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ABSTRACT

The distribution of money as small handouts is a practice, which is attested in
both the Eastern and Western provinces of the Roman Empire. These gifts can, in the
East, be seen as a development of Hellenistic euergetism, but they were also influenced
by a parallel practice in the West. The groups in the East which received the handouts of
money, Stavouai, correspond in general to the groups in the Roman West which received
sportulae, divisiones and congiarii. Thus, the distribution of individual gifts of money in
the Greek cities of Asia Minor can be studied as a measure of Romanization.

However, the manner in which the distributions themselves were conducted also
serves as a measurement of Romanization, as there is evidence that diavouas were
provided on different occasions and to different groups of individuals before the advent
of Roman control. Thus, distributions in the East were provided on the same occasions
as those in the West, and, what is most important for the study of Romanization, the gifts
were given in accordance with social rank; the higher an individual stood in the social
hierarchy, the more he generally received. Such a stratification does not appear in
Hellenistic distributions of meat, so that it is possible to attribute stratified gifts to the
Rormans.

To measure Romanization is not he only value of the diavoun-inscriptions, though.
They provide an important perspective into the workings of individual cities, on both a
public and a private level. Thus, they show us the efforts of wealthy individuals on

behalf of their cities and regions, as well as their efforts on behalf of themselves.
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INTRODUCTION: ROMANIZING ASIA MINOR

I Hellenization and Romanization

The Romanization of Asia Minor is a process which cannot be separated from the
spread of Hellenic culture in the region, so that both Romanization and Hellenization
were occurring at the same time. There is, however, a great deal of debate concerning
what Romanization actually means. Obviously, there is no purely ‘Roman’ culture to
which the cultures of various regions of the Empire can be compared; similarly, elements
which can be said to be ‘Roman’ will not have appeared in every region of the Empire
with the same frequency. Nonetheless, there were processes by which the foreign
cultures of Greece and Rome were established in Asia Minor, which we shall term
Hellenization and Romanization, respectively.

Although we cannot point to any exact point of origin, it is convenient to take the
beginning of the colonizing activities of mainland Greeks in the eighth century as the
time when Greek culture began to spread throughout the Mediterranean basin, though

there was contact between Greece and the eastern coast of the Mediterranean before this

' This question has been addressed recently by both Greg Woolf (1998) and Ramsay McMullen
{2000). McMullen suggests that Romanization in the East was a process which was less cbservable than in
the West due to the fact that many institutions of the Greek cities were similar to those within which the
Roman elite were accustomed to operate. Woolf provides what may be an appropriate definition:
“Romanization 15 a convenlent shorthand for the series of cultural changes that created an imperial
civilization, within which both differences and similarities came to form a coherent pattern” (Woolf (1998):
7).



time.” Thus, there is a great deal of evidence for the political workings of the Greek cities
in Asia Minor, noticeable in the appearance of various civic organizations which are
similar to those of mainland Greek cities.” Similarly, the spread of Greek dialects reflects
the spread of ‘Hellenic’ culture, since local inscriptions provide most of the evidence for
the different dialects; this is particularly clear in the xonm Greek of the Hellenistic Age.*
However, the various Greek dialects had spread to the western coast of Asia Minor before
the beginning of the colonization of the region.’

The process of Hellenization reached its most dramatic point in the conquests of
Alexander the Great and the power struggles between his successors through a series of
ups and downs—the colonizing of the western coast of Asia Minor and the Persian Wars,
for example. Barbarians were involved in these contests at times,’ but for the most part
Asia Minor remained in the hands of one of the major Greek kingdoms, Antigonid,

Seleucid, Ptolemaic or Attalid. Thus, Antiochus III of Syria began expanding his sphere

? On colonialiazation, see G. Tsetskhladze and F. De Angelis, The Archaeology of Greek
Colonialization (1994) and ], Boardman (1964), The Greeks Overseas.

* Cf., for example, Jones (1987), who collects the epigraphic evidence for the administrative
bodies and political structures in Greece, the Aegean Islands, Macedonia and Asia Minor. Similarly, Jones
{1940) discusses the development of the Greek city the Hellenistic to the Byzantine age.

* Buck (1969): 20-22.

3 Buck (1969); 23.

8 For the involvement of the Celts in the affairs of Asia Minor, see Mitchell (1993): 13 f



of influence in Asia Minor at the end the third century BC, a century after the Seleucids
had first gained control of the region by the defeat of Antigonus at Ipsus.’

Hellenism, therefore, had been extended beyond the coastal regions, but there
were still many areas of Asia Minor which remained outside the sphere of Hellenic
culture. The process of Hellenization continued throughout the Hellenistic period, but by
the beginning of the second century BC, the Roman republic had also begun to take an
active interest in the politics of Asia Minor which resulted in a concurrent process of
Romanization. Erich Gruen argues at length that the Romans were uninterested in
annexing any ecastern territory: Roman policy was being directed by the interest of
individuals rather than by a collective interest for Roman glory or even safety.® However,

- Rome had recently been victorious in the second Punic war, which was caused, in part, by
the conflicting interests of Rome and Carthage, clearly a case of two expanding powers,
and we have a similar phenomenon in the Roman relations with the Hellenistic kings and
cities. Gruen is right in downplaying the role of Roman expansion in involving the
republic in the affairs of Asia Minor, but such expansion is inextricably connected with

individuals pursuing their own glory. Consequently, we cannot deny that the actions of

” For Antiochus’ expansion into Asia Minor after 204/3, see Gruen (1984): 532 #; for the defeat of
Antigonus by Lysimachus and Seleucus I, see Magie (1950): 3, 727; the battle is also described briefly by
Diod. (21.1#) and Plut., Demer. 28-29.

¥ Gruen {1984): 203-249 argues that there was no set Eastern policy in Roman relations with the
Hellenistic kingdoms. Roman intervention was often prompted by the interests of individual politicians
who saw in an Asian comunission a chance to emrich themselves and to gain public recognition through
military success.



Roman generals in Asia Minor in the latter part of the Hellenistic Age were motivated in
part by a Roman policy of expansion.

However, we can no more say that the activities of Roman generals and armies in
Asia Minor resulted in the assumption by the inhabitants of a ‘Roman’ culture than we
can say that Asia Minor, Syria, Egypt and Mesopotamia became ‘Greek’ as a result of
Alexander’s conquests; nonetheless, both processes were accelerated by military ventures.
However, as the Bactrian revolt after the death of Alexander the Great shows, military
conquest alone does not constitute acculturation.” It was rather individuals who set the
processes of both Hellenization and Romanization in motion and kept it moving: the
people who brought particularly Roman practices to Asia Minor were, among others,
merchants, retired soldiers and, later, tax collectors who became permanent or long-time
residents of the region, paralleling the Greek colonists who had brought Hellenic
practices before them. Consequently, the military conquests of Roman generals in Asia
Minor do not in themselves reveal a great deal of information concerning Romanization;
rather, they show one aspect of the process by which the activities and interests of Roman
citizens became more and more popular in the Greek cities of the region.

As is the case with Hellenization, though, there is no clearly defined point in time
when these activities can be said to have begun. However, we can say that the
Romanization of Asia Minor began in the conflicts between the diadochi, as independent

cities or even kingdoms appealed to the neutral armies of Rome for assistance; the

® Sherwin-White & Kuhrt (1993): 9, 166; Diod. 18.7.1.



aftermath of such Roman involvement is perhaps much more important than the
involvement itself, though.

The struggles between the diadochi prompted several cities to appeal for Roman
assistance to guarantee ot support their autonomy, and these appeals had their climax, in
Asia Minor, with the battle of Magnesia on the Maeander and the defeat of Antiochus 1T
in 191 or 190 BC. The main result of this battle was that the Seleucid ruler was expelled
from Asia Minor, which fell into the hands of Eumenes, already an amicus of Rome.
Following this battle and the peace of Apamaea in 187, Gruen notes, Roman armies
withdrew from Asia Minor, "

Despite this withdrawal, Roman interests continued in the region, not only for
political stability, but also for mercantile stability. It is likely that there were Roman
residents, or at the very least Roman contacts, in some of the larger cities of Asia Minor,
particularly in the coastal regions. These individuals will have provided the primary
means by which Romanization was firmly established and quickened.

This process, through the residence of such individuals, will have been slow,
perhaps no more than a small undercutrent, before the bequest of Attalus I in 133 BC
and the active conguests of Sulla and Pompey, but it is evident that there were other
means by which the ‘Roman outlook’ was spread to Asia Minor and the East in general.
Antiochus IV of Synia, for example, was sent by his father as a hostage to Rome in 187

BC as a part of the peace of Apamaea. Livy remarks several innovations which he

® Gruen (1984): 547-50, 639-43. Peace of Apamea: Livy, 38.38; Poly. 21.42.



introduced to Syria based on his observations in the city of Rome, including gladiatorial

. .11
games, Romanae consuetudinis.

Antiochus is only one of the more prominent such
individuals, but both Eumenes II and Attalus II are known to have visited Rome on
diplomatic missions, so that they too will have been in a position to observe and be
influenced by ‘Roman’ practices.'

After the defeat of Aristonicus by Manius Aquillius in 129, a commission of
decem legati was sent from Rome to arrange matters in an attempt to encourage peaceful
relations in the area; one of the activities of this commission was ‘constructing, repairing,
or extending the network of roads in western Asia Minor’ in order to simplify the

movement of troops and supplies.”

We cannot separate the simplification of troop
movements from the simplification of trade routes, so that in Aquillius’ campaign and the
activities of the decem legati, we have a stimulant for Romanization similar to the role of
Alexander’s conquests in Hellenization, since there will have been individuals in various

cities of Asia Minor with contacts in Rome, whether Greeks or Romans, providing yet

another avenue through which Roman practices could enter the region.

"Livy, 41.20.11.

2 For Eumenes in Rome, see Gruen (1984): 547; Livy 37.52-53; Polyb. 21.18-21; for Attalus in
Rome, see Gruen {1984): 573; Polyb. 30.1; kings and royal ambassadors, though, were not alone in
initiating contacts with Rome, as we alse find smaller states opening relations with the Republic through the
establishment of cults of Roma (Gruen (1984). 187). Polyb. 30.4/ notes three ambassadors of Rhodes in
Rome. Similarly, the citizens of Abdera appealed to their mother-city of Teos to send an embassy to Rome
when Cotys, the king of the Thracians, encroached on their territory in the second century BC (Sherk
(1984): 25, 0. 26; SIG® 656; IGR IV 1558; Robert, OMS 1 320-326).

 Gruen (1984): 596-606.



II. Romanization

As we have said, individuals, whether Greeks, Romans, or barbarians, were
responsible for the establishment and spread of a Roman culture in Asia Minor. In order
to trace this process, it is necessary to examine an action or an attitude which can be said
to be distinctly ‘Roman’. One obvious example of this is the presentation of gladiatorial
games, Which quickly became accepted and common in almost every major city in the
East.'

Romanization, however, was not accomplished through the persistent application
of a single ‘Roman’ practice, so that a complete understanding of Romanization cannot
be obtained from a study focused exclusively on one of these practices. As elements of a
‘Roman’ culture, they cannot be entirely separated from one another, and should,
therefore, be studied in conjunction: gladiatorial games, for example, under Roman rule,
were provided by priests of the Imperial cult. Despite this interrelation, a detailed study
of a single practice can show Romanization in a specific sphere. For the purposes of this
thesis we shall focus on only a single element of ‘Roman’ culture, though we will not
omit other aspects when they arise, as they must.

Public benefactions were used in part by numerous Hellenistic kings to gain

public approval for themselves and their rule; these benefactions were usually on a large

* Public games were not, of course, a uniquely Roman phenomenon. Greeks had been
commemorating festivals with games long before they had any significant contact with Rome—the Olympic
and Pythian games, for example. There is a distinction, however, between ludi and munera, the latter of



scale. Antiochus IV of Syria, for example, is praised by Livy for a series of benefactions
to Greek cities on the mainland and in Asia Minor, which were designed in part to regain
some of the foreign influence lost in the treaty of Apamaea.”” On a smaller scale, there is
a great deal of evidence for the establishment of grain and education foundations.'® Such
euergetic behaviour, though, was not limited to Hellenistic kings. Throughout the
Hellenistic period there is evidence for foundation funds and endowments by private
citizens, though the kings and queens of the major dynasties naturally appear in
inscriptions recording such benefactions much more often than do private citizens.”
Several centuries later, both Plutarch and Dio Chrysostom note the importance of
acting as a benefactor to one’s fatherland,'® reflecting a tradition in which Imperial priests
and other wealthy citizens decorated their cities with buildings and statues; the
benefactions of such citizens could also take the form of handouts of money, for example,
to their fellow citizens or to other individuals. These handouts, diavepal, are similar, but
not identical, to the divisiones or sportulae of the Roman West. However, although such
benefactions appear to have earned for their donors public approval, we cannot say that

this was the only, or even the main, reason for the donations in eyes of the benefactors.

which were always éx Tiov idiww—paid for by the agonothete himself rather than éx 7w kewwdiy, Such munera
were ‘Roman’ events.

15 Livy, 41.20.5-9.
'® For example, Bagnall (1981): 1 13-4=$1G> 578 (Education).

I” Bringmann (1995): 271-378 presents over sixty Hellenistic inscriptions concerning foundations
and donations, both by Kings and private individuals.

% Plut. Prae. Ger reip.29, 821f-822a; Dio Chrys. Or 43.2.



A Sravoun), as we shall note in Chapter One, could refer to a distribution of various
materials before the establishment of Roman rule in Asia Minor, but after the end of the
Hellenistic Age, it refers only to distributions of money. This change is one means of
perceiving the Romanization of Asia Minor; though it is late when compared to the
establishment of gladiatorial games or the worship of Roma and the Emperors, the shift in
meaning is nonetheless important in assessing the influence of Roman culture on Greek
cuergetism. This being said, though, these handouts did not replace the large-scale
euergetism of the Hellenistic age characterized by the funding of buildings, but rather
appear concurrently with other donations, constructions and benefactions.

Argvopnt, during Roman times, are distributions of money; prior to Roman
control, dravouai were distributions, but not always of money. There is epigraphic
evidence of these handouts of money in eleven different regions of Asia Minor dating
from the principate of Augustus to the early fourth century, which provides strong
evidence for the Romanization of the region. Distributions and other benefactions are
common before the Imperial period. We shall see, though, that diavopal in the epigraphic
evidence are always distributions of money in the imperial period; distributions of meat
or of land, could, in the Hellenistic age, also be described as diavenar, but this use of

Siavoun does not appear after the Hellenistic age.

III. Chapter Organization
The literary evidence for dravopai is sparse. What testimony there is, though,

establishes the fact that the handouts which we will be examining were a Roman practice,
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which is a necessary starting point for this thesis. The epigraphic evidence provides a
much more detailed account of davoual, so that this body of evidence forms the basis of
this thesis.

Sportulae have been studied in detail by both Richard Duncan-Jones and
Stanislaw Mrozek, upon whom we shall rely for a brief summary of the practice of
handing out sportulae in the West. Following this, we shall consider the literary evidence
concerning Savopat, which will reveal that there was a fundamental difference between
the two types of handouts in the eyes of Roman authorities. The epigraphic evidence for
dizvouai is abundant, and will be summmarily introduced in the second half of Chapter One.
This introduction will consist of a critical analysis of those inscriptions in which Sravauy
has been restored, with the intent of omitting incorrect or uncertain supplements. Closely
connected with this examination will be a consideration of the chronology of the
inscriptions.

Chapters Two and Three will be concerned exclusively with the Greek epigraphic
evidence. We shall first attempt to analyze the language of these inscriptions.
Subsequently, we shall discuss the categories into which they can be divided on the basis
of the frequency with which the distributions are repeated. Chapter Two will also
consider the occasions on which distributions were provided and the other benefactions
with which they could be and were associated.

The most important elements of these distributions in demonstrating the
Romanization of Asia Minor are the benefactors and the recipients. Imperial priests were

active in the provision of dravouai, but a varety of magistrates and civic officials also
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appear among our benefactors. Several of these offices will be identified and briefly
discussed in Chapter Three, as will the recipients. The discussion of the recipients will
lead to a consideration of the question of how the handouts were actually distributed.

The primary purpose of the analysis of the inscriptions and the practice of handing
out dravouei itself is to identify what is being done by the benefactors, and what
similarities and differences there between the diavopat of the East and the sportulae of the
West. We will see that diavouai and sportulae are, in fact, similar, though clearly not
identical-the two terms are not translations of one another. This similarity will become
clear through the summary of sportulae which we will provide in Chapter One, and the
more detailed analysis of the Greek epigraphic evidence which will follow. Thus, we will
see that the benefactors responsible for both davemai and sportulae are often of
equivalent social standings, as are the recipients. The differences between dravopai and
sportulae will be seen to consist of the manner in which the distributions were conducted
and what was actually distributed: dravepai will be seen to always refer to money, while

sportula will be seen to refer to money or food.



CHAPTER ONE: Aravou”) IN LITERATURE AND EPIGRAPHY

I Literary and Epigraphic Evidence for Sportulae
A. Literary Evidence of sportulae

Distributions of money in the Roman West were offered on official or unofficial
occasions. Magistrates during the Republican period and Emperors after the death of
Julius Caesar provided distributions to the people of Rome on occasions such as a public
office, while individual patrons provided distributions to their clients on a more personal
basis. There is evidence of both types in literary sources, but only official distributions
appear in honorary inscriptions.! 'We will not attempt in the following pages to examine
the relationship between official and unofficial distributions in great detail, but only to
introduce both types of distributions.

Public distributions are first attested in Livy, who tells us that Publius Comelius
Scipio and Marcus Cornelius Cethegus distributed congii olei during their aedileship in

213 BC; however, this is only the first attested distribution. According to Dio, Caesar

! In the pages which follow, we shall consider distributions offered during a magistracy public or
official distributions, and distributions offered by patrons to clients private or unofficial distributions.
Within the second category, we will also include distributions which are not connected with any public
service.

% Livy, 25.2.8: ludi Romani pro temporis illius copiis magnifice facti et diem unum instaurati, et
congii olei in vicos singulos dati; van Berchem (1939): 119-20.

12
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may have been the first to give money instead of grain or oil to his soldiers and the
citizens of Rome in 46 BC on the occasion of his triumph.’

The practice of handing out money during and after the reign of Augustus was so
strictly controlled that in Rome private citizens were not allowed to provide such
distributions: gifts to the entire plebs became an Imperial prerogative.* These handouts,
however, were not exclusively of money; instead, as Fergus Millar notes, the gifts were at
the discretion of the Emperor; Gaius, for example, distributed coined money in person,
while Nero distributed tokens which could be exchanged for the actual gifts.”

The gifts provided by the Emperors could take various forms, but there is an
uncertainty when we are told that sportulae are distributed. These were originally small
baskets of food,® but they could also be gifts of money. Suetonius tells us that Nero
replaced the public banquets of his predecessors (cenae publicae) with simple ‘doles’
(sportulae),” but it is unclear what exactly is being distributed here. Rolfe, in the Loeb

translation, takes ‘sportuias’ to be a ‘distribution of food;” this is possible, but it is not

* Dio 43.21.3, using &veiev; cf. van Berchem (1939): 120-1.

* van Berchem (1939): 123: Les empereurs se sont réservé le monopole des distributions d'argent
a la plebe de Rome. En dehors de Rome, ils surveillent jalousement les distributions que les notables des
colonies ou des municipes font en diverses circonstances ¢ lears concitoyens. The distributions studied by
van Berchem come from a variety of sources: the Acta Urbis, numismatics, historians, biographers and the
Chronographe de 354. He lists the public distributions provided by the Emperors from Caesar to Severug
Alexander with the occasions on which they were provided {(142-161).

5 Millar (1984): 137; Suet. Cal. 37.1 (personal distribution of money); Suet. Nero 11.2 {missilia),
such smissilia are also attested in an inscription from Cirta in Numidia (see below, p. 16 n. 16). These

missilia could be exchanged for food, clothing, and gold, among many other things (Dio 53.4.4).

S Hug, RE, 3.2, 1883-1886, 5.v. sportula; Marquardt (1886): 207-8.
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clear that this is what Suetonius means. In the Life of Claudius, Suetonius does use
sportula of a distribution of food, but in this case he clearly specifies that it is food which
is being distributed.®

Private or unofficial gifts appear in Martial and Juvenal, who use the term
sportula in cases where it is clearly meant to refer to distributions of money,” but they
also use the term to refer to distributions of food. These distributions were given by a
patron to his clients:

nunc sportula primo
limine parva sedet turbae rapienda togatae;
ille tamen faciem prius inspicit et trepidat ne
suppositus venias ac falso nomine poscas:
agnitus accipies. iubet a praecone vocari
ipsos Troiugenas, nam vexant limen et ipsi
nobiscum, ‘“Da praetori, da deinde tribuno.”

sed libertinus prior est. “Prior” inquit “ego adsum.”'?

7 Suet. Nero 16.2: multa sub eo et animaduersa seuere et coercita nec minus instituta: adhibitus
sumptibus modus; publicae cenae ad sportulas redactae.

® Suet. Cl., 21.4 quodque appellare coepit “sportulam,” guia primum daturus edixerat, velut ad
subitam condictamque cenulam invitare se populum. This uncertainty is also apparent in the literary and
epigraphic usage of epulum, as is the case in CIL X1.6117: earumque dedicat(ione) Rufus epulum dedit
decurionib(us) singul(is) HS XXX sex viris et augustalib(us) sing{ulis) H8 XII plebis sing(ulis) HS III, and
Petr. Sat. 71.10: scis enim quod epulum dedi binos denarios. faciuntur, si tibi videtur, et triclinia. fascias
et totum pepulum sibi suaviter facientam. In both cases, values listed may refer to the value of the epulum,
to a gift of money to be used to buy the epulum, or a gift of money in addition to the epulum. Cf. also
Donahue (1999).

? For example, Juv. £.117-20; Mart., 11114, 30, 60.

" Juv. 1.95-102: ‘Now the tiny dole sits on the first threshold to be seized by the toga-clad mob;
but he first inspects your face and he fears that you may have come as a substitution or that you may ask
under a false name; once recognized, you will receive. He orders that those of Trojan descent be called by
the herald, for they have pathered at the door along with us. “Give to the praetor, and then give to the
tribune.” But the freedman is first in line. “T was here first!” he cries.” The translations, both of the
inscriptions and of literary sources, are my own, except where noted,
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The handout was received at the home of the patron rather than in a public location, with
a specific order in which the clients received their shares. The more important clients,
such as the praetor and the tribune in Juvenal’s satire, received their shares before all
others. The sportulae which Juvenal and Martial describe are distinct from the sportulae
which Claudius and Nero offered and the congiarii provided by the Emperors,
distributions of which form van Berchem’s evidence, in that they are given to small
groups of clients rather than to the majority of the plebs.
B. Epigraphic Evidence of sportulae

In order to examine the practice of distributing sportulae outside of Rome, we
must turn to honorary inscriptions. Richard Duncan-Jones and Stanislaw Mrozek have
both conducted studies of foundations and donations, including sportulae, in Africa and
in Jtaly outside of Rome during the early Empire."

Mrozek’s study indicates that the term sporfula was not used in inscriptions in
Italian towns outside of Rome until the middle of the second century AD; even within
Rome, though, the term is rare, reflecting the control exercised by the Emperors over
official distributions of money.12 The earliest attestation of a distribution of money

contained in Duncan-Jones’ study records a distribution in Herculaneum in 48/9 AD,"

" Duncan-Jones (1982); Mrozek (1987).
12 Mrozek (1987): 23; of. CIL V1.29700, 29738, and 33885.

 Duncan-Jones (1982): 196, cat. 999=CIL X.1416; this records the donation of four sesterces to
the municipes of Herculaneum by Claudius, but does not use the term sportula.
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but all of the other dated inscriptions in his collection belong to the reign of Hadrian or
later.

The inscriptions collected by these two scholars were in part intended by the
benefactors to publicize their generosity; Duncan-Jones notes that the distributions
offered in towns and cities outside of Rome were a simple extension of the gifts provided
by Emperors: that is, citizens of these cities were imitating the practices of the
Emperors.'* The most visible result of such benefactions was a public monument, or,
more specifically, the right to erect a public monument in order to glorify the donor.”® A
typical sportula inscription from Cirta in the second century reads:

Genio populi. / M(arcus) Roccius Felix / M(arci) fil(ius)
Quir(ina) eq(uo) publ{icoy / Mlvir, sac(erdos) urb(is),
fl(amen) divi / M(arci) Antonini statuam, quam / ob
honorem Iviratus promisit ex HS VI mil(ibus) n(ummum)
sua pecunia / posuit, ad cuius dedicationem / sportulas
denarios singulos / secundum matricern publicam / civibus
de suo dedit, itemque / ludos scaenicos cum missilibus
[edidit]."®
Most of the providers of cash-distributions, or benefactions of any other kind, in

Africa and Italy, are high-ranking Roman citizens: decurions, Awugustales, and

occasionally wealthy freedmen or merchants; in the case of Marcus Roccius Felix, we

¥ Duncan-Jones (1982): 139.

¥ Duncan-Jones (1982): 139; on pp. 162-166 (cat. 491-549a), Duncan-Jones has also collected the
inscriptions recording the dedications of statues, paid for by the benefactors themselves; Hands {(1964): 29-
35.

16 CIL VIII 6948: ‘By the genius of the people. Marcus Roccius Felix the son of Marcus of the
tribe Quirina, eguo publico, triumvir, priest of the city, flamen of the divine Marcus Antoninus has
dedicated this, which he promised on account of the triumvirate, worth six million sesterces from his own
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have a triumvir and Imperial priest. More rarely, women also fund distributions, but
usually with a male representative.'” It is often the case that the higher the social rank of
the recipient, the larger the gift received, though there are a few inscriptions which record
the opposite.'”® Women are only occasionally among the recipients, and when they are,
they are explicitly t:mphasized.19

The epigraphic evidence indicates that public sportulae were used by wealthy
citizens in their pursuit of public honor and fame in connection with public service.
Private sportulae provided by patrons to their clients do not appear in the epigraphic
evidence; the inscriptions record only the public distributions offered on official

occasions.

I. Literary Evidence for duwvouai in the East
Originally and most simply, dtavewn referred to a distribution or a dealing out,

being derived from the verb veuw, which Homer uses in reference to the dispensing of

money, at the dedication of which he gave sportulae of one denarion according to the public list of his own
country, and he also gave theatrical spectacles with missilia.’

17 Mrozek (1982): 63-77; cf. van Bremen (1996): 205-207, 226-231.

18 For example, CIL XIV 431: Augustales receive HS 20 each, while the Decurions receive HS 12
each; cf. also Mrozek (1987): 78, 87.

' Mrozek (1987): 99; Donahue (1999): 73. The inclusion of women and other groups of lesser
status are often intended to be a testament to the extensive generosity of the benefactor (see below, Chapter
Three, pp. 102-106).
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meat and wine in feasts and sacrifices.?’

In later authars, the verb generally refers to
allotments of various sorts, though it is also the verb used by Cassius Dio to describe
Caesar’s distribution in 46 BC.*! Aristotle refers to dravopai of land, while Plutarch refers
to diavopai of money in addition to davewal of land.** It is evident that Siwveus can refer
to the action of distributing rather than, like sportula, only to that which is distributed.
However, we also find examples in the inscriptions in which a draveus) is distributed.”
The literary evidence of cash-distributions indicates that the practice was not
always looked upon approvingly by wealthy upper class Greeks; despite this, though, it is
from this class that most of the benefactors must have come. Plutarch, for example, does
not recommend the use of distributions for a young politician: fame and reputation gained

from these, he says, are ‘ephemeral and uareliable’.** He does not condemn the act itself,

though, but only the exploitation of the act for demagogic purp«oses.25

* Frisk (1970), Griechisches etymologisches Worterbuch, s.v. véuw, vol. 2 302-4; Homer, liad,
9.217: veipew; cf. also Laroche, E. (1949) Histoire de la racine nem- en grec gncien {vépw, véneass, vuos,
vouibw). Paris; and BE 1951, 55.

* Dio 43.21.3; see above, pp- 12-13.

2 Ar. Pol., 1329b40; Plat. Per. 34.2, Ti. Gracch. 13.1, 21.1, 31.1, Caes. 14.3 (land); Ant 71.3.2
(food); Per. 9.1, 9.2 (money). Anistotle does use the verb iawcinasfor of money (Ath. Pol 22.7.31: v
iy draveipaabar 6 apylprov). Lucian uses the term relatively frequently, applying it to both money and
food (Pha! 1.3.18, Gal. 22.3, Deor. Conc. 3.5, Nav. 24.6, Pisc. 41.3).

B For example, Cat. # 3.¢.1 I 9-14: [xa)i &\ha Tois / adtols Beoly dnvipia pipia, fva éx Tob Toxoy
aliT@y ket €roe év t lepd v Kateoredavwoe [ wai Tf oxTwxadextTy mavri éhevlépy Tavie [ % kot
avahoyiay Tol ouverevroutvoy mAnBovs / wesilnTear davouy).

2 Plut. Prae. Ger. reip. 5, 802d; 29, 821f-822a. Cf. also Dio Chrys. Or. 66, in which the orator
discusses the difficulty of acquiring a public reputation, and the dangers associated with it.

% Cf. Dio Chrys. Or. 7.49, 48.10.
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Pliny the Younger, during his service in Bithynia, expresses concern about the
local custom of providing gifts of money to the members of the SouAn and groups of the
people on private occasions in one of his letters to Trajan, but for a very different
reason.”® It is not the practice itself which Pliny is concerned about; as we know from
Martial and Juvenal private distributions were not uncommon in Rome itself; in Rome,
though, the gifts were given ex notitia. However, Pliny describes gifts offered to the
public on private occasions, like weddings and coming-of-age celebrations. He is
concerned about the extent and, specifically, the publicity of these gifts: it is a concern
that private citizens are providing public gifts of cash on private occasions, a practice
which was forbidden to private citizens in Rome.

Trajan’s response supports Pliny’s distinction.”” He does not recommend or even

suggest that Pliny should forbid all distributions, but he does recognize and share Pliny’s

% Pliny Ep. x.116: *Qui virilem togam sumunt vel nuptias faciunt uel ineunt magistratum uel opus
publicum dedicant, solent totam bulen atque etiam e plebe non exiguum numerum uocare binosque denarios
uel singulos dare. Quod an celebrandum et quatenus putes, rogo scribas. Ipse enim, sicut arbitror,
praesertim ex sollemnibus causis, concedendum ius istud inuitationis, ita uereor ne i1 qui mille homines,
interdum etiam plures uocant, modum excedere et in speciem davouti incidere uideantur.” (Those who are
assuming the toga virilis or who are getting married or who are entering upon a magistracy or who are
dedicating a public work are accustomed to assemble the entire boule and even a not-inconsiderable
number of the populace and to give them one or two denarii. { am asking you to tell me what you think of
this custom and to what extent it should be permitted. For myself, I believe that principally on ceremonial
occasions this rype of invitation ought to be permitted, but [ am afraid that those who summon a thousand
or even more men, will appear to exceed moderation and to turn it into a kind of Siaveun.)

7 Pliny Ep. x.117: ‘Merito uereris, ne in speciem diaveusis incidat inuitatio, quae et in numero
modum excedit et quasi per corpora, non uiritim singulos ex notitia ad sollemnes sportulas contrahit. Sed
ego ideo prudentiam tuam elegi, ut formandis istius prouinciae moribus ipse moderareris et ea constitueres,
quac ad perpetuam eius prouinciae quietem essent profutura.’” (You are rightly fearful thar an invitation
which both exceeds moderation in number and provides traditional sportuiae as if were to collective bodies
rather than to individuals of personal acquaintance, may turn into a kind of $aveps). But indeed 1 have
chosen your prudence so that you would moderate the established customs of that province and so that you
would settle those matters which will be useful for the continuing peace of the province.) Knibbe (1981):
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concern about those which in numere modum excedit, that is, those which are similar to
the Imperial distributions in Rome.

The relationship between sportulae, congiarii, divisiones and diavopai is
obviously complex. For the remainder of this thesis, though, we will focus primarily on
diavopatl. However, there are similarities between these distributions, so that we will in

places make comparisons between dravouai and sportulae.

IMl. Epigraphic Evidence of Atavoun in Asia Minor
A. The Catalogue

Ninety-nine published inscriptions from Asia Minor and the islands of the Aegean
Sea use the term dravowy. These inscriptions have been collected from the Packard
Humanities Institute Disc Seven (PHI 7), and supplemented from the standard corpora
where possible. Eighty-seven of these inscriptions have been appended to this thesis in a
catalogue arranged by geographical provenance, following the order established in le
Bulletin Epigraphigue. Within the larger regional and municipal categories, the
inscriptions are organized on a chronological basis. Several of these inscriptions are
extremely long, and include duaveum more than once. In these cases, each section of the
inscription pertaining to the distribution is included as a separate catalogue entry; this
means that an inscription published in its entirety elsewhere may here appear twice. Such

entries are naturally listed sequentially, with a note indicating their continuity. Other

55 n. ¢ notes that the provision of dmrenai in Bithynia, citing these two letters, could be used as political
tools, in discussing a kouretes list from Ephesus (FiE [X/1/1 no. 54; cf. cat. # 4.b.11).
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inscriptions describe muitiple dravopai within a few lines, but have not been catalogued
separately. Still others are virtually identical, surviving in two or more copies. Each
inscription in this case has been included separately, again with the result that the same
Siavopnj may be described several times. >
i) Avavoumwy and Some of its Synonyms

As is the case with sportulae much of the evidence for dravouai comes from
inscriptions. The most common meaning of &iavoun in an epigraphic context is that
which Pliny gives it-a distribution of money. However, the act of handing out money is
not always described as a dtavou, nor is a synonym inevitably used. An inscription from
Lagina, for example, reads ‘saf ¢ ‘Hoaip maclaig] / yvaili kat tofs yevou[é)vors év T3
iep® avdosaw E[dd)xauey ave (Sépa) B.°F  The benefactors in this case gave two
denaria to every woman and to the men in the temple on the occasion of the festival of
Hera, but the distribution is not termed a iavou, even though we read further in the same
inscription ‘kai Tofs mAigToig Ty wloAd/TdY Tag Savepas Edxauey / év T lepwatvy TalTy
ypval [actagymeavreg].’ 30
Similarly, Satyrus the son of Philinus made arrangements to give one denarion to

every free citizen of Tenos taking part in a meal. Although diaveuy does appear in this

inscription it is not used of this imitial distribution, despite the fact that in all three

% The inscriptions split and included sequentially are Cat. # 4.b.6-7 and 7.b.1-6. Cat. # 4.d.7-9
and 10.a.3-7 are copies of the same inscription.

? Cat. # 6.£.1 IL. 5-8.

* Cat. # 6.£.1 /1. 18-21: and to many of the citizens we gave dravopai in the same priesthood, being
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distributions, the interest of a capital sum was intended to pay for the gifts. Why this is
the case is not clear from the inscription, but the provision of the first gift ‘tof
ebwgmbnaouévois év 1@ iepd éheuvbépoic Tapiors’ may indicate that the denarion was
intended to pay for a part of the meal and was not in fact an unrestricted gift of money.*!

An inscription from Ephesus from the reign of Commodus honors a certain
Nicomedes for a similar benefaction. In this case, a gift of one Attic drachma was given
to the diners ‘efg 16 avaAwpa ol dermvou;’ Siavoua) is not used for this gift, but we read in
the same inscription that all future Sravepai to the citizens from this foundation are to take
place in the buildings around the temple of Artemis.”> The drachma is clearly meant, as
we have suggested in the case of Satyrus’ benefaction, to be spent on the feast, but it is
not clear that the diavouat were given with the same intent: they may have been
unrestricted gifts which could be taken away; like the feast-cost, though, these were
meant only for those who were present.

A Hadrianic inscription from Didyma, furthermore, honors a benefactor who gave
‘Sravouny’ to the women and girls and ‘ksopous’ to the BouAy and men; in addition, each of

33 Therefore, it is clear that the

the citizens received two denaria and 3 &éorar of wine.
draveun; does not refer to a portion of a sacrifice or meal; rather, it is a gift parallel to the

woopar for the BouAr and the men. What is meant by ‘wxéouovs’, however, is more

gymnasiarchs.
M Cat. #3.c.111 8-9.
2 Cat. #4.b.12 1 11 (ek 16 dvdAwpa Tol deimov), L. 18 (Bravopas).

3 Cat. #4.0.5 11 5-8.
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uncertain than what is meant by dravousjy; nonetheless, we can say that these were
ornaments or decorations of some value, so that we may also suggest that ‘dravousp’ here
refers to gifts of cash which are of less value than the koapor.

As we have noted, diavopn is not the only term used to refer to distributions; there
is a variety of terms used in the inscriptions of Asia Minor which cannot be discussed
extensively here. However, in the euergetic context, &iavous was used of cash-
distributions only in the Imperial period rather than distributions of meat or oil. Other
terms can be more general or equally specific, but separate studies of these would be
necessary to reveal their exact meanings. Some of these terms, though, are used in the
Siavopm-inscriptions, so that it is possible to make some distinctions.

A large-scale public donation or subscription, for example, seems to have been
termed an énidogic.™* Tt is used of grants rather than specifically of distributions, so that it
is possible for a dizveun to be included under the heading of an émidogis. When this is the
case, though, it is usually implicit that the benefactor gave dtavopas among other gifts or
services to the city or country, as is the case with Satyrus the son of Philinus, who
donated sums of money to support dravoual, ‘€v AAAais d¢ moAals / kai moikiialg irypedinig
e xal émdbaean.’>  Atavouai could be a part of an émidocie, but an énidosrc was not
necessarily a dravops. An honorary inscription from Oenoanda, for example, records the

donation of ‘émdoreic / wpmpaTwy eis Te vopas xai | Téoeis mawpyupikae,” in which the vouai

3 Veyne (1976): 189 discussing Theophrastus describes émddoeic in Athens as SQUSCriptions
volontaires.

B Cat. #3.0.1 1 22-23.
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are similar to if not identical to diavoua! and the téofers are prizes or novelties 36
Although there are only a few occurrences of emidoaic in the diavoun-inscriptions, it does
seem in every case that a diavoum could be grouped with other distributions and
benefactions which are referred to collectively as émdérerg.”

A omupis, or adupsis, may be the closest synonym of the Latin sportula in the Greek
inscriptions, in terms of what is distributed. The two insfances of enupig in our catalogue,
though, are fragmentary, with the term entirely supplemented in one case and. partially
supplemented in the other; the aspirated sgupis appears in a single inscription in our
czsltalogufz.38 Since the two cases of omupig are fragmentary, editors have disagreed on the
correct reading, with Robert preferring pelpida to omvleide in the second case. However,
ortupls is occasionally used in epigraphic sources in reference to the distribution of money,
while uepic is used exclusively of distributions of sacrificial victims—it is, quite literally, a
portion of an animal.”® Zmupis, therefore, should be preferred in IDid 269.

Zdupic appears in a single inscription which is not supplemented. An honorary
decree from the island of Syros dated to the reign of Commodus reads:

T O€ yeverip Nitép[p Tob
wulplov AlrokpaTopog Tapeaey Toig [pey

% SEG 44 (1994): 1174.11-13; cf. also SEG 44 (1994): 1212.12-17.

37 Atavow) and énidorrs both occur in Cat. #3.¢.17 23,4.b.41 12,446 1. 5,5.a.1 1. 7, 6.a.1 £, 20-
21,6.c.51.38,6.64 1 7,7.b.4 1 C8-9,and 7.e.1 L 4.

B [empida):Cat, # 4.4.7 L. 9; [omv)oida: Cat. # 4.d.8 1. 9-10; supidoc: Cat. # 3.b.1 1 15.

¥ Cf. Robert, Hellenica 11-12, 480; orupis cf. IDid 286 (8 wwev —) ompida [-taf wlparbiv),
IKEph 10 (éBdoporelpnrs omipidas kata npoéhevary), and IMagnesia 149.a (Edwkev Th drhogeSaorto BovAf dia
TV yobtov év xkpTaxAise Toy emupida [x)ai Ehany ey [T] meder; peois, of. 1G XTI, 5 647 (xpediv uesida),
and IKMylasa 119 (uepide éx téov Buaidy).
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yeplovriaaTals Setmuoy: Kal Edwrey [¢é-
kG ] edupidos dnydpia mévte, éAeu]fe-
patle 8¢ ywvaibly magwg kal Bnheiailc
natotv] olvoy: kai Edwiey Tals wlev yu-
va:£r] Sravouds ava acoapa d[xTa,

Taic O¢] maidiy ava acoapie, Teaoalpa TR
0¢ ébie] Muépg Tapéawey Toig weY Ye-
povoiacltals kal GAAots ol éBouAnBln

dermvo]v Kal Edwkev éxaoti davlouds
, s .y 40
ave Snvlastoy €v

Antaeus celebrated the birthday of the Emperor Commodus with a public meal and
distributions of cash. The a‘tpri‘g. appears to be distinct from the two Savonai, both in
value and in its recipients, as the members of the vepousia are to receive a odupis of five
denaria, while the women and youths are to receive wine and a dravoun of eight asses and
four asses respectively.

Clearly diavoum is used here to describe a gift of cash, but not cash distributed
expressly for the purpose of taking part in a meal. The syntax suggests that the céupic is a
part of the meal mentioned previously in the inscription. However, we cannot be sure
whether the odupic consists of a gift of five denaria in addition to the meal, or five
denaria to pay for the meal, or even five denaria to pay for wine to accompany the meal.
In gdupis, consequently, we seem to have a direct translation of the Latin sportula, with
all of its uncertainties.

The same uncertainty applies in this case to dravoun for the same reason: the
conjunction xar could be a connecting conjunction or an explanatory conjunction: the

diavopm could be in addition to the wine, or it could be intended to pay for the wine.
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Nonetheless, it is clear that both terms refer here to the distribution of money; the
constructions are parallel, but since dravoun) is used again at the end of the quoted portion
of the inscription, there does seem to be a difference between them.

*Enidocis and omupig are, of course, only two of the terms used in the honorary
inscriptions of Asia Minor for public munificence. There are many others, one of which
will appear in Chapter Three,"' but these two are the most common in the diavous-
inscriptions collected here. While each of these is related to diaveum, it is clear that
neither is quite the same as or quite as specific as draveun. Similarly, although the verb
Sravéuw s also frequently used in evergetic inscriptions, we will simply note here that it is
used of distributions in general, and not only of cash handouts.*?

ii) Geographical Distribution of the Aavepn-inscriptions

Thirty-six sites are included in this survey (Appendix 4, Maps 1-3), though

dravopai will have been provided in many of the other cities of Asia Minor despite the

43

lack of epigraphic evidence.” Aiavopai are not limited to the larger regional centers of

“Cat. #3.b.11 1223,
! khajpog; see below, Chapter Three, pp. 111-115; cf. also Chapter Two, p. 61.

2 Por example, IKAssos 25 ll. 1-8: [& 5hov Tov dwavtdy clomidoelel... v e Swpedv
Sraveipayral/[mo@ oy kal wévev, xal Tov gervw/{vwov] mAmpdoavra éx T@(v / Blww elic dnvépia piee,
oerrwvy[rarraldé modddrig kai ayopdoravta [Tol oitou]rov pédiuvloy dnvapiliwv; IKPrusias ad Hypium 19
arya b Tiymi/duAal Teppawxy kai Zefwaw) / dvébyray I1. Aopitior *Tovhiaviy, / tov dis Tempmriv, 8ic modTov /
apyovra, dis mpeaBeumy, celBagrodavmy, dyecavopov, SekalmpwTov, ypapuaréa, kovdBovAoy Sid Biou, Udwp T
ToAer elguyadvra ! Kai yapiaduevoy kel 51 €v T édig / eeitov, oivoy, Eharov, deyupay [ dréveney [[A]] Tor
moAeitalg mpoiwalubvoe, OV Tpodéa kal fovepyérmyl fkal BamAea, SEG 45 1508A N, 10-11: of dMor
TpoyeypepLévor Ta Aormd [ Kpea xon] SlaveuaTwo Ry TOIg TOAiTals T éxouévy tudpat [ év T dyopd mod dpay
TPITRY TorolEvar TRV Kpeavopiay kaTé / dudas; cf. also IKPrusias ad Hypium 18,

* Dionysiopolis, Pentapolis, Augusta Traiana, Odessus (Moesia and Thrace); Istrus (Black
Sea/Scythia Minor); Cos, Syros, Tenos (Aegean [slands), Teos, Ephesus, Magnesia ad Maeander, Didyma,
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Asia Minor; they also appear in smaller inland or mountain cities. Larger cities, such as
Ephesus, naturally provide abundant evidence for diavopad, but this abundance is due to
their size rather than to the relative frequency of Siaveuar provided in these cities. Almost
all of these cities had some degree of contact with Rome, ranging from the construction
of public buildings by an Emperor to an Imperial visit.

The most abundant evidence comes, naturally, from the more populated regions
along the western coast, namely Ionia and Caria. However, the predominance of these
regions, particularly Ionia, is due to the preponderance of the larger cities. Ephesus and
Didyma account for twenty-eight of the thirty-two attested distributions in that region,
while Stratonicea and its associated sanctuary sites account for half of the attested
distributions in Caria. Apbrodisias, which provides five of the distributions in Caria,
certainly provided marble for some of the other cities, so that this may also be a factor in
the numerous inscriptions in general from Caria and Tonia.** The less populated regions
of Asia Minor also provide substantial evidence, particularly Lycia, which has provided,
to date, ten dravomw-inscriptions, but cities from these regions tend to provide only
individual attestations, a result of a combination of fewer inscriptions in total and

damaged or lost inscriptions.

Miletus (lonia); Thyatira, Sardis, Apoilonis (Lydia); Sebastopolis, Tralles, Aphrodisias, Stratonicea,
Panamara, Lagina, Heracleia Satbace, Nysa (Caria); Xanthus, Rhodiapolis, Phaselis, Tlos, Kadyanda,
Oenoanda, Balbura, Bubon (Lycia); Aizani (Phrygia), Scbastopolis Heracleiopolis (Bithynia/Pontus);
Ankyra (Galatia), Selge (Pamphylia).
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1ii) Omissions from the Catalogue
The ninety-nine diaveun-inscriptions include those which are virtually complete,
but also several which are fragmentary. In both cases, diavoun has been on occasion
either partially or entirely restored; many such supplements are almost certain, supported
by the grammatical and contextual usage of diavops in other inscriptions. There are
several, however, in which the restoration is much less certain. These inscriptions will be
discussed briefly here, but omitted from the main catalogue.*’
Four Hellenistic inscriptions use the term dravous. One of these, which is dated to
about 120 BC, has been supplemented by Hiller von Gaertringen to read:
Bouvhopevos kai [amoderbar My Exei] mooaipeaiy, éxlaoT|w:
Ty moAITRY EuéTonoey [Savouny] Tuody Te(Ta)oTers do 46
The restoration of [draveuny] is odd for several reasons. First, it is never used with the
verb weTpéw in any other inscription available for comparison. Second, I have found no
other connection between diavoun and mupsg.  Furthermore, a second Hellenistic
inscription from Priene reads:

14 h - ’
TMaOEUETONTEY OE TH TIOAET [e-
. ) ~ -~ 4 ’ 47
o ta]deAdol muody pedinvoug mevTakoaious mevTao[vTa

“ An insctiption from Ephesus, for example, specifies the use of Aphrodisian marble for a statue
{(Cat. # 4.b.16 1L 7-9: dvdpidvrac papualpivovs Tol Dol pov afpodeairiaxots alvaatabival).

* The relevant portions of these inscriptions have been catalogued in Appendix 2.
* IPriene 109.213-4; Appendix 2, 2.c.1.

7 IPriene 108.97-8.
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Although we have here a compound of uetpéw, the construction is almost exactly
identical. Consequently, we have the donation of a quantity of wheat to the city rather
than a distribution of wheat to individuals. The term mupog does appear elsewhere in the
catalogue, but, as we have said, not in connection with digvous. The other instance, from
Sebastopolis in Caria, records the sale of wheat, split into xdwpa:.48 However, since
pedipvous is used in the same context in Priene, this term should be preferred to kimpous.
The second Hellenistic inscription quoted above records the activities of

Moschion the son of Kydimus in Priene. It describes the honours voted to Moschion by
the BouA% and dduos in consideration for his role as a saviour of the city in its times of
shortage. The inscription records several gifts of grain and a distribution of money by
Moschion. This distribution is described by the verb dravéuw which is almost entirely
supplemented,* but there is also a dizvour) later in the inscription:

émi 8¢ gredav]ndocov Kéxpomos o0 povoy

draddopwy yevouevms T [rloAer xeeiag, a[AAa] kat napacTa-

oews évextpwy, diraB[wy klowny elvar ™[v] eloiny mdy-

Twv TRV ToAMTEY Kal T[dv kabnkovady dtlaveud[v? Jw[.] o[.c.2.]?°°
However, Hiller von Gaertringen treats the restoration of ‘dravouén’ as uncertain. He

suggests that Moschion declared that all of the property of the citizens was common

during a time of crisis for the city. In such a time, a declaration of the common plight or

% Cat #. 6.a1 I 10-13: xai mepamwl[¥)/eerte mpdv impove / B (Bmviera) B, ol simpou
nw/Aovpévou (Bnuapta) &,

*® IPriene 108.65-8: dua 0¢ mwiv Tele] xal éuBloibelay T pwrpoe mloola]ipodievos peta Tof
ad[eA]odl [” Abnuonoiu/dog Siévelei]ev iméo atric Spaxlulas *Are[Elavloel{lag [Aing).

0 iPriene 108.89-92; Appendix 2, 2.c.2.
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danger of the citizens would be just as likely. With the reading of ‘mlv] oletar’, though,
‘Siavondy’ in the following line makes little sense. If it is the ‘customary dravepat’ which
are being declared to be common, these must have been dravouai provided by Moschion
himself rather than by earlier benefactors: the inscription describes Moschion’s
benefactions so that we should expect a new benefaction rather than a diversion of earlier
funds. In place of the postulated ‘rkafnrovordy difevendly’ we would expect either a
second group of people complementing ‘mavrwy @y moAerrdy’, or the end of the clause
and the beginning of a new one. Due to this uncertainty, this inscription will be omitted
from the catalogue and this survey.

An Imperial inscription from Astupalaca has also been omitted from the
catalogue. This inscription has been significantly restored to record distributions of grain
to the citizens:

ToMTaLE]-
vov T kal ofeitov Savouas)
otk SAryas [éxaoTy noreita (]!
Araveum appears eight times in the inscriptions of Asia Minor in association with a form
of the verb motéw; three inscriptions use diavous as an indirect object, while five read or
have been supplemented to read dravoun as a direct object. The only instance of moréw

Sravaury which is securely attested and certainly refers to a distribution of money comes

5LIG XTI (3) 219; Appendix 2, 1.a.1 I 7-9.
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from Istrus;*? the verb or Siavous itself has been restored in every other instance in which
Sravoum is a direct object of the verb. There are, consequently, grounds for questioning
the readings of three of the inscriptions in which dravepn) is supplemented as the direct
object of motéw, including that from Astupalaea.

However, this rare usage of moréw is not the only reason for reconsideration.
Aravoun, as we have noted above, most commonly refers to a distribution of money; there
is, to my knowledge, no other instance of ‘gefrov dravopas’, with meiéew or any other verb.
Consequently, we have omitted this inscription from the catalogue.

Two other cases of moww Savopspy have also been omitted. IKEphesos 618
contains a supplement reading dexaxs d[tavopmy énoinoe T]. Such an adverb can be used
when describing numerous distributions, but is not thus attested in Ephesus; furthermore,
this supplement makes the line as it is transcribed appear significantly longer than any
other in the inscription does. This does not, of course, mean that the supplement is
necessarily wrong, but Oliver does have grounds for preferring Jexéric d[ofévra 7] >
Similarly, an inscription honoring a hydrophorus in Didyma has been supplemented as

(Simvopa s memorié

[vn 4 BlevAfi kai Tt
[r&v molrerrav]™

2 Cat. # 222 I 25-29: émomoaTo.. .Bravouny, a Hellenistic inscription does read
nogiTw. . Siav[ouny], but the inscription clearly indicates that this is a distribution of meat rather than of
money {Cat. 3.a.1 Il 90-92; see below, pp. 37-38).

¥ Oliver (1941); 91-2, no. 9; Appendix 2, 2.a2 L. 19.

** IDidyma 329; Appendix 2, 2.b.1 I 7-9.
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Hydrophori are prominent in the inscriptions of Didyma as providers of Stavepat, but
there is no other inscription honoring a hydrophorus of Artemis which uses noréw in this
manner.

One of the longest inscriptions referring to dravopai is from Rhodiapolis in Lycia,
adoming the mausoleum of Opramoas. This is a collection of public decrees and
honorary inscriptions commemorating Opramoas’ euergetic actions, which are also
known from other Lycian inscriptions. Although parts of it are very fragmentary, the
geographical region over which Opramoas extended his euergetism is broad enough and
well published enough that much can be restored. Furthermore, the parts with which we
are concerned are quite repetitive, so that although diavep itself is sometimes restored,
there is no reason to question it. However, Christina Kokkinia, the most recent editor of
this inscription, has tentatively restored davous) in one of the fragments.55 Due to the
uncertainty with which she treats this supplement, we too shall be skeptical and omit the
diavoun described in this part of the inscription, but we will include those in the remainder
of the inscription.

A very fragmentary Imperial inscription from Ephesus, which has no surviving
verb and reads daveudv], has also been omitted,® Afltavopats] is restored in the same
way in a second Ephesian inscription, as part of the benefactions performed during

service as ypaupuatévc. Although the plural dative dravopals is used in nine other cases

% Kokkinia (2000): 57, X111 E4; Appendix 2,4.a.1 [ E4.

%8 IKEph 1968a; Appendix 2,2.2.3 1. 6.
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with a participle suggesting official or municipal service (Table 2.1, V}, the remaining ‘¢
in this case may be too tennous for the restoration to be considered certain.”

The single inscription from Olymos recording a Siavepn honors Phaedrus the son
of Moschion, but this inscription is also very fragmentary. Phaedrus is known from ten
other inscriptions from Olymos, but none of these describe him as the provider of
Siavouai. Although several of these inscriptions refer to the interest on a sum of money,
they do not seem to refer to or describe a distribution or a large scale donation to support
distributions, nor is Phaedrus alone among those individuals named.® The other ten
inscriptions concerning Phaedrus do not support the restoration of tafk davouats in
IKMylasa 869.

The only inscription to use diavous as the object of amodidwus will be omitted for
the same reason: dravous is entirely restored and there is no parallel usage that I have
found to support this.”> Nollé and Schindler have restored a second century inscription
from Selge to record draveuai to the councilors and members of the ecclesia and their
children:

aquupl'ou [.....J uvlpiladag moidrovra | xasicauelvipy
€ig aruvav&'ﬂa'w | ¢ martpidlols [xai eig B:avop]a,g BovAevrdv xali exxAnoliaotiov
Kai TEKV@Y alTov

7 IKEph 4342; Appendix 2, 2.a.1 Il. 15-16.

*® IKMylasa 806, 808, 810, 811, 812, 814, 815, 819, 848, 870; interest: 810, 814, 819; [KMylasa
869=Appendix 2, 3.a.1 II. 19-20.

% IKStrat 299; Appendix 2, 3.b.1 . 4-5.

% [KSelge 17; Appendix 2, 6.a.1 Il 20-21.
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The restoration of dravoplac is supported by the use of the participle yapigapévyy, but it is
nonetheless questionable. The recipients of the distribution are listed in the genitive;
however, diaveps) is never followed by an objective genitive. When the genitive is used to
describe the recipients of the diaveuw, it is preceded by a pronoun such as éxaotw
or mhiaToie.! Consequently, although the verb yapilw is used in five other cases for sums
of money given for diavopai (eis Sravopny; see Table 2.1, G.1), the supplement, which is
based only on two certain letters, should in this case be rejected.

Finally, diaveus] is used in a Hellenistic inscription from Pergamum to record the
distribution of land; in this case, dia}voudi has been read by Friinkel. Since it is the only
inscription in which diaveus is used of a distribution neither of food nor of money, and
since it is partially restored, this occurrence has also been omitted from the catalogue.®?

Eleven inscn'ptior_ls, therefore, have been omitted from the catalogue, which

contains ninety-three entries, consisting of eighty-seven inscriptions.®

Each entry has
been categorized as an honorary decree or inscription, a public decree, an Imperial letter,

or a passing mention. Table 1.1 enumerates the entries of each type.

8 Por example, Cat. # 6.£3 L. 6: Edwkev Sravoprfs éxaote Tdy meArtédy; cf. below, Chapter Two, pp.
44-45,

5 IPerg 8(1) 245¢; Appendix 2, 5.a.1 ll. 46-47. We should note here that although this inscription
does use diavousm to refer to a distribution of land—not of money-it is a Hellenistic inscription, which
indicates that digvopal could refer to distributions of various materials in epigraphic as well as literary texts
(above, pp. 17, no. 22) prior to Imperial Roman governorship of Asia Minor.

5% One of the omissions discussed above is a fragment of the Opramoas-inscription from
Rhodiapolis, which mentions Sizvepar several times; only one of these occurrences has been omitted, but the
remainder of the inscription will be considered in the following pages.
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Honorary“ ' 81
Public Decree 7
Imperial Letter 3
Passing Mention 2
Total 93

Table 1.1. Categorization of the Catalogue Entries.

The honorary decrees are quite simply those which honor a benefactor for the provision
of distributions of cash, often among other benefactions. Into this category fall those
inscriptions which may be considered career inscriptions, detailing the public services
over a lifetime of the benefactor, and those which commemorate a specific benefaction,
such as the dedication of a building accompanied by a distribution. Consequently, most
of the inscriptions are concerned with more than Sravopad.

Although the honorary decrees and inscriptions are by far the most numerous in
this survey, inscriptions in the other categories will not be ignored. As Table 1.1
indicates, the inscriptions which we have categorized as public decrees are the second
most numerous. In this category we have placed six inscriptions which make

arrangements for distributions, and one which is very fragmentary.®

% The honorary category consists of both honorary inscriptions and honorary decrees. A
distinction between these two is made in the catalogue, but for the purposes of discussion, we have
considered them together. The honorary inscriptions are those which simply honor the benefactor, while the
decrees are those inscriptions which reflect a part or all of the decree which was passed by the SouA% and
#rzog; the phrase 7 Boudy xai o Sfuos értumeev, however, does not constitute such a reflection. Instead, the
honorary decrees have been separated from the honorary inscriptions by the appearance of, for example,
€doe v BouAf.. Following this criteria, there are 69 honorary inscriptions, and 12 honorary decrees. When it
is possible to make this distinction, though, the two types of inscriptions still follow, for the most part, the
formula which we shall outline in the first part of Chapter Two.

5 Provisions: Cat. # 4.b.3, 4.h.6, 4.b.7, 4.b.14, 4.b.16, 4.c.2; Fragmentary; Cat. # 4.h,13,
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The Imperial letters are those documents which have come from provincial
govemors or their agents to individuals or an enfire city. One permits the continuance of
the diavouai according to the local custom, and a second appears to have been written in
recognition of the fulfillment of civic obligations to the Emperor; the final letter is a
rebuke to the magistrates, SovAs and d4juos of Ephesus for their failure to properly honor
and acknowledge one of their benefactors.®

The two which have been categorized as ‘passing-mentions’ deserve a note: each
refers very briefly to a diavous). The first of these, from the island of Cos, is discussed at
more length below, but is simply a religious inscription which makes arrangements for a
distribution as a smail part of the celebration. The second is a xedenTeg list from Ephesos
recording a dravous) during the initiation.”’

iv) Chronology of the Inscriptions

The earliest dizvopn-inscription from Asia Minor, to my knowledge, dates to about
300 BC and the latest to the beginning of the fourth century AD. Many of these
inscriptions have been dated with a reasonable degree of accuracy to within a few years or
to the reign of an Emperor through supplementary evidence such as lists of Imperial high-
priests; others, however, are approximately dated only, on the basis of various details:
onomastics-such as the presence of an Impetial praenomen and nomen—, the titulature of

a local festival, or the use of a superlative adjective to describe the city or BovAs~rf

% The Imperial letters are: Cat. # 1.c.1 (continuance), 4.b.8 (recognition) and 4.b.10 (rebuke).

7 Cos: Cat. # 3.a.1 and below pp. 37-38; Ephesos: Cat. # 4.b,11.
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iepwraTy Bovdd from AD 230, for example.”® Consequently, while it is possible to assign
to some inscriptions a specific date, others can only be said to be from the first, second or
third centuries; still others are so fragmentary that it is not possible to group them even
into these broad categories. These, and others, have been categorized as ‘Imperial’ only

in Table 1.2, which summarizes the chronological distribution of the catalogued

inscriptions.

Early Middle Late Total
Helienistic 1 1
Imperial 2 19 2 23
Augustus (27-14) 1 1 2
Tiberius (14-37) 1 3
1* century 4 4
Trajan (98-117) 2 (1) 2 (1)
Hadrian (117-138) 1 5(3) 3 10 [2]
Antoninus (138-161) 6(5) 1 1 8 (5)
Aurelius (161-180) 2 1 3
Commodus (176-192) 4 4
2™ century 2 4 4 10
Caracalla (198-217) 3(4) 1 4 [4]
3" century 4 i 5
4" century 1 1
No date 1 1
Total B1(6) {6]

Table 1.2: Chronological distribution of the diavour-inscriptions.*

The Hellenistic example stands out as an oddity among so many Imperial

examples. This is a religious document from Cos concerning temple lands and the

% Cat. # 4.d.14 1L 4-5.

* The imscriptions enumerated in the Hellenistic, Imperial, 1* century, 2 century, 3" century, 4®
century and No Date categories are only those which have not been dated more specifically to the reign of
an Emperor. The numbers in brackets indicate those occurrences which appear in continuous inscriptions
but separate catalogue entries. Thus, the distributions of the Opramoas-inscription from Rhodiapolis appear
in six catalogue entries (Cat. # 7.b.1-6), so that we have bracketed five of them, and there are a total of
thirteen catalogue entries from the reign of Antoninus Pius. Inscriptions which are duplicates and appear
twice in the catalogue have been counted once and the repetitions have been included in square brackets.
Catalogue entries which record more than one diavops have not been counted repeatedly.
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celebration of a local festival which served as the object of the generosity of Diomedon in
about 300 BC. A ritual marriage is to be completed in the month of Petagitnus and is to
include a public feast on the sixteenth and a dravoun on the seventeenth.”® However, this
is not a distribution of cash. The diavoun is here a distribution of the sacrificial victims
offered in the customary manner to Heracles.

The latest inscription available for this thesis, from Ephesus, is dated to

' Table 1.2 suggests that there was a decrease in attestations of

approximately AD 301.
davouai following the reign of Caracalla, but there is no reason why these distributions
should have come to a complete halt at this time. Of course, this was a period of political
upheaval, which may have made some wealthy citizens less inclined to consume their
own resources in helping their fellow citizens and earning public prestige for themselves;
the instability may also have made an endowment less reliable as a source of income.

However, such a time would also have made it more probable that the citizens would

demand a distribution or a benefaction of some sort, as was entirely possible.”

7 Cat. # 3.a.1. There is no evidence that dravaun was used to describe distributions of gifts other
than of money. Benefactors could and did offer shares in meals, but the identification of such a distribution
as a dravous) tests on the translation of ‘kei” (Cat. # 3.b.1 I 14, 17; cf. above, Chapter One, pp. 24-26;
below, Chapter Three, p. 103, n. 74); if the xei is translated as ‘that is’, we have an indication that Siavous
of meat had to be explicitly said to be of meat. There are several indications that when meat was
distributed, it was termed a xpeavopia, both in epigraphic and literary evidence (for example, Lib. Decl.
23.1.38.5: elvoray alrol detxvuay, ertiage, KpEavouial, Siavopmal, Kpoepyied, TEIMpapial,
ouvexdoaers buyatéowy, aiypararoy Mres, kai Tait’ otdevis frroy T@y petpiwv emedeibiumy.).

" Cat. # 4.h.16.
7 See, for exampte, Dio Chrys. Or. 46 with Jones (1978): 19-25; on the effects of the unrest of the

third century on Asia Minor in general and Anatolia specifically, see also Mitchell (1993): Vol. I 225-40
and esp. Vol. Il 17-18.
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However, from the appearance of only two Siavoun-inscriptions in the late third
century and the beginning of the fourth century, we may conclude that the practice of
handing out cash was not as common as it had been in the two preceding centuries.
Mrozek notes an analogous pattern in the Latin inscriptions of Italy: in the third century,
we begin to hear less often of cash-distributions.” While this may be a consequence of
their no longer being given, it cannot be taken as proof of such. These were honorary
inscriptions, commemorating the generosity of a benefactor; fewer inscriptions indicates
that the practice was no longer considered worthy to be or simply was not
commemorated, not necessarily that it was no longer taking place.

There is, of course, a great variety of reasons which may account for such a
change of perception, but an obvious one is Christianity and its spread through the Roman
population. Paul Veyne notes that Christian giving was significantly different from the
distributions with which we are concerned. Assisting the poor became more important
than it had been earlier, so that more benefactors directed their euergetism towards the
lower and more needier classes;”* nonetheless, Pliny the Younger does tell us that Trajan
was active in the establishment grain funds to assist the poor, and he himself was

responsible for an education fund in Comum.” However, the Roman Empire was not

" Mrozek (1987): 17-27; Mitchell notes a general decline in the willingness of magistrates to
fulfill the roles which had formerly been honorary (Vaol. II 75-6).

™ Veyne (1976): 62-7.

5 Pliny, Pan. 28.4-7 (Trajan’s alimentary fund), Ep. 4.13 (Pliny’s education fund); Pliny also
established an alimentary fund worth HS 500,000 for the children of Comum (7.18.2).
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converted to Christianity all at once, so that we may expect other dizvops-inscriptions to
be found dating beyond the late third century and well into the fourth century.’®

Although the inscriptions recording cash-distributions are universally Imperial,
there does not seem to be an even spread during the Empire. The majority of the first
century AD is absent from this survey, in the certainly dated material, though it is
possible that several of the unassigned Imperial and first century inscriptions fall within
the reign of one of the later Julio-Claudian or Flavian Emperors. A thorough analysis of
the frequency of inscriptions recording Siavepai would be misleading because of the
incomplete material evidence, but it is nonetheless possible to draw another significant

conclusion from Table 1.2: there is a notable increase in the second century, particularly

not in Ephesus

B Distributions —!
or Didyma ’

B Distributions in

Ephesus or
Didyma

Chart 1.1: Fraquency of Distributions According to the Reigning Emperor.’

7 For a discussion of the Christianization of parts of Asia Minor, see Mitchell (1993): vol. II 53 1f.
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during the reigns of Hadrian, Antoninus Pius and Caracalla. The inscriptions of Ephesus
and Didyma, the two cities which appear most frequently in our catalogue, account for a
significant portion of this swelling in the second century, but the pattern remains simifar
when these two cities are omitted (Chart 1.1). Overall, it is possible that this pattern is
merely an accidental one owing to the survival of the inscriptions.

It is possible that the peaks under Hadrian, Antoninus and Caracalla are due
simply to the survival pattern of the inscriptions, but the peaks may also be due to an
increase in the epigraphic habit. Such an explanation does indeed seem plausibie for the
peak in the second century, but we will consider these increases at greater length below in

Chapters Two and Three.

IV. Chapter Conclusions

We have seen that dravouat were provided in various cities of Asia Minor during
the first three centuries AD, and that these distributions consisted of cash-handouts. The
primary body of evidence is honorary inscriptions, but other types of inscriptions and
literary sources ‘also refer to the practice. Consequently, we have two distinct
perspectives of cash-distributions: that of the benefactors themselves, presented in the
inscriptions, which naturally presents the action in a positive light, and that of the civic
and provincial leaders, presented in our limited literary evidence of Siaveus, which

provides a glimpse of the opinion of the Roman rulers on this practice. As we shall see in

7 The data contained in Chart 1.1 is that of Table 1.2. However, only those inscriptions which can
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Chapter Three, though, these two groups were closely connected. The inscriptions
suggest that dravepal were similar to sportulae, in that both terms describe gifts, but they
were not entirely interchangeable: Sravopat are gifts of money, whereas sportulae are gifts
of money as well as gifts of food. Furthermore, literary evidence, particularly that of
Pliny the Younger, tells us that there was a second, more important, difference between
Savouai and sportulae. Awvouai could be gifts to a small number of people of high-
social standing, such as the members of the BovA, in which case a dravouy is virtually the
same as a sportuia of money as it is used in the Latin inscriptions collected by Mrozek
and Duncan-Jones; however, diavouai could also be gifts on a much larger scale to a large
number of people of various social standings, which is what we find Pliny concerned
about.”® Just as he seeks Trajan’s advice on the matter, there are several hints in the
epigraphic evidence that permission was required from Imperial authorities before any

distributions could take place.”

be dated to the reign of an Emperor or to a narrow time span have been included; those which have been
dated only as Hellenistic, or Imperial, or as belonging to a certain century have been omitted.

" The more common recipients of dravopai in Asia Minor are discussed below in Chapter Three,
pp. 99-115.

™ See below, Chapter Two, pp. 76-77, Cat. # 6.d.1 L. 5-9; cf. Cat. # 1.c.1.



CHAPTER TWo: EPIGRAFHIC EVIDENGE FOR Ao

L. Imroduction

The majority of the epigraphic evidence for dravopai in Asia Minor comes from
honorary inscnptions. Although they vary over the three centuries from which they come,
they are nonetheless very formulaic and frequently tell us on which occasions the
handouts of money were offered. Both of these factors permit the restoration of many
inscriptions which have been damaged, even though the longer and more elaborate
inscriptions could and did extend and édapt the basic formula. As we have seen, though,

such supplements should be treated with caution.’

II. Formulae and Verbs

The simplest inscriptions, which are not always among the earliest attestations,
record simply that the BovAv and &quos of a city have honored a benefactor who has
provided dwwvouar for the city, the citizens or a specific group of citizens. Occasionally,
the yepovaia is included among the commemorators; however, even when this is the case,
the verb of honoring—usually an aorist third person verb such as ériumser—is usually,

but not always, singular.”

! See above, Chapter One pp. 28-34.

2 For example, Cat. # 1.d.1 1 15, 3.1 Il 1, 24-25; cf. Mitchell (1993): L.201, who reasonably
concludes from this tendency that the duoes was declining in importance throughout the Imperial period;
however, he may over-emphasize the importance still enjoyed by the collective AouAa), as it became common
for individual families, such as the Vedii Antonini in Ephesus, to take a prominent, if not dominant, role not

43
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The name of the benefactor, or benefactors, most often appears in the accusative
as the object of this verb. However, severdl inscriptions give the name of the benefactor
in the nominative, in which case we usually find a verb such as &wkev or a form of the
participle dovs. Afdwu is not, of course, the only verb used to refer to the provision of
cash handouts, but it is the most common; Table 2.1 (p. 47) summarizes all of the
relevant verbs attested in our inscriptions.

The benefactions performed by the honorand are commonly reported with aorist
participles. Many inscriptions record in addition to these benefactions the public offices
held by the benefactor, so that it is possible to identify with which offices dravouai were
commonly associated.’ It is common, therefore, for a benefactor to be honored as having
fulfilled, for example, the office of hydrophorus, ot having been gymnasiarch.* Naturally,
this also applies to the provision of distributions: benefactors, when they are listed in the
accusative, are honored as ‘having provided’ or ‘having given’ diavoual.

Recipients of the distribution are usually listed in the dative, commonly in
descending order of social rank if necessary; the members of the SouAv thus appear before

the members of the yepoueia, who in turn appear before the $fjueg, paralleling the typical

only in the city but also in the SeuAq itself (Schulte (1994): 95). An inscription from Stratouicea (Cat. #
6.d.2 1. 11) does read érproay, though the commemorators have been lost, as does a second inscription
from Aphrodisias (Cat. #6.¢.3 1.1}

3 See below, Chapter Three, pp. 86-99.

* For example, Cat, # 4.d.2 [.3; mhypdraca ¢ xai ™y Wpodopiav; Cat. # 4.b.15 [ 6 pupvacidoyey
TRUTEY TV Yupvedioy,
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Latin ordering of decuriones, Augustales and plebs.5 There are instances of the recipients
in the genitive plural where a dative adjective such as éxdeore precedes the group.®

Within this listing of the recipients, the sum of cash given to each individual are,
in certain inscriptions, listed, most likely with the intent of emphasizing the generosity of
the donor. If this is the case, we may expect that the larger the sum given to each
individual or the greater the number of the recipients, the more likely this information is
to be mentioned; on the other hand, the lack of a specified sum may, but need not
necessarily, indicate that the dravou was not as large as others in the same city or region,
or that it was of a standard size. There is insufficient evidence to permit us to establish a
common amount in Asia Minor as a whole or even for an individual city. This deficiency
may be an indication that dravonai were distributed in standard amounts which were
relatively steady in each city, so that there was no need to mention the value of the gift
except in the case of above average gifts.

As we have noted, though, this is only a general formula. Given the geographical
spread of the provenance of these inscriptions—which is only emphasized by the
mountainous nature of Asia Minor-we must expect variations to occur from region to

region. Similarly, the precise role of the citizens in various cities naturally varied, so that

3 Cf., for example, CIL X1.6117. There is, of course, no group in the East which corresponds to
the Augustales of the West. However, as we shall in Chapter Three, the yepousio. can be seen more as a
social group than a political group, so that it is distinct from the BovA+ and the duag, when this group does
appear among the recipients in our inscriptions, it occupies the same place as the Augustales in the West,
though it does not have the same social and political functions.

§ For example, Cat. # 6.£.3 L 6: wkeu dravopsls éxgary 1@y mohrdy; cf. above, Chapter One, pp.
33-34,
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neither the d4uog nor the yepouria are universally attested among the bodies responsible
for voting honors to the benefactor or benefactors. Of course, there are also variations
within cities.

One variation between cities seems to have been the use of the accusative or the
nominative for the name of the benefactor. We have noted that the use of the accusative
is more common in the honorary inscriptions. However, the benefactors of Didyma who
most often provided diavopai were either the prophets of Apollo or the hydrophori of
Artemis; in all but one case, these benefactors appear in the nominative.”

A. One Time Distributions

The formula used in the inscriptions also varies as a reflection of the nature of the
distribution. Such variations are apparent when we consider the dravopat according to the
frequency of the distributions; for this, we will consider distributions which were not
repeated, distributions which were arranged in the testament of the benefactor, and
distributions which were to be recurrent events.

Table 2.1 summarizes all of the verbs used with diavous in its various cases. The
table indicates that a form of the verb didwist was most commonly used in our inscriptions,
though this tells us only that the benefactor gave a dravous) (Table 2.1, A.1-4), When this
verb is used, dravons is the direct object in three-quarters of the cases. In general, it is
these inscriptions which, despite their numerical majority, tell us the least about the

practice of handing out gifts of money—the verb didwut usually tells us only that a
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L + S 0L, ff“i].l'
A2 + Sigyoudic

A3 + elc davopas
Ad EMIOOVTE BILVOLLES

KataAeimw [
B.1 + (Bvudoin) Savousiv
B2 + Speds eic Savoyy
*Avarifine S
+ donupioy eic dimvondc Ls
Aapfave 4
1 _+ Simvnimy |
Iotéw =
E.l +_dx Mo Mivaotmy Aavousn’ 2
E.2 + _émdogeic SupvorLdy 1
E3 + Bwpeny els Sravonds 2
Xwpéw 4
1 TOU THKOY YWOETY_eic Mavouny | 4
X&pfgw 3
Gl + Siupedy eic Doy l 3.
Awpgém 2
H.1 +_dovoy, dovvelou wle ¢ eic Stavouny [IE}
Mepilopat 2
pepilarrar duzvoun) [5
Single Attesiations 11
Saveuny yevéato
EaraLl OIEVOUT]
_ dnhoiitas dpyvoiov () eic Bravopac
ETITUROVTS TS OIQVOUIS
Thpenrinr To madeoy Ebog TV Siavouddy
emTeAet diavopy
TMOOKATLOYOUTT, CIOVOUNY
ATOTEITETE ORVEDIT [WURIO, €5 DIGVOLLTY
CUETANOWERY JLUpL Eis Steavoumy
OPITOTRY €V T() YOOV THG TEVIYYUPEWS SIGVOLATC
KoLAElY TO TAmPog Emt Stavouy
AVAVEWTRUEVS DIGVOUAS
Participles of Office 12
V.1 + dpvaiLars
V.2 + _év digvopaic
V.3 + ém Biaveuaic
V.4 + perd davoud
V.Sa EUBOKILETY LAPIY £1g OIAVOHAS
V.6.a PRVBTIQILITY CIavOUNY
W No Yerh 5
Total 109
Table 2.1.: Verbs used with Aiavous in the Inscriptions.”

Gl 12 o || 951

oy L

C1

bt

Mmoozl =

bt [k |t [k o] et

7 Cat. # 4.d.11 I 89, in which the hydrophorus of Artemis, Statilia Julia, dofwav [3¢ Tai
wlalp]Révois f Tag drevopds.

% A similar use of noiéw Sraveusv occurs in the Hellenistic distribution of meat (Cat. #3.a.1).
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distribution was given, rather than how it was funded and how much each individual
received.

The size of the individual gift is given in only one entr;«r when the accusative
diavopmy is used with a fo'rm of 3idwus.)® This information is more often given when
Siavoun) is an indirect object, either in the genitive or preceded by the preposition eis. The
genitive Siavous is usually followed by the size of the individual gifts in the form ‘ave
Snvdpia 800’ so that this use of the genitive, which only appears in connection with
31wy, is best explained as a partitive genitive.'?

Three of the four inscriptions in which eig Savouny follows didwwt are clearly
meant to describe drzvoual repeated at regular intervals.” The fourth instance is in the

benefaction of an anonymous benefactor of Xanthos."* The size of this donation, 25,000

% A full version of this table with all of the attested forms of each verb is located in Appendix 3.
0 Cat. #7.8.1 1 16-17: dsvra Sravopuy mic ava (Srpdpia) Toia Tt
Y Cat. #6£317.

2 As we suggested above, dimvoun can refer to the total amount from which the distributions were
made rather than to the individual handouts (Chapter One, p. 18, n. 23).

1 Cat. # 4.b.6 . 221-226, and 4.7 (x2).

' Cat. # 7.a.1=Balland (1981) no. 66; Balland identifies the benefactor of this inscription, whose
name has been lost, with Opramoas of Rhodiapolis based on the similarity of the gifts in Balland (1931):
nos. 66 and 67 and the on find-spot of the inscription, near the statue base of Opramoas. Coulton (1987
171-8, however, disputes this identification, since the same benefactions are not recorded in Opramoas’
mausoleum and because of the fact, among others, that the inscription was not found in siru. Large
benefactions to cities in Lycia are far from uncommon during the second century, so that there is not reason
to assume that an individual known to us from other donations must have made such a benefaction.
Similarly, Opramoas was not necessarily alone in making a donation to the Lycian koinon; therefore, in the
pages which follow, we, like Coulton, will consider this donation the work of a now-anonymous benefactor.
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denaria, suggests that it was intended to be a capital fund, but we will discuss capital
funds at greater length below."

The use of ei¢ diwvouny or Siwvopas, however, is not limited‘to didwps. This phrase
is used in twenty-six casea;, with nine other verbs, almost alwayé indicating a donation
made by the benefactor for the purpose of distributions. If a specific sum is not
mentioned in these entries, it is usually because that part of the inscription has been
damaged and cannot be restored, or because a noun such as dwpedc was used.'®

Only three of the nine verbs which use this phrase also appear without it: didwyt,
notéw, and (keta)Aeimw. We have noted that the combination of moiéw and Sraveuny is
uncommon, occurring only in Istrus (Table 2.1, E.1)." The genitive davopdv is used
differently with motéw than the partitive genitive with éidwus (Table 2.1, E.2). It appears
in a decree honoring a prophet of Apollo in Didyma who provided distributions for the
Bovrf; and n@er Toic moditaic during his priesthood;'® in this case, it is the subjective
genitive of émdageis, so that it refers to donations consisting of diavopai. The two cases in
which motéw takes the prepositional phrase eig dravouas (Table 2.1, E.3), however, both

occur in the Opramoas-documents, which record the donation of interest-bearing sums to

1 See below, p. 50-55.

16 Damaged amount: Cat. # 7.c.1 Il 10-11: (dnvagiov) p{vom....... /- —]a mevrax[ogial; duwpeas: Cat.
#7a711 1.

Y Cat. # 2,8.2 II. 25-29; cf. above, Chapter One, p. 30, n. 52.

¥ Cat. #.4.4.6 L 5.
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support annual distributions, as we shall discuss below.'” Consequently, although these
two uses of ei¢ Sravouac are not accompanied by an indication that they were intended to
be annual occurrences, it is possible that this is in fact the case.
B. Testamentary Distributions

The verb (kata)heinw, we see, occurs as often with the phrase ek diavopds as
without it, but the occasional omission does not seem to alter the meaning of the
testament (Table 2.1, B.1-2). In all but one usage of xataAcinw, the distributions are
clearly meant to be lasting; that is, this verb refers to the bequeathal of a capital sum
whose interest would be distributed.?® The uncertain instance is the Imperial statue base
of Gaius Julius Bassus from Pontus: Bassus was honored posthumously with a statue by
the BouAs and d7juog of Sebastopolis Heracleiopolis because he had made arrangements for
distributions to the mrpig.21 However, the sum of money which was given to support
these distributions does not appear to have been inscribed. Since rkataleinw is used
elsewhere of annual or repeated distributions which took place after the death of the
benefactor, though, it is reasonable to suggest that this is also the sense here.

Thus, we may suggest that ‘eig diavowas’ has a similar sense in many of its

appearances to ‘el aiwvioug davepds’, which indicates a testamentary foundation from

% Cat. #7.b.4 I C7-9, and 7.b.6 ll. C10-11; cf. below pp. 50-55.

2 Cat. # 4.d.13 . 4-6: 48 &y o0 Toray [ alrivy Mpbetar / Sravopiy; 5.h.1 L 4: eic hovouny ériaiov;
5.¢.1 L 9: {dyra davouny; 7.c.2 IL 19-21: ajwviovs Swpeds... eis...) diavouag; T I 12-18: & vuigoue /
lelolovs .../ elc e Bravopde.

U Cat. # 9.a.1: T. *lothiov Bagaowdns aroariiov quddinaron vevopevoy, | ¢ xai Bravouas xalralimely
vy matali]/des kel 8 Edokev I T Bouhf) kel Svjeey avipiavta albiTol avarrafely.
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which the cash-gifts were paid out.” However, such distributions were probably not in
fact distributed ‘forever’, but rather only so long as the capital provided sufficient interest
and the émueAyrme honored the instructions of the deceased founder. There are no
inscriptions which tell us that money donated to provide diavopai was diverted to another
purpose, but there are several which established penalties for anyone who attempted to
divert the funds.”

A phrase similar to ‘eis aiwvious Sravouas’ appears in a second century AD
inscription from Sardis: ‘ei¢ Sravopny é‘r'lfjtrtov’.24 As in the case of Julius Bassus, Tiberius
Claudius Silanius left a foundation, the size of which has been lost, to provide diavouai.
Table 2.1 indicates that five verbs, avarifmui, xwpéw, yapilopat, dwpéw and dnldw are also
followed by ‘eis dravopds’, but never by dravopsy without the preposition or by any other
form of diavous, so that these verbs refer to the establishment of foundations to support

cash-gifts (Table 2.1, C, F, G, H, and L, respectively). Of these five, yapilopas and ywpéw

# This phrase appears only in Aphrodisias and always of distributions which are clearly
testamentary; Cat, # 6.c.1 [ 19-20; 6.¢.2 Il 3-4; 6.3 Il 5-6; 6.cd /I 6, 8; 6.c.5 /L. 33-34; cf Robent
(19653): 179.

3 An inscription from Ephesus contains a clause specifying a fine for anyone who alters any of the
provisions of the decree (Cat. # 4.b.3; Table 2.1, Q), and the decree of Nicomedes of Ephesus does tell us
that a ritual was interrupted for many years due to a lack of funding (Cat. # 4.b.12 . 8). Similarly, a
prophet in Didyma is honored for renewing davepal for the Boudd, molizar and ywvaives (Cat. #4.d.1 I 14-
16; Table 2.1, U). A benefactor of Perge specifies a fine of one thousand denaria to be paid by anyone who
violates his arrangements for a festival in honour of himself ({KPerge 77 . 3-13). There is also evidence of
temple funds being mis-appropriated for the purpose of diavepei in a letter from Hadrian to the inhabitants
of Delphi (Fouilles de Delphes, I11.4.302): [év k]eAetow kai w6 émdéxato[v] Tiov Tepmparwy & of dcalel/luevor
napaTéberltae Ocorade[d]c amodoivar Tip Oeip. T T / [aywvebemién? ypnpate ald’ du Sifavoluas yevéaba
mbavel[uat, kai Tabra dobvalr aliTols T@ Bed) o5 mote é¢fn doikn/[aauevas xeAel)w doa B Tob Peol yoruata
7)o Mbveay Til[vee kehebw +9)] Ped elonpalfar xei o Tdv Saveuavtoy dvepate [averondeni] por Ty
Taxl iy,

*(Cat. 5.b.1 1.4,
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alone are used of foundations which first provided distributions during the lifetime of the
benefactor.

AmAdw and avamibrus occur only in Aphrodisias, always with ‘elg aiwviovs
Savopds.'> Awpéw is used in a similar manner, though not exclusively of cash sums, and
only with ‘eig Siavouny’ (or diavouas). This verb appears only in two entries from Lycia,
describing large-scale donations by Opramoas and a benefactor whose name is not
known. Opramoas’ donation consists of interest-bearing land, the proceeds of which
were to provide handouts for the sertopeTpotpevor on the occasion of penteteric games.
The second inscription records a gift of 61,000 denaria for distributions and the
celebration of a festival.?®
C. Repeated, Non-testamentary Distributions

The final two verbs which are followed only by ‘etg dravouay’ are, like those which
use ‘eic alwviovs davouas,’ geographically restricted in their appearance: ywpelv eig
Savoumy appears only in the mausoleum of Opramoas, while two of the three attestations
of xapilopar occur in documents pertaining to his donations; the final inscription to use

waoilowar in this connection also comes from Rhodiapolis.”” In each of these cases, the

B Cat. # 6.c.1-5. Note, however, Cat. # 6.¢.5 II. 32-34: v dapmporéry 3¢ Boukf} xkai ) ielpwrdry
yepouain, auaTefeoTa gonate efs aioviwy / khp{w)v dravepds, where we again have a subjective genitive,
though in this case it is Siavopal consisting of a lasting Iottery.

% Serrouetpoupdvoig: Cat. # 7.d.1 Il 24-30: dwpmoduevor kel wara Salfllkmy dyoov év T
Kopudadhu/ng év tome Xapadoaig voi ada/ywyrdy dépovra émaia aav eig | noviyupw mevraeTnommy kel
davlo)/uny awdobda oerropetpoupévoig / dva a; 61,000 denaria: Cat. 7.e.1 l. 18-19: dedwpnuévov Th mér{e)
geylueliov | (Bmpdoen) pilpre) ¢, (Srpvapm) ,a eic Te Sravouals kail rawmiyupv.

¥ Xepéw: Cat. # 7.b.1 Il H6-9; 7.b.2 if. B10-12; 7.b.3 Il F2-4; 7.b.4 Il. B7-10; yopilowar: Cat. #
7.b.5 Il G5-6, 7.¢.1 Il 8-10 (Opramoas), and 7.b.7 ll. 21-24 (Heracleitus).
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benefactor donated (kexapioouéver) a sum of money which was to be invested; in four
cases, we are told that the interest on this sum of money was to go towards (xwpe?v) a cash
distribution.  Although the gwpéw-phrase is omitted from two of the Opramoas-
documents, gapifonas is still used for the donation of a capital sum, so that we may
suggest that in the third use of this verb, also in Rhodiapolis, the sense is the same-a
capital fund was donated to support repeated distributions.

There is a variety of verbs which are attested only once, as Table 2.1 indicates.
Four of these verbs, eiwi, ™péopat, emrélhw, and dnerivw (Table 2.1, K, N, O, Q) appear
in public decrees or letters, so that they make arrangements for distributions. One of the
Mavopai is to be funded with fines exacted from anyone who violates the provisions of the
decree, the first portion of which has been lost,”® while a second is to be administered
(émrelel) by the ypauvatevs is BovAds of Ephesus.” Both of these distributions, like
most of those which are described by verbs in this category, are intended to be recurrent
events. Two other verbs, 6pi{w and xeAéw (Table 2.1, 8, T), may also be used to refer to
repeated distributions, but there is no certain evidence for this.*®

Although we have noted that there is a patiern in the honorary decrees and
inscriptions, it is not universally followed, so that some of these are very similar to the

public decrees in that they record specific instructions for the éiavopn). Two Ephesian

Bat. #4.b.31 2.
¥ Cat. # 4.b.6 1. 223-226.

* In the second case (Cat. 5.1 #. 10-11), arrangements are made nav 0 mA[Bos xaAely TV
eAevépwy kall Taw ovhwy énf Te ToTs EAAvis Kl émi Biavoud) doyupiou, but the verb is entirely restored.
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inscriptions from the early first century AD honoring Gaius Stertinius Orpex in particular
deviate from the formula outlined at the beginning of this chapter to describe the donation
of money to a civic body which will act as émyuerryg (Table 2.1, D: AaufBdvw).>' These
inscriptions record the donations of Gaius Stertinius Orpex to the BouA? and yepoveia for
annual dravopai; the two inscriptions probably record the same distributions. The sum of
money was dedicated for the purpose of funding distributions. But the verb xafiepow
suggests that these funds were entrusted to the temple of Artemis, which Orpex may have
provided with statues.”> However, instead of the preposition eig, we have a purpose
clause following kaflepow in each case:

kabiépwoay 6¢ kal T PovAlf]

agyuplov, 6TwS €k TG meoasdov kaT ev[iav]-

ToV TP T@v Teidv alr@y év [Th] avelodd Alaw)-

Bavwa{t) davouny ousiwg xkai Tj yepoua[ig],

smwe AapBavaat év 1) oradip meo [Tiv]

TeyL@y alTov Siavopny.
Clearly, these are meant to be annual distributions, but as in the case of ‘aiwvioug
dravouas’, they would have continued only if the capital funds were not diverted to

another purpose. However, that this foundation was administered by the cult of Artemnis

should not be taken as an indication that it could not be diverted.*

' Cat. #4,b.1 . 9-14 and 4.b.2 /L. 9-15.

2 This is a conjecture, based on the incomplete restoration of the first portion of the decree
honoring Orpex (Cat. # 4.b.1 I 1-3): [l & [- & T¢ iepdp i 'Ap)réuidos / [— ovv Toig] &vdpidary f [xai]
warti [T4) —Jov koot kai | [T xaTeomoomaT!.

* Cat. # 4.b.1 . 9-14.

3 See above, p. 51, n. 23,
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Finally, Table 2.1 shows two occurrences of diavous) pneoiGerar (Table 2.1, ). Both
occurrences of dravoun) wepileTar appear in a single inscription from Tenos.®® This is an
archaic use of pepilopat, probably reflecting a tradition in which dravoun could still be
interchanged with pepfc, a distribution of meat or food, since the only other diavous in
Tenos is the object of the participle dvra.*® The verb is used of distributions eight times
in Asia Minor and the Aegean islands, occasionally of money.”” It is clear in this case
that money is being distributed from a capital fund so that the appearance of this verb
here is unusual, but not unprecedented. The inscription also records an endowment to
support a balaneion, so that we cannot eliminate the possibility that this money was

allocated for the purchase of oil.

IIT. Funding Atavopat

As we shall see and as Pliny the Younger says, iavouai were public and official
events. The division of the distributions into the categories which we have just discussed
is summarized in Chart 2.1 and Table 2.2, for the purposes of which, each occurrence of

the term dravous has been enumerated.

¥ Cat. #3.¢.111 14, 17-18. Le Bas (1839): 8-14 no. 14, has dated this inscription, due to the lack
of Imperial titulature, to the end of the first century BC when ‘la taxe de la capitation était devenues si
onéreuse pour les pays soumis 2 la domination romaine.” Consequently, though this inscription is not
strictly speaking Imperial, it is Roman.

* Mepic: above, Chapter One, pp. 24, n. 39; dévra draveusy: Cat. # 3.¢.2 I 12-14.

¥ For example, SIG 577, an early Hellenistic inscription from Miletus.
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One-time Offerings 53
Anmnual Offerings 49
Unknown 6
NA® 1
Total 109

Table 2.2.: Categorization of Inscriptions by the
occasions an which they were provided,

A. Aswvouai offered only once

Despite the fact that Sravouai which were intended to be repeated annually or at a
regular interval clearly required a great deal more funding than those which were
provided only on a single occasion, the distributions are almost evenly divided between
these two categories. The one-time distributions were, for the most part, offered on the
occasion of a magistracy or an Imperial visit, which we shall discuss below.*® However,
these tell us very little about the funding of the distributions.

Obviously, a large sum of money was donated by the benefactor, which would
have been spent on the distribution and, usually, on a statue or similar monument.
Occasionally, these monuments were paid for from the funds of the city. Since these
statues were entirely honorary and served only to bring public attention to the donor, we
may assume that a statue paid for by the city or another group of citizens was all the more
indicative of honor, so that mention of such a gift would not have been omiitted from one
of these inscriptions. Therefore, unless we are told that the benefactor did not pay for the

statue himself, we may assume that the benefactor or another private individual paid the

* This category contains a single Imperial letter, which we shall discuss below (Cat. # 4.b.10; pp.
68-69, nn. 59-60) This describes benefactions in place of diavouai. Consequently, it does not describe
distributions which took place, so that we have no way of knowing whether these were a regular feature of
Vedius Antoninus’ office.
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cost of the statue. In fact, there are only two instances, to my knowledge, of a statue
being paid for by the city and being accompanied by B:avoya,i.'w There is no mention of a
sum of money in an inscription recording a dravops which was certainly intended to be a
one-time offering. The majority of our inscriptions describe Siavepat which were
provided before the erection of the statue, so that we cannot be certain why a total sum
was not specified in these cases.

We have slightly more information on the amount which was to be given to each
recipient. Five inscriptions specify a rate at which the distributions were to be given, as

summarized in Table 2.3.

[ Rate at which each distribution was provided
13 denaria (Cat. # 6.a.1)

10 denaria (Cat. # 7.£1)

2 denaria (Cat. # 6.h.3, 7.2.1)

! denarion, 3 ¥ asses (Cat. # 7.g.1)

1 denarion (Cat. # 6.8.1, 7.£.1, x3)

8 assaria {Cat. # 3.b.1)

4 assaria (Cat. # 3.b.1) 1
Table 2.3.: Rates attested in inscriptions recording one-
time distributions.

el P YA ™

The two largest handouts were both presented to the SovA); both handouts of two
denaria and two of the handouts of one denarion were given to the citizens. The
yepovria, the sebastophori and the masteigophori received the other gifts of one denarion.
The two smallest distributions were provided to the women and children of Syros,

while the gift of one denarion 3V2 assaria was given to an unknown group. Although this

¥ See below, pp. 63-78.
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is a very limited body for comparison, we can suggest that, as in the Latin West, the
amount received by the recipient was, in most cases, dependent on his or her social
rank.*!

Such a stratification of the recipients does not appear in the epigraphic evidence
before the Impenial period. This may in part be due to the absence of the term diavous; in
Hellenistic inscriptions, but it is also related to the fact that there was a stratification in
the West. Distributions in the Hellenistic age do not appear to have been dependent on
the social rank of the recipient; in the Imperial age, social rank is a factor, at least in those
cases for which we have any evidence. This stratification reflects the ‘Roman-ness’ of
Savouai in the Greek East more than the presence of diavouat themselves.

B. Awavoual offered on recurrent occasions

The recurrent distributions were funded in virtually the same manner-a sum of
cash or a quantity of land was donated whose interest would bear the costs of the
distributions. This interest could be spent entirely on cash handouts, or only partially.
Thus, an unidentified benefactor of Apollonis left an unspecified sum of money in his

testament for a davous; to the BovAs, and an aleppa (a distribution of oil) to the city;42

® Cat. # 5.a.1 ll. 21-22: % Poudm éx Téw / [[8iwy paprupeioa dvérmeey; T.e.1 Il 14-19: teterpiabar
e[m] / Taly elepyeainic dvdpibyivt elkonktd, Bv kai xatéarmoey | v mohr el Biwv yorpbTwv.  Sedwpmpévov
i woA[e]r apr{uplioy (uipia) ¢, (Bnvapa) ,a €is e avopals xai] wavpyupw.

* Mrozek (1987): 83-104; see above, Chapter One, pp. 16-17.

* Cat. # 5.1 Il 8-11: xarahmbvra it koarioy Bovddr [ AlmleMwveiwy Bvra Siavepdy kel 7/
nléAet AAeyspa TH yevebAiwt alrlol] / fuépact kat Etog.
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similarly, Heraclitus is honored by the city of Rhodiapolis, ‘yaptoa/uevoy 7 natoidi eic
Davouas ki [ ydvas ' Aekdmivy kal dpyvotou | Bvapiwy) pipa.

Fifteen dravous-inscriptions record an amount which was donated; however, there
are several in which there was once a mention of a value which has now been lost and

cannot be restored. Table 2.4 summarizes those amounts which remain.

Total Sum Donated

61,000 denaria (Cat. # 7.e.1) 1 6,000 denaria (Cat. # 3.c.1) 1

55,000 denaria (Cat. # 7.b.1-6) 1(3) | 5,000 denaria (Cat. # 4b214
4.b.9, 6.¢.2, 6.c.4)

51, 000 denara (Cat. # 7.b.7) 1 3,000 denarig (Cat. # 4.e.1) 1

25,000 denaria (Cat. # 7.a.1) 1 2,500 denaria (Cat. #4.b.2) 1

20,000 denaria (Cat. #4.5.6,40.7) | 1 1,000 denaria (Cat. # 4.d.12) 1

70,500 denariq (Cat. # 7.¢.1) 1 Interest Bearing Land (circa | 1
4,600 denaria) (Cat. # 7.d.1)

10,000 denaria (Cat. # 3.c.1,4b.3) | 2

Table 2.4.: Attested donations for annual distributions.

Clearly, there is a great difference in the sums donated, as we have donations on a
very large scale and others which are comparatively small. The donations over 10,000
denaria, however, are meant to support festivals in which drevepat were provided, while
those smaller than 10,000 denaria appear to have been intended only to support Staveual.
The fragmentary amount, which was over 10,000, appears in an inscription from Phaselis,
and was intended to support diavoual and spectacles (fewpiar).* Although very few of our
inscriptions provide information on the capital funds designated to support the
distributions, they must have been organized similarly to the foundation of Gaius Vibius

Salutaris in Ephesus or that of Gaius Julius Demosthenes in Oenoanda.

% Cat. #7.0.7 1L 21-24.
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The long and detailed decree regarding the foundation of Salutaris of Ephesus
provides for statues of Trajan, Plotina, the Senate and others; Salutaris also made
arrangements for the maintenance of annual distributions.*® These distributions were to
be provided from the interest on a sum of 20,000 denaria, which was to be set out at 9%,
vielding an annual 1,800 denaria. This interest was used to provide cash-gifts to nine
different groups. However, thése gifts were not all dwvouar. Three davouai are
mentioned of varying sizes, and six xAdpor, both of which Oliver translates as
‘distribution’. There is, however a distinction in the meaning of these two terms: the
dtavoped are given to entire groups—the SovAevrai, the priestess and Suvpdor of Artemis and
a group whose name has been lost-while the xAvpor are given to portions of groups by iot.
Thus, although the xAfpo: do refer to distributions, they are distributions with limits set on
them by the amount of money available, not by the number of members in a group—they
are a lottery rather than a distribution. Of the total interest, therefore, only 493 denaria 9
assaria are to be spent on the ‘dravouai’; some of this total, however, may have been
saved, since the gifts for the BouAevrai were to be given only to those who were present,
but were available to all of the BovAevtai and priests.

The foundation fund established by Gaius Julius Demosthenes consisted of annual

donations by Demosthenes himself or his family and the interest which would accurnulate

wlveta ..., ! — e revraxisaa)

* [KEph 27=Otiver (1941): 55-85, no. 3; cf. Cat. # 4.b.6 and 4.b.7.
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on these donations, so that a total of 4,450 denaria would be available for each festival;*
however, the annual donations would continue only until Demosthenes himself or a
member of his family donated interest-bearing land which would provide the same
revenue. Demosthenes also details how this money is to be spent in each festival, even
providing for a distribution of extra revenue among the citizens. However, we should
note that the term ‘Gavoun’ is not used in this inscription, so that it does not appear in our
c:atalogue.47 Qut of the 4,450 denaria available at each festival, though, 300 denaria are
to be available for the distributions to the citizens.

The donation of interest-bearing land, the final entry in Table 2.4, was intended to
support a penteteric distribution and games. The value of the land was sufficient to
provide 1,150 denaria per year, so that over the interval, a sum of over 4,600 denaria
would accumulate, depending on the rate at which the annual revenue of 1,150 denaria

was let out.*”®

% Worrle (1988); SEG 38 (1988): 1462; Mitchell (1990). The Greek text of this inscription, along
with a German translation, is provided by Worrle, pp. 4-17; Mitchell provides an English translation of the
decree. Any shortfall between the expected vaiue of the interest and the actual value would presumably
have been the responsibility of the émueAnrmg to meet.

" Worrle (1988): 6, line 27: xai ta Aoma (Sqvapn) T xai édv 1t éx @y Pepdtaw mporyéimrar
wepileabmt ok ¥wlev Tév TerToueTpoUEVmY TOAEITAIC Kai areheuBépors kal xal magoivors (and the remaining
300 denaria and anything else remaining from the cash prizes is to be partitioned among those citizens who
do not belong to the seitometromenci and free men and those who dwell in the city’s territory.). Note that
Siovopn is not used, though pepilopar is.

® Cat. # 7.d.1 U 24-30: dwencdpevoy xal xare dialbnlimy dypov év 1h Kopudadhi/xq év témep
Xapadonic kel Tadalyeyd dévovra Emma aov' eig /maviyer mevraernomny kel Siavlol/umy dvlpaow
cettopeTpouevorg f ava a. The annuaj revenue of the land donated was 1,150 denaria; the interest of the
first year may have been let out as a loan in order to increase the revenue of the next year. Consequently,
the revenue for the second year would be the 1,150 denaria of the land plus any revenue that may have been
earned by the 1,150 denaria of the first year.
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As is the case with one-time distributions, we have very little information on the
value of each gift. Including the inscription recording Salutaris’ foundation, five
inscriptions tell us how much each individual is to receive. Although these inscriptions
mention some of the same recipients as the inscriptions recording one-time distributions,
there are too few to provide meaningful statistics. The rates, in general, are the same as
those in Table 2.3. We are much better informed on how the distributions were to be
conducted, that is, if the gifts were to be given, for example, ndot T@y moArtéy, or only to
those who were present and on time. A discussion of this, however, will form the second

part of Chapter Three.

IV. Occasions on which Aravouat were Provided
The distributions, whether they took place only once or annually, were offered on
specific occasions. In fact, the epigraphic evidence indicates that they were offered on

? Thus, we have

those occasions which Pliny the Younger mentions to Trajan.*
attestations of diavouni on such occasions as the assumption of a magistracy, the
celebration of a festival, the birthday of the benefactor, or the dedication of a public
monument. Although there is the Hellenistic distribution mentioned above on the

occasion of a sacred marriage, there is no other celebration of a marriage, in the evidence

surveyed here, with a dravous. Table 2.5 summarizes these occasions.

* Pliny, Ep. x.116-7; see above Chapter One, pp. 19-20 nn. 26-27.
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Office ot public service 44
Festival celebration 35
Birthday or funeral : 15
Public monument 6
‘Customary’ Sravopal 1
Impenial visits 1
Marriage" 1
Unknown 5
NA 1
Total 109

Table 2.5.: Occasions on which distributions were offered.

A. Public Offices

Clearly, public offices and festivals were the most common events celebrated with
the distribution of cash gifts. Although these two categories are closely associated, since
festivals and games were funded and conducted by an agonothete—who can be considered
a public official-, we have considered them separately as celebrations did not always
accompany official dutzes.

The distributions which were offered during an office are, in general, easy to
identify. Table 2.1 shows nine instances of the plural dative used with a participle of
office or public service, such as dywvofeoavre (Table 2.1, V), so that we have in these
cases a benefactor serving as agonothete with distributions. However, in these cases, the
duties of the offices did not include dravouai: the distributions were provided in addition
to the other responsibilities, making the holder of the office more worthy of praise. There
are, however, very few indications of a precise time within the tenure of the magistracy

on which the distributions were offered; nonetheless, given Pliny’s testimony, it seems
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reasonable to conclude that in at least some cases they were offered at the beginning of
the term.”’ The kouretes list from Ephesus seems to provide an instance of diaveual being
offered on the occasion of an office-assumption.>

The use of the plural dative can be taken as an indication that distributions were
offered during an office, but it is not the only connection which existed between Siavopai
and magistracies or liturgies. In many inscriptions, thé distributions are listed between
two offices, suggesting that they were given in connection with one of these. For
example, the father of Marcus Aurelius Artemidorus Metrodorianus is honored as

TG T VOUMRGTER TOU SnpLou

Kai ﬁau)na.pxav evSanv

[kal] yuuvaoiapyoy TAVTWY TOY yuuvarioy,
[8lovra 3:@#0@&-; Kai ey T ToAEl,

[K]a.r a‘rpa.'rmav wpwmv Bawa €V TH

Kaipd THe oTpaTYIAS IS ﬂa.pa-rem.ov

[elaiov (Snvapia) e, kal eiprvapyoy povov, kat
[Tlote aywvobery, dovta kot év T

KOG THg GOYEpWOLMG el THY Q-

kdfapay ol Aiévos Sryvapiwy

pvotadag de.>

The benefactor in this case served in a variety of municipal offices and it is
reasonable to believe that the distributions of cash took place during his tenure as

gymnasiarch. However, this is not certain since two other benefactions, the provision of

0 Cat. # 3.a.1; see above Chapter One, pp. 37-38; note again that this is a distribution of meat, not
of money. Appendix 3 contains a supplementary table to Table 2.5 (Table 2.5a) in which the catalogued
inscriptions which record distributions on these occasions are listed.

3! Cf. Pliny Ep. x.116 and above Chapter One, p. 19 n. 26.

52

Cat. #4.b.11 /1. 2-3.

3 Cat. #4.0.15 I 4-14.
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oil and 20,000 denaria for the dredging of the harbor, are specifically placed during the
orpaTyyie and the apgepwaivy respectively. Nonetheless, even if the Sravouai did not
take place during the gymnasiarchy, it seems that they should be associated with this
office rather than with the arpatnyia, the apyieowaivy, or any of the other offices-that is,
these distributions may have been promised or undertaken during the gymnasiarchy, but
not necessarily completed until afterwards. Such an association, of course, assumes a
chronological ordering of the offices.

However, the provision of distributions was not a set responsibility of magisterial
offices: distributions of cash were often offered in addition to the obligations of the
office, so that the provision of them was something to be emphasized. It is possible, of
course, that they were obligatory in some cities or regions of Asia Minor, but, if they
were, they would not then appear in the inscriptions of those cities: mention of davouai is
intended to reflect the magnanimity of the benefactor, so that praise would be more
meaningful when the distributions were provided in addition to the traditional duties of
the office. We may therefore assume that most of the cities in which drevepat were an
expected part of a public office are not represented in this survey, except in the case of
extraordinary diavopai or those which were offered on other occasions.

Although distributions were not necessarily required, they may at times have been

coerced by public opinion.”® Certainly, we will not be told that these handouts were

*¥ Cf. Dio Chrys., Or. 46, in which Dio is confronted by a hostile mob outside of his home
attempting to force him to alleviate a grain shortage; similarly, Aristides (Dindorf xxvi ‘lépwy Adyoc A%;
Behr 50 ‘The Sacred Tales®, 94 ff.) went to great lengths to obtain immunity from the public offices which
citizens tried to force on him.
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offered against the benefactor’s will, but there are sometimes hints that this may have
been the case. Some benefactors, but not all, are praised for their public spirit and the
willingness with which they gave handouts. However, in those inscriptions which
include adverbs referring to the magnanimity of the benefactor, it may be assumed that
the benefactions were not part of any liturgical obligations. The BouAn of Thyatira in
Lydia, for example, honors the son of Labianus who served as agonothete of the games of
Apollo Tyrimnus gloriously and famously (évdofws kai émdavisg) with ‘Sravouais’ and
‘émidéreon’ for the BouAn.>> The diavouai provided, however, were probably not among
the obligations and liturgies incumbent upon him as agonothete. An agonothete, as the
name implies, was responsible partly for the provision of games or contests of various

56

types.” These distributions were provided in addition to the liturgical office, as is

indicated by the simple reference to the distributions and the fact that the agonothesia was
rendered ‘glorious and famous’ by their provision.s7

Other inscriptions neither mention nor imply such freedom of will, so that it is

possible that at least some of these are hiding the fact that the benefactor had indeed been

B Cat #5.211L 4-8.
%8 On the agonothesia, see below, Chapter Three pp. 92-93.

7 For example, cat. # 6.a.1 I 19-24: klai ndeav apxny kall Alitovpyiey wkei émdle)loeig
nomazpevely allpévntwe ™H mohelt kallbos alvp kal Sa ymélicluatwy peposriowrar.  The unnamed
benefactor in this case did provide handouts of money to both the citizens and the councilors, but these do
not seem to have been included in either the liturgies or the émdsaerg, which were offered ‘blamelessly’.
The adverb apévmrws here suggests that the liturgies and émdéeers were performed because they were
expected; they are praised because the benefactor seemingly had performed them in a reasonable amount of
time.
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compelled. This is, of course, not always the case, and should not be over emphasized, as
it is an argument from silence.

It is also evident, as we have suggested above, that in some cases dravoual were
used as virtual campaign-promises—a candidate promised to provide distributions during
the course of his official service. As is the case with distributions which may have been
coerced by hostile public opinion, though, indications of this are never directly seen. A
single inscription uses the term Umoeyeris, an offictal promise, to record the intent to
provide digvou); this is, again, the Opramoas-inscription from Rhodiapolis:

memot|yuevoy 0 Kai Umooyeaeis
[Te kai aplyuotwy émbéoeig efs Te di-
{avopas kai Tlavnypeis év Ty TGy
[mewTe}o[v]ody noAewy.S®
This portion of the inscription does not explicitly tell us that Opramoas made the promise
for the distributions as part of his campaign for any particular office, but we do know that
he eventually became Lyciarch, the highest office available to him. However, the
interesting fact about ‘Omogxécers’ is not that it may have been used to secure his election.
That these promises are mentioned in the case of Opramoas indicates that he did fulfill

them, though when he did so is unclear; such promises would not be mentioned in an

honorary inscription if they remained unfulfilled at the time of the inscribing of the stone.

® Cat. #7.b.4 1. C7-10: “and having also made offers and grants (émdégeis) of money for dravouai
and festivals in some of the leading cities....” Robert {1965): 207 understands meoyeqic as a ‘promesse
officielle’. There are, however, other terms which seem to have a similar connotation, such as, for example,
the verb émaypéAidm (SEG 32 1243 UL 41-43: énerédeogle] / 8¢ xal év Toly ayouévors Umd Tée Adiag
Kaioapioig, xabuwg énavyeilato, Tal . . f Buriais kel ebuwygiarg). This verb, though, refers to the summoning of
citizens or any group of recipients with a promise of distributions or a similar benefaction implied.
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This notice also implies that other candidates promised distributions and other
benefactions, but did not always follow through on their promises.

Asavopal, however, were provided by officials so regularly that it seems that they
did become expected, if not exactly required, in some cities. Vedius Antoninus, for
example, undertook several building projects in Ephesus, instead of following the
example of other wealthy Ephesians who provided donations for, among other things,

Siavopal’’

The letter, which was written when the Ephesians failed to inform the
Emperor of Vedius Antoninus’ actions, does not tell us if Antoninus was an official at
this time; however it is possible that he was, since the Vedii were a prominent family in
Ephesus, occupying “eine lange Reihe der héchsten, wichtigsten, teuersten und
prestigetrichtigsten Amter, die die Stadt [von Ephesus] zu vergeben hatte.”® Since the
magistrates, BovAn and citizens of the city were expected to inform the Emperor or his
representative of Vedius Antoninus’ ¢iAoTipia, it is probable that it was performed during
service as high-priest of the Imperial cult. This letter tells us that diavepai were not
always required of magistrates, but it does indicate that some sort of benefactions,

drAoTipiar, were expected by the citizens of individual cities and by Roman authorities.

Such benefactions were often provided by priests of the Imperial cult, and we shall see

¥ Cat. # 4.b.10 I 13-18: xéryar xai oulvexdonea )it [...Js / & friearle] xai dmedeldumy dvr [00)]
Tiv mleAAdy Td]v woldeiTeuouévey Toomov, of Tob [maplexefule eldokyleiu? xallolw efs Béals Klai Mavopas Kal
Ta 6V aywvor Bépata? daravldlawMmily dilAerpliar, aAha 8 of mpds o [uédoy éAniler? glepvol[Tépay
morplaen Ty neAw moepen[Tar

% Schulte (1994): 95 and her Cat. 93, esp. IKEph 438, 727, 728, 3082.
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below in Chapter Three that these officials were prominent individuals in local
governments.
B. Festivals and Games

As we shall see, many davoua! were funded by agonothetes, but there are
distributions of money which were offered during the celebration of games which are not
explicitly connected with the agonothesia. Opramoas, for example, provided a sum of
money to the city of Phaselis and a gift of land to Tlos to support spectacles, games and
coincidental diavopai®’ He is clearly acting as an agonothete since he is supporting the
games, but this may not have been an official liturgy—that is, he seems to have voluntarily
made the donations and funded the games, perhaps as a dmooyéois.

We have also included in this category &iavepai which were offered on the
birthday of a local god or of the Emperor. It is almost certain that the priests of the
respective gods and goddesses conducted distributions on these occasions, so that we may
assume that the benefactor was serving as priest even though the office itself is not
mentioned. However, we know that the priest or priestess paid for the distributions éx
Ty idfwy in only five of these cases; in almost every other case, the omission of this
phrase suggests that the temple-funds formed a portion of-if not the entire sum-the
money which was distributed.

Feasts are occasionally mentioned in our inscriptions, accompanied by

distributions of cash. Importantly, though, these are not feasts of private associations of
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citizens, but rather associations connected with the Imperial cult. One inscription, for
instance, tells us that the benefactor provided a feast for the city (mpy méAn) twice and
provided a Sravepy, while others tell us that only those who were present to take part in
the feasting received the handouts.*”?
C. Birthdays and Testamentary Distributions

Distributions offered on the occasion of the birthday of an Emperor or a member
of the Imperial family were conducted by Imperial priests, so that, like distributions
oftered at games and other festivals, they are closely associated with those of the first
category. The majority of the distributions offered on these occasions were events
connected to the administration of the city or to the celebration of a regional festival. The
birthdays which are celebrated by draveuas are those of local gods and goddesses if they
are not of an Imperial figure. There is one instance of the celebration of the birthday of
the benefactor, but the donation to support this annual Sravoun was given ‘rfj koal{r)iemy
Khauvdig Boudq.’ S

There are, however, several inscriptions which describe dravopal given in order to
observe the anniversary of the death of the benefactor. These distributions could be used

to increase public prestige, so that some benefactors attempted to attract additional people

8 Cat. #7.c.1 /1 9-11 and 7.d.1 . 27-30 {testamentary); but he is also named as an agonothete in
Myra, Patara and Rhodiapolis (Cat. # 7.b.4 I. B12-14).

“Cat. # 7.1 Il 15-17: éoragayre 8¢ xai / Ty moAw B' v kel doyte Savopmy / wées dve (Brvéoia)
i Tuiev; Cat. # 4.0.12 U 11-12: Ecagrov 1é[v muptvta eig T]6 avdrwpa 1ol Seimov wley kai éx Tig Toll
Netwopsidous drioTenaiag Aafeiv] f drrmny piav.

SCat #6011 1.
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to their funerary processions and celebrations by providing distributions to the traditional
recipients, whom we shall identify in Chapter Three. Thus, we cannot assume that
distributions provided on birthdays and funerals were necessarily private and unofficial
events. For example, Ptolemaeus the grandson of Kolalemius left in his testament
alwvious dwpeds to support, in part, Siwopai for the city of Phaselis, with the implication
that the recipients had to take part in the observance of the anniversary of his death.%
Although such an occasion is very close to a private occasion, Piolemaeus was a priest of
the Imperial cult, so that the observance of his death could easily be connected with that
Institution,
D. Public Monuments

There are several references to the donation of a public building or the restoration
of such buildings in the Sravepm-inscriptions, but it is not the case that the dedication of
these was always accompanied by handouts. In addition to the donation for the dredging
of the harbor of Ephesus mentioned above, Satyrus the son of Philinus was honored by
the BouAn and dnues of Tenos after having served in every magisterial capacity, and
having built a bathhouse with a fund to defray the heating costs; the dravopai which he
provided, though, were given at the erection of a statue which itself commemorated these
earlier benefactions.” Similarly, a hydrophorus of Artemis in Didyma performed her

duties, provided diavopar and dedicated bronze doors and stone measures for the temple

 Cat. #7.c.2 1. 19-22.
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of Artemis.%® In general, though, such donations were not the occasion for diaveuai. The
only dedications which are clearly accompanied by diavopal are dedications of statues of
the benefactor, of his family members, of the Imperial family, or of local gods.'57

However, statues only rarely provide the occasion for a distribution, if the
epigraphic evidence does not mislead us. It is, of course, possible that each statue was
accompanied by a distribution, but only six inscriptions explicitly clarify this. It was
much more common for distributions to have been given before the decree of the BovAy
and &Muos which allowed the benefactor to erect a statue, as the basic formula which we
have outlined at the beginning of this chapter indicates: in many cases, the statues were a
result of the distributions and other benefactions: the Boudn and d%ues honor the
benefactor, who has given Sravopat, with a statue.®

The decree of the BouAn and dnuog which allowed the benefactor to erect a statue

usually followed the distributions, but in several cases the dedication of a statue did

5 Above, p. 65; Cat, # 4.b.15 i 12-14 (Ephesus); Satyrus: Cat. # 3.c.1 fI. 1-4: ) Bovsj ke 6 3@ pos
Zatupov Qiketvoy mimlpmravta, mioay doxmy kel Acteupriay, kai dpxiBewpravta Tetpaki, Kail dvafévta T4
noAer f Bedaveioy xal mevrnkiayeiia, va éx Teb / Térov abTiov Begiaivyrad To Badavetou.

8 Cat. # 4.0.2 I 5-10: dobog / [3]¢ xai Saveuds 7 Pouhfi kai tak map/[févier; kai Tafe yovaitiv,
aveleioa 8¢ / [Ex TQ]v Blov xal Tac yaheds Hpas Tob / [vash TlHc *Aptéudoc kai e Atbve [ grafua He)iv
Umepllo kal 606,

" Three inscriptions in our catalogue do include reference to buildings and Srqueped (Cat. 4.d.2,
7.a.1, and the repeated inscription of Tiberius Julius Justus Junianus, 10.a.3-7). However, these references
do not always mean that something is being built; it is possible that a pre-existing building has simply been
restored or provided with a new feature. The example from Didyma hotiors a hydropherus, who dedicated
the doors of the temple of Artemis and stone measures, but these dedications are included among her
services as hydropkorus (4.4.2 I 8-11). The anonymous benefactor of Tlos provided 25,000 denaria for
Stavopai and for 1o év @i ieptd éBukiv Kauedpetov-but not for the construction of the temple (7.a.1 /. 1-6).
Tiberius Julius Justus Junianus enriched Ancyra with Siavepal and decorated it with Eoyoig nepralrertdror,
but these &or did not necessarily provide the occasion for the Sravonat (10.2.3 i 9-10; cf. 10.a.4-7).
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coincide with the handouts, in which cases we may conclude that the statues were voted
due to a different benefaction, or earlier digvopat. An inscription from Carian Nysa, for
example, reads:

émi T ava-

oTagel Tob avdpigvTog dovta Siavo-
uny Th $rAcaeBaaTe BovAf®

This benefactor, whose name has been lost, was also responsible for a gift of oil in the
gymnasia-so that he is a gymnasiarch-but the diavous clearly took place before this
second donation, and on the occasion of the erection of the statue,
E. Aswvopat with Imperial Authority

A single inscription in our catalogue records a fravous on the occasion of the
passage of Hadrian through a city. This is an inscription honoring Latinius Alexander of
Ancyra, twice dpxre,::edg.m Hadrian is known for his frequent travels throughout the
Empire, and his travels through Asia Minor have been discussed at length.”! He traveled

through Asia Minor three times as Emperor: at the beginning of his reign in AD 117, in

% For example, Cat. # 3.c.1 {[. 24-26, 4.d.2 [l 11-12, 4.d.6 [ 11-13, and 7.£.1 IL. 1-5.

% Cat, # 6.h.1 fI. 1-3: at the dedication of a statue he gave Siaveny to the loyal BovAd; cf. also Cat.
T.ed M 12-19.

® Cat. # 1002 [ 8-12. émi <x>f Tob peyiorow / Alroxparopos Katrapos Tpauaved | *Adpaved
ZeBarrtol mupidy kai ThV [ iepdv alrtol opaTeupaTwy Sévros / Bavopas T moAer; cf. Birley (1997): 83;
Mitchell (1993): 1. 112; Halfmann (1986): 194.

" See, for example, Birley (1997); Magie (1950): 611-629 also discusses Hadrian’s travels in Asia
Minor and the Greek East in general, as does Henderson (1923): 83-9, 289-93. Halfmann (1986) provides a
discussion of the travels of the Emperors, from Augustus to Carinus.
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123/4, and finally in 129. On his first voyage through Asia Minor, Hadrian visited the
city of Ancyra, so that Latinius’ distribution has been dated to 117.7

However, this is the only certain indication we have that dravepar were offered to
commemorate the passage of an Emperor through a city, so that we should not over-stress
this: Ancyra was visited by Trajan in 113/4 while he was traveling with his legions to the
East, and though there is an inscription commemorating one of his hosts in the city, there
is no mention of diavopal at the time.”” We have noted in Table 1.2 a significant increase
in the attestations of draveuas during the reigns of Hadrian, Antoninus Pius and Caracalla.
The second quarter of the second century seems to have been a time of particularly
generous benefactors, especially in Lycia, where several individuals are known to have
provided on a lavish scale in addition to Opramoas of Rhodiapolis.” Hadrian is said to
have encouraged prosperity throughout the empire by the remission of taxes, and

Antoninus’ reign is said to have been one in which the provinces flourished, so that this

™ Birley (1997): 83.

7 Levick (2000): 233, no. 220=Smallwood, Nerva-Hadrian 215. However, the lack of
distributions in this case may be a result of Trajan’s policy rather than an indication that they were not
offered on the occasion of Imperial visits after the reign of Hadrian.

™ For example, Licinius Longus: Magie (1950): 532-8, 1394; cf also TAM II (Iy 250, I (II) 532,
and II (IIT) 905; C. Iulius Demosthenes: Boatwright (2000): 28, 98; Worrle (1988), Mitchell (1990}, who
notes that Imperial permission was required for penteteric games; the anonymous benefactor of Xanthos:
Balland (1981): no. 66, Cat. # 7.a.1. Furthermore, Veyne (1976): 144 notes that the Antonine age
witnessed the apogee of euergetism.
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period may well have been one in which the elite were indeed more willing to spend their
resources.”

Mary Boatwright notes that games attracted numerous visitors to the hosting
city.” Hadrian encouraged games and festivals in many cities throughout the empire as
well as in Asia Minor, including Ephesus, Thyatira, Tralles, Oenoanda and Ancyra, all of
which appear in our catalogue.” Six of the nine distributions under Hadrian, and four of
the eight under Antoninus Pius took place on the occasion of games or festivals, so that
this may be the reason for the significant increases under these Emperors: both
encouraged and permitted games, which were commonly accompanied by distributions of
money.

As is the case with games, Imperial permission may have been required before
davouai could be given. We have seen Pliny soliciting such permission from Trajan,”
and Gaius Julius Demosthenes receiving permission for his Demostheneia. If such
permission was indeed required for all davouai, it is perhaps surprising that there is not

more evidence for petitions to the Emperor or Imperial officials in our inscriptions. Two

verbs in Table 2.1 provide evidence to support this solicitation. Titus Flavius Aeneas, a

> Hadrian: HA Had. 6.6: ‘aurum coronarium Italiae remisit, in provinciis minuit, et quidem
difficultatibus aerarii ambitiose ac diligenter expositis,! 21.7: ‘Larium multis civitatibus dedit, tributa
multis remisit;’ Antoninus: HA Ant. 7.1-2: ‘tanta sane diligentia subiectos sibi papules rexit ut omnia et
omnes, quasi sua essent, curaret. Provinciae sub eo cunctae florverunt’.

" Boatwright (2000): 98; MAMA VIII 492b; cf. also Birley (1997): 157, who notes that games
were celebrated in Heraclea Pontica in anticipation of or in response to a visit by Hadrian.

77 Boatwright (2000): 99ff, cf. HA Had. 19.2: ‘in omnibus paene urbibus et aliquid aedificavit et
ludos edidir’.
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benefactor and high-priest of Stratonicea in the first century, served as Imperial high

priest and undertook an embassy to the Ez'nperor.79

However, this embassy was not a
petition to the provincial governor, or to the Emperor while traveling through the region.
This was an embassy to Rome itself, a significant undertaking at any time, and this may
be an indication of why we have any indication that Flavius did acquire Imperial
permission: permission may have been obtainable from any Imperial official, but there is
certainly more worth praising in personally conducting an embassy to the Emperor than
visiting a regional governor or representative of the governor. The inscription does not

tell us everything that Flavius achieved on this embassy; however the right to make

diavopal is emphasized:
npedBeloayTog
npoc Tovs ZePaoTovs i ‘Peo-
UMY Kad HETE TV dAAwY
kai Tag Stavopac T matelil-
Ot émrryovrog

It is unlikely that Flavius received funds to support davepat, since we have seen that
funds donated to support davouwai are donated eig dravouas. Furthermore, this is a
technical use of émtiyyavw and of diavops, where the noun refers to the act of distributing

rather than to what is actually distributed.®

™ See above, Chapter One, pp. 19-20, nn. 26-27.

" Cat. # 6.d.1 IL. 5-7; we have dated this inscription to the late first or second century; however,
the earlier date is based on the name of Titus Flavius, but the plural Zefacrois may indicate a date under the
Antonines. Two other inscriptions record that the benefactor also went on an embassy to Rome (Cat. # 1.a.1
Il 5-6, 4.4.7 II. 5-6), but they do not explicitly tell us that the right to provide iavopai was granted during
this service. Nonetheless, it is not unreasonable to suggest that this did indeed form a part of the embassy.

%0 See above, Chapter One, p. 13; cf. Parker & Obbink (2001): 253-263, n. 1B I.1.
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Similarly, a letter from the reign of Caracalla, whose reign also witnessed an
increase to a lesser extent, to Atrius Clonius, the governor of Thrace, tells us that the
customary dtavopai of Augusta Traiana/Beroe should be allowed to continue if the city

was willing.*!

We will also recall that Vedius Antoninus was excused from providing
diavouai since he had performed other benefactions in their placc:.82 Furthermore, Gaius
Julius Demosthenes received permission from the governor of Asia for his penteteric
games which included, as we have seen, cash distributions. Our catalogue contains nearly
as many Imperial priests as agonothetes (Table 3.2, p. 86), but not every agonothete is
listed as an Imperial priest. Nonetheless, there is a connection between the Imperial cult
and games which is indicated by the celebration of gladiatorial games, or the provision of
venationes. The agonothetes in our catalogue are all priests, if not of the Imperial cult, of
a local god or goddess—they are all high-standing citizens. This indicates that agonothetes
were Roman citizens® who enjoyed the friendship of the Roman authorities.

However, neither of these reasons can account for the increases alone.
Significantly more distributions were in part a result of the increased prosperity under

these two emperors, and a willingness on their part to permit and even encourage games

and festivals.

8 Cat. # 1.c.1 [l 27-28: mpetcBas 5 nadedv Eog Ty davopiov; cf. Millar (1977): 334; Barbieri
{1952) no. 62; IGR 1717, from Philippoplis; Dig. 26.10.7.2.

¥ See above, pp. 68-69 and Cat. # 4.6.10 . 13-18.

% On the citizenship of public officials, see below, Chapter Three, pp. 96-99.
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V. Chapter Conclusions

The distribution of cash-gifts in the Greek cities of Asia Minor is known primarily
from epigraphic evidence as we have noted in the previous chapter and discussed here.
As is to be expected from such evidence, the inscriptions which record these benefactions
are very formulaic, and, although there is some variation within Asia Minor, many of the
inscriptions are very similar in structure. However, this observation applies only to those
inscriptions which can be said to be honorary, which, because they are honorary, usually
do not provide a great deal of information on how the distrtbution itself was carried out.
This is not, of course, universally the case, as several inscriptions do give us more details.

Public decrees, on the other hand, in which category we would include the
inscription of Gaius Julius Demosthenes, occasionally contain the instructions—sometimes
very detailed instructions—of the benefactor. Imperial letters also refer to davopal,
indicating that the Roman authorities were aware of the assemnbling of large groups of
citizens to receive cash-gifts; this awareness suggests that the practice may have been
permitted to certain individuals, whom we shall discuss in the subsequent chapter.

However, all of the inscriptions surveyed in this thesis do allow us to make some
conclusions about the practice of handing out cash-gifts. They were provided on specific
occasions and in public locations; these occasions seem to be constant throughout Asia
Minor, though festivals were commonly celebrated with dravopas; we may note, however,
that testamentary diavouai prevail in Aphrodisias. Although most of the distributions in
Didyma did occur at the temple of Apollo, this may be a result of the prophets of Apollo

and the hydrophori of Artemis being the most common benefactors.
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Although we have discussed the distributions in our catalogue as annual
occurrences or one-time gifts, we have very little information about how the sums
donated by benefactors to provide and maintain the cash-gifts were to be administered.
For such information, we are compelled to turn to other inscriptions, outside of our
catalogue which record the distribution of money, but do not use the term Siavous. Some
of these, like that of Gaius Julius Demosthenes, provide detailed information about the
donation and administration of a capital sum whose accumulated interest is to fund the
handouts, while others, like a second century honorary decree from Prusias ad Hypias, tell

us only that money was handed out by the benefactor.™

% IKPrusias Hyp, 18 I 8-11: év i évdeig / aetrov, olvov, Ehatov, dplvipioy diéverwey Tois | modeirarg
RPOTKG pbves.



CHAPTER THREE: HOW TO MAKE A Alavour

I Introduction

The formula which characterizes the dravoun-inscriptions of Asia Minor varies, as
we have noted in Chapter Two, from city to city; naturally, there is a similar variation in
the benefactors and the recipients. Nonetheless, there are certain offices which were
commonly held by the benefactors, and groups which are usually included in the listings
of recipients. The euergetists are of high social standing, either at some point in a public
career, or having enjoyed such a career; somewhat surprisingly, at least to our own sense
of euergetism, the beneficiaries are often of a similar social standing,

There is insufficient space at the moment to provide a detailed analysis of all or
even of some of the offices held by the benefactors, nor can we discuss each group of
recipients at great length. Consequently, we shall briefly consider in the first portion of
this chapter several of the most common offices. Following this, we shall provide a
similar overview of the most frequent recipients of diavepai, beginning with the SevAevtai
and moving on to the more general moAfrar and matpis. Finally, this chapter will conclude
with an examination of the manner in which the dravepai in our catalogue were

conducted, and how this reflected on the Tium of the benefactor.

81
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II. The Benefactors

The inscriptions in our catalogue contain fifty-seven named benefactors; however,
there are eighty-two benefactors whose sex can be determined and only five whose sex is
unknown. There are, furthermore, six persons whose sex is probable, but not certain, as

summarized in Table 3.1.

Sex Certain | Uncertain | Total

Male 61 4 65
Female 21 2 23
Unknown 5
Total Individuals 93

Table 3.1.: Sex of the Benefactors.”

There are approximately three times as many male benefactors as female
benefactors. Riet van Bremen notes a similar distribution pattern in a land register from
Larissa,’ so that, although her evidence is of Hellenistic date, the ratio of males to females
in our survey may be as she suggests the result of demographics: one in five families, van
Bremen argues, may have had only a female heir,’ so that in general we should expect to
find one woman for every four men among the benefactors. Thirteen women, including
the uncertain cases, acted alone, or seem to have acted alone, so that when we consider
female benefactors who were not associated with husbands or children, we have
approximately the same ratio, which van Bremen notes throughout her study, of 4:1

(55:13). However, in these inscriptions, as in those which van Bremen has studied, we

! This table lists those benefactors whose inscriptions are repeated—Gaius Stertinius Orpex of
Ephesus and Opramoas of Rhodiapolis, for example—only once.

% van Bremen (1996): 262-3; this register has been dated to ¢. 200 BC; cf. 250: the ratio of 4:1 is
obtained from an analysis of Laum’s catalogue.
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cannot know to what extent female benefactors actually worked independently of their
husbands or fathers, or to what extent a tutor may have been involved. Four of our
inscriptions mention a tutor, but it is vnclear how far the authority of these tutors
extended. These references appear at the end of the inscriptions so that they may indicate
that the tutors were responsible only for the statues.* Women do appear among the
donors of diavowal, but they are significantly less common than men; with this exception,
we have avoided drawing conclusions beyond those of van Bremen from the proportions
of male and female benefactors.

Overall, civic service was the most common occasion on which diavouat were
offered, whether this consisted simply of an honorary title or an office which involved
active participation in municipal affairs;® however, nearly every inscription indicates that
the benefactor held at least one civic magistracy or liturgy during the course of his or her
public carcer. There is a significant difference between magistracies and liturgies, which
we shall attempt to clarify before discussing the offices and civic services themselves.

A. Liturgies and Magistracies
Liturgies were, like magistracies, honor-bearing offices in the classical period,

most clearly illustrated in the case of Athens.® The litargy was an institution by which

* van Bremen (1996): 256, citing Saller (1994): 48-65.
*Cat #4.b.9 {1 12-16, 4.b.15 . 24-25,5.2.1 Il 25-26, and 6.c.2 IL 7-13.
5 See above, Chapter Two, pp. 64-69 and Table 2.5.

® The information contained here has been paraphrased from the discussion of Finley (1983): 36-8,
except where noted.
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cities were able to meet some of their expenses by compelling their wealthier citizens to
provide financial contributions. Unlike the magistracies, which were filled by election or
by lot, liturgies could be imposed on wealthy citizens by magistrates.7 Thus, the
trierarchy in Athens placed the expense of equipping and manning a trireme on the
wealthiest class of citizens. The religious sphere also contained numerous liturgies,
which were to a certain extent expected of wealthier citizens such as, for example the
choregia.

It is, however, uncertain to what extent citizens could be compelled to take on
these and other liturgies.® There was, for example, a voluntary aspect to the choregia and
by extension to later liturgies, so that the compulsion may have been more of a moral and
social obligation than a legal duty.’

A liturgist could receive a great deal of T from his service, but it is significant
that Finley’s main body of evidence for his discussion of liturgies is ‘political and
forensic speeches’, in which liturgical service was used to characterize the speaker as a

good citizen."’ Liturgists were not permitted, or simply did not, to publicize their actions

7 Tones (1940): 167.

8 Wilson (2000): 54 notes the case of Demosthenes in 349/8, who stepped forward when a
choregus had not been nominated for his tribe (Dem. 21.13): "Emnedn yap ob waBesmxitos woenyes =4
Havdiovid dulf;, Tpitov Erog Touti, mapolomg 8¢ Tig éxximaiag év 4 Tov Bpxovt émAmpely 6 vipoe Toic xopais
Tols avAmTas kedever, Adywy kai Aordopias yrpveuévg, Kal keTiyopetivros Tl peéy Goxovres TQV EmueAnTEY Tig
durdiig, Téy & émpelnTidy el Goyovtes, mageAfoy ineayoumy éyw xopmymeen éfedovms. Demosthenes’ act is
itself voluntary, but that a nomination was expected suggests and an element of coercion.

® Wilson (2000): 206 questions the nature of the obligation on the choregos to erect a monument
after his victory, but this question must also be considered with regard to the service jtself,

° Finley (1983): 37.
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on commemorative monuments to the same extent that we find later magistrates, such as
those who appear in our catalogue, boasting about their additional generosities.

The Hellenistic age witnessed an increase in the number of liturgies, and in the
expenses of a single liturgy. At this time, the liturgies became more compulsory than
honorific and in some cases even oppressive—they became a duty rather than an honor."
Both Finley and Jones argue that liturgies became less compulsory in Greek cities under
Roman rule, but the speeches of Dio Chrysostom and Aelius Aristides indicate that they
remained as important and as morally obligatory as in the Classical and Hellenistic
periods.'

Liturgies did, therefore, remain a significant part of civic political life, sometimes
willingly undertaken by benefactors, but other times reluctantly. However, the offices
which were considered liturgies and those which were magistracies, that is, those which
required the spending of the officer’s own money and those which were provided with a
sort of budget, will have varied between cities. As we have suggested above, cities in
which diavoual were compulsory will not report these in the list of a benefactor’s

generosities, and the same most likely holds true for liturgies which were entirely

"' Jones (1940): 186-7 provides an account of the negotiations which could take place between
magistrates and potential liturgists. Dio, Or. 48.10 also notes peaceful means for coercing benefactions
from wealthy citizens; cf. Levick (2000): 235-6 no. 234=P. Oxy 1415 11 17-31.

2 Jones (1940): 167, ‘Legally therefore it would seem that compulsory spending ceased. On the
other hand a moral obligation to spend rested not only on the magistracies which had formerly been liturgies
but on all alike.® Both Dio and Aristides were chosen as liturgists by their fellow citizens, and both
attempted to get themselves excused: Dio by arguing that he had already spent significant sums on the city
of Prusa, and Aristides by arguing that his ill-health prevented him from taking up the responsibilities (Dio,
Or. 43.2, 46.6; Aristides, ‘Iépor Aéyer A 941f.). Cf. Dio Chrys. Or. 7.1-63.
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compulsory and no longer voluntary.'

However, when a liturgist went far beyond the
normal performance established by his predecessors, this will be mentioned and praised
during the Roman period on public monuments. Similarly, voluntary tenure in an office
was something to be emphasized and praised."

Only fifteen inscriptions in our catalogue make no mention of an office, but of
these, eleven almost certainly originally referred to one or more offices which have been
lost through damage. The remaining inscriptions refer to twenty-seven different offices;'

Table 3.3 lists those which appear more than four times, together with the number of

times that office appears in the inscriptions in our catalogue. For the purposes of this

Gymnasiarch 42 Stephanephorus 8
Priest{ess) 38 Eirenarch 6
Imperial {Chief) Priest | 14 Prytanis 5
Chief Priest 10 Grammateus 4
Agonothete 17 Ambassador 4
Unspecified Mag/Lit 8 Architheorus 4

Table 3.3.: Common Offices Attested in the Catalogue

table, we have taken a mention of the distribution of oil as an indication of the
gymnasiarchy. We should also note that we have counted each tenure in an office, so that

Satyrus the son of Philenus of Tenos is the only attested architheorus, but he held the

'* See above, Chapter Two, p. 66.
" L evick (2000): 234-5, no. 223=IGR IV 1525,

" The offices which do not appear in the table are: awudixog (1), exdixos (1), Tapia (1), fecormoué (1),
orodiAaf (1), orpateyds (2), dyopavopos (2), mporramns (1), kwrdpgms (1), xopvos (1), mpoyevoduuus (1),
elfeviogps (1), etkorompeTevg (2), orroveums (1), Aoy (1), sefasroddr (1). We have counted the
praphets of Apollo and the hvdrophori of Artemis in Didyma among the priests and priestesses.



office four times.'® However, offices which appear in identical inscriptions have not been
counted repeatedly.
i) The Gymnasiarchy

The most commonly held office by our benefactors was the gymnasiarchy, one of
the most expensive liturgies in many cities, so that it was necessarily held by members of
the leading families throughout Asia.'”” We find mention of the gymnasiarchy in sixteen
of our cities, though this is based only on the gymnasiarchs who appear in our
inscriptions. Since most large cities had several gymnasia, it was common for them to
have more than one gymnasiarch, one for each age-group: thus, at Stratonicea, two
brothers were gymnasiarchs T@v véwv.'® However, this was not universally the case, as
we also have a gymnasiarch mavrwy T@v upvasiwy in Ephesus, clearly 2 much larger
undertaking than the gymnasiarchy of a single gymnasium only.19

Briefly, the responsibilities of gymnasiarchs included the maintenance and upkeep
of the gymnasium itself, the provision of related appliances, the heating of baths, and,
most importantly, the distribution of oil free of charge, or at a reduced price. The most

common service is this distribution of oil, though some gymnasiarchs are also said to

1 Cat. # 3.c.1 /I 1-3; mhlpdoavra mhoay deygy kel Aertoupyiay, kal dox/ifewpvioarra tetpdrig. The
significance of embassies has been noted above in connection with Titus Flavius Aeneas of Stratonicea
{above, Chapter Two, pp. 76-77), and service as an ambassador to a religions shrine will have had similar
significance and expense. Each of the four ambassadors listed in Table 3.3 were ambassadors to the
Emperor, though only the inscription of Titus Flavius Aeneas tells us that the right to provide davoual was a
result of the embassy (Cat. # 1.a,1 }. 5-6, 4.d.1 1. 2, 4.4.7 [I. 5-6 (cf. 4.4.8), and 6.d.1 {I. 5-6).

17 Schuite (1994): 26.

18 Car. #6.d.2 1L, 16.
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have provided resources for the gymnasia and associated buildings, like Satyrus of Tenos,
who provided a BaAaveiov and a foundation to pay for its heating.® A portion of the
expenses entailed by this office may, in some cities, have been met out of the revenues of
the city, but any difference between this and the total amount necessary, or the total
amount rendered necessary by the gymnasiarch’s ambition, was the responsibility of the
gymnasiarch himself. Elsewhere, or in times of crisis, the entire expense may have fallen
on the gymnasiarch 2!

The majority of our gymnasiarchs are men, but seven women do appear in the
same office. Although this office was primarily a financial burden alone-that is, it did
not require the same type of governmental service as, for example, that of BovAevrai and it
no longer involved an active part in education and training as it had in the Hellenistic
age—, all of these women shared the office with men?? The gymnasiarchy was an official
liturgy, but the provision of oil alone can in these cases be seen as a benefaction similar to
diavopai. The mention of this service in our inscriptions is a claim to honor and prestige,

but not every gymnasiarch will have provided diavouai during (or afier) this office or

% Cat. #4.b.15 L 6.

2 cat. # 3.c.1 I 3-5: dvaBévra Tf morel / Badaverov kai dnvapia nevrakiaygeiia, fva &k Tob / Toxou
autdv feppaimrai Té Paiaveiov; see above, Chapter Two p. 72. Such attention to the maintenance of the
buildings associated with the gymnasium, though, was not as common as the provision of cil; although it
was a part of the liturgy, some gymnasiarchs paid more attention to the maintenance of buildings than others
(van Bremen {1996): 67).

 Jones (1940): 221-5; Magie (1951): 62.

2 yan Bremen (1996): 44-5, 66-73. Although van Bremen notes that only one half of the seventy-
five women in her study who acted as gymnasiarchs are known to have done so alone, we cannot draw any
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service; when diavopai were provided during or in association with the gymnasiarchy,
though, the benefactor was further glorified.

Gatus Stertinius Orpex and his daughter Marina have been classified as
gymnasiarchs since they dedicated statues of Asclepius, Hygia, and Hypnus in one of the
gymnasia in Ephesus.” They also made an endowment for two perpetual dravopal; one of
these, for the BouAevrai and priests, was to take place in the agora, and the second, for the
yepovaia, in an unspecified location, but probably in the agora or the gymnasium. The
statues in the gymnasium will have formed a part of their expenditure during the
gymnasiarchy and the diaveuai in the agora will have drawn attention to their tenure, if, as
seems to be the case, this office prompted the cash-gifts. However, the placement of their
own statues in the agora also provides an opportunity of publicizing the role of Marina in
the gymnasiarchy, since statues of women may have been excluded from the gymnasia,
even if they had served as gymnasiarchs.®*

#) Priesthoods and High-Priesthoods

Both the gymnasiarchy and, in particular, the agonothesia were often held by

priests of a local god or goddess or of the Imperial cult in the course of their public

careers. Four of the agonothesiai in our catalogue included gladiators and venatores, a

significant conclusions from the fact that all of our female gymnasiarchs were thus associated since we have
not focused on this office.

¥ Cat. #4.b.1 11 16-18 and 4.b.2 Il 8-9; see above, Chapter Two, pp. 53-54, nn. 31-34.

* van Bremen (1996): 196, who suggests this due to the fact that the gymansiaum ‘had very strong
male associations ... in its statuary.’
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sure sign of the Imperial priesthood.” The high-priest was responsible for maintaining at
least an outward demonstration of the allegiance of his fellow-citizens to Rome and the
Emperor, his family and predecessors.”® The use of Roman spectacles was one way of
demonstrating such loyalty; so too were Savopai provided by Imperial priests as they then
imply a tacit recognition of the priests’ importance in the city. The value of dravenai in
the Imperial cult can be been seen through the provision of dravouai on the occasion of
Hadrian’s passage through Ancyra:”’ dravepal could, but need not necessarily, be used to
encourage citizens to take a more active part in the Imperial cult.

The Imperial high priest was also commonly the chief officer of a regional
koinon—such as that of Asia, Galatia, or Lycia; however, the relationship between the
archiereus of Asia and the Asiarch, or the archiereus of Lycia and the Lyciarch is unclear
and much debated.”

Priests and priestesses commonly appear in larger cities and in sanctuary cities as
providers of dravouai, either during their priesthoods or after the completion of their
official duties. This is not surprising, as it was the cults in these cities, as old and wealthy

cults, which were most sought after.”” Thus, the prophets of Apollo and the hydrophori

B Cat. #6.d.1 1 11-13, 6.4 L. 5, 6.£3 I1.4-5 and 11.a.1 L. 3-4; see below, p. 92.
* Magie (1951): 544; Price (1984).
T Cat. #10.2.2 1L 8-12; above, Chapter Two, p. 74-75.

* For example, Magie (1951): 448-9, 459, 1299-1301, 1388-%; Larson (1945): 85; Heberdey
(1897): 59; Hertz (1992).

» The temples of Artemis at Ephesus and of Zeus and Hecate in Stratonicea, for example, owned
plots of lands which provided revenue for the temples. (Rostovtzeff (1957): p. 656, n. 6).
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of Artemis are certainly responsible for one-third of the distributions provided in Didyma,
while eight of the ten benefactors of Stratonicea, Panamara and Lagina served as priests
of Zeus, Hera or Hecate. The prophets and hydrophori of Didyma were usually related—a
father and his daughter—, and several inscriptions use one of these offices as an indication
of date, though another eponymous office is commonly included.™

The duties and responsibilities of these and other priests will have been, in
essence, similar to those of the Imperial priests, that is, with a large financial component
in addition to any possible administrative duties; the amount of emphasis on Imperial
propaganda is, perhaps, less in these cases than in those of priests of the Imperial cult.
None of the prophets or hydrophori served as agonothetes, though the prophet Tiberius
Claudius Marcianus Smaragdus was mawnyupixig Kwpopmg.S ' The only mention of the
Meyaha Awbpeia, though, appears in a third century inscription which has been
supplemented.*

The source of the funding of davanal provided by priests is uncertain, since

several of the priesthoods contained in our catalogue had large amounts of money

% For example, Cat. # 4.d.4 II. 10-12: mpodmrediovrog KM auvdrov): Ocodérou, / Tagetovros KA(audiov);
4.d.6 II. 13-14: {dpoadopotions Naidos s ' Avabomodos, Tawlrevoviav Aflaygivor T8 O[..)ie d(laer) 8¢ Aloy[ilvou
[kai TTi(Bepiov) Olfelovidiov. The prophet and hydrophorus were, simply, the priests of Apollo Pythius and
Artemis Pythia, respectively (van Bremen (1996): 64}.

I Cat. #4.4.7 I 2-4, and 4.d.8 1. 2-4.

3 Cat. # 4.d.14 1. 1; the benefactor in this case, though there is no name or office surviving, was
most likely a fiydrophorus, as the dravonar were given, among others, to the women and the maidens, who
appear frequently as beneficiaries in the diavous-inscriptions from Didyma (see below, pp. 103-106):
Boiilfoa. Toig meMei[ Tais kel matriv?) kel yvaibily kai mapbévor; SraveiLas.



92

available through the possession of land. Thus, several of our benefactors may in fact
have been distributing temple funds rather than their own money.*?
#) The Agonothesia

The agonothesia, like the gymnasiarchy, to which it is very similar, was a
liturgy——often a very expensive liturgy. The agonothete was responsible for providing
prizes for competitors—both athletic and musical-but it was also his task to ensure that
there were competitors.*® The more important and famous contests took place on a
penteteric cycle, like the sacred games of the Greek mainland, but only three such
agonothesiai certainly appear in our catalogue.® However, there is no reason to assume
that all or even most of the remaining agonothetes were therefore responsible for only
local, annual festivals.

As is the case with the provision of diavouai, though, many of the benefactors who
acted as agonothetes did so as part of another office, most often, as in the case of

Heraclitus of Rhodiapolis, a priesthood.® Many of these were Imperial priests, either

33 Only two of the inscriptions in our catalogue use the phrase éx T@v idiwv, but in neither of these
is the phrase directly connected with the Sravopas: Cat. # 4.d.1 {f 12-13, and 4.d.2 i 7-10. The
inscriptions do not tell us that it is temple-funds which is being distributed, but we know this could happen
from Hadrian’s letter to the inhabitants of Delphi (see above, Chapter Two, p. 51, no. 23).

* Jones (1940): 234-5; IPriene 111 167ff SEG 7 (1934): 825; Levick (2000): 131, no.
123=FEhrenberg and Jones (1976): §7, no. 102; Dio Chrys. Or. 66.8: atdmras 8¢ xal pipevs kai xifapioris xal
BavpaTonoiols auvakTioy, €11 8¢ TUkTas Kal MaykpaTIAdToS KAl TaleioTas kal Spopels kal T TowobTov Efvoc.

3 Cat. #1.d.1125-7,8.2.1 4 17-18 and 1121/ 6.

3 Cat. #7.b.7.
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explicitly identified as such, or said to have provided gladiators and hunters.”’ However,
thirteen other agonothesiai, ten of which were held by two men, may have been local
festivals held annually, rather than penteterically, simply because of the frequency with
which the two men held them.>®

The phrase 3. Siov appears in association with one agonothesia, though it also
appears in connection with several other offices and honors.* This, like eic (aiwvioug)
dravopas indicates that the benefactor established a fund whose interest would support the
agonothesia, or that the benefactor volunteered to meet the expenses whenever there were
no other candidates.®® As with the gymnasiarchy, the agonothesia was marked out as
more lavish by the provision of dlavepar.
) The Stephanephorate and Prytany

The stephanephorus was the eponymous official in many cities including Miletus,
Magnesia on the Maeander, Nysa, Tralles, Aphrodisias and Stratonicea.'  The
responsibilities of the stephanephorate were primarily financial, and were often met by a

titular god or hero when there was no citizen able or willing to undertake the position.

Y cat. #6411 11-12, 6.e.4 1. 5-6, 11.a.1 U, 1-4; uwnpyerio alone: Cal. # 6.5.3 [1.4-5.

38 [Marcus Aurelius], the father of Marcus Aurelius Artemidorus Metrodorianus was agonothete
three times in Ephesus (Cat. # 4.b.15 /. 11), while Opramoas was agonothete of Myrea and Patara, and five
times agonothete of Rhodiapolis (Cat. # 7.b.4 II. B13-14).

¥ Gyavobérmy dia Piov: Cat. # 11.a.1 U. 4-5 (cf. Il 8-9); elsewhere: Cat. # 8.a.1 . 16: iepén To0 Ao
dia Biov, fepéws Atavigou Sig Siov; Cat, # 10.a.3 Il 4-5 (cf. 10.a.4-7): noodipg. xai oreddvy did Siov.

% ¢f. van Bremen (1996): 26 note 56, who notes the Hellenistic case of 2 woman of Thasos who
promised efvar 9¢ atmy e Biou vewndsor T ' Abgvas dTev undeuia dmooymrar éTeca (SEG 18: 343) cf. also
Quaf (1993): 338 note 1442,
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Like the gymnasiarchy and dwvouai, bequests could be made to support an alwviov
stephanephorate after the death of a citizen.* Consequently, this office could be held by
women, but in their own right, and not simply as a nominal or complimentary title as
some have suggteste:d.43

The prytany was a more common eponymous office than the stephanephorate
throughout the Hellenistic period, and it retained this status under Roman rule in, among
other places, Ephesus.‘M It was an elective office, but the eponymous prytanis is distinct
from the board of prytaneis, which was responsible for bringing decrees before the SovAq
and uoc.¥® Members of the SovAm, the Pevdevrai, were divided into committees, the
prytaneis.*® This was not, like the gymnasiarchy, an office which required substantial
donations, but there are three holders of this office who provided diavouai, apparently

during their tenure.*’

I Magie (1951): 643.

* Jomes (1940): 167-3.

“ Magie (1951); 649.

* Magie (1951): 135, 643; Cat. #4.b.11 1 1.
* Magie (1951): 263; Jones (1940): 174-5.
% Magie (1951): 834-6.

T Cat. #4.b.11, 6.g.1, and 8.2.1
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v) The Eirenarchy

The eirenarch was a local official appointed by Roman governor from a list of
ten citizens submitted by each city, but is not attested before the reign of Trajan.** He
was a virtual police-officer, responsible to the magistrates to whom he conducted the
brigands whom he arrested, assisted by mounted officials, diogmitae.*® The office had
been created in response to rising l'n‘iganu;iage,50 and is attested in cities throughout Asia
Minor.”! None of the eirenarchs in our catalogue, however, provided Siavouar during
their tenure in this office.
v{) The Grammateus

The grammateus was, most simply, a secretary of the city. There were several
grammateis in some cities; these magistrates are well known in Ephesus, which is the
focus of Claudia Schulte’s study.”> These secretaries most commonly served the BouA),
orjpos, Or vyepouaia, but there were also secretaries of private organizations and
associations, who were responsible for the public image of the association, among other
duties.”> These duties could include the supervision of statue arrangements or of public

records, the representation of the provincial or local koinon, and the office was in later

48 Lévy (1899); 287; Jones (1930): 212; Arist. 0r.50.72 (The Sacred Tales 4).
* For example, IGR IV 580; see also Pfaff, RE, 9.2, 2032-2035, s.v. irenarcha.
% Magie (1951): 647; Levick (2000): 47-8.

! For example, IGR III 203 reports an eirenarch of Ancyra; 450, of Termessus; IV 130, of
Miletopolis; 461, of Pergamon; and 585, of Aizani.

32 Schulte (1994).
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times occasionally held concurrently with the Gosiepaum. > Consequently, the
grammateus was a leading official in the assemblies of the people; in Ephesus, for
example, he was responsible for conducting the distribution of money in Salutaris’
foundation.™ As the representative of the koinon, the Bous) or another group, this office
will have entailed significant expense at times; consequently, it is not surprising that it is
sometimes found listed as a liturgy, and other times as a magistracy.’®
B. Citizens as Benefactors

That the benefactors held these offices indicates that they were all citizens, both of
their own cities and of Rome itself. Roman citizenship was granted to magistrates upon
their election in cities and towns which possessed Minus Latium; following the reign of
Hadrian, all BovAevral became Roman citizens in towns which possessed Maius Latium.”’
Grants of Maius Latium were common during Hadrian’s rﬁ:igrn.58 This provides another

factor which must be considered in conjunction with Table 1.2 and the increases under

Hadrian, Antoninus Pius and Caracalla. Charts 1.1, 2.1 and 3.1 show more clearly than

% Schulte (1994): 24, 31.

54 Schulte (1994): 34-5; Magie (1951): 60, 524, 645.

¥ Cat # 4.b.6 I 223-226: &f’ v dweer T yeaupal[rel Tig Blovhdic Syvapia Tetpakéoila
TlerTHROVTR, omws emTeAer Sravouny /[Tots] BovAeutals év T@ lepdhi év [ mplovdan TV yeveaian T werioTHg
Beds * Aellémideg; Magie (1951): 645; cf. Acts 19.35-42, where the ypapparels calms a crowd of Ephesians

in the theater.

56 Magie (1951): 852 cites [Priene 113.8, 114.11 (fiturgy); 112.22, 113.16 (magistracy), but we
should note that these are all of Hellenistic date, and refer to the same individual, Aulus Aemilius Zosimus.

*" Henderson (1965): 180-181.

¥ HA Had. 21.7: Latium multis civitatibus dedir.
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Table 1.2 that our distributions are primarily a feature of the second century, though it
should be observed that the inscriptions which have been broadly dated only have not
been included here. Taking into account what we have just said about the benefactors,
namely they were Roman citizens, we have another explanation for the increase in the
second century: as grants of citizenship became more frequent, there were increasing

numbers of Roman citizens who could provide B:a.vo,u,a.i.sg

12

10 -+

Chart 3.1: Chronological Frequency of dated Distributions.®

*® Given the degree of control over civic affairs which Roman officials could exercise in Greek
cities (cf., for example, above, Chapter Two, pp. 69 and 78), it is probabie that the magistrates and
BovAevrai were known to these Roman authorities.

% The data contained in this chart is that of Table 1.2. However, only those inscriptions which can
be dated to the reign of an Emperor or to a narrow ime span have been included; those which have been
dated only as Hellenistic, or Imperial, or as belonging to a certain century have been omitted.
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The decline in popularity of the diavoun, not shown in this chart, is, as we have
said, the result of a combination of the instability of the third century and a shift of focus,
both in the public attitude towards the distributions, and in the attitude of the benefactors
themselves: giving didoTruias was no longer as important as Christian giving.®!

Although the distribution pattern of the diavoumn-inscriptions can easily be assigned
to an accident of preservation, it is notable that this pattern shows general similarities
both to Mrozek’s curve® and to the spread of Roman citizenship. Obviously, though,
citizenship increased throughout the Imperial period, but there are periods when this
spread was more marked than others are, particularly in the reign of Hadrian, as we have
seen, by the distinction between Latium Maius and Latium Minus, and by the granting of
Latium status to various cities.”

Similarly, Sherwin-White notes the effectiveness of the Imperial cult in spreading
‘Roman’ culture and citizenship through the appearance of coloniae Commodianae, and
we should note in this connection thaf éltyepoua'fa, Kopyprodiaw appears in Ephesus, clearly a

similar indication;** we will also recall the Claudian BevAsj in Tralles.® Citizenship by

itself cannot, of course, explain the pattern of our inscriptions, but combined with the

%' See above, Chapter One, pp. 38-39.

62 McMullen (1982): 243, figure 5; Mrozek (1973).

5 See above, Chapter Two, p. 75, n. 74 and Chapter Three, pp. 96-97, nn. 56-58,
* Sherwin-White (1973): 277; Cat. #4,b.11 1. 4.

65 Cat. # 6.b.1.
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other factors we have mentioned above, it does provide further insight into why there is

such a marked increase.

III. The Recipients

Twenty-nine groups of recipients are attested in our catalogue, twelve of which
appear only once. Table 3.3 lists those which appear two or more times. One very
striking feature about this table is that several of the groups of recipients are also those to

which many of the benefactors belong, namely the BouAeurad, the yepouriar, the auviovres

The councilors/Senators (7]  BovAf, | 38 | The boys/youths (teic radarrals) | 4

BevAevrais)

The citizens (Tff méAer, moAlraig) 17 | The Doctors (Tof latpois) 3

The women (rafk ywvaii) 14 | Those who are called (1ofc| 3
kaAoupévore)

The maidens (taf meclévors) 10 | The slaves (ot dovdore) 3

The elders (vf yepouaiq, yeoouriaaTals) 9 The free men (Toly éAcvféonic) 2

The electoral officials who come together | 6 The tribes (rafs ¢uhals) 2

(Totc avviolor qoyooTaTals)

The country (T§ matpids) 8 | The magistrates of the koinon | 2
{(Tots Keiveis toxevar)

Those who customarily receive (rois | 5§ The overseers of the market (rofz | 2

Avimols Toig AapBavevarv é€ efoug) &YOPRI0IS)

Those who dwell nearby (rofg | 5

TacemdnunTasy)

Table 3.3.: Common Recipients and Their Frequency.66

apooratal and the xowo! dpxovres. Consequently, we can conclude simply from the
frequency of these groups that distributions were not primarily a result of a desire on the

part of the benefactors to assist their fellow citizens or to help alleviate poverty.

® Recipients not included in this table but attested in the catalogue are: dovpavéuor, Duver,
Tavpiaoral, ddhous ol éRovinbm, mpeafuTéporg, ouvedpol, veoxolpor, mpokhmper, veomuei, oerTopeTooLMEVOL,
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A. BovAeurai, Tepouaiaotal, and " Apyovree

Although the BovAevrai are clearly the most common beneficiaries, they are listed
as such in only sixteen of the thirty-six cities included in this survey, and do not appear as
recipients at all in our evidence from Phrygia, Pontus, Galatia, or Pamphylia. Obviously,
this does not mean that the BevAn did not exist in these cities and regions: we have already
seen Pliny the Younger referring to the SouAy in Bithynia-Pontus, and the BovAz and juog
honored Marcus Ulpius Appulianus Flavianus in Aizani.®’ Furthermore, the SovA+ can be
seen in several of these cities and regions under different names. In Oenanda, for
example, a davous, of ten denaria was given to the ‘mevraxosior clearly a local senate
with five hundred members.

Similarly, the kowoi apxovtes, who appear twice in Opramoas’ mausoleum, can
also be seen as the magistrates of the xewvov of the Lycian €fvog, members of a federal
council and elective assembly. This federation had declined in its influence through the
course of the Hellenistic and Imperial periods as Rome bcgan_to take a greater interest
and role in the affairs of Asia Minor, so that it was no longer capable of foreign policy
decisions~such as the declaration of war or the ratification of treaties—but could vote

honors to citizens of its member cities in the time period with which we are concerned.

oefaarodizo, and pacreryodépor.  All of these appear only once, and have not been included in a larger
category—f woher, for example, includes: moAfra: (7), dvdpeg (1), moAer (7), dyusras (1), and SFicos (1).

% Cat. # 8.a.1.

S Cat. #7.£1 1. 24-25. This group has been included in the table under the +§ SouAf category.
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These actions, however, like the assembly and federation themselves, had to be ratified by
Imperial authorities.®’
The yepovaia, in various cities, was also supported and monitored to a certain

" Although Magie stresses the age of the yepovgiaoTas as a

extent by Roman officials.
means of providing an assembly of mature, rational citizens, Jones is right to note that the
yepouria, was primarily an aristocratic association, whose membership was based more on
birth, inherited wealth and connection to the Roman governors than on age. Thus, it was
primarily a social collegium but it did have some political influence.”!
B. TleArrat, Durai and Tatpides

We can, therefore, say without a doubt that the recipients just considered were
among the wealthy, if not the wealthiest, classes of citizens, like their benefactors. This
implies very strongly that groups of recipients who are defined only vaguely, such as the
noAfras or the dulal also included wealthy citizens. The moAiTar, properly speaking, are
the citizens of the cities and their surrounding areas, so that this group—and the ¢uAai—
necessarily included the BovAevrar, though the opposite is not necessarily true.

The simultaneous mention of the moAiTar and the BovAevtai as recipients indicates

that the two bodies were not exactly identical. The difference will have been that the

woAPrar were simply citizens, while the BovAevtai were magistrates and members of the

* Magie (1951); 531-4.

* Magie (1951): 653; Dio, Or. 46.14 and 48.1-2 notes the authority of Roman officials over
assemblies of citizens in Greek cities; cf. also above, Chapter Two, pp. 69 and 77.

"I Magie (1951): 63; Jones (1930): 226.
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local senate. The moAfras and the ¢uhar are, therefore, broader groups, but they are still,
importantly, citizens.

Distributions given 7oz Aoimoi worg AapBavover e efovg and 1ot kadouueverg imply
the citizenship of the recipients, but do not guarantee it. These two groups suggest that
records may have been kept, from which it was determined which individuals received
gifts, but the second group can also be taken to suggest that the gifts were allotted by a
lottery, or a kAfjpog, to individuals whose names were chosen, or that they were given to
those who had been summoned to the distribution. This may be a means of concealing
the fact that some handouts were given to citizens of much lower standing, or even to
non-citizens.

‘H matpis also indicates this, though to a lesser extent than, for example, of
napemdnunavres. If this is indeed the purpose of such broad categories, though, we must
ask why oi dotAot and oi éAevficpor appear five times: distributions which included slaves
were prabably less prestigious than distributions to full citizens, so that their appearance
may be an oddity. That slaves appear among the recipients, though, emphasizes the
generosity of the benefactor since the davous is that much more comprehensive. There
can be no doubt that such recipients may have been concealed at times—these two
categories include those recipients who are explicitly identified as such, but also those
who appear as ‘ragar Tuxet x(af) wAiar’, people of all fortunes and ages, which may
have included slaves. The appearance of slaves among the recipients, since it is so rare,

strengthens the impression that davopai were not intended primarily to help alleviate
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poverty; at the same time, their appearance does suggest that some benefactors were
willing to assist the poor.
C. Twaikés, [lapfévor and Taidevral

It is perhaps surprising that women are the second most common group of
recipients. In fact, they appear to be only slightly less common among recipients than
they are among benefactors. This, however, cannot be attributed to the demographics
noted above and by van Bremen.”” The evidence provides no indication that female
benefactors preferred female or young recipients. As is the case with slaves, the
provision of diavoual to these groups served to draw the public gaze towards the
benefactor, and cannot be seen as a type of reciprocal gift between equals. The women,
however, should not be compared too closely with slaves, in connection with whom they
never appear.

Women are the sole beneficiaries of only two distributions, provided by a priest
and priestess of Hera in Panamara, and by a benefactress of Heracleia Salbace.”
Elsewhere, they appeal; as recipients in connection with another group. Thus, in Syros,
Siavoual were given to women and boys, though at different rates. However, this
inscription presents difficulties of interpretation, as we have noted above, since it is

unclear what exactly is being distributed.” The wife of a euergetist in Heracleia Salbace

7 See above, p. 82-83, nn. 2-4.
B Cat. # 6.2 L 7, and 6.g.1 I 13-16.

™ Cat. # 3.b.1 [1. 14-19; see above, Chapter One, pp. 24-26: xai &wrev [Elxdor]yp sduoides Snvioia
nérre, ehev[Beloails B¢ vvailiy magais xai BnAciails / maugiv] oiver xai Edwrey Tal ulév yiveill] davopfic dva,
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provided distributions in her own name for the wives of the BovAevrai and the moAiras,
which suggests that a similar draveus) in Tenos may also have been destined for the wives

of citizens.”

They are almost always listed as the wives of the BovAsutai or of the
moAirai: they were women of some influence and importance as wives, but also, we must
assume, in their own right.

Didyma provides the most attestations of women as recipients; outside of Didyma,
though, women are no more common as beneficiaries than the nadevtai, and the napfévor
are non-existent, Even in the ten cases of femnale recipients in Didyma, though, there is
no indication that female benefactors preferred female recipients: we find both prophets
and hydrophori providing diavopat to the ywaixés and the mapfévor as well as to the
BovAevtal and other groups. However, there are two indications that these groups were
much more restrictive than they at first seem.

A prophet, celebrating the ’ Avoryuoi festival gave diavopai ‘talk éx Naob yovabiy
xal Tal; maphéveis.’™® This phrase appears only twice in our catalogue, in Didyma and
nowhere else. These two appearances suggest that éx Naol may be an unmentioned

restriction in the other Didyma-inscriptions. Otherwise, the mention of a restriction

would take away from the magnanimity of the distribution, rather than emphasizing the

aooapia o[ktw, | Tai; 8¢) nairly ave asrapia Téecalpa). The uncertainty is the translation of the kai following
the provision of wine: it could be clarification of efvev followed by the subjective genitive which have seen
already so that wine worth 8 asses and 4 asses is being distributed, or it could be adding the iavouars on top
of the distribution of wine.

" Heracleia Salbace: Cat. # 6.g.1, where Ammia the daughter of Charmidus held the same offices
as her husband, the prytany and the stephanephorate, which suggests that these may have been honorific
titles only. Tenos: Cat. #3.c.1 IL. 15-16: avdpaoi xai yuivaili Tryios.
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um of the benefactor. As a restriction specific to Didyma, though, there would be no
reason to include this reference, as the citizens to whom the inscriptions were directed
would automaticaily have understood ‘tafs puvai€i’ as ‘raks éx Naol yuvaifi” We have
dated the two inscriptions in which this phrase appears to the late first century AD and the
reign of Hadrian respectively, so that it is possible that these two texts were inscribed at a
time when the use of the phrase was beginning to be omitted. ‘Ta% éx Naol yuva:i’ may
also refer in this case to women who were being initiated into the cult at Didyma.”’
Secondly, the mapfévor appear only in Didyma, while the naidevrai appear in
Didyma and elsewhere; the na:devtat do appear as the beneficiaries of other donations in
Didyma but only once as the recipients of a Sravous.” This rarity suggests that their
inclusion was unusual and a sign of significant generosity. However, the nagfevor always
receive dravopal when they appear in our inscriptions and not a gift of another type: they
do not receive a different gift when dravouai are given to another group. It is possible that
these, like the quvaixés, were restricted to girls with some connection to the temple and
the service of Artemis and Apollo. What this service was is uncertain, but there are
several possibilities. The hydrophori were, in general, the daughters of the prophets of

Apollo-the napféver may have been a group of former hydrophori, or a group from which

™ Cat, # 4.d.3 I 3-5; cf. Cat. # 4.d.10 IL. 21-22, in which a hydrophorus provides dmvopaf to the
Same groups.

7 Titus Flavius Aeneas, who undertook an embassy to the Emperors (Cat. 6.d.1 1. 13-17), also
supported all of the women who were taking part in the Heraea at Panamara: igpateloavtos / o0 Ardg Toi
Navepapov é[v] / *Hpaioig, xtkel pév Tag yuvailkes knpbyuatt vmodebalpévor maoag.
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hydrophori were selected; or, they may have been, like ai éx Naol yuvaikés, initiates into
the cult. It is possible that there was no such limitation to the term napfevog, but since the
ywaixés and the maidevtal appear in Didyma and elsewhere, it certainly seems that the
ntapbéver as recipients of Sravepald have some connection with the temple of Apollo and the
service of Artemis.
IV. The Distribution of diavopal

As we have seen, there are only a few inscriptions which say how much was
distributed in total and to each recipient.”” Many of our benefactors were munificent on a
very large scale, claiming to have provided &iavepai for the entire population. We should
not, however, assume that this is not a rhetorical usage of the phrase to make the
benefactor appear more generous than he or she in fact was: it may be that only those
individuals who arrived in the specified location at the specified time received anything.

There are indications that groups, such as the SouAn or the moAsg, did not, in fact,
all receive handouts—that is, some members of the BouAy will have received gifts, but
others will not have.¥® Several of our inscriptions record that dtaveual were given to the
citizens or to each citizen.? However, we should not understand this to mean that every

citizen in the city or town received a gift. As we have seen, the total amount of money

™ In Cat. # 4.d.3 Il 5-7, they are the recipients of Ta deinva during the *Averyuol festival. In Cat. #
4.d.7 Il 10-11, 4.4.8 [l 10-11, and 4.d.9 Il 1-2, copies of the inscription honoring Tiberius Cladius
Marcianus Smaragdus, they are the recipients of a diaveps.

7 See above, Chapter Two, pp- 57-63.

8 Cat. 6.£1 1 17-18.
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dedicated for the purposes of distributions could vary greatly, and we have suggested that
the larger the sum the more likely it was to be mentioned. Several of the cities contained
in this survey are some of the largest cities in Asia Minor—Ephesus and Miletus, for
example-so that a distribution maoy 1 noAer would necessarily have been supported by a
very large donation. However, since sums are only very rarely mentioned for these
‘universal distributions’, we should be hesitant to acéept the statement at face value;
rather, these phrases should be taken to indicate that the distributions were given to some
or most of the citizens.”

These distributions could be extremely extensive, even in relatively small cities,
so that in all but the most lavish of diaveual restrictions must have been imposed to avoid
unnecessary expenses: recipients must be prevented from lining up to receive again, from
sending someone in their place to receive their handout, and, most importantly, measures
must be taken to prevent the money from running out before all of the recipients who
were intended to had in fact received a gift, however small.

A. Oi mapovree

Several benefactors placed specific limits and restrictions on who was entitled to

receive their gift, one of the simplest of which was to refuse to give a handout to anyone

8! For example, cat. # 3.c.1 [ 12, in which a distribution is provided for every free citizen of
Tenos: wavri éhevBéoy Topiep.

82 Cat. # 6.£.1 1. 17-18, for example, reads “tois wAieTorg @y moAiTédy’; this is a rare statement in
our inscriptions, and it appears to be equally rare in the Latin inscriptions of the Roman West. We read
relatively frequently of sportulae and epulae to the municipes, as, for example, in CIL X16060: cuius
deldicatione decurio/nibus spertulas et [ municipibus epulas | divisit; a distribution to each of the municipes
is more common in the Latin inscriptoins than in the Greek, but it is not as common as a distribution to the
municipes: for example, CIL X.1416: legavit municipib(us) singulis #8 I n{ummum).
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who was not personally present. Aravopai, according to our evidence, seem to have been
intended to be carried away rather than spent on something provided by the benefactor,
but only by those who were the intended recipients-a stand-in could not be sent to receive
the cash gift.

This limitation, although it is not always explicitly spelled out, is the most
common restriction, appearing certainly in twenty caseé, and probably applying in every
other case. Even the oft-praised Opramoas Seems to have employed this limitation in

making his arrangements for Sravouai for the Lycian koinon:

emﬁoug Q@ eﬁve: apyupiov Bﬂapia
wev-ro:mg ,u.up:a, Kal Trem'amg xeihia daTe

Toy KaT ETOS ToKOV alT@V ywpelv eig dia-

Vouqy Toig auvioloty €l Ta. Kotva, ToU €-

Buouc apxaipéaia aoxooTaTais kal Pou-

Aeutals kal kool doxova: kal Torg Aot-

mote Toig €€ €foug ?\a.uﬁ&.voua'w.SB
The recipients of this diaveu are clearly not all of the magistrates and officials of the
koinon, but only those who personally gather (7oig guvoloiv) on the occasion of the federal
assemblies.

Of course, magistrates were not, as we have seen, the only beneficiades; lower
classes of citizens were also included in the lists of recipients, as these too added to the
fame and glory of the benefactor, if only by their numbers. We have suggested above that
these can be glossed over in an inclusive term such as 1y moAer. Furthermore, several

inscriptions do not mention specific recipients, so that it is implicit that it is only those

who are present-whatever their social standing~who received a portion of the handouts.
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B. Oi kaAoupévor

Such a requirement was the most common and the easiest means of limiting the
recipients without appearing to do so blatantly, but it requires a second condition in order
to function properly. A benefactor who provided cash handouts to everyone who was
present could be exploited with very little effort. In the .crowds, a recipient could take his
or her gift and circle back for a second or even a third. Citizens with numerous
dependents could bring them all and collect large sums from numerous small gifts.
Therefore, it is not surprising that at least one inscriptions indicates that lists (of déAtor) of
tribes were used.

These déAror are mentioned explicitly only in one of our inscriptions, but they are
implied in several others.®* Similarly, some of the distributions in Istrus and Ephesus
were give ‘roig kahoupéveig’, but these could also have been the winners of a lottery or
xATipog. These oi xaAounévor may also have been citizens who had been invited to the
distribution.®
A third means of controlling the recipients also implies the use of formal or

informal records. In the passage of the Opramoas-dossier quoted above, we read that the

8 Cat. #7.b.1 I. H6-12; cf. Cat. #7.b.2-6.

8 Cat. # 6.£.3 Il 7-8: Exaarov djuoy éx T / déAtwy kadedyres. Cf. above, Chapter One, p. 16 n.
16, where we have seen Marcus Roccius Felix providing distributions to recipients from a public list.

89 Istrus: Cat. # 2.a.2 Il 26-32: Povkevraic ndaw xkal yvepovoaotais kal TavisiasTaic kel Jatpois kol
naideutals af Tofy Wig / kai & buvopaTos kadouuevors ex dvo xat Gvdpadmas(floy Savelu]qy, Ny elinw Tie GAAY
mootepov, / Edwxey Tolg 8¢ é[v] Tak duAals kata mevtyrovraplyiay Sraveveunué]vors; Ephesus: Cat. # 4.b.8 Il
10-12: dravopmy Tois / moAeitaic éx TV knhoupevwy elg Tag / Buriog exdary Snvapiov Siddvar.
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cash gifts were also to be given ‘rofs Aormols Toic € €boug AawBavousy’; similarly, several
other distributions are described as an &oc.*® There was clearly an established custom by
which certain groups of citizens were always, or usually, included among the recipients.
As is the case with ‘raic éx Naol yvai§l’, though, we do not know, nor can we expect to
discover, who exactly these recipients were. Lists may have been kept on less durable
material, but they were unnecessary to include in an honorary inscription, since the
recipients were known to themselves, the benefactors and their fellow citizens é£ &6oug,

C. Oi mupdvres Gva Soaxuis icopoipag

One benefactor, Gaius Stertinius Orpex, however, does seem to have made
dravopai available to all of the Bovevras and priests of Ephesus.®” This distribution was
funded from a donation of five thousand denaria and was to be paid to the BovAevral and
the priests who were present in the agora. It is probable that this is a capital fund, so that
approximately three hundred denaria would be available for each distribution, assuming
an interest rate of 6%. We do not know, though, how many BovAevtal and priests would
normally participate in this &wvopn, but given the size of Ephesus, there were
undoubtedly more than three hundred recipients. This makes the idea of the entire five

thousand denaria being distributed attractive, but a second diaveps in this inscription is

% For example, Cat. # 1.c.1/ 28, and 4.b.9 {1 11-12.

¥ Cat. # 4.b.1 and 4.2 Il 9-12. The basis of attributing both of these inscriptions to Gaius
Stertinius Orpex, named in the first portion of 4.b.2, which has not been included in the catalogue, is the
dedication of the statues of Asclepius, Hygia and Hypnos in the gymnasium, which appears in both
inscriptions. Furthermore, these two inscriptions are the only two in the catalogue, aside from those in the
Opramoas-documents which use the verb AauBdvew. As we have noted above (Chapter Two, pp. 53-54, nn.
31-34) it is possible that these two inscriptions record different distributions since there are small
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clearly intended to be an annual occurrence, and a second inscription lists the dravoun to
the BovAevrai and the priests as annual. The secend distribution in this inscription is for
the yepouota and has a specified rate: two denaria per person.

The distribution with which we are at the moment concerned, though, was to be
split evenly among all of the potential recipients. Rather than at a specific rate, the
recipients were to take a dravouy), ‘ava dpayuas ioopoipas’, so that the amount each
individual received was dependent on the number of BouAeutai and priests who took part.
If, as we have suggested, this was intended to be a yearly occurrence, the size of the
individual gifts could be guite small. However, it is important to note that even in this
case, Orpex specifies that only those individuals who ate present should receive anything,
but the handouts of money are available to all of the BovAevtai and priests.

D. Of kAot

This raises the question of why a condition, which seems to make the benefaction
less praiseworthy, would be included in an honorary inscription. We have noted above
that, although the distributions almost always appear to be meant to be taken away, there
is an uncertainty in our understanding of certain distributions. It is possible that the
distributions of money were intended to be spent on something provided by the
benefactor, such as meat, wine or oil, but this is nowhere explicitly stated in our

catalogue.®® Gaius Stertinius Orpex did make arrangements dmws / éx T mpooédou alTdv

differences in the recipients and there is no sum of money mentioned in 4.b.1 while there is in 4.b.2, it is
almost certain they do refer to the same Siavopai.

# The strongest suggestion that this was the intent of a davous rests, as we have noted above, on
the translation of «ar in an inscription from Syros (Cat. # 3.b.1; ¢f. above, Chapter One, pp. 24-26; Chapter
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ket évauroy Exaotoy of xkdmewbévres gubowmor AauBavewlo ém role Tomors els ebwyiay
Exacros (Smyépa) Toia.” We should note that this is not termed a dravoun, though; if we
must assign a name to this distribution, it seems to be a kA%pog more than anything else, as
the three denaria are allotted to selected individuals. If the dravouat, like the kAnpoi, took
place on the occasion of a banquet or feast, it is plausible that the number of SoevAeuTai
and priests would have been much smaller than the total number in the city of Ephesus,
so that more was given to each recipient than the inscription seems to say. Each
BouAevtie and ryepouaiaoc would have received a small handout, while others, selected
by lot, received an additional gift.

The distinction between Savepar and xAipor has been noted briefly above in
connection with Oliver’s translation of the Salutaris decree from Ephesus.’® Simply, a
xAdicog is a handout on the basis of a lottery,”* whereas a dravou) is a more general gift of
money. However, aside from the foundations of Salutaris and Orpex, lotteries appear
only very rarely in the diavoun-inscriptions. In fact, there are only two other instances of

such an event in our catalogue.

Three, p. 103, n. 74).
¥ Cat #4021 13-15.
® IKEph 27=Oliver (1941): 55-85, n. 3; Chapter Two, p. 61.
" A kAfipos by itself, however, does not indicate that money was necessarily distributed. This use

of the term appears in Ephesus (for example, IKEph. 35 1. 21 and 36a II. 16-18), but elsewhere in Asia
Minor it is not certain that a distribution of money is described as a kAdjpoc (for example, TAM 11 677 [, 16).
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Tiberius Claudius Ctesias established a posthumous foundation which was to

2 These last

provide davonai for the Bovdx, the Sfuog, the durai and the mooxAnpor.”
recipients must be similar to the mdArs in other inscriptions, but limited to those who have
been selected, presumably by a lottery of some sort, but possibly, and perhaps more
likely, by the active choice of the benefactor.”

An inscription from Aphrodisias, on the other hand, records a distribution, in
connection with two others, in which xA%pei, prizes chosen in a lottery, are awarded to the
BouAevtai and the yepovoiaarai®® As is the case in the other two inscriptions, this one
does not tell us how the recipients are actually to be chosen. However, the potential
recipients may themselves have been restricted. This inscription records several
distributions: the kAnewy Mavopas, the ‘Savopas Tois Te THY MoA kaToikelo moleiTalg Tok
émi Ths ywpas, and ‘étépug d¢ davopag T Povhy maoy kai T) yepouaip’. The lottery is not
to be open to the entire BovAy and yepousia, but only to the Aaumpetary BovAs and the
tepwraTy yepousia. The presence of the two superlative adjectives may be used as an

indicator of the date of the inscription, but they may also imply a stratification in the

BouAn and the gepouoia since they do not appear in the report of the third final

# Cat. #6.¢.31L 6-7.
% There is also the case of Antaeus the son of Modestus in Syros, whose diavous was provided
yepovriasTais and Tofy ol éZovAnbBy (Cat. # 3.b.1 1 21}, in which it is quite clear that the recipients were

chosen by the benefactor personally.

% Cat. # 6.c.5 I 33-34: dvaTeTexiTa yonuaTa eic alwviwy / KAip(w)y davopds.
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distributions.”® Though we do not know what form the lottery took, it is possible in this
case that it was open only to the high-standing members of the BouA7) and the yepougia.

Although xAnpor appear only rarely in our diavous inscriptions, they are attested as
often in the inscriptions of Aphrodisias as are davouai”® These distributions are
described in the same manner as the aiwviovwe Savepas of zﬁxphroclisif:ls:97 they are
supported by the donation of a capital sum whose interest is to be distributed on certain
occasions; they describe lotteries rather than more general distributions, though. Only
two of six inscriptions in which Avjces appears do not use the phrase ‘er¢ aiawiovs kAvpous’
as what appears to be a parallel to ‘efg aiwvious dravouas’.

One of these, a marble base broken so that only the second half of the inscription
remains, is in honor of a citizen who fulfilled every magistracy and liturgy, and who
undertook an embassy to the Empe:ror;98 it is not clear which Emperor is meant, but the
BouAn is described as iepwrtd, so that we may tentatively suggest that the inscription
dates to after the reign of Septimius Severus; as we have noted above, the presence of this
superlative adjective may indicate a stratification within the BouAn. The benefactor

dedicated sums of money for the BouAn, the yepousia and the veomotol xousoddpot, in the

* The superlative Aaumpotra™ is most often applied to the city or to a proconsul in the inscriptions
from Ephesus {for example, (unroo)midig: IKEph 243, 627, 714, 799, 2054, 2055; avrinatov: IKEph 619a,
621, 639, 666¢, 698, 3030, 3088); it is only rarely used of the Bouds, so that we have suggested here that it
may refer to a group within the SevAs.

% MAMA VIII 413¢.13, 482, 520 bis, 523-525.

*7 See above, Chapter Two, pp. 50-51, nn. 22-23.

% MAMA VIII 525.
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9 ’ -
avaTelBecoto. ]

same terms as the davous) from Aphrodisias mentioned above:’
tepcotaTy BovAd ... X B/ eic alwviwy / kMjpwy vouds’.

The second inscription uses xA7pog neither in the accusative plural nor in the
genitive plural.'® This is a Hadrianic document which was found in the city wall, and
details loans made by Attalus the son of Adrastus. KAapoer of two hundred and forty
measures of seed are to form a part of the security for a loan lent by Attalus to Diodorus
the son of Musaeus of Heracleia Salbace. These measures were therefore allotted to

Diodorus by a procedure which was more certain than a lottery, since he could use them

as collateral. It is clear, though, that in this case the kAzpot are not prizes of money.

V. Awavopat as Gihoriuio

The distribution of cash-gifts would obviously attract numerous potential
recipients, not all of whom, as we have seen,' WO;ﬂd have been given a gift. As we have
seen, there were limitations placed on the recipients, in order to prevent unnecessary
expense and potential shortages, but also to make a social statement. A benefactor is only
rarely praised for having provided dwvopai to poorer individuals like slaves and
freedmen. Such gifts do bring glory to the benefactor, but only through their numbers.

Providing gifts to citizens and members of the local aristocracy, on the other hand, brings

* See ahove, p. 112.

1% AfAMA VI 413c=Laum (1964): 103-106, no. 102c: émi éyvbw Tudel Tudéwe To0 "Atrelou
aAhoy Bimhabiv daveiou Bedaviguivoy U’ éuol Aiodwpy Movgaiow! 1§ alrd) dexatwy ol yivovtar Toxou méxpi
umvde "AmeAaioy Toialkades Tol éveotdTog X Stoxeilia TeTpanowia, TevTiKoyTa £l Umofikars | kKAnpors tolgiy
orbpey Kumpwy Siakodicoy TerFepixovea Tolg abaiv &y ' AmodAwvia Aeyopévaic A Mnvore.
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a significant amount of T to the benefactor simply by their provision, which is only
enhanced by their numbers. Thus, a benefactor may include lower classes in his or her
distribution, but certainly not at the expense of citizens closer to his or her own social
standing.

Since the evidence for dravouat comes from inscriptions honoring the benefactors,
it seems that providing such distributions was more honorable than receiving them. Thus,
benefactors of éfwbev Siavopal are praised, but not by individuals: as we have seen in
Chapter Two, the subjects of the verb of honoring are the BovAy, the éuog, and/or the
~vepougia—that is, public entities rather than individuals. Individuals do not appear in our
inscriptions, except as the authors of decrees of honoring: a benefactor is not honored by
one of the recipients of his Javops, but rather by the city itself, once a motion has been
proposed by an individual.

Despite this, it is a fact that aristocrats and SovAevral did receive diavouai. The
reciprocal gifts to the benefactors are the decrees which allow the erection of a statue or a
similar memorial; this allows the aristocrats who had received gifts to remain somewhat
anonymous. A particularly magnanimous benefactor may have been the recipient of a
proposal that the expenses of a statue be covered by public funds, which happens in only
two cases.'%!

Only very rarely do we find in the evidence an indication that the benefactors

summoned people to their distributions, but they must have done so in every case. Every

Ol car #5.a1 0, 21-22, 7.1 1. 16-17.
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dtavoun in our catalogue was obviously carefully arranged beforehand, which requires a
public announcement that the distribution would take place, for example, on a certain day
at a certain place. Nicomedes included in his foundation a proviso that all future davouai
should take place ‘év Tofs mep! Tov vadv Tijs Zwreilpag — o’:'xarg’,mz but otherwise we know
where dtavopat took place because we are told that they had taken place rather than that
they would take place in those locations.'®

Many inscriptions, particularly those which record annual or penteteric dravouai,
imply when and where the distributions are to take place, but there is only one davous-
inscription, to my knowledge, which records the announcement of dtavopat, though it is a
supplement. This records the benefactions of a priest and gymnasiarch in Panamara who
‘rifévra T EAatoy EdxuaToy éy Aaut[lowy, kai Tots ‘Hpaiotg damep To mpodToy kel viv TEY T0
ARl [Bog kakety TGy éAevBéswy kad] TOV GolAwy eml Te Tolg dAAots kai ém Siwvous
aoyusiou.” '™ What form this summons took is unclear, but it may well have been nothing
more than a herald on a comner. Such a summons in itself limits the possible participants
to only those who could be informed. Other means were undoubtedly employed, such as
private invitations or painted notices—these, however, have left no trace so that we can do

no more than mention them. A benefactor of Kyme, however, provided a feast in the

2 Cat. #4.0.12 1 19.
"% The verb érnayyéMw, in addition to the sense of a promise which we have noted above, also
suggests the summoning of the recipients to the Siaveus; this use of the verb or the corresponding noun,
however, does not appear in our catalogue as a summons to a distribution of cash (for example, Cat. #
4.d.10 /. 12-14 and 6.2,1 [I. 3-4).

1% Cat #6.e.1 11 10-11.
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temenos of the temple of Dionysus for Roman citizens, residents of the city and
foreigners ‘éx mpoypadas’ and a second meal in the prytaneion for the same recipients
‘6o xaotymatos’:'® the recipients of each meal were summoned, in one case by a written
notice, and in the second case by a public announcement. We have also suggested that

the ‘tofc kadoupévorg’ of Table 3.3 were those who were summoned to a distribution.'®

V1. Chapter Conclusions

All of the dizvop.al in our catalogue were provided by citizens of various cities in
Asia Minor—some benefactors may have been citizens in more than one city in a region,
but only Opramoas is known to have enjoyed such multiple citizenship. However, that
more such citizens do not appear in our catalogue is due to the fact that we have not
focused on the individual benefactors themselves. In addition to being citizens of their
own cities and regions, though, our benefactors were also Roman citizens, so that they
were those individuals whom the Roman authorities favored and supported-they were the
local aristocrats.

This high standing did not prevent the same individuals from appearing as
recipients of other dravopar. In fact, it is this equality in social rank which caused many
citizens to be both benefactors and recipients. Our evidence, approximately one hundred
inscriptions from a period of over three hundred years, does not provide direct support for

this duality, but, as we have shown in this chapter, the benefactors were BovAevrai, who

S SEG 32 1243 . 17-18 and 37-38.
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also appear as the most common group of recipients. However, there is no indication that
even when diavopal were provided to ‘maey Ty kal Huxig’ they were given consistently
with an interest in alleviating poverty. They were usually given as a matter of course in
an individual’s—or a family’s—political career and pursuit of T

As we have seen in the previous chapter, there is a formula which characterizes
many of these inscriptions despite its variations. There seems equally to have been a
characteristic manner in which diaveuai were actually distributed. Of course, it is also
possible, and probable, that this too varied from city to city: each citizen would have
known how diavopai were distributed in his own city—whether by a calling of tribes or by
a general queue-up—so that there was no need to inscribe this. Nonetheless, several
inscriptions do tell us how the handouts were to be distributed, whether by an allotment, a

name calling or a customary procedure.

Y6 Above, p. 109.



CONCLUSION: Aigvopini AND ROMANIZATION

1. Epigraphic Evidence of Atavouai

This thesis has examined the practice of handing out diavepai in the Greek cities
of Asia Minor, and we have seen that a Sraveu in the epigraphic evidence of Roman Asia
Minor always refers to a distribution of money. Although there are other terms which are
used to describe distributions and foundations in general, the study of dravoun itself has
indicated that these distributions of money were offered by Roman citizens on occasions
related to their offices or liturgies.

Argvopai are similar to the distributions of money in the Latin West, but there are
significant differences which have appeared from the summary of sportulae in Chapter
One and the discussion of dravopai throughout this thesis. First, a sportula could consist
of a gift of food or of money, whereas a Quavopm is always a gift of money in the Imperial
period. The only instance of a distribution of meat called a ‘dravouw’ is a Hellenistic
distribution from Cos which we have discussed in Chapter One; this distribution was
offered on the occasion of a sacred wedding. Such private occasions are not
commemorated by Sravopal, since distributions on these occasions would be too similar to
the distributions provided by Emperors discussed in detail by van Berchem. This forms
the major distinction between diavouar and gifts of money in Rome: davopal were offered
on official occasions connected with public offices.

There is also a theoretical question about the nature of davepar: were they

intended to be unrestricted gifts, to be carried away by the recipients, or were they

120
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intended to be spent by the recipients on a meal provided by and in honor of the
benefactor, either partially or entirely? This problem appears most clearly in a
distribution on the island of Syros, and is dependent entirely upon the translation of kas as
a connecting conjunction or an explanatory conjunction." However, there is evidence that
when the handout was intended to be spent on a meal, it could be termed a emupig, that is,
a sportula, rather than a digvops. Obviously, such terminology could vary over three
centuries and from city to city, but there is no clear evidence that diavouy was used to
describe a type of rebate in a feast in the period with which we have been concerned;
instead the evidence indicates that a ravoun was an unrestricted gift of money.

Gifts of money seem to have become more common in the second century. This
increase of attested diavouai may, as we have said in Chapter One, simply be due to the
epigraphic habit: it may have become more appropriate to honor this type of benefaction
with an inscription at this time. As we have seen throughout this thesis, though, this is
only a partial explanation of a problem which is better explained through a combination
of causes: the epigraphic habit, increased interest of the Emperors in the provinces shown
by increased interference in local affairs by governors, the different attitudes of various
Emperors, and the increasing Roman citizenship during this time period.

There do not, however, seem to have been any significant changes in the practice
itself: dravopai were, according to the epigraphic evidence, generally given to the same

groups of citizens by the same groups of benefactors throughout the period covered by

'Cat #3.b.1 I 14, 17; cf. above, Chapter One, pp. 24-26; Chapter Three, p. 103, n_ 74.
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this thesis. Similarly, the occasions on which and the locations in which they were
provided did not vary significantly.

The main sources for this practice are the honorary inscriptions commissioned by
the cities whose citizens were the recipients of such generosity, so that we are usually
only told that a benefactor provided a draveus). This does limit the information available
to us concerning the specifics of giving dravouai, but since honorary inscriptions in
general are formulaic, varying in their particulars rather than in the manner in which they
present their information, it is possible to restore diavopai in certain benefactors’ careers,
keeping in mind the verbs most commonly used for this and the discussion of omissions
which we have provided in Chapter One. Several honorary inscriptions, though, provide
more information about dravopead, so that we know the most common recipients as well as
the benefactors, resulting in clear correspondences with the Latin practice of cash gifts.
However, inscriptions which provide extensive detail about individual distributions are
much more difficult to supplement since there is nothing with which any supplemented
details may be compared.

Relatively few inscriptions tell us how these handouts were actually conducted,
but there is enough evidence to make some conclusions. Obviously, a one-time
distribution of money which was offered to commemorate the assumption of an office or
the completion of a liturgy could be accomplished much more cheaply than a recurrent
distribution provided on a birthday or funeral. Since the necessary funding for Siavouai

could be quite high, many of our benefactors made substantial donations of money or
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land to support perpetual distributions; these donations were either under their own
supervision or under that of a relative or an éppointed EMULEATTTG.

Annual or penteteric festivals, though they do not appear in the &ravopn-
inscriptions frequently enough to provide an opportunity for a complete study here,
entailed substantially greater expense, as the founder or agonothete had not only to
establish a fund to provide sufficient revenue for prizes and other incidental expenses, but
also to attract competitors and spectators. Depending on the status and location of the
festival, though, a portion of this expense will have been met from public or temple
funds, or from the endowment of an ecarlier agonothete; any shortfall between the amount
of money available from such sources and the total amount required will have been paid
by the current agonothete himself.

We have considered the distributions in two broad categories: those which were
intended to be repeated, and those which were intended to be offered only once. There is
no indication that either type of diavouai was preferred by any group of benefactors.
Since several of our cities are represented only by one or two inscriptions, we cannot say
for certain that repeated distributions were favored or disfavored by benefactors in many
of our cities. However, when one-timne and repeated distributions do appear in the same
city, one type does seem to dominate. This is particularly clear in the cases of
Aphrodisias and Ephesus, where, when the figures are combined, nineteen repeated
distributions are recorded as opposed to five one-time distributions; Didyma, on the other
hand, provides evidence indicating the dominance of one-time distributions. The reasons

for this, in Aphrodisias and Didyma at least, are clear: the aiwvior Sravouat of Aphrodisias
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were annual distributions which were funded from the bequeathal of a sum of money in
the benefactor’s testament, while in Didyma diavopal were most often provided by the
prophets of Apollo or the hAydrophori of Artemis as a benefaction in connection with their
term of service.

The sites of the dravoual are in these cases clear: those offered in connection with
a priesthood took place in or near the temple, while statues and gymnasia, especially for
gymnasiarchs, also provided convenient locations for the handouts. The theater or the
agora are also attested sites, but these two appear so rarely—the agora twice and the theater
once—that we cannot say for certain that these were the locations most commonly used by
magistrates or liturgists who gave diavopai.

The Sravopat which we have studied in this thesis did not take place at the homes
of the benefactors, which Juvenal implies was the common practice with sportulae in
Rome, though there are suggestions that they took place on the occasion of a feast. If this
is taken to be an indication that these diaveuai were in fact given in the home of the
benefactor, it implies that the handouts offered on these occasions were given to a
relatively select group of recipients; we have seen Pliny the Younger questioning Trajan
about the distribution of gifts on private occasions like these, but these distributions were
not provided for collegia or éraptai, but as a part of the workings of the Imperial cult.

Distributions provided to a variety of recipients were one way in which a wealthy
aristocrat could enrich his city in addition to the customary benefits which citizens
denived from magistracies and liturgies, such as the provision of free, or low cost, oil by

gymnasiarchs. Originally, dravouas may have served in part a purpose similar to that
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which we have attributed to Hellenistic kings in their euergetic behavior to cities in
Greece and on the western coast of Asia Minor: to win public support. Like liturgies,
though, draveat must have become more and more expensive as magistrates and

liturgists provided them on novel occasions, establishing a tradition of cash handouts.

1. Romanization

The providers and recipients of diavouai have been considered in summary in
Chapter Three, with the conclusion that they often came from the same social classes.
We have also seen that they were high-ranking citizens in their cities, whom Roman
authorities could easily observe. Private groups of citizens, éraipiar, were supervised so
stringently that a fire-brigade was not permitted in Nicomedia, but the assembly of
citizens to receive dmvopmes will have been conducted with the knowledge of Roman
authorities,

The BovAn and #7uos could be, as Dio says, strongly influenced by local, provincial
and Imperial Roman authorities, so that not only the measures discussed by these bodies
but also the bodies themselves will have been known to Roman authorities, whether
formally or through private complaints, as we have seen in the case of Vedius
Antoninus.> As we have said above, many of the benefactors contained in our catalogue
are Roman citizens who enjoyed the favour and support of local Imperial authorities, and

who formed the BouA% of many cities in Asia Minor during the Imperial period. Thus,

? See above, Chapter, p. 68-69, nn. 59-60.
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both the benefactors and the recipients would have been, in most cases, known to or
recognized by the Roman authorities.

We must also note that several of our benefactors were expressly permitted by the
Emperor to provide distributions. Such notice is only implied in two of our inscriptions,3
but there is no reason to assume that it was lacking in every other case. We can suggest,
however, that permission for davouar obtained from the Emperor himself, either in person
or in Jetters was a more difficult undertaking so that it would be more likely to appear in
our inscriptions than permission obtained from other Roman authorities, such as, for
example, provincial governors.

There is a final element of Romanization which we have only briefly touched
upon. Several of the inscriptions in our catalogue report that distributions were provided
to different groups at different rates. This is a feature which has also appeared in the
inscriptions which we have considered from the Latin west, and this, more than the
distribution of money itself, is particularly Roman. We have no evidence of a distribution
of money, or of food, being provided at different rates in the Hellenistic period. The
Hellenistic inscription from Cos, which describes the distribution of meat at a sacred
wedding,* tells us that a distribution was to be made, but there is no indication that
citizens of a higher standing received any more than citizens of a lower standing. We

cannot know, though, to what extent this distinction was noted by Greek citizens

themselves as an element of Romanization. Some citizens may have recognized different

YCat. # 1.c.11 28, 6.d.1 . 8-9; ¢f. 4.b.10 L 13-17.
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rates as a Roman practice, but we simply do not have the evidence necessary to make a
generalization for all of the citizens of Asia Minor.

In conclusion, then, dravopai were distributions of cash in the Greek cities of Asia
Minor during the Imperial period provided by that class of citizens which Rome tended to
favor both in the East and elsewhere-the aristocracy. The activity was permitted by
Roman authorities to selected individuals who, not sﬁrprisingly, appear frequently as
priests of the Imperial cult. The distributions served in part to give these aristocrats a
means of emphasizing their high-standing in the community to one another, but also of
conciliating those of lower social standing than themselves to the rule of Rome, when the

gifts were given to broader groups of citizens.

*Cat. #3.a.1.



APPENDIX 1: CATALOGUE OF INSCRIPTIONS'
1. Moesia and Thrace
a. Dionysiopolis
1) Honorary inscription; reign of Caracalla, PHI7 Moesia and Thrace [IG Bulg
1(2), I, I(1-2) & IV} 16=IGBuig I’ 16; Robert (1971): 173; RPk 55 (1929):
152; RPh 33 (1959): 204. Lines 1-12.
[70]v agvvkprtey doxiepéa kai ie[péa Bedov]
Swdera kel yYupmvaaiapymy Kal [éx mpoyd)-
vy dikéreroy xal dofavra Tis matpideg)
arywéss kal mpeaBetravta mapd Beoy 5
* Avrwvelvoy eig Tiv PaaiAida ‘Pouny
xail én’? émddoer gompiTwv dptava ™ mo[d]-
™Y Goxmy Kai ebeoyéTny Tig ToAews Olov]-
Ta kai diavopas T kpatiory BouAq [ent )
aveotace Tol avdpravtos M(aexov) A[ve(vAov)] 10
Aqparprov Aioyévoue Bovhn [Suos Diow]-
comoAerTiov Tetudg ylapv).

b. Pentapolis
1) Honorary inscription; reign of Marcus Aurelius; PHI7 Moesia and Thrace [IG
Bulg X(2), I, I(1-2) & IV] 15(2) =IGBulg 1 15(bis); RPh 33 (1959): 205-7.
Lines 1-11.
ayabin T,
[T]ov éx mpoyovwy, giAoTeinoy
Kal lepéa o0 weri(@)To(y T moM)e[we]
Beots Arovi(o)ov kat TTHOOZ[- - -
W qupva(ehigpoxmp, Sévra kal davo]’- 5

! Epigraphic Conventions Used:

(Snuagre) 1 expansion of a symbol or abbreviation.

[Snyipra] : restoration of letters no longer visible.

Smyasie, : restoration of letters partially visible,

Omuapre : ligatures,

<8muapra> : letters incorrectly inscribed and corrected by the editor.
[Bnvapia) © extraneous letters.

[-.-... ] : six letters missing.

[~ — -] : significant portion of the line missing,

v : emply space,

TOT : letters not understood by editors.

2 1GBulg I* 16 reads &v.

* Robert (RPF 33 [1959]: 206) reads «ri(e)ro(v) TNEIIAE,
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wa(s) i T xoati(ayry BovA(f) [xail

[oi(s) napce(m)idmu(ne)ale)y Tils Iev]-
(a)[moA)ew(s) BovAe(vyTalls), &(v)opaior, ial-
plofl(s), mau(Beurais M(@piov) Adfp(nhiov) — -
kewpo(y > Avriog(ov) % mateilc]

TetT(s) ev(e)xev.
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10

2) Honorary inscription; Mid Imperial; PHI7 Moesia and Thrace [IG Bulg I(2),
10, T(1-2) & 4] 15(3) =IGBulg I* 15(ter); BE 65 (1952): 38 n. 100; RPh 33

(1959): 207. Lines 1-8.
[~ — —dovra xa! Savenlag 71 TE koa-
[tilomy BovAf kai ayspavouoig xai
[tal)¢ émra dulais kai Tols Luvelon
ToUg TePactols Kal dyspale, i-
ATPOTS, TAIDEUTAIS Kol TOK Trape-

¢.  Augusta Traiana

1) Imperial letter; AD 211-217; PHI7 Moesia and Thrace [IG Bulg I(2), II, TII(1-

2) & IV] 1581 =IGBulg TII* 1581. Lines 17-33.
é[marodn ’ Arpiov KAoviou(?)].

” Atptog KAoviog [t detva — — —— — — xaipew):

avéyvwy éu p@Tols T emaTaréy(Tla [ypduuaral

Tl Berorarov iy kai Zeflaolrol Avoxed-

[ luewpevoy 6oy mp....... owv Ta, Oeta ypape-

wata T éuf) émotodd, [Vlnoratas 3 Ta napadei-

[vsata Tid]y mooTépwy TyEUOVLY KAl TO QyTivoadoy

—————————————— —ou yoadber €l aTi-

va, €[~ — ————— Ulmerapia imétaka- énei-

v 0¢ & [rolis Betoic ypappraav Eveativ Thpel-

aBar 16 mareov Efoc Ty davoudy, € N €Té-

pws TR ToAt 3ok, évexéhevaar, daTe TavTA Kot-

vwaaafe T BovAy kol 1) Suw xata ™y Taly Tolg

Beiotg yoappaciv dedopémy kai el pa) éTe-

pwg doket, Trpmbijvar To maAeoy éflog.

éppidaBal oe ToAAoTe ETeTIv Elyoue.

20

25

30

* Robert {RPh 33 [1959]: 206) reads yupval(a)apxmy 3, svra kai
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d. Odessus
1) Honorary inscription; Mid Impcrlal PHI7 Moesia and Thrace [IG Bulg 1(2),
11, IMI(1-2) & IV] 63(2) —IGBngI 63. Lines 1-19.

ayabi T
KAatdiov

' AxvAay
TOV AT TPOYOVWY AgUv-
KOITOV YEVOLEVOV QrYwyo- 5
Bermy TG ,u,e'ya,lwu TEVTO-

eTNPIKGY a,fywvwv Kat a.pEa.wa.
a/rvwg Kkai owdiknrovTa mo*rwg

kai Tajiay Tig -ms?\ewg q«evou.e-

vov Kai Sovra éxaaTte BovA eu-r-y 10
T€ Kal QrAoTELY Kal Tpooyod.-

dw ral Toic rapemnuscaTty

aTpaTiTaS dlavouns ' ATTi-

Kkac Oxa, Uép TE T dvaTTw-

gewg dovra, eig Tag TH PouATig 15
woetng T ATTIKGS ,§ Kad EVWYNTAVTS

™ kpatioTyy BouvAny kal AnorAnpaaay-

Ta ¢uAaic e kai oTéuamy aTéppaay Ta €5 éfoug

BouAm dHuos érelumaey.

2. Black Sea and Scythia Minor
a. Istrus
1) Honorary decree; No date; PHI7 Black Sea and Scythia Minor [Inscr. Scythia
Minoris II,1} 17=IScythiae Minoris ' 17. Lines 1-19.

[ m ]

[~ JAIOPOIA[- - ——— —~ ———— — ]

[édak]e 1dit Snuan émipfmpiedoyrog ol detva)

[Afeypiw]vog, Mtoxaene [I[— - = - ~— ermev emei]-

& ‘Homeayéplag ~ ————— Jvog avatél[mxe xov]- 5
[oote] Toaxogiovs &[mwg = = — — - — =~ — —— — — ]

[~ ———— lkoarmp moAer [~ ———~—————— e —— 1
[~-—-===-- ] Torg mavron[~ - ———————————— —— — ]
[-——————- Tl moAw T8 [- = — = — — — = ]

[~-——==- Joydooug I[=~— - == = —— —— 1 10
VERLEIY T PN = = — ——— — —— — — = kad’]

ETOUG Eg [~ ~—————— e ]

TOQOUIO[— — — =~ ——m—————— dia]-

VOUAY B[~ — — — =~ — - m e m ] ]

HpEw eM[— —— —— —— ] 15

A _aval-
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s [~~~ e ]
A ]
ov[-———— 1

2) Honorary decree; early 2™ century; PHI7 Black Sea and Scythia Minor [Inscr.
Scythia Minoris 11,1} 57=IScythiae Minoris II'57. Lines 22-37.
npdTov eV eUlc Tag mow TS
meoabdous kot Burias kal ebyiis Tolg Beoks motou-
wévn Ty Tob EToug apyny UeT eUdpoTivng Kal €U-
wylag peyalompenols EnomoaTo Tollg Uelv 1ap 25
Bovhevtats maa kai vepougiaaTais kai Tau-
PATTRIS Ka I0TPoT; Kol TaIdeuTais ket Tolg 10it
Kkal €5 ovopatos kKalouutvors éx Slo ket dudoa
Oyuaoli]wy iavol]gy, By olimw Tic aAAy mooTEsOY,
edwrey Totg 8¢ é[v] Tals duAals kaTa mevThIOVTAE- 30
ytay Siaveveunu[élvorg, ETi umy kai Uuvewdors Kal Té-
kTWay Ked iepon| AalTeirats kat ‘HparkAetaotalts oi-
ool 1oy, doov oi e[m T)oTy pevaro ovopuacty GiioTer-
uovlevlot, peta [0€ TollTo maoy veounuia xai a-
oais Talls €]y éxaoTw punw)i Bueials kal éooTaic kai ma- 35
Tpiorg el[xaic] dadnAéatlaTa Kat tepompenéaTata,
ebvmpelTnoey

3. Aegean Islands
a. Cos
1) Religious document with passing mention; 300 BC; PHI7 Cos and Calymna
[HGK] 10 C1=SIG’ 1106; Laum (1964): 52 n. 45. Lines 87-96.
av 8¢ Til¢) téw [xelT av-
doovéveiay dobm Tots ko[w]wve[ai Tiov]
tepy évdems elvan Tots idiotlc] énlaly [yauov]
guvTeAGTal, moetTw Toy [yaluov [unvic) 90
[[Tlerayerrviou, exatderaTnt wely auv]-
aryhiay, émraxadexaty 0¢ drav{owgy],
tva % Buate. Tt ‘Hpaxlhel auvrel[nita: kal-
Ta, TA, TATPLA., OKTwKaIderaATY O[€ B quva]-
YoV, Kal €y Tak Acrmals viép{ais aurte]- 95
Aeigbw o yauoc

b. Syros
1) Honorary inscription; AD 183; PHI7 Aegean Islands General [XII, 5
Cyclades] 663=IG XII (5) 663. Lines 1-33.
ayabi [Tixnl.
Umep T Tol kulpiolu mudv Al[Te]-
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xpla]ropag Kaicapog M. Adpyhio[u]

[KJopuodou ' Avrwvivoy Tef(aorot) [Edaoe]-

[Blolc Txmg kat vikmg icpds Te [ouy]- 5
[k)AqTov kai Snuou ‘Pwpaiwy [kai 8-

pov Zuptwy ' Avralo; Medéatov [ore]-

[dlavndopos émwvupos Goxwy [éxal]-

[Atléovaey “Boria [ovtaveig kat Totg [2A]-

[Aotls Oeots waat, kai Tapéayey T pév [ovv]- 10
[081e(?) g yepovaiag T TeTpad: Ta. €5 €[fouc)

[aiT]olg mavTa, TV 0€ yeveaiw fuéola Tol]

[xulpfov AlrtoxpaTopos mapéayey Totg [1év]

[veplovriaaTars Setmvoy: kat €dwkey [€]-

[kaoT]w edusides dvpapia mévte, éAeu[Bé]- 15
[pat]s B¢ yuvaubty maoars kal OnAciails]

[mataiv] ofvoy: xai €dwkey Tals wlev yv)-

[vaibt] dravopds ava aoaapia olkTe],

[tals 3¢] rateiv ava acoapia Téovalpa: TH]

[3¢ éEqor] Muépa Tapéayey Tolg wey e]- 20
[povataa) Tats kod alog oig éBovAnb[x]

[detmvo]y kal Edwrey éxdato Sav[opiy]

[dva dny]dptov €v: Totg [0€] Aotmols moAei-

[tatc xai malioty éAcvléploils kai malploike[Dat]

[rapégyev] ofvov kai Edwrey Sravoumc] 25
[rots ey wloAeitais ava dnvapiov €v, [éAev]-

[Bepoig B¢] mauoty ave aoeapia Skt [éxal-

Aeaev 0¢ klai Tovs mapemdnuolvrac [éx]

[Tédy KueAadewy vagoemy oic Ta alre mapl€)-

[owev 2] kai Tots moAeitaig, {oov doxetvy 30
[.5]1667 KaAAigTou Toi @coyven[Tov].

[émil Tolreay ¥y tyeia ebxapmia

eveTMPl .

c. Tenos
1) Honorary inscription; Reign of Augustus?; PHI 7 Aegean Islands general [XII,
5 Cyclades] 946=IG XII (5) 946. Lines 1-26.
7 BovA; xai 6 dquoes Zarupov Dideivov mAy-
poTavTa TATLY AoXNY Kol AetToupyiay, kal doxi-
Bewpnoavta Tetpakic, katl avaléyra T moAet
Baraveiov kal Snvapia mevtaxioyelhia, Ve ék Tol
Tokou auTdy Bepuaivyrat To Padaverov, kal Torg év "H- 5
pioTew Beols dnvapia mevrakigyeiMa, va éx Tob To-
kou altaw év T ¢ Bovluaias éopry kat’ €Tog
didwTa Toiz ebwymbnoopéveis év @ iepd é-
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levﬁépo;g Tyviois kat’ &'.Vé‘pa, %wdpmv [Ka.]t‘ daAAa Toig

am—mg Bearg %vapm ,u,up:a. Tva, éx Tobl Tokov al- 10
TV KaT EToS €V T i@ i) 7 Kataoredavwaoe

Kai T oxTwKadexdTy mavTi ehevbéog Trvip

N kaT avaroyiav ToU ouveheugopévou mAnBoug

pepilnras Sravoun, kai dAla dnvbpra eSaxioyeii-

a, va €k ToD Toxou alTdv kaT Ete; avlpaai kel yu- 15
vailt Topioig €v TY) wotaévy TGy émitadiny ai-

ToU muepq wepilmTar kal €xaoTov 7 KaT avaAoyiqy

Tol cuveAevaopévor mAGBous davoun, Kal aA-

Ao TY] ToAet Snuapia wipia OKTAKITKEIAIQ TEVTAKO-

Fia, va ék ToU TOKOU alr®dy Umép avdp®y kal qu- 20
vatkoy kal meidwy éhevliépwy Tapiwy kat €Tog

SidwTan TO émikédarov kai év arAaig Bé moAhaic

Kail TOIKIAGIG UTTMPEdials Te Kol émISoTeaty €U~

EOYETNTAUTE, TV TATPION ELLAPITTWS ETEHLY-

gev, yapioaLevns T moAet Toy avdpavra Mak- 25
Baxme The Didervou.

2) Honorary inscription; AD 212; PHI 7 Aegean Islands general [XII 5 Cyclades]
951=IG XII (5) 951. Lines 1-20.
7 BouAm) kat o Shuog
Alp. ZaTupoy Qeodidou Tov
PrAcmaTo kai di oTeda-
vidopoy, dofavta TaoMLY
apxmy dthoteipws, kabag 5
kol €mi T Tol TowToY GV-
dotavros avagTaoer 8-
Aolrat, €Tt pmy émuernea-
pevoy TY Tot Atovigou of-
kv kel avabévta xomueta oig] 10
Soiday, éTeiumoey Kkai deuté-
pt avdpiavTt, dovTa Kai TaA
maa Tolg KeToIKoUTW Sidvo-
v, kai €Acov BévTa, date pap-
TUPOUjLEVOY €M1 TOIG KARAAL- 15
FTO0IS Kal €VvoUaTaTOY TE-
pl ™Y TTaTpida UnapyeyTa a-
vayopeveofat ael €v Tals émi-
davertaTals Tidv Bedy 7-
pépauis. 20
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4. lonia
a. Teos
1) Honorary inscription; mid-Imperial; PHI7 Ionia [Teos] 129=SDAIA (1891):
299 n. 26, BCH 46 (1922): 334-5 n. 21; SEG 2 (1925). 599 Lines 1-6.
[-] xai émdavids xa-
[Bielowoavta T iepwo-
[Tc'z]'z'n Bou)bﬁ el¢ atw-

viay MV‘WWUV T'H re-
veﬂ?uw alToU 'm.cepa, 5
didoobar Sravouy

b. Ephesus
1) Honorary inscription; AD 23; PHI7 Ionia [Ephesos] 2619=IKFEph. 2113; Laum
(1964): 89 n. 76; Oliver (1941): 88 n. 6. Lines 1-18.

- I e.

[- - ——— & 70 iepp T * Ap]Téudog

F-———————- ouv Tolg] avdordaty

[kai] mavTi [T — — —]ou kéoww Kai

[T} xaTaoroauaT: of atrol d émalim]- 3

[ealv kai év T@ eraldip év dekid B alel-

[Afldes aiv 7O kaTaxeorilovi Tol[xw]

[T]® Aeuxoibey kai T e5édpa T mpo Tol

épyou alTov kabiépwoay d¢ kat T BovA[H]

doylpiov, T €k Tis mpoaaday ket evliau]- 10
ToV TP6 TV TedDy alty év [Th] arelodd Alail-

Bavwa{ty Siavouny- Guoiwe kat Tf yepova|ig,]

omw¢ AauBavwar év T4 atadie mpe [Tdy]

Ty alrdy davouny kal é(mi Tod]

(wlvuatos atret é§ étépou xomularog kAY1- 15
[pov] kabiépwoay airols: avébmray [O€)

[kali év T yuuvacio *Aekinmiv “T[y]-

[etay] “Trvey oty mavti T4 idtw [Kéoww.)

2) Honorary inscription; AD 23; PHI7 Ionia [Ephesos] 2618=IKEph. 4123; AE

(1935): 169. Lines 7-21.

obro¢ eta Mapetvng [Thls Buyatods [-]

[] év T ruvagiy dvébnxay * Aokhgmdy ey “Tyeig kai “Trvw

ooy !'rra.z-rf altidy koo, xebiépwoay 8¢ xai T 'Bdeaiwy Bovrd xat
iepeiaty

(Sqvapta) mevtakioyeihia, e Teos Tals Tewals altiov Tals v Th 10
TETPAYOVW ayopd [ ...

........ WMaufBavweay diavopuny of mapovres dva dpayuas idopoipas, kal T

yepovoig (Snvapia) Stoweihia mevraxdoia, va AauPavwe: diavoury xar’
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........ AauBavwo Savoury of TapovTes dva dpasxuas iTopeipas, katl T

75,::05)01'@ (?'ngcip:a.) digyeilia mevrtaxogia, va AapBavwar Siavopny kat
EVIaUTOY EKaaTOV

dva Onpvapia B, opoiwg xabiéowaay TH altf vepouaia ddia (Pnvapia)
KEIAIG TEVTAKOTIA, 0TS

éx Thc mpogodou alr®y kaT éviauTtov ExadTov of kAmpwlevtes dvBpwmor
AauBavw-

oy ém Tole Tomog eis ebwyiay €xaatos (Snuapia) Tpia kai éx TV Aoty 15
(Snvapia) TetakovTa

[oreennen. TRauBavway (Srvasa) elkoot kal Toayexd? (Snyvapia) déxa,
opoiws exaote [-]

[-] kai Aeitoag Toeis, d{-]

KaAévdarz Maiaig

[-] éx rvapixais? dvuov. keilpai ~]

[-] dmoiwg [— €ig T6] yepovTer- 20

ov (Byvagta) TEVTAKOTIQ,

Public decree; late first century AD; IKEph 3214, SEG 33 (1983): 946; Jones

(1983): 125. Lines 1-5 (of 20).

[....8Jav & Tig émBafAnrar,] 6 pev Umevalvrioly ve[ypauuévor Taimy
drarake?]

[Ymdiolua mapyérw axluoov,] xai amotaicaTw [6 Tolire mpdias] eis
npooreo{pnpa Bets?]

[ Aprépaldoc kel v Zebactiv Slpdpie plpa kali GA)Aa  elg
Sia[voluny Totg mpeaBurépois]

[Bpvaor]e pipin, & kel moabac[Bwelay of per’ éxelvoly Tlov éviavrioy
aplyovres Kai 6 me-

[padiA]al 5

Honorary decree; late first century; PHI7 Ionia [Ephesos] 550=IKEph. 1151.
Lines 10-15.

[-] Mowarios Aovyetvog T[-] 10
[=lel... Moleyuyévou 7ol edmBapyov [-]

[-lag xai émdooe(ils Tdv édmPwy xai Tdv & €fous et{-]

[~ TI%s Beol muépag, Sovrog 8¢ Kai diavopag BovAf) [kai)

{veoouaip xai Tok Tuvédpars Taa: TG Bl EviauTd

[lepoxiipv§ 15

Honorary inscription; early Imperial; PHI7 Ionia [Ephesos] 1629=/KEph. 997.
Lines 1-17.

- I
- 1y
- Jrog



136
Section 4.b: Ephesus

[-————= na)paoyov- 5
[Tlemov év T® i T
TOAEL

[ralc 8¢ tmép T tepa-

[rellag Samavas maoag

[kai] Ta i ™y WoA di- 10
[8oueva dp(aota) mevraxto-

[x)iAte Edwray éx TaV

[)8icov T moher DAaovia

Mo iy Mol

TV M LTTNe AUTTS Kal 15
Maiop 6 mammnog kat

Muiop ve(arepog) o Befog atriis.

6) Public decree; AD 104; PHI7 Ionia [Ephesos] 212=IKEph. 27, SEG 15 (1965):
698; Oliver (1941): 60-1 n. 3. Lines 221-243.
TQv 8¢ rabepwpévay tmo Zatovra-
[etov dnplapiowy) B] wluvetwv) tlelAécer Toxov Tatovtapios dpanuaiov kol
€KAOToY €Vi-

[avrdv] Ta yei[v]opneva Snvapia yilie dkTaxiia, 4’ dv dooer Td yoaume-

[Tet s BlovAtis dnpapia TetTpakoai[a TlevTikevTa, dmws émiTeAer Sravouny

[Toic] Bouvhevrals év Téd lepidt év T[D molovawn T yeveoiun Tie ueyigrne 225

Bedis ’ Ap-
[réwidog,] vmig éativ umuos Qapym[A]dves exy ieTauévoy, yevouévns Tic
diavo-

[k 7o Ths méwnTmg, difouévol[u Elkacty TV TupovTwy Svasiov Evée,
[ éxov]Tog éouaiay Tob émt T Siavousi amovrt dolvan, émel dmoTEITA~
[reo Tt BlovA®i Umép éxaoTov dvopaTos ToU pa) Tapayevouévoy kai AaSBovtog
[mpaorreipov Syv(apia) —] eav 8¢ peiCw]v yei[vayrar ¢ koAAUBog, Hare] 230
[eig mheiovag xwoety, ékéot]w xat [-]
[Ha ava. k... Jv. duoiw]s 8-
[oer 6 To0 ouvedoiov THg) vepourlias Yloauparel klat’ év)-
[avTov €kaaTov amo Tl meoYeyoauuev]ov Tokoy Snlvapia) [TrS]
lasaagia B, omwe émiteAy] kAdjpoy Tf] Yevesiw T BeolD) 235
[uéoq Toig ToU auvedpiou peTéxouatly el avdpag T8 [ava dq(vépiov) a- éov]
[9¢ peilioy 9 6 yevopevos koMAuBos,] dare el TAeiolvag)
[xewpety, kAmpwae kai TAclovas, exlaotov Ty Aag[ov]-
[Twy dva Snvapiov €v AauBavovtlog. didoaw 8¢ xai]
[rots — Tok; veaxopolat mapa] Za{Alovrapiy [ kabicpw]- 240
[Tt elg Sravouny dn(vapia) — xkal Tolis amepywicad) Torg
[avaypadauévor; dn(vapia) — €is kAipov] ava [Snvaplio i<a), & kai
[T eic T Bueiay dyopaaovan,] Tob kANpov vervouévor
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7) Public decree; AD 104; PHI7 Ionia [Ephesos] 602=IKEph. 27g; Oliver (1941):

8)

9)

68 n. 3; (continuation of 4.b.6.). Lines 532-539.

opwiws dwcer amo Tol TpoyeypauLEvoy [Tokov]

Kkal Tolg Beapwdols el davoumy en(vapia) €,

waTe AauPaveiv avTous €v T iepdp T " ApTé-

widag T yeveaiw Tig feol ava acoapia B

oLL0tw¢ BWTe! GTIO TOD TPOYEYPUUEVOU TOKOU 535
xal Tolg axpoPaTalg T Beol el diwvouny

on(vapia) ie, ore AauPavew alrols 14 yevesin

i) Beol ava. acoapia dexaTpio TiT.

Imperial letter; AD 138; PHI7 Ionia [Ephesos] 215=IKEph 21ii; OGIS 493 II,
SEG 27 (1977): 740. Lines 1-15.

Olevourmiog " Ampwwaveg avBimatolc]

"Edeaiwy apyovat, Bouhd, Iy xatoe[w]

ael kat pardov ém[dleivvale Ty moels Tov]

ueyiaToy atrokp[altoca fudy AiAi[ov]

' Avrwveivoy Z[e)Bactov ebloéBeiay] 5
[+ii Te maay pv]wuy s Aagmlpotarng)

[moAews T v kai viv Ymdiaauevor év]

T[o.?g elruyeloTaTalg 'f)ue?v Kkai aidvi mavTr]

a,m'au ylev]eBAiats npe,omg Kal Bea.g nlnepav)

TéVTE em-re)lew Kai Stavouny TOig 10
WOAE[TUJQ' EK T(UV KG;AOUILEV(UV Elg T(Lg

Buaing éxaocre Syvaptoy didovar xai

Talra pev vuely dpbidg kal xkaAis, wonep afv]

{1y avroc etoyymoapevos {€}eTuy(ody,

vevopofleTrofm: éppidafar tuds elopal. 15

Honorary inscription; reign of Antoninus Pius; PHI7 Ionia [Supplement to
Ephesos] 15682=JAI 59 (1989): 175-6, n. §; SEG 39 (1989): 1189. Lines 1-
16.

....... OIl....0DA....

[TIo]oxAov, EvoTaoxdv «{at]

[v]eomoicov, ieparelaaloav]

[T]'ﬁg ’Ap‘réwgog EL’JO'G,S(IL_, 5

EXTEVEIC ﬁapaaxoua'w T[a}
3!30;1,&:(1. €lc ™Y 'rra}uv
V@PItL TEVTAKITHEIAIR
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kara To Ymdigua T PovAt, 10
Solray B¢ xai Toc €€ Efoug

diavopds avagTIoay-

Tog TV TEwmMy T. AiAiou

ZePaloret) ameA(evlépov) peioou

TaPAapiov Tol Toodéwg 15
avrij[g]

10) Imperial letter; AD 145-6; PHI7 lonia [Ephesos] 198=IKEph. 1491; SIG® 850.
Lines 1-19.
[Alrexparwle Katg[ale Belob ‘Adlpifave]d
[vieg, Beal Toarlave[o Tlapllico[T view]vos,
[Beoti Népova. €]xyov[og Titog] Aidio[s ‘Adpt]avoc
[ Avrwveivog ZeBalotofc, dpxiepet]s plépioroc, dnluao-
[wtlxls ébouering] To o', altroxparwe Tlo B°, Umatog (6 8, ma]- 5
e nfarpidos  Edevliwy Toks [ap]xovor xai T[] BovAf xai
[rér S xlaipeln: Tigy drhoriiay By dretipe[Frai]
[mpdg bulag O[dndia]s * Avrwveivos éuabov oty obire(¢] éx
Ty tuetépwly yoapluatwy wg ék v [éxleivor- BovAdpe-
vog yap map” ewol Tuely Bonbeias [eic 0]y xoapoy TV 10
Eoywy Qv Luel émmuyeilato é0nA[waey dra K]al HAika oi-
KodopmuaTa TpeaTidnaw v moAler aAX’ dulels odfx] do-
Bidg aradéyeate almay xdyw kai eulvexwpnoa alird [... Jc
a featio} xat amedebauny ot [ol] Tov nleAAdy TG v To-
Aertevouévwy Tpamoy, of ToU [maplaxefula ebdoriu]en? ya- 15
[e]w eig Béals klai Sravouas kai T Td{v dywvey Bénata? danav)dlen?)
[Ty $t[Aori)iav, aAAa 8v ol mpos o [érhov éAmile? alepvo-
[Tépay mom)oew ™y oA mpoyeniTas. To YodppaTa Eneluder
[KA(atdioc) "TovlAiavac 6 kpaTioTog avbi[maTog. ebmuyerrle.

11) Kouretes list with passing mention of a &iaveun; reign of Commodus; PHI7
Ionia [Ephesos] 242=IKEph. 47. Lines 1-12.
ém mputdvews M(azorov) Alo(vAiov) Mevepayou
Tol Kai AVAVEWTRUEVOU TO IE00V TUY-
€dptoy TAY KovprTwY dovTos Sravejids
ooag xal Tf yepouaiq. [[Kopuodiayy]
éml dpyovraw Ddwvec 8 o0 ‘Bpuoldov 5
didvoeB(aoTov) kai ‘Epuete 8’ Anohdwviov
ooor kablépwaray TEUTAVES TOTS KEKOUPTEUKOGTY"
[To(rrhiog) Od(tag) " Avrawvives ouuxA(yricee) (Brpapra) ,a-
Odmd(ia) Paidoeiva ovy kel (dnvaoa) o
Toig uioig T(irw) PA(aovies) Aapiavd 10
kai T(itw) DPA(aoview) ' Avrwvive
KoupMaty alThg.
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12) Honorary inscription; reign of Commodus; PHI7 Ionia [Ephesos] 113=IKEph.
26; Oliver (1941): 96-8 n. 12; Hermes 4 (1870):198-201 no. 11. Lines 7-18.
[<] Neioundouvs, Tov xabo[Aixol éxdixelu Tol quvedpiov Mudv, 775 alrod
émipereinds) éllaipeToy mapaayovToe TapdleryiLa, TopwY]

[ixav]@v, eic T maAaoy éfoc énalverfoboay ™y yepouriay eloeBely xai
Bler T Te mpoxabrye[mon T moAewe Ny Bed. * Apréwidi kal Td pel-

[vietlw kupty Auiov xai Bedv év[dpavestate alitoxparopi Kaigapr
M(asokw) Ale(nAio) Koupody *Avtwvetvg [ZeBaari EdoeBer Bimuyer
Tas kaT €tog Bul-

[ei]ag imép T aiwviov Saporis [avrol, daTe, éf]ov w) éAatov dvaricken 10
elg ™Y ebwygiay aT[TikDY — éx T@Y Ume Tol Nexoumdoue]

dphoupéyvwy mopwy, exaoTov To[v mapivra eis T)o avdAmua Tob deimvou
etwbey Kai éx ¢ o[l Neoumndoug drhoreruias Aaeiv]

aTTikny wiav. dig ToUto €dofey Tlofs cuvédoolic kuodioar kai vowoBerroat
elrael 1 Tobde T[0T Ymdiouaros iy dyaly ™ yepovaiay €l]-

¢ 10 Oi[yvlexés duhageobar ™i[v émi ] meoyleypaupévy eloeBeia
vouoleaiav wc ailwviov ouoiwg 3¢ Tals auvédsoug iraet]

durdaalen] kai émrehely Ta mlept 16 Sefrv]a mpoodihoreinoupévor Tob
€xdixou i ™[y Samavmy Tov O )

npovolely, wg] év mpev Totg de[imvos Aaplmadouye(ily, ev 8¢ Tak 15
kaTaxAlceiy kate[— Tolg auvédpous jeta -

AauPaver [thg] edwygiag. € mot(e 8¢ pm mapleiey Etepor [m)opol, €mi Tat;
ouotais ebwiag [kai Buotas émreAely, Tov de —]

amo To0 Thv mpogod(wy koAAUBov mpoofqlkmy woeToflad] ok
nooUmapyovaty mapoig [is ™y Samavmy i Buaiac Toic de mokei]-

Taig Savouas ylevéofar macag xaTa Tode To) Yridiopa év Tolg mepl THV vaoy
e TewTeipag — olkoig

13) Public Decree; Imperial; PHI7 Ionia [Ephesos] 147=SEG 34 (1984): 1098; JA!
55 (1984): 145, Lines 1-17.

AlZ[-———- 1.IOIZ dravopas ws umdevt

Al--=~—— - ]

O [rmmmmmmm oo ]
Q- - 1

AON [~ —————— e ] 5
300 5>, (R ]
M.ITA[-———————————————— ]
NIO[------——=~—~ - ———— ]

ONAf— =~ - —mmmmme e ]

XNIZQ. Sl ]I = ———— —————— = 1 10

POAQ[--— === === === = m - ]
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NM-———- e — ]

OTKAON.ONM...[-- - —————=————— ]
M..AMANOIZEIITOK..EQN..KOITON

0.Z1AY dmobnoerai npog .OTAZ. TT.0IZ 15
[€)00kev 7 yepovaia omws maoais als [— -]

Géaw 4 & omoiac H.OL...IAL.Q.P [~ - -]

14) Public decree; Imperial; PHI7 Ionia [Ephesos] 2726=IKEph. 2111. Lines 1-5.
[-Jet[-]
érras Tor; Bouhev-
Taig Stavoun) €mi
To0 avdpiavros al-
Toig Tolg mapely 5

15) Honorary inscription; mid-third century; PHI7 Ionia [Ephesos] 1156=IKEph.
3071; Robert (1971): 195 n. 199. Lines 1-26.
[ Cwydov amovopwy]
[Tot]axov[T]aevos 8 oAwy [T]dy muepdv,
amoodatavros xai Cwa AiBuka,

MP(dTOY oaupETER TOD Sy
ket Bothapxov evdoboy 5

[xai] yupvaaiapyoy mavTwy T@Y Yupvasiowy,

[$lovra Bta.vo,u.&,g Kal TLeY T ToAEL,

[k]ai a"rpwr'mfov npdTov, d6vTa, év 76

Kalp® T aTPOTYYIAS K ﬂapa.Tem.av

[é1Aaioy (Byvapia) e, kal eipyvapyoy uovey, Kui 10
[Tleis c’t.q«wvogému dovra, Kai €V TO

Kaip@ T GpyEpwatyNg €l THY dva-

kaBapaiy ToU )\r,u,eyag B'nvapzwv

;.wpra3a,g o, kai émoTavta equo:g
TC TATPIO0S TOIS MOWTEVOUTIY Kai 15

guvTeAéoarra katl TapadovTa,
Tra.Tépcc M{aexou) Auo(mAiov) ’Ap‘re;ué‘d:pou Mmurpodw-
pravel I'm'r:KOU (b:)\oa'eﬁ(a.cr‘mu) wpu'mvewg

K@l YURYATIGEXOU m,m‘wv ‘rwv fyvu,va.a'twv
xai aywvobeTou kai fm'a.:rmfyewg TV 20

,u.eya.?\wv emve:mwy &v e T Ka.lpm

™ ﬂpv*ra.vem.g FTOWTAVTOS TV A0

Tol movTavetov kalodoy Ewg The EvBaTews THE TAaTElng:

TPOVONTAUEVWY T AVATTATEWS Tob Gvip!-

avros Ade(nhiov) Bidriuov kai Abp(mhiov) Elvyeviou 25
[veapparéwy ~ 1ol {e[pwra]t{o]v e[fwTneiov.]
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Section 4.c: Magnesia ad Maeander

gba wkat ava.)ua'fcea'@a,t amo ™™g a.u-mr)g au[y-]
k‘mo’eﬂg ‘mg KATW Moupemg kal éri
Tai alTals aipégeaiv: €t BovAopar éav
EVTady 0 UOS LoV Kal aVepIaVTaS jLaoikt.
ptvoug Tol Vol pou adpodetgiaxous a-
vagtabivat mes Tal Howov The Bloag
exaTépwber aorivas Siavouts ouTw
dedoaBai ) moher kai 80 éxetvmg T Bou-
AT BelAouai, éav Ty mpovoray Tob fpwelv
ToUT)ou Kai TOY ASITQY ¢ TpeyEypaTTAL
leév aidlio xoove elg almyy 9 [emuédern

¢. Magnesia ad Maeander

1) Honorary inscription; Imperial, PHI7 Caria [Magnesia] 269=IMagn.

Lines 23-35.
év e 16 T ApTepetaidvi

i o)kq.) Tol i0iov Katpol THS aye-
PAVOUILS TAPATWANTAVTE EAGIOY
t,zqﬁﬁaw,ﬂg é?\a.'ravhfran,pa:mlu ﬂ?g
EVETTWONS TEIWNS EV ETTEVULEV®
T TEpi TO EAIOV KaIpD Kad €T T GYa-
oTace Tob avdpravtes dovTa dtave-
uny Th diroleleBaaro BouAq kai Bév-
Ta TaAIY EAniov TY] TOAE! €V ToOlE yuuVa-
aioig T Ok Tol *Apreneiaidvos umyoe
év q) kal 6 avdpiag aveoTaby kaTa 8o-
Eavra, kat Ympiobevta 1 e Bovg
ke T M.

10

179.

235

30

35

2) Public decree; reign of Hadrian; PHI7 Caria [Magnesia] 108=IMag 116; BCH

12 (1888): 204-8 n. 19. Lines 21-25.
T0 d€ mepITe
elralv] peta Tov éviavroy Tol aetuuaTos €k TolTWY TOY TOPWY Gp
ypiov  Savé{uelily  Tov  [yleapmaT?d [T Tlealklad ol
"ApTelpiloid]y]og pn
vog, MIBITAEQON éﬂoyo;bé,Cov[T]ms ™y Stavouny yuuvaaiaoxikny, [tlely &
71010y

Aoyov amotifeabar Telrwy TEY mperodwy kel €560wy

3 Cousin & Deschamps (BCH12 [1888]: 204-8) read: um/vés, (xa]i [mAléov énovoudlol~la.

25
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d. Didyma
1) Honorary inscription; Augustan; PHI7 lonia [Didyma] 334=IDid 264,

2)

Hellenica 11-12: 454 n. 2 and 464 n. 4. Lines 1-17.

moodrye lawwy ['la)eoves mavyyupices Teis [telidy mavpylplewy, — —
ovo)-

©og, TpoTTaTYg Yepouaias, npeaPelaags npos Tov eBacro(y, matpog)

yuuvagtapyxov yepou[aials, matre *lovAiov Kamitwvos qupvae|iapyov — —]

2 T JiowlIOQ. [M]tAnad[........ Jorou, maip Ocoyevidog v8[dpodipou, of]

weTa Thg 8tag yuvaikoe [Mvplueouimle mie "lagovos éx vdv idliwy dpea]- 5

Ta., Udpeydoxia [....... — €ig|pyayov €ig To i€poy ToU A 1dupéwe Kai]

™ " Apréuidt ™y ZO[......... —o)v mpoxiBaptotol Tpe[— — — —]

oTov Umoawoluelvor [— - — olmicf[odod]o. [t]vic Baciiikie évdo[unaiy?
av]-

AoPatac B..[-———— kai kedar]ag? eixoat Sve [— oTUAL]-

das? ovv ame[ipag — — — kai €id]odooo(ic kat yleireaty yAu[mTols — — -] 10

To5 €mi To...I0ON [al] 7ol n[a]paxAnbévres imo [To]t dvpolv —]

Kal TO EpYoV 10 .. .....av Kal Gvéamnoay ex TV 10[twy —)

165 Ta €10 ....0D...Tec napatimovree [TOV V]meo xérewy oldéy, aTv]-

AoBarac kai ELT.. [~ - — ——— == —— = ~diave]-

wag T e BouAf) kal tloig moheitate T — — — Tais W]- 15

vai&i avavewaouevlog Ta matoia 6 Tetumber]-

Te¢ i TatTa ...

Honorary inscription; early Imperial; PHI7 Ionia [Didyma] 442=IDid 381.
Lines 1-15.

- TPOYOVWY Gp)-

K¢ Kad )\erroupyfmg -re[-reAeKé-rwv ]

w?\'r)pwa'aa'a, J€ Ko TV uﬁpoéop:a,v a.E[r]

wg TOU ’TEVOUg d)i}.m'emmg Ka;! Ta MU

wuoTroia éxTevds TeAéonaa, dotoa 5
[31€ kat Bravopas T Bourf kai Tats map-

[Beviews kat Tats ywvaibly, dvabetoa dc

{éx 7@y Wiy kat Tag yarkas Blpag Tob

[vaot TI7c ' ApTémidog kai Ta Aibva

o-ra.ﬁ,m, |[a]ov Umepbiow kal 606 émi 10
TE -rom-mg Indaw -rawn@em-a;

imo g BouAdlg kel ToU Snjuou

eiévay dvabélor kai evdpiay-

Ty Umoyenatelvovrog Ti(Bepiov)

KAawdiov) OeoldoTou 15



3)

4)

5)
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Honorary inscription; late 1% century; PHI7 Ionia [Didyma] 419=IDid 297;
RPh 23 (1899): 317 n. 33. Lines 1-13.

[F———=—- eoTIdoas 6€]

[Touc) moAeitag émi fuéoas 1y’

[Jovc d]€ xat Sravopnas Taks ék Na-

[of yluvaibiv kai Tal; napdé-

[vorls, momjoas 8¢ kai Tots mau- 5
[at Ta dcFmva év Tois " Aver-

[ywelofs mo ompéay éni mpe-

[pas) &, dods 3¢ 7] iepq PouAs

[Balvopas kai Tf yeveaiaw

[Tol] Beal Mpuépp 1 ayopailp?)] 10
[eeerrnnn. 1AL Jwv doap:-

[o ... kKla! kaTa macas éop[Tog]

[---A"0———

Honorary inscription; AD 103/4; IDid 360. Lines 1-12.

[Udpodapog * ApTéuidag]

[[TuBimg ... ilc Baxyiov,

TPOYOVWY AEIToupr Yoy

T TOAEWS, TOINTRTS Ta,

pUTTOIO. TAYTE EVoeBne 5
tots Beotc, Solioa d€ T

BouAdt Sialryoualsy kai yuvarkl xai

napbévors duébnue 8¢

T3 * ApTépadr Udpodopotoa, To

TOPATETATIM TOOQTED- 10
ovtog KA(awdiov)- Oeodorou,

rautevovtos KA(avdiov) ‘HpaxAerrou

Honorary inscription; AD 124; PHI7 Ionia [Didyma] 377bl 1=IDid 279b.
Lines 1-14,

Jwlv, oredalmdécwly, ... - kaTa

wlév t[nly moedyreiav dote Tals

[¥lwvaitly kai Taic TapBévois Oi-

avouay Kal ToiE Taigiy Kal Tf Pou-

A moAhakig kal Toig avdpdat Tovg 5
KOgLOUS, DoUS TV TOAEITOV -

waoTw Snvapia [810e x{ai Tpeis &éa-

Tag oivou kal Blelg] EAatoy maoals]



6)

7)

8)
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Tais Nuéoais. mleo diletias areda-

bogrioas Blmleey ey 10
vov éAaiou ayopaiag dryoue vg

oTedavndopotvrog Aihiov Aro-

woiou, TarIEvoVTwY AlokTy-

Tov xail ' ApTend

Honorary inscription; AD 129-138; PHI7 lonia [Didyma] 382=IDid. 254.

Lines 1-14.

[mpedaymg evaeBle Alotriog) * Adidiavos KaAAmp[arne

duriiec ...... 1do]s dnuov AaTaewy avel. .. .....

... UTTep T Tloodmreiag &v Tt Bacihueni T[......

.......... JupaTica évdapraoparta - nemfomyué-

vog 8¢ kai émi)dsgers Siavopdy Tiji Te PouAdy dic k[ai mii- 5

ot Totg wloAiTals év Tt moAer kai by T iepdt, k[al To

Ehaiov] peta aAefppaTos Teleiva Taoais Tals €loplTac{i-

woic] év Tid fepdi, opotwe kel TH TavyyUeel Ty T Afve]i-

[yuisv] Tate ywail év naot Torg Paraveiow, Tht Te [vo-

wtloluévny tepds muépai Tig émdnuiag Tol AlToxpaTopos 10

[Toarlaved [ Aldptavel Kairapos Beig To EAatov kai 1o tabra [Ter-

unBeis Umo Tig Pouldic kai Tol dyuov avdpidor kai eikoo(t

yoalmraic Udpodopoiams Naidos ™is * Aryalomodos, Taw[icvov-

Twv Alloyivov 1o O[.Jia &(loer) 8¢ Aloy[ilvov [kai TTi(Bepiov)
Oifelpyiriov [~ -]

Honorary inscription; reign of Hadrian; PHI7 Tonia [Didyma) 373=IDid. 270.
Lines 1-11.

npodarrmg ebaefng due xelil

kwrapyme Ti{Bépiog) Khavdiog Ma[o-

Kt ]avog Tpapaydos alroeTng]

avtenayyehTos mavpyupikts, [yupval-

aiapyog yep[ovoiag,] npeaBeloag 5
npog Lot} [TeBaarote, davs U]mep xoau[wy]

moheitag] mavtals, dous exaaTE TSI
dmuasiov @’ klai éefTiarac, Sovc ouoiwe Sia- 10
vouny év Toig] * Alvoryuois matat, — -]

Honorary inscription; reign of Hadrian; PHI7 Ionia [Didyma] 372=IDid. 269;
RPRh 23 (1899): 318 n. 34, Hellenica 11-12: 480. Lines 1-14.

[moodrirng eboedrg ua

kat kwrapgns TiBépoc) Khaldiog



9)
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Maplxiaves Ziapasy[dos alroérng all-

TendyyeATos mawpy[upikds, yupvediap]-

%0 yepouaiag, moea[Belaas mpog Tovg] 5
TePaoTote, doe Umép KoTuwy din)-

vepas BovAg, yuvaiiv, [rapBevors, kaTal-

kAefvag Tove Toleitals mavTac kal éoTiaoag)

kol Fpéoay Tac 8 durdg, [dobe éxdorep om® J-

pida (Sqvapov) a’, opeiws Taigi dolug év Toig *Avor]- 10
yoig davouny, Beig EAaliov Taks €]-

Biwois muepaig, ebaelng [mpog Tolg)

Beovs, diravlpowmous 8[€ mpos Tolc]

avBowrmoug.

Honorary inscription; reign of Hadrian; IDid. 271. Lines 1-7

vouny, Oeic Edaiov Tal é0i[uorg uéoars, e)-

@B moos Toug Beats, drAlavlownog O€]

moas Tl avlpeimove v, Wolodecotanc]

Aaidiag * Avgaomic v. Tapuevovtwy To. Ail- 5
Atov DAaouiaves *Emyovou [KametwAel-

v]ov ket ITo. Aidiov ®Aaowia[vod]

10) Honorary inscription; AD 125-50; PHI7 Ionia [Didyma] 478=IDid 312;

Hellenica 11-12: 463-4. Lines 1-235.
[Udpadipoc * Apreluidos [Tubeine [elalelBlag * AmoA[Aw-
via * AmoAAwvidov,] ebyelwe,] umreos BL.[.... . ]0c

R 7 U] dpodopov ThHis] év Zaue ' Apréuidoc, a-
[BeAdn) .....k1Aéouc Toi *AmoAAwviBou kel xat' égmoinaiy
[ceeeninin ] Myrpedarpou ol Nixiou, teiumbeloa imo g 5

[BouAdjs klai ToU Snuov Ymdiouat: T4 Imoyeypaiméviy:

[€éd0ke T19 pumroomoder g "Twvdiag, T iepl xai dihooeBiaty

[... MiAglaiwy Boudi xai ¢ duer yyvapm émoraTt@y:

[ AmoAAwyidou, mpoyovay Unapyoura elyevidy kal Ae[i]- 10
[Tlovoy@v Tob dnueu xai v aoyats kal év (xoonlyiaic kai

npeaPeiaig dvaateadévray, momaauévmy € Kal

énavyeiias ent Te TolTorg Ymdioulaaw Saplap(iu-

pnbévrawy, kal marpos &if ... )¢ [Aet]Toupylolvrels  AmoA-

Awvidou, avdpos kaA[ob .......... Ja f...... Ju mpoc? 15

% IDid 269 reads: peloida.
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THY TV Tpeyévwy [GpeTiy — S ThHy T vopwy) éumeli]-

prag yemaiwov yevouléveu T T émapyet]e Kkai T4

naToidt, Kl alry {N) mepbéves * AmodAwvia [y 4] maTo(i]

omovdagage emouws TAnpdaar iy [Upodel (o) ialy]

Edwrey T TV KoTuwy 0pTy Tat; ex Nalol yuvad)E[ilv kai 20
Talg mapfevors Bravopas xail €€ apou? év 4 [..... dilave-

LMy TeokaTREXOUTE KaAol ebous Tais mlplo[aipounévars)

étlo'retue?a'ea.: Wpég TE ToUg 1ra.‘rpfoug 96[01.‘@ kel TRV wélw

Aolia &1° GAov Tob EToug 25

11) Honorary inscription; Reign of Commodus; PHI7 Ionia [Didyma) 494=IDid.
333 Lmes 1-10.
yabii Ty
v Udpodapey Thg [1ubime * Ap-
Tepdos Tramir(tav) TovAiay % BouAy k(al)
0 njuog Udpodopnaacay drie-
TEws kK{al) TG UUTTIOIG EXTEAE- 5
cagay mpog ey Tous Beovs elae-
B, mooc 8¢ Tovs moAei]Tag diro-
Teluwe, dotaay [O¢ Tak mlalp]Bevoic
tag diavopas k(al) [Jel.Jel..] o8 wo-
Aet klad) Toig To i{e>pov kaToi[ko)Uoiy ndoty, 10

12) Honorary inscription; second century, PHI7 Ionia [Didyma] 454=IDid. 353.
Lines 1-19.
vpodopog * Apréuidog Tubing
OAaSBia Nawiawy Bovyévera,
Geolity, matoids Aaiavdoia-
dédv, mapoc Tivov DAaBiov
Zwmlpov, uiytpog 06 AduiAi- 5
o Nwviawne * Apreuolc
adeAdol Il(omAiov) Zauiapiov New-
viavol, yovewy Kal TaTTwy
Kal TpoYovwY AEIToupydy
i MoAEwe, Solon, diavouwas 10
1t 7€ BouvATi kal Taic Taple-
voIg Ked Tede yuveatt, wom-
caga J¢ kai Tas vouGopé-
vas naoas Quaias Te kai
govdag eloeBids kai dari- 15
Add¢ i oredavndaoou
"AmerAwviov Tol Atovuaiou,
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UmoxemoTevovtog DAaSi-
ou Zweaijov

13) Honorary inscription; second century; PHI7 Ionia [Didyma] 161=IDid 111.
Lines 1-8.
[-———"AmoAl-
Awvt Ad{upel]
«ai i} iep BovAlf]
(Bfnva.pm.) a, ad’ @v Tob Toxou
alTdy )\fr}l,lzem 5

Sravouy, kel o
év T O apyetov éy-
yoadwy dedpAwTar.

14) Honorary inscription; AD 230; PHI7 Ionia [Didyma) 490=IDid. 375. Lines 1-
12.
Beginning lost
dv M[eyaAwv Adupeiowv? 8ob]-
ga. Tols moAlei[tag kal matay?]
Kal fywaufi ly Kai napﬁévmg

?vn Tag onovdl[al naoas kai Tolz

nepi 70 wavl[Teto ]y éxtevig Kai

diroreipws kalli 7] mporeblet]-

oy exaTouly émlonciraca) 10
kata te. Aoyia Tol Beol kai éAaio]-

Begias nomoaca Slariig]

e. Miletus
1) Honorary inscription; last third of the second century AD; SEG 34 (1984):
1175. Lines 1-11.
[ac-]
T,oﬁ Tt BouAm .
€I ETWVULLOY AUTOU

niépay WoT GV AT TV

TOKWY Siavouss oi- 3
doaBar T BovAd

un(vog} Avpaudivog € (7) B’ ka-

Ta 10 Ymdiopua kal

[TImv stvraby i Xa-

[et]rog v keipévny 10
[év] ToTg apyetorg
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5. Lydia
a. Thyatira
1) Honorary inscription; AD 177-180; PHI7 Asia Minor [Lydia: TAM V.1-2]
983; TAM V (2) 983; CIG 1 (3) 3493. Lines 1-26.
[arylabii Toxm:.
[4] BovAs
— — — Aaifavol vl Ka-
[AlloTodrou aywveferioan-
[Te] ol mpo moAetws Tupipvou év- 5
[00)Ewe kat émidaviie &v Te dia-
fvoluaic kai émdogeriv Tals mooc
[m])v BovAny avactpadévra diio-
[Tletuiws kat peyaonpenide, kai
[Tlag dnuorerets Buatag xal éofp- 10
T)ag adbovwe xail avumeaBin-
[T]wg émTeAédavTa v T) a-
VIYUpEL, KOTUMTAYTE, THY TaTPI-
dn &v Te T BumeAixd kel yuuv[i-
k]® ayowvi Gepaaiy aovvkpitoig 15
oirofev xal TEwApaTY TPOS ThY-
Tag 'raz}g &.7mwa*rc},g ket akiav Toi
Beou Ka.: -rau 1ra.-rpog Aa.:Blmvou avépo[<]
v -m:x.tmrg apxais kal Aertoupyiass
Kal Ummpeaials uvra.xouov‘rog i 20
naTeidr Prhoteipwe 0 BouAm éx TV
[16iwy paprupolon avéormeaey
[}k maudog BAiking kai €v arAare
[Gplyals kai Aertoupyiats almrol wiom é-
[ElvmypeTolvrog T TaTpide émpeln- 25
Bévrog * Avrwyiov Basaou.

b. Sardis
1) Honorary inscription; early second century AD; PHI7 Asia Minor [Sardis 7,1]
43. p 1-14; Sardis vol. 7, 1. 43; SEG 44 (1994): 971 a, b.
[0 &g éretumaey]
TiBeptov Khavdiov Eihdavioy Mpwa, oreda-
widopoy drhonaTtoy, ketalimovta KaTG
Srabnxmy eic Savoury émiaioy 7 péy mo-
[Aer ———]. 5



¢. Apollonis
1) Honorary inscription; second century AD;, PHI7 Asia Minor [Lydia: TAM V.1-

6. Caria

2] 1197=TAM V (2) 1197; Laum (1964): 80, n. 71. Lines 1-11.

N iy mpu-
'r]‘_q,ve[fm: &.Lj‘a.)ta,ﬁo'm fm‘ép Te]
altol kuf TOY TEkvwY Kal TV
EKYOVIY KOA TO TOV TPUTAVE-
Qv tipm[ule emyoprroavta eic

Eoywv KaTooKeUaS Kol TATAS Apxas Kali

A)iroupylas Th naTpid! ExTEAfTavTa,

[K]atadimovra Tt kpariery BouAd [ A-

nloMaveiwy {Bvra Savopuny ket Thi
mloAer @Aetppa T yevebAiwr alt{ob]
Tuépal kat €Tog.

a. Sebastopolis
1) Honorary inscription; AD 15-17; PHI7 Caria [Sebastopolis] 6=SEG 15 (1938)
no. 658; Robert (1970): 343-50 n. 4; Robert (1954): 320 n. 172. Lines 1-24.

- ——— [ypral-

qiapxmeavta €f......]
énavyehapévay al-

T T Gpgeh] €Toug, Gv-

T GTALATKEVQITOY,

[]el atbnuepov Bévra

To EABIOY Ad1aAel-

TTWS () €Tl EMITPRT-

keTo M KkoTUAM ToD [€]-

Agiov a’, ria,t‘ Tr’apa.mﬁ['ﬁ]-
TOVTA TUPWY KUTIDOUS

B (dnrapiwv) B, Tob kimpou mw-

Aovpévou (Snvapicwy) &, xat dov-

Ta diavouTs ToAeiTY

peéy (Sqvapiow) @’ , BovAeuTT; d¢
(dnvapiov) ay’, koouncavta Ta yu-

wvaota édmBog, um defil-

aapevio]y averwpatlwy,

klai macay apgmy kalt M-
Toupyiay Kat émd{o]-

ot mormeauevely al-

pevToe T ToAE[r kal-

Gd:vg alTd Kai 3!&. Ymd[ie]-

MATWY LELGOTIRNTEL
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10

10

5

20
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b. Tralles

1) Honorary decree; second century; PHI7 Caria [Tralles] 212=IKTralleis 220;
REG 14 (1901): 304 n. 2; Laum (1964): 99 n. 96; Robert (1970). 4134 n. 4;
BE (1938): 389. Lines 1-6.
[~ 76 kpa]{rDieTy KAavdig BovAf [-
— Zwrlnpos 6 et atrol avelyxler —
~].€i dore amo g mpogtdelu —
~] we émi Tov aidve kel ExaloToy —
— &rog Tiis] yeveaiou [atro] fuépals] Tov [- 5
-] diavouns dovapia évvela —]

c. Aphrodisias
1) Honorary inscription; mid Imperial; PHI7 Caria [Aphrodisias] 253. Lines 1-
23.
[kaTa]
Ta é{ymdig]éva U-
70 TH[¢ BlovAds kai
Tob erpov Méap{kov)
Abl(pnAtoy) " Artadoy ' Apte- 5
widwoou wevrak(ig]
Toi Mevimmou *At-
Tahov, dvdpa TV €0
'}’ewzféTmy; oo i
TP YOWWY AoYIK@Y 16
Kl A6IToup YV, Te-
)\eu‘rﬁaawa véoy
mu 'r)}\mla.v 'm';v
€ avagracy Tol
avdptavTog émoi- 15
'ﬁa'a.-ro Aép(‘ﬂ)\fa) *Appia %
wr)ﬂgp atrol, ava-
Betra 1) Kp(LTIO’T('n)
Bould erc a,twwovg
Sravopag doyopi- 20
ov, kafwg S Tis -
vaBéaewe om-
Aolrat.

2) Honorary inscription; mid Imperial; PHI7 Caria [Aphrodisias] 337=MAMA
VII 511. Lines 1-13.
[-&iav, a-
[vafélvre T4 iepw—

[Ta.‘r'n] BovAd] eis ai-
wvioug Mavouas
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apyvolou apxaio 5
€

EmpueAnoaué-

VWY T GUATTa-

gEWS ToU avdpl-

avtog ObA(miov) KA(auvdiou) Alp(niiou) 10
Mevimmov * Aeri-

ov ToU a.deAdol

kai OvAzicwy KA(audiowv)

Honorary inscription; mid Imperial; PHI7 Caria [Aphrodisias] 298=Laum
(1964): 109 n. 110; MAMA VIII 497, Lines 1-8.

[ BovAm kail 6 Sfpoc k)ai v yepovaia éTeiunoay

[ovaaTaceaiy alvdpiarrwy TiB(éprov) KA(atdiov) Krmaiay

[xai —Yiav mp yuvaika aiTol kai

[— Tov] viov alrol Sia Tyv Tob Bi-

[ov aperiy kal cepv]voryra avalévras eis dia- 5
[vopas aiwvious kai olTedavaaeis T Te BovAq

[kai Té Srpw xai tafls durats kai mpoxAdporg

[Tov kat’ €105 ToKOY du]Tr0 (Byuapiwv) pupiwy getiwy.

Honorary inscription; Imperial; PHI7 Caria [Aphrodisias] 538=Laum (1964):
108 n. 109. Lines 5-14.

[év TF gopdd kerlmdeurar Zopwv 6 poyeypaupevos, avatiebetams ~ 5
~ el¢ a)iwviovs Savepas apy[voilov € kmdev[BoeTai? ¢ kai — Tol

* AmorAwvi]ov Tob Tapov, 6 Tob aderdol atrod viols —
— Tlols yourodipois veoruots eig aiwviou[s Sravouas dovuoiov — kabg év
™ arvabéet] dnholras. émt kmdevbioeTar év T coplp —
—Jov Evepos O¢ oldeis ébovaiav Ebeli olite peraxendoarl ™y copov? obire év- 10
Baar Tive, €v] Th dop®d, otte avitar alrmy. émel anloTeiger eic Tov Tob
kuptou Ay-
gc‘mpéfmpog? $tloxov apyupiov 7, @V TO TpiToY €[aTw Tob éxdikvicavToc eig

€
[rag e;a*cua*mg Elyxmbevbnooyrar ovs av Xenauols darabnrar. T
emiypadis TavTng
[avTivoadov] dr<e>r<é>Bn eis To xpeoduAdriov émi ared[arnddoou —]

Honorary inscription; late second century; PHI7 Caria [Aphrodisias]
315=Laum Il pg 109 n. 108; AJP 100 (1979): 94-8, SEG 29 (1979): 1068; BE
(1980): 472. Lines 29-46.

Kkai Tag AevkoAifious napactallac
Kal TO KaT QUTOV EIAGUE eTa TS YAVS alrdy kal 30
Tovs Kelovag peTh Ty Bupolaynepdy kal kepaAdy
waT{e)TKREVAKGTA, Kal TH i AapmpotaTy O ﬁauA'n K T ie-
PWITATY) YeEpOUTig dwarebeora LOTHLATE €15 TIVVIWY
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kAplwdy Siavopas, kal GAhag e moAdag moAAdkig

Stavopas dedokoTa Tolg TE THY TMOAY KaToIKOUG Y 35
noAeiTaic Tolg € THE xwpag, kel éTé[plag O dave-

pag Bedokira morAakig Ty PouAf maoy xal T ye-

povain., aAAG kel énidoreic moAAdkic év TavTI Kaipd e-

TOMuEvOY KATA TV THs TOAEwS Yvwumy ToAeiTalg

Te kat E(Edvoig, kal éAeio)d{axToluds moAAakic Tebeikora, 40
€V TQ katp® THe o0 Te{Duéhov moTapol elcaywyi,

kai mpeoPelag 0 modAakig elruyids éxreTeAexdra,

[«]at map’ 6Aov Tov Biov avTol evepyéTny Kai dikdmaTery,

[év i)0ioc Epyorg avélalmoey mpocavatebecira Je

[rmeloodarov k[ai] aAAa eic 1o épyov € mpos To elvar 45
[8o)aisuac plpidas) i .

d. Stratonicea
1) Honorary inscription; late first century ; PHI7 Caria [Stratonikeia] 77=IKStrat.
1025; BCH 61 (1937): 259 n. 67 & 260 n. 70 & 262 n. 71-2; Robert (1971):
171-2 n. 164. Lines 1-29.
Titov ®AaBiov, Aéovrog vi-
o0, Kupeiva,, Alvetou, dihope-
patov kai prhoveBaatou
kail dthomarpidos, viot Ti[¢]
TOAEwS, TpEaBeloayTag 5
7po¢ Tous ZePaoTovs is ‘Pao-
pmy kal leTa T@Y aAwy
kat Tag Savouas Th matplil-
Ot EmTuydyTOS, GoXIENR-
TeloayTog pieyatonpe- 10
T, év ) deprepwoiiy xlail
povouaxios kai kuppe giul-
VETEAETEY, IE0ATEVTRYTOS
ToU Aiog Tot Havapapou é[v]
‘Hpa.iorg, kaxer pev Tag yuvali- 15
Keg kmplryuaTt Umodeba-
pévou macag, &v 0 TR -
HVATiQ TAYTAE TOVS T0-
Aettag i Mueoq Sermveli-
olavrog, yuuvagpiaoxmealv]- 20
T0¢ TE é)m:ua‘r@{ efla,:'cp, év Tv-
uvaaiagyia Kai aydva éx TV
[0ty énvinaev, moAhag moea-
Betog kai éxdikiag T maTpi-
8 rapacyouevoy, (noay- 25
T65 T€ émpavid kal koou[i]-
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we¢' avéeryaey Titoc DAG(Bioc), [Aé]-
ovrog viog, Kupeiva, > Apio-to-

[Aaog].

Honorary inscription; reign of Hadrian; PHI7 Caria [Stratonikeia) 70=IKStrat
1028; BCH 28 (1904): 27; Oliver (1941): 151 n. 38; BCH 61 (1937): 269-70
n. 97-9; BE (1979): 467. Lines 11-21.

étiumoay Oé
[ad Tovg viole alrall Gpaowya ‘levokAéoug Aé-
[ovta ‘le(pokwurnmy) apxicoca T}y ZeBactdy, yuuvaciao-
[xov TGV véwy, iepéla o0 Mavauacov, kai Acov-
[t ‘TeporAéovs Opaclwva ‘Te(poxwusymy) doytepéa @V ZeBao- 15
[ridv, yupvaciapyoy T@V] véwy, iepéa Ass Xpuaaopilov,)
— totc kal'] MAukiay tovs dikorodouls,
&ovipiov Sovrag] peta Tol TaToS €i a[—
~lv avemAtpwoay uilpia avanidora
—] Bekw)Adis rai T yepouaialg — 20
— eig 8t]avopny [}

€. Panamara
1) Honorary decree; AD 193-9; PHI7 Caria [Panamara)] 8=IKStrat 15; BCH 51

%

(1927): 63 n. 6; SEG 29 (1979): 1080 n. 2; ZPE 36 (1979): 198 n. 2. Lines 8-
13.
xai maly lepaTeler peta T abioAeywTaTng
Acovri-

[dog € €v Toig ‘Hpaioig, Tle Tery,(:)a TG TPOS -roug Qeaug eumEBmg kel T, Tpog
tovg avlparmous ¢ O‘rem.om,‘m EXTEADY s Kaul /yuy.ma'fa.pxm.v

[terelv ueyarompenic] €i o [Tlavaualpeia, Tibévra 0 Eaioy éAkveroy 10
éy Aovur[nlowy, kal Toig *“Hoaloig dorep 16 mp@Tov Kal viv may 10 mA%-

[Boc kalelv Tawv éhevbépwy kail Tdv dovAwy éni Te Tol dAhoic kai émi
Biavouq] dpyuoiou & Te SHuog Mudy BovAduevos Tags aiag

[xaorras anodotvar Mevay)dow xail T Aeovtidr Teteiumuey avrols kai Stfa]
Tolide Tol t[/'nqbfa',ma."og, emiBeBomrey e T6 TATBog

[erc Ty kai a‘e,Baaw.ou Toii feol npavpa(ﬁearﬂa.a naagiv Toly émdidopevolile
éyypadoig To Tob Beol byaua Kal Tov 1€pT]

Honorary inscription; late second century; PHI7 Caria [Panamara]
192=IKStrat. 258; BCH 15 (1891): 190-1 n. 135; ZPE 38 (1980): 158 n. 135;
SEG 30 (1980): 1274. Lines 1-9.

iepetc €€ tepéwy év ‘Hpaioig Aquvrong [Muw]-

vidou, tépra. Zraktr MevexAéous iepatevoav]rec]

&6 emavyeling eboeBag kai évdokws, éariao|ay]-
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Teg ToUs GueABovTaS MAYTaS, EYULYATIGOYNTaY
1} e napaiver Tol Beol kail Tag ¢ lepoumyeias TolT] 5
Beol Muépac maoag, émifna-a,v 70 "Hpatov dihorei-

Hws, 301}1'5; TaI WUU.IE 1w Kal -m;w 3‘ta.voyfr)v, FUy-
dihoTipoupévou Tob adeAdol ol tepéuwg

T(itov?) Aauira Tob Muwvidou.

Honorary inscription; third century; PHI7 Caria [Panamara] 155=IKStraz. 224,
BCH 15 (1891): 199 n. 141; BCH 61 (1937): 267 n. 91 & 295 n. 160. Lines
1-12.

[iepletc év “Hpaioi[c] kara Ty 1ol feall apléaerav]

[T)i1(Béoiog) PAaB(ios) ' Aprepio(ilog kal iépia to delrepov [év “Hpatoig)

KAav(dia) PraB(ia) Tariag Bimpabiag, buyarmne TiB(epiov) [-]

pov, TpoiepaTeETAYTES KAl TS pLeyioTne k[ai émda)-

verré e Bedg ‘Bxatng évdobws kai mo[meavtes] 5
navte abonpends x(ai) peyalodoovws, davtleg B¢ dial-

vouac év Toig ‘Heailotg maoy iy x(ai) mAixie, v{uwvasiap]-

yneavree klal) Nuéoas kB éx vktos is wrtla év dudoré]-

poi¢ Tolc yupvadion k(al) év TG leod mepmoAig: auvdiiori-

wlovpévwy év maay TV madiwy k(al) T@v 4dAPD[y Tol fe- 10
péw]e TOTOMHPOT, vewxapotvros Atp(niiov) KAcoPoldov T[ol A€]-

oVTUG.

Honorary inscription; second half of the third century; PHI7 Caria [Panamara)
238=IKStrat 303, BCH 28 (1904): 252-3 n. 70. Lines 1-13.
[ieceT]e kad maAi Tol peyiorov kai émbaviesrarov Bledd Aioe Tlavmuepiou

¢v [‘Hpaiorg
Maép(koc) OluA(mes), "AaxAymadns 'lovAiog [mpotecatevlkas Koulproy,
KA(audte) [AfAr-

aw)] Bpvoiov, lepateukites wal Thg peyliomys xal élmdavestarye Geds
‘Exal[mg, apyiepacae-
[ r z ~ ’ 3 ’ 9 sar ~ 3 ~
vwv klai iepaloaluévoy kal w@v yovéwy audot[éowy abiwg] Tob Aidg Tol
Tavnuesiov [kat T ‘Exarg,
’ 1 ’ 4 ’ 7 ’ L -
TeTeAekbTwy kal povopaxias xal kwyeci[a dudlotéowy alrtdy Ty S
yove[wy —,
a.ua).]wxa-reg g, TV lepwauvdy €v T€ Talls Ywuvaaliapinig kail Saveualic
Kal ETTIATETIY
o ’ L. -~ ] € -~ A
dple Talg aMaig émdooeoy xai épywy kul[tagrevals map’ éavtdv ko
[aMaig naoaig émi-
dogleaty e dmapaBAnToy mpos mavtag klal €élm Bluotdy macldy THV
é[Bueay kal émi TGOV
diav]ouiv kai doaei T@V eig Ta Epya alplywpiwy kai éotiacewy kab' EAmy

™Y 'yuuva.a':a.pxlau
kel Tl iepwalvyy  cuwdhomiwovpévey Tob e mevlepod T[(epiov) 10
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KA(awdiov) * Aproreé-
ov] Mevavdoou Tol Kal vewkopaarTos ebaeBds, kai TV adleAddy OdAmi-
ov] Asumdoug kel Alouxiov) ‘Pout(idiov) "Emanétou xai TQV adeAdiddy
Ol (miov) * Aa[kAymiadov rai
ObAmias Aeaivng.]

5) Honorary inscription; Imperial; PHI7 Caria [Panamara] 130=IKStrar 197.
Lines 1-16. .
T
(év ‘Heatog 10 ~ é§ émavylerias T1B(éproc) ®Aaloving), Mevavdpou Uoc,
Ku(peive), [O]codarns,
llepaTeloas xai navra momoas eboelBie kai afiws Ty mpoyovay klail
TV YovE-
[wv, TiB(epiov) OA(aoviov) Mevavdpou Tob Tpic lepatelalavtos év “Hpaloig
¢€ émavyehiag, kar OA{aoviag) Aeov-
[ridog i ffpafeua‘éa*r}g retpaky €v 'Hplaioiz kal anaf év Kouupior, 5

[E0ATEVTAYTWY

[0¢ kal avrdv Th peyions kal émdlaverratne Beds ‘Exarng, ped mv
ETEAETRLY

[ywuvaciasxiav mag' GAov Tov éviaulToy, KaTaoKeUdoaVTES KaTR TQ
wéyioTa Tpa-

[mélag Tob Beol ~ — — — — — — = I¢ dhoreiniar; EATHAOZTHE [

naT]pidt, memofi]-

[rxag 3¢ kai dnuofoyuiag kel detmva maoy] Tolxn xal RAkig) kel TavTe
Tomeas

[elaeBisg pév moog Toug Beats, drroreinlwg [d€ mpog Toug dvbodimoue] &' Aoy 10
ToU éviauTalu,]

[vupvadaiapymoas 8¢ kal év T4 naparaber] Tol oredavov kal maoas Tac

[rdv Mavauageiwy uéoas, iuépas kal vix]tas, Beis éAaioy éArkuato(v]

[rai emadeipparta év Tois yupvagiog] eboelds kai drhoTeiwws, [Jolc]

Siavopas éxaoTe ava dapswy [—, walioas] Te [ta émldnlutoavra év Tj
ma]-

A€t axpoapaTa, aredwkey 8¢ kai Ta Oe[fmve Tlo[is aveveyalat, éxn]- 15

[pidlaTo 8¢ kai Toig Blaaaiy T& Bed Ta iepa, €ic mavra [—]

f. Lagina
1) Honorary inscription; AD 166-9; PHI7 Caria [Lagina] 66=IKStrat 672. Lines
5-21.
kol e ‘Hpalw naofag] 5

ol A - ’
ywvaibl kal Toig yevou[€]-
¥ -~ ~ ¥ ’ 3 ’
vorg év T(p tep avdpaaiy é[dw]-
kauev ava (Snvapiwv) B, kal Ta detmva
exaprauebo. kat Tolg Gle[v]-
aw Ta iepa, Kai T EmSnunTaY- 10
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O, AKPOGUATE EIGOWTauE-

Ba, kal Tovg deopévoug éret[um]-

TauEY, Kai ueTa mouTaviay €v [dua]-

dopw Kaipp Taphrea kai aeirolu]

Kka! éAatov TopiemyEvk{A) ey PEYa- 15
Aa, kal peta laxgeoTdy v [Aa)-

puda xai Ampygrpiov év pépei)

wlatat kal Tolg mAieTorg T@y nloAi]-

TEY Tag Savolas EdWKaUEY

€V T lepwoivy TalTy YulLva- 20
[orapymoayres -]

Honorary inscription; Imperial; PHI7 Caria [Lagina] 79=IKStrat. 685; BCH 44

(1920): 89-90 n. 20; RPh (1929): 144, BE (1924): 355. Lines 1-11.

liepevs ém)avyeirapue]vels)

["Enaiver]og dig o TaAéoro[u [apldiros Ko(Aopyels), doouets *Adio-

[vikmg iepov]ikmg, mhetoovikng, mapa{doEloc iépa. yum) atrod DAalovia),

[- Buyarp.] " Aprepav “le(pokwpams), éréAedar iy [iepwaTivny eloeBils
MLEV TPOg

T Bedv, dikotiws 8 mpog Tlovs moAleitag xal Eévous, éomidaavTec 5

™ pév Zefacty) Tovs év ) mo[Ael mavtlag, éoTiagavtes 06 kal Tal

[€oprais] €5 ToUs év TP mepimoAi xai [vols melptoiolvrar mavTac,
Yupve-

FiapxmaavTes 0¢ Kal Tals copTlaoipors Nuépais kal T kAedaywy[f)

év T moher, Bévreg 1o EAaiov avledny maoy xy Kai tAkia, xai Tolc
36['!;]-

Bévrag xai Gea,-rpncoug ériumoaly, kai Edwxav] ¥ -reAEerqtq. ToIGKAO! 10

Sravopy Tois év T( Teprmolit, Exlapiravto 0¢] kal o iepa, ToTe Blouow

Honorary inscription; Imperial; PHI7 Caria [Lagina] 97=IKStrat. 701; Robert
(1971): 171 n. 163; BCH 61 (1937): 249, 251-2 n. 55. Lines 1-15.
iepels kal ™ émdaverrayg Beds ‘Bxarng Imooyiue-
vor mpoadaov, TiB(épiog) KA(atdiog), KA(avdiov) * Apioréou vidg, K[upeiva,
’ ApioTe-
as Mévavdpog kai Ai(ia), Ail(iov) Eloyvaiov Guyarme, TAdkova,
uet’ '1?11 érédeay &,pxrepwaﬁyfnv émi étlﬁwp:’a,lg Kaul Ku-
Wj'yemaig, 16paaa.wa ket i Beol, Ka.l ™Y TE MM ioTi- 5
acav migay Kal EdwKay 3:a.va,umg EKATTW TRV TOAITOY
dve. dmvapia 8o €v Td BeaTpw, ExacTov Squov ék TV
dédTw kaéqavtes, fyuuvamalp|ymoay O év T mohet
™9 s kA&i8og o) Mufpag dlo TedTo! Kal év TG TepI-
moAlw Tis elfiouévas Huépag, Edwiay O¢ kal Ta g 10
TeBaoTic Srvapa yeilia év alr T TS iepwal-
WK EVIaUTE efc ETITKEWNY Ko kaTaarkevny Baiavei-
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ou, o0 6 namn(og Tlol *Apicréov PAaloviog) Alvéag Grébnkey
™ moher, {TolT]o Toli *ApioTéov avévTos TR maTpi-
0t v [alrdd év]iavTd Tob Balaveiou pepog. 15

4) Honorary inscription; Imperial; PHI7 Cara [Lagina] 98=IKStrat. 702. Lines

1-6.

{=lom[.]A[-]

[xAetdodapas —, — Buyarnp, —1. m dia Biov i€lpera g év]

[Kwpalorg *Aptepidos owvediroTiumy 06 wai m umtine alrie OlA(mia)
Aeovri[g, frig)

[xai alm exAeidodopmaey €v Toig eumpocfey xoolvois dbiws Thg Wiag
[umpos —]

[~ uelra dilavlopas kai iom[vapyiav] 5

[- ka)i ecbypiapyiav imlo)de{Eapev]

g. Heracleia Salbace
1) Honorary inscription; Imperial; PHI7 Caria [Herakleia Salbake] 18=MAMA VI
119; Robert, (1954): n. 66. Lines 1-20.
[ Squog érelumaey]
' Apiay Xaleluidolv, mpl]-
Tavy Kal oTEPavnds-
pov, piay TV ElyEveT-
TATWY ATO TEOY0- 5
vy PovAeuT@dy, d'ymiv
Kai cwdpove, kai Kexoo-

umpévny maoy GoeTy
nlect xai prAavdpia,

yuvaika Tatov " ABoupvi- 10
ov BElrruygiavol mouta-

vews kal oredamdopou,

dolioay kal almy dia-

VOO Tal; TE TMY Pou-

AUt kal moderT@y 15
'yuva.nEi ﬂé,o-mg, dia

o0 rra.wog oD 7é-

youg a.u-n;g TpOg TV
‘rra.TpiBa. elvoray Te

KOl TEWNY. 20

h. Nysa
1) Honorary inscription; Imperial; PHI7 Caria [Nysa) 53=SEG 4 (1929): 419; AD
7, (1921-2): 85-6 n. 68. Lines 1-8.
€t T0 EAatov Keip@ Kl éxl T ava-
oTaget vol avdpiavTos SovTa diavo-
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uav 1 drrooeBactm BovAy xai fev-

To. TAALY EAGIOY TY) TOAE €V TolS YuLva.-

Fiows T mK 100 * ApTEUEITIOVos Umyog 5
v 1) kat 6 avdotag aveatabn kaTa Ta do-

bavra kat \mdiofevta ) Te BouAf

Kal TG S,

7. Lycia
a. Xanthus
1) Honorary inscription; after AD 132; PHI7 Asia Minor [{Balland, Fouilles de
Xanthos VII] 67=Balland (1981): 185-6=SEG 30 (1980): 1535. Lines 1-42.
dwpeas Edwkev
Avkiwy T@! Kotvidi €15 ey

Stavoiiag wlvpradeag) e,
€ic B¢ To €v TOI lepd éBvikoy
Katoaseiov ulupradas) v 5

EavBioic d¢ ye[povaliar u(upiadag) a,
vmép ‘BEAcvme wlupradag) ¥, eig yvvaixel-
ov BaAaveloy uluptadas) a, eig Ta. év TI
iep@di épya wlupiadas) i3 (Muiov), eig To yuuvaaiov
kel T6 év alrdt Paravetoy wlupiadag) & (Huiav) 10
€lc TV a.'yopa.v ,u,(upiaﬁa,g) v, o(Aov) p(upiadag) ke.
IIa.Ta.peua'w €l¢ Wey oToay TV
v’ avTel yeyowiny SimAfy mpog
T Ap€vi M(vptdaag) 8, er’g 8¢ qiTopETPIOY

u(uplaaa.g) @, €ig d¢ ﬂavn'yupw u(uoradag) B 8, o(Aov) plupadas) £ 5. 15
Mupetiow eig 7o msp:a‘rv?\ov Tol

WUYRTIOU KOl THY TKOUTAWTIY
alTol Kat Tolg Kelovag u(uptadac) € £
TAwebaty e:’g ,uéu BaAaveloy u(vpiadag) v
eu; de THy a.fyapa.v u(upmﬁag) €, o(Aov) p(upridag) 9 20
namw de Totg év Avkiar keTa m6Aty
BovAeutals ava  (Dpaxmag) i
Eavior; 8¢ wdot kel giTov ExaoTwi ava po(ious) i
Ta, 0 TEKVAL TTvTa TOV ToAerT@Y Taidel-
€t TE Kaui -rpéd)er ETETIY UEY :g" alTos ava- 25
aeﬁcmevog ‘r'nv d)pawrﬁa. peTa Talra 8¢
ma’e:; Kai apyUpia a.ya.ﬁerg Tt TGAE GTY
éviavrol mpoevlkmi, woTe éx T mpogadou
€ig atdva Ty xapw alrel puhacaeatar
didwav d¢ kal kmbeutikov Tole Procaaty, 30
éxoidewaiy O¢ kail Tag Tevixpas mapbévous,

7 .
Kourouniotes reads 6x.



159
Section 7: Lycia

Toée de Ka,l ToUg TIEVOUEVQUS.
TAS TTOGS TAL TE GTAAS KAl TS 3:17)\@; Tol iepol

i Aol eumemateivas kat 1o Katrape:-
oV dmoKaTAOTTAS €K TV DY Kal Ka- 35
Bieo@dy Ta. Eoya Edwkey
i1 ey BouAdit kel yepouaiar [klat Tofg
gITopETOOUEV OIS av[avdpad] ddpaaiy o
Tolg O€ }\amofg ﬂolef'ra.i[g xlai

p.e'rommg ava (3pa.;w,ag) 40
'roxoug o€ a a,w;key xal apyain
ExRPITATO €iC w(uptadag) p.

b. Rhodiapolis
1) Honorary decree; AD 124-153; IGR HI 739, V 102-114=TAM 11 905 V G14-

H12; Kokkinia V G14-V H12.

[avrog e *Ompapdas] petla maons dhoterpias Toig

npoyovikor; ayaboils a[wiAAGTar kar avu- Gl15
nep]BAvTous émdédetkTat PrhoTeipias €v H1

Talg matpioy kel Tak aliodeywraTal

Ty @AWY TOAEwY, oU dtaAeimer 0¢ ToA-

Ad kal mokiia i 7o Ebvog PiAoTeisol-

pevag, a,px:dw)tama,g TE ueya)\ot[/vxwg H5
xai émdovs T4 bver apyvpiou nga.pm

ne:rra.mg u.upra, Kol wewa,mg KetAia oTe

TOY KAT ET0§ TOKOV AUT®Y Kwoely €ig Sta-

voumy Tolc cuvioboiy €ls T, Koiva ToU é-

Bvous aoxaicéaia apyooTaTais kal Bou- H10
Aevtale kai Kowols doxovet kal Toig Aoi-

oty Tory €& éfous AauSavouaty

2) Honorary decree; AD 124-153; IGR TI1 739, VI 24-34=TAM 1 905, VI B9-C4;
Kokkinia VI B9-C4 (continuation of 7.b.1).
noxiduAaknxeTo Aukiwy peyaAompenidg
kal kexapiouévoy Tip Edver (Snyapa) mevra[ig) B10
plota Kai mewrakio yellia, ware Tov Toko[v]
xwWoeTy eig diavouny Torg apyootaTal [klat
ToTg Aoimorg Tols €5 €Boug AayPavolvar]y,
TETENLNUEVOY O€ Kail TpoTepay Umo [Tol]
xowol kat Taly Terapraic Tewais, €nln- BI15
vipévoy 8¢ Ymbiopadiy kai Tewpals ket mo-] Cl
AMerteiaig év Tals mpwTevoloais moAeav],
pelpapTupnuévoy 0¢ katl Umd Ayeuovwy
kal vmo émimponwy 1ol Zeb[aarol)
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3) Honorary decree; AD 124-153; IGR I 739, VI 70-85=TAM T 905 VI E12-

4)

F15; Kokkinia VI E12-VIF12 (continuation of 7.b.2).
Avkiwy 10 xovoy xal ) BovAn éreiyn-

aev *Ompauoy ’ Amorhwviou di Tob Kadi-

adov, ‘Podramoreitny xai KopudaAAéa, dv-

doa kaAdy kal dyaloy kai elbyeyd kal peyals- El5
delolva, mopdlpia dia Plov kal mpoedoia kal
Tals kat Etos Te{ulails, noxiduA[armrora Auki-] Fl

wv peyalompemniic [x]a.t' Kexapwr,wévo[v TR -]

Gvez B‘rqvap:a.) nev-ra,mg ;.Lupm. Kot ﬂev-ra,mg xeliAia],

ma*z‘e TOv TéKOV wpely eis dtavounly Tols

apxoaTaTa Kal Toig Aormois Totc €5 Efoug F5

AauBavovat, TeTeiymuévoy O kal TpdTe-
pov Uo Tob koot Talg o’ kar B kat g’

Ay ~ 3 ’ ] ’
Kai & Teals, Empmuévoy o€ ymdiopaay
xai Teyals Kal ToAeITeiqg €V T&IS TPWTEV-
ouo‘arg ToAeTiy Kail ,r.l.ep.ap-rupggevauaz F10
UTTO "pyepovy Kail EmTpenwy ToU 2ePaa-

Tol.

Honorary decree; AD 124-153; IGR 111 739, IX 2-45; TAM 11 905, IX A2-C10;
Kokkinia IX A2- IX C10 (continuation of 7.b.3).

Auvkiwy o koi-

VoV ETeiumoey maAiy kel &y TO

EVETTOTI £TE! XPUTD TTEGAVED

kal sikoot yoa[nlralils émypva{or] AS
kail avdpraar [kai Tlatg Inép ic

apxpiepwatynls Tepalls xal Tatk

xaTe moA kali ket Etog *Ompawléav

> Aol Aawviov [dig Tol Kaddia]dov,

‘Podiamorerrlmy xai Kopvdaréa] xai AlD
Mugéa xai lla[rapéa, moAerrevouelvoy

O¢ xai év Taik [katd Avkiay moreaw] na-

cats, Tov ye[yovora apylec€[a @]y [Ze-]

Baarav, Tov 8¢ avrov kai Ylplauparial

Aukiw[v 1ol koilvet, [év uev Tals tatoiov] Al5
te[iwmbévra mloA[Aaxic éd’ als mapéaym-]
tlai kai mapéxet elepyeaialg kal dang-] Bl

v[ae 3rfr)vexc3g] % E'Hu[ﬂ ¢ npé‘repov] c’t.pxr-

u.[wg] Kai -reum;ﬂewm Tay[eov] pev Tatc

o’ kai 3 kel ¥ xai & [Taulats kol B5
maAw mpoedpig Ovexer kali mopldlog dia.

Biou kail Tals kat &vos Tewlali, kexapio-
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,u,évov T Efver %v&.pm.) nevraxi[¢] plpia kel

‘J'l'EWCLK!g xeiAta, G mar're Tov Tld]Kov yxow-

pew €lg DAY TOIS GEYOTTATAIS B10
Kai Totg Aoimorg Tots €€ &0[o)ug Aau-

Baveova, drywveBérny Muoléwy xai

[Martapéwy kai mevrakis 5] ‘Podiamo-

Alel]T@v moheog, TeAéaavTa Tag ap-

xlag] éy uév 1 ‘Rodiamorert@v modei BI5
nlaoals peyarodoivwe, w¢ e Tol-

[0 teteiuie]bar adrov klai tm’ [ad-

T TAe]ovakis kal Tals kaT ETog Ter- C1
[wak: yuvlaiapgmoavra Kopuda-

Aé[wy TV Tle véwy kail TTs Yepouaiag

[ois év T1® alrd éter dwped, we dia

[TalTa Tet]ewfobar alroy xkai vr av- Cs
[y mAeov]axis kal Taig kat ETog Tei-

[uats, memot]nuévoy ¢ kal vmoayETers

[Te kai ap]yuciwy émdogeic eis Te Ot-

[avopds kai wlayyyipeis év Tigly TV

[mowTev]o[v]ordy moAewy Cl10

Honorary decree; AD 146; IGR I 739, IX 80-111=TAM TI 905 XI F1-H4;
Kokkinia IX F2-IX H4 (continuation of 7.b.4), '
[énei *Ompapsag ’A-
nwoA)Awv[iov dis ToU KaAAiadou, ‘Podi-
amolhet[ s xat Kopvdarhele] k[ai Mupetc]
wal Hatapels, moAeitev]omevos of¢ xai F5
év 'ra.?g Ka-r&. Auxt']a.v 116)\60': mia‘a.;g .-m.[?
Bitw uwév emel kal petpiep xéxonraili), e:a'qSe-

A - v b ¥
peTai O¢ magay elvotay kal GToudy,

’ M -~ F A%
Wpovoaupevog Kal TOV moAEwY I01g Fi0

xai 7ol EBvoug ko, Tals pév maTpiw
auTol ToAAG Kal peyaa Tra.peamwg

Kad ﬁapexwv ﬂ?xem“ra,tg d¢ kai dA[A]ase a-
Erodoyoig kal mowTevolaals [moAea iy

[€]x Tol €Bovs, ats weév Epywlv kaTaokey-] F15
a[s) motoluelvog kai] aywvoblesilas, Gl

aic 0¢ dwpeals yolmuarwy émde[dloxw|<],

e€ Gy ka[T"] €105 [np]o00dos év Tats adfe]-

ainoig klall oePalapior uépais Sravé-

weta, ko) Te [T]6 éBver didiov dew- G5
peay kexapiot[all é¢ ouoiny Sinvopny,
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i 8¢ apyep[wlotmy Tdv ZeBaotdv

ebaeBa kail wleylaAsdoovig éxme-

TAvpwkey, 64" ok mlaoty dueiBowevor

7o efvog alroly Of |kaiey ayyiral kai v G10
wavTwy ael Ty Unlapyovtoy nuel a-

qfa,B('Iw aﬂwo[xp&:r]opr Ka.z'cmp: Tlitw Ar-

[a‘]eﬁ[er ava&o&nmt TE llmémua. Ka )t [p.]§ [ap-] H1
[1vlohofar atrov émi aepve]yrt kai di-

[Aoreynia ka)l ebaePein

[elg Tovg AlrroxpaTopag]

Honorary decree; AD 124-153; Kokkinia XTIV C10- XIV D1 (continuation of
7.b.5).

e dwpeay moiot-] C10
[neveg] eic [Sravouny Tor]

[aoxor]Taralis kal Bou-]

[Aevratfls xal: kowere ap-]

{xoveri 1 DI

Honorary inscription; Imperial; PHI7 Asia Minor [Lykia: TAM I11.1-3]
010=TAM I (3) 910; IGR Il 733; Laum (1964): 125 n. 143a. Lines 1-25.
' Aokdgmidn ket “Tryiat.
‘Podramoleitdy 7 BovAn) kai o djuos
Kal 1 yepougia étefumoay Tal dimve-
kéa ket étog Teare ‘HoaxAertov
"HpaxAeitou *Opelou Tov moleirny kai 5
‘Podiov, pihomatoiv, iepée " AakAymol
kad ‘Toyiag ixovi émypiow Kal TO Tig
nadeias AvdolavTic oV ETEIMTaY opoi-
ws ’ Alelavdoets ‘Podror ' Abyvaior kal 7
tepwTtaTy  Apeomayeitiov Poudy xai o i0
* ABiwmow ' Emikolpeior prioaodot xal 5
iepa. BupeAsxn) alvodog, mpartoy i’ ai-
r:?wog i’a.-rpéu Kai awqua.d:éa. Kai oI~
'r'nv éoywy m.-rpm'ng Kad (bt]\oa'admg,
ov avequa.z}av IGTOIKEY TOIUATWY 15
"Oumpoy elvai, dhitovpynaiq Tiunbévra,
laTPelTaVTE TOOIKR, VAOY KATATKEY-
acavte kai ayaipera avabévra ' AokAn-
miol kat ‘Tyelas kel T4 CuvypaumaTe al-
Tol kail mormuaTe T maTteid: " AAebay- 20
doebat ‘Podiotg * Abyvaioig, xapiod-



163
Section 7: Lycia

pevoy T TaTeidt €l Savouas Kol

ayiovas ’ AoxAymiwy kel apyupiov

(Spvapoiwy) wiow ket mevraxg gilia: oy évei-

UNTEY 7 TOTPIS Kad Tpoedpin.. 25

¢. Phaselis
1) Honorary inscription; AD 146; TAM 11 (3) 1203; CIG 11 (1) 4324; SEG 31

2)

(1981): 1301. Lines 1-11.

[----- étlet{pn]aey

'Ompauoay " AnoAiwviov

di¢ ot KaAhiadou ‘Podi{a]-

moAeiTyy kel Mupéa kafi]

Gaanreiryy, moAelt]t{evo]- 5
pevoy kai €v mails xaTa]

Avkiay noheot nlaoar,

xapiT)apevoy kai T[F Tue-

Tépg ToAei eig Srav[opas

xat] Gewptas (Bquapiov) plipa. ... ... 10
- -la mevrax[ogia)

Honorary inscription; late Imperial; PHI7 Asia Minor [Lykia: TAM I1.1-3]
1200=TAM 11 (3) 1200; CIG III (2) 4332; IGR 11l 764; Laum (1964): 124 n.
140. Lines 1-26.

[H]Taleua,tov 8¢ o KeAaAn[uiog]

[D]aoniAerimyy, dvdpa kalo[v]

[kai] ayab[o]v yevouevey kai [Tol]

[melwrou Tayuazoes Ths mofAleo[s], 5
EIKOTATOWTEVTAVTE K[— = — — — — ]

ue€xor ToU TN Sori xoovolu, ieoa]-

Tevravre ™ npoxabyyéT(i]-

Bog Ths moAcos Pedig ' Abyvag

[MoAiadog ket T@dv Pedv Zefas- 10
TGV, moutavevoavta GiAoTel-

pg, rfmoéuﬁé.fa,wa. Tol Aukiawy

ebvous, ae mf) ékaaTy a.prnv

TeTelumotal alroy Umo -r'r)g

‘rrolsag '.rroMa. Kai p.f’}’a.— 15
Ao TapeoymLEvoY 'r-n T ToI0!

év TR ™05 Camg alTol xoovew,
Kal ,u,em TV TEAEUTRY O€

a.zwwoug dwpeas kaTaeAot-

moTe TR wmrpr& €lg TE mm&np&a‘rfa] 20
kat Bewpiag kai Sravouas apeTic
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EVEKEY TTi¢ €I AUTOY — — TNV € ToD

avOpIaVToS VAT TATIY ENOMTATO

Mévimaaa 1 xai Tepria 'EvBpiuou dic

Qaomreitic, M Bela kal kAmpovopos alrol, kab[w]c 25
[6] TIroAeualos disTataTo.

d. Tlos
1) Honorary inscription; AD 136; PHI7 Asia Minor [TAM I, 1-3] 578=TAM 11
(2) 578; IGR 11 679; Laum (1964): 124 n. 139. Lines 1-30.
TAwéwy Thg pnreomol[ewg]

Toi Aukiwy eBvous % Bov-

A kel 0 Ovpog Kal v yepovalia]
*Omnpapony > Amodhwvio[v]
i Tot KaAdiadov TA{wéa] 5
kai ‘Podiamoleity, mo[Ael]-
Teuopevoy 8¢ kal év Talic]
kato Avktay moAeot [nal-
oaig, Tov apyepéa T{ov]
TeBaatdv kai yoauua[Tea] 10
Avkiwy o0 koveD, [8' @ na]-
péayev kai ) ueTéplg m]-
Aét, xapiaapevoy kel [apyv)-
plou Syvapiou pupiddals €5}
ete Ty Toll Bedroou kaftal- 15
arevny kai é5edpag T
év T BaAaveiw, avdoa pleya]-
Aodoova kai PiAdrenoy [kai
dirayabov kai maoy apleTh

Kekogumuivoy, ént T <k>[al 20
el Ty MueTépay mo[Aw]
UmeoBarrolon weyaliol-
dpoativyy
dwpnoauevoy kal kaTa dia{t])-
Ky &/rpéu év 1) KopudaAA:- 25

K ev TOTTCY Xa.pa.Bpa.lg Kal Hataa.-
fwarw dépovra, ¢ e-mma aov eic
TaVyURY wewae-r-r;om'nv xai diavfo]-
UMY QVOpaTIY TEITOUETOOUMEVDIS
ava a. 30
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e. Kadyanda
1y Honorary inscription; late Imperial; PHI7 Asia Minor [TAM 10, 1-3] 671=TAM
I (3) 671. Lines 1-19.
[roAra kai peyara mediroter]-
pmuévoy éy f [maTeidi idig kai]
kata koo 7@ Aluxiwy Efver]
xai émdoceriv [wloA[AaTs xai)
ol povoy eixoramp[wTeloavral, 5
aMAa kai éy devrépov kal [TpiTou?]
TeTeAexora Tapanpacels [aeitou]
xal ehaiou, map exaora mmot[yra?]
kal Béaeic év T® yupvaaie, [kail
év TG GAM 0€ Bl éavrov nalpad]- 10
wovTa, Ty TH ToAel xomatulov év]
naTpos Taker, wg da TalTe wlav]-
Ta, tnepBla)Aelv alroy mac(y T
apeTy] kail TeTeiuTadar efni]
Tats €lepYeTials aydptay- 15
T1 €lkovIKD, Oy Kal kaTéaTyaev)
n woAig €€ idlwy xpmpaTwy.
dedwomu.évoy T moA[eli doylupliov
(Byvaprwy) pilpia) ¢, (Syvapia) a €is Te Biavopdls xail Tampyuom.

f. QOenoanda
1} Honorary inscription; AD 240-250; BCH 24 (1900): 338 no. 1=SEG 44
(1994): .1187. Lines 1-32.
[T)eoumocéwy Tdv mplog]
Oi’yoévao:g 7 BouAn xat [2]
OLog KO‘..I rn yepouaia. ETE[I]
UMTEY EIKOVE XAAKY THY
aStohoywrgray Maoxt- 5
av A@pyhiav IoAvkAeay
MoAnroc MauvormAou MéAvrog,
YovaiKae Tou abtoAoywTaTou
Maprou AdomAiou * Aptémwvog
8’ AmoAAwviov, peyAodoosu- 10
vy 3ta7rpenoucmv 3wp'r}cmne-

vV Kai a'ua'r'ntm,u.evnv ‘u.e-ra, Tol

a.y3oog Ei¢ TOV TTAVTR YOOVOV

kat aidva € oixeiac drho-

Teyting ayivag BueAncoy 15
kal THe avéxabey auvyevi-

dog imapyovang Tepumaaewy

i Havduhias, xai g Kaica-
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péwy KiBupatidv mis *Adiag,

TV AaUTpoTATWY TOAEWY, 20
avipiayTwy Kai Beuc'c-rmv

abAa Oepévay, dpivagay év

TR KPovew THS ?ra.m'yupewg

Biavopds Tol; (WEV TTEVTaKO-

aioig ava, (Pyvaoa) déxa, Tng J¢ druo- 25
Taig ava (Spapia) 300 Kai a’eﬁa,a"m—

¢opa:; azevexew': Kai :Bm. Toig

6% aipoupévoig mpog 'rmsepa-s

Tpels a-eﬁa.md)opo:g Kai pogTel-

yoopors € exa,o'rcp 'np.epr)a'mv 30
(Snpapiov) €v, Ebvoiag xapiv dpLe-

daévn

g. Balbura
1) Honorary decree; Antonine; IGR Il 476=SEG 28 (1978) 1217; AncSoc 9
(1979); 170-1 n. 2. Lines 1-20.
kal AD[-———— JIIAKA[---]
apeog kel ? [~ —~] mavri [- -]
ANEOIKE uaporvpnbféyra de kai imfo
nvepbvwy mAeovakis éni Tals
el Ty marpid(a) ebmoialg 5
[molvrayeieavta év duobétw kat-
P dlidozeipws kai pagrupmbévra,
[tep)acayevoy Ty Bedy ZeBa[oriy
uelTa kai yuvaixos " Appias The kali
Tepltiag ‘Bpuatov émdar[d]s xat 10
leluaeBisg we plelpapruofiobar ket TeTer-)
wiieBar atrov Talile [TE!-]

y,a.:g, a.va.[o*r]'naavra. Kal EIKOVa UTTo-
xaAKeay ToD Kvp:ou Kaizapog

Agmgewau, éoTIaTayTe. 06 Kai 15
Ty moAw B v kai dovra Savouny

naos ava (Syvapia) Tpt'a. NIV,

papTupnbéyra 0¢ kal Umo THs Koa-

TioTYE Oivoa.vsemv noAcos dia
e Ymbiaparos kal émaTtoddy 20

k. Bubon
1) Honorary inscription; Imperial; PHI7 Asia Minor [Schindler, Inschr. Von
Boubon] 6. Lines 1-23.

[BlouBewvé[ewv ] Boluha) kaui 6 37}
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Section 7: Lycia
Section 8: Phrygia

wole .)étetlunloev I0[......... ]
vestigia incerta

Mo[Alegens Blov]Bewvéa ¥f......]

ko[v], avdpa ce[uvlov kal ayalfov xai pel- 5
yarodpova, vlet kel doby de[vévravta)

I{....Jimovra T matpitr eig [.....]

AEeiay vév[olug Umaptas...]

aTo TpoYoVwY Taaas deylac]

PiAoTelLwe TEAETRYTWY, CULYE- 10
v} Auktapy®[v] kai éfvikav [ap]-

xlolvrwy, dabépevoy 3[€]

ke[t ka]raAmovra, €5 Hutoous

[w)é[e]ovs rKAnpovopoy T

oMY, g aTo THS TPoTHdoy 15
epyoig koaumBivar, kai e6w-

Bev el Te Biavopas kai éhe-

ofediay kal aydvas, avaoTo-

Bvai 8¢ alrol kat ol¢ deTa-

Eato vevéohai avdoiavras, 20
-rem.a.a'ﬁa,r ¢ alrov kall €Tog

Kal TaIS KaTa TV eirypadny Tel-

eLte.
8. Phrygia
a. Aizani

1) Honorary inscription; before AD 156/7, SEG 25 (1985): 1365=MDAI 35
(1985): 217-26. Lines 1-27.
M. OdA. * AmrmouAmiavey ®AaBia-
vov vtey M. O0A. * ArrmovAmiov DAa-
ﬁtavoﬂ RoYIEDEWS ’Acrt'a,g vamy
T@Y ev Hepya.uw e‘rerwr;a'ev 7 Bau—
}\'q Kat 6 Bfnp,ag o A:Ca.w TV ToV 5
ea.v‘rwv euep'yemv eV

kai piromodty aywveberqeavta
Ty npdTov SaTeBévray Aetwy

b L ’ \ A
xai elpmvapymaavta dic kal BovAap-
ymaayTa Kal CToaTyyNeayTe, émi- 10
paviic kal icpaTevoayta ToU Alog di-
AoTipws kad €y aitodein épeuwvi-
A A * I ar
TAYTE T T eVbnviar Te ad)ﬁo—

voy ﬁapaa'xowa 4 T¢ ' Adig kat T moAe
wyo,oa.m.v axyav-mg Kopvnl:au Aa.‘rwm.vou Kai 15
:epea. Tol Atdg dra. Biou kai mptraviv

Kal aywyobeTny Ty ueyarwy wev-
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Section 8: Phrygia

Section 9: Bithynia and the Black Sea

TAETVPIKOY c’r.q'cbvwv diavouaiy kal
dihodofiais a aawxprrov TapaTIoV-

Ta EQUTOV Kal 'ra.-; arhag wa.cmg apyis
Kal wrpeoﬁe:a,g GVUEAYTE UETE TI00-

9up.m.g Kai uuﬂa:pe-rou omoudic,
dvaoTieayTos TOV AViPIAVTE,
M. OlAmiou * Amrmouhmiov ElpukAe-
~ -~ 14
oug Tob viod dywvoléTou
~ ’ 1€ !’ r
TV Aciwy kal lepews Moviaou

dra. Biov

9. Bithynia and Pontus
a. Sebastopolis Heracleipolis

Section 10: Galatia

20

25

1) Honorary inscription; Imperial; SEG 41 (1991). 1113; Mitford (1991): 206,

14. Lines 1-8.

I". ’TotAioy Baooov
&m0 oTpaTIdY PiAG-
TATPLY YEVOULEVOY,
W$ Kt Davopas Ka-
TaArmey T marplil-
det kall’ é'aaé'ev

™ Baul'y kel S avdpiavTe, au-
o0 avaotalely

10. Galatia
a. Ancyra

1) Honorary inscription; reign of Hadnan; PHI 7 Asia Minor
Ankara] 115, 100=Bosch (1967): 115-6 n. 100, Lines 1-17.

Ti8. KAa(Udov) Boryov, TiB.
KAa(véiov) ' AAebavdoov yara-
TaEYOU Vioy, EXYOVOY
TETPREYKWY, GAIRSKY-

gavTa v Aeqflé}w 7 Ku-

CYVGIKT a.pxlepfr}cm—
LEVOY T( KOIV@ TN

laAateiag, areifavra
weyarompendds, morhag
diavopag émdovra 1Y) Ta-
Tptd1, apboyta émianuwe,
oeBaorodavmy, elpnyap-
Amy, vac, mai-

deig k[al Aoyw Kkal] petpio-
i St[ameed]-

avTa, ETiunoe

[Bosch, Quellen

10

15



2)

3)

4)
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Section 10: Galatia

duAg) .

Honorary inscription; AD 117-24; PHI7 Asia Minor [Bosch, Quellen Ankara]
141, 117=IGR III 208; Bosch (1967): 141, n. 117. Lines 1-15.
T éx BaatAéwy
Aatewiay KAeona-
Tpav, BuyaTtépa Aate-
viou ‘Adebavdpou, B
apyiepé[wg] a’eBaaToqba.v- 5
Tou dhenbavtog éx Ty idiwy
Aapmperara [T@]y nps alreb
8 GAov ToD EToug, éri {T)f Tob peyiaTou
Alroxparopos Kairapos Tpa:a.voﬁ
‘Adpiaval ZeBacrol m;poé‘m Kal Ty 10
iepioy avTol a'rpa'revua.'rwv 3‘owag
dravopac v moer dpkavros opel
Kai ElonuapMoayTos ayvis Kat €mi-
TTVLWS, TIGIOEI Kal Adyw Kogoly-
TOG TV UTPOTIOALY 15

Honorary inscription; reign of Caracalla; PHI7 Asia Minor [Bosch, Quellen
Ankara] 317,255=Bosch (1967): 317 n. 255. Lines 1-16.

{T:. *TodArov "loloTov)

"Tovwi[avev, ¥ apyre-

péla, k{TIeTy DH{H]L) parmpo-

noAews, mopdupn. Kail o Te-

davep dia Piov TeTeiumué- 5
vov, QtAeTa o, TagRlC

Steveyxovra drhoTenui-

aig, kal €v Te Stavouats TV

naTpidn TAUTICaYTR Ep-

~otg Te Kol TEPIKaAAETTEL- 10
TOIS KOTUMTAVTA, KA UOVoV

TV TIpo aUTol OF oA éAe-

ofernoavra TS Nuépag, €-

mieAnBévra ¢ kai The KaTa-

arevijc ToU Baiaveiov, duAy 15
Mapoupaymv éTeipnaey.

Honorary inscription; reign of Caracalla; PHI7 Asia Minor [Bosch, Quellen
Ankara] 317,255=Bosch (1967): 318 n. 256, Lines 1-13.

[Te. "TotAswov "Totoroy "Touvi-

QVOV, ¥ QOYIEPER KTITTYY

T papTponoAecs, mopdlon



5)

6)
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Section 10: Galatia

ke aredavy dta Piov Te-

TELUUEVOY, PIAdTaTRIY, 5
nlacaic [Sreverykovra dida- ‘

Tlentiarg, kai [€v Te Savonals]

{THqy matpida TlAeuticarTa €p}-

{roig e {mYepixaAAeaTaTois Kool

uAHTarTa, Ke [[Lovoy TV Tpe alTel o 8- 10
Mg ehavolerioavta [The nuépag, ém)-

peAmbevra ¢ ke T ka[Taskerss ToD)

BaAaveiov, durn ZeBaa{Ty ériumaev].

Honorary inscription; reign of Caracalla; PHI7 Asia Minor [Bosch, Quellen
Ankara] 317,255=Bosch (1967): 318 n. 257. Lines 1-15.

Tt. "TotAiov "Tobarov "Toun-

avoY, ¥ GPYIEER , KTIOTYY

T pwayTpomohews, Topdlpg

Ké oredavar da Biov TeTiumévoy,

didomaTow, maolals] 5
Bleveykovra diAoTiui-

aig K €y Te dlavouats mAou-

Tigavra ™Y TaTpida Epyois

TE MEPIKAAACTTATOIS KoTu}-

oaAVTa, KE HOVOY TV TP0 ab- 10
100 81 oAmg éAaiofeioay-

Ta T 'ﬁp.épa.g, émp.e)ﬂlﬂév—

Ta 8¢ Ké THE KATATKEVT

ToU Badaveiou, dury Al

o5 Tamvel éTiumaey. 15

Honorary inscription; reign of Caracalla; PHI7 Asia Minor [Bosch, Quellen
Ankara] 317,255=Bosch (1967): 319 n. 258. Lines 1-15.

Tt. "TotAtov "loboTov Tovn-

avov, ¥ GpyIEcén, KTITTHV THS

pmTpomolews, mopdlpas KE

oredavwr dia Brov TeTer-

muevey, piAomaToty, ma- 5
cats dieveyrovra GiAoTer

piaig, ke év Te Savouats nAou-

TITAYTA TV TATPIOL €0V

TE TEPIKAANETTATOIS KO-

FUNTAVTE, KE UoVaY TV 10
700 alrot 81" oAmg Edaro-

Beryoavra i nueoas, émpel-



171
Section 10: Galatia
Section 11: Pamphylia

AnBévra d¢ ke T kaTaoke[vic]
ToU Badaveiov, duAn Népova 7
ETipmaev. 5

7) Honorary inscription; reign of Caracalla; PHI 7 Asia Minor [general]: Anat.St.
27 (1977) 63-103, Ankyra, 72.6. Lines 1-16,
Ti. "Tothiov "Tobarov "Tovma-
VOV, ¥ GOXIEDER, KTITTY
Ti wTpemohews, moodloai
K€ oredavwt dia Biov TeTi-
umpEvoy, (#rﬂo'fm'rpw, TGTAS 5
3:eve7fcéwa dihoTipi-

aig K€ Ev TE Blmuop,mg nAou-
TigayTe THY TOTRI0N Epyols

Te MeprkaAAeTTaTOKS KO-

CUNTAVTE, KE (LOVOY TOY 10
o0 abrol & 6Ame éAatole-

™EarTa TG NAEas, Emi-

peAnbévra 0¢ xé The KaTa-

oxevi Tot Balaveiov,

Pulyy Arog Toameliow éripm- 15
aev.

11. Pamphylia
a. Selge
1) Honorary inscription; Hadranic; IKSelge 20a=IGR I 382; Robert (1971): 143
no. 99. l:ines 1-13.
ALYIECALTAULEVOV TOU OIKOU TV
ZebBaoriov émpaviis éni e da-
vouais kel Bewplarg kal povoua-
xiais Kol KUVRYEriols Kal oywyo-
Bérny dia Blov kai yévoug dywvwy 5
TOAEITIKDY TE KAl TEVTRETHPIKOD,
Tpoedpoy, iAoTiaToY, aoKIEpT-
Birmy, lepéa Tﬁx'ng 'mg"g moAEwg
3{6&. Biov, a.vapa. €V TaTais cb:)\frre:—
e Kai AerToupyialg KoneLy 10
i moAet, TTo. ITAayxtov Masy-
via[vov Athiavoy " Approv Tlept]-
[kAéa KkTA. ]
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APPENDIX 2! INSCRIPTIONS OMITTED FROM THE CATALOGUE

1. Aegean Islands

d.

Doric Sporades: Asupalaea

1) Honorary; imperial; PHI7 Aegean Islands General [XII, 3 %9 Suppl. Doric

Sporades] 219=/G XI1 (3) 219

@ yepoudia, ETE[ iumae Tov delva, —]-

vokpaTous [ématve eikovt ah-

kéat kai ay|aAuatt Howikd(?) kai]

yovaéorg atledaveis Toig ueyil-

oToic €x To[U vouou — Tov amoxaTe]- 3
oracauevov o oupmesov(?) auv]-

€dotov g [yepovaias momeae]-

vov T€ kal oletTou dravopag]

oUK oAtyag [éxaote moheita(?)]

dpetas Eve(Kko Kal elvatag — ~] 10
av éxwy dtateler eig atray]

2. Tonia
a. Ephesus
1) Honorary; reign of Antoninus Pius; PHI7 Ionia [Ephesos] 1448.1-24=IEph.

4342.

[o d7jpeg]

[rIns meat{xs] xali]

[eviamns [unrlelo]-

[woAews T[7s] * Aloiag]

ket 8[ic vew]k[o]- 5
[eolv T[v TeBalord[v]

["Edlecicwy [moA]ew(s]

eteip[moev]

[T(irov) ®)Aa(outov) *Tov[Mav]ov

mleliran(y, vie]ly ®Aaloviov): 10
[ TlovAiavol [aoia|ox[o]v,

[€lxyovoy T(itov) [PAaloviov) ITulbiwv]og]

agapxov, [émaraTny épywy]

peyarwly, Tov driotlepias [kal)

[@lverdlao dpyuptoly kel S[iave]- 15
[nais] kai [Bamavaig kloopatv[Ta]

[ypaup]atet{ovra ™y malToide

[-]ral-]a



2)

3)

173

el

-] 20
18 -]rwl-]

[lul-)rem-]

[-JoTo[-]

[—Iro{—lou[-]

[~lov ['ToJuhsafvot] “Yyet[vov] 25

Honorary; AD 140; PHI7 Ionia [Ephesos] 1109.1-23=[Eph. 618=Oliver,
Sacred Gerousia 9.

[M{@pxov) OUAmiIov]

“TepoxAéouc

' Apraroxpa Ty

Kepausingmny, apsecéa * Aafil-

as vady Ty év ' Edéow kail [ayw]- 5
volérny Ty peyaiwy [‘Adpia]-

vefwy T¢ devtépag me[vrae]-

Tpideg, dovra Tas vmelp THS aw)-

eple)aivne puoiadas [— €]

™V KaTagkevy TI—] 10
[x]al &Xhac pupiadag [ eig 7o)

[....Jeptov, dobévTa [3¢ Kai Aoyia]-

[m3]v Umo feol ‘Adpravod [T di]-

[AJoceBaare yepouaiq, $[-]

Bévra, d¢ kai Umd Tol pey[ioTov] 15
Alroxparopog Kaloapog [Titou)

Aidiov ‘Adpiavot * Aytwvei[vou]

ZeBaorod Bia[eBlolc €[]

0¢ djia kai Jekarts Olimvopuny Emoimae T1]

vepouaiq AoyiaT[eiag Evexey —| 20
o1 ulupiadag) 1, v dihooéBlacroc) [yepovaia]

0% [mpwryg kai ueyiorns Ede)-

[aicov moAews —]

Fragmentary; Impernial; PHI7 Ionia [Ephesos] 1669.1-8=IEph. 1968a.
[-]v[-]

[=Jeov o[-]

[-] dig enlapxor -]

[reAéc]avra wapl’ eavroi]

[dtAod]obtdy [-] 5
[-] ki di[aveudov)

[moAvt]eAégralra ]

~Is
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b. Didyma
1) Honorary; reign of Hadrian; PHI7 lonia [Didyma] 475.1-20=RPk 23 (1899):
315-7 no. 32=IDid 329.
[ffapocﬁépo}g A[p]‘réw&o{d
(B, mate]og Iou[?\];au KaAA[1]-
[.c6. pulnroos *lovAiag,
[e)miTeTerexvia Ta 5
[uvomiclia Tofs Beof xai
[Bravopals menmomLé-
[vn 7 BlovAq kai Tigy
[réov molAerrd[v), opoiwg k[ai]
[Tt kaTo]ikolat TO tepoy €- 10
[oriaoeic?] Te kai éAarobe-
[ctag kai] Be{w)piag éni Te ToU-

[rots Telripmpern imo
[re Thg] BovAds kai Tol d[7]-
[1ov. me(odmrelovrog)] Mapxov) *OvAmiov Zwr{éou] 15

(drAo)dokou, Tajuietov-

[Tog Kloeivbou Tob ' AnaTou-

[oijou, éni ore(davyidiooy M{aoxou) *Av-

[T)wviov ‘Adpiavet Kami-

reveg 20

c. Priene
1) Honorary; 120 BC; PHI7 Ionia [Priene} 51 XI1.213-20=IPriene 109.213-220;
BCH 31 (1907): 386-7, WS 29 (1907): 108 no. 3; RPh 1 (1927): 108 no. 3;
SEG 4 (1927) 492.
d¢ BavAdpevos kai [amodetbar Ny Exet] mpoalpeoty, éx[aoT]wi
TV oAtV EpéTomoey [Mavopap] Tuody Te{TaypTels dvo, Ev Te
it 1@y Tavlabnaiwly [éopth vf] Aaprpotary rpoenopwmey- 215
aev ol povoy iepompenive, afAAa xal Bloi abiai ¢ Beob, tva g maw-
Twv éxmemAnpuwpéva tmapy (vt Ta Tle Tis eboeBeiac kal dhaya-
Grag dikata m.Mrep'ﬁa-a,g d¢ T[aimo i Qua'l'ag O1édwrey TH Te
ﬁau?\'m Ka.r A u-uva,px;a.lg nasailc] weﬁm')]'ra,i 0€ kal 31:1. mr,v'rag
T mpémouTay evaympocuvy KaTyesiay Tol feoll kai Thg 220

2} Honorary; 129-100 BC; PHI7 Ionia {Priene] 661I0.45, 90-100=[Priene 108.89-
100.
arevalwy émi 8¢ aredalvindopov Kexpomog ov povoy
diadopwy yevopévme i [loder ypeiag, alAha) kai rapasTa- 90
gews éveylpwy, diaiaPlwy klowny elvar ™[v] olaiav may-
TV TGV MoMTRY kel TG Kebnrovedy daveu@y? Jwl.] of..]?

[~ Tov adeAdov -]
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[oldevog torr)e[p)olvra kal TolTov év Talk ei¢ Ta Kowa

Lpetars,] elorveyxe dadapov pév dpaxuas ‘AXelElalv1doelias] 95
[iAias, i) d¢ xofioy évextpwy apyvomparta Soagudy [ Alebav)-

[Speflewv reToakiayriowve napepeTonoey 8¢ T modet [ue]-

[ra. Ta)deAdol muply pediuvous mevtakoaiovs mevrixe[vra

[Tliuss 7jc of moAFras mpoeidavto, Bevkduevos dia mavtos [év]

eUdarpoviar kafeorayatr Tols moAiTas, xal kaTte ™ éauto{D] 100
3. Cana
a. Olymos

1. Honorary; first century?; PHI7 Caria [Olymos] 13.1-28=IMylasa 869=BCH 46

(1922): 417-20 no. 23=SEG 2 (1925) no. 564.

[-IEMA[-]

[~] wlapalyvomeveos obbéva katpov ma(pa]-

[Aetrewy — kaTta)] THy avrel dvauy, évanedexvijevog]

[T mpoe To mAR)bog elvorar- Tva odv kai 6 SHufoc]

[0 "OAupéwr daivrar umfely Aetmopevos év xaportog dmodoae:, 5
[dMAa: pepvnuévos Tav kaA@y kai ayallny avdody datvyrar

[y kerabiav alror xaprta kal Tipn &lmovéuwy: aya 6]

v dedogBar émpviiafar Oaidpoy Mleoxiwvog iepé[a]

[Aayovay " Ayabiy HapeuPwedén kal oTledavidoar [airov]

leovedt aredavmr emioa d¢ yoarTiy al]Tol eikdva [év] 10
[ridi iepdr o0 " AmohAwvoe év TG émpaverTaTan] Tomw:, ad{Ted)
[idnymoauevou, obmep dv alridr émmmdeataToy [elvet]

[Patvgrar kai émypadny momauodat lgde:

(6 Sfuoc 6 * Olupéwy eTtumaey Gaidoor Mooyi]wvog lelpen]

[Aaniovmy * Ayabidy ératvw, eixovt yoamtii) xaf yevfodi] 15
[rredavew:, o1t — maplayevo[uevos?]

[diAoTioy xai éxTevs atrrov nacEoyey, maon) mooveial [xom)-

[oauevoc elg mavra Ta Emeiyovta, peTa O TabT)a, émeidy [koen]-

[véuog? Imo Tob Syuov amodeilels, ote v Bluria, éu maloai]

[Tat draveuals Talk kaTa Tov vowov? yeyevnuévaic [exdoTw:] 20
[Ty peTenovTwy oy kabmxovaay jeot)da pexor To[0de]

[oawy diareler dvaxmpiar 0é év Tédi &yd vt Tidr ouvte[Aov]-

[wévewi — dvaryloata: d¢ Todle]

0 Ympiopa Tolg évegrivtag] Tamilals év TéI iepdr Tob T AméA[Awvec]

[kai The * Aptéuidog feddyv ]y *OAvpéay ev i é[m]daverTar{on] 25
[rémwi' To 0€ pvopevey €l ™y avaypadny dvaiwua dol[var totg]

[rauiag éx T@Y Kow@v Tpoc]ébwy TG ) el &AAa amoTtet[ay]-

[mever.]



b.

Panamara
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1) Honorary, no date; PHI7 Caria [Panamara}] 234.1-7=IKSrrar 299=BCH 28

{1904): 243 no. 51.

[iepeds — vidls, Tatiavog {...] tépleia] *Aloig}rov[i]-

[k, — Buyarne, Majuarey ‘Te(poxwudinig), o dic év Kopupio,
[Umodetapevor peyalonpenide mav)Tas Tovs aveABovrag ic TO lepoy,

[naoay Ty kai HAikiay, anédooay To dfmva Toi; Kouloaaty, drédoray
[9¢ xal 7o diavopas kal TaAAa wavra énloimaay, Tag Tov lavapapeiwy 7-
(épagc déxa adtahimrwg éxvuvasiaplamaay kal ™y Tetpada 1 napla]-
[Avdn ot Beoli —]

4. Lycia

a.

Rhodiapolis

5

1) Honorary; AD 124-153; Kokkinia XTI D13- XTI E6=IGR Il 739, XI11.58-67.

1o €-

~ ’ . ’ L. - L) +
[7i naw TouTois kal mooTepoy kal viv) Tepar te avroy kai Bavualery xail

émal-

[veiv Tac afiodeywraTas TGV év T enapxein] nirewly, Tepdobai] 0 [tatk
o’ kaif']
Ymdi1lea[fai d¢ atrov]

[év 1w Eler kali mporepoy Tewayv mopdipig d1a. Blov kai mooedoin
Simy[exer? kal Tat]

[kat Erols Tewlaks, ém TH Swped, nv €ic dravoumy? Tokx doyorThraic?
émt)d édwrey Kai moAer-]

[retaic] év Tatls dEwAoywraTais moAeot Teteofal, kai Umo vyyep]o[veov
kal emtoopwy]

[Bioy aperyi?- - -]

5. Mysia

a,
1)

Pergamon

Honorary; Hellenistic; /Perg245c 11 41-51.

Ta. Zehevro[v T mpog] Avaliueyoy paxm énlikpa™ioavtos 6 vide alTol
dindelapuevos

iy Bagireiav [ Avriolyos Ty nedi(ada x®]pav alrols énwAnrey TaldvTwy
TPlaKoTTiwy

TRIGKOVTE, xq.i q[poa’e]ao*éwpaé'ev are [Tledavra mevTixovTa kel et
TOUTwWY TAS ToTE

évyoadove mapatibé[acily, dovtos €lis Tlalbra Miravalos xal Diretaipov
teAavra Tecoapa?]-

kovta, wafori éx Tic avalyeypapuérms male’ My év THH iepdi Th¢
"Abmpéals émota]oalvro om]-

Mg, kai ¢ B maykTyTikn T xlwpas kupelia kal i @Y éyyobdwly ém

Gl4

El

ES

45
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Tiis drajvoprs alv]-

Tofe UM TGV KpaTolvTwy waperell édedotle, avavriplernrwg de[vivres éx
Tlév kabreolw]- '

pévewy aryddy &v e IAiwi kal AdAawls kai "Edéowi, év als 9 yelvpapuévy
vlmo ' Avtiex[ov)

[élmioroAn mepi THe kaTa THY xweav Talimny kulpefas kaTeTé[TaiTo,
naplaoyouevwly Te]

[k]ai @¢ Bluéwg mapaaBav ta mpaylpate iy Zelkelkou {exlpwoey S0
énliororny nodc]

(Iijravalous, év Mt ovy Tofy GArorg éyévplamro klata Al rtabras
Kkupeta v B¢ kai ™[y eig]

6. Pamphylia
a. Selge
1) Honorary; second century?; IKSeige 17
[— — — ewwdnlutovpylioacay, iEceiav Tigns norewes, drramator, | [ — -1
Baulﬁi, ktioTloiay kai teodov, unréplal Todews, émt OOy koopidTyTi

Kal oel-
plolrym Biov diaml(pélmovoay, éncixein Te [kai pelyarodpoaivy | [~ — -]
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APPENDIX 3
Table 2.1a.: Verbs and Verb forms used with diavous
Aideop : 50
Al + Savouty 38
Ala dove (4.d.3x2, 5,7 12, 8, 9 x2, 6.e.5) 9
Alb dotea (4.d4.2, 4,12, 14 x2) 5
Alce dovra (1.a.1,1.b.1,2,3.c2;,4b.154.c.156.01,7.81) | 8
Ald dofeav (4.0.9; 4.d.11; 6.2.1) 3
Ale dovreg (6.6.2, 3) 2
Alf ddwrae (4.b.4, 11; 10.a.2) 3
Alg dedorora {6.c.5 x2) 2
Alh dedbofar (4.b.16) 1
Ali Sidovau (4.0.8) 1
Alj Srdoafar (4.a.1) 1
Alk edwrev (4.4.10) 1
All édurapey (6.£1) 1
Alm Edwray (6.£.2) 1
A2 + Sravoud 7
Ala sovre (1.d4.1; 6.a.1) 2
A2b didoefat (4.e.1) 1
Alc SBawrev (3.b.1 x3) 3
A2d edwxay (6.£3) 1
A3 + ei¢ Sravopny 4
Ala Soaer (4.b.7 x2) 2
Alb didoeto (4.h.6) 1
Aldc édwxey (1.2.1) 1
Ad.a émbovre Staveuds (10.a.1) i
Katadetno 6
B.1 + Sravouny 3
B.la xaTAmévra (5.6.1) 1
B.lb ratarener (9.a.1) 1
B.ic Andoerar dnvdpia &g’ @v ol Toxoy attdu(4.d.13) 1
B.2 + €lc dravopay 3
B2.a kartaimivra rcata Srafieny (5.b.1) 1
B2b xaTaAmovra 6E Yyooug pépeue kAmpovéuov (7.h.1) 1
B.2.c kaTaAeAnmoTe adwviovs Swpeas (7.0.2) 1
' Avariths 5
C.1 + eis Savopas 5
C.la dvabeioa dpyupiov (6.£.1) 1
C.1.b brvadévTe apyupiov doyeaia € (6.c.2) 1
Clc avabévras Tov Tokov @ Syuagiwy pupioy wediwy (6.¢3) {1
C.1d avatebeivws apyvpiov € (6.c.4) 1
C.le avaTebenira yonuate (6.¢.5) 1
AapBavw 4
D.la AepBavamy Sravopny (4.b.1 x2, 2 x2) [ 4
Iotéen 5
E.l.a émomoato daveuy (2.a.2) l 1
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E.l.b énoeTe Savopny (3.a.1) 1
Elc nenotmpéves émdoaer dravoudv (4.d.6) 1
E.ld nemomuévoy emdoaeis els Sravopas (7.b.4) 1
Ele noigbiLevos Swpeay eig diavopmy (7.0.6) 1
Nuwpéw 4
Fla yupety efc davouny (1,01, 2, 3, 4) l 4
Xapitw 3
G.1 + eig Srevounmy 3
G.l.a xexaorgTal fidiov dwpeay (7.b.5) 1
G.lb gapiaamevoy dayupiou (7.0.7, 7.2.1) 2
Awpéw 3
H.1 + eig Sravopny 2
H.l.a Sedwmpompévoy apyupiov (7.2.1) 1
H.I.b duwpmadevoy xava Sialgeny (7.d.1) H
Mepilpiat 3
La.l Sravou peoibarar (3.c.1 x2) I 2
Individual attestations 12
J Sovopmy yeveodar (4.b.12) 1
K Earrou Digvorn (4.b.14) 1
L SmAolral dpyupiou () elg Sravopas (6.0.4) 1
M EmmuyorTos Tag Digvouds (6.d.1) 1
N rrpetrfal To mahesy efog TV Sravopdy (L.c.1) 1
O émrehet Stavousy (4.b.6) 1
P mpoxarapyovoa Siavopny (4.d.10) 1
Q © ameTeodTw Snvdoe puipia eis Siavopmy (4.b.3) 1
R avamhfpweny uipa eic Savousy (6.4.2) 1
S oplTagay & T Yoo TH Tawyipews Sravoudic (7.£.1) 1
T xarery émil daveut (6.e.1) 1
U dvavewonpevos Savopag (4.d.1) 1
Participles of Office 13
V.1 + Jimvouals 1
V.l.a arywvoreryy (8.a.1) [ 1
V.2 + ey Sinvopaly 6
V.2.a dyevoBeioarvra (5.a.1) 1
V.2.b mhovrioayte, Ty mareie (10.4.3-7) 5
V.2c GvgdwroTe; TATOV Iepwavvioy (6.e.4) 1
V.3l fhpyiconaapevey ém Savopais (11.8.1) 1
V.4l et Savouns (6.£.4) 1
v.5.1 etdoripety? xdow eis Sravopas (4.b.10) ]
v.6.1 yupvamagieny Savouny (4.¢.2) 1
No Verb 4
w.1 drevopmy (2.a.1; 4.5.13) 2
Ww.2 Sravoprs (6.b.1) 1
W.3 Sravout (4.b.5) 1
Total 109
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Table 2.5a: Catalogue entries recording occasions on which diavepal were

___provided
Office or public service 1.b.1, L.d.1, 3.b.1 (x2), 3.c.2, 4.b.1 (x2), 4.b.2 (x2), 44
4.b.4,4.b9, 4.0.11, 4.b.15, 4.¢.2, 4.4.1, 4.4.2, 4.4.3,
4.d.4,4.d.5, 4.4.6, 4.d.7, 4.d.8, 4.d.9, 4.d.10, 4.d.11,
4.d.12, 4.4.14, 5.c.1, 6.a.1, 6.c.5 (x2), 6.d.2, 6.e.4, 6.1.1,
614,61, 71,1641, 10.a.3, 10.a.4,10.a.5, 10.2.6,
10.a.7, 11.a.1
Festival celebration 2.a.2, 3.b.1, 3.c.1 (x2), 4.b.3, 4.b.6 (x2), 4.b.7 (x2), 35
4.b.8,4.b.12, 4.4.3,4.d.7, 4.d.8, 4.4.9, 4.d.14, 6.e.1,
6.e.2, 6.e.3, 6.e.5, 6.£.2, 6.£3, 7.a.1, 7.b.1, 7.b.2, 7.h.3,
7.b.4 (x2), 7.b.5,7.b.6,7.c.1,7.e1,7.£1,7.h,1, 8.a.1,
Birthday or funeral 4.a.1, 4.b.16, 4.4.13, 4.2.1, 5.b.1, 5.c.1, 6.b.1 6.c.2, 15
6.c.3, 6.4 (x2), 6.¢.5, 7.¢.2,7.4.1, 9.a.1
Statue dedication l.a.1,4.b.14, d.c.1, 6.c.1, 6.h.1, 7.b.7 6
‘Customary’ Sinvous) 1.c.l 1
Imperial visit 10.a.2 1
Marriage 3.a.d 1
Unknown 1.b.2, 2.a.1, 4.b.5, 4.b.13, 6.d4.1 5
NA 4.b.10 1
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APPENDIX 4: MAPS OF PROVENANCE

. Disnvsiopolis 4. Odessus
3, Aupusta Traiama 5. lsirus

Map 1: Black Sew Repion
(CAH 2] vol. 10, map 7, facing pg. 117
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Map 2; The Aegean Seq and Western Asia Minor
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