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Abstract

This thesis sets forth to prove that the letter from Antiochus III to Zeuxis
preserved by Josephus (4J 12.147-153) is authentic. The authenticity of the letter has
been the subject of much scholarly debate, all of it focussed on the style and vocabulary
of the text itself. Since this approach has failed to provide a compelling argument, this
thesis will use a different approach, and attempt to fit the letter as a whole into its
historical context. The underlying premise is that, in the absence of a compelling
argument for forgery, if the letter matches the general historical context in which it was

produced, then it should be considered authentic.

1ii



Acknowledgements

I would like to acknowledge the help of my supervisor, Dr. Claude FEilers, for first
introducing me to this topic and for his valuable advice at all stages of the project. I
would also like to thank my parents for their continuing support, both emotional and
material, during all phases of my education. I should also thank the good people at
Microsoft, who make an excellent word processor, and my friend and colleague Tamara
Jones for showing me how to use some of its more obscure features. I would like to
thank all of my fellow graduate students, especially those who share, or have shared, an
office with me, and those who entertain me regularly, for making my time at McMaster
very enjoyable. You made learning fun!!! Most of all I would like to thank my
companion, Ceri Allen. Without her help and support, none of this would have

happened.

iv



Table of Contents

Introduction 1
Chapter One: AJ 12.147-153 and the Seleucid Administration 14
Chapter Two: 4J12.147-153 and Seleucid Colonisation 37
Chapter Three: The Historical Context of 4/ 12.147-12.153 62
Conclusion 92
Bibliography 101
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Introduction

In the twelfth book of the Jewish Antiquities, Josephus digresses from his
narrative of Antiochus III’s conquest of Coele Syria to introduce three documents of that
same king that deal with the Jews.! He produces these as proof of the “friendship” which
Antiochus IIT held toward the Jews within his kingdom.? The third document in the set, a
letter from Antiochus III to his viceroy Zeuxis, is introduced as one in which Antiochus
bears witness to the “piety and loyalty” of the Jews. With the introduction, the whole
passage reads:

"Eypae 6 papTup®dv NIV 00EREI&V T€ Kal ioTiv fvika vewTepilovta
& Kot Ty @puylav kod Avdiav niBeto kal’Sv A ka1pdv v Toic Evw
oatpamneiog, keAebwv ZeD&v tOV adTol oTpatnydv Kal év Toi¢ pdAoTa
iAoV TEUPaL TIVAG TV NUeTépwV €k BaPuAdvog el dpudiav. ypdeet
8¢ olitwg: “Baoihevg Avtioxog Zelyidt T matpi xadperv. i €ppwoat, €0
&v £yo1, Uyraivw 8¢ kal adTdg TLVBAVOUEVOS TOUC £v ALdiq Kal Dpuyiy
VEWTEPI(OVTaG, HEYAANG EMOTPOQTiG Tiynodunv todtd ot deiobat, Kai
BovAsvoapévey pot HeTd TV eIAwV Ti ¢ Totely, £80ev €ic T& @povpla
Kol TOUG AVAYKALOTATOUG TOTOUG TAV GO Tfig MECOTOTHMIAG Kol
Bafulwviag Tovdalwv oikoug diox1Aloug oUV EMICKEDT] LETAYAYETV.
TEMEIOHAL Yap 0VOUG avTolg EoecBat TGV NUETEPWVY QUAAKAG d1d THV
TPOC TOV BedV e0GEPeLaY, KAl pHapTUPOLUEVOUG & AUTOVC UTTO TGV
npoyévwv eic ioTiv olda kol mpoBuuiay elg & mapaxaiotvrar BodAopat
TolvLV, Kaimep £pyddoug 8vTog ToUTOUE HETAYRYETY, UTOOXOUEVOC,
véuoig avtovg xpfiobar toig idioig. Gtav & adtolc dydyrig £ig Tovg
TPOEIPNUEVOG TOTOUG, €1 T€ 0ikodoHing 0lkGDV abTOTG dwoelg TdToV
Ekdot Kal xwpav €ig yewpylav kal @utelav dunéAwv, kal ATeAEs T@v
£K Tfi¢ YTIG Kapn®Vv dviioelg €mi £t déxka. uetpelobwony 8¢ kai, dypig av
TOUC TTapd TS Yi§ Kaprovg AauPdvwot, oitov €ig Tag TV Bepandviwy
dratpopdg: 818600w d¢ kal Toig €ig Tdg Xpelag vmMpeToliol TO AUTAPKES,
tva i map’ UGV Tuyxavovteg erAavOpwiag, tpobuloTtépoug
Tapéxwotv avtol§ tepl T Nuétepa. Mpdvoilav 6 mo1oT kal Tol £0voug
Kot TO duvatdv, Omwg o pedevog EvoyAfital

' 4J,12.138-153.
‘4J,12.138.
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He (Antiochus III) wrote, bearing witness to our piety and loyalty.
When he learned of the disturbances in Lydia and Phrygia while he was in
the upper satrapies, he commanded Zeuxis, his official and among them
(officials) one of his closest friends, to send some of our people from
Babylon to Phrygia. He wrote as follows: “King Antiochus to Zeuxis, his
father, greetings. If you are well, then that is good, I am well myself. AsI
have learned that those in Lydia and Phrygia are creating disturbances, I
consider this to require a serious response on my part; after taking council
with my friends about what to do, I have decided to move two thousand
Jewish households, with their possessions, from Mesopotamia and
Babylonia to the fortified communities and most important places. Forl
believe they will be loyal guards of our territory because of their picty to
god, and I know that testimony about their loyalty and eagerness to do
what is commanded has been given by my ancestors. Therefore, I wish,
although this is a troublesome matter, to transport them, since I have
promised it, and for them to use their own laws. And when you bring
them to the aforementioned places, give to each of them a place to build a
house, and land for cultivation and for growing vines, and exempt them
from taxes on the produce of the land for ten years. And until they can
harvest their crops, let them measure out grain to feed their servants. Let
sufficient support also be given to those engaged in service, so that, since
they have received benefits from us, they will more eagerly support our
affairs. And give as much forethought as possible to their nation, so that it
is not troubled by anyone

On its surface, the letter is an order (prostagma) from a king to one of his
officials. In this case, it is an order to establish colonies of Babylonian and
Mesopotamian Jews in Lydia and Phrygia. Superficially, there is little that is suspicious
in this. Royal orders in the form of a letter to an official are a well-known phenomenon,

and the use of Jewish colonists by one of the Hellenistic monarchies is not without

precedent.” Despite that, some scholars believe that this letter is the invention of a later

3 Most notably, a colony of Babylonian Jews in Batanea, and a colony of Jews
from Jerusalem founded in Egypt (A. Schalit, “The Letter of Antiochus III to Zeuxis
Regarding the Esablishment of Jewish Military Colonies in Phrygia and Lydia,” Jewish
Quarterly Review 50 (1960), 296).
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Jewish author, from whom Josephus appropriated it. This too seems natural enough,
since Josephus is using it to prove a point about Jewish loyalty. Antiochus III certainly
never set out to offer proof of Jewish piety and loyalty, and the fact that this letter seems
to do so makes it suspect.

The authenticity of this letter, and of the other documents attributed to Antiochus
II1 by Josephus, was a subject of considerable debate in the late-nineteenth and twentieth
centuries and even before. Elias Bickerman traced the beginnings of that debate back as
far as the sixteenth century.* Many scholars refer to the letter as evidence, and sometimes
comment briefly on its authenticity. There have been four major discussions of the
letter’s authenticity, that is, works that make this topic an end in itself. These are the
studies of Bickerman, Schalit, Willrich, and Gauger.

These discussions have not brought about any sort of consensus on the
authenticity of the letter. Even Gauger’s exhaustive study was not readily accep‘[ed.5
This uncertainty raises significant problems in the way that this document is used, and not
used, as evidence for studies on other topics. For example, Bickerman, in his Institutions

des Seleucides, uses the letter as an example of the typical decision making procedure of

* E. Bickerman, “Une question d’quthenticité: Les priviléges juifs,” in Studies in
Jewish and Early Christian History Il (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1980) 24-43. These
arguments were by-products of the tendentious debate over the authenticity of the
documents in the books of Maccabbees.

> A. Momigliano declares himself unconvinced by Gauger in his review. A.
Momigliano, “Review of Beitrdge zur Jiidischen Apologetik,” Classical Philology T7
(1982), 258. ‘
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the Seleucid court.® Similarly, both Bouché-Leclercq and Bengston use it to establish
Zeuxis’ role within the Seleucid administration of the late third century BCE with no
reference to whether the document is authentic or not.” By contrast, Beloch refuses to use
the letter as evidence. He acknowledges that the document runs counter to the argument
he is constructing about patterns of Hellenistic colonisation, but simply dismisses the
evidence as “eine plumpe Filschung” without any discussion of the topic.® Both
approaches, the seemingly blind acceptance and rejection of the document, are
unproductive and undermine the arguments built upon them.

The document enjoys a unique place in discussions of colonisation and settlement
patterns. The letter is the only source that directly outlines the process of founding a
colony.” As such, the letter is a potentially invaluable piece of evidence for those
interested in Seleucid colonisation and Hellenistic colonisation in general. Cohen, in his
book on the subject, acknowledges this and uses the document extensively, but he shies

away from arguing that the letter is authentic. Instead he gives a lengthy footnote, citing

S E. Bickerman, Institutions des Séleucides (Paris; P.Geuthner, 1939), 189. This
is, perhaps, less of a problem in Bickerman’s work, since his discussion of the
authenticity of these documents preceded this book, though it is not mentioned.

" A. Bouché-Leclercq, Histoire des Séleucides (323-64 avant J.C.), vol, 1 (Paris:
Culture et Civilisation, 1913), 157. H. Bengston, Die Strategie in der hellenistischen
Zeit: Ein Beitrag zum antiken Staatsrecht, vol. 2, (Munich: C. H. Beck, 1964), 109.

8 K. Beloch, Griechische Geschichte, vol 4.1 (Berlin: Walter De Gruyter, 1925),
266. Beloch’s argument is that the colonists used by Hellenistic monarchs are almost
exclusively Greek. The use of Jewish colonists by Antiochus III would, of course,
undermine that argument, as does his use of colonists drawn from the central Iranian
tribe of the Kardakes to populate another settlement. See below, page 45.

? So says Cohen in the introduction to his work on Seleucid colonisation. G.
Cohen, The Seleucid Colonies: Studies in Founding, Administration, and Organization
(Weisbaden: Franz Steiner Verlag, 1978), x.
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some of the bibliography on either side, before stating that, even if the document is
forged, what is laid out in the letter must still adhere to the standard practice.'® He takes
a similar approach to the document in his much later work on Hellenistic colonisation,
treating the settlements themselves as genuine, even while he allows that the letter may

not be.!" Similar arguments were made by Schiirer, Tarn, and Bengston.?

The approach
is attractive, but it is in no way obvious that this letter is accurate in most of its details
and that these colonies are genuine if the letter is a forgery. In all of these cases, the
letter is taken as valid simply because it is the only piece of evidence which can explain a
given phenomenon. It is the only document that explains something of the origins of the
Jewish Diaspora in Asia Minor, and the only piece of evidence that bears directly the
process of founding a colony. This dilemma is part of the motivation for this study.
This document could be very valuable evidence, but it would be dangerous, and poor
methodology, to simply assume that the evidence is valid because it is so valuable.

There have been several works that make the authenticity of the letter a topic of

discussion in its own right. Willrich made one of the first large-scale cases for forgery.

The lynchpin of his argument is that the letter fails to name the specific locations to

% Ibid., 6.

g, Cohen, The Hellenistic Settlements in Europe, the Islands, and Asia Minor
(Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1995), 18 and 213.

"2 E. Schiirer, Geschichte des jiidischen Volkes im Zeitalter Jesu Christi, vol 3.
(Hildesheim: Georg Olms Verlag, 1964), 12. W. Tarn, Hellenistic Civilisation, 3™
edition, revised by G. Griffith (New York: Meridian Books, 1974),219. Bengston, Die
Strategie, 110ff.
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which the Jewish colonists were to be sent.”> Wellhausen dismissed the letter with the
same argument.'* Willrich argues that this is out of keeping with standard practice in such
documents, which is to be as specific as possible in order to avoid confusion. He also
argues that a forger would want to avoid giving any specifics, since specific data would
make it easier to discover the falsification."> After making his brief case for forgery,
Willrich argues that the letter was forged in the late-first century BCE, and modelled on

the colony of Babylonian Jews settled in Batanaea by Herod L. 16

Finally, he notes that
there was no historical context of disturbances in Lydia and Phrygia, and that this detail
was also borrowed from Herod’s colony.17

Not everyone agrees, however, that absence of specific place names is necessarily
problematic. Even Bevan, who also doubts the authenticity of the letter, cannot agree
with Willrich, saying that if forged, the forger managed to copy the standard style and
content of these letters perfectly. '8 Tcherikover took issue with Willrich’s argument
more directly, saying that the omission of specific place names was perfectly

reasonable.'” Accepting Josephus® statement that the letter was composed during

Antiochus’ campaign in the upper satrapies, Tcherikover reasons that Antiochus did not

B H. Willrich, Urkundenfiilschung in der hellenistisch-jiidischen Literatur
(Géttingen: Dandenhoeck and Ruprecht, 1924), 22.

1 J. Wellhausen, Israilitische und jiidische Geschichte (Berlin, Walter De
Gruyter, 1958), 225 n. 7.

Pwillrich, 20, 23.

"% Ibid., 23.

"7 Ibid., 23.

BE. Bevan, The House of Seleucus vol. 2 (New York: Barnes and Noble, 1966),
296-7.

¥y, Tcherikover, Hellenistic Civilisation and the Jews (New York: Atheneum,
1975), 287-8.



MA Thesis - C. Wallace Classics 7

name specific places because he did not know the specifics of the situation and preferred
to leave that to his lieutenant in Asia Minor. He also allows that Bickerman’s earlier
defence of the letter’s authenticity is still convincing.

Of the two large-scale defences of the letter’s authenticity, the earlier one is that
of Bickerman. His arguments are mostly negative, and focus on the cui borno question,
which is largely ignored by both Gauger and Willrich. He argues that a forged letter from
a Seleucid king would have been of little value in Asia Minor after Antiochus III
evacuated the region;? the Roman senate did not respect privileges or charters granted by
the Hellenistic kings, which means that the forger could only have intended to use it to
impress the Attalid kings.>' But the Attalids, too, would have little reason to respect
Seleucid decisions or to be pleased by a reminder of how loyal their subjects were to their
former kings.”> While Bickerman allows that some details of the language, such as the
use of the singular rather than the royal we, may have been changed in transmission, he
rejects the notion that the document was altered for “propaganda” purposes.” The letter

has very little value in this direction. Documents invented for this sort of purpose usually

20 Bickerman, “Une question d’ authenticite,” 29-30.
?! Tbid., 30.

2 Eumenes IT makes it quite clear that he does not consider Seleucid grants valid
in his letter to the people of Toriaion (See below, page 82 ff.). This is not to say that an
Attalid would not, upon gaining control of new territory, grant a community the same
privileges it had enjoyed under the Seleucids as a way of ensuring loyalty (see below
page 48-51), only that a document outlining privileges granted by Antiochus III could not
garuantee that those privileges would continue under another regime and still less that
they would be reinstated if allowed to lapse in the interim.

2 Bickerman, “Une Question d’authenticite,” 35.
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come with stories invented to drive the message home and put the document in context.**
The Zeuxis letter lacks any such details and without Josephus’ assertion that this is meant
to show Antiochus III’s favour for the Jews, it has little obvious “propaganda” value.
After establishing that the document was not altered intentionally, Bickerman says that
the stylistic oddities could be explained if the letter were written by Antiochus III’s son of
the same name and attributed to the father on the analogy of the other letters.

Schalit made a more recent and lengthier defence of the letter’s authenticity. His
discussion is also the first to include a commentary on the whole text of the letter.®®
Shalit takes a more positive approach to proving the letter’s validity than does
Bickerman. He argues that, superficially, the style and the structure of the text fits with
what could be expected in a letter of this sort and that any of the specific phrases in the
letter that may have seemed suspect are also legitimate. Among other points, he says
that Antiochus’ statement that he is convinced of the Jews’ loyalty 81& tfjv npdg TOV Ogdv
gvoéPelav is acceptable. He allows that Holleaux’s emendation to to f¢iov is reasonable,
and that this phrase has several parallels in Hellenistic decrees, but says that such an
emendation is not necessary, since Hellenistic kings were perfectly willing to refer to the
god of the Jews simply as 6 0ed¢.”  He also points out that there are parallels for
connecting Jewish piety to Jewish loyalty and discusses the role of Jewish soldiers in the

Hellenistic armies. Schalit assumes that the settlers in question are some of Antiochus’

** 1bid., 40.

%% Schalit, 289-318.

* Ibid., 291-294.

27 Schalit, 299. M. Holleaux, Etudes d’ epigraphie et d’ histoire grecques, vol. 3
(Paris: Bocard, 1968), 97.
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veterans, and he offers evidence for use of Jewish soldiers, even though they are never
named in the list of contingents for Antiochus’ armies in Livy and Polybius.?®

Most recently, the letter has been the subject of an exhaustive study by Gauger in-
his doctoral dissertation and a later article. He devoted half of his dissertation to proving
that the Zeuxis letter was a fabrication and the other half to doing the same for the treaty
between Rome and the Jews presented in the first book of Maccabees. Gauger’s
argument against the authenticity of the letter is built almost entirely on the basis of
peculiarities in style and language, and differences from the familiar, inscribed, royal
letters collected by Welles. In the letter, Antiochus speaks in the first person singular.
Gauger points out that the use of the singular, rather than the royal we, is without parallel
in Seleucid royal correspondence, and also that the opening “health-wish” is
anachronistic and did not come into use until the next century.” The real crux of his
argument rests on the fact that Antiochus addresses Zeuxis as his “father.”*® This is also
without precedent in Seleucid royal correspondence of the time and, he argues, is out of
place at any time for addressing someone who is not at the same time the chief official of
the kingdom, a close friend, and much older than the king.*' He argues that Zeuxis does

not fit these criteria, and that, even if he did, Hellenistic kings did not begin referring to

28 Schalit, 295-301.

¥ 1.D. Gauger, Beitrdge zur Jildischen Apologetik (Cologne: Peter Hanstein
Verlag, 1977), 135-6 and 139ff. At another point in his dissertation, Gauger concedes
that there is one example of the singular style, used by Antiochus the son in a letter to
Magnesia on the Maeander (RC 32). Gauger also concedes, in a later article, that the
“health-wish” has precedents as well.

*Ibid., 83ff.

*! Ibid., 83-133.
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their officials as matr|p, or even cvyyevrc, until the second century BCE. Antiochus III’s
son, also named Antiochus, who served as co-regent would fit the age criteria, but Gauger
argues that he did not have the personal relationship with Zeuxis, or the authority to act
on such an important matter.**

Gauger presented his argument on this point twice, first in his monograph of 1975
and again in article in Hermes from 1993.* In his monograph, Gauger argued for a date
of composition in or after the second century BCE.** In his later article, Gauger
acknowledged that his assertions about the formula of the health wish, and about Zeuxis’
position in Asia Minor were incorrect, but reasserted his belief that the “father” address is
a clear sign of forgery.35 He also further refined his estimate for the date of composition
to sometime around 80 BCE.*® The emphasis on Jewish loyalty makes the document fit
best with Jewish apologetic of that period, and that a piece of apology that invokes
Antiochus 1T would be of little benefit after 63 BCE, when the Seleucid line died out.*’
The question that is never clearly addressed in either work is the one focussed on by
Bickerman, that of cui bono? Gauger narrowed the forger down to someone from Asia

Minor from the eatly first century BCE, but never clearly outlined what use the forger

2 bid., 141-2.

3 J-D. Gauger, “Formalien und Authentizitatsfage: Noch Einmal zum Schrieben
Antiochos IIT an Zeuxis (Jos. Ant. Jud. 12.148-153) und zu den Antiochos-Urkunden bei
Josephus,” Hermes 121 (1993), 63-69.

34 Gauger, Beitrdge, 146.

3% Gauger, “Formalien und Authentizititsfrage,” 64-66.

*Ibid., 68.

*7 Ibid., 69.
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could have made of this document in a region that had been outside of Seleucid control
for over a century.

All of the discussions outlined above, whether assailing or defending the
authenticity of the letter, have focussed on matters internal to the letter itself: specific
words and phrases, peculiarities of style, or what is omitted.®® This thesis sets forth to do
the reverse; since all of the internal peculiarities have been examined and discussed to no
avail, it will focus on what one might call the “external” features of the letter.® Tt will
return to a superficial of the letter as an order from a king to one of his officials to found
colonies in Asia Minor to deal with local disturbances. As such, if the letter accords with
the historical context of Antiochus III’s reign, that will suggest that it is authentic.

The first chapter will deal with the Seleucid administration and how a letter such
as this would fit into that administration. This document purports to be an order from the
Seleucid king to one of his officials; in this case, that official is Zeuxis son of Kunagos,
who is introduced by Josephus merely as one of Antiochus’ strategoi and one especially
close to him.*® The question here, and the question which Gauger fails to discuss while
dealing with the address of the letter, is whether the sending of such a letter as this to this
particular individual, was consistent with the pattern of Seleucid administration in Asia
Minor. The focus of this section, rather than strictly on the address of the letter, will be

on what is known of the career of Zeuxis outside of the letter. The letter expects a lot

38 The only exception is Bickerman, who questions the omission of a contrived
back-story to go along with the letter.

39 This is Schalit’s terminology, 292.

AT, 12.148.
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from its recipient; it assumes that he will have the authority to give orders and act freely
in two of the biggest administrative divisions of Asia Minor, and to deal with other
matters as well. In examining Zeuxis’ career, we shall see that, as viceroy (6
aroAeAetpupévog 0o tod PaciAéws Avtidyov énl TdV émitdde Tod Tadpov TpayudTwy)
of Asia Minor, he was the man to whom a letter such as this would be sent. He had the
authority to deal with administrative matters that required him to act in more than one
satrapy, which no other official in Asia Minor had. We also have at least one clear
parallel for an administrative act like the one in the letter, where Zeuxis was the only
person contacted by the King in order to implement a policy for the whole of Asia Minor.
The second chapter will move beyond the administrative process to look at the
content of the order. At its base, the letter gives a detailed order to Zeuxis to found a
colony or colonies in Asia Minor. It is not possible to try to fit this letter into what we
know of the actual procedure of Seleucid colonization, since this is the only document
that relates to the pI‘OCCSS.41 Instead, the methodology will be to compare the colonies
ordered by this letter to what we know of Seleucid colonization, and, in particular,
Antiochus IIT’s other known colonies. What is laid out in the letter, in terms of the land
grants, their diversity, and the tax exemptions has close parallels to arrangements made
for the other two colonies known to have been founded by Antiochus ITII. The use of
ethnically homogenous colonists to secure a troubled area also has precedents in
Antiochus’ colonial policy. These parallels, and the way that the order matches the

Seleucid administration, make it very likely that the document in question is genuine.

“* Cohen, Seleucid Colonies, x.
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Since the policy laid out in the order matches the colonial policies of Antiochus
111, and the way that the order is issued and transmitted matches the Seleucid
administrative system, this is a letter that could have been sent. There are no major
grounds for dismissing it based on its content. The final matter is to find a historical
context for the letter. The letter itself advises us of the situation, saying that it was
motivated by Antiochus learning that toUg &v Avdia kai ®puyix vewtepilovtag. The
final chapter will set out to attach some specific meaning to this. First it will consider
what is meant by vewtepifovrag, second, who the Tovg &v Avdiq kal ®puyig were, and
third, point out one possibility for an actual location of the settlements.

All together, this will make a strong case for authenticty, The basic content of the
letter offers no reason to suspect forgery, and the peculiarities in style can be explained as
the result of it being transmitted through various hands even before it reached Josephus.
The seemingly strange emphasis placed on Jewish piety and loyalty an be explained as
part Antiochus’ efforts to court the enduring support of his new settlers, and when read

with in mind, this need not be suspicious.
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CHAPTER I:

AJ 12.147-153 and the Seleucid Administration

The most forceful attack on the authenticity of the letter from Antiochus to Zeuxis
recorded in AJ 12.147-153 focuses on the greeting formula alone, and largely ignores the
content of the letter.” This is misguided, as the letter in question is more than simply a
personal letter; it is, in Seleucid terms, a tpdotayua, an order sent from the king to an
official.? As such, the letter can and should be analyzed not merely in terms of its
wording and its greeting, but as an administrative act as well. The question then
becomes, does this administrative act fit the pattern of Seleucid administration in general,

and particularly, the Seleucid administration as it existed under Antiochus III. Many of

! Gauger, Beitrdge, 92-3, 113. The letter is extraordinarily warm in its address.
Antiochus addresses Zeuxis as his father, which is exceptional. According to Gauger,
who devotes a lengthy chapter to a study of every instance of someone being addressed
as father known from the ancient world, the “Vateranrede” was an honour that would be
reserved only for the leading man of the kingdom, and even then usually someone with a
close personal relationship to the king as well. It was also only used for people who
were older than the king, but this is something of a dead end. It is impossible to
accurately estimate Zeuxis’ age, we know only that he was most active between roughly
220 and the battle of Magnesia in 190 BCE. He may have been the same age as
Antiochus, and only around fifty years old in 190, or he may have been as much as
fifteen or twenty years older than the king, and in his mid sixties for the battle of
Magnesia.

2 Mpdotayua is the usual word used in Polybius to mean a royal order, and was
used in much the same sense by the Seleucid administration. J. Ma, Antiochos III and
the Cities of Western Asia Minor, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), 122. Also,
M. Holleaux, Etudes d’ epigraphie et d’histoire grecques, vol. 3, Lagides et Séleucides,
(Paris: Boccard, 1942), 205.
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the same questions that have been addressed in previous studies will still apply in this
analysis; whether Zeuxis was important enough to be addressed as father, and whether
Zeuxis had the authority needed to carry out the task at hand are related questions. What
follows breaks down roughly into two sections, the first of which will outline Zeuxis’
career from his first appearance in Polybius, to the point at which he attained full
authority over Asia Minor, attempting to establish whether Zeuxis had both the
longstanding relationship with the king and the exceptional authority to be addressed in
this way, and, perhaps more importantly, to ascertain when Zeuxis became the viceroy of
Asia Minor. The second part will break the letter down into an administrative act, and
establish whether Zeuxis did indeed have sufficient authority to carry out the task that he
was given.

Gauger’s argument against the authenticity of the document focuses on the time-
frame of Zeuxis’ career. He argues that when the letter was sent, Zeuxis was only the
satrap of Lydia and as such unworthy of such a warm address. He does not argue that
Zeuxis never attained a more prominent position in the Seleucid administrative hierarchy,
only that he had not done so by 205, when he assumes the letter was sent.’ This confuses
the issue not only of Zeuxis’ career, but also of the system of Seleucid administration in

Asia Minor, and Gauger is not alone in his mistaken conclusions.*

3 Gauger, Beitrdge, 112-113

*'S. Sherwin-White and A. Kuhrt, From Samarkhand to Sardis a New Approach
to the Seleucid Empire (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1993), 42-43, use
Zeuxis and Molon, two men who were clearly given extra-ordinary commands, as
examples of satraps in the Seleucid system. Bengston, Die Strategie, 91 ff, and Ma, 123
1f., both recognize that Zeuxis was far more than just satrap of Lydia.
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Discussing these sorts of generic titles, like “satrap” and “strategos™is
unproductive as a means of assessing the authority of a given individual, as it has long
been recognized that there is no consistency in terminology.” It is not uncommon for the
same official to have different titles, even in the same source, or for titles to be
completely counter-intuitive.® There is confusion as to Zeuxis’ title as well, as Polybius
refers to him as satrap of Lydia at the end of his career, but Josephus, in his introduction

2 <

to the letter, identifies Zeuxis as Antiochus’ “strategos and among the strategoi, one of
his closest friends.”’ A generic title like this, even where we know of one, is not secure
evidence for the authority or influence of the person who bears it, so of the two parts of
Josephus’ description of Zeuxis, strategos and particularly close to the king, his place as
a dear friend of the king more informative. “Friend of the king” was the most common

name for any long-term official, it was not necessarily their only title, but it often

subsumes whatever other title an individual might bear.® In addition, the term

* E. Bickerman, Institutions des Séleucides (Paris: Paul Geuthner, 1938), 198-
199.

8 W. Tarn, “Seleukid Parthian Studies,” Proceedings of the British Academy 16
(1930): 133, gives as examples the shift between the title of eparchos and strategos that
both Diogenes, the governor of Susiana, and the governor of the Persian gulf undergo
from Polybius 5.46.7 to 5.48.14. Tarn takes this to mean that even Polybius did not
think that such titles carried any significance beyond showing that the official bearing it
had authority over a specific piece of the kingdom.

7 AJ 12.147. Polybius refers to Zeuxis as a Satrap when he is sent to Sardis to
negotiate the treaty of Apamea with the Romans (Polybius, 21.16). Bengston, Die
Strategie, 115-125, and H. Bengston, Die Hellenistische Weltkultur (Stuttgart: Franz
Steiner Verlag, 1988), 103, argues that governors of provinces are always called
strategoi, but there is not enough evidence to support this.

8 G. Herman, “The Friends of the Early Hellenistic Rulers: Servants or
Officials?” Talanta 12/13 (1980/81), 108.
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encompassed all officials, both those present at court and those administering distant
parts of the empire.” For example, the governor of the city of Alinda in Caria at the end
of the third century was Chionis. In an inscription set up by the Amyzonians in his
honour, he is described as @ilog &v TGOV PaciAéwy kol tetayuévog e’ AAivowv (“being
a friend of the kings and the one put in charge of Alinda™).'® The two participles, being a
friend of the king and being put in charge of Alinda, were evidently of equal importance,
or perhaps friend of the king was the more part of the description, as it is given priority.
This is even more noteworthy because the man in charge of Alinda occupied a very
important place in the Seleucid administration, since Alinda was one of the most heavily
fortified and defensiblé towns in the area. '!

Being one of Antiochus’ particular friends suggests two things about Zeuxis, first
that he was very high up in the Seleucid administration, and second that there was a prior
relationship of some importance and duration. If we can prove such a relationship, that
would explain the Vateranrede in the letter, and go far toward explaining why Zeuxis is
invested with so much authority by Antiochus.

Zeuxis enters history during the rebellion of Molon in 222."> When Molon had

forced the first pair of generals sent against him from the field and was advancing

? G. Herman, “The Court Society of the Hellenistic Age,” in Cartledge, Garnsey
and Gruen eds., Hellenistic Constructs (Los Angeles: University of California Press,
1997), 213-14.

107, and L. Robert, Fouilles d "Amyzon en Carie, (Paris, Diffusion de Boccard ,
1983), No. 14 = Ma, document 9, lines 6-7.

" Arrian, 1.24.

'2 Molon was the governor of the satrapy of Media when Antiochus took the
throne, and soon after he was appointed to be the general commander of the eastern
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towards Seleucia on the Tigris, he was prevented from crossing the river by Zeuxis, who
seized all of the riverboats.”” Later, Zeuxis was left in command of the camp of the royal
forces when the third commander sent by Antiochus to deal with Molon, Xenoetas the
Achaean, crossed the river to offer battle Zeuxis and was later forced to withdraw from
the field when the royal army was defeated.' It is difficult to know what Zeuxis’ official
position was at this time. Bevan assumed that he was the satrap of Babylonia, > but on
closer examination this is untenable. In the years before 212, Polybius only ever
mentions Zeuxis in a military capacity and never gives him a title, such as satrap of
Babylonia. By way of contrast, he usually does give attach titles to men like Pythiades,
called the governor (Emopyoc) of the area along the Persian Gulf, and Diogenes the
governor (émapyoc) of Susiana, in conjunction with whom Zeuxis is mentioned.'®

Zeuxis could not have been the governor of Babylonia. Polybius has a list of how
the eastern satrapies were distributed after the revolt. Diogenes was transferred to the
empty governorship of Media, which can only be considered a promotion from the much
smaller Susiana. He was replaced in Susiana by Apollodorus, and the royal secretary
Tychon was given command of the Persian Gulf province.!” That we hear nothing of

Babylon should imply that there was no change of governor. Zeuxis, however, did not

satrapies. He soon proclaimed himself king and began an armed rebellion with the aid of
his brother, Alexander, the governor of Persis (Polybius, 5.41).

B polybius, 5. 45.

" 1bid., 5. 46. Zeuxis was left in command along with Diogenes the governor of
Susiana.

'S E. Bevan, The House of Seleucus, vol. 1 (New York: Barnes and Noble, 1902),
303.

16 Polybius 5.46.

7 bid., 5.54.
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remain in the area. He appears in a military capacity during Antiochus’ second campaign
in Coele Syria in 219."® Tt is possible that he was superseded as governor of Babylonia,
and Polybius does not mention it, just as he does not mention who replaced Alexander in
the satrapy of Persis," but it seems unlikely given his exemplary contribution to the
campaign against Molon. He saved Seleucia on the Tigris for a time, and was the second
in command of Xenoetas.?’ He offered excellent advice, which swayed the king during
the conference at Libba, and in the final battle with Molon he commanded the left wing
along with the chief minister Hermias.?' After such service Zeuxis would not have been
removed from his position as satrap of Babylonia and effectively demoted to being a
member of the king’s general staff.

Zeuxis, then, was not one of Antiochus’ satraps in the 220s, but he was still able
to act on his own initjative, and he was put in a position of authority equal to one satrap
and above another. In the Seleucid kingdom, the administrative hierarchy was not
necessarily dominated by offical post or title. Royal support, and royal sanction for one’s
actions, was the true source of power and authority for the officials of the kingdom.?
The truth of this, as far as the reign of Antiochus III is concerned, is obvious even from
what we know of the revolt of Molon. Antiochus twice sent commanders to deal with

Molon. These were men with no formal position, who were able to enter provinces with

"8 Ibid., 5.60.

' Though this was undoubtedly Pythiades, whose province was taken over by
Tychon.

2% polybius, 5.43 and 5.5.46.

! Ibid., 5.51 and 5.53.

230 says Bickerman, 187, when speaking about the power of first ministers, also
W. Tarn, Hellenistic Civilization, third edition (New York: Meridian books, 1974), 57.
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their own governors and assume control of the forces in the area. In the case of Xenoetas,
he not only took command of the forces in the area, but also was able to command the
governors of other provinces to come to his aid.

Zeuxis’ authority during the crises of the rebellion, then, is evidence not so much
of his high position in the administrative hierarchy, as of his confidence in the king’s
support. It is possible, even likely, that Zeuxis had been one of Antiochus® “friends”
even before Antiochus became king. While Seleucus III was king, Antiochus was sent to
the east as commander of the Upper Satrapies.”” Antiochus would not have travelled to
the east alone; any particularly prominent figure collected their own circle of friends who
often travelled with them.** Xenoetas again serves as an excellent example of this
practice, since Polybius makes it quite clear that several of his friends followed him to the
east.”’

Since Antiochus was acting as a viceroy of the eastern provinces during his
brother’s reign, it follows quite naturally that he had his own circle of friends, both to
advise him and to handle administrative responsibilities. Zeuxis must have been one of
these friends, as he makes his first appearance in the east shortly after Antiochus left, and

was fully confident of the king’s favour.”® If Zeuxis had any official position, he was

3 Bengston, Die Strategie, 79-80, argues that giving the heir an important role
such as this was general Seleucid practice, beginning with Seleucus I sending Antiochus
I to the east as his co-regent (Appian 11.10).

*Herman, “Court Society...,” 216.

2 Polybius, 5.46.

%% Tn addition to his actions while Antiochus was still in the west, during the
conference at Libba he is the only man with enough courage to speak out against the
advice of Hermias (Polybius, 5.51).



MA Thesis - C. Wallace Classics 21

most likely an officer of whatever military forces Antiochus had with him while he was
in the east. This can explain where Zeuxis appears, as well as how. Zeuxis first appears
in the neighbourhood of Seleucia on the Tigris, which is where Antiochus was most
likely to have resided as viceroy of the eastern provinces, while his brother was king.27
One possibility is that Zeuxis commanded the garrison of the citadel in Seleucia on the
Tigris; this was a position of considerable importance and authority, and it would explain
why Zeuxis is mentioned jointly with the city-governor Diomedon in defending the city
from Molon.?® Such military officers were not beneath royal notice; a letter from
Antiochus to his officers and troops in Asia Minor suggests that these were men of some
consequence, as does the fact that the citizens of Amyzon felt obliged to publish a decree
in honour of a local army commander named Olephandros.” This would explain why he
appears in a military capacity, likely with a small force of his own, and why Antiochus
trusted him with command of the right wing in the decigive battle against Molon. It also
explains why he was confident of the support of the king, enough so to act without the
support of the satrap, since it was not unusual for a commander to act on orders received
from the king directly, without reference to the governor of the province in which he ws

stationed.*”

" Bengston, Die Strategie, 80.

28 Cf. Alexis, the dkpo@UAaE of Apamea, who seems to be a person of
considerable importance (.Polybius, 5.48, 5.50).

2 Fouilles d ‘Amyzon no. 19 = Ma, document 13.

30 Sherwin-White and Kuhrt, Samarkhand to Sardis, 49-50. The letter from
Antiochus mentioned above is good evidence for this, since Antiochus writes directly to
the troops to give his orders about respecting the sanctuary at Labraunda.
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After the rebellion of Molon, Zeuxis was clearly not the governor of Babylonia, or
of any other province in the Seleucid empire. The only thing that we know of his career
in the period between the defeat of Molon and re-conquest of Asia Minor in 214 is that in
219, during the assault on Seleucia in Pieria, Zeuxis led one of the three divisions of
Antiochus’ army.31 Beyond this, nothing is known for certain of his career until he
appears as the governor of Sardis and Asia Minor after the defeat of Achaeus. It is likely
that Zeuxis became one of the king’s more prominent friends, or rather returned to that
position, after being left behind in the east when Antiochus went to claim the diadem. It
is also possible that Zeuxis was promoted to the post of army secretary. The former
secretary, Tychon, was made the governor of the Persian Gulf province following the
defeat of Molon, which would have left this important post vacant.*® If Zeuxis was given
this post it would explain why he was accompanying Antiochus’ army and at the same
time why he does not figure prominently in what is left of Polybius’ narrative.

Zeuxis’ role in putting down the rebellion of Molon, and in leading the assault on
Seleucia in Pieria, is all that is known of his career before 213, but we know more about
his activities in Asia Minor after that date. Even within this period, there is more
evidence for his career near the end of the second century. There are only three
documents from the period before Antiochus returned from his great eastern campaign.
Two of the documents are fragmentary letters from Antiochus to the people of Sardis. In
the first, Antiochus restored use of the gymnasium, which had been commandeered by

the garrison, to the city as well as remitting some of their tax burden. More importantly,

31 Ibid., 5.60.
32 Ihid., 5.54.
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at least for this study, he granted the city use of lumber from the forests of Taranza for
rebuilding projects, to be used ka®’ &v cuvkpivy Zebyig (“according to whatever Zeuxis
decides™). At the end, Zeuxis’ position of authority is re-affirmed by Antiochus saying
yeypdapev mept ndvtwv mpdg Zeb&iv kal KreowkAfv (“I have written about all of these

matters to Zeuxis and Ktesikles”).*®

There is another, very similar, letter from Antiochus
to the city of Sardis in the same year, in which Antiochus grants the city a supply of oil
for the gymnasium and reduces the burden of billeting soldiers, and again he finishes
with, kol mepl tdvtwv yeypdeauev npdg Zeb&wv (‘I have also written to Zeuxis about all

this”).** Zeuxis and Kitesikles can hardly be anything other that the strategos in charge of

3 SEG 39.1283:

d10pbwoecbde v Eteotv Tpiolv, g[0]0€ [w]g 8¢ kal EvATY

€1¢ TOV OLVOIKIOUOV g TOAEWS KOPat ki E€ayayéabat

&k TV €v Tapavloic VAGV kab &v cuvkpivn ZebEig vac.

MapaAvouev O¢ kai tfig tpooemPAnbdeiong eikootiig

€T TAV TOATTIKTV Kal TO yuuvdotov & mpotepov £xpiicbe

CUVTETAYAUEV ATOKATAGTHONT DULV KOl YEYPEPAHEY

Tepl TAVTWVY TPOG ZeDELV Kal KTeoIKAR V- UEp aOTOV 8

TOUTWV anayyeAodoly DUIV Kal ol tept MnTpddopov.

"Eppwobe. 00Q’, ZavdikoD €

“You will repay this in three years, and cut wood for the rebuilding of the
city, and bring it down from the forest in Taranza according to what Zeuxis
decides. We also remit the twentieth which was added to the civic tax, and we
arrange to restore to you the gymnasium which you used before, and we have
written about everything to Zeuxis and Ktesikles. And those about Metrodoros
will report to you about these very things.

Farewell year 99 (213) fifth of Xandikos.”

P Gauthier, Nouvelles Inscriptions de Sardes II, (Paris: Librarie Droz, 1989)
document 3 = Ma, document 3 =SEG 39.1285, line 12. Ma, 288, suggests that kai
KteowkAfjv could be restored in a line below Zeuxis, but this is uncertain as nothing
survives beyond the fourth letter of Zeuxis’ name.
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Lydia and Sardis, and a financial official, possibly a dioketes.>® Zeuxis is more likely to
have been the former, not only because he is given priority within the pair of names, and
perhaps mentioned alone in the second inscription, but also because Zeuxis soon achieved
a pre-eminent position in Asia Minor, and Ktesikles is known only from these two
inscriptions.

Later in his career, Zeuxis was firmly in control of Asia Minor as the king’s
representative.3 ® The fragments of Polybius® narrative of Philip V’s expedition to Asia
Minor make this clear enough. In 202/1 Philip had been successful in the field for the
most part, besieging Attalus I in Pergamum at one point, but he was suffering from a lack
of supplies. During this crisis, while plundering the countryside for what he could get he
asked for assistance from the Seleucids. According to Polybius he did not send the
request to Antiochus, as one would expect, but made his appeal for support “according to
the agreement,” directly to Zeuxis.”” This implies one of two things, either that both
Polybius and Philip were able to recognise that Zeuxis had enough authority over affairs

in Asia Minor that a message sent to him was as good as a message sent to Antiochus, or

3% Dioiketes and oikonomos are the two lower level financial officials. The
oikonomoi tend to be involved in the management of single royal estates, the dioiketai
seem to have broader duties. See J. Grainger, 4 Seleukid Prosopography and Gazetteer
(New York: E.J. Brill, 1997), 803; C. Roueche and S. Sherwin-White, “Some Aspects of
the Seleucid Empire: the Greek Inscriptions from Failaka in the Persian Gulf,” Chiron
15 (1985), 31; Bickerman, 129.

3% This is how Bengston (Die Strategie, 93) describes the governor of Lydia and
man in charge of Asia Minor, since they only have this extra authority when the king is
absent.

37 polybius, 16.1.8: Sienéunero npdg ZedErv, mapakaA@dv adTdV oitov yopnyfoatl
Kal TO Ao UUTPATTEV KATA TGC ouvOrkac (“He sent to Zeuxis, asking that he furnish
him (Philip) with corn, and that he aid in the rest, according to the agreement”).
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that the agreement specifically named Zeuxis. Indeed, if Zeuxis’ authority did not extend
to all Asia Minor he would hardly have been able to assist Philip while the Macedonian
king campaigned in Caria.

There are also several inscriptions that show that Zeuxis’ authority extended over
much of Asia Minor. His activities in Caria are well attested, particularly from the
neighbourhood of Amyzon. In a decree of 202 in honour of Chionis, the governor of

Alinda, the people of Amyzon refer to Zeuxis as “the man in charge of affairs” (6 emnt
TV TPAYUATWV) 3% In a similar decree from 201, this time in favour of Menestratos, the

epistates of the temple of Artemis, Zeuxis bears the same title.”> The post of 6 emi t@&v
npaypatwyv was perhaps the most important in the Seleucid kingdom, aside from the
king. It is usually used to denote what might be called a first minister, or Reichskanzler,"
and some scholars connect Zeuxis® authority over all Asia Minor to his taking on this title
for the first time in 203 BCE. !

All of this perhaps focuses too much on these generic titles, which as said above
and seen here, were variable, and as such they are weak evidence for the competence of a
given official. It is more useful to focus on what the content of these documents can tell
us about Zeuxis’ position and authority. The decrees for Menestratos and Chionis taken

together are quite illustrative. In the decree for Chionis, governor of Alinda and friend of

38 Fouilles d’ Amyzon, no. 14 = Ma, document 9, lines 7-8.

¥ Fouilles d’Amyzon, no. 15 = Ma, document 10, lines 8-9.

%0 K. Ehling, “Der Reichskanzler im Seleukinenreich,” EA 30 (1998), passim.

1 H. Malay, “Letter of Antiochus III to Zeuxis with two Covering Letters (209
B.C.),” EA 10 (1987), 11. Gauger, 92-3 and J. and L. Robert, 176, both think that
Zeuxis’ power over all Asia Minor is linked to becoming 6 émnl t@V mpayudtwv.
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the king, he is praised for always assisting the embassies that the town has sent to
Zeuxis.* This suggests two things, first that Zeuxis was above Chionis in the
administrative hierarchy, and second, at this point Zeuxis was the highest-level official to
whom the town could or would appeal. That Chionis was giving assistance to these
embassies should mean that they had already approached him with their petition, and that
he either would not grant their request or did not have the authority to do so. The help
that he gave them was most likely a letter to Zeuxis introducing both them and the
situation, and perhaps suggesting a course of action.”

A similar level of authority is suggested by the decree in honour of Menestratos.
Menestratos, the epistates of the temple of Artemis, is praised for writing to Zeuxis
“about the continuous goodwill that the people have, both towards the kings and towards
Zeuxis.”** This suggests that, at the local level, Zeuxis is important enough to be put on
the same level as the kings, likely because the kings were so very far away, and Zeuxis
had almost complete authority to act in their stead.*> Menestratos is also praised for
writing to Nikomedes and to Chionis, the governor of Alinda. Nikomedes gets no title,
but a decree in honour of him was found on the same block as the decree for Menestratos.

In this case it might be safe to assume that Nikomedes was the overall governor of Caria

2 Fouilles d’ Amyzon, no. 14 = Ma, document 9, lines 6-9.

BC. Bradford Welles, Royal Correspondence in the Hellenistic Period: A Study
in Greek Epigraphy (Chicago: Ares Publishers, 1934), introduction.

Y Fouilles d’Amyzon, no. 15 = Ma, document 10, lines 9-10, Onép Tfic ebvoiag fiv
Exwv datelel gig Tovg PactAeic kal gic Tov ZebErv.

* Ma, 127.
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at this time, and that the people to whom Menestratos wrote were in descending order of
authority.

The Pamkcu Stele, a collection of three letters relating to the appointment of a
high priest for all Asia Minor, can shed some light on when it was that Zeuxis first
attained authority over all things in Asia Minor.*® The main component is a letter from
Antiochus to Zeuxis, which is transmitted down the chain of command from Zeuxis to
Philotas and then from Philotas to Bithys, along with covering letters for each move.
Furthermore, we know from the first two letters that Zeuxis was resident at Sardis, which,
were he only the governor of a single province, would make him the governor of Lydia.
This stele was found in Mysia, and Philotas and Bithys cannot be anything other than
Mysian officials. Most likely Philotas was the strategos in charge of Mysia, and Bithys
was one of his subordinates, so at the time that this stele was inscribed Zeuxis had
authority not only over Lydia, but over Mysia as well.Y? Zeuxis, then, was likely the first
and only man contacted directly by the king for the purposes of naming a new high priest
for all Asia Minor. This means that at the time of the inscription Zeuxis was already in
charge of the entire region, and not just Lydia, else he could not have given orders to

officials in other satrapies. The inscription is dated to the one hundred and third year of

“ SEG 37.1010.

1 J. Ma, Antiochos 11l and the Cities of Western Asia Minor (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1999), 291. Malay, 11 n.1, suggests that the two men were actually
officials in the service of the Lydian satrapy, but this would put them very far afield, and
in essence it assumes that the Seleucids had no independent satrapy of Mysia. In
suggesting this Malay also ignores the arguments of Bengston, whom he cites, which
suggest that the Governor of Lydia often exercised authority over the other Satrapies and
their officials as well.
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the Seleucid era, or 209, so by this time at least it would seem that Zeuxis had authority
over places outside of his own satrapy of Lydia.

The agreement between Zeuxis and the people of Philippeis from the year 197,
provides a useful terminus ante quem for when Zeuxis was put in charge of Asia Minor.
The inscription begins:

Baocihevdviwy Avtidxov kal Avtidxov

100 vioD €1 kal p’ Fopriaiov: €mi Toloade

ouVEBevTO ZeDE1G Te O AmoAeAetuuéEVOg -

70 100 PactAéws AvTioxov ml TV Emtdde

100 Talpov TpaypdTwy Kal PIATREL... kTA*

The inscription gives us what appears to be Zeuxis’ full and specific title, 0
dnoAeAeippévog vrd tol PactAéws Avtidxov ént TdV Emtdde To0 Tavpov TPAYUATWY
(“the man left behind by king Antiochus in charge of affairs on this side of the Taurus
mountain range”). He was left behind by king Antiochus, singular. Whereas after the
son of Antiochus III, also named Antiochus, had been made co-regent, probably by late

209, official documents usually give the impression of the two acting jointly as king.

This document itself opens with the dating formula BaoiAsvéviwy Avtidyov kai
‘Avtidyov 1ol viol (while Antiochus and Antiochus the son were kings).* Similarly, in

even earlier inscriptions, such as the decree by the people of Amyzon in honour of

Menestratos, the formula reflects the fact that there are two kings.50 So, since Zeuxis was

B SEG 36.973, lines 1-5. “ When Antiochus and Antiochus the son were kings,
in the hundred and fifteenth year (197), in the month of Gorpiaius. On these terms
Zeuxis, the man left behind by king Antiochus in charge of affairs on this side of the
Taurus, and Philippeis agreed....”

* Tbid.

3 Fouilles d ’Amyzon, no. 15; Ma, document 10, line 1.
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given command of all Asia Minor by a single king Antiochus, it must have been done
before Antiochus the son was made co-regent, as only makes sense, since the king would
have no need to make Zeuxis his viceroy when his son could easily fill the role.

This date can be refined even further by looking again at the Pamkgu Stele.
Antiochus writes to Zeuxis to inform him that Nikanor is to be made the high priest of the
temples énéxerva tod Tavpov (“on the far-side of the Taurus”).”! This letter was sent in
209, when Antiochus was already in the Upper Satrapies, where Asia Minor would seem
to be on the far side of the Taurus mountain range, rather than the near-side.>* So, if
Zeuxis’ domain is designated as the near side of the Taurus, Antiochus was still in Asia
Minor when Zeuxis was given the position. The only time when Antiochus was in the
west, and before his son was co-regent, is immediately after the re-conquest of Asia
Minor, before Antiochus left for his campaign against Armenia in 211. Indeed,
droAeAeiupévog itself implies much the same thing; the only time that Zeuxis could have
been “left behind” in Asia Minor by Antiochus was when he was leaving for Armenia.

Zeuxis was indeed the most powerful Seleucid official in Asia Minor by the time

that the letter was composed, and the one to whom any major order from Antiochus

*! SEG 37.1010, lines 29-30.

%2 The strangeness of using “near-side of the Taurus” to describe Asia Minor was
first pointed out by Schmidt (H.H. Schmitt, Untersuchungen zur Geschichte Antiochos’
des Grossen und Seiner Zeit (Weisbaden: Franz Steiner Verlag, 1964), 159). Schmidt
thought it unlikely that an empire centred in Syria would describe Asia Minor that way,
and attributed it to Polybius. However, since both émitade tod Talrov and énékeiva o0
Tavpov appear in inscriptions from the reign of Antiochus II, it seems likely that the
formula varied on the basis of where the king was at any given time (Ma, 125-6).
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would be sent. This and his longstanding relationship with the king make it possible,
even plausible, that Antiochus thought highly enough of him to address him as “father.”

What remains to be established, and is in fact more telling for the document’s
authenticity, is whether the task that he was set, in the letter reported by Josephus, was
within his competence as an official. Settling colonists from Babylonia and Mesopotamia
would have required three things from Zeuxis. First, he would need enough authority
over military matters to organize an escort for the colonists through Asia Minor to their
end destinations, which Antiochus acknowledged could be a troublesome matter.>> He
also needed the ability to interact with communities in Asia Minor on the level of offering
them specific privileges and tax exemptions, something usually reserved strictly for the
king, and to oversee the transfer of royal land to the ownership of the new colonists.
Finally, in order to settle these colonists in Lydia and Phrygia, he would need the
authority to send orders to other governors as well. His position as the “man left behind
by king Antiochus in charge of affairs on this side of the Taurus” is enough to make it
clear that he had that authority, which the Pamkgu stele only confirms.’ 4

Zeuxis first appears in the Seleucid administration in a military context as one of

Antiochus’ officers, but, in the normal course of events, the governors (be they satrap or

P A7 12.150.

* Bengston, Die Strategie, passim, argues that this general command of Asia
Minor was a continuous feature of Seleucid Administration. He names six different
holders of the office, beginning with Patrocles under Antiochus I (Memnon of Herakleia,
books 13-14, section 9= FGH I11.434) and ending with Zeuxis. Zeuxis is by far the best
attested of all of them, and as such, with two exceptions, comparison with the others can
tell us little about Zeuxis.
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strategos) of a province were not entrusted with high military authority.”> This is most
plainly displayed in the rebellion of Molon at the start of Antiochus’ reign. At least two
satraps of the eastern provinces were involved, but they seem to have been leading only
relatively small forces, and the idea of giving one of them the supreme command was
never even considered. Instead Antiochus sent three commanders from Syria to
Babylonia to deal with the revolt, and eventually came himself.*®

There is good evidence that as viceroy of all Asia Minor Zeuxis was an exception
to this, and he certainly had enough military authority to organize an escort for colonists
travelling through any part of Asia Minor. Zeuxis’ immediate predecessor as viceroy,
Achaeus, offers a useful parallel in this situation.’’ Achaeus certainly was left with
significant standing military forces, since he was to continue Seleukos 1II’s plan to
recover all of the territory in Asia Minor that had been lost to the Attalid monarchy.58 He
was militarily quite active even in the first three years of his posting while he remained
loyal to Antiochus, gaining back enough territory to re-establish an independent satrapy
of Mysia under the new strategos Themistokles.”

We know that Zeuxis himself had military authority that extended beyond the

borders of Lydia from his dealings with Philip V. In 202 Philip V of Macedon was

5> Sherwin-White and Kuhrt, Samarkhand to Sardis, 49-50.

%8 Pythiades, governor of the Persian Gulf province, and Diogenes, governor of .
Susiana, both appear with the second army sent against Molon, but they are summoned
by the general on the scene and do not seem to have brought many troops (Polybius,
5.46). In fact, the city governor of Seleucia on the Tigris seems to have more troops and
more authority (Polybius 5.48).

>7 Polybius, 5.40.

*8 Schmitt, 161.

> Ma, 57.
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campaigning against the Attalid possessions on the coast of Asia Minor and, despite
success in the field, he was desperate for supplies.®” At this point, while campaigning in
Caria, Philip sent a request to Zeuxis for both supplies and military support, “according to
the agreemen’[.”61 That Philip could send such a request to Zeuxis implies two things:
first that Zeuxis was recognized as the man in overall control of Asia Minor, and hence
the man to whom one must send a message even to get something done far away from
Sardis, and second that Zeuxis’ authority was more than simply administrative. That it
was Zeuxis who received the request directly is, in fact, somewhat surprising, since both
Antiochus III and his co-ruler Antiochus were back in the western half of the kingdom,
and one might have expected Philip to approach them first. Philip’s request, and Zeuxis’
compliance, however half-hearted it may have been,% both assume that Zeuxis had the
power to direct troops and to organize supply trains anywhere in Asia Minor. The
authority to organize a supply train is not necessarily the same thing as complete licence
to undertake any military action that he should desire, but it is enough to organize and
protect a convoy of colonists who would be passing through both Lydia and Phrygia, and
other parts of Asia Minor as well. Zeuxis’ aid to Philip provides a clear parallel for this
much of the task assigned to him by the letter.

The letter in question also calls for Zeuxis to interact in some ways with existing
or newly formed communities, and to handle the transfer of royal land to the ownership

of the new colonists. Resident in Sardis as the viceroy of all Asia Minor, Zeuxis was the

5 polybius, 16.1.
1 1bid., 16.1.
52 1bid., 16.1.
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only subordinate official to whom Antiochus would have addressed such a letter. The
process of transferring royal land to the ownership of a private person in the Seleucid
holdings in Asia Minor was centred on Sardis.®® This is in part because the official land
registry records for Asia Minor were housed in Sardis, as a letter from Antiochus II to his
viceroy of Asia Minor, Metrophanes, makes quite clear.* The letter deals with a sale of
royal land, and Metrophanes is instructed to record the sale in the royal records at Sardis,
as well as to set up five different stelai recording the sale, one of which was also at Sardis
in the temple of Artemis.®® Apart from merely housing the records of land transfers, the
actual administrative act centred on Sardis as well. A letter from the king ordering the gift
or sale to be made would be sent first to the governor of Lydia, who was also the viceroy
of Asia Minor. After that, the viceroy would arrange for the legal survey and
“description of property” to be carried out by a local official, who would also mark the
boundaries of the land which was changing hands.*®® Information about the property and
the transfer of ownership would then be sent back to Sardis, so that it might be entered
into the official records. So, as far as transfers of royal land to the new colonists were

concerned, Antiochus would have little choice but to send his request to Zeuxis.

63 A fact only noted by Bengston, Die Strategie, 971f.

% rC 18, lines 28-29. W. L. Westerman, “Land Registers Under the Seleucids,”
Classical Philology 16 (1921), 13, construed Metrophanes to be the governor of
Hellespontine Phrygia, but the letter makes it clear that he was actually in Sardis, and yet
had authority over Hellespontine Phrygia.

85 RC 18, lines 28-29, kai THv Gvipy dvaypdpot €ig To¢ BactAtkdC Ypapic g &v
Tapdeorv.

5 Westerman, 13; RC 18, lines 34-35.
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The letter also required Zeuxis to interact with some of the communities in Asia
Minor, either existing communities into which new settlers were being introduced, or
completely new communities. Zeuxis was to grant the communities formed by the
Jewish colonists certain privileges: the right to live by their own laws, and a tax
exemption for ten years, and a grain subsidy.’” This was usually the exclusive domain of
the king, but several inscriptions show that it was also within Zeuxis’ authority. Zeuxis
was able to conclude a treaty of friendship with the people of Philipeis on his own
initiative, even at a time when both Antiochus III and his son as co-regent were in the
area, and could have received embassies from that city.®® Zeuxis arrangements for the
city of Herakleia offer a close parallel for the grants that he would need to make to the
Jewish colonies.* Ambassadors from the city approached Zeuxis asking for a remission
of taxes on account of the city’s poverty. Zeuxis decided to offer the city freedom from
billeting, tax exemptions on grain, bee-hives and all produce of the land for a set amount
of time, tax exemption for a festival, and perhaps to make arrangements for combining
the populations of outlying communities into the polis of Herakleia.”” These
arrangements are similar to the ones that Zeuxis was asked to make for the Jewish
colonists, and the fact that he is able to do them here means that they in no way exceeded
his competence. Perhaps the most interesting thing about this document is that Zeuxis’

decisions were not the final word on the subject. Zeuxis gave his favourable answers to

57 4J,12.150-151.

% SEG 36.973, lines 2-7.

% SEG 37.859 = Ma document 31.

70 kol oi Sfjpot kai of oikntal suvax®®ory (SEG 37.859 = Ma, document 31, col.
III line 10), seems to suggest this (Ma, 343 note 3).
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the ambassadors in the form of recommending that they send another embassy to
Antiochus, telling them what requests they should make. The published version of the
exchange consists of Zeuxis’ responses in this form, and a far briefer letter from
Antiochus in which he confirms all of the privileges granted by his viceroy, t& te 0T
Ze0E180¢ ouyxwpnBévta kupobev (“we ratify what was granted by Zeuxis™).”’
Antiochus ratifying the decision is less an indication that Zeuxis lacks the authority to
make these arrangements than a sign that Antiochus preferred to maintain the appearance
that he alone was the source of all such favours. In fact, this practice explains some of
the stylistic differences between the letter preserved in Josephus and royal letters that
survive in inscriptions. The letter preserved by Josephus was likely never meant to be
inscribed and displayed in this fashion; rather, the king would send brief letters to each
new settlement, confirming the arrangements made by Zeuxis for each one.

There is nothing in the letter from Antiochus to Zeuxis about the Jewish colonies
that is in any way out of keeping with Antiochus’ administration of Asia Minor and
Zeuxis’ place within it. By 211 BC Zeuxis was at the head of the Seleucid administration
of the west as viceroy of Asia Minor, and his working relationship with Antiochus was
already well into its second decade. As such, the warm address and Josephus’ description
of Zeuxis as one of Antiochus’ closest friends, are in keeping with general practice even
as those who question the document’s authenticity define it. Perhaps more importantly, as
an administrative act, or tpdotaypa, the letter fits perfectly into the broader context of

Antiochus III’s administration of Asia Minor. As viceroy, Zeuxis would be the recipient

" SEG 37.859 = Ma document 31, col. 1 line 9.
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of any orders from Antiochus that had to do with Asia Minor, as occurred also in the
Pamkgu stele. The various actions required of Zeuxis, to oversee transfers of royal land
to the colonists, to arrange a military escort, and to guarantee privileges to a community

all have their parallels elsewhere in his career.
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CHAPTER II:

AJ 12.147-153 and Seleucid Colonisation

In the previous chapter we established that the letter from Antiochus III to Zeuxis
fits the general pattern of Seleucid administration in that Zeuxis had the authority
necessary to carry out his task and the prestige to be addressed warmly by the king. The
question remains as to whether the content of the order is also plausible. If the letter is
authentic, or at least on the whole authentic if slightly altered, then the Jewish settlements
created by this letter should match the pattern of Hellenistic colonisation at large, and
more specifically, should be similar to the other known colonial ventures of Antiochus
ITII. If the Jewish settlements do fit the patterns of Hellenistic colonization in general,
and the colonial ventures of Antiochus III, then we can use both of these patterns to fill in
some of the details for this settlement which are not in the letter.

A general pattern for Hellenistic colonisation, and Hellenistic colonisation of Asia
Minor, can be established even without drawing on 4J 12.148-154. Indeed this broad
outline fits well with what is set out in the letter to Zeuxis, though the letter is unique in
being the only surviving document relating to the foundation of a colony.' The first item

of note is that the colonies, or one sort of colony at any rate, were concentrated in Lydia

' G.M. Cohen, The Seleucid Colonies, x.
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and Phrygia.® The reason for this is unclear. It has been suggested that Lydia and
Phrygia were used because the Seleucids had more land available in those two satrapies
than anywhere else, but this is hardly a satisfactory answer.

The single most obvious thing that all colonies needed was land. Colonists were
usually settled on part of the xwpa BaciAtkn, but not necessarily on a spot that was
uninhabited. Colonists were just as likely to be settled on the spot of an existing
community as land that was entirely vacant.® Settlers were frequently either inserted into
existing communities,4 as Seleucus II did with Smyrna,5 or in cases such as Dura, a new
settlement would be established in the vicinity of an existing community, which would be
in some way incorporated.® The local population might be allowed to remain free and be
the equivalent of metics, or in some cases when their land was reclaimed and

redistributed they would become /aoi, essentially serfs who were tied to the land, and

2 B. Bar-Kochva, The Seleucid Army: Organization and Tactics in the Great
Campaigns (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1976), 26, catalogues all of the
communities that refer to themselves as katoikiar. He argues that all of these began as
military colonies, and that the vast majority of them are to be found in Phrygia and
Lydia. F. Collins, “The Macedonians and the Revolt of Aristonicus,” Ancient World 3.4
(1980), 83, also points out the high number of military settlements in Lydia, which he
identifies as any place where the citizens refer to themselves as Macedonians. Whether
all of these places were actually military colonies, or even colonies at all, is a subject of
considerable debate. See for instance G.M. Cohen, “Karoikiai, Katoikoi and
Macedonians in Asia Minor,” Ancient Society 22 (1991).

3 P. Briant, “Colonisation hellénistique et populations indigenes 1,” Klio 60
(1978), 63. '

* G.M. Cohen, “Colonization and Population Transfer in the Hellenistic World,”
in E. Van’t Dack, P. Van Dessel and W. Van Gucht eds, Egypt and the Hellenistic
World, (Lovanii, 1983), 70.

> OGIS1229.

6 C.B. Welles, R.O. Fink and J.F. Gilliam, The Parchments and Papyri, The
Excavation at Dura-Europos (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1959), 77.



MA Thesis - C. Wallace Classics 39

traded as though they were a part of it.” Land was distributed to settlers as kleroi, but the
size of these kleroi and the conditions for holding them remain unclear. The Law of
Succession from Dura-Europos has been taken to suggest that the Seleucids made kleroi
in some way inalienable, hoping to keep their colonists in place by this means.® Despite
that, it is clear that kleroi could be sold. Mnesimachus makes parts of two kleroi over to
the temple of Artemis at Sardis,” and even in Dura-Europos one Philip is able to sell part
of his kleros in the second century BCE, while the Seleucid law of Succession must still
have been in effect.'®

There also seems to be a general pattern in the way that colonies were planted and
peopled. The Seleucids used their colonies to control territory. They were used to protect
against local unrest, to protect important lines of communication or in some instances
simply to protect inhabited farmland.!! That the colonies were used in this way, to
provide a royal presence in areas that were either troubled, or in some way distant from
royal control, affected the way that they were set up. In the first case, it would seem that
all new colonies were fortified in some manner, either by finding and fortifying a
defensible location for a new colony, or if colonists were being added to an existing city,

by giving them control of the citadel. Strabo points out that the two biggest flaws in the

7 W. Buckler and D. Robinson, Sardis, vol. VII (I), Publications of the American
Society for the Excavation of Sardis (Leyden: E.J. Brill, 1932), inscription 1, col. I lines
11-14; K.T.M. Atkinson, “A Hellenistic Land-Conveyance: The Estate of Mnesimachus
in the Plain of Sardis,” Historia 21 (1972), 46. The estate of Mnesimachus near Sardis
was traded complete with the /aoi, and even villages of laoi attached to it.

® Welles, Fink and Gilliam, 77.

? Buckler and Robinson, inscription 1.

' Welles, Fink and Gilliam, 89.

" Cohen, The Seleucid Colonies, 25.
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colony of Mazaca were the fact that it was situated in an area without natural defences
and that it was unfortified, indirectly proving that fortifying a new settlement was
standard practice.12 Ensuring the safety of a colony was not enough to ensure its
usefulness. For a colony to be effective in controlling the local populations in the long
term, the king had to prevent the colonists and their descendants from mixing too much
with the native inhabitants, since that would surely end in the colonists being absorbed
into the larger local population.13 There are two models for this. The first was to limit
citizenship to the original settlers and their direct descendants, as was done at Dura-
Europos. The other model, used twice in the colonies of Antiochus III as well as by other
Hellenistic monarchs, was to use colonists derived from a single ethnic group. Antiochus
does this not only in the case of the Jewish colonies in question, but also with the
settlement of Kardakon Kome in Lycia, made up entirely of Kardakes. Josephus records
another example of the process in Herod the Great’s colony of Bathyra, where he also
settled a homogenous group of Babylonian Jews, hoping to use them to control the local
popula‘[ion.14

These are the general features of Hellenistic colonization, and the Jewish
settlements created by the letter fit this broader pattern. That, in itself, does not prove the
authenticity of the document. A clever forger would have been able to create a letter that

reflects standard practice. A better test for authenticity is whether the settlements created

12 Strabo, 12.2.7.

13 Cohen, The Seleucid Colonies, 47.

" G.M. Cohen, “The Hellenistic Military Colony: A Herodian Example,” T4 P4
103 (1972), 88; Josephus, 4J 17.23.
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fit the mould of the other colonies of Antiochus III. Only three colonizing ventures of
Antiochus I1I are known, including the setttlements outlined in this document.'> The
other two are his re-foundation of the city of Lysimacheia in Thrace, and a colony known
as Kardakon Kome in the area of Telmessus. The re-foundation of Lysimacheia is, on
the surface, quite different from the other two, but is a useful comparison since it is
known from three sources, the histories of Appian and Livy and an inscription, whereas
the other two are known from only one source each.

Lysimacheia came to Antiochus’ attention at the start of the campaign season of
196, when he moved his forces from winter quarters near Ephesus to the Chersonese and
then to Lysimacheia, which lay in ruins.'® According to Livy, it was when Antiochus
arrived that he first conceived the desire to refound a city that was once so famous and
located in such an advantageous position."” This latter point probably alludes to its
potential usefulness in helping to control raids from the Thracians in the north. There is
no letter from Antiochus ordering the re-foundation of Lysimacheia which might be
compared to the letter in Josephus. Such a letter would never have been written since
Antiochus was himself present to carry out the task. The treaty that Antiochus concluded
with the city at the time of its refoundation is the only comparable document and the
terms of that treaty, along with what we know from Livy and Appian, show several

similarities to the Jewish settlements. What differences exist are the result of practical

15 Cohen, The Seleucid Colonies, 32. There is at least one more that could be
added to this by analogy, and that will be discussed later.

' 1.ivy, 33.38.11.

" 1bid. 33.38.11, cupido eum restituendi nobilem urbem et loco sitam opportuno

U 47

cepit.
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differences in the circumstances of the two ventures, not a difference in philosophy. The
Jewish colonies were new, small settlements meant to control local populations, whereas
Lysimacheia was a large city that Antiochus intended to repopulate and rebuild for the
express purpose of using it as one of the major centres of his empire and as a capital for
his son Seleukos.'®

There are some practical differences between this and Antiochus’ two other
colonies. Antiochus made a point of repopulating Lysimacheia with the old citizens who
had fled, and even ransomed those who had been enslaved to return them to the city, or so
it recorded by both Livy and Appian.'® Both also allow that Antiochus supplemented the
former inhabitants by bringing in completely new colonists as well. Collecting old
inhabitants and returning them to their original city is not at all like the Jewish colony,
but it is probably not what Antiochus was doing either. In this Livy and Appian may be
reflecting Antiochus’ own claims. It was far more in keeping with the image that he
wanted to project, that of a man reclaiming his ancestral dominions, to stress the
continuity of the city of Lysimacheia. To put it another way, Antiochus had a better
claim to the city won by Seleucus I than he did on a new city founded in territory that had
never been securely under the power of his dynasty.

It seems entirely probable that Antiochus used a good number of fresh colonists,

possibly drawn from elsewhere in his kingdom, as the Jews sent to Lydia and Phrygia

'8 John Grainger, “Antiochos III in Thrace,” Historia 45 (1996), 339. During the
conference with the Roman envoys at Lysimacheia Antiochus states this as one of his
reasons for rebuilding the city (Polybius 18.51).

19 Livy, 33.38.12-14 and Appian, Syraica, 1.
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were, to make up the city population. Lysimacheia was refounded in 196, around the
same time that Antiochus founded the colony of Kardakon Kome in Lycia by moving a
group of Kardakes from Syria to a newly acquired territory on the border of his
kingdom.? The settlers in Lysimacheia could have been people brought from the centre
of the kingdom, or just as likely they could have been veterans discharged by Antiochus,
since half the royal army was on the spot helping to rebuild the city. Either way it is
unlikely that the new settlers were simply landless peasants who straggled in from all
directions.?! If these had been landless peasants, there would have been no need to attract
them with the prospects of the “advantages™ that Antiochus was offering.*?

These advantages bear a striking similarity to some of the ones given to the
Jewish settlers. Livy gives no specifics, but says only that Antiochus attracted new
colonists with hope of commoda.” Appian does give specifics, saying that the new
colonists of Lysimacheia were to receive “Polc, npdBata kal oidnpov & yewpylav,”
“cattle, sheep and iron tools for agriculture.” One of the grants to the Jewish colonists

neatly parallels this: Antiochus gave the settlers not only land, but also oitov €ig td¢ TGV

20 M. Segre, “Inscrizioni di Licia,” Clara Rhodos 9 (1928), 208, dates the
settlement to ¢. 197, only a year before Lysimacheia. The Kardakes were a tribe from
central Iran, who served in Antiochus’ army at Raphia (J. Grainger, A Seleukid
Prosopography and Gazetteer (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1997), 734).

21 This is how Briant envisions most settlers in Hellenistic colonies. Briant,
Colonisation I, 66.

22 The new settlers were getting land which had recently been under the plough,
and homes in a secure city which had been built for them by Antiochus’ army. This
would surely be enough to attract the truly desperate, and we cannot assume that
Antiochus was so magnanimous as to offer expensive gifts when there was no need.

21 jvy, 33.38.13.

24 Appian, Syraica, 1.
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). % Piejko attempted

Bepandvtwy dratpodg (“corn for the sustenance of their servants
to bring the parallel between the two phrases still closer, suggesting that ¢idnpov in
Appian was actually a corruption for oitov.” This is tempting, but unlikely, and in any
case the parallel would be imperfect, since citov £¢ yewpyiav would refer to cbrn for
agricultural purposes, which must mean seed corn, and not a food subsidy, as we find in
the Zeuxis letter.

The difference is only a matter of practicality and does not detract from the
similarity of the two grants. The Jewish settlers were to be given a food ration only “until
they are able harvest enough food from the land.”®’ This suggests that the Jewish
colonists were being settled on land that was at least in part untilled, and as such it would
be some time before the colony could sustain itself. At the same time they likely brought
their herds and iron tools with them. They travelled with their whole households, and if
these included their farm equipment it explains why Antiochus said moving them would
be a troublesome matter.”® The new citizens of Lysimacheia received fertile land, which,
if it was not currently under cultivation, had been so only a few years before, and could
expect to be able to feed themselves by the time of the next harvest.** Conversely, any

herds, flocks, iron farming implements and anything else that might be considered

moveable booty would have been taken by the Thracians who captured the city. So in

» 4J,12.152.

XE, Piejko, “The Treaty Between Antiochus I1I and Lysimachia,” Historia 37
(1988), 165.

*7 &xpig v Tobg Tapd THC YAC kaprods Aaupdvwot (4, 12.152.),

*% 4J,12.150.

% P, Frisch and Z. Tasliklioglu, “New Inscriptions from the Troad,” ZPE 17
(1975), 103.
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this situation Antiochus is seeing that both of his colonies are provided with what they
need to survive and become self-sufficient.

There is no document similar to the Zeuxis letter in the case of Lysimacheia, since
Antiochus was on the spot to deal with matters himself. When he restored the city, he
formed a treaty with his new colony as though it were a free Greek city, no doubt as part
of his policy of portraying himself as a liberator and restitutor of his ancestral lands.’ 0
The treaty and its peculiarities in both style and letter-forms have been the subject of
some debate, and it seems that it is at least in part modeled on a previous treaty between
the same city and Philip V of Macedon.?! The basic content of the treaty is interesting. It
regulates what privileges and duties the city will have, the sort of thing usually
established by a royal letter, or a letter from an official, and yet it has the form of an equal
treaty. The first twenty-seven lines of the second fragment of the treaty cover Antiochus’

oath and his end of the bargain:
[duviw Ala T'iv “HAov Tooe1d®)
[AfunTpa ATOAAW® "Apr) ‘ABrvav]
[Apeiav kai tv Tavpondiov]
[kod Tovg &ANovg BsolC Tdv]Tag
(ko mdoag, 7 piv Eupev]eiv &v T
[piAion kol cvppa]xiat fiv mendnuat
[1pd¢ Avorpayeig petd] TV Eyyovav
[a0T&V Kal ouppaxow] kKaBOTL oUVTE-
[Betuat kot di]apuAdéw thHv TOAV
[év gAevBepian kali év dnuokpatiot
[abTédvopov ob]oav kai dppotpnTov
[kl dpopoAdy]ntov, kai £dv Ti¢ ToAeuft
[Tt méAer T]fiL Avotpayéwy, 1 TOIG ppou-
[pioig, A Th1 x]wpat, Ponbricw kabdT1 cuv-
[téBueipan] xpwpevog Aot Toic Avotpa-

30 piejko, 162.
3 Piejko, passim; P. Frisch and Z. Tasliklioglu, 104.
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[Xéwv 6pluntnpioig, 8’ 0bg &v dnodeiéw
[kai @]omep €v Tht 6poAoyiot diéoto-
[on], kai o0k ykataAeipw TV oup-
pakifav fiv men]onuot tpdg Aveipa-
XETG TpOTIWL 00BeVE 00OE T pEy-

[pléoer 0bdewad, Eupevéviwv

[k]afi] av[t]@v &v T Tpdg Eue cup-
poylat [eb]opkobvrt pév pot €0 e,
[¢pt]op[koT]vtt 8¢ Tavavtia.”

[I swear by Zeus, the Earth, the Sun, Poseidon, Demeter, Apollo, Ares,
Athena Areia and the Tauropolos as well as all the other gods and
goddesses that I will hold] to the alliance [and friendship] which I have
made [with the people of Lysimacheia] and their descendents, I will make
this alliance as I have agreed, and I will maintain the city in freedom and
democracy, being autonomous, ungarrisoned and free from tribute, and if
ever someone should make war against the city of the Lysimacheians, or
against their fortresses or their territory, I will help, as I have agreed, using
the harbours and bases of the Lysimacheians, through whomever I appoint
and as I established in the treaty. I will not abandon the treaty that I have
made with the Lysimacheians in any way or by any pretext, while they
remain in alliance with me. And in keeping this oath may things go well
for me, and in breaking it the opposite.

Several similarities to the two other colonial ventures of Antiochus III, and to the

pattern of Hellenistic colonisation in general, are immediately apparent. The first is the

fortified nature of the settlement. Livy and Appian say that Antiochus used his army to

rebuild the walls of the city itself, but the @poUpix that Antiochus promises to defend

along with the city’s territory, are otherwise unknown.** It is safe to assume that

Antiochus either built or rebuilt these fortresses in the outlying territory of the city, and

that they were a part of his plan for the community. The most obvious comparison is to

the situation of the Jewish colonists, who were to be transported £1¢ T& @povp1ax Kol

32 ] am using the text of the treaty as reconstructed by Piejko.
3 Livy, 33.38.13; Appian, Syraica,l1.
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GVOYKALO0TATOUG tc'movq.3 4 That is, they were to be settled in the forts and most important
places of Lydia and Phrygia, and one would assume that these “most iﬁportant places”
were either already fortified or were fortified upon the arrival of the colonists.*’

There are two other points in the treaty with Lysimacheia that have parallels in the
Jewish colonies. The first is that Antiochus grants the city its autonomy, freedom,
freedom from garrisoning and freedom from tribute. All of these things make up the
standard vocabulary of city status, and are part of the system of grants and rewards by
which the Hellenistic kings related to the Greek cities in their territory, and yet this treaty
bears little resemblance to such treaties with other cities.*® It seems decidedly out of
place, since, at the time the treaty was made, the city was likely nothing more than a few
original inhabitants who were hastily formed into an assembly to ratify the treaty.>” This
may be because it mimics the earlier treaty of Philip V with Lysimacheia,”® though this
cannot tell us why Antiochus did not use the standard model. The treaty, it must be noted,
is an odd hybrid. It is somewhere between how a king would relate to one of the
foremost cities of his realm and the grants made to a new colony. In fact, the privileges
given to the Jewish settlers are quite similar. The right to live by their ancestral laws
approximates autonomy quite literally and carried the same symbolic weight. Just as the
Jews coveted the right to live by their ancestral laws, Greek cities coveted autonomy as

the sign of a free Greek polis. Like the new colony at Lysimacheia, the Jews received tax

* 4J,12.149.

** The colony of Kardakon Kome was also fortified, as will be discussed later.
36 Grainger, “Antiochos III in Thrace,” 332.

37 Piejko, 163.

3 Ibid., passim.
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exemptions, only with a time limit rather than permanence. The ones for Lysimacheia
were permanent simply because that is the way a king interacts with a favoured city.
Similarly, the promise of democracy and freedom from garrisoning are part of the
standard set of grants made to cities in the Seleucid kingdom.*

Another colonial venture of Antiochos III was the village of Kardakon Kome,
which is known only from a single inscription. The inscription was first published by
Segre in 1938.%° Tt does not record an order to found a colony, such as the one in
Josephus; rather, it is a letter from the Pergamene king Eumenes II in response to a
petition by oi katoikoGvteg £v Kapddkwv Kwun (“those settled in the village of the
Kardakes”).*! The body of the letter reads:

[BaJoiAetg EOUEVNG ApTeptdwpwl * GVEYVWO-

O po1 & Umoyeypdepelg £v Ti] eloypagit

1 dvadédwrav ol katokovteg v Kapdd-

KWV KW &mel o0V EeTdlwv e0piokelc

abTolG &oBevig amaAAdocovtag Toic 1dioig ik T

oV EOAVOV KapTdv ondviov yive[o]Bot kal TV x0pav Av-
TPAv, cOVTaov THV TE XWPAV v fyopaKNoav Tapd
MtoAepaiov, TV te TV ok Edwkav did to [to]vc mAei[o]-
ToUg drappufivarl avT®dv, v Exewv, kol TO ApyUpLov U mpd-

Ear kol €nel Tiig ouvtdEewg del d10pBolioBut avTolg £kdo-

TOU cWHATOG EVNAiKoU Podiag dpayds téooupag 6foAdv, do-
Bevobvteg 6¢ Toig 1dioig Papivovtal, Td te Tapaypapdueva ab-
701G €K TOU EKKOIEKATOV ETOVG, €K TOUTWV GPETvaL, o 8¢

100 éntakaidekdrov €toug, Podiav dpayunv kai dBoAdv: kai [8]-
ooUG AV EMELOAYWVTAL €K TTiG DTEPOPIAg DIAPYELY TAVTIWV GTE-
gy ETGV TPIQV, TOIG 8¢ TG EkYwnToaoly TpdTepoV €K ToD Td-
nov, viv 8¢ BovAouévor(c) émaveABelv, ETdv duiv: Emokevdoat
d¢ Kal TO TPOUTApXOV aVTOIG TTUPYIOV, STWG EXOVGTV OXV-

¥ Ma, 153 ff, argues that while these grants are standard practice, the grant of
autonomy is merely symbolic and the cities receiving these grants were still subject.

0, Segre, “Inscrizioni di Licia,” Clara Rhodos 9 (1928), 190 ff.

! Ibid., 190.



MA Thesis - C. Wallace Classics 49

popa, TV uév GAANV xopnyiav éavtoig tapalclxdvrwy,
texvitov ¢ HobvBévtog adTod.

1Z, Alov teTpddt dmibvTog,

BactAevovtog Avtidyov, Etoug IOP, unvog YrepPepaiov [...]

King Eumenes to Artemidoros. What you added into the letter that those
who are settled in Kardakon Kome delivered is known to me. Since, in
examining matters, you find them to be unable to discharge their debts
privately because the produce of their orchards has become scanty and the
land has become poor, see to it that the land which they bought from
Ptolemy, and which they have not given the price for because most of their
money has drained away, let them have it without paying the silver. And
since by the arrangement it is necessary for them to pay four Rhodian
drachmas and an obol for each person of age, and they are unable, and
oppressed by private debts, release them from the things written here from
the sixteenth year, and from the seventeenth make them pay one Rhodian
drachma and an obol less than before. And whoever comes to settle from
outside the colony is to be completely free from tribute for three years, and
whoever migrated from the region earlier and now wishes to come back
will be tribute-free for two years. And make ready for them the tower,
which was built before so that they have a stronghold, and let them be
provided with the other supplies for war, and pay the builder yourself.
Year 17, four days away from the month of Dios.

When Antiochus was the King, in the year 119, and the month of
Hyperberetaios...

This is a letter from an Attalid king to an established settlement in his territory,
but there is reason to believe that this village was originally a colony founded by
Antiochus III. First, at the bottom of the stele is the first line of a document issued when
Antiochus III was king, in the Seleucid year 119 (193 BCE). The name of the settlement,
the village of the Kardakes, also suggests a connection to Antiochus III. The Kardakes
were a tribe from central Iran and it is difficult to imagine how they came to Lydia in a

cohesive group, if they were not transplanted by the Seleucids. We know that a unit of

1000 Kardakes was part of Antiochus’ army at Raphia, so he is known to have brought at
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least some of them with him to the western end of his kingdom.* The connection to the
Kardakes, and the date of 119 Seleucid era are enough to assume that the original colony
of Kardakes was planted by Antiochus I1I.

Kardakon Kome must have been founded by, or at least under, Antiochus III, and
we have enough information to begin to speculate when and why as well. In 204 BCE
Ptolemy, the dynast 6f Telmessus, was still a noteworthy figure, as his sister was made a
high priestess in a Seleucid satrapy.43 By 189 BCE this was no longer the case; the treaty
of Apamea makes that clear. It disposes of Telmessus and the land that had previously
belonged to Ptolemy of Telmessus, handing it over to Eumenes.** At some point between
204 and 189 Antiochus gained control over this area of Lycia, most likely during his
campaign along the coast of Asia Minor in 197.* This territory had been under the same
dynasty for at least forty years, and Ptolemy, if no longer in direct power, was still active
in the region if he could sell land to the Kardakes and expect payment. The loyalty of the
local population to the new regime, and the threat of Ptolemy staging an uprising while
he was busy in Thrace, were probably significant concerns for Antiochus, and are surely
what prompted him to found the colony. This is identical to the reason for the founding
of the Jewish settlements, and they follow a similar pattern of population transfer as well.

In both cases Antiochus moved an ethnically homogenous group from elsewhere in his

2 Polybius, 5.79.11.
3 Segre, 208.

“ Livy, 37.56.

= Segre, 208.
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empire to a region on the fringe of his authority to maintain control of the local
population.

The colonial venture implied here is similar to the Jewish settlements in other
ways.*® The estates that the Kardakes seem to possess, which we can assume are for the
most part the kleroi granted to them when they settled in the area, are comparable to the
allotments received by the Jewish settlers. The Kardakes complain that both their
orchards and their other land have suffered a decrease in productivity, which suggests
that their original k/eroi included both land for trees and ploughland, or perhaps that they
received allotments already planted with orchards.?” All of the other documents that we
have for Seleucid colonisation also suggest that kleroi included a variety of land. The
papyri from Dura suggest that the original settlers received lands suited to a variety of
purposes. In a deed of sale from the second century BCE, one Philip agrees to sell his
plot of land which is in the kleros of Conon, and all the things attached to it, which
include fruit trees, farm buildings, gardens and one has to assume other land for
cultivation.”® The inscription covering the transfer of the estate of Mnesimachus also

suggests that the land he held from the king was varied. It included one large manor

% G. Cohen, The Hellenistic Settlements in Europe, the Islands and Asia Minor
(Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1995), 331. In his entry for Kardakon
Kome, Cohen directs his reader’s attention to the Jewish colonies for comparison.

7 R. Billows, Kings and Colonists: Aspects of Macedonian Imperialism (New
York: E.J. Brill, 1995), 160-163. In order to make sense of the time frame this must be
the case. There was not time to grow the trees from saplings, have productive orchards
long enough to buy more land, have the orchards turn unproductive and become
impoverished in the years between the foundation of the colony and the letter from
Eumenes.

* Document 15, in C. Welles, R. Fink and J. Gilliam. 89.
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house or hall (a0A}), which was detached from the original property before the sale.* As
well, the deed of sale speaks of permanent plants, which implies that the estate originally
granted to Mnesimachus had both land for cultivation and land set aside for orchards or
vineyards.50 All of the Seleucid foundations, at least in Asia Minor, seem to be the same
in that colonists received land for cultivation of annual crops, and land reserved for more
permanent plants, such as orchards and vineyards. The Jewish settlers were to receive a
place for the building of a house, and a plot of land for cultivation and for the growing of
vines.!

Another aspect of the village of Kardakon Kome that is similar to the Jewish
settlement is the fact that the settlement seems to have been fortified. As part of his
decision for the town, Eumenes orders Artemidoros to refurbish the local fortress, or
nopytov. Similarly, when he resettled Lysimacheia, Antiochus not only used his army to
quickly reconstruct the city walls, but on the evidence of the treaty, to restore or build
several outlying forts as well.”®> That is most likely what this nopyiov is, some sort of
outlying fort. If it were merely referring to the town, or to a fortress within the town,
Eumenes would have said as much. The outlying fort attached to the territory of a town

that was surely walled can only be meant to extend the area over which the settlement

could exert some control, or in other words to protect a larger area from local unrest.

YBuckler and Robinson, Inscription 1, col. I lines 14-15.

> 1bid., 46.

>! gfc te oikoSopiag oik®v avtoi Swoeic TéMOV ka0t Kal XWpav £i¢ YPewpyiav
Kal utetav aunéAwv (47, 12.152).

52 1ivy, 33.38.13; Appian, Syraica, 1.
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This is precisely the same reason that Zeuxis was ordered to settle the Jewish colonists in
forts and strategic locations.’ 3

One final point about the settlement at Kardakon Kome can be inferred from this
inscription, and that is that the Kardakes seem to have received some sort of temporary
tax exemption from Antiochus when they were first planted in Lycia. The treaty between
Antiochus and Lysimacheia established the city as exempt from all taxes, and this was
almost certainly part of what he used to draw in settlers. Eumenes II granted several
financial concessions to the Kardakes. The first is that he allowed them to avoid paying
the outstanding balance on the land that they bought from Ptolemy of Telmessus, perhaps
in 193.3* He also reduced their annual head tax and remitted the outstanding balance of
that as well. Finally he granted to his new settlers complete tax exemption for three
years, and returning citizens received the same exemption for two years. It seems likely
that in this case Eumenes is recreating, at least in part, the original circumstances of the
colony’s foundation.

This premise explains the tax exemptions, the rebuilding of the fortifications, the
arrival of new settlers and return of old settlers. It also helps to explain two peculiarities
in the inscription itself. The first is that at the bottom of the letter from Eumenes we have
the beginning of a further document that speaks of things happening in 193 under

Antiochus III. The second is that Eumenes makes reference to the results of an

investigation undertaken by his official Artemidoros. Conducting such investigations

> AT, 12.149.
 Segre, 208. Segre assumes that the second document is somehow related to the
purchase.
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and including them in correspondence is highly unusual in Attalid documents.”® Segre
assumes that the investigation was into whether the claims of the Kardakes were true or
not. This does not seem likely. Including in a published response that a royal official
had been sent to check and make sure that the city really was impoverished would be
entirely graceless. It is more likely that the Kardakes cited certain concessions that had
been made to them when they received their land from Antiochus III and asked that they
be allowed to maintain them, as part of the agreement by which they held their land
allotments. The second document here is the result of the investigation undertaken by
Artemidoros to see if these were part of the original terms of the land transaction and the
part that he “added” to the petition brought by the Kardakes.

The allowances that Eumenes makes may well have been consistent with the
concessions that Antiochus had granted to the original colonists. This would have been a
good way of securing the loyalty of the community: by symbolically re-founding it. It
seems certain that times were not always so difficult for those in Kardakon Kome, else
they would not have been able to afford to buy land from Ptolemy. They were originally
given fertile land, with productive orchards. This would explain why their land was only
tax-free for perhaps three years. These productive farms, coupled with tax breaks
probably allowed them to produce enough surplus to afford to buy more land only four
years after they first arrived.

To these three known colonial ventures of Antiochus 111, there is perhaps one

other that could be added. Josephus has a collection of three documents that he uses to

55 Thid., 192.
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show the goodwill that Antiochus III had towards the Jews. The letter to Zeuxis is the
third of these; the first is a letter from Antiochus to his governor Ptolemy.”® The first half
of the letter outlines a series of gifts that Antiochus made to the temple in Jerusalem.
Near the end of this letter, Antiochus outlines the measures that are to be taken to restore
the city in general. In order to repopulate the city, and to keep the current inhabitants
from leaving, Antiochus grants to those who are currently there, and to those who return
to the city within the year, complete tax exemption for three years.”’ As well, in a move
highly reminiscent of his later resettlement of Lysimacheia, he gave orders that any
former inthabitants who had been enslaved should be freed and returned.>® Jerusalem is
not numbered among the colonies founded by Antiochus III, but there is little difference
between his program for that city and how he dealt with Lysimacheia. Under the
Seleucid system all newly won territory and any cities in it were placed in a sort of limbo
until the king redefined the community’s status by a royal act.”> To Antiochus there was
no difference between repopulating Lysimacheia and repopulating Jerusalem.

The Jewish settlement, or settlements as the case may be, do fit the general pattern
of Hellenistic colonization, and the pattern of colonization under Antiochus III, as closely
as it can be determined. Using the patterns established here in the analysis of the letter to

Zeuxis should allow us to create a fuller picture of the Jewish settlements.

%6 4J,12.138-144.

> Tbid 12.144.

%% Antiochus orders Ptolemy to do this in a royal letter (4, 12.144), both Livy
and Appian say that he did the same with Lysimacheia (Livy, 33.38.13; Appian, Syraica,
1).

* Ma, 111.
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The first question in this instance is whether we are dealing with one large
settlement or several smaller ones. At first glance, the letter itself seems to suggest that
the Jews will be placed in several settlements. The plurals t& ¢@oUpia and tolg
&vaykatotdroug tomovg are used for the places to which the Jewish families are moved, -
and multiple settlements are also suggested by the fact that the colonies are in response to
disturbances in two different satrapies.®® This is not conclusive proof that the Jews were
settled in several different communities. As the treaty with Lysimacheia shows, it was

~not uncommon for a city to have several oUpix included in its territory. As well, the
borders of Lydia and Phrygia were always fluid and ill defined, and it is conceivable that
a single settlement in the Lycos valley, where the two satrapies meet, could be used to
control a disturbance in an area where both Lydians and Phrygians were revolting.®’

So the letter itself cannot answer this question with certainty, but there are two
other factors to consider. The first is the numbers of settlers involved. An accurate
average for the size of colonies is impossible to find, but there is one very close parallel
for which we have numbers. This is the colony of Bathyra which Herod the Great
established in Trachonitis. This was also a colony made up of Babylonian Jews,
mercenary cavalry and archers in this case. Herod set out to establish a village, “not
falling short of a city in size,” and he did it using only six hundred mercenaries and their

families.®? Cohen estimates that the total population of this village would have been

80 47, 12.149.

1 W. M. Ramsay, The Cities and Bishoprics of Phrygia, Oxford: Clarendon Press
(1895), 85.

* xdunv TdAewg péyedog odk drodéovoav (47, 17.23).
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around 2500 people initially.® If this was considered a large enough group to make the
colony rival the size of a city, then it hardly seems likely that Antiochus would have
settled a number four times greater in one place.

The second factor that speaks in favour of multiple settlements is the lack of any
one place which could accommodate so many settlers. Perhaps the only city that counts
as one of the most important places in Lydia and Phrygia, and would still be large enough
to accommodate such numbers is Sardis. Sardis must be dismissed as the point of
settlement for all of the colonists for the simple reason that it did not need them.® Sardis
was the centre of Seleucid administration of all Asia Minor beyond the Taurus mountain
range, and if there had been any kind of disturbance in Sardis, it would have been named
specifically, and more extreme measures than introducing new settlers would have been
taken. As well, the new colonists would have served no purpose since the city had a large
permanent garrison, and troops stationed in a nearly impregnable citadel to keep the
population under control. Given the numbers involved, and that there was no city in the
area which could accommodate all of them, it is unlikely that the Jewish colonists were
all established in one settlement, and it is far more likely that they were placed in several
settlements at various points within the two satrapies.

There were likely multiple settlements of Jews in Lydia and Phrygia, and a few

things can be said about how they would have appeared. One thing that is known is that

63 Cohen, “The Hellenistic Military Colony: A Herodian Example,” 88.

64 p, Treblico, Jewish Communities in Asia Minor (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1991), 38. Treblico argues that some of the colonists were sent to
Sardis, and this is possible, but it cannot have been the whole lot of them.
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the Jewish settlers were to be given plots of land. Not just single contiguous plots, but, as
the letter makes plain, and as in all of the other colonies, the settlers would have received
a piece of land for cultivation, a place within a walled community to build a house, and
an area for growing some sort of specialized crop, in this case vines.*® It is impossible to
say how much land they received, or whether it was already under cultivation, and this no
doubt varied from settlement to settlement, and possibly from kleros to kleros. It is safe
to assume that the plots of land were fairly substantial on the whole. The Jews coming
from Mesopotamia seem to have been far from poor, ruined peasants. They came
accompanied by their entire households, which evidently in some cases included slaves or
some other sort of servants, whom Antiochus promised to feed.*

The settlers received valuable kleroi, but the question remains whether they were
valuable for their size or their quality, and more specifically whether they received
allotments of wasteland, or land that was inhabited and cultivated. In general, some
colonies were established in areas where there was no prior habitation, but it was far
more common for settlers either to be added to an existing community or to be placed
near an existing community that would be joined to them.®” In the case of the Jewish
settlements the latter is more likely, not least because new cities in the middle of nowhere
would have been less useful in preventing rebellions. At least part of the land that the

settlers received had been previously under cultivation. The settlers were granted ten

55 Billows, 159-162, argues that granting an area for special crops, whether it be
trees, vines, or gardens was universal.

5 AJ,12.152.

87 Briant, Colonisation L, 63.
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years in which the fruit of the land will be completely untaxed, but there is no similar
stipulation for the produce of their vineyards, and we can expect that one would have
been made, since the time was taken to differentiate between them elsewhere in the
document.®® If the point of the tax exemption was to give the colonists a chance to
establish themselves, then the fact that they paid tax on them suggests that they took over
properly functioning vineyards. The question of the land for cultivation is perhaps more
complex. The lengthy tax exemption and the fact that food is provided for their servants
until they can get produce form their land suggests that at least part of their grain
producing land was previously untilled, and would be unproductive for some time. Yet at
the same time it is odd that a grain ration is only provided to the servants of the settlers.
The settlers themselves must have had some other source of food, so perhaps part of their
land was already productive.

The internal workings of a colony like this are largely unknown to us.* If the
settlers in whole or in part occupied land that had been cultivated by the previous
inhabitants then it is unlikely that the two groups formed a single community. Aside
from the natural resentment of losing ancestral lands to foreigners, it was in the Seleucid
interest to keep the colonists from mixing with the locals. The previous inhabitants were

likely attached to the lands of the new Jewish settlers as were the /aoi of the

58 They are each to have a xtpav €ig yewpyiov kol gureiav duméAwy, but for the
tax exemptions we hear only that they are to be ateAels TdV éx tfig Vg Kaprdv (4J,
12.151). That £x tfi¢ yfig kapmoi refers to the produce of the land for regular cultivation
is reinforced by the fact that the settlers are to receive a corn subsidy until toUg Tapd Tfig
Yfic kapmobg Aappdvwot.”

69 Briant, Colonisation I, 68, laments our lack of knowledge and documentation
on what he calls the “internal zone” of colonisation.
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Mnesimachus document. These laoi seem to have been some sort of serf class, who
worked the farms of the new landholders.”® So the settlements came prepared with an
underclass of landless workers, making the lives of the settlers easier, and possibly
helping to attract them in the first place.

There is one final matter about the internal workings of the settlements that should
be addressed here. Antiochus makes a further grant of an unspecified nature to some of
the setters, specifically toig €i¢ td¢ xpelag vnnpetovot (“those engaged in service”). The
type of service is not defined, nor is the nature of the gift, except to say that it is
“sufficient”. Some have taken this passage to indicate that the settlers were still expected

to serve in the Seleucid army.”"

Military service, however, is not the only form of
service that these settlers could have been providing. If Dura can be taken as a model,
then Seleucid colonies may well have come equipped with a few royal offices and
institutions in addition to local civic institutions. These could well have been the people
responsible for running the local registry office, and they were being supplied with
sufficient papyrus to meet their needs.

There are few salient points in the general pattern of Hellenistic colonisation. The
way that the founder of the colony helped the colonists to establish themselves seems to
be universal. The most common method was by granting tax exemptions. This can be

observed in all of Antiochus III’s colonies, including the Jewish settlement. In some

cases, such as the refoundation of Lysimacheia and the Jewish settlements, more specific

70 Briant, Colonisation I, 69; Idem, Rois, tributs et paysans: etudes sur les
Sformations tributaires du Moyen-Orient Ancien, (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1982), 95.
" Cohen, The Seleucid Colonies, 7-8; Schalit, passim.
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grants were made. Some things about the nature of the colonies also seem to be
universal. First, all of the settlers seem to receive kleroi that include both land for the
cultivation of annual crops, and land set aside for more permanent plants such as orchards
. or vineyards, as well as space for a house within the city. They were always fortified in
some way, and in the case of those founded by Antiochus III they all included outlying
forts as well. These three colonies were all intended to help control restless local
populations, and the outlying forts were used to extend their radius of control. In order to
maintain their effectiveness in the long term, in all three of his colonial ventures
Antiochus endeavoured to keep his settlers from mixing with the local populations. The
Jews and Kardakes were both homogenous groups, unlikely to mix with outsiders,
particularly the Jews since they were allowed to live by their own laws. Likewise the
grants of autonomy and freedom to Lysimacheia were intended to make the colony into a
genuine Greek polis, which could be expected to exclude outsiders from citizenship on its
own. The letter from Antiochus III to Zeuxis, if one reads beyond the opening
salutation, is a simple order from a king to his official to found several new settlements.
Since the details of the settlements in the letter so exactly match the pattern of Hellenistic
colonisation, and of Antiochus III’s own colonial ventures, the case for forgery, and

particularly for a relatively late forgery is seriously weakened."

7 Contra J-D. Gauger, “Formalien und Authentizitétsfrage: noch Einmal zum
Schreiben Antiochus III. An Zeuxis (Jos. Ant. Jud. 12, 148-153) und zu den Antiochos-
Urkunden bei Josephus,” Hermes 121 (1993) passim.
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CHAPTER III:

The Historical Context of 4 12.147-12.153.

The letter of Antiochus III to Zeuxis, which is preserved in the twelfth book of the
Jewish Antiquities, conforms to what we know of Seleucid colonisation in general, and to
what we know of Antiochus III’s colonial ventures in specific. The letter, both in content
and form, also fits into the general pattern of Seleucid administration, but can it be
assigned to a specific historical moment? The letter it;elf gives some sense of its
historical context; Antiochus tells us that he sent the letter “upon learning that those in
Lydia and Phrygia were revolting” (muvBavdéuevog tolg év Avdia kal @puyiy
vewtepilovrag).! This chapter will seck to establish the context, considering first the
meaning of vewtepi{erv and its cognates and then who might have been involved.

The Meaning of vewtepilewv

Antiochus decided to send Jewish colonists to Lydia and Phrygia nuvOavépevog
ToUC &v Avdia kol ®puylg vewtepilovrag, which Marcus in the Loeb translates as
“learning that the people in Lydia and Phrygia are revolting.”” First and foremost we face
the problem of trying to understand what Antiochus meant by vewtepifovrag. Marcus’

translation, “revolting”, is one possibility; given the context, though, it probably does not

capture the sense of what Antiochus was saying. vewtepilev is not the most common

' 47 12.149 (Marcus’ translation).
? Thid.
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word for “revolt” in the sense throwing off the control of the king; dpiotavat is far more
common. For instance, when Molon rebels against Antiochus, he is said by Polybius to
doiotacbot’ Likewise, during the army mutiny at Apamea under Antiochus III, the
Kyrrhestai, who go into open revolt are said to dnéotnoav, while the rest of the troops,
who merely mutiny over pay, are said to engage in a stasis.* vewTepilelv, while it can be
used of political disturbances, at its base simply means to make, or even to plan or
attempt, a violent change to the status quo.5 Even when it refers to political changes, it
more often means preparing a change in internal government than an outright revolt from
an overlord.® “Revolution” would probably be a closer English translation than
“rebellion” in most cases.’ It is even less likely that vewtepilerv would be used in this
way to indicate a situation where those in Lydia and Phrygia were already in a state of
rebellion against the king; that is almost entirely the domain of the perfect form of
dolotnue?

The context is unlikely to be one where entire satrapies or regions were in open

rebellion against royal authority, so in this case vewtepilerv must carry another meaning.

3 Polybius, 5.41.

* Polybius, 5.50.

> For instance, Josephus uses it twice of those who plan changes to established
religious practice (4. 4.197 and 9.195).

8 Two of the three times that Diodorus uses the word are in reference to internal
revolutions in Syracuse (Diodorus, 11.72.3, 11.86.5). Likewise, both times that Polybius
uses it, it refers to violent change in internal government and not a rebellion (Polybius,
4.24.6,5.29.5).

” There are exceptions to the pattern. Appian uses it of revolt against Rome by
the Spanish provinces (Appian, Foreign Wars, 8.39).

8 For instance, when Achaios hoped to make use of the fact that the Kyrrhestai
were already in revolt to invade Syria. See Polybius, 5.57.
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Internal revolution seems unlikely in this context, it seems especially unlikely to have
occurred over two satrapies at the same time. There are several other possibilities for the
meaning of the word. First, it can simply refer to someone attempting to make some sort
of change to the status quo. This, of course, raises the question of exactly what the status
quo was, and what Antiochus might consider to be a breach of it. The simple answer is
that as far as the king was concerned, the status quo represented the world as it looked in
the aftermath of the battle of Kouroupedion, with the Seleucid king in control of
everything from India to Thrace. Antiochus spent most of his reign attempting to return
the world to this state. His position is spelled out quite literally to the Roman envoys
who demanded, in 196 BCE, that he evacuate Lysimacheia. Antiochus tells them that he
has every right to claim this city in that it makes up part of his ancestral kingdom, since
Seleucus I had claimed it after defeating Lysimachus in 281 BCE.’ This was also the
goal of Antiochus’ extended eastern campaign. It was intended to bring the previously
lost eastern satrapies back under his control, forcing independent kings of these regions to
accept his sovereignty and repay as tribute the revenues that he lost when they broke
away.'® There is more to how Antiochus thought of the ideal state of his kingdom than
merely its extent. Polybius says that by the end of Antiochus’ great eastern expedition,
he had brought not only the upper satrapies under his personal rule, but also all of the

maritime cities and dynasts of Asia Minor."" This too was part of the status quo, and

? Livy, 33.40.

19 11¢ did this with Xerxes of Arsamosata, Arsaces of Media, Euthydemos of
Bactria, and even Sophagesnos of India (Polybius, 8.23, 10.29, 11.39).

" Polybius, 11.39.
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anything that interfered with it might be referred to with vewtepilerv. This is again made
explicit, in a way, in Antiochus’ dealings with Rome; he explains that he is willing to
allow the cities of Smyrna and Lampascus, which had been resisting his forces, to have
their autonomy, but only if they received it as a grant from him, and thereby
acknowledged his authority.'? This is surely what Polybius meant when he wrote that
Antiochus fulfilled his desire to bring everything under his “personal rule” (id{ag &pxfic):
that everyone had acknowledged his personal authority, and all cities looked to him for
favours and grants of status.

This sense of vewtepiletv could manifest itself in several ways. It is often used in
contexts where “causing trouble” or “creating a disturbance” would be adequate
translations. Appian, for instance, uses it both of armies and of trouble-makers within a
city, and Polyaenus uses it in the same sense.” Another meaning of vewtepilerv, which
could be relevant here, is the way that it can sometimes refer to changing allegiance from
one side to another. Again, the example comes from Appian, who again uses it both of

an army and of a city.™

Who was involved in the disturbance?

121 jvy, 33.38.

1> When cornered by Fabius Pictor Hannibal puts 5,000 prisoners to death iva p|
ev 1@ KivdUvw vewtepiceiav (Appian, 3.14). When Octavian sends Maecenas back to
Rome because of toUg vewtepifovtag and the result of this is that Tiveg napakivoivteg

gxoAdoBnoav (“some of those causing disturbances were restrained”)(Appian, 5.12.112).
4 Appian, 4.12.89, 5.1.2.
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Achaios?

So if the status quo is that all of Asia Minor is peacefully under the rule of the
Antiochus, then who are the Tovg év Avdia kai @puyiq who are upsetting it, and how are
they doing so? One candidate is Achaios, the initial viceroy of Asia Minor who actually
did rebel against Antiochus III. In this case, those involved would be the citizens and
communities of Lydia and Phrygia that sided with Achaios in his rebellion. vewtepilev
could refer to them supporting Achaios, which Antiochus might see as them abandoning
his camp for the rival’s, even though he never had control of that territory to begin with.
This is the possibility that other scholars have most often seized upon to explain the
disturbance, but it can be dismissed."” Immediately following Achaios’ rebellion which
lasted until 212 BCE, Antiochus himself was present in Lydia and would not have needed
to send a letter to organize a colony, he could merely have told Zeuxis in person.'® Also
against this theory is the fact that Achaios’ rebellion is known to have encompassed much
more of Asia Minor than just Lydia and Phrygia, so why would Antiochus choose only to
send colonists to these satrapies?

Phrygians and Lydians?

If not Achaios, who? There are a few other possibilities for the source of the

disturbances. It could have been native Lydians or Phrygians who were preparing

rebellion against the established order of their own accord. They could not actually be in

1 Bengston, Die Strategie, 112; Schalit, 289. Achaios is also the only possibility
considered (and refuted) by Gauger (Gauger, Beitrdge, 54-5).

16 This is over and above what Josephus says of the chronology, that it happened
while Antiochus was away in the upper satrapies.
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revolt, but vewtepilerv can describe the activities of those who want to revolt, or are
about to revolt. This answer is possible, but highly unlikely. First, it is doubtful that
revolutionary feelings could be organized and rising all across two large satrapies at once,
at least unaided. Cities and communities very rarely or never attempted the kind of revolt
that led to independence; most often it was simply a matter of cities switching from the
domain of one ruler to the next. This is possible, but it makes the Lydians and Phrygians
less the cause of the disturbance, at least in the mind of Antiochus, than the power that is
setting itself up as an alternative to Seleucid rule, as Achaios did.

Local Dynasts?

Another possibility is that these troublemakers are local dynasts within the
Seleucid kingdom. Such rulers were of some consequence, enough to merit the direct
attention of the king while he was away in the upper satrapies, as we can see from
Polybius. In his fifth book, he talks about the destruction that Rhodes suffered from an
earthquake in 225 BCE. Along with the princes of Pontus and Bithynia, Polybius
mentions three dynasts of Asia who contributed to the rebuilding efforts: Lysanias,
Olympichos and Limnaios."”

Limnaios is virtually unknown outside of this statement in Polybius, but the other

two are known.'® The career of Olympichos is well attested by a series of inscriptions

" napamAfioia 82 tovroig Mpovoiac kad MiBp1ddtng, £t1 & of katd thv Acfav
Svteg duvdotat tote, Aéyw 6€ Avsaviay ‘'OAdumiyov Atuvaiov (Polybius, 5.90).

18 Ad. Wilhelm, “Kleinasiatische Dynasten,” Neue Beitrdge zur griechischen
Inschiftenkunde, 1 (1911), 55-61. Nothing else is known of Limnaios himself, but a
possible daughter and grandson of a Limnaios are known from two separate inscriptions
in Asia Minor.
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from Labraunda and Iasos. Inscriptions from the temple at Labraunda suggest that
Olympichos first came to Caria as governor of the satrapy under Seleucus IT and became
an independent dynast at some point during the reign of Antiochus Hierax as independent
king of Asia Minor." Especially pertinent here are three inscriptions from Iasos,
recording three Rhodian decrees about an embassy from Iasos.?’ Olympichos’ activities
seem to have disturbed the natural order within Caria, causing enough trouble that it
could be described with vewtepiletv. The first of the three inscriptions is a copy of a
decree read by the lasian envoys to the Rhodian assembly. The lasians asked for
Rhodian assistance in stopping the depredations of a certain Podilos; they invoked their
kinship with the Rhodians and ask them to take on the role of protector.”’ The second
decree records Rhodes’ affirmative response to the request and largely mirrors the
language of the original decree.”? The third decree, the most fragmentary, describes the
Rhodian response. The Rhodians sent two ambassadors to Caria to negotiate an end to
the hostilities and the payment of reparations for the damage done by Podilos, not with
Podilos himself, but with Olympichos.”® Holleaux draws the obvious conclusion: that

Podilos was Olympichos’ subordinate.”

197, Crampa, Labraunda: Swedish Excavations and Researches, vol. 3.1 The
Greek Inscriptions (Lund: C. W.K. Gleerup, 1969), 82 and 87.

20 Wilhelm, 54; M. Holleaux, “Trois décrets de Rhodes,” REG 12 (1899), and M.
Holleaux, “Curae Epigraphicae,” REA 5 (1902), 222-228.

2 Holleaux, “Trois décrets,” decree A, lines 21-24, pp 21-22. The complete
dossier is I Iasos 150.

2 Holleaux, “Curae Epigraphicae,” 226, decree B.

= Holleaux, “Curae Epigraphicae,” 227, decree C, lines 39-44,

24 M. Holleaux, “Trois décrets,” 29.
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Judging from these documents, Olympichos had significant military resources,
since his subordinate, Podilos, had enough strength to ravage the territory of Iasos. He
also had a degree of legitimacy and independence, since the Rhodians were willing to
send an embassy to him as they would to another polis or even to one of the major
kings.”® The same legitimacy is implicit in his donation to the rebuilding of Rhodes
twenty years earlier, which was both accepted and remembered by Polybius.

In these documents Olympichos bears some similarity to Xerxes of Arsamosata,
Euthydemos of Bactria, or Artabazanos, against whom Antiochus campaigned merely
because they existed as independent powers on land that lay within his ancestral
kingdom. Indeed, Artabazanos was considered the most dangerous of these, not because
he ever did anything directly contrary to Antiochus’ interests, but simply because he was
the most active in general.27 They were independent powers that arose in places that were
temporarily beyond the writ of any major power, and they caused trouble not by
attempting actual rebellions but simply by acting on their own authority and looking after
their own interests. Olympichos’ domain was centred in an area claimed by two major
powers, and he seems to have been a problem for both simply by upsetting the status quo
they had established between themselves. Olympichos’ centre of power was in Caria so it
is impossible that he was one of those in Lydia and Phrygia who was creating a

disturbance. Still, his career is pertinent to this study for one very important reason: it

2 The suggestion that he was answerable to Philip (Holleaux, trios Decrets, 33)
seems unlikely. The embassy was sent to Olympichos, not Philip, and one must wonder
what benefit Philip could possibly have derived from using Olympichos to annoy Iasos.

26 polybius 5.90.1.

27 Polybius, 5.55.
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demonstrates that these local dynasts were the sort of people who might cause a
noticeable disruption (vewtepilerv) without engaging in an outright revolt.
Kardakon Kome and Ptolemy of Telmessus

It might be dynasts such as Olympichos, then, who lie behind the reference “those
in Lydia and Phrygia.” A highly suggestive parallel is offered by the colony that
Antiochus III founded at Kardakon Kome. This, as we know, was a village that he
colonized with Kardakes, a central Iranian tribe, and settled in the territory of another
dynast, the so-called Ptolemy of Telmessus.?®

Ptolemy of Telmessus is an enigmatic figure. He was the son of Lysimachus, the
king of Thrace, but he held the lands around Telmessus by a grant from Ptolemy III
]*Zuergetes.29 The nature of Ptolemy’s power in the area, and, more importantly, his
relationship to the Ptolemaic and Seleucid monarchies is complex. What is clear is that
he was recognized as the man in control of a substantial portion of Lycia, in and around
Telmessus, from 240 BCE onward. In that year, he was granted the city of Telmessus
and the surrounding area as a gift by Ptolemy III Euergetes. He proceeded to take
measures to restore the city and levy taxes on the produce of its ’cerri‘[ory.3 O The
inscription recording this grant leaves the question of his status unclear. That he was in
some way subordinate to the Egyptian monarchy is probable, if he received land from it

as a gift, but the relationship is unclear. Eventually he became more than just a local

28 See above, page 45.

2 M. Segre, “Inscrizioni di Licia,” Clara Rhodos 9 (1928), 184-5.

30 OGIS 55. M.Rostovtzeft, Social and Economic History of the Hellenistic
World (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1941), 336, assumes that the Ptolemy in question
is Ptolemy Philadelphus.
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official who had been granted an extensive estate, even if he had begun as such.®>’ At first
glance, he seems to have had complete authority over Telmessus and its territory and to
have acted in the fashion of a king in miniature, looking after the welfare of his
possessions and remitting taxes.”> On closer inspection, his autonomy does not seem to
be absolute, as he does not have complete freedom to levy taxes. The document does not
mention any harbour or import taxes, only taxes on agriculture. This could suggest that
Ptolemy of Telmessus had only limited autonomy over his territory, and held it much like
any other private individual could hold an estate sectioned off from royal land. He was
free to dispose of the produce of the land, and free to make improvements, but the
harbour and customs dues were still collected by, and payable to, the royal
administration. Inscriptions from this period of Telmessus use Ptolemaic dates, which
suggests that some level of Ptolemaic control continued in the territory. Both the
inscription recording the original grant and a more interesting dedicatory inscription are
dated by the year of the Ptolemaic king. The dedicatory inscription honours a certain

Leimon son of Antipatros, who is praised (inter alia) for being a friend of Ptolemy son of

31 R. Bagnall, The Administration of Ptolemaic Possessions Outside Egypt
(Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1976), 107-8.

32 OGIS 55. This is how Bickerman envisions all dynasts, as kinglets with more
or less complete autonomy who still act as administrators for the king who gave them
their territory (Bickerman, Institutions des Seleucides, 166). The truth of this is
impossible to decipher, but it seems that at least some of these dynasts, Ptolemy and
Olympichos included, did begin as royal delegates.
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Lysimachus.33 For comparison, the city of Amyzon honoured a certain Chionis for being
a friend of Antiochus I11.%*

At some point, Ptolemy of Telmessus freed himself from his subordinate status
vis-a-vis Egypt. In 204, relations between Ptolemy of Telmessus and his family on the
one hand, and Antiochus III on the other seem to have been at their most cordial. In 204,
or a little earlier, Antiochus III made Ptolemy’s daughter Berenike the chief priestess of
the cult of his wife Laodike.”> Antiochus would not have given such an important
religious post to the daughter of someone who was still perceived as a subordinate of the
Ptolemaic kings. Beyond honouring his daughter, Antiochus refers to Ptolemy of
Telmessus as his kinsman.*® That suggests that there was a connection between him and
Antiochus, but Ptolemy could not yet have been a direct subordinate of the Seleucid
throne at this time. Lycia, the area around Telmessus, and most of the coast of Asia
Minor did not come back under Seleucid control until Antiochus’ campaign along the
coast in 197. So Ptolemy was one of the more or less independent dynasts of Asia Minor
for at least seven years, and probably substantially more.

It was sometime around 197 that Antiochus settled some of the Kardakes in the

vicinity of Telmessus, in the holdings of Ptolemy son of Lysimachus. In order to offer a

3 Segre, 183.

37 and L. Robert, Fouilles d’Amyzon, no 14 = Ma document 9, lines 5-6.

3% The original letter of Antiochus III about her appointment is not dated, and in
any event indicates that she has already been made the high priestess, and that Antiochus
is now notifying his subordinates of his decision. The cover letter of that subordinate is
dated to the Seleucid year 108 (204), but Berenike could have been appointed earlier
than that (.RC 36 and 37).

36 RC 36, lines 19-20.
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sound parallel to the Jewish settlements, the colony would have to be an attempt to rein in
a local dynast who was causing trouble, or at least was considered untrustworthy. At first
glance this would not seem to be the case with Ptolemy of Telmessus, since in 204 he
was highly regarded by Antiochus. The difference may be that, in 204, Antiochus had
not yet laid any plans to secure control of the entire coast of Asia Minor. In fact, he had
probably already recognized (or was about to recognize) the claims of Philip V of
Macedon to much of the coast.’’ In these circumstances, Antiochus was no doubt
perfectly willing to accept a high degree of autonomy for a local dynast in Lycia. In 204,
by even loosely attaching the dynast of Telmessus to his camp, Antiochus could achieve a
diplomatic victory, as he was gaining influence in territory that should belong to the
Egyptian monarchy.*®

There is no record that Ptolemy son of Lysimachus ever caused trouble for
Antiochus III, and as such there is no obvious reason for the foundation of the colony of
Kardakon Kome in his territory. Still, a new settlement was established in his territory,
and this did cause a shift in the area towards being more fully in line with Seleucid
control. That the colony was settled in his territory, or at least bordering on his territory
is obvious from some of the terms offered to the settlement by Eumenes. One of the

terms is that the colonists will be allowed to forego payment on the land that they bought

37 The treaty was already in effect by 203/2 (Polybius, 16.1).

3% The decision to make Berenike a high-priestess, which was probably at her or
her father’s request, is surely an example of Antiochus’ great eastern expedition bringing
ToUG £mtl Tdde Tol Tavpov duvdotag (the dynasts on this side of the Taurus) under his
control (Polybius, 11.39).
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from Ptolemy.*® That they were able to acquire land from Ptolemy at all underlines the
point that he was still alive and active and could have angered Antiochus in some way.
Indeed, at this point we see the same sign of Seleucid domination as with Ptolemaic
domination, namely that the inscriptions now date by the Seleucid era.*’

We have no indication, beyond the colony, that Antiochus ever had a problem
with Ptolemy of Telmessus; quite the contrary, he had honoured him at some point in the
past. What then, was his motivation for settling a colony in the territory of this dynast?
The problem almost certainly came up during Antiochus’ campaign along the coast of
Asia Minor in 197. Unfortunately, very little is actually known about this campaign, but
there are a few ways in which Ptolemy could have provoked the anger or mistrust of
Antiochus III. The most likely moment of tension would be as Antiochus passed
through, and laid claim to, Lycia during his campaign of 197. One of the few obligations
that the Seleucids seem to have forced upon the dynasts in their territory was providing
military suppor’[,41 and it is possible that Ptolemy somehow fell short of what was
expected. In the end perhaps Antiochus simply did not trust a dynast who owed his
territory to Ptolemaic generosity and took exception to his grants and concessions to

Greek cities in Asia Minor.** In any event, the foundation of the colony in his territory

seems to have had the desired effect. There was no question as to whether the territory of

3 Segre, 190fF.

%0 This is a reliable barometer, as after the treaty of Apamea documents are dated
by the Attalid kings.

4 Bickerman, 167.

2 Compare Antiochus’ response to Roman demand
and Lampascus (Livy 33.38).

wn
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Ptolemy of Telmessus was legitimately the possession of Antiochus, as it is specifically
mentioned amongst his former holdings in the treaty of Apamea.®?
The Rebels in Lydia and Phrygia

Antiochus instructed Zeuxis to transplant 2000 Jewish families from Babylon to
Anatolia ‘because there are those in Lydia and Phrygia who are causing a disturbance’
(Tolg &v Avdig kat Ppuyia vewtepilovtag). We can now begin to suggest who these
people were. The dynasts of Asia Minor, who had been a traditional fea;[ure of the
geopolitical make-up of Anatolia from the time of the Achaemenids, and whose existence
and importance Polybius assumes, did cause trouble during the late third century. The
problems caused for Iasos and Rhodes by Olympichos make that clear. Planting a
colony in or near the territory of one of those dynasts as a safeguard also has a clear
parallel in the reign of Antiochus I1I. Kardakon Kome, probably founded in response to
some sort of problem with Ptolemy of Telmessus, provides a close parallel to what is
proposed here for the Jewish colonists. The two share not only the general pattern of a
homogenous group from the centre of the empire being settled in the territory of a dynast
in Asia minor, but also have many practical details in common, such as the fortification
of the settlement and nature of land allotments.** Still, Olympichos was active in Caria,

and Ptolemy son of Lysimachus was active only in Lycia, so neither of them can be the

cause of the trouble in Lydia and Phrygia. There are numerous other possibilities,

® Livy 37.56.
* See above, 53-55.
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however, since Phrygia in particular seems to have more than its share of such dynasts,"
of whom the most notable are the Philomelids.

The Philomelid dynasty lasted for several generations and is known to us from a
number of inscriptions and literary references.*® The family may have begun with one of
the original companions of Seleucus I, a general named Lysias who appears in a passage
of Polyaenus.*” When Seleucus needed to cut off Demetrius’ intended escape from his
camp on Mount Taurus, he sent Lysias with a detachment of Macedonian troops to secure
the passes.”® It is this Macedonian connection which prompted Holleaux to draw the
connection between this general and the dynasts of Phrygia, as one member of the
dynasty, another Lysias son of Philomelos, is mentioned in an honorary inscription from
Delphi with the ethnic Maxédwv attached to his name.* This is, perhaps, rather thin
evidence for his origins, as claiming or trying to maintain Macedonian origins was
something that all of the major monarchies, and many of the local dynasts, did.*

Two inscriptions from Pergamum celebrate a victory of Attalus I over “Lysias and

the generals of Seleucus.”™' Lysias’ separate position is suggested by the fact that he is

45 A.H. M. Jones, The Cities of the Eastern Roman Provinces, second edition
(Amsterdam: Adolf M. Hakkert, 1983), 49.

% Wilhelm, passim and M. Holleaux, “Etudes d’histoire hellenistique I. AYZIAX
OIAOMHAOY,” REA 17 (1915) 237-8, collect all of the sources referring to this family.

47 Holleaux, “Etudes d’histoire hellenistique,” 242.

® Polyaenus, 4.9.5.

® Holleaux, “Ftudes d’histoire hellenistige,” 239.

S0 R. Billows, “Anatolian Dynasts: The Case of the Macedonian Eupolemos in
Karia,” Classical Antiquity 8 (1989), 1731f.

L 0GIS 272, and OGIS 277 are identical. In whole, they read: [BaciAgdg
"AttaAoc] Ad [kar’ ABnva aln[o6 THg -------- ] [po¢ Avolrav ki tobg Zed]edkolv
otpatyods pdixng].
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not simply subsumed under the title of “generals of Seleucus,” this must mean that, to
Attalus I, Lysias was both someone separate from the Seleucid administration, and
someone worthy of note. The next possible appearance of the family is in 225, with the
dynasts who donated to the reconstruction of Rhodes after a major earthquake.>

Polybius lists these as Lysanias, Olympichos, and Limnaios, but both Holleaux and
Wilhelm conjecture that Lysanias and Lysias are identical.’® Their argument is that it is a
very common to add or lose the extra syllable at the end, using the apparent
interchangeability of Pausias and Pausanias as their example.”® The stronger argument for
the identity of Lysias son of Philomelos and the Lysanias in Polybius is one based on
simple probability. Small dynasts were not uncommon in Asia Minor, and were perhaps
most numerous in the period between 246-213, while Seleucid control over central Asia
Minor was at its most tenuous and fragmented.”® Still, there is no reason to believe that
they were ever so plentiful that two different dynasts of the same or nearly the same name
existed in close proximity to each other.

The first appearance of the dynasty, as stated above, is in a triumphal inscription
of Attalus I. The inscription records a victory over Lysias in conjunction with the
generals of Seleucus II. Nothing is recorded about any such battle in any of the literary
sources, but the most likely context for the battle would be an attempt by Seleucus to

recover part of Asia Minor after Antiochus Hierax had been forced out by Attalus. If we

32 Polybius, 5.90.

53 Holleaux, “Ftudes d’histiore hellenistique,” 237 and Wilhelm, 54 ff.

>* Wilhelm, 54.

% Holleuax, “Etudes d’histiore hellenistique,” 242. Crampa, 89, suggests a
similar date for Olympichos becoming an independent dynast.
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assume that Seleucus did as all the other Seleucids and led his army along the road from
Antioch to Apamea, then Attalus may well have met them in battle in the vicinity of
Philomelion, though the same might be true of any place along the road east of Lydia.
The cities of Lysias and Philomelion were certainly named after men called Lysias and
Philomelos. It is also clear that they were given these names by powers independent
from the Seleucid throne, as the Seleucids did not name cities after people outside of the
royal family.’® If these cities were not connected to the Philomelids, then we would again
have to assume that there were contemporary dynasts, of the same names, living in close
proximity to one another.

The donation to Rhodes in 225 is an interesting piece of information in that it
shows both the general prosperity of Lysias’ fiefdom and his essential independence. It is
also the last piece of information about his dynasty until 189, when Polybius mentions a
Philomelos, who is no doubt the son of Lysias and grandson of Philomelos. This
Philomelos was stirring up trouble and making his influence felt in the immediate
aftermath of Antiochus’ defeat. He decided to support the people of Termessus in their
war against Isinda, and the people of Isinda, like the people of Iasos, called in outside
help, in this case the Roman commander Gaius Manlius.”” We hear nothing about how
Manlius dealt with Philomelos; we only know that he forced Termessus into an alliance
and put an end to the hostilities. Presumably, Philomelos was cautious enough to avoid
armed conflict with Rome, especially since he or one of his descendants was rich enough

to make a donation to the temple at Didyma.

fé Jones, 49.
>7 Polybius, 21.35.
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This brings us to crux of the matter: do we know enough about the Philomelids to
suggest that they may have been doing something that Antiochus, or his governors in
Asia Minor, would describe with the verb Vsoott'pf{sw? The answer is, of course, yes; at
various times the dynasty exhibits two different behaviours that could provoke concern
on the part of Antiochus. First, there is the matter of supporting one of the Greek cities of
Asia Minor in its war against another, or otherwise attacking any of the cities. This
seems to be a relatively common practice for these local dynasts. Not only did
Philomelos do it, but also Olympichos did the same thing with Iasos,*® as did Achaios
when he intervened in the war between Pednelissos and Selge (this only after abandoning
the pretence of being a Seleucid official and making himself an independent dynast).>
Such behaviour was certainly unacceptable, and it provoked immediate intervention by
the real power in the area in two of these three instances. In the case of Achaios,
Antiochus only waited to complete his current campaign before he set off to attack him.*
There is no evidence of the dynasty causing any specific problem during the last years of
the third century BCE, but it is reasonable to assume that they continued to engage in the
same behaviours that they consistently display at other times.

In addition to their independent military activities, Antiochus may have
considered the tendency of these local dynasts to play the role of benefactor to be a cause

for concern. This was clearly a role that the Philomelids enjoyed filling: they made a

8 Above, text with notes 21-25.

% Polybius, 5.72.

% Indeed, when Achaios made an abortive invasion of Syria, Antiochus paid it
little mind, but, when he became the one to whom cities within Asia Minor sent
embassies and requests, Antiochus acted quickly (Polybius, 5.87).
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significant donation to the rebuilding of Rhodes, dedicated ten mules and their handlers at
Didyma, and made enough of a contribution at Delphi to be honoured in an inscription as
a benefactor of the temple.®' In a private individual, this sort of behaviour would be
encouraged; in a dynast, especially one who had been completely outside Seleucid
authority for decades and only recently brought back into the fold, this was dangerous.
The role of benefactor is a role that only a king should play.62 In being a benefactor, a
king not only signaled his power and resources, but also, much like aiding one party or
another in a local war, obliged the receiving party to be friendly to the giver and his
policies.63 Antiochus IIT made playing the role of benefactor a large part of his public
image, as a decree of lasos for him and his wife Laodike makes quite clear. The lasians
say of Antiochos that he:

[k ]0’ BAov 16 PaciAevery vevouikdTog Tpog sﬁspygo,{q[v]

[...]o0a1 dvBpdmwv, TV 8¢ Nuetépav oAV mpdtepo[v]

[te] &y dovAeiag puoduevog Enoinoev EAevBépav. kA

Having decided that the whole of being a king is ...(to give?)

benefactions to men, he rescued our city from its earlier slavery and made

it free. etc.
The idea that the whole point of kingship was to deliver these good deeds to people is

what made the generous nature of the Philomelids a problem. In some ways, they already

had the power of small-scale kings; when they added the appearance of having the

81 Holleaux, “Etudes d’histoire hellenistique,” 239.

62 K. Bringemann, “The King as Benefactor: Some Remarks on Ideal Kingship in
the Age of Hellenism,” in Bulloch et al ed, Images and Ideologies: Self-definition in the
Hellenistic World, (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1993), passim.

83 E. Gruen, “Introduction to Section 1,” in Images and Ideologies, 5, and
Bringemann, 18.

% SEG 26.1226 = Ma, document 26, lines 47-49.
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generosity of a king, it was worrisome for Antiochus. More worrisome than the gifts to
temples was that the Philomelids almost assuredly did as Ptolemy of Telmessus was
known to do, and made grants of tax exemptions or otherwise changed the status of cities
in their territory, unless we are to assume that Lysias and Philomelion received nothing
but a change of name from their eponymous overlords.

To summarize thus far, Antiochus ordered Zeuxis to found Jewish colonies in
Asia Minor because he learned that tovg v Avdig kol ®puyiy vewtepilovtag, but this
probably does not actually mean that there is an open revolt against royal authority
happening throughout those two provinces. The cause of the disturbance is likely to have
been some of the local dynasts of Asia Minor, rather than Achaios. On this assumption,
the Tovg &v Avdia kal ®puyia may be referring to the dynasts themselves, in which case
vewtepilelv probably refers these dynasts acting too much like independent kings in their
relations with nearby communities. Equally, ‘those in Lydia and Phrygia’ could refer to
the communities in question, who are turning to the local dynasts for either monetary or
military support, rather than to Antiochus. In this case, Antiochus would be using
vewtepilewv in the sense of changing sides. Though evidence is scarce, it seems that, in
Phrygia, the problematic dynasts included the Philomelid dynasty. For the Philomelids,
however, we may be able to say more than just that they may have done these things and
had a colony foisted upon them as a means of control.

The Philomelids and a colony at Toriaion
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The final piece of evidence for Antiochus’ problems with the Philomelid dynasty is a
letter from Eumenes II to the city of Toriaion. The ancient city of Toriaion®® was located
in the extreme east of Phrygia, around fifty kilometres from Philomelion, which was the
closest major centre, and was along the road from Philomelion to Ikanion (Iconium), and
the city was within the probable sphere of influence of Philomelid influence.®® Toriaion
is approximately fifteen kilometres closer to Philomelion than is Lysias, the other city
named by the dynasty. For comparison, Toriaion is only fifty kilometres from
Philomelion while Termessus, which marks the furthest known extent of Philomelid
power, is almost one hundred seventy kilometres distant.”’

The letter reads:

AyabijL Toxm

BaotAedg Ebpévng Toprat®v Toig Katotkolot

xaipewv: map’ Hp®V &vdpeg Avriyévr, [Blpévvoc,

‘HA140n¢, obg eméuate suvnofnoouévoug pev -

UV ML T KATOTETPAYXOTAG TAVTA TOUPETVAL UYL~ 4
aivovtag gi¢ ToV témov ¢’ oi¢ 81 kai yapiotipia Toilc]

Beoic arodddvreg npolonydyete tag kabnkovoalc]

Ouoing &&lt]Jwoavtac 8¢ &' Hv eic ta Nuétepa Tpd-

yuoTa ExeTe ebvolav emiywpndfival uiv moAtteioav 8
e Kl véuoug idloug kai yopvdoiov kai oo Tovtolg £oT1

axoAovby taldta te prhotiudtepov aneloyicavro, ki

v mpofupiav e€nynoduevor, 0141t Tpodg TdvTa

dmpo@aoiotw ExeTe T& ovu@épovta Nufiv. Hi- 12
ouv te Emvedoat: XApLTag yop TdG EUol TPOsNKOU-

oog mapd tod TANOovg OdpEely d1& mavtdc, olitle]

T®V AvolteA®v £pot oUte T[®]v dvavkaiwy £uol &gifo]-

Tapévwy VPV, Eya 8¢ £0ei)pou HEV oD €ig ik pd 16

851, Jonnes and M. Ricl, “A New Royal Inscription from Phrygia Paroreios:
Eumenes II Grants Tyriaion the Status of a Polis” EA 29 (1997), 7. The city is most
commnly known as Toriaion or Tyriaion, though Eumenes calls it Toriaitai.

% Ibid., 7.

67 Wilhelm, 54.
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drapépov £pol TO cuvywpfioat Td arovpeva. Mpd[c] uelil-

(ova 8¢ kal ToAAa Tpdypata dvijkov: kal yap viv puliv]

yévort’ av Befaia map’ €pol do[Beloa. Extnuévou kuplil-

w¢ 81t TO mapd TAV KPaTNodvTwY Kal ToAéuwt kad ofuv]- 20
Brkaig eiAn@évat Pwpaiwy, GAN’ oUk 1} ypageioa Urd

TGV Ur KUPLELOVTWV: KeVR Yap 1] Xdp1g albtn kod SEA[1]-

o kpivort’ &v Omd tavtwy GANB&GE. “Ouwg 8¢ did thv ebv[on]-

av fiv €xete mpog NG kal voedeiaobe év Ti mpoo- 24
AKOVTL Ka1p®1, CLVXWPW Kal DUIV Kol Toig ued’ DudV ovvor-

koUoty €v xwpioig €ig £v moAitevua ovvtay[6]fivat kai vo-

o6 te xpficBat 18iog, oic £l pév tiowv avdtol] edapeoteite,

Gvevéykate €@’ NG Stwg émkpivopelv T]pog T unbev 28
Exelv] évavtiov toig buiv svugépovory- g1 8[€] uA[[1]], Sracapi-

oate Kai dwoopev Tovg émtndeiovg kai fovAriv kai dpy[dc]

kaBiordvat kai dfjuov VEUELV €i¢ QUAAS KatapeplobévTa,

Kal yopvdotov motnoapévoug Toic véorg Tib[€]von EAsiu- 32
ua. Mepi te oD vopileoOar moAitevpa to vué[t]e[nlov, ad-

T0G &V Tfj £tépat Emotof] katapEd[ulevoe nl ploo[mlepwvnk[al.
Ielp&ole o0V, TnAtkoUTwV TeTeLYSTEG Tarp” E[pold Tipi-

[w]v, dmodeikvuobat d1& t[d]v Epywv aAndivig thv [Bv]owav 36
¢v dmaoct Toi¢ Kalpoic. vacat®

Good Fortune!

King Eumenes to the settlers in Toriaion, greetings. The men sent by you,
Antigenes, Brennos, and Heliades, whom you sent to rejoice with us about
having accomplished everything and being present at this place in good
health- for which, in giving thank offerings to the gods, you made the
proper sacrifices, whom you also sent to request, because you have
goodwill toward our own affairs, that you be granted a constitution, and
your own laws, and a gymnasium and other things consistent with these,
they spoke eagerly about these things and after declaring the enthusiasm
that you unhesitatingly hold for our advantage, they asked me to assent.
For they said that fitting gratitude toward me will last forever and they will
not turn away from what is advantageous or necessary for me. And I see
that it is not a small matter to grant what is asked, but pertains to many
matters of greater importance. For now any favour given to you by me
will be secure, since I have gained authority rightly, because I got it from
the Romans who prevailed in peace and war. But this is not the case with a
favour granted by one without authority. Such a favour would truly be
judged empty and deceitful by all. All the same, because of the goodwill
that you have for me, and which you demonstrated at the right moment, I

8 Jonnes and Ricl, 3ff.
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grant to you and those living with you in the outlying (fortified?)

communities the right to combine yourselves into one community and to

use your own laws. If you yourselves are satisfied by some of these, then

send them to me, so that I can inspect them to see that they contain

nothing contrary to your interests. And if not, tell us, and we will give you

those who are capable of establishing both the council and the magistrates,

and of distributing the people and dividing them into tribes, and of

building a gymnasium and providing oil for the youths. About your city

being recognized, I declared this myself at the beginning of the other

letter. So try, since you have received such great honours from me, to

show that you truly have good will through deeds on all occasions.

Toriaion first appears as a city in Xenophon, who refers to it as a polis.69 It is
clear that it did not have the legal status of a polis, at least so far as Eumenes was
concerned, and it also seems clear that at some point new settlers had been introduced to
the community and it became a Seleucid colony.”® Jonnes and Ricl hang their argument
that this was a military colony on Eumenes’ address to the people of Toriaion. Eumenes
sends his letter to Toprait®v T0i¢ katoikodol, the settlers or inhabitants of ‘the
Toriaians’, which Jonnes and Ricl regard as the equivalent of o1 év Toptoi
KaTotkoUvTeg, or military settlers.”’ This may not necessarily be the case, but the
opening formula does suggest that the people of Toriaion, or at least those whom

Eumenes is addressing, are settlers of some sort, and not autochthonous.” Indeed, the

very names of the emissaries confirm this. One, Brennos, has a Gallic name, and the two

% Xenophon, Anabasis, 1.2.

7 Jonnes and Ricl, 7.

7! Ibid., 8ff.

2 G. Cohen, “Katoikiai, Katoikoi and Macedonians in Asia Minor,” Ancient
Society22 (1991), 153 ff.; E. Meyer, “Die Makedonischen Militércolonien,” Hermes 33
(1898), 643 ff.
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others have Greek names, in a community with a Phrygian name.”” Beyond this, it can be
surmised that this area had a colony on the model of those discussed in the previous
chapter, as it also seems to include fortified settlements in which the settlers live.

So, the settlement at Toriaion resembles a Seleucid colony in some ways, and this
settlement was in the territory of the Philomelid dynasty. Two passages in the letter
suggest both a connection between the city and Antiochus III, and that this was exactly
the kind of colony described in the letter.

Kol yop viov Du[iv] 18

yévort’ av Pefaia map’ uos do[6]elon, éktnuévou kupli]-

w¢ 016 TO Tapd TV KPATNGAVTWY Kol ToAépwt Kal o[uv]-

Orxoug eiAngévat Pwpainv, GAN o0k 1 Ypagelioa OO

TGOV Uf KUPLELOVTWVY" KEVT] Yap 1] xdpig aditn kol SEA[1]- 22

o kpivort’ &v Umd navtwy dAnBQC.

For now any favour given to you by me will be secure, since I have gained

authority rightly, because I got it from the Romans who prevailed in peace

and war. But this is not the case with a favour granted by one without

authority. Such a favour would truly be judged empty and deceitful by all.

The one without authority can only be Antiochus III, since this passage is
connected to a reference to the treaty of Apamea. That this subtle barb is included should
mean that the community already enjoyed some favour from Antiochus, and this is why
Eumenes now needs to present himself as the sole source of benefactions and legitimate
grants of status. The reminder that grants from Antiochus were worthless probably

means that Eumenes is either directly undoing, or in some way redoing something

originally established by Antiochus.

3 Jonnes and Ricl, 8.
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The second passage is the real heart of the letter, it covers what Eumenes has
granted to the envoys, and it offers us grounds for believing that this was one of the
colonies founded according to the letter in Josephus. Eumenes concedes that both the
people who sent the diplomats—the people of Toriaion proper—and those who live with
them in fortresses can form one community. The ywpia are the first point of interest. The
letter orders that the Jewish families be settled in the “fortresses and most strategic
places” (@povpta kai Tod¢ dvaykatotdroug témouc) in Lydia and Phrygia.” Xwpfov can
be close enough to a synonym for @poUptov to make the parallel very tempting,
especially given that Toriaion occupied a strategically valuable position on the road from
Philomelion to Ikanion. Perhaps the unnamed and separate communities in .these Xwpla
were actually the Jewish families settled there by Zeuxis. At any rate, it is clear that the
people living in these settlements were both new-comers and outsiders, else they would
have been represented in the embassy to Eumenes II, and Eumenes would not have dealt
with them as two separate communities to be joined together by an act of the king.
Indeed, that they only seem to be two communities, even though there are multiple forts,
also suggests some sort of homogeneity or community among the outsiders, such as one
might expect between nearby Jewish settlements.

Another part of the text is also relevant here and may perhaps ‘allude to a Jewish
presence at Toriaion:

oUVXWPW Kal DUV Kal Toic ped’ buQv suvot- 25

koloty &v xwploig eig &v moAitewvpa svvrax[0]fvan ot vo-

uo1g te xpficBat idioig, oic el uév Tiowv avtlol] ebapeoteite,
dvevéykate €@’ NUAG OTwg Emkpivwuelv T]pdg 6 unbev

™ AT 12.149.
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#yelv] évavtiov Toig OUiv cupeépovoty: 29

I grant to you and those living with you in the outlying (fortified?)

communities the right to combine yourselves into one community and to

use your own laws. If you yourselves are satisfied by some of these, then

send them to me, so that I can inspect them to see that they contain

nothing contrary to your interests.
Eumenes grants the newly combined community the use of their own laws. This could be
a privilege that they previously held, probably as a grant from Antiochus I1I, which
Eumenes is now granting in his own right. Antiochus promised the right to use their own
laws to the Jewish settlers, and Eumenes is perhaps seeking to make it very clear that
even though this right is continuing after Antiochus’ defeat, it continues only because it is
his will. The way in which the grant of abtovouia is phrased may also suggest a Jewish
presence. Eumenes says that the two communities can combine and use their own laws
and that “if they themselves are satisfied by some of these laws, then they can send them
to him for inspection, to make sure that there is nothing contrary to their interests.” Both
avt[ot] edapeoteite(line 28) and toig uiv supeépovoty (line 30) seem to be in direct
reference to the envoys, and by extension the original settlement of Toriaion, rather than
to both groups. It also suggests that they may have trouble agreeing upon what laws to
use, and that Eumenes was not confident in their ability to choose good laws. The
explanation for this is probably that the two communities, Toriaion and the one made up
of outlying forts, were using substantially different laws. This is why Eumenes foresaw a
compromise by which only some of the laws would be used. Here again, an outlying

community using Jewish law would be a perfect fit. If it were Jewish law, it could also

explain why Eumenes wanted to inspect their laws before they were put into action; he
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may have been unfamiliar with Jewish law, and he wanted to make certain that what was
agreed upon was acceptable. The other explanation for his interest also suggests that the
community made up of the outlying forts was a Jewish community, or at least one that
was completely distinct from Toriaion itself. Fumenes may have been worried that the
people of Toriaion would intentionally choose laws that excluded their Jewish
neighbours, and he may have been concerned to prevent his new polis from being torn
apart at the moment of its formation.

In the end, there is nothing in the letter from Eumenes that offers direct proof that
some of the Jewish colonists in the letter to Zeuxis were settled in the neighbourhood of
Toriaion, but there is much to suggest that this was the case. Any Jewish colonists in the
arca would have been a separate community, using their own laws and living in fortified
settlements. The letter from Eumenes does imply that there were just such communities
in the vicinity of Toriaion. It is unfortunate that Eumenes’ letter is a response to a
delegation sent only by those living in Toriaion proper, and as such does not deal with the
outlying communities directly, else these suspicions could be confirmed directly. In
addition, these communities fit the letter from Antiochus to Zeuxis in one other way;
these settlements were placed by Zeuxis in an area where they could help to rein-in a
family that was upsetting the status quo in Phrygia.

If we assume that at least some of the Jewish colonists were settled in this area
and used to control the Philomelid dynasty, the document can help us to explain two
other historical points. The first is the timing of the disappearance and re-emergence of

the Philomelid dynasty. We have three pieces of evidence for Philomelid activity in the
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time between 240 and 213, two of which, the inscription from Delphi and the donation to
Rhodes, show the Philomelids acting independently, and being seen to act independently
from the Seleucids. After this, in the period when they were hemmed in by new colonies,
there is nothing until immediately after Antiochus’ defeat in 189. In 189, the
Philomelids reappear trying to extend their influence in a way that was unnacceptable to
Antiochus III. So this interpretation of Eumenes’ letter neatly explains their absence and
reappearance.

This interpreation also explains two of the known stops on the Apostle Paul’s
journey through Galatia, those of Iconium (Ikanion) and Pisidian Antioch.
Iconium/Ikanion was on the border between Phrygia and Lyconia, and was the nearest
large centre to Toriaion. Jewish colonists settled in the area of Toriaion, and probably
further east and nearer to Iconium as well, could easily have formed the nucleus of the
Jewish community that Paul finds there in Acts 14.1. This is especially likely if we allow
for normal migration to the larger centre over the course of two and half centuries. To
take this one step further, assuming that the colonies were meant to contain the activities
of the Philomelids, then it must be assumed that some, and probably a significant
number, of the colonists were settled either in or near the two cities named by that
dynasty, Lysias and Philomelion. Philomelion is in the southeast of Phrygia, less than.
twenty-five kilomtres distant from Pisidian Antioch. Here again, Jewish settlements used
by Antiochus to control overly-active dynasts could explain the presence of the large

Jewish community that Paul finds in Pisidian Antioch.”

" Acts, 13:14.
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In the end, the Philomelid dynasty is not likely to have been the object of all of
the Jewish colonists, since they are not known to have ever been active in Lydia. As
well, if Antiochus were only worried about one man, or even one family, he would not
have used the plural Tovg év Avdia kal @puyiq. Who the others were who were causing
disturbances, and who was causing a disturbance in Lydia, must remain unknown. Only
one other dynast from the area is known to have been active during Zeuxis’ tenure as
viceroy. That is the ethnically Lydian Moagetes, who controlled a collection of cities in
the area of Cabaleis. Little is known about him other than that he also came into contact
with Roman forces in 189, and was that he was known to both Polybius and Livy as a
wealthy and powerful, but treacherous, local dynast.”® This may make him a promising
candidate to be one of those named in the letter, but in the absence of further evidence
nothing more can be said.

In the end, the impossibility of picking out all of those in Lydia and Phrygia who
were causing trouble has little bearing on the question of the letter’s authenticity. It is
possible to establish more precisely what Antiochus meant when he said that those in
Lydia and Phrygia were vewtepi{wv. It need not have been anything so grand as a large
scale rebellion, it could have been something as ;simple someone upsetting the status quo,
either by trying to extend their influence by force of arms, or by perception of strength
and euergetism. The independent dynasts of Asia Minor frequently engaged in both of
these activities, and are probably the sort of people that Antiochus meant. The case of

Ptolemy of Telmessus offers a clear precedent for Antiochus’ use of fortified colonies to

76 Polybius 21.34; Livy 38.14.
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control these local dynasts. Finally, the Philomelid dynasty can be held forth as a very
likely candidate for being one of those mentioned in the letter to Zeuxis, and, in the letter
of Eumenes to Toriaion, we can see a possible example of one of the colonies founded by
Zeuxis. This is enough to establish that there was a historical context in which the letter

could and would have been sent, and greatly undermines any argument for forgery.
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Conclusion

The goal of this thesis has been to see if the letter from Antiochus III to Zeuxis
preserved in the twelfth book of the Jewish Antiquities accords with the history of the
reign of Antiochus III, working under the premise that if it did, then the letter was likely
to be genuine. It focussed on what one might call the “external features” of the letter,
rather than on individual details and phrases, as that approach has been used often in the
past with little profit. This has been the first detailed attempt to place the letter within its
broader historical context.

The letter in question is an order from a Seleucid king to one of his officials, and
the first chapter set forth to see if this order fit in with what we know of the Seleucid
administration. This particular order demands much from the official who received it.
Antiochus orders Zeuxis to transport Jewish colonists from Mesopotamia and Babylonia
to Lydia and Phrygia, and to grant those colonists plots of land, tax exemptions and other
benefits, things which go beyond the powers of a normal satrap in the Seleucid system.'
Sending orders to an official in the form of a letter was common practice, and this letter is
a fair match in terms of general style, opening with a description of the problems and the
king’s deliberations, followed by the actual order.? The letter also fits the chain of
command within the Seleucid system. By 209 BCE at the latest, Zeuxis had taken his

place as Seleucid viceroy of Asia Minor, an established post that carried nearly unlimited

1 4J,12.147-153.
2 Welles, RC, Introduction, xli ff.
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authority.? As such, he had all of the authority he needed to be able organize population
transfers and land grants within Lydia and Phrygia. All Antiochus really needed to do to
organize something in Asia Minor was send an order about it to Zeuxis, as he did with the
appointment of a high-priest for all of Asia Minor.* So, the letter does not demand
anything unusual from Zeuxis, but follows the usual chain of command. Indeed, Zeuxis
is perhaps the only official to whom suéh an order could be sent. As viceroy of Asia
Minor, he was also the satrap of Lydia and had his residence in Sardis, which also housed
the Seleucid land registry. Transferring land to new colonists could only have been done
with the aid of the officials under Zeuxis’ command. There are also parallels for Zeuxis
granting concessions, such as land grants, to communities in Asia Minor, whereas there is
no precedent for this with other Seleucid officials. As an order, the document fits the
pattern of Seleucid administration so perfectly as to suggest its authenticity.

The letter is an order to found several colonies in Lydia and Phrygia, and it gives
some information about how this was to be done. The aim of the second chapter was to
determine if the orders for founding these settlements matched with what was known of
the other colonies founded by Antiochus III, and with Seleucid colonisation in general.
Antiochus’ other colonies share a few common points. The colonies all include a
fortified settlement, they are populated by groups ethnically distinct from the peoples
around them, and they also receive some tax exemptions to help with starting up. The
land grants, where anything is known about them, also have one thing in common: they

always include land intended for varied purposes. In any settlement for which we have

3 Bengston, Die Strategie, 1091f.
‘Malay, 7.
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such information, the settlers received grants that included plough-land, space for a house
within the settlement, and land for trees or vines. All of these details are also present in
the instructions given in the letter. In fact, one of Antiochus’ other colonies, that of
Kardakon Kome, seems to be almost identical to the settlements created by the letter. It
settled a people from the Iranian tribe of the Kardakes in Asia Minor, and set them up in
almost exactly the same way. They had a fortified village, land for cultivation and
orchards, and temporary tax exemptions, while the Jewish colonists received land for
building a house in the fortified settlements, land for ploughing and vineyards, and ten
years of tax exemptions.” Again, the document so closely matches what is known of
Seleucid colonisation that it strongly suggests that this letter, and these settlements, are
authentic.

The letter accords with what we know of the Seleucid administration, and with the
pattern of Seleucid colonisation, so there is nothing there to indicate forgery. The final
chapter addressed the problem of identifying a specific historical context in which the
letter would have been sent. The document speaks of unrest in Lydia and Phrygia at a
time when Antiochus was away in the upper satrapies.® The chapter first addresses the
question of what these disturbances may have entailed and their root cause. They
probably were not armed revolts, but more likely were simply unrest, or some sort of shift
in power within the satrapies. The most likely root cause of such disturbances is
interference by one or more of the local dynasts of Asia Minor. There is enough evidence

to suggest that these people could and did attract the attention of the Seleucid king, and

S A4J,12.151.
6 4J,12.149.
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indeed, one of the other colonies of Antiochus III, that of Kardakon Kome, was settled in
or near the territory of one of these local dynasts. Of the dynasts of LLydia and Phrygia,
the family of the Philomelids are the most likely to be the source, or one of the sources,
of the disturbance. They had a large sphere of influence in Phrygia and were very active
both militarily and in euergetism. They disappeared for a long time under Antiochus III
and reappeared as an active military power to which cities looked for protection as soon
as Antiochus was defeated by the Romans.” Several of the J ewish communities in Asia
Minor were in the vicinity of their known centres, and one inscription hints at a possible
colony, matching those in the letter, placed by Antiochus within their sphere of control.?
All of that makes it highly likely that this letter and these settlements are
authentic. Beginning from there, looking at exactly what the document was intended to
do, how it came to be in the hands of a Jewish historian, and how the settlements were
intended to function, can explain some of the “peculiarities” of the document.” The
process that produced this document and culminated in the installation of Jewish
communities in Lydia and Phrygia probably involved Zeuxis. Zeuxis was an active
viceroy of Asia Minor, and while Antiochus was campaigning in the east, Zeuxis was
probably concerned with asserting Seleucid control over the areas of Asia Minor from
which it had been absent. While doing this, he, or more likely one of his proxies,

encountered something that seemed like a challenge to the Seleucid order. It may have

7 Polybius, 21.35.

8 Jomnes and Ricl, 3ff. See above, page 86.

? Willrich considered accounting for how it came to be in Josephus® hands crucial
to establishing its authenticity (Willrich, 18).
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been a recalcitrant dynast, one refusing to accept his superior authority in some way, or
possibly it was brought to his attention that several of the communities in Lydia and
Phrygia were looking to local dynasts for the sort of favours which should only come
from the royal administration. Or again, perhaps it was something as simple as a local
conflict escalating to a level that Zeuxis considered dangerous for the order of the
satrapy. Whatever the immediate cause was, Zeuxis would eventually have received a
message detailing the bad behaviour of these dynasts, either from one of his proxies, or
from a community complaining about their depredations.’® Zeuxis then would have
decided that this was a matter for concern and resolved that several well-placed colonies
could help to contain the problem. He probably then forwarded a copy of the original
message about the dynasts, which would be especially likely if it were a community
complaining, along with his own proposed solution, and waited for assent and further
orders.!

The document we have in Josephus was most likely Antiochus’ response to
Zeuxis’ initial communication. It was not meant to be the last word on the colony, or to
be the sort of letter that would be inscribed on stone and set up in the new community. It
lacks too many specifics for that.'"> Antiochus most likely left the details to Zeuxis’
discretion, assuming that his viceroy was much better informed than he was. Once
everything had been arranged, including transferring land to the settlers, and establishing

the new communities and their (temporarily) tax exempt status, Antiochus would have

19 As the Iasians did in the case of Podilos. See above, pages 71-72.
). and L. Robert, Fouilles d’Amyzon, 176.
2 As noted by Wellhausen, 225, n.7.
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sent a letter confirming those grants, as was done with the city of Herakleia.”® It would
have been this letter of confirmation, if anything, which would have been inscribed and
displayed in the community. 1

If this letter were not intended to be inscribed and displayed in the new
settlements, it raises the question of how it came to be in Josephus’ hands and makes it
seem even more odd that Antiochus used language so complimeitary to the Jews."
Antiochus probably composed this particular letter with two purposes in mind. The first
purpose was private; it was meant to give royal assent to Zeuxis’ plan of founding
settlements in troubled parts of Asia Minor. The second purpose was public; the letter
was also intended to be used in attracting settlers.

Probably there was work involved in recruiting the settlers. It is unlikely that
Zeuxis already had a group of settlers selected before he informed Antiochus of his plan.
The settlers that this document references were still living in Babylonia and
Mesopotamia. Antiochus ordered that they be collected from two different satrapies,
suggesting that he did not have a body of settlers prepared either. A copy, or copies, of
this letter was probably sent to whatever official or officials were given the task of

enrolling colonists. These officials would have made the letter public in order to make

joining the settlements seem more attractive. Once the letter had been made public, it is

13 See above, pages 36-37.

1 That the tax exemptions were only temporary was no bar to displaying a royal
letter. The letter of Eumenes II to Kardakon Kome offers a very close parallel. Segre,
190-192.

1> These are the same details that other authors have pointed to as being the
reason for, or possibly the result of Jewish forgery. That is, these are the only points in
the letter that could possibly have been in some way gratifying for Jews of a later period.
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not difficult to imagine that Jewish record keepers or historians kept a copy. If we
imagine that this was the purpose of the document, it explains the somewhat odd blend of
general and specific within the letter. Antiochus laid out specifics of tax exemptions, and
what sorts of farms the settlers would receive without giving details of location and size.
The intent was to make the settlement seem as attractive as possible before all of the
details had been worked out. The guarantee of land, the use of their own laws, the
promise to provide supplies for those engaged in public service, and the final order to
protect them from molestation at the hands of their neighbours, all make perfect sense in
this context. '

A few other minor points in the letter, which have seemed suspicious in virtue of
being too complimentary to the Jews, can be explained by looking at how the colonies
were successful, and how they were intended to buttress Seleucid control. First, it should
be noted that the settlements were successful as settlements, that is, they survived and
grew. When the apostle Paul passed through Phrygia in the first century CE he found
thriving Jewish communities in the area, communities for which there are no alternate
explanations than Seleucid colonisation.'” That the settlements lasted and thrived as
Jewish communities makes them a success story in that sense. They also seem to have
been successful in preventing serious trouble in Lydia and Phrygia for Antiochus. The
Philomelids, and other dynasts of Lydia and Phrygia only appeared again after Antiochus
III had been defeated by the Romans. In fact, they appear almost immediately after

Antiochus’ defeat, even before the treaty of Apamea had been negotiated. This should

16 47,12.151-153.
17 Schurer, 12-13.
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indicate that they were still present, and had some strength, but that it was not being used
in ways that threatened to upset the Seleucid order.

The ways in which they will have buttressed Seleucid control in Asia Minor can
help to explain why the letter seems so corﬁplimentary to the Jews of Babylonia and
Mesopotamia. The most obvious way that the colonies helped to control the area was by
making independent military action more difficult. They probably were not intended to
provide armed resistance, but rather to be in the way. A local dynast, or even a local city,
would not dare to take action if it meant crossing the territory of the new settlements, as
that could provoke a response from the Seleucid army. Antiochus laid that out quite
clearly in the final order that Zeuxis do what he can to ensure that the settlements are not
troubled by anyone.'® They also reinforced the Seleucid order in more subtle ways. If
part of the problem was that some of the cities in Lydia and Phrygia were too much under
the sway of independent dynasts, then communities of Seleucid loyalists, who looked
directly to the king for guidance and assistance, could help to reassert the traditional
order. This is perhaps what Antiochus is getting at when he tells Zeuxis that he is
providing some of the citizens with supplies, “so that, since they receive benefactions
from us, they will be more zealous for our cause” (tva Tfi¢ map’ MUV TVYXAVOVTEG
@rAavBpwiag, TpoBupoTépoug Tapéxwaty avTods tept & Auétepa).’”’ The settlements
would function best if they remained distinct and separate from the communities around

them, and Antiochus provided for that. By allowing the communities to use Jewish law

18 TIpévorarv 8¢ motod kar’ 1of €0voug katd T Suvatdy, Smwg Hid undevog
gvoyAfjran (4, 12.153).
¥ 4712.152.
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he no doubt hoped not only to please his settlers, but also to keep them from mixing too
much with the nearby communities using Greek laws. In connecting loyalty to Antiochus
to piety, Antiochus could hope both to reinforce the strength of Jewish religion as
something that keeps them separate, and to use their religion to keep their loyalty.

This discussion can only amount to probability on either side, but the probabilities
have begun to mount on the side of authenticity. The document fits the historical context
perfectly. Sending an order like this to Zeuxis, and allowing him to take care of
everything is entirely in keeping with what we know of the Seleucid chain of command,
and has precedents. All of the information about the colonies in the document accords
with the general pattern of Seleucid colonization, and of Antiochus II’s other colonies.
There are hints of unrest in L.ydia and Phrygia that would motivate the founding of
fortified settlements, and there is evidence of colonies and later Jewish communities near
the centre of that disturbance. All of this makes it very likely that the document is
genuine, and some of the more suspicious, “apologetic” points and phrases in the

document can be explained, and would have served a purpose for Antiochus.
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