the Dionysou technitai is 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 inscription 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: ...amodeAloSw O xal ditoeuAaxias xai Ylmol/doxas Pwpaioy xal 

Emumyisiag maoas @’ g [ailocitar [0 0al/wog (I1. 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. 

Einallys we" bave'in® Segre /\Coss "EDNI1938 1 secialC ) Na 

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. 
24 Sherk, Cos, 215 (cf. id., RDGE, p.266). 
5 See further below on the style of Sulla in addressing here the Koans. 
26 See also the comments of Habicht, 1. Kos, 88 on this text. 
2 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 “Staatsgisten” 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” 
(xepdAailov], 1.3; a “not contemptible man” (w1 elxatagodvyroy &vdoa), 
1. 6; “abond” (xe1e670awov), 11. 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,” 1. 12; a “creditor” and perhaps a mention of “the 
whole senate” (6Ang T oluv/aAajroul), 1l. 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 
elopopd, in 1. 5, 12, 24, @épwy, 1. 32; vyoupévwy dia Tov modepov, 1. 6, and Tag Ty 
myovpévwy émelaveias?], 1.31, clearly pointing to the Romans). 
2 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.” 
%0 Sherk, RDGE, 49. A.13-15: ... uds] odv S\w peovricas Smuwg [dmo/derSi map’ Sueiv 
Témog émolnudraTog év § dvadn/loeTar g aTily 9 meel @y TexVITGI. 
! Ibid. 8-11: ...énérloe/ba aridmy] Tag’ el &v T émomuordry TomQ avadrloeaSar 
&v q avaypagioetar Ta Um’ duol dsdopéval/lTols Tegvitais] ¢ilavSewna. 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: 

Emiyodew TévTE ET@Y @ogovs édeveyxeiv..xal TRy Tol moAéwou 

damdvmy..., dgiow TalY éxdoToig éyw xata molel,...tafw   
meoSeauiay Tal dogogals, ...Tois oU guhdfagw ém¥Mow dixmy g 

moAepiong. 

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 is 

also similar. The triumvir ingenuously expresses the renewal and 

extension of the association’s privileges as his personal grant (svyxwed, 

1.19; émegweonoa, 1.31) and classes his letter to the Koinon of Asia as 

mere notification: vuiv (e) yévoapa meol Toltwy (1. 33). Although it is 

not certain that free cities would not have participated in this forerunner 

? 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: A\ viv pSds dv wor doxeTre morfioar Tijt éuijt 
[meol (P) Tovl/rwv wad(iun: meovorigavres xai ta &v Toig dnulodios)/ Sudy duoloyelv 
yeduuara. 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” (yvaun) 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’, IX.162. 
3 Sherk, RDGE, 57 (the Greek title of the association: 4 gtvodog @y &mo Tijs oixouuévms 
1200V @Y Xl TTEQRVEIT@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 Lacedaemonians/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 gidixai Asitovgyiar, “friendly services.”* 

The meaning of such “privileged conditions” had probably depreciated 

as much as the corresponding value of Greek amicifia 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 guarantced 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) 14ff. 
% On the necessity or not of this joint status see below with n. 75. 
37 See Syll.> 748 (= L. Migeotte, L ‘emprunt public dans les cités grecques, (Québec 1984) 
n0.24 with precious comm.). 
* 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,/&E 194, n. 523. 

' Str, 8.5.5 (C 365 fin.).Cf. Bernhardt, IF, 196fT. 
41 Cf. the terms ¢mracodueva, 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 Swainohis (“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. 

2D.C., 51.8.3: Kaiogag & tov uév Tovgoldioy dméxteme (xai, Etuxe yao éx i &v K@ 
T00 AgxAmmiod UAqg lda &g vavTmwov xexopds, Odbxmy Twa xai TG Sed, oTt éxel 

&dixatdydm, dotvas Edoke)... Cf. Sherwin-White, Cos, 141. 

3 Cf. Magie, 428; Bowersock, A&GW, 10. 
4414.1.41 (C 648). 
“ Ant, 24.2. 
5 Syll* 766 (cf. Strabo’s passage, n. 44). 
47 Seofs dvadivxios aldf (the end of a distichon cited from Od., IX. 3-4). 
* Cf. the formula Seoic 2valiyxios #gws 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 cweimodig for 
distinguished benefactors of Greek cities: cf. L.Robert, Bull. 1959, 259 (p. 213). 
30 Str., Lc. (n. 44) mentions as the principal sources of Anaxenor’s fame and advancement 
the theater and Antonius (67 paAora !), 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 Aeros 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 nmatpis 8" ixav@s avToy 
nuEnae... 

ISt 14.2.24 (C 659-660); Plut., Ant., 24; ILMylasa 534-536; the still unpublished 

inscriptions from Mylasa mentioned first by L.Robert, AJ4 39(1935), 335 (cf. id. 
Hellenica 8(1950), 95f.; apud: A.Akarca, Les monnaies grecques de Mylasa, (Paris 1959) 
28f., n.2; AC 35(1966), 419f.(= OM VI, 43f.). Cf. L. Radermacher, RE IX.1(1914), s.v. 

Hybreas (1), 29-31; Bowersock, A&GW, 5f., 45; Berve, Tyr., 438, 726. 

2 The already mentioned (previous n.) three inscriptions from Mylasa are dedications 
(the first by a gladiatorial association, oi xuvyyoi, 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 Cafou "lovAiou, Aéovtos djowog viod, “TBoéou Towos, 
apyrepéwg dia. yévous (so the punctuation of L.Robert, Les gladiateurs dans 1'Orient grec, 
(Paris 1940) no. 175, p. 179 - cf. p. 330 -, adopted in L.Mylasa). 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. 
1 think that the natural reading of the name is Faiov "lovAiov AéovTos Towog, viod “YBoéou 
Tewos, dpxrepéws O 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 o mpograTns YBoéas 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. 
55 L.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. 
28 S, 142,24 (€ 659):... TRoéq 0’ 6 matip, g adTdg dimysito &v T axo)f xai maga 
TGV TOMT@Y WwoAdymTo, fiovoy xaTéhime EulogopolvTa xai Muiovnyoy. 
57 Ibid. : BiSUdnue, xaxdv el wis modews dvayxaiov: olre yap pera aob dwiueda (fy 
o 

o7’ dvev go. 
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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 Iatter’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 (o0 mooosTagYévros @igov) 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- 

% Tbid.:...tagd 8¢ alfnow Eoge (sc. YBotag) xai iSavubcdn wev xai EiSudnuov 
{avrog, dAha tedeutnoavros wdhioTa, xbpiog yeviuevos Tiis mhews. Zawv & imexpdirer 
moAU éxelvog, duvatos v Gua xai yonoikos TN moAel, WoT, & xal TI TUeAVVIXSY TPouTY, 
ToUT’ dmeAleto T4) magaxoAouSely TO KonT Iy, 
% Plut., Ant., 24. Cf. Magie, 1278, 1.1. 

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 IG 
V.1.970 and SEG X1.923 (=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. 
114219 (C 657/8). Cf. Sherwin-White, Cos, 145f., 227. 

2 Bemhardt, IF, 201f. (with n. 74). Cf. my n. 75 below. 
% Until now the two main theses were those of: (a) Sherwin-White, Cos, 146ff., 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) Bemhardt, IF, 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 is 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: .17 0¢ T@V ocegudv mepioTdolewg]), some time after his 

Cantabrian expedition of 26 B.C. (1. 13).”” We may note that Augustus is 

here (Il. 6-7) presented also as mAvova Tav [a\\wy émi T4 Adgiag 
EMalvoy  elvor/ay  elegyediars T4] mpetéop  moder  peylaldasg 

émapoayiGomevos. 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?® 1 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.” 
¢ The testimony of D.C. 51.2.1: xai & (: Octavian after Actium) Tag uév méAerg 
gomudTwy e elomoaker xai Tis Aoimils &g Tovg moAiTag apavy v Tals Exxdmoiag tbovaiag 

nagaipéoer periAde... should probably be interpreted against the whole picture of 
Augustus” diplomatic leniency in the East after his victory, as reconstructed by 
Bowersock, A&GW, 85ft. 

% N&X, 216, n.6. 
% Cf. on and against Herzog’s later views on this inscription L.Robert, Hellenica 
2(1946), 146, n. 2 and BCH 102(1978), 401; also Hoghammar, 33. 

57 Cf. Hoghammar, ibid. 
% L. 24 .¢nli Tig] Acialg ? gacTdlvms mleolvodicar. The context remains too 
fragmentary. 
% So 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 AD. 

About ten years1ater, in 23 A.D., Tiberius let the senate recognize 

the asylia of both the Heraion of Samos and the Koan Asklepieion, as 

2 56.272-31 &‘1‘!518’!} Te guyvol wu'yéfieg oi ;Léu 'éEw T@Y Tomwy &5 olg e’Ewgt'zf&fr]a’av Tag 
diatoiBag Emototvro, of O xai év alroig enswmg a.figa-regav dijyov, amq'yaesuve (se. 
Augustus) umdéva, muos xai u%xmg st@;gSsvm [.L'm'a &y 'm'rslgw Bla,'rgtfisw wnTe v w)a'w 

TGV Soar ElaTToy -rerga.xovllwv amo 'r'r); 'm'rstgau oradivwy amégovot, Aqy K@ e xai 

‘Pédov Zapou te xai Aéofov Taitas yap olx’ ofd’ dmwg wovas vmekeideto... The reading 
Zawou is here Boissevain’s reasonable emendation of Zapdw (Sardinia) in the 
manuscripts. 
7! 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, Spitantike und frithes Christentum (Festschrift 
A.Lippold), hrsg. von K.Dietz u.a., (Wiirzburg 1993) 204: “Vor allem diese letzte 
Bestimmung zeigt, da} damals offenbar die gesamte rémische 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. 
” Bembhardt, I&E, 190 (Rhodes) 201 (Samos), 187 (Mytilene). Methymna had an old 
foedus with Rome (SylL> 693, ca. 129 B.C., cf. Bernhardt, I&E, 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, /&E, 126). 
™ So also Bernhardt, IF, 203 (n.74). However, I cannot see any evidence for an 
institutionalized privilege of some cities in the Roman world to accept exiles, for which 
he uses (also Bernhardt, 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, dréleta) 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 dveiggopia in the Greek sources, and a “full one,” 
aAertovpymeia in precise Greek, freeing a city from all forms of financial obligations and 
services to Rome, such as billeting of troops, provision of food etc. 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 ¢dog/-or 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 libertas 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, 1 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 o002 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 tutela of non-llian children, seems to 
suggest a specific rather than general type of privileged status. (¢) 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 
  

aréleia alone on some coins of the civitas libera Alabanda in the Augustan period (Head, 
HN, 607, legends ATEAEIAZ, ATEAEIOZ; cf. Bemhardt, /F, 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. 
78 Patriarca, no.10= Hoghammar, no. 69, an honorary inscription (base) for an author of 
enkomia ¥ Te Tov xtioTalv] Tig mohols] ZeBaotov Kaisaga xai Tog elepyétas TeBépioy 
Kaioapa... Maiuri, NS, 462.12-3 (post-Claudian, cf p.97 with n. 142 above) mentions 
2eBlaclra Aoxdamieia peyada: 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) . 
77 Cf. Bemhardt, I&FE, 177ff. (esp. 182). 
78 Bowersock has well demonstrated this policy in regard to the dynasts of the East in 
A&GW, 421F. Cf. now also the concise picture by B.Levick, CAH* X(1996), 649f. 
™ Tac., Ann., XIL 61. 2: “.dixit (sc. Claudius)...precibusque eius (sc. Xenophontis) 
dandum, ut omni tributo vacui in posterum Coi 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 weyioTag, col. I1.35) to the island in the past 

would be preserved and perhaps enlarged (elepl/veaiag moooetevoi- 

agxovtla ?, col. I1.35/6]. 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 

8 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, 1.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 dnuaggixis 2Eovaias 7o/ §ydoov (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. I11.68/9) also as dnluagxxiis ébovaiag t6 Gydol/ov 
must be correct because all legible beginnings of lines (I checked it myself) are entire 
syllables. So e.g. [évat]/ov 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 

48/9)® should be freed from the obligation of housing (Roman) official 

guests (...tas Eevodoxiag oxlioews..., ibid. 50). Most intriguing is the 

final letter preserved. Although we have only nine lines in all after the 

introductory 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/xudalovoa oragi, ibid. 77/8). 

Claudius presents the “always patriotic” (afei @ihomatoidolg], ibid. 76) 
Xenophon fearing that this situation could lead to more serious trouble 

(Qeigavrtog prmotlel.../ peilovos xaxot aitlia yévyratr (sc. n ardgig) 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 EITTETOT dMa/uerégovras 700 ovoriuatos... 
8 However, a crucial word in col. Il 73 is APAZ read by Herzog as dodsg. I think that 
this is a participle, doag, and could give the clue to a reading as, exempli gratia, [tag 
Erapeil/ag Yudy dpag del veuloloas moog Tapaxivl. 

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 in Aelius Aristides’ Podiors mepi opovoiag (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: t@v te Podiwv T éXevSepiav 
ageideto, 671 Pwpaiovs Tivag dveoxohdmoav. The restitution of Rhodian liberty also 
took place late in Claudius’ reign with the famous advocacy of Nero (53 AD.): Tac., 
Ann., 12.58; Suet., Nero, 7 (the event wrongly dated two years earlier); IG XI1.1.2.12-14. 
Cf. F.Hiller v.Gaertringen, RE Suppl. V(1931), 810; H.H.Schmitt, Rom und Rhodos, 
(Miinchen 1957) 189. On Xenophon’s adoption of Roman principles cf. the penetrating 
remarks by F.Millar, A 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” (émmociag/[xaowl, 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 civitas 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.” 
85 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 J.H.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 11. 4ff. seems basically correct and we should 

read them as: [09x dAvairel\és fynadumy moMdxig/ [xai médeoli nagactijoat, [Gloa &y 

uol pa/hera, 6 &) G Shvarar voulilleaSar/ [xgioewls ebar Seiag o0 SeBaoTot, 

/[modrepov mools Tols émi @y Enapyer/lGy méumeoSal &v Taills évrodals ém/[réTaxTar... 

(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. 

% Cf. concisely on him now A Momigliano-G.E.F.Chilver-M. T.Griffin, OCD?, s.v., 492f. 

87 Segre, I.Cos, ED 43.10-12: [..viv &’ £ duetlégou Ympiouallzos o deiva ExxlAnawy 

¥Sero mi/ [tov SeBacrov...The situation would be still clearer if we restored [...vv 3¢ 

xaY’ dpetlégov ... 

8 Cf LSJ-Revised Supplement (1996), s.v. émigera. The other side of the story is most 

probably the appellant’s distrust both of the civic iurisdiction and the governor’s stance in 

his case. Oliver’s (cf. n. 85), alternative restoration, émmgeiag [€gy0ly, 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 civitas 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 gaow 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), 
gubl. 1995: 130ft. (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), 163ff. (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 /ibertas 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 

“Original publication by C.Habicht, “New Evidence on the Province of Asia,” JRS 
65(1975), 64ff. Now also 1. Ephesos 13= SEG 37.884. Cf. the next notes. 
%3 I know of two major attempts at a general interpretation of this intriguing document so 
far: F.Gschnitzer, “Beurkundungsgebiihren im romischen Kaiserreich. Zu IVE I a 13,” in: 
Symposion 1985. Vortrige zur griechischen und hellenistischen Rechtsgeschichte (hrsg. 
von G.Thiir), (K5In 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. 
% 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. Bemhardt, I&E, 128, 157, 187f. with n. 488. 
71t is noteworthy that Chios and Kos present exactly the same two categories of entries 
(mavrwy - els yepouaiav), the latter occurring only here in the whole text. The sums 
mentioned are different for each island. 
%8 The former view has been proposed by Gschnitzer, cf. n. 93. The second is adumbrated 
but not adopted, ibid., 402. 
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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 ToUTou o vopor 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 tvydvra T@v 
xaMig/twv yoapudatwy amo toi Jeol ZeBagtov (: Titus, L 5f) év/ 14 Tds movraveiag 
xap@; 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 2¢’ of 
amelxal/reoradm a matplos moler/reia(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 Tlepyaumvols émi Népwvog xatélaBe mpayuata, xai Podiovs 
Evayxog émi AopeTiavod...) should still be uncertain. 
1L 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 émoavéaltlatov/ [t@y év Acig méhlewy, éAetdegolv/ 
xail avTovoluoy xata Ta doyula/ta T iclods auvaAiTov, Tov/ [4deAlpdy 

aitis (sc. m7s Egéaov) Kwiwy/ [87]uwov... 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 

12R Heberdey, Forschungen in Ephesos, II, (Wien 1912) no. 55 (p. 171£.), 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 Maiuri, NS, 562. The area of his office in the Greek version: meptédou Kaplac xai 
vijowy KuxAadwy. His name and status, M. Ulpius Aug. lib., give the approximate date. 
Cf. esp. Pflaum, 1. 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 ist das Jahr 161.” 
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cither 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 
Pprovinciae 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 boundaries, 
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 Graeco-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 Erbschaftssteuerbehorde von Asia.” The geographic 
term Kyklades may be used here in a later, more expanded sense: cf. 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, [Kos, 66 (the co-reigning 
emperors must be Septimius Severus and his sons). 
"% AnEp 1920. 45, 16-18 (from Thuburbo Maius in Tunisia). Cf. on this and the next case 
Nigdelis, 222. 

19 4nEp 1969/70.601 (from Ankara). Cf. the earlier testimony of his career: AnEp 1924. 
77(= 1.Ephesos 3037), 9-12. 
10 CJL TM1.460 (from Kos): “provin[c]. ins. num. [maiest. q. eor. dic.”; cf. 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 

island (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) A[g]athus [Glennadius, v(ir) p(erfectissimus), praes(es) prov(inciae) 
insul(arum)...” from an inscription of Mytilene, CIL II1.450. 
! Sherwin-White, Cos, 250-5. 
12 Ibid., 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. 
114 Cf. already Herzog, Hal., 492 (where, however, just the economic component of the 
immigration is noticed). 
LN 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, 
245£+1124f., n.41 for the older views). 
16 Cf. L.Robert, REA 62(1960), 2791F., 300; Th.Sarikakis, “Ta ewuaixs vépara Tig 
AéaBouv,” 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 CJoi negotiantur/ [civitatem] Coam pietatis in/ [C.Iulium 

Caelsarem ponti/[ficem maximJum, [patlrem 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 earlier. 

If this factor may have contributed to the numbers of Romans on 

Kos in late republican/early imperial times, K. Hghammar 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 is 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. 
documenti dell’eta repubblicana,” Epigraphica 27 (1965), no. 16 (p.40); Hoghammar, no. 
11. Cf. Sherwin-White, Cos, 140. 

s Hoghammar, 33. 

9 The first being Magxos X%évioc Aeusiou u(ie(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 least some of the Roman families had established 

connections with the Koan countryside as landowners (évextauévor). A 

not adequately emphasized piece of evidence in this respect is priest no. 

125 in the Halasarnan list, AoU(xtog) Obifrdvios Aou(xiov) uviog 

Oi\dpowy, 65 peta To po(vagyiicat) Kowv iegatevoe yevymSels év 

Alacdgvy. 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 

12! Cf. Sherwin-White, Cos, 253f. 
122 pp 344= [GRRIV.1087. 
123 of. now the study of Romans with land property in Eleia by S. Zoumbaki, “Pwpaior 

4yyaroivreg. 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 
Maig(xo5) Odnjravios Kolomog in Segre, I.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.?) of a Opdidwiog Zmdlelou vidg and a Aéxpog Tedviog 
Aéxpou vidg Bagaog 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, 251f., n.176; (b) the 

four bearers of Roman gentilicia (Koggoutia, 1. 9; Meteiiog, 1. 155 IldAa Kandia, 1. 

165 Pomitiog AyaSélmous ?1, 122f) 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 Zregrivios ‘Hyouuevés 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: Mdviog Snédiog DaioTos 10 delTegoy xata AgxAaria ta 
weyada. 

128 Tbid., p. 490: “..Wenn nun von da an einzelnen Namen der Schlangenstab des 
Asklepios beigefiigt wird, so liegt die Annahme am néchsten, daB damit diese Panegyris 
bezeichnet werden soll.” 
' On relevant examples from other places cf. Benedum, 240. 
30 No. 85: Ké(wrog) IMAdriog Kolivrov) vics Poigog (ca. 58 AD.), no. 94: Avog 
Mavidiog Aldou viés Poigog (ca. 67 A.D.), no. 105: [d(iog) Kaaiog Ta(iov) vidg 
[lotAxeo (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,” 

it 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. 

! Cf. above, p. 121 with n. 53 and F.Sirano, “Il mosaico della Casa cosiddetta del Ratto 
d’Europa a Coo,” in: Associazione Italiana 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: 
Hapapvrdbavra Ty 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: magaguAabavra 3¢ xal Ty Kwwy modw (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 is 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 city of Kos. So the only possibility that 

1 «Der Lykische Bund, Rhodos, Kos und Mithridates. Basis mit Ehreninschrift fir Krinolaos, 
Sohn des Artapates, von Patara,” Lykia 11.1995 [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 émi g mepgSeioms Podiots suppayiag Imo Toi xowod @y Auxiwy &g Tov dvoravTa moAewoy 

mpog BagiAéa MiSoidarny mymoauevoy navdows , 11. 5-9. 

4 bid., 19. He compares this defensive function with the mpo@tAaxes mentioned in App., Mithr. 

26. However, mgo-guAdoaew 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 magagvAagaew could have 

in that specific situation. This verb is an interesting ferminus technicus 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 maga !), 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 magagvAabovtas Ty 

moA) 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 (magaguAatovtas Ty moAw) until the Roman 

army appears (27.2.11). The fine, and propagandistic, difference between 

ogoveely and meoaguldaoey 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: ...o0 ToUs @govgotvTas avTyy, 

w¢ gl @ng, aAAa Tols mapaguAdTTovTas (18.4.6). A well-known dramatic 

example was the case of the Achaean nagagulaxm of three hundred men sent to 

Mantineia at the latter’s request to have their liberty and safety protected 

(nagaguhdagaovtes THy éxcivwy éleudsgiav dua xal cwTmeiav) against the 

Actolians, the Spartans and inner strife; these Achaecan guards were later 

slaughtered at a pro-Spartan coup in the city (2.58). 

Apart from these eloquent examples in Polybios the term maoagulaxy 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 

Tagaguiaxny Tis molews) 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 Aegean.® 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 magauraxy, magagurirrw in: G.Glockmann a.o., Polybios- 
Lexikon, 1.1 (mayxpatiactis - motéw), Berlin 1998, cols. 128-130. Cf. also F.W.Walbank, A4 

Historical Commeniary on Polybius, 1, (Oxford 19701) 156 (on Pol., 2.5.6). 

¢ Cf. Magie, 240; Kallet-Marx, 305. 
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mention: émedwxe xoMuaTa xaTd T4V T@ ToMuw Teglotacw é¢ Tav 
nagagulaxay Tas wéhiog (1.20-23), 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,” 58x20 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 (ualem métga), in die 

Brunneneinfassung im Garten des Sarrara Jussuf verbaut,” left edge 
missing, 42x16cm. 

7. Tbid. 18 (=Segre, L.Cos, EV 57). “Marmor, im Haus des 

TCewoyapa(s), im Stadtviertel Aspa,” 30x19x11 cm. “Schrift flichtig.” 

8. Ibid. 19. “Marmor, eingemauert im neuen Haus des Aauiavog,” 

upper part preserved, 17x34 cm. 

9. Ibid. 20 (= Segre, LCos, 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(4) 

20, 506). Found “beim Bau eines Hauses in der Gegend ‘Ay. NixdAaog.” 

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, 1.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. 

SilxZ21x9 cm. 

13. Ibid. 481 (= Segre, 1.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 #jpwoc 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. Ibid. 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. 

155



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. Ibid. 85. “At Symi,” 43x28 cm. 

3. Ibid. 86. “At Symi,” 45x27 cm. The formula mep Tds...coTmoias 

instead of the regular one vmeg Jyeiag. 

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.” 

EdaeBots is here omitted. 

6. Ibid. 89. “In a wall near the theatre,” upper part preserved, 33x30 

cm. 

7. Ibid. 90 (= CIG 1V.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, 1.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 Iavayia To0 

Dégou, 27x24x7 cm. 

14. Ibid. 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. Ibid. 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. Ibid. 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 “ornata in alto di frontoncino 

spezzato,” from demolitions in the city, 48x27x8 cm. Superfluous letters 
inscribed in 1. 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, 

235 25% 7 cm. 

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. Ibid. 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 o@idovégwvos (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. Ibid. 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 in 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, LCos, 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, 1.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 dduov 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. Tbid. 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. Tbid. 292. Small block of white 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 cm. The 

complete form of the name is given. 
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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, 

24x18,5%6 cm. The name appears as [Maviov Zmel/diov Dalidgov... 

4. Tbid. 339. White marble block, from the vicinity of the Odeum, 

24x35%4,6 cm. The name in the form Maviov/[Qaildgov Zm(e)d(i)ov, the 

latter written on the stone as SITIPAOY. 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. 
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10 Tiig AéoBov 5117 

v10g Makedévay 5217 

vidg Thg Totpidog 52117 
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ab epistulis / ab epistulis Graecis 74%, 120 

ab responsis (Enl TV ATOKPUETOV) / 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 587 

M. Aeficius (Aigik1og) Fabianus 117 

Aegean 5, 62, 79, 87, 148; (pirates in the) 1267, 

130 

Aegina (Atttalid garrison) 61 

Aelii 117f. 

Aelius Alexander 115f. 

Aclius Sabinianus, M. 59, 63, 64'™, 86'%°, 111ff,, 

144,149, 160f. 

Aeschylus 38 

Agariste 38 

Agathokles (Ptolemaic regent) 10 

Agathos Daimon / Theos, see 'Aya80g Aaipmv 

Aurelius Agathus Gennadius 146 

Aglaos (s. of Theukles) 11 

agones 57 

agonothetes 102'%° 
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Agoratos 54 

Agrippina (the Younger) 74*, 97f. 

Aigelieis (part of Koan deme) 77 

Alabanda 1367 

Albertocchi, M. 121 

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 populique Romani 102'°® 

Anaxenor (of Magnesia on the Maeander) 58'*, 

131 

Andros 61 

Aneziri, S. 126£. 

animal husbandry (in Greece) 38 

Antanor (monarchos) 42 

Antigonids (influence on Kos) 5, 14 

Antigonos II 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) 312 

Antonii 29 

Antoninus Pius 118 

L. Antonius, M.f. (the triumvir's brother) 26 

M. Antonius (the triumvir) 14, 26ff., 37, 40%%, 43, 

53, 58'%5, 63ff., 125, 129ff., 136f. 

M. Antonius Creticus 130 

L. Antonius L.f. Bassus 29" 
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123ff,, 144'% 
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Aristokritos 127 
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Aristonikos 129 

Arsinoe [T Philadelphos (private altars for) 62 

Artemidoros of Knidos, see C.Iulius Artemidorus 

Artemis 49; (Hyakinthotrophos and Epiphanes) 

  

56140 (Toxitis) 6 

Asia 134; (provincia/dioecesis) 28f., 49'%, 56!, 

SiaNlI RN 10 018 10 GRP S8 140 Fil 1 A e 

(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 
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Asklepios 252, 31ff., 60, 84, 89, 97f., 131, 137; 

(Asklepios Caesar + Agathos Theos) 93, 99, 117 
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influence) 12 

Attaia 37 

Attalids 6, 24 

Attalos [ 61 

Attalos I 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", 1367 

Baebia Maxima 79 
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C. Baebius P. f. 807 

C. Baebius Atticus 807 
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Benedum, J. 111 

Bengtson, H. 122! 
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beryllus / pripvAiog 120 

Beryllus/Berullus (cogn.) 1167, 120f. 

Beryllus (ab epistulis Graecis) 120£.” 

Bosporos (kingdom of) 102 

boule 104, 112 

Bowersock, G. 124'!, 134%, 13778 

Brea 60 

Britain 66£f. 

Brulé, P. 9" 

Brutus 124 

Bumett, A. 31f, 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 (Kéo10c) 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 

Chairylos (s. of Charmylos) 21f. 

Chaniotis, An. 9'>'4 143% 

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) 

21f. 

Charmylos’ son (Koan benefactor) 82 

Chatti 75 

Chios 14%, 16*, 105'®, 142; (gerousia of) 104'7, 

142° 

Christ (icon of) 62 

Cicero 30, 55, 1367 

civitas libera + immunis 28, 57, 122", 124f., 128ff, 

133ff., 142ff. 

civitas foederata 135 

civitas stipendiaria 136", 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 Iuliani 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 Iulianus 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 Iulianus 82ff. 

Ti. Claudius Philinus 74, 77, 82, 96 

Ti. Claudius Ti.f. Xenophon 77 

Cleopatra Il 11, 24 

Cleopatra III 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 5£., 8ff., 38°' 

Cretan War (First) 5, 8ff.;; (Second) 9ff. 

Cucuzza, N. 6, 82212 152 

cursus honorum (equ.) 70 

Cyprus 11, 53; (Ptolemaic governors of) 100 

D 

damarchos 91'* 

Damos /Demos / cult of 21, 34ff., 51ff., 93, 104, 

109 113f, 144 

Dardanos (treaty of) 18, o 

daughter's name derived from father's 81f. 

C. Decius Saturninus 71*° 

Deiotaros Philadelphos (of Cappadocia) ik 

Delos 29'*, 60, 87, 120 

Demeter (temple of) 37748 

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, 717 

Dikaiarchos 9' 

Diktynnaion 3 5 

Diodoros Pasparos 56 

Diogenes (Koan friend of the Ptolemies) 71f., 13ff,, 

P4 

Diogenes (Macedonian commander) 561 

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, 69'2% % 

Dolabella 30 

Domitia (as Homonoia) 1ASEED 

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'™ 

E 

East (Greek- Roman) 27, 36, 51£., 56'*7, 103, 105, 

109, 122, 125, 134%, 137 

Egnatianus (agn.) 028 
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Egnatii / Egnatianus (agn.) 115f. 

Egypt (Ptolemaic) 6, 8ff., 2477, 60f., 103'7%; 

(Roman) 68, 107 

Eirenaios (Koan magistrate) 45 

Eirenaios (Koan dedicant) 46%° 

Eirenaios (s. of Euaratos) 45 

Eirenaios (s. of Xenodamos) 45 

Eleia 148'% 

Eleutherolakones 130 

emperor / emp. cult 47°, 57, 61'2, 70, 89f., 94ff., 

112, 140f. 

Empiric School (at Alexandria) 24 

endogamy (on Kos) 84 

Ephesos 56'%7, 104, 129, 142, 144 

epimeletes (of the Koan gerousia) 88, 115ff. 

Epione 89, 97ff. 

Eresos 100 

Eudamos (f. of Nikagoras) 89 

Eudamos (archon on Koan coins) 45 

Eudemos (s. of Epikrates) 99, 134 

Eukarpos (Koan magistrate) 46 

Eukarpos (s. of Theudotos) 46 

Eumenes II 2475, 61 

Europe 145 

Butheios (benefactor of Stratonikeia) SRl 

Euthydemos (of Mylasa) 59'%, 132 

exhedra (for Xenophon) 94£. 

Fabius Sabinianus (of Iasos) 111 

familia gladiatorum 116 

Fannii / C.Fannius C.f. 116£*° 

L. Fannius Bassus Egnatianus (gymnasiarchos) 

115f. 

Ferrary, J.L. 136" 

fiscus 142 

Flavius Clodianus (monarchos) 86, 117° 

Ti. Flavius Diomedes 118 

Ti. Flavius Sabinianus, s. of Ti. Flavius Diomedes 118 

Ti. Flavius Sabinianus qui et Dionysius 

(SaBeviovog o kot Atovictog) 118 

C. Fonteius C.f. Capito 25 

Fraser, PIM. 40157142 58147860122 163100512 

G 

Galenos 119 

Gerasa 102! 

Germanicus 58 

Germany 75 

gerousia 104, 112ff., 139 

Geta 116 

Gauthier, Ph. 24, 50'"* 

Glitius Barbarus 72*" 

Gods, Egyptian 60 

Gods, Twelve 22, 89, 98 

Gordian IIT 144'% 

Gorgippia 107 

Gortyn 11 

D.Granius D.f. Bassus 148'% 

Greece (modern) 62'% 

Gschnitzer, F. 142°>% 

gymnasium | gymnasiarchos 61, 86ff., 112, 115, 117 

Gytheion 57, 130 

H 

Habicht, Chr. 6, 8, 18f., 247, 111ff. 

Hadrian 103' 118, 141%, (“0il — law”) 12%*° 

Halasarna / priests of 29, 41ff., 52'*°, 55, 59, 62, 78, 

86, 89f., 95'%°, 104, 1082, 1117, 120%, 143f, 

147£. 

Haleis (deme of Kos) 42, 91, 148 
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Halikarnassos 64'7¢, 128% 

Hallof, K. & L. 15%, 25ff. 

hasta pura 66f., 74 

Head, B. 31 

Heberdey, R. 144 

Hellenization 148 

Helenos (s. of Dionysios) 86 

Helenos (s. of Helenos s. of Dionysios) 86 

Hera (priestesses of) 52'"° (Kos); 104 (Samos) 

Heraion (of Samos) / its asylia 104, 108*%, 135 

Herakleitos (f. of Xenophon) 78% 

Herakles 33, 47°7; (Diomedonteios) 55f."**, 

(Kallinikos) 127; (descent from: Heraklids) 83ff. 

Hermes 103 

Hermes (a freedman) 145'%° 

Herodes Atticus 51''7, 111f. 

Herodes the Great 42 

Herodes Antipas 62> 

Herodes of Chalkis 107 

heros / heroization, see fipag / fipwig 

Herzog, R. passim 

Hetereia C.f. Procilla 59'% 

Hetereii 59 

C. Hetereius (Empeiog) C.f. 59'*° 

C. Hetereius P. f. Lautus 52'*°, 59'%°, 10927 

P. Hetereius Hilario 143 

Hierapytna 10f. 

Hiero (honorand of Karpathian decree) 9 

hierophylakes 42, 44 

high priest, see &py 1epevg 

Hiller, F. v. Gartringen 41, 143 

Hipparchos 38* 

Hippiotai (deme of Kos) 52, 86 

Hippokrates 119 

Hoghammar, K. 18%°, 46%°, 87'7, 133£.% 1357", 

147 

Hordionius Spori f. 148'% 

“House of the Rape of Europa” 150 

Hybreas (of Mylasa) / cult of 53, 59", 132f. 

Hygieia 89, 93, 97ff. 

I 

Takopich, G. 40 

-ianus (suffix) 84ff., 118f. 

Jews (of Asia Minor) 15 

Ilion 43, 136" 

immunitas, see civitas immunis 

infula (tortilis) 32 

Ingvaldsen, H. 21%, 126" 

Ton 47 

Isthmos (deme on Kos) 37%, 48, 80, 148'% 

Italy 73, 79, 120*° 

Itanos 11 

Tulia Nikagoris 80 ff., 85 

Tulii 81 

C. Iulius Dionysii f. Antipater 74, 80f., 85 

C. Tulius Artemidorus 46°°, S6ff. 

C. Iulius Caesar 14, 17, 40, 57, 69, 77°¢, 91, 99, 

132f., 147 

. Iulius Euaratus 42, 45 

. Iulius Eurycles 42, 44, 57, 133%° 

. Tulius Laco 447, 57 

Tulius Leon 132* 

. Iulius Pardalas 52f. 

. Iulius Spartiaticus 67'° 

R
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G 
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G
 

. Tulius Theopompus 17, 57 

C. Iulius Zoilus 53, 64 

ius exilii 135 

Iustinianus 103'7 

K 

Kallet — Marx, R M. 15%, 122> 

Kalymna / Kalymnians 10'%, 79, 95f., 110 
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Persian Wars 49 

Pflaum, H.G. 677, 145" 

Phanomachos (s. of Thessalos) 35 

Phesinos 58"’ 

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. 52''%, 142% 

Plinius the Elder 136" 

Q. Plotius (TTAdt10G) Q.f. Rufus 149'*° 

Pohl, H. 16 

Polemo II (of Pontus) 107 

Polla Caecilia (TTdA o, KoctkiMor) 14812 

Pollio Sergianus (TIoAAlwv Zepyiovéc) 45, 117 

Polychares (Koan magistrate) 46 

Polychares (f. of Diogenes) 46 

Cn. Pompeius Magnus 14%°, 30, 40>’ 

Cn. Pompeius Theophanes 40°7, 55, 57'4!, 94!%2 

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) 39%, 76 

Price 57'41 142 143’ 5gl46 
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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 IV Philopator 8ff. 

Ptolemaios V Epiphanes 8ff. 

Ptolemaios VI Philometor 11£., 21, 24 

Ptolemaios VIII Euergetes II 11 

Ptolemies, see Egypt (Ptol.) 

publicani 125 

Pyli 21f. 

Q 

T. Quinctius Flamininus 56'’, 58, 122 

R 

Reger, G. 8%, 15° 

rescripta A 

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%2, 28, 49, 57, 58'47, 62, 101, 
13252, a5 

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 (Pomtidiog ‘Aya8d[movg ?7]) 

148'% 

Sabina (empress) 111, 118 

Sabiniani 119 

Sabinianus (cogn.) 118 

Sabinianus’ son 119* 

Sabinus (the doctor) 119 

Saddington, D.B. 677, 697, 71°! 

Saedius(?) Beryllus (Zoiid10g BripvAdoc) 120%° 

L. Saevinius Proculus 145 

Salamis 49 

Salomies, O. 84f., 120% 

Samos / Samians 17, 35!, 57'%*, 76>, 104, 135¢., 

142 

Sarapis 103'7 

Sardeis 26°, 27 

Sauromates I (of Pontos) 102" 

Schazmann, P. 22, 2477 

Sebastos (-o0i) / Theoi S. 95, 971f., 100150, 103, 106, 

18IS 

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 56"’ 

Sestini, D. 35f. 

Severans 144 

Sherk, RK. 126£.7*%, 128 

Sherwin-White S. passim 

Side 47°° 

Smaragdion 120°! 

Smikythe 60 

Smith, RR.R. 53'% 

son of the boule (et sim.), see Vi0g BoLARG (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, 1173, 120f. 

M. Spedius Faustus 120%, 149'*" 

M. Spedius Rufinus Phaedrus 59, 64!, 112, 119f, 

144,162 

M. Spedius Beryllus 115f., 119 

M. Spedius Beryllus Allianus Iulianus 88, 116f. 

M. Spedius Naso 120 

Spedius Epaphroditus (Enoppddeitog) Ofellianus 

ihife 

stasis 37, 139 

Stein, Ot. 447 

C. Stertinius “Hyovpevog 78, 149 

C. Stertinius Maximus 76 

C. Stertinius Xenophon 16, 43, 45%°, 52, 59, 63, 66- 

110 (passim), 112ff., 1371f., 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 1257 

Thasos / Thasians 102', 123° 

theoi patroioi, see €01 TOTPHOL 

Theoi Soteres 49'% 

Theomnestos (harper) 37 

Theophilos (Antonius' official) 53 

Thera 11£. 

Thersippos (benefactor of Nesos) 62'% 

Theudotos (f. of Eukarpos) 46 

Thyrsos (s. of Thyrsos) 44 

Tiberius 16, 43f,, 57£., 61'%, 76, 97", 104, 106, 
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Titus 28" (?), 29", 41, 86, 133%, 143f. 

Tlepolemos (Ptol. regent) 10 

Togodumnus 72 

Trajan 102! ' 

Tralleis 125 

tribunus militum 66ff. 

Turullius 28, 131 

Tyche (Agatha) 93 

tyrannis, -os 371f. 

U 

M. Ulpius (Aug. lib.) 144'%* 

M. Ulpius Traianus (Trajan's father) 48 

v 

Varus 68! 

P. Vedius Pollio 55 

Verres 1367 

L. Verus 118, 144 

Vespasian 133, 142f. 

C. Vettius Sabinianus Iulius Hospes 145 

vexillationes 68 

Veyne, P. 50'13, 52! 

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 1482 

P. Visellius Babullianus 117 

Vitellius 88 

w 

Wells, C. 71% 

West (Latin) 52 

‘Wiczay, count of 35 

X 

Xenophon (disciple of Praxagoras) 76 

g6 Xenophon, s, of [---]ichmos 7 

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 
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XII Suppl. 250.11 : 61 

IGRR 

.87 : 51 

Ok 

1V.292, 293, 293a : 56 

963 : 57'4 

984 : 104 

991 : 108%* 

1302: 57' 

1724 : 76> 

1732 : 104 

I.Ephesos 

13: 142 

27: 857,104 

3801 : 102'¢° 

LMylasa 

SRR 

534, 535, 536: 132 

I.Stratonikeia 

I,p.67:118 

INSIONISEY SR B 

1024 : 102' 

IvOl 

SEEIOIINIEA 

Lykia II. 9ff.: 151ff. 
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KOS BETWEEN HELLENISM AND ROME 

Maiuri, NS 

239:120 

459 : 76,95'*, 109 

460, see Segre, 1.Cos, EV 226 

461: 59, 83, 88 

1608818 20 LENGrRRNG IO ORI () .ZENT098 

1877iS 

466 : 46, 103 

475 : 49'%, 66, 74, 95, 98f. 

562 : 144 

592: 87 

65]RSRS 

654 : 120 

IPE 

12174 : 48f. 

11.400 : 107 

Mnemosyne 55 (1927), 265: 103'7 

OGIS 

4143 6215¢ 

218 (“Law against Tyrants”) : 39%,43 

354,355: 64 

470: 52f. 

GRSEN 0D 

666: 93 

Oliver, GC 

(SHIES T e 

29,38, 46, 75: 103'7* 

92:141%¥ 

Pergamon, VIIL3, no. 85 (p.117) : 106'*° 

PH 

46 :77, 82, 85 

59:21 

61, see Hoghammar 36 

65 : 105 

SHo0 

RIS (LN G R 

92:93 

93:110 

94:75,77, 115 

99:116 

101: 118 

102: 116 

103 : 88,116 

106 : 59'%, 85 

INEEEORS 

118: 1137 

119 : 108*” 

129:116 

1E0H5RER03 5N 

134, see Hoghammar 50 

1SSEoN TNl e 

141:116 

1ISERo 6NN 

306 :117* 

309 : 120 

344: 427", 90f., 148 

345: 66, 74%, 95,97, 99, 101'%, 107, 108°* 

349 [+ Sherwin — White, I.Cos, 207] : 22 

BGIERTIGEE 

362 : 104'™ 

BOPRl oS 

Peek, GVI 

G5 SEES a 

Pleket, I.Leyden 

no. 4:103' 
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INDICES 

no. 5 : 106 

RDAC 1993, 226f. : 63f.'®® 

Reynolds 

docsHZNERNIY eSS 

docHSRRIDS 

docs. 8, 10 : 124" 

ORI P AR 61 

docs. 14, 21 : 130, 144'% 

L. Robert, Hellenica 7(1949), p. 207 : 106f. 

Sardis VIL.I, 129 (p.117) : 27f. 

Segre 

[.Cos/ ED 

5 . 61 159 

17+130 [= Maiuri, NS, 433]+26+194 : 23f. 

43 : 140f. 

66 : 79f., 86 

146 A : 35 

IAGIBRIINSG) 

147 : 138ff. 

D5 

1RO NOF 

[OPERIDEEE 

1OSERPyifs 

P00HIG2RS 

228, see Carratelli, Rom. Cos, p. 818 

PPOENGIif 

230:45% 113 

RSN 5ES 

236:7 

263 : 78%° 

I.Cos/ EV 

R 

OFSN3 

HiRfcRAoLes 

51 [bis] : 96'%° 

71 2 114 

72290 

95 :94 

97 : 157 (no.23) 

IO eV 

116 : 85f. 

126 : 157 (n0.27) 

[oFARATe 

IB5RI07ES 

147, 160: 117°! 

7RSO 

199 : 47% 

205 : 79 

2006, see PH 130 

PIIREA S 

219 : 47, 662, 74, 80£., 90'°, 95'** 97f. 

221 : 96" 

224 : 84, 86 

065 PLLNCOR (RIS 

228 : 87 

229 : 21ff. 

233, see PH 94 

PETER O 

238 :78% 

241 : 66f., 74%, 95" 97, 109f. 

DSORNNFa 

PSSRz RNINE 

282 [cf. Benedum, no. 5] : 160 (no.12) 

298 : 158 (n0.36) 

301 : 158 (n.38) 

302 : 158 (n0.39) 

329 : 4777 

339:162 (no.4) 
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364 : 106 

BHEERIIE 

TC 

NSO SN 07N G 

AR/ asNOG 

G128 o2 b il 

181 : 86 

193, 194 : 45%, 86!, 9614 

197:79 

202: 111 

Test. XII: 10'® 

Sherk, RDGE 

138000 EN10ER 

DR R ONIER 

PEERIpAE 

49 : 126ff. 

SHERIR O 

BN R 

GIENP 0% 

SEG 

1R0SER 072 

14.529 : 49'% 

17.596 : 102'%° 

26.1817: 153 

32.1982: 106" 

BENESEIGI 

P.Fay, 137.2: 19 

P.Lond. VII, 2188.32 : 11*' 

P.Oxy. 1021 [= Sel. Pap., I1.235] : 93'%7 

KOS BETWEEN HELLENISM AND ROME 

33.1038 : 61£. 

34.307,313 : 102'%° 

34.1067 : 64'7 

40.739, 763 : 63£.1%® 

SylL.* 

67 [= Meiggs — Lewis® 49.5] : 60f.'* 

A4 SEIGTEH 

DIHEGO R 

NG 

567:9 

685.107 : 11 

69SERIESE 

748: 130 

(SBE A 

oo SR 

[GOERIEIAS 

793, see Herzog, Hal., no.4 

806, see Segre, TC, 146 

814.45 : 1031 

819: 1431® 

820.9: 103'™ 

RS AR 

102890 fis Sl 

c. Papyri 

P.W.Pestman, Chronologie égyptienne d’ apres les 

textes démotiques (332 av J.-C. — 453 ap. J.-C.), 

Leiden 1967, 50 : 117! 
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INDICES 

d. Coins 

Burnett, RPC 

no. 2724-2731 : 30ff., 44f. 

no. 2732 : 32, 42,91 

no. 2734 : 32, 44 

no. 2735 : 447 

no. 2740-2742 : 45 

no. 3508, 3533 : 31%* 

oSS Ryl NG/ 

no. 4778-4779 : 107" 

no. 5210, 5219, 5230, 5240, 5249, 5260 : 93'%’ 

BMC Caria 

no. 165-169, 177, 192-193 : 307 

no. 212-215 : 94! 

E. Christiansen, The Roman Coins of Alexandria, 

Aarhus 1988, L. 38ff. (passim) : 93'% 

M. Crawford, Roman Republican Coinage, 

Cambridge 1974, 499f. (no. 490), 740 : 31%° 

H.V.Fritze, Die antiken Miinzen Mysiens (1913) 

no. 355-356, 358-359 : 37 

Head, HN 

607 : 136 

634 :30"7 

NC 1990, 224f.: 132 

PH N 134:21 

SNG Copenhagen 

nos. 106-107, 109-114 : 37 

SNG v.Aulock 

no. 2440-2444 : 36 

M. Thompson et al. (eds.), An Inventory of Greek 

Coin Hoards, New York 1973, no. 1308 : 21.- 
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