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PREFACE

T has been no easy task to find a title for this book which
should at the same time convey to prospective readers some
idea of its contents, and not be the despair of librarians and
bibliographers. For the benefit of the latter class | have chosen
one which is relatively brief. In justice to the former I must in
this introduction define my subject more accurately than is
possible on the title-page. My theme is there defined as “The
Greek City from Alexander to Justinian’. By the ‘Greek City’
I mean not only cities Greek bﬁ origin and blood, but any com-
munity organized on the Greek model and using Greek for its
official language. On the other hand, the limitation ‘from Alex-
ander to Justinian’ is not one of time only. In the first place it
defines the geographical scope of my work: the cities with which
| deal are those of the near eastern lands ruled both by Alexander
and by Justinian. Secondly, it is meant to suggest a restriction
of the topics treated. My theme is the development of the Greek
city under the rule of kings and emperors; and | therefore do
not touch some of the most striking achievements of the inde-
endent cities of the Hellenistic age, notably their creation of
eagues.
| have divided my matter in the first place according to topics,
and secondarily by periods. This scheme has involved some
rather arbitrary lines of division. It is difficult, for instance, to
say whether the decline of the decurionate more properly belongs
to the mutual relations of the central government and the cities
or, where | have put it, to the internal political development of
the cities, for by the Byzantine period the two were closely inter-
twined. On balance, however, it has appeared to me that an
arrangement by topics gives a clearer picture of the general trends
of development than a purely chronological treatment.
Part | deals with the diffusion of civic institutions on the
'‘Greek model over the barbarian lands of the near east. Here |
devote most space to the Hellenistic age, which is the formative
period. On the one hand | trace the activity of the kings, im-
posing their ideas from above, and on the other the spontaneous
urge from below of the educated classes, fast assimilating Hellen-
ism, for the civic institutions of Greece, and | endeavour to assess
the relative importance of these twoforces. In this field the Roman
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and Byzantine periods saw but little progress. There remained
only a few backward areas which needed to be educated up to
civic life; in other districts, which were already hellenized, the
growth of self-government had been checked in the interests of
administrative, and particularly fiscal, efficiency by the kings,
and here the Roman government usually found it more conveni-
ent to establish local autonomy.

Part Il treats the relations of the central government to
the cities under two main headings, the methods whereby it
established control over them, and the tasks which it imposed on
them. Here the policy of the kings was tentative and hesitant.
They failed to find any satisfactory technique of control, and
they were therefore chary of using the cities. The Roman repub-
lic evolved that system of indirect control which the emperors
perpetuated and on which they later, when the spirit of inde-
pendence had been crushed, superimposed direct supervision.
The Roman government was thus able to make full use of the
civic authorities, to which it delegated a vast mass of adminis-
trative duties, duties which they continued to fulfil in the Byzan-
ti_nel_age so long as they retained the necessary minimum of
vitality.

In >Igart [11, the internal political development of the cities,
| pass lightly over the Hellenistic age, since the influence upon
it of the royal governments was slight. The Roman period, in
which the political structure of the cities was moulded by the
central government, and the final struggle in the Byzantine age
between the will of the emperors and the internal forces of decay
are treated in more detail.

In Part IV the services rendered by the civic governments to
their citizens are described. Here the interest shifts once again
to the Hellenistic age, when the cities undertook many fresh
responsibilities, such as education and the control of the food
supply. Inthe Roman period, despite its ostentation, civic enter-
prise stagnated: in the Byzantine it was impoverished and sank
Into decay.

In the final Part | discuss the contribution of the cities to
ancient civilization, and | argue that, great as their achievement
was, it was based on too narrow a class foundation to be lasting.
On the economic side the life of the cities involved an unhealthy
concentration of wealth in the hands of the urban aristocracy at
the expense of the proletariat and the peasants. Their political
life was gradually narrowed till it was confined to a small clique
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of well-to-do families, who finally lost interest in it. The culture
which the cities fostered, though geographically spread over a
wide area, was limited to the urban upper class. The great mass
of the population, the proletariat of the towns, and still more
the peasants of the country, remained barbarians.

In my notes my general policy has been to cite the original
authorities. To this rule there is one exception. Since Part | is
almost entirely based on the material collected in my previous
work, The Cities of the Eastern Roman Provinces, | have in this
part referred the reader to that book. Elsewhere, though |
have cited modern works which | found especially useful on
particular topics, | have as a rule given the original authorities
as well. The references are in many cases not intended to be
exhaustive, but rather to give typical illustrations, and, where
inscriptions are concerned, are taken as far as possible from the
more accessible corpora. The reader will thus in most cases, |
hope, be able to satisfy himself of the truth of a statement by
direct reference to the original documents on which it is based
instead of having to consult one or more modern works before
getting back to the source of the argument. The method has the
further advantage that it makes plain how slender is the evidence
for many modern theories, which often pass untested on the
authority of a great name.

My debt to other scholars, both contemporary and of past
generations, is large, and, owing to the system of reference that
| have adopted, is very imperfectly acknowledged in my notes:
for on many topics lack of space has forbidden me to cite modern
discussions as well as the original documents. | owe aparticular
debt of gratitude to a number of scholars who have aided me
personally; to Mr. R. Meiggs and Mr. R. Syme, who both read
the book in manuscript and offered many useful criticisms and
suggestions, to Mr. C. H. Roberts, who often advised me on
papyrological matters, and gave me an advance view of several
Important papyri, and to Mr. M. Grant, who placed at my dis-
posal his numismatic discoveries, on the basis of which he has
rewritten the story of early Roman colonization in the East. Above
all, 1 must thank Professor Last, who from the first inception of
this book to its final redaction, has helped me with encourage-
ment, advice, and constructive criticism, both on larger issues and
on the minutest points of detail.

To the Warden and Fellows of All Souls College | owe a debt
of gratitude for the research fellowship which enabled me to
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pursue my studies. Nor must | omit from the list of my bene-
factors the Clarendon Press, which not only undertook without
demur the heavy burden of publishing this book, but, despite
the outbreak of war, has continued the task of printing it with
unruffled calm and undiminished efficiency.

A H M. J.
6 December igsg.
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PART 1

THE DIFFUSION OF THE CITY

CHAPTER I
THE WORK OF THE KINGS

N the diffusion of the Greek city over the lands of the East the
reign of Alexander the Great marks the beginning of a new
epoch. There had, it is true, in times past been extensive move-
ments of colonization. A wave of Greeﬁ settlers had in the period
of the great migrations occupied the western coast of Asia Minor,
the Pamphylian and Cilician plains, and the island of Cyprus, and
had sown them thickly with Greek cities. A later movement of
expansion had planted Greek colonies around the northern coast
of the Aegean, and flowing through the Hellespont and the Bos-
porus had spread northwards and eastwards along the shores of
the Black Sea. This same movement had also planted a few more
cities along the inhospitable stretches of the south coast of Asia
Minor which had been hitherto neglected, had established a per-
manent trading station in Egypt, and had intensively settled the
romontory of Africa which juts out between the Syrtes and Cata-
ﬁathmus. But the movement of colonization had stopped for
centuries when Alexander revived it and gave to it a t};r vaster
scope by throwing open not only the eastern shore of the Medi-
terranean but all the interior of Asia.

The diffusion of Greek culture was, on the other hand, still
proceeding in Alexander’s day, though gradually. All along the
western and southern coasts of Asia Minor Greek civilization was
spreading inwards from the thin ring of Greek cities on the sea-
board, more especially under the active encouragement of the
philhellene Hecatomnid dynasts in Caria and Lycia; and the in-
digenous communities were developing an ordered civic life on
the Greek meodel. In Syria too, though there were no Greek
colonies, the intercourse of commerce was introducing Greek art
and Greek social customs to the Phoenician cities, and even in
conservative Egypt traders and mercenaries had famiharized the
natives with the Greek way of life. But Alexander transformed
what had been a gentle infiltration into a flood. His spectacular
overthrow of the Persian empire incalculably enhanced the
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prestige of Hellenism, whose professed champion he was, and
made the Greeks the ruling race of the East. This could not but
have an immense effect in hastening the hellenization of the
oriental peoples and stimulating their ambition to become, like
the Greeks, citizens of self-governing communities.

In these two ways, by initiating a new movement of coloniza-
tion and by giving a new impetus to the spread of Greek culture,
Alexander promoted the growth of Greek cities in the East. In
another way he indirectly retarded it. The lax, decentralized
régime of the Persian empire had given free play to local initiative ;
the local communities, provided that they paid their tribute and
in times of need contributed their contingents to the royal army
and navy, had been left to govern themselves very much as they
wished. Alexander by the steps he took to improve the efficiency
of the royal administration began a movement towards centralized
bureaucratic government, which was, under some of the dynasties
which succeeded him, to do much to eliminate local self-govern-
ment and to nip in the bud the growth of civic autonomy from
more primitive tribal institutions.

Alexander was not actually the originator of Hellenistic coloni-
zation. In this sphere of his activities, as in many others, he owed
to his father a debt which is often overlooked. Philip followed up
his conquest of Thrace by planting the country with colonies.
Few of these colonies survived the period of anarchy which re-
sulted from the Gallic invasion of 279 B.c. Philippi and Heraclea
Sintica lay in a district of Thrace which was immediately adjacent
to Macedonia and became an integral part of the kingdom. The
survival of Philippopolis is more remarkable, since it was for
centuries an island of civilization in 2 surrounding sea of bar-
barism. Little 1s known of this premature attempt to hellenize the
Thracians, but it would appear that in his choice of settlers Philip
anticipated the policy of the T'sars in Siberia: the colonies served
the double purpose of penal settlements and outposts of the
Macedonian kingdom.!

Alexander was a colonizer on a grand scale. The majority of his
colonies, it is true—all in fact save Alexandria of Egypt—lay in
the eastern satrapies and therefore do not directly concern this
book. But the influence of Alexander’s example was so strong on
the dynasties which succeeded him in the western satrapies that
it is necessary to investigate his technique of colonization and if
possible to deduce its guiding principles. Our information is un-
fortunately meagre, but certain facts can be established. We
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know something of Alexandria of Egypt in the century succeed-
ing its foundation, when it still probably remained much as
Alexander had left it, and this information may justifiably be
applied to the other foundations. There can in the first place be
no doubt that Alexandria was a true city in the fullest sense of the
word. The documents show that it had its own code of laws,
modelled substantially on those of Athens, and an elaborate
system of law courts, again modelled on the Athenian jury system,
Its people was, like that of Athens, organized in demes, and, we
may presume, tribes. It had its magistrates, and, though this is
not directly attested, there can be no doubt that it had its council
and popular assembly. Moreover it ruled a territory; for the
district known as the Territory of the Alexandrians, though later
one of the nomes of Egypt, can hardly have acquired this name
unless it had originally been what the name signifies. Alexandria
was a true city, an autonomous community centred in a town but
ruling a rural district.?

We know less of the composition of the population. Polybius
tells us that the citizens were Greeks of mixed descent; we
know also that many Egyptians lived in the city, and that these
included not only the inhabitants of Rhacotis, the village that
had previously occupied the site, but many others who had been
transplanted thither from the adjacent country-side and from
neighbouring towns. On the question of population the evidence
on the far eastern colonies is more explicit and of better quality.
It appears from several passages in Arrian that the regular pro-
cedure in founding a city was to settle on the site selected a body
of European colonists, drawn in the main from the Greek mer-
cenaries but sometimes including time-expired or disabled Mace-
donians, and in the second place to concentrate in the town a
generally far larger number of the natives of the surrounding
district.3

Many motives have been suggested for Alexander’s policy of
colonization, It may have in part been inspired by Isocrates’
scheme for thus relieving the aver-population of Greece and dis-
embarrassing it of the hordes of homeless adventurers who were
ready to place their swords at the disposal of any one who would
pay them; Alexander did in this way dispose of many thousands
of landless and homeless Greeks. Military motives have been
suggested ; the colonies would serve as fortresses to hold down
rebellious districts. There is no doubt some truth in this sugges-
tion ; for many of the cities were planted in the unruly districts of
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eastern Iran, Commercial motives no doubt alse entered into
Alexander’s schemes. He was, as we know from other phases of
his activity, keenly interested in the development of trade, and
the cities, particularly those planted in backward regions whose
population was nomadic and predatory, would serve as stations
on the trade routes, where caravans might assemble in security
and exchange their goods. Alexandria of Egypt, too, was clearly
designed to be a great port.

But the peculiar character of the foundations seemns to point to

et another motive of a more idealistic character. It is significant
that the foundations were cities, Military requirements would
have been as well fulfilled by fortresses occupied by mercenary
garrisons, or, if these were too expensive, by military settlements
of the type later favoured by some of the Successors, in which the
men received allotments of land but continued to be organized on
a military basis. Trade routes could also have been secured by the
establishment of fortified stations; the Ptolemies were later to
open up the Red Sea by means of trading stations which were not
cities. In the second place the participation of barbarians in the
new foundations is important, all the more so since it was an
innovation. If Alexander’s object had been merely to provide for
the surplus population of Greece, this feature of his colonial
policy would be unintelligible. Nor was it conducive to military
security to settle within the city wall a large body, generally out-
numbering the European colonists, of the barbarians whom these
latter were to overawe.

Alexander’s colontes must be taken in conjunction with his
social and cultural policy. His purposes in this sphere are difficult
to trace through the haze of legend which has surrounded them,
but it is tolerably clear that Alexander moved steadily away from
the standpoint of the average contemporary Greek—and of his
master Aristotle—that the barbarians were inferior by nature to
the Greeks and fit only to be treated as slaves. Towards the end
of his reign two leading ideas seem to have dominated his mind.
He felt himself the apostle of Hellenism: it was his mission to
carry Greek culture over the barbarian world. The instrument
which he chiefly used to promote this policy was the celebration
of musical and gymnastic games; by these games, which he held
in every country through which he passed, he hoped to popularize
Greek literature, music, and drama on the one hand and the Greek
cult of athletics on the other. His second ambition was to obliter-
ate the line which separated Greek and barbarian. The most
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obvious way in which he promoted this object was by inter-
marriage. He himself married a Persian princess, and at the great
marriage feast of Susa he allotted wives drawn from the Persian
nobility to eighty of his Companions. The Macedonian and Per-
sian aristocracies were thus to be blended, and the common
soldiers were encouraged by the example of their betters and by
treasury grants to marry Asiatic wives of lower degree.*

Both these policies found expression in the colonies. The
essence of Greek civilization was civilization in its literal sense,
life in a city community. The new cities were to provide models
for the barbarians to imitate, and to be centres from which Greek
culture was to penetrate the surrounding country. And from the
first some barbarians were to be brought into intimate contact
with the life of the city by actually living in the town. It would be
interesting to know what Alexander intended the relations of the
Greek and barbarian settlers to be. At Alexandria of Egypt the
citizen body was in Roman times exclusively—except for illegal
leakages—Greek, and the Egyptians had no political rights. This
rule may well date from the foundation, but it is less certain that
Alexander intended such a state of affairs to be permanent. He
may well have considered that in the first generation the bar-
barians would be unfitted for citizenship; they needed to be
trained for their responsibilities, But it seems improbable, in
view of what we know of his general policy, that he intended the
barbarians to be permanently excluded. Still less is it likely that
he intended the Greeks to remain racially segregated from their
fellow townsmen, as they later were by strict laws prohibiting
that intermmarriage which Alexander did his best to encourage.
But his colonies were still in an experimental stage when he died,
and when his guiding hand was removed the normal Greek
attitude of exclusiveness prevailed,

If Alexander is a shadowy figure to us, the Successors are dim-
mer still. Their record is largely that of their mutual struggles
either to master the whole empire or to establish their indepen-
dence in their own satrapies. But they found time to establish a
very large number of cities: nearly every dprominent figure of the
generation which followed Alexander’s death 13 commemorated
by at least one city, and often by a whole cluster, bearing his
name or those of his family. This fact at least proves that the
Successors were so far dominated by Alexander’s ideas that they
felt it to be an integral part of their royal prerogative to found
cities. It became henceforth in the ideal theory of monarchy a
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primary duty of a king to advance the civilization of his kingdom,
or in other words to promote civic life within its boundaries: and
since the creation of new cities was the most obvious and the most
spectacular way of fulfilling this duty, it was the ambition of every
king who wished his memory to remain green in future ages to
leave in a city which bore his name a perpetual memorial of his
enlightened rule. The foundation of a city became almost a hali-
mark of royalty. As Alexander’s empire fell to pieces the emer-
gence of the satraps as independent kings 1s marked by successive
foundations of cities bearing their names, and the native dynasts
who soon after asserted their independence similarly celebrated
their emancipation by founding cities.

But if the notion tﬁat it was at once the duty and the glory of
kings to found cities became firmly established, a critical analysis
of their foundations makes it very doubtful whether the Successors
really grasped the ideals underlying Alexander’s colonial policy,
ot, if they grasped them, whether they approved them. The
Successors were men of smaller calibre than Alexander, more
subject to the prejudices of their race and age. Itis very probable
that most of them shared the normal contempt of the Mace-
donians for barbarians; and, whatever their personal feelings,
political necessity compelled them to be more respectful of the
ﬂrejud.ices of their followers than Alexander had been. They

cked Alexander’s legitimate title to the loyalty of the Mace-
donian people and his vast prestige. He had made himself very
unpopular with the Macedonians by his policy of putting bar-
barians on an equal footing with them, but he could afford to be
unpopular. The Successors had to win the allegiance of their
followers in competition with many other claimants, and they
therefore had to conform to the ideas of those whom they led.
Hence they tended to relegate the barbarians once more to the
position of an inferior race.

It may also be questioned whether most of them had any very
genuine enthusiasm for the political side of Greek culture. Some
proclaimed themselves champions of the autonomy of the Hel-
lenes, but even if this policy was sincere and not merely a bid for
the support of the Greek cities against rivals who used more
direct methods to control them, it does not imply any desire to
enlarge the field of autonomy. The Successors, knowing by
bitter experience how troublesome the old Greek cities could be,
may well have been reluctant to create new centres of unrest in
the barbarian parts of their dominions,
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Some of the cities founded by the Successors nevertheless
followed Alexander’s model fairly closely. Antigonus, who till
o1 ruled the greater part of Asia Minor and Syria and aspired to
become Alexander’s successor, seems to have maintained his
master’s policy most faithfully. T'wo of his foundations, Anti-
goneia of Bithynia, after his faﬁ renamed Nicaea by Lysimachus,
and Antigoneia of Syria, moved to a new site by Seleucus Nicator
and called Antioch, were new Greek cities on barbarian soil. On
the provenance of their settlers we have evidence which, though
late, is probably reliable. 'The colonists of the Syrian city are said
to have been Athenians with some Macedonians; there is no
reason to doubt this statement, for Antigonus was in a position to
demand a draft of settlers from Athens. The colonists of the
Bithynian city are less precisely specified as ‘Macedonians and the
first of the Hellenes’; Dio Chryscstom who makes this statement
emphasizes that they were not a mixed riff-raff and this may mean
that they were not mercenaries but drafts from Greek cities under
Antigonus’ control, It is virtually certain, though definite evidence
is lacking, that these foundations were true cities. Ptolemais of
the Thebaid, the sole foundation of Ptolemy of Egypt, is proved
to have been an autonomous city by inscriptions of the third
century B.C., which record decrees of its council 2nd assembly and
mention its magistrates and its jury courts. Nothing is known of
its settlers save that in the first century A.D. their descendants still
bore distinctively Greek and particularly Macedontan names.s

Seleucus Nicator, who, at first satrap of Babylonia, conquered
the far eastern satrapies and then in 3o1 pushed forward his
western frontier to the Cilician Gates, has achieved the reputation
of having been a colonizer on a grand scale : sixteen Antiochs, nine
Seleucias, six Laodiceas, three Apameas and a Stratonicea, in
addition to other cities named after Alexander or his own victories
are attributed to him, and of these a large proportion seem to have
lain in Mesopotamia, northern Syria, and Cilicia, which he re-
garded as the nucleus of his kingdom from 3or1. From lack of
evidence it is very difficult to assess this vast colonial activity at its
true value. It may be assumed that these foundations were true
cities; 2 papyrus of the third century B.C. records the magistrates
of both Seleucia in Pieria and Antioch by Daphne. A fair propor-
tion of them must have been colonies ofy immigrants. Antioch by
Daphne was so—though Seleucus in this case merely reused the
human material supplied by Antigonus: Apamea on the Orontes
was peopled with Macedonians: and.the presumption is that new
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cities in the interior, such as Seleucia and Apamea on the Bridge,
Seleucia by the Belus, Nicopolis, and Nicephorium, were colonies
of European settlers. Some of Seleucus’ foundations were, it may
be noted, superimposed on old native towns—Laodicea under
Libanus on Kadesh, Antioch on the Callirhoe and Antioch in
Mygdonia on Orrhoe and Nisibis respectively. Here again it is
probable that the citizen body were European colonists; Mace-
donians were certainly settled at Orrhoe.®

Another series of settlements attributed to Seleucus Nicator
seems to have been primarily inspired by a motive which can
never have entered Alexander’s mind, Alexander had never ex-
perienced a lack of man-power. As king of Macedon he could
draw as he wished on the resources of Macedonia to fill the gaps in
his army caused by casualties or old age; as general of the league
of Corinth he could—though he does not seem to have made much
use of his powers—levy contingents from the Greek cities; he
could recruit Greek mercenaries without stint. He was, more-
over, in his last years making various experiments in the use of
Persian and other oriental troops. The Successors were in a very
different position. They were dependent on the goodwill of the
regent of Macedonia for fresh drafts to reinforce the Macedonian
regiments which they retained to garrison their satrapies; and
seeing that they were either actual or potential rivals, Cassander
was not likely to gratify them, particularly as the population of
Macedonia was already heavily depleted. Their power to raise
Greek mercenaries depended on control of the communications
to the Aegean, and this for Ptolemy and Seleucus at any rate
meant control of the sea, which was always precarious, Finally,
they could not afford to experiment with Oriental troops. Sub-
sequent experience proved that Orientals, even the despised
Egyptians, could be made into excellent soldiers. But at the
moment their inferiority seemed to have been proved by the
collapse of the Persian armies before Alexander. Engaged as they
were in a life and death struggle with one another, the Successors
would only use troops of tried quality, that is to say, Greeks, some
of the fighting races of the west, such as Thracians and Mysians,
and above all Macedonians.

Such troops were none too easy to obtain and must be kept at
all costs, but to keep them all under arms was impossibly ex-
pensive. The solution which the Successors uniformly adopted
was to settle a large number on the land. This policy was not only
economical but had the additional advantage of attaching the
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troops to their leader by a2 more solid link than mere pay. In the

early struggles after Alexander’s death the loyalty of the troops to

the several leaders had~~not unnaturally, since there was little to

choose between them—been of the most precarious, and mass

desertions had been common. Attached to the soil they might

gome to regard the kingdom in which they had settled as their
ome,

The policy of settling soldiers on the land had no necessary
connexion with the creation of cities, The early Ptolemies settled
many thousands of Macedonians and Greeks in Egypt, but the
lots of land which they granted to them were scattered all over the
country, and even where, as on the newly reclaimed land of the
Lake nome, the settlement was densest and whole new villages of
colonists were created, the kings granted to them no communal
organization. The men were registered under their military units:
for civil purposes they were governed by the same bureaucratic
machine which regulated the life of the Egyptians. In western
Asia Minor also military settlements of Macedonians were made,
probably by Lysimachus, who ruled it from 3or-280 B.c. But
these again lacked any autonomy. Units were settled round the
more important towns, but they took no ‘part in the life of the
town, nor had they any communal life of their own, remaining
under military discipline. They were eventually received into the
citizen bodies of the towns around which they lived, but this was
a much later development.?

Seleucus’ scheme of military colonization was conceived on
more imaginative, it may be even said romantic, lines. It seems
to have been his object to make the lands of northern Syria and
Mesopotamia a second Macedonia, in which his expatriated
countrymen should feel at home. It was no doubt as part of this
policy that he renamed even the physical features of the country,
calling the Orontes the Axius, the mountainous coastline Pieria,
and the plains around Nisibis Mygdonia. On a sindilar principle
he named his settlements after towns of the old 'country—-Peﬁa,
Aegae, Edessa, Cyrrhus, Beroea, Arethusa, Anthemus, Ichnae,
Europus, Amphipolis, Chalcis (probably so called after Chalcidice
and not after the Euboean city) and Larissa. The great majority
of these colonies had been native towns, but there is ample
evidence that they were planted with settlers, and there 18 some
evidence for what is a priori probable, that the settlers came from
the city which gave the colony its name ; the inhabitants of Larissa
are known to have been Thessalians.
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These settlements were at a later date cities : Aegae issued coins
under Antiochus IV and Cyrrhus under Alexander Balas, and
many others under Roman rule. But it is questionable whether
they were cities in the full sense from the first. It may be sig-
nificant that some of these settlements were granted dynastic
names not long after their creation, Pella on the Orontes for in-
stance becoming Apamea and Edessa Antioch on the Callirhoe;
it may be suggested that the dynastic name marks the grant of a
charter of autonomy. Larissa was not a city in the second century
B.C. but a town in the territory of Apamea. The land law of
Europus in Parapotamia may also be a relic of the original status
of the settlements. The land was not true freehold, as in the
territory of a city, but escheated to the crown on the failure of
heirs within a prescribed degree. This may mean that Europus
was once merely a group of settlers, holding hereditary leases of
crown land, like the Egyptian military colontes of the later Ptole-
maic régime. As early as the beginning of the second century B.c.
the men of Europus style themselves on official documents
‘Europaeans’, that is members of the community of Europus, in
contrast to the military colonists of Asia Minor, whose official style
is ‘Macedonians about Thyateira’. Whether this means that
Europus had in the course of the third century acquired city
status, land tenure remaining however unchanged, or that Seleu-
cus’ military settlements from the first enjoyed some degree of
autonomy without full city status, cannot be determined.?

The rulers of Macedonia and Greece had little scope for found-
ing colonies of Alexander’s type. Cassander indeed founded one
city, named Antipatreia after his father, in the Illyrian country
on the western frontier of Macedonia, which seems to have con-
formed to Alexander’s pattern; it was primarily a fortress, but
was autonomous and was no doubt peopled with Macedonians.
But Cassander’s more famous foundations were synoecisms of the
traditional Greek type, though on a more grandiose scale. Cas-
sandreia, which replaced Potidaea, destroyed by Philip, was
formed by the amalgamation of Chalcidian cities, including the
remnant of the Olynthians. In Thessalonica were concentrated
twenty-six small cities around the Thermaic gulf. In Greece
Cassander pursued the same policy, amaigamating two cities with
Phthiotic Thebes, and persuading his allies the Acarnanians to
concentrate in three cities. Demetrius Poliorcetes, who succeeded
Cassander on the throne of Macedonia for a brief space, celebrated
his reign by founding Demetrias; the city was formed by the
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union of a number of cities in southern Magnesia—the names of
twelve are recorded.?

Lysimachus seems to have made no attempt to carry forward
Philip’s programme of colonization in the interior of Thrace. His
only foundation in Europe was Lysimacheia, which was merely a
synoecism of a number of small Greek cities in the Chersonese.
Nor; when in 301 he acquired Asia Minor, did he attempt to
colonmize the barbarous interior. His policy was again to amalga-
mate the Greek cities of the coast; a grandiose scheme to merge
Teos and Lebedus in Ephesus under the title of Arsinoeia is all
that is recorded. The city founded by his wife Amastris and called
by her name was likewise a synoecism of four Greek colonies on
the coast of the Euxine. Antigonus, who ruled Asia Minor before
him, also founded some cities of this type. He tried to amalgamate
Teos and Lebedus, and succeeded in reconstituting Smyrna,
which had since the days of the Lydian kings been broken up into
a number of villages, and in amalgamating upwards of six of the
little Aeolian cities of the southern T'road in a new city, Antigoneia,
renamed by Lysimachus Alexandria. Some too of Seleucus’
foundations would seem to have been synoecisms ; in Cilicia he had
available the raw material in the Greek or long Hellenized cities
of the coast. Seleucia on the Calycadnus is said to have been
peopled with the inhabitants of the little city of Holmi near by,
and it is.probable that those of Aphrodisias swelled the new
foundation; at any rate it disappears henceforth as a city. Issus
and Myriandus similarly disappear with the foundation of Alex-
andria by Issus. Posideium on the Syrian coast had sunk by the
third century to a mere fortress; its population may well have
been moved into its new neighbour, Seleucia in Pieria.1

In the military colonies and in the synoecisms Alexander’s
original conception of colonization was falling intc the back-
ground. Neither were new centres of Greek political life in bar-
barian lands. The former were settlements of Greeks (Mace-
donians being included in that term) in hitherto undeveloped
regions, but lacked political organization. The latter were new
cities, but were created in areas where city life already flourished,
and at the expense of existing cities. Both movements were
nevertheless real contributions to civilization. The military
colonies, even if they did not later achieve a corporate life, hastened
the general spread of Hellenism. The syncecisms on the whole
raised the poﬁtical life of their districts to a higher level. A city
must, as Aristotle observed, be of a certain size adequately to
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fulfil its function, and the majority of the cities destroyed by the
Successors to provide the material for their new foundations
probably did not reach the optimum size, and would never have
achieved a very brilliant civic life. Some of the Successors on the
other hand erred in the other direction; it is difficult to see what
was the advantage of merging in Ephesus, already large enough,
the two modest but respectable cities of Teos and Lebedus, and
here Lysimachus stands convicted of the megalomania which was
the vice of his age.

The Successors were not content to achieve immortality by
giving their names to cities which they had created. Some even in
the first generation after Alexander took the easier course of
simply renaming existing cities. Pleistarchus called the capital of
his short-lived kingdom Pleistarcheia; but he seems to have done
no more than refortify the ancient hellenized Carian city of
Heraclea by Latmus. Some of the many Antiochs and Seleucias
of Seleucus Nicator probably belong to the same class; the long-
hellenized Cilician city of Tarsus was Antioch on the Cydnus
before the middle of the third century B.C. and may well have
owed this name to Seleucus Nicator.!!

After the turmoil which filled the first generation following
Alexander’s death the kingdoms formed by his successors settled
down into an uneasy equilibrium. Three of the dynasties founded
by Alexander’s marshals had weathered the storm. In Macedonia
the descendants of Antigonus ruled until 168 B.c.; they retained
Thessaly also and some control over Greece till Flamininus pro-
claimed the freedom of their Greek subjects in 196 B.C. They still
held under their sway the Paeonian and Illyrian tribes which
Philip had subdued, but his other conquest, Thrace, had relapsed
after the Gallic invasion of 279 B.c. into an anarchy of warring
tribes. In Egypt the family of Ptolemy reigned till 30 B.C.; this
dynasty also held Cyprus (till 58 B.c.) and Cyrenaica (till g6 B.C.),
and during the third century ruled the southern half of Syria and
a number of scattered possessions along the south coast of Asia
Minor and around the shores of the Aegean.

The third kingdom, that founded by Seleucus Nicator, was at
first the largest by far. Its nucleus was Cilicia Pedias, northern
Syria, and Mesopotamia, but its sway extended over the eastern
satrapies and westwards to the coast of the Aegean. In Asia
Minor its rule was never secure, Native dynasties had already
established themselves in Bithynia and Pontic Cappadocia before
Asia Minor became Seleucid in 28c B.c. and behind the screen of



THE WORK OF THE KINGS 13

the Gauls, whom they planted in the heart of Asia Minor, they
consolidated themselves firmly ; eventually the Bithynian kingdom
was bequeathed to Rome in 74 B.C. and the Pontic annexed a few
years later by Pompey. In southern Cappadocia also an oriental
dynasty built up during the reigns of Seleucus’ two successors a
kingdom which was to endure till A.p. 17. Seleucid rule was thus
almost from the first limited to the south-eastern part of Asia
Minor, and even here the Ptolemies held portions of the south
coast, while the highlands of the Milyas, Pisidia, Isauria, and
Lycaonia were never effectually subdued. The Seleucid domi-
nions were thus in effect an isolated block, comprising the Troad,
Mysia, Phrygia, Lydia, and Caria, joined to the rest of the king-
dom only by a tenuous route between the Gauls and the tribes
of the southern highlands. Seleucid control of this detached
province was inevitably weak and permitted the growth of
several minor dynasties in the area, one of which, that of the
Greek lords of Pergamum, for a time beat the Seleucids out of
Asia Minor.

Antiochus the Great consolidated his control of Asia Minor,
expelling the Ptolemies, but was ejected in his turn by the
Romans, who allotted the greater part of the Seleucid sphere in
Asia Minor, all except Lycia and Caria, to the kings of Pergamum;
this kingdom lasted a little over half a century, being bequeathed
to Rome in 133 B.C. Antiochus the Great also rounded off his
dominions in Syria by the conquest of the Ptolemaic sphere in the
south {201 B.C.}, but in the latter part of his reign the Parthian
power began to be menacing in the eastern satrapies. ‘I'he Seleucid
dynasty was gradually confined to Cilicia and Syria, and in this
narrow area wasted its strength on interminable internecine wars,
in the course of which a number of native kingdoms, Commagene,
the Ituraeans, the Jews, and the Nabatacans, established their
independence. The Seleucid power had long been a shadow
when Pompey annexed Cilicia and Syria in 65-63 B.C. '

The record of the Antigonids is modest—they had indeed little
scope for activity—but on the whole useful. Antigonus Gonatas
founded two cities on the barbarian fringe of his kingdom, Anti-
goneia in Chaonia and Antigoneia in Paeonia ; both were no doubt
primarily fortresses. His other foundations, another Antigoneia
on the west and a Stratonicé on the east coast of Chalcidice, and
Phila, built by his son Demetrius IT at the mouth of the Peneus,
were likewise in all probability designed to hold the southern
frontier of the kingdom and to overawe the Greek cities of the
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coast, which——including the royal foundation of Cassandreia—
tended to be restive. All were, however, true cities; they were
prob‘abli peopled with Macedonians. Philip V continued the
work of hellenizing Paconia, building a city named Perseis after his
son; his other foundations, two Philippopoleis and an Olympias
in Thessaly, were merely new names given to old cities; in one
case the new name celebrated the massacre of the native popula-
tion and the substitution for it of Macedenians.*

The Ptolemies made a very grand display of activity; their
empire was littered with cities named Ptolemais, Berenice, and
above all Arsinoe. But on analysis their real contribution comes
down to almost nothing. In the Aegean all the three Arsinoes
were old Greek cities, and Ptolemais was Lebedus. The Lycian
Arsinoe was the long hellenized city of Patara, and the Pam-
phylian Ptolemais and Arsinoe and the Cilician Arsinoe were
probably also old Greek or hellenized cities. Arsinoe in Cyprus
was Marium, rebuilt by Ptolemy II after 1ts destruction by his
father. Arsinoe, Berenice, and Ptolemais in Cyrenaica were
merely new names for Taucheira, Euesperides, and Barca; only
in the last case was the change of name justified by any change in
subatance—the population was moved down from the old city in-
land to the port., On the Syrian coast the name of Ptolemais given
to Ace scems to have signified nothing ; the Phoenician towns were
all by this date autonomous, and Ptolemais remained despite its
Greek name purely Phoenician.!3

These ‘foundations’ weré nothing more than new names for old
cities, Others of the Ptolemaic dynastic names mark the creation
of new towns indeed, but towns which had no civic organization;
the trading stations on the Red Sea coast and the military settle-
ments in the Lake nome-—itself given a dynastic name, the
Arsinoite, by Ptolemy II—were grandiosely labelled Berenice,
Arsinoe, Philadelphia, Philoteris, and so forth. The Ptolemies
cheapened dynastic names yet farther by bestowing them on
native towns without raising their status. Crocodilopolis, the
metropolis of the Arsinoite nome, was renamed, probably by
Euergetes II, Ptolemais Euergetis; but it remained an Egyptian
town without a vestige of civic organization. One may suspect
that the Ptolemaic ‘foundations’ in the interior of Syria were of a
similar type. There is no reason to believe that Philadelphia was
more than 2 new name for Rabbatamana, the administrative
capital of the hyparchy of Ammanitis, or that Aela when it was
called Berenice ceased to be a mere trading station; the other
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‘foundations’, Berenice (Pella), Arsinoe in the Aulon (perhaps
Damascus), and Philoteria, were probably equally spurious.™

The Seleucids were the most active of the three Macedonian
dynasties. The immediate successors of Seleucus Nicator seem
to have becn chiefly interested in Asia Minor, which he had
conquered but had not lived to govern. Their first anxiety was
no doubt to secure the road which led to their western province,
and on it four cities wére founded. Antioch by Pisidia was 2 colony
in the old style, peopled by a draft of settlers from Magnesia on
the Maeander. Apollonia by Pisidia may have been colonized
with Thracian and Lycian troops, but the evidence for this is far
from conclusive. Both these colonics were supertmposed on old
Phrygian towns. Of the other two cities, Laodicea the Burnt and
Seleucia the Iron, we know only the sites.ts

Farther west Antiochus I rebuilt Celaenae, the ancient capital
of Great Phrygia, and renamed it Apamea. Apamea had by the
beginning of the second century B.C. a Greek constitution, but no
settlers are recorded, and it is perhaps significant that its people
was in later times not divided in the Greek manner in tribes but
organized by streets or trades, It may be that in Apameca we have
the first instance of a new type of foundation, the reorganization
of a native town as an autonomous community. Of Laodicea on
the Lycus, founded by Antiochus II, we know even less; it was
apparently an old town—its native name Rhoas is recorded bi‘,v1
Phny—but, as its people were divided into tribes, some of whic
bear Seleucid hames, it may have been colonized. Anttochus I
was probably the founder of two cities named Stratonicea, one in
Mysia, the other in Caria: the latter at any rate was a colony of
Macedonians. The other Seleucid foundations in Caria seem for
the most part to have been synoecisms of the already strongly
hellenized Carian communities. Nysa was certainly of this type,
and probably Antioch on the Maeander; the later name of Apol-
lonia on the Maeander, Tripolis, shows that this city on the
Caro-Lydian border was formed by the union of three communi-
ties. Seleucia and Antioch of the Chrysaoreis were merely new
names bestowed by Antiochus III on the ancient hellenized
Carian cities of Tralles and Alabanda.1®

In Cilicia and Syria little progress can be traced from the days
of Seleucus Nicator—to whom perhaps some of the work of his
successors has been attributed-—till those of Antiochus Epiphanes,
Arad is said at one time—probably between 259 and 239 B.c.—to
have been called Antioch in Pieria, and Berytus was renamed,
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probably by Seleucus IV, Laodicea in Phoenice. The grant of
dynastic names to these already autonomous Phoenician cities
meant nothing; it 1s a curious and significant fact that Berytus
actually translated its Greek title into Phoenician on the coins
which it issued under Epiphanes.1?

Antiochus Epiphanes showered dynastic names over his king-
dom. His foundations were certainly not colonies. The age of
immigration was by now long past—the last batch of Greeks who
are recorded to have been transplanted into Syria were Euboeans
and Aetolians whom Antiochus the Great incorporated in Antioch,
and these were probably his political supporters who preferred
exile in Syria to the vengeance of the Romans, After Magnesia
the Seleucids had no Greek cities under their sway on whom they
could draw for colonists, and in any case the population of Greece
was by now on the decline. Nor were Antiochus Epiphanes’
foundations synoecisms: they seem uniformly to have been exis~
ting native towns. Many of them are no doubt to be discounted as
mere honorific titles granted to existing cities; ‘the Antiochenes
in Ptolemais’ are a fairly obvious example. But a large number of
them marked a genuine change, the grant of civic autonomy to
a hitherto unorganized native town.

Antiochus was a curious and unbalanced character, and his
motives are difficult to analyse. He was on the one hand a man of
sudden and often rather superficial enthusiasms. At one period he
was deeply impressed by Roman institutions, and robed in a toga
administered justice in Antioch like 2 Roman magistrate. But his
real passion was Hellenism; he seems to have felt a genuine
misston to disseminate Greek culture throughout his dominions.
On the other hand he was a hard-headed politician, and his
hellenizing policy was a sound financial proposition. His educated
native subjects were ambitious to become Hellenes, and when
Antiochus showed that he viewed their ambition with favour they
res;fonded eagerly to his lead. But they found they had to pay,
and pay heavily, for the royal authorization requisite for establish-
ing Hellenic institutions in their towns. Antiochus did not boggle
at the political imphcations of his hellenizing policy. He was
prepared, as the great outburst of ctvic coinage in his reign shows,
to allow to his cities—at a price no doubt—a greater measure of
self-government than most Hellenistic kings liked to give. And
furthermore he was prepared to give charters of autonomy to
towns which had no civic organization ; in such a case a substantial
fee was demanded, as we know from the book of Maccabees.
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Antiechus thus at the same time fulfilled his hellenizing mission
and replenished his treasury. We have positive evidence for one
only oF his foundations, and that one proved abortive. But as the
people of Jerusalem, or rather the hellenized notables of the town,
obtained a licence to open a gymnasium, nstitute ephebic train-
ing, and be registered as ‘the Antiochenes in Jerusalem’, so no
doubt did Oeniandus in Cilicia and Hamath on the Orontes be-
come Epiphaneia, and Gerasa, Abila, Hippos, and Gadara in
Coele Syria become Antiochs and Seleucias.!8

Of the minor dynasties the Attalids and the Bithynian kings
have the largest number of foundations to their credit. The
Attalids founded three cities while they were still only dynasts of
a small area round Pergamum, Philetaereia in the Troad, and
Attaleia and Apollonis in northern Lydia: all were primarily
military settlements, but Attaleia was at any rate later a city, and
Apollonis is so called in an inscription which records its founda-
tion; the city was formed by a synoecism, probably of the earlier
Macedonian military settlements which were thick in the neigh-
bourhood. After 189 B.c. were built Philadelphia of Lydia,
Dionysopolis and Eumeneia of Phrygia, and Attaleia of Pam-
phylia. The first was almost certainly a native Lydian town re-
organized; it still retained in later times the indigenous grouping
by trades instead of the tribal system. The two last claim on their
coins to be Achaean and Athentan respectively, and may be
colonies. Two other Eumeneias are also recorded which later
ceased to bear this name, one in Caria and one in ‘Hyrcanis’: the
latter perhaps marked the concentration in a town of the tribal
community of the Hyrcaneis on the Hermus.??

The Bithynian dynasty made a fine display, but there was not
much substance behind the facade of dynastic names. The capital
Nicomedia was apparently a synoecism of two Greek cities, Olbia
and Astacus. Apamea and Prusias on Sea were restorations of
Myrleia and Cius, two cities recently destroyed by Philip V of
Macedon. Prusias by the Hypius was a new name for the old
Greek colony of Cierus. Prusa would seem to have been a new
foundation, and Bithynium was a military settlement of Bithy-
nians in the Paphlagonian territory conquered by Nicomedes I;
the Paphlagonian town of Creteia would also seem to have been
colonized with Bithynians 20

Of the other dynasties there is even less to record. The one
foundation of the kings of Pontus, Pharnaceia, was a synoecism
of two Greek colonies. The kings of Cappadocia had no Greek
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subjects, and the native Cappadocians were a backward people,
slow to adopt Greek culture. But the dynasty did its best to hellzn-
ize the few towns. Ariaratheia, probably the work of the founder of
the kingdom, seems by the first century B.cC. at any rate to have
been a true city, Mazaca and Tyana were granted autonomy,
under the styles of Eusebeia under the Argaeus and Eusebeia in
Taurus respectively, by Ariarathes V Eusebes, who was person-
ally a keen student of Greek literature, philosophy and, it would
seem, constitutional antiguities; we are told that the Mazacenes
were granted the laws of Charondas. This Ariarathes seems to
have granted Greek constitutions to other towns which perished
in the decadence of the kingdom after his death: an inscription of
his time or shortly after reveals that at that period Anisa, a town
of which there is no trace later, was an autonomous community.2!

The lesser Macedonian dynasts who established themselves in
the third century B.c. in Seleucid Asia Minor founded several
cities named after themselves, Docimium, Themisonium, and
Philomelium and Lysias. Even the npative dynasties which rose
on the ruins of the geleucid kingdom in Syna followed the uni-
versal fashion. King Samos of Commagene built Samosata, and
one of the Nabataean kings named Obodas was revered as the
founder of Eboda; these seem both to have been genuine cities.
Mennaeus, tetrarch of the Ituraeans, gave to his capital Gerrha
the Greek name of Chalcis, but not, it would appear, a Greek con-
stitution ; Chalcis remained a native town. Only the Hasmonaean
dynasty left no memorial of themselves; the kings of the Jews
preferred to be remembered as destroyers rather than as founders
of cities 22

There was another aspect of royal policy which was not so
favourable to the development of city government—the system of
centralized administration which was evolved by many hellenistic
monarchies. The system was indigenous in Egypt, and it was
here that under the Ptolemies it reached its most extreme form.
In Egypt too, owing to the survival of innumerable administrative
documents written on papyrus, its working is best known to us:
elsewhere we can in general only infer its existence from frag-
mentary allusions to it, or from the titles of officials or territorial
divisions.

Egypt was divided into about forty circumscriptions called
nomes, each governed by an official calied a strategus, assisted by
a royal scribe, who provided him with the statistical data required
by the administration, and by various other officials responsible
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for special departments, such as police, royal monopolies, land
revenue, and so forth. Each nome was subdivided into two or
more toparchies, with a smalier staff of officials, the chief of whom
were the governor (toparch) and the scribe (fopogrammateus).
The toparchies were again subdivided into villages, which were
the ultimate unit of government; each village had its headman
(comarch) and its scribe {comogrammateus). All these ofhcials,
even the humble village clerk, were appointed by the crown, and
all authority radiated from the centre outward: orders were
circulated by the central ministries to the relevant nome officials,
and by them to those of the toparchies and by them again to the
village officials; local difficulties were reported by the village
officials to their superiors, and these reports were sifted and 1if
necessary sent a stage higher, and eventually the accumulated
dosster came down again by the same route to the village officials
with a decision.

Such a system was expensive and needed careful supervision,
but if it was efficiently run it had the great advantage that it made
possible the most minute and elaborate economic exploitation of
the country in the interest of the government. In Egypt this ex-
ploitation went to extraordinary lengths. The land, which was
regarded as crown property, was, with the exception of limited
areas granted on more favourable terms to privileged classes,
such as military colonists, rack rented in small lots to the
natives, the ‘royal cultivators’. By giving the tenants no definite
leases and by encouraging competitive bids the government
secured the maximum rent possible : it further specified the nature
of the crop in accordance with its own requirements. The trriga-
tion works were maintained by an elaborate system of forced
labour. The quality of the crop was improved by loaning seed
corn to the tenants—they apparently had no corn left after paying
their rent, which was in kind, feeding themselves and selling a
minute surplus tor their cash requirements. Furthermore almost
every necessity of daily life—salt, oil, beer, and cloth, to name
some prominent examples—was monopolized by the government.
The operation of these monopolies was it is true entrusted to con-
cessionaires, but the government regulated the price of the raw
materials, the wages of the operatives, and the price of the finished
product, and so minutely supervised all their activities through its
officials that they can have made little profit on their contracts.
Finally an infinite variety of complicated taxes were levied: these
too were usually farmed, but the farmers were so elaborately
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supervised that they had little opportunity of pocketing any more
than the legal percentage of the revenue which passed dz:rough
their hands.

The system embraced the entire country. The temples, which
had been powerful corporations owning their own sources of
revenue, were brought under its net. They were not, it is true,
deprived of their property, but their land was administered on
their behalf by the crown, which paid a salary to each priest, and
the taxes that they had previously collected themselves were col-
lected by the crown and the proceeds remitted to them. The few
cities which existed were deprived of territorial jurisdiction. The
“T'erritory of the Alexandrians’ became a nome, administered
from Hermopolis Minor; Ptolemais was the metropolis of the
Thinite nome; and the tiny territory of Naucratis was brought
under royal administration, eventually to become the Naucratite
nome.?3

A similar system was applied by the Ptolemies to southern
Syria, or at any rate the inland part of it. From a recently-pub-
lished papyrus of the reign of Ptolemy 11 we know that the country
was then divided into hyparchies; these were probably the areas
which long continued to bear the typically Ptolemaic termination
-itis—Ammanitis, Esbonitis, Moabitis, and so forth—and if so were
larger than the Egyptian nome. The document makes no allusion
to any administrative division between these and the viilages, but
the system would seem to have been later elaborated ; for we hear
in the second century B.C. of units much smaller than the hyp-
archies called nomes ar later toparchies, We also hear of merid-~
archs, a title which implies a corresponding territorial unit called
a ‘section’ (meris), but this may be only a later name of the
hyparchy. The document further alludes to the financial managers
(oeconomi) of the hyparchies and the village headmen (comarchs).
‘The system of economic exploitation does not seem ta have been
so elaborate, for the revenue of each village was farmed en bloc;
but a list of taxes given in a letter of the Seleucid king Demetrius
11 is formidable enough—the salt monopoly, the crown tax, 333
per cent. on cereal crops, and 5o per cent. on the produce of fruit
trees, not to speak of other unspecified taxes.?*

The system was maintained intact by the Seleucids when they
annexed the country, and was perhaps not greatly modified by
the grant of civic cinarters_ under Antiochus IV. The taxes re-
mained the same, and there were still royal administrative officials
in Jerusalem after it had become Antioch; the offices of strategus



THE WORK OF THE KINGS 21

and meridarch were conferred on Jonathan by Alexander Balas.
The city authorities probably controlled only the town, and
perhaps only its cultural institutions; central officials continued
to administer the country-side and to collect the taxes. With the
collapse of the Seleucid government the cities no doubt generally
usurped the entire administration of their area. But in Judaea and
in the districts which they conquered the Hasmonaeans maintained
bureaucratic administration and ultimately handed it on to the
Herodian dynasty. The Ituraean princes would also seem to have
maintained the rudiments of the system until they also handed on
what remained of it to the Herodians, and something rather similar
is found in the Nabataean kingdom, which absorbed much
territory that had been Ptolemaic. But in the hands of these
inefficient rulers the system became a caricature of its former self:
we happen to know that the strafegi of the Nabataean kingdom—
still called by that title transliterated into Aramaic characters—
held their office for life by hereditary tenure.2s

Most of the minor barbarian kingdoms were governed on the
same lines. Cappadocia was, we are told by Strabo, divided into
ten strategiae. We have no precise information on Pontus, but
Strabo’s description of the country is based on a division into
eparchies, most of which bear names with the characteristic end-
ings -itis or -ene. Paphlagonia s divided by him into similar
districts, which were probably entitled hyparchies. Of Bithynia
we know nothing at this date, but its later history suggests that
the interior, which was devoid of cities, was governed on bureau-
cratic lines. There is a little evidence which suggests that Com-
magene was divided like Cappadocia into strategiae, four in
number, and that the little Cilician kingdom of Tarcondimotus
was similarly organized. In none of these cases is it likely that the
administration was as ruthlessly efficient and pervasive as the
Ptalemaic ; we know for instance that in Pontus and Cappadocia
the great temples were left in full control of their lands and serfs,
the crown merely arrogating to itself the nomination of their high

riests.?6

d The Seleucids seem never to have attempted to introduce such
a system into their kingdom, which was too vast to be administered
in such meticulous detail. In Asia Minor they maintained the old
Persian satrapies—Lydia, Caria, and Great and Hellespontine
Phrygia. Within them it is true they introduced a smalier division,
the hyparchy, but even the hyparchies were still very large areas,
and t]":eir governors had to leave local administration to the native
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authorities. In Syria the Seleucids created smaller satrapies—
there were four, probably Antiochene, Apamene, Cyrrhestice,
and Chalcidene—but there is no evidence that these were further
subdivided ; they were large units comprising a number of cities
and tribes. In Macedonia the Antigonids made no attempt to
introduce a bureaucratic system, which would have been utterly
alien to the temper of their people. The Macedonians had always
been grouped in self-governing communities, cities in the plain
and tribes in the western highlands. As the kingdom expanded it
had incorporated the Greek colonies of the coast and a number of
Illyrian, Paeonian, and Thracian tribes. Royal commandants of
these turbulent frontier districts are recorded, but they were
grobab]y military officers rather than civil governors. Even the

tolemies, much though they interfered with the internal affairs
of their cities, permitted a fagade of autonomy in those parts of
their empire where city life was already strongly developed—
Cyrenaica, Cyprus, Lycia, and Phoenicia, including probably the
Palestinian coast. The Attalids also, though they intervened
much more actively in local administration than had their Seleucid
predecessors, did not formally challenge the autonomy which the
communities of western Asia Minor had achieved under Seleu-
cid rule2?

Bureaucratic government, in so far as it fostered the growth of
towns round the centres of administration, provided the raw
material for the eventual development of civic life, and, if the
administrative language was Greek, diffused the knowledge of
that language, since all officials had to learn it, and thus ultimately
promoted the spread of Greek culture: it no doubt also trained
the upper strata of the native population, from which the minor
offictals were drawn, in the tecﬁmque of government. But it gave
no chance to the indigenous political institutions of the native
communities to develop; on the contrary it condemned them to
inactivity and allowed them to wither away. Its effects were
particularly disastrous among a primitive population. A loose
tribal organization could not stand up against it and rapidly
became atrophied, while on the other hand towns did not de-
velop in a sparsely populated and purely agricultural or pastoral
country. In Cappadocia and Pontus, for instance, the centres
of administration remained merely large villages, or even royal
fortresses, while no vestige survived ofg whatever political insti-
tutions the people had previously possessed.

In the story of the diffusion of Greek political institutions
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through the East the kings bulk large. This is partly the in-
evitable result of the glamour which surrounds the deeds of
royalty. Partly 1t is due to the excellence of royal propaganda;
the immense array of dynastic names has successfully dazzled the
eyes of later observers, as no doubt it impressed contemporaries,
In reality the contribution of the kings was not of firstimportance.
The side of their work that had the most solid worth was coloniza-
tion. But colonization cannot have been cartied out on any very
large scale, if only because the supply of human material was
limited. Itis of course impossible to estimate with any precision
the number of European immigrants who settled in the East
during the late fourtg and the third centuries B.C., but certain
considerations suggest that it was not very large.

It is noticeable how prominent a part Macedonians play in the
colonization of the East. Seleucus’ military colonies all—with the
single exception of Larissa—bear the names of Macedonian towns
and, so far as our evidence goes, were peopled with Macedonians;
the military settlements in western Asia Minor were almost all of
Macedonians ; Macedonians formed a very large proportion of the
soldier settlers of Egypt. Macedonians moreover participated in
many city foundations; they are stated to have been among the
settlers at Antigoneia of Bithynia and of Syria and there is
evidence for them at Alexandria and Ptolemais in Egypt; some
cities—Stratonicea of Caria and Apamea of Syria, for instance—
were on our evidence entirely Macedonian. The total levy of
Macedonia was reckoned in Alexander’s day at 30,000, and Alex-
ander took half this number with him to Asia. He did not increase
the numbers of the Macedonian army in Asia, for the fresh drafts
merely replaced men discharged. The Successors therefore can-
not have had more than 15,000 Macedonians to divide amongst
themselves on Alexander’s death, and it is on the whole unlikely
that they extracted many more men from Macedonia itself.8

We have no means of estimating the population of Greece, but
it was certainly very much larger; Greece was moreover very
definitely overcrowded in the fourth century. But the facts set out
above suggest that the number of Greek settlers in the East cannot
have been very great ; otherwise the Macedonians would not bulk
so large in the picture. And conditions in Greece during the third
century support this view. It was still easy down to the early
second century B.C. to raise large bodies of mercenaries in Greece:
and wages, despite the enormous rise in prices caused by Alex-
ander’s release of the accumulated Persian treasure, tended if
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anything to sink. The labour market was, that is to say, over-
stocked, and there was a large floating population of landless and
workless men, This would hardly have been the case if hundreds
of thousands of Greeks had migrated to the East. By the middle
of the second century B.C., it is true, the population of Greece had
according to Polybius begun to dwindle afarmingly; but by this
time the movement of colonization had long ceased, -and the
decrease is in fact attributed by Polybius to the reluctance of the
ugper and middle class to marry or to rear more than one or two
children.?

Why there was relatively so little settlement of Greeks in the
East it is rather difficult to understand. Partly no doubt it was due
to the policy of the kings. In their eyes the primary object of
settlement was military, and Macedonians, both as being better
soldiers and as being harder to obtain, received preferential treat-
ment: the kings normally maintained large bodies of Greek mer-
cenaries under arms on garrison duty, but the need of creating a
reserve of Greeks by settlement was less pressing since it was
generally possible to enlist additional mercenaries at moments of
stress from Greece or the west coast of Asta Minor.

But partly the meagreness of Greek settlement seems to have
been cﬁlc to the unwillingness of the Greeks of this age to
emigrate. The royal civil services of course attracted men of
enterprise and ability, and the new markets thrown open to Greek
trade and even more the great opportunities offered by public
contracting in the new kingdoms drew business men to the East.
To the masses mercenary service was undoubtedly an attraction;
but mercenaries seem to have been reluctant to settle in the East.
The Greek troops whom Alexander left in the far east were ‘dis-
contented at being planted out among barbarians” and ‘longed
for Greek life and ways’ (the phrases are those of Diodorus), and
as soon as Alexander was dead proceeded to march home en masse.
This is no doubt an extreme case, for the far eastern satrapies
were very remote from Greece. But it seems to be symptomatic
of the feelings of the average Greek, who wanted to make his pile
in the East and then return to live in civilized comfort at home:
the returned mercenary, who boasts of his familiarity with kings
and ostentatiously displays his oriental treasures, is a stock figure
in the Athenian comedy of the late fourth and the third centuries
B.c. The system adopted by the kings of requesting drafts of
colonists from the Greek cities under their controt implies that
spontaneous immigration did not fulfil their requirements; for
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there can be little doubt that the requests of the kings were really
orders, and the guarded praise given by Antioch in Persis to
Magnesia on the Maeander for the batch of colonists it had sent—
they are described as ‘respectable in character and adequate in
number’—suggests that the Greek cities found some difficulty in
fulfilling the requirements of their royal masters.3®

It is improbable therefore that immigration took place on any
very large scale, The movement can have had no appreciable
effect on the racial composition of the population ; the immigrants
were on any reckoning a minute proportion of the total population
of the East, and were important only as a leaven which gradually
permeated the mass, Nor did colonization, as directed by the
kings, contribute greatly to the establishment of cities. A large
proportion of the colonists were absorbed in rural settlements,
and not very many can have been left to man new cities. Since
the proper complement of a city seems to have been reckoned at
about 5,000 men, it is manifest that the kings cannot have founded
very many, and the record of their colonial foundations must be
regarded with the utmost caution, not to say scepticism.?!

The other aspects of the city-building campaign of the kings
are not very significant. By promeoting synoecism they raised the
standard of city life and perhaps, in relatively backward areas like
Caria, created 1t. But here they were merely encouraging a move-
ment which was in progress before they intervened, and which
continued after they had gone. In so far as they granted charters
of autonomy to native towns and encouraged the adoption of
Greek constitutions they certainly promoted the growth of cities,
But in this sphere their activity was not very whole-hearted, nor
perhaps entirely voluntary. Some dynasties, notably the Ptolemies
and those of north-eastern Asta Minor, were on the whole re-
actionary, preferring direct administration to local self-govern-
ment. The Ptolemies, it is true, granted autonomy to the Cypriot
and Phoenician cities when they deposed their kings, but these
cities had already a strong repubﬁcan feeling and some republican
institutions. The hellenizing policy of Ariarathes V was more
genuine, but its scope was very small. The Seleucids were
certainly more liberal, but it may be suspected that their tolera-
tion of local self-government was largely due to the impossibility
of administering directly so large .2 kingdom; this was certainly
true in the outlying province of Asia Minor. And even the pro-
gressive policy of Antiochus IV may have been in part dictated by
financial weakness ; he is known to have been short of money and
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his charters were certainlysold. On the whole,though in deference
to Greek and hellenized public opinion they professed a great zeal
for civic autonomy, royal governments for the most part preferred
direct administration. And from their own point of view they
were right. Civic autonomy was a disruptive influence, and when
the Seleucids became involved in civil wars the cities which they
had founded or to which they had granted autonomy immed:ately
took advantage of the weakness of the royal power to extract
further privileges for themselves and eventually to secure inde-
pendence, The Ptolemies became involved in similar internecine
struggles, but the bureaucratic machine continued to function,
and the kingdom of Egypt was still a going concern when
Octavian annexed it, whereas Syria had broken up into a2 medley
of warring cities and principalities long before Pompey formally
abolished the shadow of Seleucid rule.



CHAPTER II

HELLENIZATION

ELLENISM, before Alexander made it the dominant cul-
ture of his empire, had spread but little beyond the area of
the Greek settlements. In Thrace the foothold of the Greeks had
always been insecure. The colonists had in many cases had a hard
struggle to establish themselves, and the cities they had built had
never been more than isolated posts. Tthe 'U'hracians were an in-
tractable people, who did not take kindly to Hellenism, and rela-
tions between the Greek cities and the neighbouring tribes had
usually been hostile. Philip’s recent conquest of Thrace and his
colonization of the interior seemed to mark the beginning of a
new era, but the Gallic invasion was soon to sweep away his work
when the foundations were barely laid. Along the northern coast
of Asia Minor conditions were similar. The Greek colonies were
mere islets of civilization in a sea of barbarism: one, Heraclea,
had won security by conquering and reducing to serfdom the
nativc tribe in whose territory it lay, the Mariandyni, the others
maintained a precarious foothold amidst a hostile population.
The natives differed greatly in their degree of culture, ranging
from the utterly savage tribes east of the Halys to the relatively
civilized Paphlagonian and Bithynian kingdoms, but none were
sufficiently advanced to assimilate Greck culture 32
Along the west coast of Asia Minor Greek settlement was of
greater antiquity and far more intensive. But even here the line of
Hellenism, though almost continuous, was very thin. The vast
majority of the (%reek cities lay on the actual sea coast or on the
adjacent islands; very few, like Ilium and Scepsis in the Troad,
Aegae, Larissa, and Magnesia in Aeolis, or the southern Larissa
on the Cayster and the southern Magnesia on the Maeander, lay
even a few miles inland. Nor does Greek culture seem to have
made much progress in the interior. The relatively barbarous
Mysians appear to have been the most receptive of Hellenism ; Per-
gamum, we know, adopted the Greek annual magistrature in the
middle of the fourth century B.c. The Lydians with their ancient
native culture seem to have remained, despite the Hellenism of
their kings in the past, impervious to Greek culture.’?
In the south-western corner of Asia Minor, though Greek




28 THE DIFFUSION OF THE CITY

settlement was much more sparse, Hellenism had achieved a con-
siderable conquest. The Carian people were temperamentally
akin to the Greeks and took readily to Greek culture. We hear of
bilingual Carians in the fifth century B.C., and in the fourth
century the Hecatomnnid satraps of Caria adopted Greek as their
official language. The original Greek settlers had intermarried
freely with the natives, and the Greeks seem never to have de-
veloped any racial prejudice against them: when in 408 B.C. the
three cities of Rhodes formed a united republic they felt no
scruples in incorporating the Carian communities of the adjacent
mainland as demes of the new city and admitting their inhabitants
as full citizens. The political organization of the Carians was on
the same lines as that of the Greeks, if at a rather backward stage.
The typical Carian community was very small, and was usually
called by the Greeks a village rather than a city. But these
villages were often grouped in local federations around some
sanctuary, and were in process of coalescing by sympolity or
synoecism into larger units which might truly be called cities. By
the fourth century Mylasa, Alabanda, and Tralles at any rate were
considerable cities; the first bears in its complicated constitution
evident marks of its gradual growth by sympolity. The great
cities were under the Hecatomnids completely hellenized: we
possess from Mylasa decrees of that period, passed in full Greek
constitutional form and recorded in Greek 3

The neighbours of the Carians to the east, the Lycians, were
less hellenized than the Carians—they continued to use their
national language and script for public purposes down into the
third century—but politically they were more developed; the
Lycians were one of the very few barbarian peoples whose tnsti-
tutions Aristotle thought 1t worth while to record. Their com-
munities were recognized as cities by the Greeks, and certaian
were republican in constitution by the middle of the fourt
century, when the local coinage begins to be issued not, as hither-
to, in the names of dynasts, but in those of the cities.35

The Pamphylian plain was occupied by a group of large Greek
cities of ancient origm. The lawless highlanders of the mountain-
ous hinterland, the Milyae and the Pisidians, would not at first
sight seem to have been promising pupils for Hellenism. Their
organization was tribal, and they lived for the most part scattered
in villages. But in some cases the central stronghold of the tribe
had developed into an important town, and the government of the
tribes, though usually no doubt a hereditary monarchy, was some-
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times of a crude republican type ; the Termessians were in the late
fourth century ruled by a council of elders, whose decisions
required the ratification of a mass meeting of the fighting men.
Such communities might be styled rudimentary cities, and some
of them were beginning to assimilate the culture of their Greek
neighbours on the plain; the Selgians and the Etenneis began
about the middle ofpthe fourth century to issue coins with Greek
legends.2¢

Further east, where the mountains come right down to the
coast, the Greeks established only a few scattered trading stations,
whose influence on the barbarous Cetae of the interior seems to
have been slight. In the Cilician plain on the other hand Greek
culture was dominant. Several of the great cities of this area were
of a very ancient Greek origin, and others, whose claim to be
Greek colonies is very questionable, had by the fourth century
become completely hellenized: the civic coinage of this area is
entirely Greek.37 ‘

There were two other areas of Greek settlement in the East,
Cyprus and Cyrenaica. Cyprus was colonized during the period
of the great migrations, and its cities with the exceptions of
autochthonous Amathus and Phoenician Citium claimed to be
foundations of Greek heroes of the Homeric age. The culture of
Cyprus was Greek, but, isolated as it was from the main stream
of development, it remained down to the fourth century in a
curiously primitive phase. The Cypriots did not adopt the Greek
alphabet, but continued to use a clumsy syllabary—derived
apparently from the Minoan script. Their cities were still in
Alexander’s day ruled by hereditary kings, many of whom claimed
descent from Homeric heroes.3®

The Greek cities of Cyrenaica were the product of the later
movement of colonization, and showed the normal political de-
velopment of the Greek world, passing from the primitive mon-
archy to republican government and thereafter oscilfating violently
. between oligarchy and democracy. The Greek settlers had inter-
married freely at first with the Libyan natives, and had later sub-
dued and hellenized the more settled agricultural tribes; but the
nomadic Libyans remained a thorn in their side 3

Outside the areas of settlement Greek influence was rather
superficial. In Egypt the Saite kings had based their power on
Greek mercenaries, many of whom settled in the country, and
had welcomed Greek traders, granting them a treaty port, Nau-
cratis, which developed into a regular Greek city. I'Zﬁh«e rebel
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Pharaohs of the fourth century B.C. had also made extensive use
of Greek mercenaries and Greek military expertsin their struggles
with Persia, and had employed Greeks to reorganize the financial
system of the country. But it may be doubted whether it was
more than the court and the official aristocracy which was hel-
lenized ; one member of the latter, Petosiris, nomarch of Hermo-
polis, has left a striking monument to.his Hellenic tastes in a
temple tomb, much of whose sculpture was obviously executed
by Greek artists.*

In Syria the Phoenician cities were in close commercial contact
with Greece; there were many T'yrians and Sidonians resident in
Athens, and we hear of an Athenian commercial colony at Ace.
The kings of Sidon were great patrons of Greek art, as the mag-
nificent series of their sarco Eagi testifies, and one of them,
‘Abdastart or in Greek Strato, is recorded to have modelled his
dinner parties on those of the Greeks. But the dilettante tastes of
the aristocracy cannot be taken as very serious evidence of Hel-
lenism either in Egypt or in Phoenicia.#?

Alexander’s conquest of the Persian empire and the resultant
establishment of Macedonian dynasties in Egypt, Syria, and
western Asia Minor gave an enormous impetus to the flellcniza-
tion of the East. Not only was there direct propaganda—for the
Successors took up with zest Alexander’s policy of celebrating
gymnastic and musical games—but the movement of colonization
which Alexander initiated and the Successors pursued with vigour

rovided new centres for the spread of Hellenism in regions which
1ad hitherto hardly seen any Greeks save occasional tourists and
merchants and passing companies of mercenaries. New Greek
citieswere built farinland, bodies of Greek colonists were planted in
old native towns, Greek military settlers were scattered through the
country-side. The native populations of Syria and Mesopotamia,
of Upper Egypt, and of the interior of Asia Minor, were now
for tllu)e first time brought into intimate contact with Hellenism .42

And not only were there new opportunities; there was also an
obvious motive for learning the Greek language at any rate. For
Greek was now the language of government. Any one therefore
who aspired to a government post must Jearn Greek, and, if he
knew it, had a good chance of employment; for, since the Greeks
rarely troubled to learn barbarian languages, there was a consider-
able demand for bilingual orientals who would serve as inter-
mediaries between the higher officials, who were almost invariably
Greeks, and the mass of the people.+?
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But far more important than these practical considerations
must have been the psychological effect of Alexander’s conquest.
The qualities of the Greeks had, it is true, been long appreciated
in the East. The Persian kings often employed Greek doctors,
because they were the best available; Democedes of Croton and
Ctesias of Cnidus are famous examples. Connoisseurs commis-
sioned Greek artists, who could produce far more lifelike statues
than their oriental rivals; besides the Sidon sarcophagi and the
tomb of Petosiris, the Mausoleum and the Harpy Tomb at
Xanthus testify to the vogue of Greek art. Greek financial experts
were well known to be ingenious in thinking out new methods of
raising revenue; Chabrias of Athens for instance helped King
Tachos of Egypt to squeeze money out of his exhausted country.
Greek generals and admirals were valued for their scientific
knowledge of strategy and given responsible commands: Conon of
Athens was for a time admiral of the Persian flcet, the armies of
Artaxerxes 111 and his rebellious subjects were led aimost entirely
by Greeks—Iphicrates, Chabrias, Agesilaus of Sparta, and others
of less fame—and Darius 111 entrusted the defence of Asia Minor
against Alexander to a Greek, Memnon of Rhodes. Greek mer-
cenaries were acknowledged to be the best trained and disciplined
troops on the market: Cyrus the Younger entrusted his fortunes
to the famous Ten Thousand, Artaxerxes III, Nectanebo, and
Tachos of Egypt, Tennes of Sidon, and the various rebel satraps
all employed Greeks in large numbers, and Darius III’s best and
most loyal troops were Greek mercenaries.

But hitherto the oriental had stood in the relation of employer
to the Greek. He had found his talents useful and had been pre-
pared to pay for them, but though he might admire the cleverness
of the Greek, it had never occurred to him to question his own
essential superiority ; the Persian king was, after all, incomparably
richer and more powerful than the Greek cities. When Alexander
knocked over the stately edifice of the Persian empire like a house
of cards and the Greeks became the ruling race of the East, the
sudden reversal of fortune must have come as a profound shock:
Oriental society had been tried in the supreme test of war and had
been found wanting. It is little wonder in these circumstances
that the peoples of the East began to question the superiority of
their own static cultures and to take to heart the outspoken con-
tempt which the Greeks showed for barbarians. They began to
realize that, while they had been stagnating in complacent self-
satisfaction, the Greeks had been forging ahead ; Greek civilization
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was modern and up to date, their own was backward and
archaic. Their natural reaction was then to shed their native
cultures of which they were now ashamed, and to strive to
assimilate Hellenism. '

The hellenization of the East was a gradual and imperceptible
process, and it is from the nature of the case impossible to describe
its progress in any detail. We can in general do no more than
infer its advance from its eventual triumph, and it is rarely that
we can mark the stages through which it moved. The movement
as a whole natural%y affected mainly the upper classes. The
peasants of the country-side had little contact with Hellenism,
which was centred in the towns, and were in any case too ignorant
to appreciate it. The urban proletariat had greater opportunities
of acquiring a smattering of Greek culture, but lacked the leisure
or the education to do more. But though the class affected was
small, within that class the process of hellenization was extra-
ordinarily thorough. Educated men in the East had no further
use for their native cultures, and they adopted that of their con-
querors, lock, stock, and barrel. Greek rapidly became the
universal language of polite society. Most hellenized orientals
were no doubt bilingual in so far as they could talk to their
humbler neighbours in their native tongue. But amongst them-
selves they probably normally spoke Greek, and certainly they
were for the most part literate in Greek alone. As a result the
oriental languages tended to sink to the level of peasant patois or
at best colloquial vernaculars.

There were of course exceptions to this tendency. At Palmyra
and in the Nabataean kingdom Aramaic remained an official
language well into the Christian era; but these regions were on
the fringe of the Hellenic world. In Mesopotamia too it would
seem that Syriac must have continued to be used both for official

urposes and as a literary vehicle, since we find it employed at

dessa in the early third century A.D. for legal documents and
shortly afterwards blossoming out into a literature. But in Méso-
potamia Hellenism had enjoyed a relatively short spell of power
when the country fell into the hands of the Parthians and of local
Semite dynasties.4s

In Egygt the study of hieroglyphs was maintained for ritual
purposes by the priests, and hieroglyphic inscriptions continued
to be cut as long as paganism endured. This survival was, how-
ever, pure archaism, and it is fairly certain that no one except the
priests could read hieroglyphs and very doubtful in view of the
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blunders they committed whether the priests themselves really
understood them. More important is the survival of the demotic
script, which lasted long enough to contribute a few characters to
the Coptic alphabet. It must have been in fairly common use in
the Ptolemaic period. It is chiefly used for legal documents, and
here its survival is to be attributed to the policy of the Ptolemies,
who allowed the Egyptians to continue to use their native law and
thus perpetuated the class of native notaries. But the use of
demotic in tax receipts shows that many minor officials still
learned it in preference to, or in addition to, Greek, and there is
some popular literature—such as the famous Prophecy of the
Potter—written in it. It is also significant that the decrees of the
priestly synods were in the later Ptolemaic period inscribed not
only in hieroglyphs, the ritual script, and Greek, the language of
the government and the upper classes, but also in demotic. In
Egypt, the land of scribes, literacy probably penetrated lower
down the social scale than in most oriental countries, and thus,
when the upper classes were hellenized, there still remained a
middle class literate in their native tongue.4¢

In Palestine Hebrew is rather a special case. Since the Scrip-
tures which were the basts of the whole of Jewish life were written
in Hebrew, Hebrew survived as a learned language—Aramaic was
spoken colloquially—and a very large percentage of the Jews, even
in the humbler classes of society, no doubt knew enough to read
the Scriptures in the original. Religious and historical literature
continued to be produced in Hebrew till a late date: the original
versions of Ecclesiasticus and 1 Maccabees, written at the begin-
ning and the end of the second century B.C. respectively, were in
Hebrew, and the Hebrew texts of Esther and Daniel, which date
to about the same period, are still extant. And when Hebrew
decayed the colloquial Aramaic rose to the rank of a literary
language ; the Talmud was compiled in that tongue in the third
century A.D. But it may be questioned whether either language
would have survived (except for ritual purposes) had it not been
for the religious reaction of the Hasmonaean rebellion, which
rejected all things Greek. The Jews scattered over the East very
soon forgot their Hebrew, and the Scriptures were for their benefit
gradually translated into Greek in the course of the last three
centuries B.C. The literature which they produced—the last
three books of Maccabees, for instance-—~was written it Greek
and was to a large extent modelled on Greek literary forms +7

This was the normal course of events throughout the east. The
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ancient literatures perished excegt in so far as they were preserved
for their antiquarian interest in Greek synopses, like the Egyptian
history of Manetho. The educated classes turned to Greek litera-
ture as the only subject worthy of serious study, and when they
began to produce a literature of their own, slavishly followed
Greek models.

In the arts a similar development took place. Greek sculpture
and painting had found a market in the East even before Alex-
ander’s day: now they swept the field. For architecture it is
difficult to speak with certainty, since virtually no hellenistic
buildings have survived save in Greek lands. But the universal
prevalence of Greek architecture and its hiih technical develop-
ment in the Roman period strongly suggest that it was widely used
in the Hellenistic age. In this sphere also Egypt is a partial
exception: the temples of the Egyptian gods continued through-
out the Ptolemaic and Roman periods to be built in a strictly
traditional style. But the survival of religious architecture, like
that of the hieroglyphic script, was the merest archaism. A similar
religious archaism compelled Herod the Great to build the Jewish
temple in accordance with the detailed Erescriptions of the books
of Kings and Chronicles. But it is worthy of note that it was only
the temple itself that preserved its ancient form: the surrounding
complex of courts were, it is clear from Josephus’ description, in
the Greek orders. If even so rigidly conservative a people as the
Jews approved of the use of the Greek style in their most sacred
building—and there is no question that Herod's temple was
greatly admired—Greek architecture must have been universally
accepted as the one admissible style. There can be little doubt
that outside Egypt temples were regularly built in the Hellenistic
age, as they were later, in the conventional Greek form; the priests
of the Great Mother at Pessinus, a barbarous and backward town,
were willing to accept a temple with marble colonnades—surely
in the Greek orders—from the Attalid kings in the third
century B.C.48

Social customs were more deeply rooted, and here the trans-
formation was less complete. In Egc)crlpt trial marriage continued
to be practised even in the hellenized strata of society, and both
in Egypt and in Mesopotamia the marriage of brother and sister
remained common. But the more superficial features of Greek
life were universally imitated. Particularly striking is the enormous
vogue enjoyed by athletics. The cult of physical exercise for its
own sake was something quite alien to the oriental mind, and the
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exposure of the naked body repellent. Yet in the wave of en-
thusiasm for all things Greek, the Greek custom of gymnastic
training and of athletic sports swept all over the East. Wherever
Greeks went they established gymnasia; in Egypt these sprang up
even in villages where there were enough military settlers to form
a club. Orientals followed suit. In Egypt they secured admission
to the Greek gymnasia. Where there were no Greek gymnasia
they formed their own. We have in the second book of Maccabees
a vivid picture of the enthusiasm which athletics evoked in Jeru-
salem in the reign of Antiochus Epiphanes. The hellenizing Jews
had successfully—if at considerable expense—petitioned the king
for a licence for the establishment of 2 gymnasium and the institu-
tion of ephebic training for the young men. No sooner was the
gymnasium opened than athletics became the rage, and the pious
were shocked to see the young men parading the town clad in the
broad-brimmed hat of the ephebe, and even the priests scamping
the temple services to rush off to the gymnasium. Such scenes
must have been common in many oriental towns in the third and
second centuries B.C.; by the end of the second century even in
backward Cappadocia Tyana had its gymnasium. Closely allied
with the opening of gymnasia was the celebration of athletic
games: 'T'yre was already in the first half of the second century
B.C. holding a regular quadrennial contest in honour of its patron
god, Melkart, or as the Tyrians now preferred to call him,
Heracles.+®

In religion a less radical readjustment was required. The
Greeks whergver they went were prepared to worship the gods of
the land, whom they were prone to identify on the slenderest of
evidence with the members of their own pantheon. Hellenized
orientals were naturally flattered to accept these identifications—
the Jews were exceptional in resenting the assimilation of their
national god to Zeus Olympius-—and the oriental religions were
thus covered with a Greek veneer. But the veneer was very thin.
Even the native names of the gods often survived side by side
with their Greek equivalents and some native gods entered the
Greek pantheon unashamed of their oriental origin.s°

How far the form of the cult was hellenized it is difficult to say.
The Egyptian gods certainly continued to be worshipped in their
native gKmd with the trac%tional ritual, and Isis carried her
Egyptian priests and rites wherever she travelled over the Greek-
speaking world. Many less conservative gods no doubt adopted
tﬁe Greek forms of worship, just as they were housed in temples
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of Greek design; the story of the books of Maccabees shows that
Antiochus Epiphanes favoured the adoption of Greek ritual.
Nevertheless cults of oriental origin often retained primitive
features; ritual prostitution, for instance, continued to be prac-
tised at many oriental temples down to the days of Constantine.
On the whole the East gave more to the Greeks in the sphere of
religion than it received, Very few genuinely Greek gods became
acclimatized in the East, whereas a number of oriental cults
achieved great popularity among the Greeks.5?

A curious and significant by-product of the movement of
hellenization was the adoption of Greek personal names by
orientals. The Greek name was sometimes selected for its
accidental phonetic resemblance to an oriental name; thus even
before Alexander’s day *Abdastart of Sidon had calied himself in
Greek Strato, and in the early second century 8.C. the Jewish high
priests Jesus and Eliakim transformed themselves into Jason and
Alcimus. More often the Greek name was a translation; on
Greco-Phoenician bilingual inscriptions of the third century B.C.
we find Sama‘ba'al equated with Diopeithes, ‘Abdtanit with
Artemidorus, ‘Abdshemsh with Heliodorus and so forth, But
frequently it was chosen quite arbitrarily: thus a Sidonian called
Shem adopted the name of Antipater and the Jewish high priest
Onias became Menelaus. The Greek name was originally addi-
tional to the native name; the former was used in Greek docu-
ments and when speaking in Greek, the latter at home. But as
Greek became the normal language of everyday intercourse
native names tended to drop out and Greek names only to be
used. Nomenclature thus ceased during the Hellenistic age to be
a valid test of nationality. A native name, it is true, generally
signifies oriental origin, but a Greek name means nothing. Proved
examples of the adoption of Greek names by orientals are natur-
ally not common, but a study of the type of Greek names prevalent
in the East shows how very usual the practice was. Personal
names in the East, in Egypt and in the Semitic lands at any rate,
were very frequently theophoric, meaning the servant or the gift
of some god. The overwhelming preponderance in the East of
Greek theophoric names, such as Apollonius, Dionysius, Deme-
trius, or, more characteristically, Theodorus, Metrodorus, Isi-
dorus, is therefore significant. The popularity of dynastic hames,
such as Alexander, Ptolemy, or Antiochus, is also suspicious: for
it was naturally such well-known names that orientals would

choose.52
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The adoption of Greek personal names is typical of the ambition
of the oriental upper classes. They wished not merely to imitate
the Greeks, but to forget their oriental origin and become Greeks.
And this ambition they ultimately achieved. The Greeks had no
colour bar, and intermarriage between Greeks and orientals was
common. Inthe Greek cities, 1t 1s true, citizenship was according
to the regular Greek custom confined to those of citizen birth on
both sides; this at least was the later rule, though it is hard to see
how it can have been observed in the early generations when
Greek women must have been very scarce. But even in the cities
many hellenized orientals secured admission by more or less sur-
reptitious means; at Alexandria there are constant references to
the percolation of Egyptians into the citizen body, And this pro-
hibition was of political and not of racial significance. Greeks
who were not members of cities had no objection to marrying
oriental women, and they regularly did so: the documents from
Europus in Parapotamia show that even in the best families,
descended from Selencus’ military settlers, the women regularly
have Semitic or Iranian names. The Greeks, it is true, despised
barbarians ; but barbarian had always been as much a cultural as
a racial term, and as time went on came to have a purely cultural
content. And Hellene similarly came tobe a cultural term. Jewish
writers of the second century B.C., like the author of 1 Maccabees,
describe the neighbours of the fews as Hellenes. Cicero did not
think it a contradiction in terms to say ‘Lycii, Graeci homines’,
nor the author of St. Mark’s gospel to speak of ‘a Hellenic woman,
a Syro-Phoenician by race’.s3

he pace of hellenization naturally varied very greatly in
different regions in accordance with local circumstances. The
relative density of Greek immigration was obviously a factor of
importance. Perhaps equally important was the character of the
administration; a ubiquitous bureaucracy like that of the
Ptolemies hastened the spread of the Greek language. The
degree of civilization achieved by the native population also
affected the issue. An urban population was more susceptible to
Hellenism than a rural. A completely barbarous people remained
unaffected ; on the other hand a people with strongly developed
native culture might consciously resist Hellenism.

The cultural hellenization of the East inevitably carried with 1t
Greek political ideas. Orientals could not read Greek literature
without imbibing the dogmas that subjects of a king were slaves,
and that the ideal life could only be lived in a self-governing
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community. The immense prestige which Greek civilization
acquired as a result of Alexander’s conquest of the East naturally
enhanced the estimation in which the typical political organization
of the Greeks, the city, was held. As orientals became hellenized
and began to esteem themselves Greeks, they claimed to share the
political privileges of Greeks. How far these ambitions were
effective depended on many factors, not only on the degree of
cultural hellenization of the community in question, but also on
the strength of its corporate feeling and the character of its social
organization, and above all, on the attitude of the central govern-
ment and its power to enforce its will.

In Egypt, though there was some nationalistic anti-hellenic
sentiment, which found literary expression in such works as the
Prophecy of the Potter, and occasionally broke out into organized
rebellion, the density of Greek settlement on the one hand and
the administrative system on the other were powerful forces
working for the spread of hellenism. In fact the upper classes
seem to have become assimilated to the ruling race by the latter
part of the second century B.C., when Egyptians are found holding
the highest official posts, and the Greek language was familiar
even to the upper stratum of the peasantry; the innumerable
village scribes of Egypt, who were drawn from this class, did all
their official business in Greek. But Egypt had been from time
immemorial a centralized monarchy, ruled by a bureaucracy
which allowed no scope for local autonomy, and the Ptolemies not
only maintained but elaborated this traditional form of govern-
ment. Under their rule neither the Greek immigrants nor the
hellenized natives of Egypt seem to have felt any aspira-
tion towards local self-government, and they certainly never
achieved i1t.5¢ |

In Syria the social and political background was more complex.
Along the coastal plain the towns had a strongly developed cor-
porate feeling, and, though they were for the most part ruled by
kings, possessed rudimentary republican institutions; the kings
were assisted by councils of notables, and might on occasion be
replaced by elected ‘judges’. Along the fringe of the Arabian
desert and in the arid steppe of Mesopotamia there were also,
interspersed among the nomadic tribes, a number of important
commercial towns which lived on the caravan trade; little is
known of them, it they would seem on the whole to have been
on a lower level of political development than the commercial
towns of the coast. The mountain belt which forms the backbone
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of Syria was occupied by tribal communities. Their economy was
agricultural or pastoral, and their chief towns, the centres of their
government, religion, and trade, were insignificant. Politically
they were for the most part subject to royal governors, sometimes
to native princes; but they mostly possessed rudimentary forms of
self-government in councils of elders and mass assemblies.
After the Macedonian conquest political development was
rapid in the coastal area. The Phoenician dynasties were suc-
cessively deposed about the middle of the third century B.C., and
the cities which they had ruled became republics, proudly dating
their acts by a new era ‘of the people’. The population of these
commercial towns took readily to Greek ways, butactually
autonomy was granted in advance of hellenization. The official
language of the cities remained Phoenician, which is regularly
used in inscriptions of the third century B.c. Even their political
institutions seem to have been evolved from native forms; ‘judges’
are recorded in these inscriptions. It was only gradually that the
Phoenician cities, alresdy autonomous, became hellenized; their
transformation can be followed on their second-century coinage,
where Greek legends gradually supersede Phoenician. A parallel
development took place in Cyprus, where the native dynasties,
Greek and Phoenician, were suppressed towards the end of the
fourth century : the Greek cities rapidly shed their Cypriot archa-
isms, the Phoenician cities more sﬁ)wly hellenized themselves.
In the interior of Svria there is very little sign of any similar
development during the early Hellenistic period. In the south
the Ptolemies applied a bureaucratic system modelled on that of
Egypt, which, though it no doubt spread the knowledge of Greek,
put an effectual brake on the progress of local autonomy. In
northern Syria and Mesopotamia the Seleucids by their policy of
intensive colonization promoted the hellenization of the country
but left little scope for self-government by indigenous communi-
ties; nearly all the important native towns received Macedonian
military settlers who henceforth dominated their political life.
Seleucus Nicator i3, however, recorded to have given to Bambyce
its later name of Hierapolis, and this may mean that he suppressed
its sacerdotal dynasty, which still flourished in Alexander’s day,
and granted to it republican institutions. It was not until the
second century B.C. that there was any marked advance. The for-
ward policy of Antiochus Epiphanes in granting Greek constitu-
tions to native towns has already been described. It need only be
emphasized here that this policy was based on the spontaneous
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demand of the now hellenized native aristocracy for autonomy.
The towns affected were naturally for the most part in the former
Ptolemaic sphere in the south, since in the north there were few
native towns on which a Greek or Macedonian colony had not
been imposed. The new cities were for the most part the com-
merctal towns of the desert fringe, Urima (Antioch on the Eu-
phrates), Hamath (Epiphaneia), Susitha (Antioch by Hippos),
Abila (Seleucia), Gerasa (Antioch on the Chrysorhoas) and so
forth, with which can be classed Scythopolis (Nysa), which con-
trolled the trade route through the Esdraelon gap. But some also
of the tribal capitals of the mountain belt, such as Jerusalem, also
achieved city status. Damascus curiously does not seem to have
secured autonomy (as Demetrias) till the beginning of the first
century B.C.

City government was far from universal in Syria by the time
that Seleucid rule broke down, and in many parts it suffered a
relapse in the anarchy which supervened. In the far south-east
the Nabataeans of Petra had remained unaffected by Hellenism
and retained their tribal monarchy. In the south-west the Jews
in their reaction against Hellenism not only themselves reverted
to a sacerdotal monarchy but destroyed, for the time being at any
rate, the nascent city life of Samareitis and Idumaea and in great
part of the coastal plain and Coele Syria. In central Syria the
Ituraean highlanders, who, though from the end of the second
century B.C. their princes adopted Greek names, were still utter
barbarians, built up a large principality, partly at the expense of
the cities. In Mesopotamia and northern Syria there remained
many agricultural or pastoral tribes interspersed among the cities,
such as the Nazerini of mount Bargylus and the Rhambaei of
Chalcidene, and their princes not infrequently subjected the
cities to their rule; thus the phylarchs of the Osrhoeni made
Edessa their capital. In the extreme north the kingdom of Com-
magene under its Persian dynasty retained its oriental traditions.

In Cilicia Pedias also, where Greek civilization had been spread-
ing steadily inland, and a number of native towns, such as Ana-
zarbus, Castabala (Hieropolis on the Pyramus), and Oeniandus
(Epiphaneia), had blossomed into Greek cities during the second
century B.C., there was a relapse. The upper valleys of the Py-
ramus and its tributaries had remained at a tribal stage of develop-
ment, and the prince of this backward region, Tarcondimotus,

roceeded in the early first century B.C. to incorporate the cities
on his borders into his principality .55
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Northern and eastern Asia Minor was, except for the area
occupied by the invading Galatians, ruled by oriental dynasties;
indigenous kings reigned in Bithynia and Paphlagonia, and Per-
sian families in Pontus and Cappadocia. All these dynasties be-
came in various degrees hellenized, They adopted Greek as their
official language; their kings took the usual cult surnames of
Eusebes, Epiphanes and so forth, and in some cases Greek
names—Nicomedes for instance became a dynastic name in the
Bithynian house, and the later Paphlagonian kings, discovering
their Homeric ancestry, called themselves Pylaemenes; they em-
ployed Greek technical advisers to organize their armies ; and some
of their members—Ariarathes V of Cappadocia, for instance—
were men of real culture,

But though the courts and to some extent the administration
were hellenized, the mass of the population was but little affected
by Hellenism. In Bithynia there were a fair number of Greek
cities; but they were all on the coastal fringe, and the rural
interior was hardly affected by them. The Paphlagonians lived
remote from any Greek influence in the interior. In Pontus there
were a few scattered Greek colonies on the coast, but apart from
these there were scarcely any towns: of those that there were,
Amaseia and Cabeira, being royal capitals, were no doubt
relatively hellenized, and commerce may have done something to
make Greek culture familiar in the towns which clustered round
the great sanctuaries of Comana and Zela. But the vast bulk of the
population was rural and had little opportunity of learning what
Greek civilization meant. Cappadocia was even more bacl%ward.
Mazaca, the capital, and Tyana, an important commercial town,
were to some extent hellenized: there were few other towns of
any size, and the mass of the people were pecasants, a b{word for
their ignorance and boorishness. The Galatians were also a rural
people and, though some of their princes had by the first century
B.C. acquired a smattering of Greek education, maintained their
Celtic culture.

In these circumstances no spontaneous political development
was to be expected and conditions remained primitive except
where the hellenized royal families took the initiative. The Gauls
retained their perversely complicated tribal organization, and such
of the old Phrygian towns of their territory as survived remained
unchanged ; Pessinus was still in the first century 8.C. ruled by the
high priests of the Great Mother. In the kingdoms the primitive
tribal life of the mass of the population seems to have broken
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down under a centralized administration. The few towns were
for the most part either royal residences or centred in great
temples. The former were probably subject to royal governors,
the latter continued to be ruled in patriarchal fashion by their
high priests, who had absolute authority—except to execute a
death sentence—over the sacred serfs who formed a great part of
their population. Only in a few of the Cappadocian towns was
constitutional government introduced, and this by the initiative
of Ariarathes V.56
In western Asia Minor hellenization was under Seleuctd and
Attalid rule rapid and unusually complete. There was a certain
amount of Greek settlement in these regions, but more important
was the influence of the Greek cities of the coast-line, which,
when Hellenism became the dominant culture of the East, rapidly
Eenetrated inland. In Caria this process had been well under way
efore Alexander’s day and was soon completed, the Carian lan-
guage dying out by the first century B.c. if not earlier. Lydia also
rapidly succumbed, and Lydianwas extinct by the beginningof the
Christian era. The highlanders of Mysia, particularly in the inac-
cessible eastern part o%the country, were less susceptible to Greek
influence, and Phrygia, though penetrated by several imnportant
trade routes, along which urban life was well developed, remained
in some areas little affected by Hellenism ; in the remote south-east
the Phrygianlanguage survived till the third century A.D.and later.57
. The social and political background of this area is complex and
obscure. The institutions of the Carians have already been de-
scribed; they lived for the most part in small communities, which
were sometimes grouped in local federations and sometimes had
combined to form cities. The primitive organization of the wiitd
Moystan highlanders was tribal, and in the remote eastern half of
the country several large tribes, the Abbaeitae, Abretteni, and
Olympeni, retained their cohesion till the Roman period. Tribal
life also prevailed till a late date in many of the remoter parts of
Lydia and Phrygia. In the Cayster valley and the surrounding
mountains lived the Caystriani, the Cilbiani, the Tmolitae and
the Mysotimolitae, round the gorge of the middle Maeander the
Hyrgaleis, and in the mountainous border country of Lydia and
Phrygia the Moccadent, the Moxeani and the Corpeni. Even in
the lower Hermus valley we find two cities whose names show
that they were once tribal capitals, Hyrcanis and Mostene, and it
is probable that in the fourth century B.C. tribal organization was
far more widespread.
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In many areas, however, it had already owing to various causes
broken down. One of these causes was probably foreign conquest.
The Persian kings, no doubt following in the footsteps of their
Lydian and Phrygian predecessors, made a practice of granting
fiefs to their nobles. The villages that had once constituted a tribe
thus came under the authority of a number of landlords and the
cohesion of the tribal group broke down.

The other and probably more potent force was trade. Along
the principal routes we find a number of towns, apparently of
great antiquity. Many of them, like Hierapolis or Aezani or
Pessinus, clustered round temples and doubtless owed their
growth to the fairs for which the religious festivals provided
occasion. Others, like Sardis and Celaenz, probably originated
as centres of government ; the royal court naturally attracted trade.
Others, like the ‘Market of Pots’ which Xenophon saw, seem to
have had a purely commercial origin. It would appear that the
towns stoodp outside the tribal organization of the surrounding
country, being composed of stray immigrants from many parts.
Some, the centres of government, were ruled directly by royal
commanders ; those which centred in a temple were usually under
the authority of its high priest; but all, and especially those of
purely commercial origin, seem to have evolved some form of
communal organization based on the trade guilds into which the
population was divided.

These towns tended inevitably to disrupt the tribal life of their
neighbourhood. The wealthy men who lived in them invested
their superfluous money in mortgages and thus became landlords
of the neighbouring village communities; and in particular the
temples, since their estates were never divided by inheritance,
became landowners on a vast scale. In these ways in many arcas
of Mysia, Lydia, and Phrygia the tribal grouping of the popula-
tion was broken up, and the villagers came to be serf tenants
either of the Persian nobility or of the temples or of the rich
merchants of the towns.53

Of Seleucid rule in Asia Minor we know little, but what
evidence there is suggests that it was at all times loose, leaving
local government very largely to local initiative, and that it was
often quite powerless. In Caria it encouraged the process of
amalgamation into larger units. The royal foundations of this
type have already been noted, and we also possess a fragment of
a royal decree ordering the sympolity of the Chalcetoreis with
another community. But the process went on spontaneously
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either by mutual agreement or by the conquest of the smaller
communities by the larger; by the end of the Seleucid period
Bargylia had absorbed Cindye, for instance, and Caunus Calynda,
while the Rhodians had greatly enlarged their Peraea. A similar
process went on throughout the coastal area of Ionia, Aeolis, and
in particular the Troad.

The tribal areas were probably left much to themselves, and it
is not known whether they made much progress. The commercial
towns on the other hand were rapidly hellenized and, adopting
Greek constitutions, achieved the status of cities ; by the end of the
third century Sardiswas recognized by Delphi as a Greek city, and
even the obscure Lydian town of Nacrasa had its elective magis-
trates. But many of these towns retained a trace of their origin in
the grouping of their citizen body: some, it is true, adopted the
Greek division into tribes, but a fair number, including some
royal foundations, still kept up their primitive gutld organization.
Tge power of the priests seems everywhere to have been broken.
There is no evidence for confiscation; even when at Aezani the
sacred estates were distributed by the kings into lots for their
military settlers, the new tenants continued to pay a rent to the
temple. But political control was vested in the people of the
town; Hierapolis had by the carly Attalid period a normal Greek
democratic constitution.

The new cities were presumably granted jurisdiction over the
neighbouring country which was aiready economically subject to
them. The scattered fiefs of the nobility were also to a large
extent incorporated in city territories, They were regarded as
crown lands, at the free disposal of the government, which granted
or sold some directly to cities; inscriptions record the grant of
royal land to Miletus and its sale to Pitane. Others were granted
or sold to individuals with leave to incorporate them in the
territory of a neighbouring city—in order by converting them
into private land to gain security of tenure; various areas in the
Troad are recorded to have been thus incorporated into the terri-
tory of Ilium or Scepsis. Others the crown seems to have retained
in 1ts own hands, and in them the village community became the
governing body: much of the eastern T'road and western Mysia
appears in this way to have come to consist of a mass of small
village communes.

With thedefeat of Antiochus the Great in 189 B.c Caria south of
the Maeander came for about twenty years under Rhodian rule,
and the rest of the Seleuctd dominions passed to the Attalids. In
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Caria the same line of development continued unbroken. We
possess one highly interesting document which well illustrates
one side of the process, a treaty between Miletus and its little
Carian neighbour Pedasa, whereby the citizens of the latter
migrate to Miletus, receiving full political rights and certain
temporary privileges, and their lands are protected by Milesian
troops and connected with Miletus by a new road.

Attalid rule was more efficient than Seleucid but maintained
the same liberal attitude to local autonomy, and the process of
hellenization gathered momentum. Inscriptions show that towns
even in the remoter parts of Phrygia, Peltae and Synnada, had
adopted Greek constitutions, and some of the more advanced
tribes perhaps now developed into cities ; the temporary name of
Eumeneia borne by Hyrcanis probably marks the synoecism of
the Hyrcanians at this period.s9

In t¥1e mountain massif of southern Asia Minor no royal govern-
ment exercised effective sway except on the coastal fringe. Here
the Lycians under Ptolemaic rule became during the third century
B.C. thoroughly hellenized, abandoning their native tongue and
script 1n favour of Greek, and at the same time completed their
political development. After a brief spell of Seleucidp rule and a
rather longer period of uneasy subjection to the Rhodians, they
emerged in 168 B.C. as a free league of cities. This league was
ingeniously accommodated by a system of proportional votes and
obligations to the very various size of the Lycian cities, even the
smallest securing representation without losing their individuality
by combining in sympolities to exercise one vote. The result was
that in Lycia the f;sser cities did not as in Caria become merged
in the greater, and that Lycia always remained predominantly a
country of small towns.%

Inland the Seleucids occasionally tried to make use of the
mutual feuds of the Pisidian communities to assert their authority,
but with little effect. The Attalids who succeeded them in 189
B.C. were perhaps more successful, but they had to fight a war
with the Selgians, and when the Attalid kingdom was dissolved in
133 B.C. even the shadow of central control was removed; these
districts, together with Cilicia Tracheia, which had since the
beginning of the second century been nominally Seleucid, became
the head-quarters of the piracy which flourished in the eastern
Mediterranean after the decline of the Rhodian sea-power.

Despite the perennial disorder which reigned in these regions,
Hellenism continued to percolate slowly among the Milyae and
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the Pisidizns from the Greek cities of the coast and their already
hellenized Pisidian neighbours, and there was some political

rogress. In many areas, it is true, a purely rural life persisted.

he Oroandeis, the Homonadeis, and the Isaureis, though they
possessed one or more central strongholds, lived scattered in
villages; they are to be described as confederations of clans
rather than as tribes, and probably had little cohesion except in
time of war: the Cetae of Cilicia Tracheia had even less. On the
other hand more and more of the Pisidian communities seem to
have been adopting urban life; at any rate we hear of more cities.
Many of these cittes were of a rudimentary type; Amblada was
for instance in the Attalid period ruled by its elders. But the
larger cities were becoming hellenized. A considerable number
of them issued coins inscribed in Greek towards the end of the
second century, and an inscription records a treaty between
Termessus and Adada in regular Greek forms, In the Cabalis
the four cities of Cibyra, Oencanda, Bubon, and Balbura,
though actually ruled by dynasts bearing the name of Moagetes,
were in constitutional Len’eory united in a league modelled on the
Lycian. Even in Cilicia Tracheia there was some progress in
the more hellenized eastern area ruled by the high priests of Zeus
Olbius; the mass of the people was still organized in the two
tribes of the Cennatae and the Lalasseis, but the holy city of Olba
itself had achieved a Greek constitution. As a whole the political
conditions in these parts were very fluid. Loosely organized
tribal confederations might subsist unchanged, or mght con-
solidate into one large city or might split, according to their
degree of culture, into a number of separate clans or cities, or
again might become a league of cities; the several communities
might develop regular Greek constitutions or remain under the
rule of their tribal aristocracies, or become subject to dynasts, 61

The spontaneous way in which city life developed in western
and southern Asia Minor is well illustrated by the diffusion of
the titles borne by the principal civic. magistrates. Had the
development been initiated by the central governments one
would expect these titles to be uniform in the areas ruled by the
several dynasties, This is not the case. In one part of the
Seleucid dominions, Phrygia, Lydia, and Caria, the usual style
of the eponymous magistrates of the cities was stephanephorus,
while the executive power was exercised by a board of strategi.
In other Seleucid areas, Pamphylia and Cilicia Pedias, a type of
constitution prevailed in which a demiwrgus was eponymous and
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the principal executive magistrates were styled pryfaness. This
second type is found, moreover, not only in Seleucid areas, but
in Cilicia Tracheia, ruled by the Ptolemies, while in another
Ptolemaic province, Lycia, the cities were ruled by boards of
prytaneis, and in the independent Pisidian communities the
eponymous demiurgate was popular. Thus the geographical
distribution of titles bears no relation to the political boundaries
of the third century B.c. Nor does it correspond with those of the
second century. The Attalid kingdomembraced areasinwhich both
principal types of constitution prevailed, and both extended be-
yond the boundaries of the kingdom, the ste%hanepkorus and strateg:
type into Caria, which was first ruled by Rhodes and then inde-
pendent, the demiurgus and prytaneis type into Seleucid Cilicia.

The diffusion of titles can only be explained as the result of a
spontaneous movement; the institutions of a prominent city were
copied by its neighbours or even by distant communities with
which it had intimate trade relations, and they in turn passed
them on to the humbler communities of their districts. The
original home of the stephanephorate was probably Miletus,
where it was of great antiquity. It was adopted in the late fourth
century by several other lonian cities, including Smyrna. The
influence of these two great commercial towns is sufficient to
account for the wide popularity which it enjoyed 1n their hinter-
lands, Caria and Lydia, whence it penetrated by the great trade
route to the East into Phrygia. The ultimate source of the second
type of constitution was probably Rhodes, where the prytanas
were the principal executive board, but important secondary
sources were the old Hellenic cities of Pamphylia, where
the eponymous demiurgate is attested in the late fourth century
B.C., and probably also those of Cilicia Pedias. These may well
have modelled their political institutions on those of Rhodes, but
at a much earlier date; for the eponymous demiurgi of the several
cities of Rhodes were after their synoecism in 408 B.C. over-
shadowed by the priest of the Sun, by whom the united republic
dated its documents. The popularity of the demiurgate 1s, there-
fore, probably to be attributed to the influence of such great
cities as Aspendus and Soli, itself a Rhodian colony; Lycia, it
may be noted, which was more directly under Rhodian influence,
did not adopt it. The spread of the prytanate may on the other
hand, be as much due to the example of Rhodes itself as to that of
the Pamphylian and Cilician cities.52,

The ambition of native communities to rank as Greek cities
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produced some curious by-products. Indigenous cities showed
a rather childish desire to conceal their humble origin, and many
of them tried to do so by a change of name. Those which were
lucky enough to possess Greek names already hallowed by
tradition had merely to adopt them. Thus Phoenician Gebal had
long been known to the Greeks as Byblus. Similarly, the Ter-
milae had been dubbed by the Greeks for reasons unknown the
Lycians, and many of their cities had been arbitrarily given Greek
names-—Arna, for instance, was called Xanthus. The Lycians
took over these names with all the more eagerness because they
occurred in the sacred pages of Homer %3

In other cases a native name which fortunately bore an acci-
denta] resemblance to a Greek was tendentiously mis-spelt.
Pella of Coele Syria was not a Macedonian military colony; the
town is mentioned in the ancient Egyptian records, from which
it appears that its true spelling was P-h-1. Orthosia of Phoenicia
similarly appears in the Tel-el-Amarna letters as Ardata. It may
be suspected also that Anthedon, near Gaza, was merely a hellen-
ized version of “Ain Teda. Greek immigrants no doubt gave the
lead in these transformations; Greeks were never good at pro-
nouncing barbarian names and they would naturally catch at any
seeming resemblance to a Greek name familiar to them. But
the natives certainly exploited this tendency, which gave them
the opportunity of claiming Greek origin for their towns.54,

In other cascs the native name was translated. Thus Apollonia
of Palestine, the modern Arsuf, originally bore 2 name derived
from the Semitic god Reseph; Reseph was regularly identified
with Apollo, and the city became Apollonia. Translation may
well account for many of the theophoric names—Heraclea,
Aphrodisias, Metropolis, Diospolis, and so forth—borne by
barbartan cities. Often, however, such names are rather to be
regarded as descriptive; they were adopted because the chief
god of the town was identified with Heracles, Zeus, or whoever
it might be, although the native name of the town might bear
no allusion to its god. Such descriptive titles were often mnvented
by the Greek immigrants, to avoid the trouble of pronouncing
intractable barbarian names: thus the great majority of the towns
of Egypt, except those in the Delta which had long been familiar
to the Greeks and whose names had acquired a pronounceable
Greek form, were given descriptive titles, derived either from
the Greek god with whom their tutelary god was identified or
from their totem animal; of the former type are Letopolis, Pano-
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polis, Eileithyiopolis, of the latter Crocodilopolis, Leontopolis,
and Oxyrhynchus and Latopolis, both named from kinds of fish.
Other descriptive names are less precise: Palaeopolis, ‘the ancient
city’, occurs several times, and Hieropolis, ‘the sacred city’, is
embarrassingly common. In all these cases, though the name was
usually not of their invention, the hellenized natives were very
willing to use it.5s,

Another means of concealing their barbarian origin of which
the native cities made free use was the fabrication of foundation
legends connecting them with great cities of Greece or with the
heroes of the epic cycle. Some races and cities were fortunate
enough to figure in Greek legend already, and they had only to
advertise their Homeric forebears. The Paphlagonian kings
took the name of Pylaemenes, the leader of the Paphlagonians in

%baeite Mysians honoured their ‘forefather
Chromius’, who likewise figures in the [flad. Phrygian Stec-
torium boasted of the torab of Mygdon, and its neighbour Otrus
named itself after Otreus; these heroes led the Homeric
Phrygians. Many Phrygian cities clatmed Midas as their founder.
The Lycian cities named their demes after Sarpedon, Bellero-
phon, and other Lycian heroes of the epic cycle. Sidon was
naturally proud of her son Cadmus, who had given the Greeks
their alphabet and founded Thebes; as early as the third century
B.C, the Sidonians in a Greek inscription honouring their suffete
Diotimus, the first of their citizens to win a victory in the
chariot races at the Nemean games, allude to their city as ‘the
house of the noble sons of Agenor’, and aver that ‘the holy city
of Cadmeian Thebes glories when she sees her mother city
splendid with victories’.%¢

Other cities, less fortunate, had to forge their title deeds.
Pisidian Selge claimed Calchas for its founder; Cilician Tarsus
hesitated between Perseus, Triptolemus, and Heracles; Syrian
Scythopolis between Dionysus and Orestes; Mysian Pérgamum
claimed both Telephus, an Arcadian hero, and a son of Pyrrhus
and Andromache, appropriately called Pergamus, Many Phry-

ian cities not content with their native heroes adopted Greek
%ounders: Iconium preferred Perseus to its indigenous Nan-
nacus, Nacoleia and Synnada claimed Heracles and Acamas
respectively, and Dorylaeum combined both claims. Some of
the Greek colonies of the Hellenistic age also, discontented with
their modernity, sought to put back their origins to the heroic
age. Antioch claimed to be one of the numerous foundativns of
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Triptolemus, and Nicaea, according to Memnon, was called not
after Lysimachus’ wife, but after a nymph beloved of Dionysus.
It was naturally the wandering gods and heroes, like Dionysus,
Heracles, Perseus, Triptolemus, and Orestes who were most
hardly worked ; they could be plausibly supposed to have founded
cities in the most remote districts in the course of their travels.
‘The origin of most of the legends is obscure, but in some cases
they can be clearly traced to false etymologies; Perseus is for
instance said to have left the image (elxwv) of the Gorgon’s head
at Iconium. The origin of the name of Scythopolis is unknown,
but it is evident that it gave rise to two divergent legends to
explain it, one of which made use of the Scythians of Tauris, who
accompanied Orestes and Iphigeneia, and the other pastulated
Scythian companions of Dionysus.57,

A cunous feature of the legends is the vast and extremely im-
plausible colonial activity attributed to Sparta, especially in
south-western Asia Minor, where Alabanda, Cibyra, Sagalassus,
Selge, Synnada, and Amblada claim to be Lacedaemonian
colonies, From .the very curious correspondence between the
high priest Onias and king Areus preserved in I Maccabees it
would appear that the Jews at one time thought of establishing
kinship with the Spartans, though with characteristic arrogance
they clatmed that the Spartans were descended from Abraham
and that Sparta was thus their colony.%8,

The diffusion of city government over the lands of the East
owed far more to the imperceptible progress of spontaneous
hellenization than to the spectacular foundations of the kings.
The triumph of Hellenism would not, it is true, have been pos-
sible but for the work of the kings. By encouraging Greek immi-
gration—for their own purposes—they introduced to their
ortental subjects living models to imitate. By giving to Greek—
once again for their own convenience—the status of an official
language, they compelled their subjects to learn the tongue in
which the political philosophers of Athens had written. Above
all by their own power and glory they impressed on the oriental
mind the superiority of the culture which they represented. But
their direct contribution was smail. Of the scores of cities which
sprang up in the Hellenistic East a very small proportion owed
their origin to royal initiative ; even of those which bore the names
of kings not a few achieved their own autonomy. The motive force
which produced the vast majority of the cities of the East was the
ambition of the native upper class to adopt the Greek way of life.



CHAPTER IiI
THE ROMAN REPUBLIC

THE Roman republic was at first reluctant to annex eastern
lands; it gained no territory by its victory over Philip V of
Macedon In 197 B.C. or by its more spectacular defeat of Antio-
chus III in 189 B.C., though it redrew the map of Asia Minor on
this occaston. The senate rightly felt that once the republic had
commitments in the East 1t would inevitably be drawn into
further conflicts, and that the administration of distant depen-
dencies was a troublesome burden. This reluctance was gradually
overcome either by strategic necessity, real or imaginary,-or by
financial considerations. Powers which threatened, or were sup-
posed to threaten, the security of Rome, or later of the Roman pos-
sessions in the East, had to be crushed, and the lands they had ruled
had to be governed somehow. One of the early provinces, Asia,
brought in a very handsome profit, and it seemed foolish to reject
this means of balancing the republic’s budget. But though Rome
thus came to govern most of the Greek lands up to the Euphrates,
the senate remained uninterested in the provinces it had acquired.
Absorbed as it was in the political struggle at home, it would
rarely spare the time to looE at them, save when they became
pawns in that game, or when the attacks of foreign powers or
internal commotions threatened to destroy their financial value.
In these circumstances it is useless to look for any constructive
policy in the republican administration of the provinces; there
was no policy at all save a tendency to favour the autonomy of
the Greek cities—a tendency which was partly due to sentimental
reasons and partly to the nuisance value of cities in curbing the
more dangerous power of the kings.

The one occasion on which the internal affairs of a province
came up for serious consideration was when it was annexed. It
was usual on these occasions to send ouit a commission of senators
to assist the magistrate who had annexed the territory to draw up
a code of regulations laying down the general lines of the future
administration, and this cade, the lex provinciae, had to be con-
sidered by the senate before it was finally ratified. Thereafter,
unless some major catastrophe such as a general revolt demanded
its radical revision, this code remained the basis of the administra-



52 THE DIFFUSION OF THE CITY

tion, and it was only in exceptional cases that the senate modified
its provisions. The political development of any district annexed
tended therefore to be stabilized at the stage which it had reached
on annexation.

If the senate had no constructive policy in the provinces, their
governors had even less, It is characteristic of the indifference of
the senate to provincial administration that it never evolved any
special machinery for the purpose. At first additional praetors
were elected annually by the Roman people to look after newly
acquired provinces. But as the provinces grew more numerous
no effort was made to increase the number of praetors pro-
portionately, and by the time that the first eastern provinces were
acquired it had become the usual practice to fill the additional
posts for which no praetors were available by prolonging the
command of some magistrates for an extra year or two. Sulla
attempted to systematize this practice by arranging that each year
a sufficient number of magistrates should be elected in Rome to
supply an ex-magistrate to each province in the subsequent year,
the provinces could thus be governed by a regular succession of
proconsuls and propraetors each serving for a year. The system
broke down because some magistrates refused to take up their
year of provincial administration, and because once again no
provision was made for newly annexed provinces. The distribu-
tion of the provinces between the magistrates was more or less
haphazard ; for although the senate decided each year which pro-
vinces should go to the consuls and which to tl!:e praetors and
which should remain under their present governors for another
year, the consuls and praetors balloted for the provinces assigned
to either grade.

Such a system was not conducive either to efficiency or to
continuity of policy in provincial administration. The man who
eventually became a provincial governor had not been originally
elected for his administrative ability, and he was not appointed
to his particular province for his knowledge of it or interest in it,
but purely by chance. When he arrived he expected to stay for a
year only, and not knowing whether his tenure would be pro-
longed or not he naturally embarked on no schemes which might
be overturned by his successor. Few governors had the time to
learn the problems of their provinces, much less to think out or to
execute any constructive policy. For not only was their period of
office too short, but they were, if they took their duties seriously,
grossly overworked. The average province was very large;



THE ROMAN REPUBLIC 53

Macedonia, for instance, included not only the old kingdom but
all the cities of Greece, and Bithynia-Pontus was constituted out
of what had been two separate kingdoms. The governor had no
trained assistants—his legates might, it is true, have some ex-
perience, but his quaestor and comites were raw young men, just
entering political life—and no adequate clerical staff. His duties
were multifarious. In some provinces he or his quaestor had to
collect the tribute from the communities, and even when, as was
generally the case in the East, the taxes were raised by contractors
directly responsible to Rome, the disputes between the pro-
vincials and the contractors came under his jurisdiction and were
often a troublesome problem. He was commander-in-chief of the
army of occupation and might, in some provinces, have to spend
most of his time in border wars. Finally, he had very heavy
judicial duties, being obliged to administer justice to all Roman
residents, an influential and litigious class.

Lack of government might have done no great harm to the
provinces, though the frequent change of governors must have
produced an atmosphere of uncertainty unfavourable to their
development. But this was not the worst that provinces had to
endure, The brutality and rapacity of Roman governors has
gerhaps been exaggerated—most of our evidence comes, it must

e remembered, from the prosecutions of the worst—but there
can be little doubt that the majority regarded their office as a
perfectly legitimate opportunity of recovering their clection
expenses and feathering their nests for the future. The exactions
of the revenue contractors and of the money-lenders who
followed in their wake have probably not been exaggeratéd.
During the greater part of the last century of the republic they
had complete control of the situation, for from 122 to 8o B.C.
they were the judges in the court before which cases of extortion
were tried at Rome, and in 70 B.c. they regained a dominant
position in it. A governor whose hands were not too clean—and
even one who like Scaevola was perfectly honest—was thus at
their mercy, Very few governors had the courage to stand up to
the Roman financial interest, as did Lucullus, and the natural
result was that the financiers exploited their opportunity to the
utmost. The provinces were thus exposed to a government which
was at the best inefficient and discontinuous, and at the worst
arbitrary and rapacious. To political uncertainty was thus added
economic decline. In these circumstances little spontaneous
progress could be expected in the provinces.
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It is obvious that the system of provincial government out-
lined above could not have functioned at all unless the greater
part of the administration had been devolved upon the local
authorities. It had in fact grown up on that assumption. The
first provinces acquired had been groups of cities, like Sicily, or
groups of cities and tribes, like Sardinia and Corsica, and the
senate had naturally taken the line of least resistance, and
allowed the provincial communities to govern themselves, giving
to the Roman governor the task of supervising and co-ordinating
their activities and at the same time watching over the security
of the territory and protecting the interests of Roman citizens.

The districts earliest annexed in the East fortunately fitted in
with this conception of provincial government. Macedon, the
first kingdom to fall before the advance of Rome, had consisted
under its later kings of a league of communities, The senate at
the beginning tried to do without any provincial government,
merely splitting the kingdom into four federations in the hope
of destroying national sentiment, The revolt of the Macedonians
under the leadership of a pretender of the royal line proved that
this hope was baseless, and in 148 B.c. Macedonia was con-
stituted a regular province under a governor. This province
included a number of Illyrian tribes and Greek cities on the
Adriatic which had not belonged to the kingdom, and also some
Thracian tribes along the shore of the Aegean; it may thus be
described as a zone of territory flanking either side of the Egna-
tian Way, which led from Dyrrachium to the Thracian Cher-
sonese. The governor of the new province also had to supervise
the cities of Greece, who, having ventured in 146 B.C. to defy the
will of the senate, were reduced to subjection.%?

The next acquisition was the kingdom of Pergamum, which
was in 133 B.C. bequeathed to the Roman republic by its eccentric
king Attalus I1I, ‘The senate, it would appear, originally decided
to grant freedom to the former subjects of the kingdom, but the
revolt of Aristonicus, an illegitimate son of Attalus III, received
such widespread support that the necessity of a governor became
evident. The new province, Asia, comprised the civilized
western part of the kingdom only—the Troad, Mysia, and
Lydia—together with Caria, whose inhabitants had in 168 B.C.
been declared free but had apparently supported Aristonicus.
To these regions was later—probably in 116 B.C.—added
Phrygia, which had originally been ceded, as a reward for his aid
in suppressing Aristonicus, to Mithridates V of Pontus.
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These districts afforded few problems to the Roman commis-
sioners who organized the province, for the Attalid kingdom had
consisted almost entirely of autonomous communes, In the
immediate neighbourhood of Pergamum there seem to have been
some directly administered areas, which had formed the nucleus
of the original Attalid principality, but these were probably
among the lands bequeathed by Attalus III to the city of Per-
gamum. The greater part of the Thracian Chersonese was crown
property, the cities which had formerly occupied it-—Lysima-
cheia and others—having been destroyed in the Thracian wars
and never reconstituted. The territory of the Trocnades, a
Galatian tribe on the north-eastern frontier of Phrygia, was
perhaps also royal land. Furthermore Stratonicea of Mysia seems
to have been punished for its obstinate support of Aristonicus—
it was his last stronghold—by the confiscation of its territory,
the Indeipedion. These small areas of public land—the rights of
the crown were transferred on the annexation to the Roman
people-——did not present any great administrative difficulty; the
Trocnades and the Indeipediatae, at any rate, seem to have been
granted autonomy though they continued to pay rent for their
[and ; how the Chersonese was administered it is more difhicult to
see, for its inhabitants apparently had no communal organization.
The province of Asia received only one accession later, a part of
the Moagetid principality, comprising the city of Cibyra and
considerable tracts of crown lands adjacent to its territory on the
east and west. The villages on these lands were granted auto-
nomy while continuing to pay rent for them.?®

The districts of the Attalid kingdom which had not been
incorporated in the province of Asia—the Milyas, Pisidia, Pam-
phylia, and Lycaonia—became during the next generation, when
they were apparently left to their own devices, such a stronghold
of piracy that eventually in 101 B.C. the senate was driven into
establishing a military command to keep them in order. This
was apparently the origin of the province misleadingly called
Cilicia, not, it would seem, because 1t included Cilicia proper, but
because the pirates were generically styled Cilicians. Admini-
stratively this area presented no new problem, for it comprised a
number of hitherto independent cities and tribes and petty
principalities. In the course of the punitive wars which were
frequent on this coast the territories of several cities and tribes
were confiscated; Servilius Isauricus deprived the cities of
Phaselis, Olympus, and Attaleia and the tribe of the Oroandeis
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of their lands. But administratively these measures made no
difference.”" |

The next acquisition was the little kingdom of Cyrenaica, be-
%ucathed by its king Ptolemy Apion to the republic in g6 B.C.

yrenaica consisted of five Greek cities and a much more con-
siderable area of royal land, inhabited by Libyan tribes, to the
east and west and south of them. The senate declared the cities
free, and apparently appointed no governor; it must however
have made some arrangements for administering the royal lands,
seeing that it drew revenue from them. The arrangements, what-
ever they were, proved unsatisfactory; for in 74 B.C. Cyrenaica
was constituted a regular province, the freedom of the cities being
revoked, When a few years later Crete, whose cities had been
harbouring pirates, was annexed, the two were combined under
one governor.?2

Of the districts annexed by Pompey the former Seleucid
dominions in Cilicia and Syria presented no radical difficulties.
The kingdom had already fallen apart into a medley of cities,
tribes, principalities, and kingdoms, and on the whole all that
Pompey did was to recognize the status quo. In Cilicia he restored
a number of coastal cities which had been desolated by piracy,
repeopling them with captured pirates, and confirmed Tarcondi-
motus in his little principality in the hinterland. In northern
Syria he admitted Antiochus of Commagene to the friendship
and alliance of the Roman people, and recognized the various
minor Arab dynasts, together with the cities and tribal communes.
In central Syria he confirmed Ptolemy as tetrarch of the Ituracan
principality and restored republican government in such of the
Phoenician cities as had fallen into the hands of tyrants. Only in
the south did he make a considerable change. Here he reconsti-
tuted the many cities destroyed by the Jews and reduced the
Jewish kingdom to a sacerdotal principality comprising only rural
districts—Galilee, Samareitis, Judaea proper, and Peraea. The
Nabataean kingdom he did not have time to deal with, but it was
shortly afterwards admitted to the friendship and alliance of the
Roman people by Scaurus, the first proconsul of Syria.”s

In Cilicia and Syria Pompey thus revived city life in areas
where it had recently been weakened or destroyed but shelved the
problem of the backward districts by allowing them to remain
under their kings and dynasts. In Bithynia and Pontus there was
no such easy way out. These two kingdoms had both been ad-
ministered on 2 centralized system, which it was manifestly im-
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possible to maintain, since Roman governors, untrained in
administrative method and changing at frequent intervals, would
be utterly incapable of controlling the bureaucraticmachine. If the
kingdoms were to be put under a Roman governor, administration
had to be devolved onto local authorities, but 1n many cases no
corporate bodies existed which could undertake the responsibility.

Bithynia was the less difficult problem, because in area it was
much smaller and it contained eight Greek cities {including
Heraclea, which had by its adherence to Mithridates during the
war forfeited its independence) as well as two military colonies in
the Paphlagonian territory incorporated in the kingdom, Bithy-
nium and Creteia. The situation had, however, been complicated
in that the directly administered areas, which were apparently
regarded as crown lands, had already been leased to a Roman
company when Pompey undertook the organization of the king-
dom. Pompey’s solution was very rough and ready. He took the
existing cities as the basis of his scheme, granting autonomy, if
they did not already possess it, to the military colonies, and
apportioned the formerly royal and now public lands between
them. The geographical distribution of the cities was such that
the division had to be very unequal: to Nicaea, the only impor-
tant city of the intertor, was assigned a territory of fantastic size,
including all the middle valley of the Sangarius and all the hiil
country lying within its curve. The administration of the king-
dom was thus devolved upon the cities. But the vested interest of
the Roman company seems to have been respected; for it
apparently collected the revenue of the former royal land, which
remained public.7

Pontus was a more intractable problem, since its area was so
much larger and its few cities were confined to the coast. The
most backward districts, those on the eastern frontier only
recently incorporated in the kingdom, Pompey did not attempt to
bring under the provincial administration; Colchis, Armenia
Minor, and the group of savage tribes which inhabited the hinter-
land of Pharnaceia and Trapezus were assigned to dynasts. The
rest of the kingdom~—with the exception of an area surrounding
Comana, which was assigned as a principality to Archelaus, whom
Pompey appointed high priest of that town—was divided into
eleven city territories. Four of these territories were assigned to
the four Greek colonies of the seaboard, and three to the old
towns of the interior, Amaseia, Cabeira, and Zela, which Pompey
organized as cities. T'o govern the remaining four Pompey had to
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create new cities, two, Pompeiopolis and Neapolis, in Pontic
Paphlagonia, another, Megalopolis, far inland on the upper Halys,
and the fourth, Magnopolis, in the plain of Phanarcea at the
junction of the Lycus and the Iris. The last had already been
begun by Mithridates under the name of Eupatoria, and Pompey
had merely to complete the work. The other three seem to have
been mere villages which Pompey enlarged by the synoecism of
the neighbouring population.?s

In Pontus the Roman government, through its agent Pompey,
thus for the first time founded Greek cities.. The motive for the
innovation was not elevated. Pompey may have prided himself
on his enlightenment in introducing Greek city life into the back-
ward regions of north-eastern Asia Minor, but it is plain that his
principal concern in creating a substructure of local self-govern-
ment was to lighten the burden of administration which had
hitherto been carried by the central executive, The foundation of
these cities was in fact simply a confession of the incapacity of the
Roman provincial system to administer the provinces. The rough
and ready way in which the change over from central to local
responsibility was effected wholesale, with the minimum of con-
structive effort, reveals the true motive of the whole proceeding:
Pompey had to run up some kind of administrative framework
before he left the country to the incompetent hands of a succession
of Roman governors. The civilizing effects of the change must
have been minimal; for the vast rural areas subjected to each city
can hardly have been conscious of their change of masters.

A similar reorganization of the Jewish principality was eftected
by Gabinius, one of Pompey’s followers, during his proconsu~
late of Syria. The government of the country was entrusted to
councils of local notables sitting at Sepphoris, Jerusalem, Jericho,
Amathus, and Gadara, and the principality can thus be said to
have been split into five cities. This change was, however,
revoked by Caesar, who made Hyrcanus, the high priest, ethnarch
of the whole country once more.76

The last acquisition of the Roman republic, Cyprus, offered no
problems. It had consisted under its Ptolemaic kings of a league
of cities, and the local government continued under Roman rule
to be conducted by them. The leaders of the popular party
hankered after Egypt and several moves were made to annex it,
but the senate wisely hesitated to undertake the formidable task
of governing it, and 1t was left to the first of the emperors to make
it a province of the Roman people.??



CHAPTER 1V
THE PRINCIPATE

IN Augustus the eastern provinces recognized at long last, after
an interminable series of ephemeral governors who seemed to
owe allegiance to no one, 2 king. And in essence they were right.
With the establishment of the principate the Roman empire
acquired a permanent head, who was sugiciently interested in the
welfare of the provinces to formulate a policy for them, and more-
over had the authority to carry it through. To the republican
governors and to the tax-collecting companies the provinces had
too often been simply ficlds of exploitation; and the senate and
the equestrian order at Rome had been inclined to be complacent
about the misdeeds of their own class. The emperors at least took
a longer view; in their own interest they were careful to maintain
the provinces at a reasonable level of prosperity, in order to assure
a stable revenue for the future, and they had no reason to condone
the exactions of governors and tax-collectors, who enriched them-
selves to the ultimate detriment of the treasury. Furthermore the
emperors took an interest in the provinces for their own sake
which the senate had never felt; as autocrats of the whole empire
they tended to regard all their subjects as equal and to give as
much thought to the well-being of the provincials as to that of
the citizens of the ruling city.

The emperors not only had the will to improve the state of the
provinces, but the power to enforce their will. Under the division
of powers between the princeps and the senate many of the
eastern provinces remained, it is true, under the authority of the
latter—Asia, Macedonia, Achaea, Crete and Cyrene, Cyprus,
Bithynia and Pontus. These provinces continued to be governed
as before by pro-magistrates serving for a year. But they could,
if maladministration produced a serious decline in prosperity, be
temporarily transferred to the emperor’s care, and even while
they remained under senatorial control were subject to the over-
riding authority of the emperor, who could by edict reform serious
abuses. More important than these direct controls was the
emperor’s power to regulate admission to the senate and retard or
advance 2 senator’s career; any ambitious senator was obliged to
satisfy the emperor’s standards, and gradually the composition
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and the tone of the senatorial aristocracy were utterly transformed,
and it came to consist no longer of politicians but of civil servants.
In his own provinces the emperor could choose his own governors,
either from the senatorial or the equestrian order, and could keep
them at their posts as long as he judged convenient. Throughout
the empire the abandonment of the farming system for direct
taxes and their assessment according to a methodical census
greatly diminished fiscal extortion.

The increase in security and the growth of prosperity which
resulted from these reforms gave a fresh tmpetus to the long dor-
mant tendency towards hellenization and the concurrent growth
of city life. At the same time the Roman government, now that it
had become monarchical, adopted the traditional policy of the
Hellenistic kings and regarded it as its mission by promoting the
growth of cities to advance the civilization of tﬁc empire. Dio
Chrysostom enumerates as the everyday tasks of the good emperor
to ‘marshal an army, pacify a district, found a city, bridge rivers
and span the earth with roads’; and Aelius Aristides, in his speech
“T'o Rome’, vindicated the superiority of the Roman to the Persian
empire not by the greater number of its provinces—which might
be disputed~—but by the multitude of its cities: ‘the shores of the
sea’, he writes, ‘and the inland regions are filled with cities, some
founded, some enlarged under your sway and by your act’.”8

But the idealism of the emperors was, like that of the kings,
tempered by practical considerations. They had, it is true, little
to fear from the cities. The might of the empire was too over-
powering for the cities to entertain any ambitions of shaking
off its rule, and moreover the technique of control evolved by the
republic and continued under the empire was far more effic-
ient than that adopted by the kings; the upper classes, to whom
the Roman government gave the rule of the cities, knew that
their power depended on the support of that government and
were unswervingly loyal to it. But the motive of profit rematned.
Directly administered areas brought in a very high revenue so
long as the administration could be efficiently run, and the
imperial government felt itself capable, as the senate had not
been, of controlling a bureaucratic system. In this idea it proved
mistaken, but there was in some provinces a determined attempt
to maintain direct administration before its growing inefficiency
compelled the devolution of government.”?

The emperors made no attempt to romanize the Greek-speak-
ing provinces. One aspect of their activities might seem at first
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sight to be an attempt in this direction—the planting of Roman
colonies in the East. This process was begun before the establish-
ment of the principate by the dictator Caesar. His programme,
interrupted by his death, was completed and extended by
the triumvirs; and their work was consolidated by Augustus,
who also made a number of new settlements. It is not always
easy to fix the exact date of a colony during this period, for
many were refounded after their first deduction. In the
present state of our knowledge Sinope in Pontus and Corinth
and Buthrotum in Achaea can be definitely assigned to Caesar;
Dyme in Achaea may also be his. Lystra in Lycaonia and Cas-
sandreia and Diam in Macedonia were founded shortly after his
death, and no doubt according to his plans. Alexandria Troas,
Parium, and Lampsacus in Asia, three more Macedonian
colonies, Philippi, Dyrrachium and Pella, and Apamea and
probably Heraclea in Bithynia also fall in the first quinquennium
of the triumvirate. Cnossus in Crete was founded in 36 B.C.
Two of these colonies, Lampsacus and Heraclea, disappeared
during the civil wars, never to revive: of the others Augustus
restored the majority, planting fresh settlers. In addition
he founded Patrae, attributing the existing colony of Dyme to
it, and perhaps Actium also in Achaea, Antioch, and four smaller
towns, Olbasa, Comama, Parlais, and Cremna in Pisidia, Berytus
in Syria, and perhaps Byllts in Macedonia. Thereafter the move-
ment slowed down. Claudius planted three colonies, Aprus in
Thrace, Archelais in Cappadocia, and Ptolemais in Syria; Ves-
pasian another three, Deultum and Flaviopolis in Thrace and
Caesarea in Palestine; Domitian two, Germa in Galatia and
Claudiopolis in Cilicia Tracheia. Hadrian founded the colonies of
Iconium and Aelia Capitolina, and may also have colonized Cyrene
and Taucheira. Marcus Aurelius founded Faustinopolis in Cap-
padocia.8°

These settlements were clearly too few and far between seriously
to modify the predominantly Greek culture of the regions in
which they were planted, and in point of fact they for the most
part gradually took the tone of their surroundings; Greek sup-
planted Latin on their inscriptions and even on their coins the
Latin legends, engraved by Greek artists, became progressively
more illiterate and ultimately in some cases became Greek. The
motives for Roman colonization in the East are not to be sought
in any policy of cultural assimilation. They were strictly practical.

Some of the colonies were no doubt intended to restore regions
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rendered desolate by war. Caesar seems to have had this end in
view in most of the foundations. Epirus had been frightfully
ravaged and depopulated in 168 B.c. and Corinth had been de-
stroyed in- 146 B.C,, and in neither place had the destruction ever
been repaired, while Pontus had recently suffered severely in the
final campaigns against Mithridates. Hadrian’s Aelia Capitolina
replaced Jerusalem, destroyed in A.D. 70, and his colonization of
Cyrenaica was intended to repair the havoc caused by the recent
Jewish revolt in that province.

Other colonies were primarily military in character, fortresses
to hold in check unruly regions, Augustus’ Pisidian colonies are
certainly to be regarded in this light, and Berytus was evidently
intended to overawe the Ituraean brigands who had recently been

iving trouble; its territory included their central sanctuary,

eliopolis. The Thracian colonies were undoubtedly fortresses
to control the warlike tribesmen of this region, and it is probable
that Claudiopolis was intended to hold in check the notoriously
turbulent Cetae ; Ptolemais and Caesarca may have been similarly
meant to overawe the Jews.

But although many colonies performed a useful economic or
military function in the district in which they were planted, the
choice of a site was probably often influenced by an even more
practical consideration, the availability of land. The site of
Corinth was already ager publicus: we happen to know that
Buthrotum had forfeited a part of its territory by its failure to pay
a communal fine inflicted Ey Caesar: and Sinope may well have
incurred his displeasure by its half-hearted resistance to Pharnaces.
It would appear from Augustus’ boast that he was the first to pay
for land required for colonial settlements that the triumviral
colonies also were planted on ager publicus, no doubt territory
confiscated from communities which had taken the wrong side in
the civil wars. Nor is it likely that all the land required for the
Augustan and later imperial colonies was purchased. The territory
of Flaviopolis was taken from the Attalid royal lands in the Cher-
sonese, which had eventually passed into the imperial patri-
mony. And it is highly probable that in the turbulent districts to
which the more distinctively military colonies were sent and in
devastated areas such as central Judaea and Cyrenaica there was
much land available for settlement which had been confiscated
from the rebellious inhabitants,?:

The primary motive of the colonial movement was in fact to
provide land for certain classes of Roman citizens, and any services
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"which the settlements might perform in the districts where they
were planted were a secondary consideration. Caesar was chiefly
mnterested in the urban proletariat of Rome, and his eastern colonies
were probably peopled from this class—Corinth, about which
alone we have definite information, certainly was so. The trium-
virs and the emperors were principally concerned to find land for
their veterans. Augustus in particular had a vast mass of troops
to pay off after Actium, a fact which explains the large number of
colonies he restored or founded; these were chiefly of veterans,
but some, such as Dyrrachium and Philippi, consisted in part at
any rate of Italians dispossessed by the veterans planted in Italy.
Of the first-century colonies some are definitely known to have
been composed of veterans—the coins of Ptolemais bear the
standards of the four Syrian legions, and Deultum is stated by
Pliny to have been a veteran settlement—and most were no doubt
of this character. For the second-century colonies recorded
above we have no evidence, but it is very probable that Colonia in
Armenia Minor was a veteran colony and was established in the
second century; it was obviously a pendant of the legionary
fortress of Satala built in this neighbourhood by Trajan. Satala
itself became a colony, perhaps already in the second century, and
the earlier legionary camp in Melitene, established by Vespasian,
was granted civic organization by Trajan; we have no information
on the type of constitution it received, but its origin suggests that
the new city was given the status of a colony.82

The origin of the Roman colonists in the East may in part
explain the rapidity with which the majority of the colonies were
hellenized. The settlers, though legally Roman citizens, must to
a very considerable extent have been of oriental origin. Caesar’s
colonists at Corinth were for the most part freedmen, and to the
majority of themn Greek was probably more familiar than Latin.
Not a few of the veterans belonging to Antony’s army whom
Augustus settled in his colonies were orientals who had received
the Roman citizenship on enlistment, and the eastern legions were
henceforth normally recruited locally. The men who were en-
rolled in the later veteran colonies knew Latin—it was the official
language of the army everywhere—but their mother tongue was
Greek, and, since they lived all their lives in Greek-speaking areas,
Greek probably remained their everyday language. s

The emperors of the Severan house founded a large number of
colonies in Syria and Mesopotamia. Some of these are known to
have been veteran settlements ; the standards of legions appear on
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the coins of T'yre and of Rhesaina, and it seems on general grounds
probable that in Mesopotamia, a newly-conquered province con-
stantly liable to Parthian attack, the majority of the colonies were
of a military character. Butatthis period—and probably earlier—
the title oli:ycolony was coming more and more frequently to be
granted to cities as an honour, which conferred certain privileges,
without any settlement taking place. It continued to be conferred
on cities down to the fourth century a.p., but it had long before
that time become entirely meaningless.8

The colonial movement contributed but little to the develop-
ment of city life in the East. The great majority of the Roman
colonies were superimposed on existing Greek cities. Some few
were revivals of destroyed cities, Corinth is the most obvious
example, but Flaviopolis was in a sense a restoration of Lysi-
macheia; it occupied the same or almost the same site, and its
territory was taken from the land which had escheated to the
Attalid kings on the destruction of Lyysimacheia. A very few were
new centres of civic life. The process common on the western
frontiers, whereby the canabae of military stations grew into
towns and were ultimately accorded self-government, is rare in
the East, The legions were normally quartered in cities, and 1t
was only on the upper Euphrates frontier, where town life was
undeveloped, and in the desolate waste that central Judaea became
after the destruction of Jerusalem, that legionary camps were
situated in rural districts. The canabae of XII Fulminata and
XV Apoliinaris became the colonies of Melitene and Satala; and
it may be that those of X Fretensis formed the nucleus of Aelia
Capitolina. Aprus and Deultum in Thrace, Colonia of Armenia
Minor, and Faustinopolis in Cappadocia were also new autono-
mous communes in areas hitherto administered on bureaucratic
lines,

The emperors did not always plant their veterans in colonies.
Augustus seems to have settled some of his men in Greek cities,
enrolling them in the citizen body but not altering the status of the
community. Later emperors planted small groups of veterans in
the directly administered areas without giving them any corporate
organization: Vespasian for instance settled eight hundred men in
the village of Emmaus near Jerusalem, and similar groups of
veterans, called xodwviar in Greek but lacking the status of a
colony, or indeed any corporate life, are not uncommonly found
in Egypt.8s

The Roman colonies, however, formed a very small proportion
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of the cities founded by the emperors. The main line of develop-
ment lay in the foundation of Greek cities, and to this develop-
ment the emperors made a constderable contribution, though not
perhaps so large a one as the vast number of dynastic names and
titles scattered all over the eastern provinces would suggest.
There is scarcely an emperor from Augustus to Philip the Arab
who, 1s not commemorated by some city. Names like Caesarea,
Diocaesarea or Neocaesarea, Sebaste, Sebasteia or Sebastopolis
are found by the dozen. Titles ranging from Julia to Gallieniana
are borne by innumerable cities. But in many cases the initiative
did not come from the emperors. A fair number of the earlier
foundations are to be credited to the client kings of the empire,
who thought it prudent to honour their suzerain, and in man
cases it is highly probable that the communtty itself, when it built
itself a new town or reorganized its constitution, asked permission
to celebrate the event by adopting a new name in honour of the
sovereign. A very large number of the dynastic narnes and titles
are of little or no significance. They sometimes commemorate
some imperial benefaction: several of the Asiatic cities which
were damaged by earthquakes in Tiberius’ reign and were granted
rermission of taxation in conseguence changed their names to
express their gratitude, Philadelphia becoming Neocaesarea,
Myrina Sebastopolis, Sardis, Hyrcanis, Mostene and Cibyra
Caesarea. Dynastic titles seem often to commemorate merely the
vanity of the great cities and their jealous emulation; the cities of
Cilicia were greatly addicted to dynastic titles and between them
collected a remarkably complete series ranging from Hadriana to
Gallieniana.8¢

In the older provinces there is comparatively little to record
because their development was more or less complete. Even in
Achaea, however, there were backward districts, and in the north-
west in particular what cities had developed had through the
ravages of war sunk into decrepitude. Here Augustus made a
great change, sweeping the decaying cities and villages of Am-
bracia, Amphilochia, Acarnania, Leucas, and the greater part of
Aetolia into the great city which he built to celebrate the victory
of Actium, Nicopolis. This vast synoecism, which exceeded the
most ambitious efforts of the Successors, was justified in that it
created one very flourishing city, though at the expense of many
little towns which were rendered desolate. Southern Aetolia was
by a similar policy attributed to the colony of Patrae, as were also,
but probably at a later date, the Ozolian Locrians. To the north
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of the Nicopolitan territory Epirus remained a sparsely populated
and primitive country, and little was done to restore it. The only
imperial foundation in this region is Hadrianopolis, which perhaps
marks the synoecism of one of the Epirot tribes.37

In Macedonia also a primitive tribal life still prevailed not only
in the Illyrian country which the Romans had incorporated in the

rovince on the west, but in the Paeonian and Thracian border-

ands of the old kingdom and even in the western highlands of
Macedonia proper, where inscriptions of the second century
record the continued existence of the tribes of the Antani and
Lyncestae near Heraclea and prove that the Oresti were still
divided into a number of rural communes. Apart from the
colonies, there is little sign of imperial activity; Parthicopolis in
the Strymon valley is perhaps the work of Trajan, who reorgan-
ized the neighbouring Thracian country .8

In Cyprus there 1s no progress to record. In Crete and Cyrene
only one new city appears. After the Jewish rebellion in Cyrenaica
Hadrian not only colonized the old cities but founded a sixth
member of the Pentapolis, called after himself Hadriane or Hadri-
anopolis, on an outlying portion of the public land near the
western coast, The settlers were probably, like the colonists of
the older cities, drawn from other parts of the empire.®

In Asia the development of city life was by the beginning of the

rincipate complete in most areas and only minor adjustments

gad to be made. In Caria the age-long process of amalgamation
still continued; Aphrodisias and Plarasa, which had been two
cities under the republic and had in the triumviral period been
united in a sympolity, became during the principate the single
city of Aphrodisias. In Mysia similarly the decayed city of
Atarneus was in the late first century B.C. or early first century
A.D. absorbed in Pergamum, and Stratonicea formed under
Trajan a sympolity with its old subjects, the Indeipediatae; the
two communities were definitively amalgamated as Stratonicea
Hadrianopolis by Hadrian, who transferred to the new city the
revenues hitherto accruing to the Roman treasury from the In-
deipedion. T'he mainland territory of Samos was on the other hand
made into an independent city, Neapolis, by Antoninus Pius.%°

More interesting is the development of city life in many of the
surviving tribal areas. One of the best documented instances is
that of the Cilbiani of the upper Cayster valley. They appear in
the Augustan formula provincige and in an inscription of the same
period as divided into two rural communes, the Upper and Lower
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Cilbiani. When in the second century A.p. they begin to issue
coins, the Lower Cilbiani style themselves ‘the Cilbiani about
Nicaea’—their principal town, and in the early third century this
style changes to ‘the Nicaeans in the Cilbian district’. Here it is
possible to observe in all its stages the progress from tribe to city,
and it may be noted that there 1s no sign of imperial initiative ; the
whole movement secems to be spontaneocus. The Moxeani,
similarly, who appear on the Augustan register as a single tribe,
split into two sections, both of which had by the early third
century become cities. The Corpeni broke up rather earlier into
four cities, and the Moccaden: even sponer—before the end of the
first century—into two, Silandus and Temenothyrae. Only in
the last case is there any hint of imperial action: %‘emenothyrae
adopted for a while the style of Flaviopolis. The development of
the Abbaeite Mysians can be more definitely attributed to the
impertal government ; the three cities into which the tribe divided
were Synaus, Julia Ancyra, and Tiberiopolis. The tribes hitherto
mentioned all split into two or more subdivisions before develop-
ing city life. 'This was not invariably the case. The two great
tribes of eastérn Mysia, the Abretteni and the Olympeni, became
two cities, Hadrianeia and Hadriani. In this concerted movement
the initiative clearly came from the emperor; Hadrian is in fact
known to have stayed in this district and the name of another city
in this district, Hadrianotherae, commemorates a successful bear
hunt in which he took part. The concentration of each of these
extensive tribes into a single city has, moreover, an air of arti-
ficiality : the natural development was the growth of several small
towns.9!

The name of Sebaste celebrates the amalgamation by Augustus
of a number of small communities in the valley of the Senarus.
The significance of most of the other dynastic names borne by the
cities of Asia is obscure, Carian Larba was certainly a city before
it became Sebastopolis; Ipsus was a very ancient Phrygian town
which must have attained autonomy long before it was renamed
Julia; Hieracome was, despite its name, no longer the sacred
village of the Persian Goddess but already a city when it took the
name of Hierocaesarea, The majority of these dynastic names
probably, like the style of Caesarea adopted by Cibyra, celebrate
imperial benefactions or merely reflect the effusive loyalty of the
cities to the imperial house %%

The regions which had formed the first republican province of
Cilicia—before Pompey annexed Cilicia proper—were granted by
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Antony to Amyntas, whom he also made king of the Gauls.
Hence, when they were annexed on Amyntas’ death in 25 B.C,,
the new province was styled Galatia. Claudius, when he de-
prived the Lycian league of its freedom, united the southern part
of Galatia with Lycia, and when the Lycian league, having, prob-
ably undei Nero, regained its freedom, was again deprived of it by
Vespasian, the province of Lycia and Pamphylia (wIl;ich included
southern Pisidia) was revived,

In this area there were great contrasts in the degree of political
development and of civilization in general attained in the Eiﬁ'erent
districts. The Lycians had two centuries before worked out a
constitution which was admirably adapted to their needs, and they
preserved it almost unchanged. The league continued to function
after the annexation, and though its activities were more confined
they never became entirely formal; there were still federal law
courts under the empire and the federal authorities collected the
imperial tribute. Seme of the Lycian cities grew 1n importance
and others declined, and corresponding changes were made in the
distribution of votes on the league council and assembly. But
Lycia continued to be what it had always been, a land of many
cities, some large but mostly very small.93

The great cities of Pamphylia and Pisidia had also attained
their full development. But in many parts of the Milyas, Pisidia,
and the Isaurian country, conditions rematned very backward ; it
it notable that when the formula provinciae was drawn up shortly
after 25 B.C. there were still many areas ruled by chieftains, The
loose tribal federations which had existed in many parts of the
country tended to break up into groups of clans or villages or
small citiecs. The development of the Milyae can be roughly
traced. They are mentioned in official documents cited by Cicero
as the ‘commune Milyadum’. An inscription, probably of the
second century A.D., records the transition from the federal con-
stitution to the city constitution at one of the Milyadic towns,
Pogla, and at about this period a number of other little cities—
Andeda, Verba, Sibidunda—begin to emerge in the neighbour-
hood and issue their own coins. The Milyadic league was thus
dissolved and its constituent communes achieved the rank of
cities. A similar development can be traced among the Etenneis
or Catenneis, who had in the Hellenistic age issued a common
coinage, but were in the principate divided into a number of little
cities, two of which, Etenna and Cotenna, bear names derived from
that of the tribe.s
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Elsewhere the development was not complete. Old Isaura, the
metropolis of the Isaurians, became during the principate a
regular Greek city, but the mass of the Isaurians continued to
live in village communities. The Homonadeis after their sub-
jugation by Quirinius in about 6 B.C. seem to have been divided
into many small clans, none of which developed into cities. The
Oroandeis, whose territory had been confiscated by Servilius
Isauricus, broke up inte several communities. One of these,
Pappa, was granted city status under the style of Tiberiopolis: it
is to be presumed that Tiberius granted a portion of the ager
Oroandicus to it. The rest of the ager Oroandicus continued to be
administered by an imperial procurator, and the communities
living on it do not seem to have attained the status of cities. The
general result of these developments was that, apart from the
great cities which had early consolidated themselves, the Pisidian
communities tended, whether they were cities or villages or clans,
to be very smali.?s

The three Gallic tribes were on Amyntas’ death organized as
republics on the Greek model. Each tribe took as its capital the
principal Phrygian town of its territory, the Tolistobogii Pessinus,
the Tectosages Ancyra, the Trocmi Tavium. The coins and in-
scriptions of the three tribes form an interesting study. At first
the name of the town is ignored; then it is added to that of the
tribe as part of the official style; and finally the tribal name is
dropped. This development no doubt reflects a change in the
habits of the Galatian aristocracy, who at first lived on their
estates, only going into the town for business, and eventually be-
came town dwellers, who occasionally visited their country
houses 96

In Bithynia and Pontus the main outlines of Pompey’s settle-
ment stood. Antony, it is true, undid much of his work by grant-
ing many districts to the kings of Paphlagonia and other minor
dynasts and by creating a small kingdom of Pontus on the eastern
frontier; but as the several kings and dynasts died or were de-
posed Pompey’s arrangements with minor modifications were re-
established, except that most of the cities instead of being
reunited to Bithynia Pontus were incorporated in Galatia or
Cappadocia.

In Bithynia three new cities were founded in the early princi-
pate. On the western frontier of the province Caesarea was buiit
on land near Lake Dascylitis which had hitherto belonged to
Cyzicusand Byzantium in A.D. 17 it added Germanice to its name
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and celebrated Germanicus Caesar, then in charge of the Eastern
provinces, as its founder, but it already existed in Augustus’ reign.
On the eastern frontier of Bithynia a dynast whom Antony had
appointed, Cleon of Gordiucome, converted his principality,
which had presumably been carved out of the public lands, into
the city of Juliopolis. Another section of the Bithynian public
lands, which had been granted to the kings of Paphlagonia,
formed the territory of the city of Caesarea of the Proseilem-
menitae, later known as Hadrianopolis.?7

In Pontus most of Pompey’s cities survived, though several
changed their narhes. Magnopolis disappeared, but its loss was
counterbalanced by the foundation of Polemonium on the neigh-
bouring coast by Polemo II of Pontus. Comana ceased in A.D. 34
to be a sacerdotal principality and became a city. The little dis-
trict of Caranitis, which Antony had detached f¥om the terntory
of Zela and granted to a Galatian noble named Ateporix, was on
the death of its ruler not reunited with Zela, but organized as a
separate city, its capital Carana being enlarged and renamed
Sebastopolis.*® |

Of the minor kingdoms which Pompey had allowed to subsist,
Paphlagonia was annexed in 6 B.C., when its capital Gangra be-
came a city, later known as Germanicopolis; its territory seems to
have comprised the whole of the principality., Armenia Minor,
having passed through many hands, was ultimately annexed in
A.D.72. It then possessed one city only, Nicopolis, which Pompey
had founded, and the rest of the country seems to have been
administered on bureaucratic lines: later, after the establishment
of Satala and Colonia, the whole country was partitioned between
the three cities. The tribes behind Pharnaceia and Trapezus
seem on the dissolution of the kingdom of Pontus in A.D. 64 to
have been placed under the rule of these two cities 99

In Cilicia and Syria the only important developments took
place in the various client kingdoms and principalities which
Pompey had allowed to subsist or which had subsequently been
created. In Cilicia Tracheia there was an ancient sacerdotal
principality, ruled by the high priests of Zeus Olbius, who
claimed descent from Ajax the son of Teucer., How Pompey had
organized the rest of the country is unknown, but it was granted
by Antony to Cleopatra, and Augustus did not on Antony’s defeat
re-annex it but granted it to Amyntas, and on his death five years
later gave the greater part of it to Archelaus of Cappadocia, from
whom it passed to his son Archelaus I1. and then to Antiochus IV
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of Commagene. His kingdom, which included Lycaonia, was
annexed by Vespasian in A.D. 72, with the exception of the inland
district of Cetis, which was granted to Antiochus’son-in-law
Alexander. The Olbian principality, which had passed into the
hands of Polemo 11, seems to have been annexed at the same time.

The two tribes which, with the holy city of Olba, formed the
principality of Polemo II continued during Vespasian’s reign to
1ssue a joint coinage, but under Domitian Diocaesarea, the capital
of the Cennatae, began to strike its own coins, and later Claudi-
opolis, the capital of the Lalasseis, followed suit. The latter of
these towns at any rate—and probably the former also—must, it
may be noted, have recetved its dynastic name from Polemo; but
the evolution from tribe to city was not completed by him. The
inhabitants of the other kingdom, particularly the barbarous Cetae
of the interior, gave considerable trouble to their successive kings;
the efforts of both Archelaus II and Antiochus IV to introduce a
regular administration resulted in serious rebellions. Antiochus
seems, however, to have won the upper hand eventually, and
celebrated and confirmed his victory by the establishment of
many cities, some of which were no doubt of the nature of mili
colonies: his foundations include Iotape and Antioch on the
western coast of the kingdom and Irenopolis, Claudiopolis, Ger-
manicopolis and Philadelphia in the interior. The natives were
gradually weaned from their barbarous ways, and after the an-
nexation a number of other cities began to coin in the interior.
The Lycaonians also blossomed out in the reign of Antoninus
Pius as a league of cities. '

The dynasty of Tarcondimetus ruled the upper valleys of the
Pyramus and its tributartes till A.p, 17. On the other side of
Mount Amanus the kingdom of Commagene was also suppressed
in A.D. 17, but was revived by Gaius, and apparently enlarged
with some of the territory of the Tarcondimotid kingdom : it was
finally annexed in A.D. 72. Both regions seem to have been ad-
ministered on bureaucratic lines, though they contained a number
of cities. The Tarcondimotid kingdom included, besides the
three tribal areas of Bryclice, Characene, and Lacanatis, two
cities, Hieropolis on the Pyramus and Anazarbus, refounded in
20 B.C. by Tarcondimaotus II Philopator as Caesarea by Anazarbus;
but an inscription found at Hieropolis suggests that its territory,
called the Castabalis from the native name of the town Castabala,
was administered by.royal officials. Commagene contained be-
sides its capital Samosata, which had been founded by King
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Samos in the late second century B.C., two recent foundations,
Caesarea Germanicia and Antioch in Taurus, the former certainly
and the latter probably the work of Antiochus IV, who also founded
Neronias in Lacanatis. It is, however, by no means certain that
these foundations greatly modified the original centralized system
of administration.

On the suppression of the Tarcondimotid dynasty Anazarbus
and Hieropolis assumed control of their territories, and one of the
rural districts, Bryclice, was shortly afterwards transformed into
the city of Augusta. The kingdom of Commagene was on its final
annexation resolved into four cittes—Samosata, Caesarea Ger-
manicia, Antioch in Taurus, and Doliche ; the two Cilician dis-
tricts attached to the kingdom were also urbanized, Neronias: of
Lacanatis being changed into Irenopolis and Flaviopolis being
founded in Characene.!

In northern Syria there were still, when the Augustan formula
provinciae was drawn up, many tribal communities and tetrarchies
or little principalities interspersed among the cities. The history
of most of these is not known, but the Sampsigeramid house
ruled Emesa and Arethusa till the Flavian period, and Chalcis
was the capital of a little kingdom, whose last king was probably
Aristobulus, the son of Herod, until A.n. g3, while the last king
of the tetrarchy of Arca was Agrippa II; who also ceased to reign
about A.D. 93. Emesa, Arethusa, Chalcis, and Arca were granted
autonomy, the last being renamed Caesarea under Libanus.
The other tribes and tetrarchies had by the fifth century A.p.
disappeared from the map, apparently absorbed by the cities,
but when this process took place it is impossible to say. A rather
similar state of affairs still prevailed in Mesopotamia when Lucius
Verus conquered it from the Parthians. Here most of the local
dynasties were suppressed at once ; the Abgarids survived till 214,
when Edessa became autonomous once more after three and a
half centuries of royal rule. The majority of the Mesopotamian
towns, as noted above, received Roman colonies. One new Greek
city, Antoninopolis, was founded, apparently by the grant of a
constitution to the native town of Tela.!02

The Ituraean tetrarchy did not long survive the establishment
of the principate. Its prince Zenodorus, so far from checking,
positively encauraged the predatory habits of his lawless subjects,
and in 24 B.C. he was deprived of most of his dominions. Large
areas of the principality were added to the territories of Tyre,
Sidon, Damascus, and the colony of Berytus; the area attached
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to Berytus, which included Heliopolis, the sacred city of the
Ituraeans, was subsequently organized as a separate colony by
Septimius Severus. A small district round the o{’d capital Chalcis
was later made into a kingdom for Herod, the brother of Agrippa
I'; it seems on his death to have been treated as an imperial estate.
A larger area, Abilene, became the tetrarchy of a certain Lysanias
and eventually passed into the hands of Agrippa 11; Abila itself
later became a city, but two other districts of the tetrarchy con-
tinued to be directly administered under Roman rule. Finally, a
group of districts in the south, Paneas, Ulatha, Gaulanitis, Bata-
naea, Trachonitis, and Auranitis were assigned to Herod the
Great, and passed to his son Philip, and then to Agrippa I and II.
Philip founded a city named Caesarea in Paneas; its territory
seems to have embraced Ulatha also. He also rebuilt Bethsaida
in Gaulanitis and renamed it Julias, but Gaulanitis continued to
be directly administered.

In the turbulent districts of Batanaea, Trachonitis, and Aurani-
tis, no very elaborate system of centralized control can haye been
attempted by the Herodian kings, whose energies were chiefly
directed to stamping out brigandage and enforcing law and
order. In this task they were successful and by the time that
these regions were annexed their inhabitants had settled down
to agriculture, and their old clan organization was dissolving and
giving way to village life. The Roman government allowed the
development of these regions to take its natural course, It neither
enforced centralized rule—the supervision of the entire area was
entrusted to a centurion of one of the Syrian legions, who acted
as a kind of district commissioner under the legate of Syria—nor
divided the country into city territories, but allowed the villages
to govern themselves. The villages gradually developed a very
flourishing communal life, which differed very little, to all intents
and purposes, from that of small cities: they had their annual
magistrates, their assemblies which elected these magistrates and
passed by-laws, their communal funds from which they built for
themselves temples, baths, and even theatres. The chief town
of Auranitis, Canatha, alone enjoyed the official status of a city,
having long ago been recognized as such by Pompey : how it had
achieved this privileged position is unknown, but most probably
it had been in the hellenistic period, as it was under the Herodian
kings, the administrative capital of the region, and thus had early
become hellenized and had perhaps been granted autonomy by
the later Seleucids. No other community of this district received
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city rank until Philip the Arab ennobled the village of his birth
with the status of a Roman colony and the name of Philip-
popolis.1o3

The Nabataean kingdom was annexed in A.D. 105, becoming
the province of Arabia. What little is known of the earlier organi-
zation of the region suggests that it was divided into small dis-
tricts each ruled by a strategus, who may officially have been ap-
pointed by the crown but 1n fact held his post on a hereditary
tenure, It was, however, not difficult to carve up the new pro-
vince into a number of cities, for it was rich in towns: the whole
life of this arid region depended on the caravan trade, and the
kingdom may roughly be said to have consisted of three lines of
trading posts strung out along the routes which radiated north,
south, and west from the central emporium Petra. The more
important of these commercial towns were granted autonomy and
entrusted with the government of the areas surrounding them.
One of them, Bostra, which was selected as the capital of the
province in place of Petra, was so greatly enlarged by Trajan that
1t almost deserves to be called a new foundation,'o¢

In all the districts hitherto discussed the imperial government
followed the line of policy initiated by Pompey, liquidating—
with a few trifling exceptions—the system of direct administra-
tion where it existed and entrusting local government to cities,
creating them where necessary, or to villages. This policy was
no doubt partly dictated by idealistic motives; but in many cases
the areas in question were too small to make it worth while to
maintain a special administration for them, and it was simpler
to asstmilate them to the general pattern of the provinces to which
they were added; and in others the system of centralized control
was in a moribund condition and was not worth reviving. But
there were other larger kingdoms annexed under the principate—
Egypt, Judaea, Cappadocia, and Thrace—where the bureaucratic
system was in good working order, and in these cases the em-
perors for a time at least maintained the system. Their motives
were various and complicated. Sometimes perhaps it was felt
that the population was too backward to be capable of managing
its own affairs, sometimes that it was politically untrustworthy
and that the grant of autonomy might make rebellion easier to
organize. But the dominant motive in most Instances was
undoubtedly finance; several of the kingdoms in question were,
under their existing scheme of administration, productive of a
very large revenue, and the system of economic exploitation



THE PRINCIPATE 75

which made possible so high a return was dependent on cen-
tralized control.

To govern these annexed kingdoms the emperors did not em-
ploy, as elsewhere, legates of senatorial rank. Though they could
Ei and choose among the senatorial order for their legates and

aving selected the ablest men keep them regularly in their ser-
vice, 1t was difficult to find men of the class with the traditions
and training required for the task of running a bureaucracy; in
particular members of the senatorial aristocracy lacked financial
experience. The emperors employed in their place men drawn
from the equestrian order. This class had a strong business tra-
dition—its members had under the republic run the companies
which took up the contracts for collecting the provincial revenue
and executing public works and supplying stores for the govern-
ment—and was utilized by the emperors for staffing their revenue
departments. Governors drawn from its ranks might therefore
be expected to be capable of handling the intricate machinery of
government which the emperor wished to preserve.

At any rate all the four kingdoms mentioned above were placed
under equestrian governors. In Egypt, it is true, other motives
contributed to the decision to appoint an equestrian prefect;
Egypt was so rich a country and so easily defensible that it was
an 1deal base for rebellion, and it was therefore prudent to entrust
it to members of the humble equestrian order, who could have
no hopes of usurping the throne. But in the other three provinces
there were no political issues to complicate the question and
them the appomntment of equestrian procurators must be attri-
buted to their peculiar administrative régimes. In Thrace it may
be noted that the substitution of a senatorial legate for the procu-
rator coincides exactly with the radical transformation of the
Sé';stcm of government carried out by Trajan. In Judaea and in

ppadocia Vespasian agpointed legates when he garrisoned these
]t))rovinccs with legions; but by this time the senatortal order was

ecoming assimilated in itstone to the equestrian, and it is further-
more probable that the financial procurators of these provinces
took over much of the work of the former presidial procurators.

Egypt was annexed at the very inception of the principate, and
Octavian decided to maintain the existing system of administra-
tion before even his own position as head of the state had been
regularized. The principal officials—the epistrategi, who super-
vised the three districts into which Egypt was divided, and the
Idios Logos, the junior finance minister who dealt with casual
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receipts—werc rcplaced by Roman knights, and the supreme
control of the whole province was entrusted to a prefect, whose
duties comprised not only the command of the troops and the
administration of justice—in this department he was assisted by
an assessor, the uridicus—but also finance; the royal office of
dioecetes, or general manager of the revenue, seems to have been
suppressed and its work assigned to the prefect. Later various
minor procuratorships were established, but in the main even
the personnel of the administration remained unchanged, the
sirategi, royal scribes and all lesser officers being selected from
the local population.

But though in all essentials the system of government remained
unchanged, Augustus made one small concession to the notion
of local autonomy. In the metropolis of each nome there existed
a nucleus of Greeks—in the cultural sense, for very few of them
can have been of pure Greek descent and the majority were no
doubt hellenized Egyptians. These were registered separately
and allowed to pay poll-tax on a lower scale than the rest of the
population, and were furthermore granted a very limited form of
autonomy which seems to have been modelled on that enjoyed
by Alexandria. Alexandria had nnder the later Ptolemies gradnally
lost most of its rights. By now it no longer had a territory and
in the city itself taxation, public security, and the administration
of justice were controlled by royal officials; finally, it had been
deprived of its city council. A]ly that the Alexandrians retained
of their civic rights was the election of 2 number of magistrates
who controlled the city market and the corn supply, the cult of
the city gods, the gymnasium, and the training of the ephebes;
these magistrates were apparently elected by the assembly of all
Alexandrian citizens from a smaller body, who were alone en-
rolled in the demes and tribes, and who seem also to have been
distinguished by their hereditary right to pass through the ephe-
bic training and become members of the gymnastum. The
metropolites were given very similar rights. An aristocracy of
‘members of the gymnasium’ was selected in each metropolis—
the privilege was henceforth, like metropolite status itself, here-
ditary—and from it the body of metropolites elected a series of
magistrates with titles and functions precisely similar to those of
Alexandria. This measure was entirefy harmless, since it left the
major items of government—police, justice, and above all finance
—in the hands of the central government. It may be regarded
primarily as a concession to Greek sentiment, 0
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The system of government as regulated by Augustus remained
in force, superficially at any rate unchanged, for over two cen-
turies. The only spectacular event during this period was the
foundation by Hadrian of a new Greek city in Egypt. Antinoopo-
lis commemorated the death by drowning of the emperor’s
favourite Antinous, and was conceived in a rather theatrical vein.
It was emphatically a Greek city, as its official style ‘the city of
the Antinoeis, the New Hellenes’ proclaimed. Its laws were bor-
rowed from Naucratis, the oldest Greek settlement in Egypt. Its
citizen body was composed of drafts from Ptolemais (and no
doubt the other Greek cities of Egypt) and from ‘the 6475 Greek
men of the Arsinoite nome’, who were supposed to be the descen-
dants of the military settlers planted in that district by the
Ptolemies, and was supplemented by veterans from the Roman
army of Egypt, which was also supposed to be recruited from
the Greek population; but as veterans were entitled to marry
Egyptian women and often did so, Hadrian had to allow inter-
marriage between the citizens of his Greek city and Egyptians.
Antinoopolis cannot be regarded as a very serious contribution
to the development of city life in Egypt. The Antinoeis, though
possessing full autonomy and many privileges, were not even
entrusted with the government of a territory, the district sur-
rounding the city being administered as a subdivision—the title
given to it was ‘nomarchy’—of the Hermopolite nome.108

But though there seemed to be little change, a profound trans-
formation in fact tock place. The Ptolemaic administration had
been based partly on the services of a professional bureaucracy
and partly on the farming system, whereby the revenues were

ut up to competitive auction. Under Roman rule both these
oundations of the structure gave way. For causes which are
obscure and which need not be discussed here, the revenue
which actually came in soon began to fall short of the estimate
which the government had formed of it. The government refused
to accept this decline. When a tax was farmed, it insisted that
the bids for it should at least not be lower than previous bids;
the individual who had obtained thc contract for the previous
term was accordingly compelled to renew at the old figure, and
when his resources were exhausted, the contract was compulsorily
allotted to a person of suitable means. The farming system thus
died: sometimes the forms were maintained, sometimes direct
collection was introduced, but the result was the same, for the
collectors inherited the farmers’ hability for the total estimated
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by the government and were conscripted for the service. The
professional civil service was affected by the same process. Most
officials had some connexion with the revenue, and under the
Ptolemaic system they had always been liable to make good any
losses arising from their negligence. Now that deficits were the
normal rule their position became intolerable: no one would
enter the service voluntarily and the government was accordingly
obliged to conscript its minor officials. Only the heads of the
local administration, the strategus and royal scribe of each nome,
continued to be recruited on a voluntary basis; these officials
were of suffictently high standing to pass on their responsibilities
to their subordinates, and could no doubt add perquisites to
their salaries. o7

This system of compulsory service seems to have grown up
in the latter part of tge first century A.D. By the end of the
second century it was showing obvious signs of collapse. The
substitution for professional officials, who made administration
their career, of conscripts, who served for a limited term of
years only, naturally led to growing confusion and inefficiency,
which in its turn caused the revenue to sink. And as the gap
between actual and estimated receipts grew wider, the system
ceased to provide the government with adequate guarantees
for the degcit. The collectors appointed sometimes did not
possess sufficient means to pay the sums required, or, if they
did, employed ingenious legal devices to diyest themselves for-
mally of their property while retaining its use; some even pre-
ferred to abscond rather than to undertake the onerous duties
thrust upon them. In such cases the government possessed no
guarantor: for the persons responsible for the appointment of
the officials, the local scribes, were too poor to guarantee their
solvency. It was obviously desirable to spread responsibility
over a large number of persons.

Septimius Severus finally took this step. The Greeks of the
metropoleis were the wealthiest class in Egypt, and they already
possessed that limited form of corporate organization which had
been granted to them by Augustus. These institutions had deve-
loped in a rather curious way. The magistracies involved the
expenditure of considerable sums of money and candidates
gradually ceased to offer themselves. Committees of ex-magis-
trates had accordingly been formed who contributed to the
expense and in practice made themselves responsible for filling
the posts each year. Severus amalgamated these committees
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into a council for each metropolis (and for Alexandria), gave the
councils the right to co-opt new members, and made them
responsible for the appointment not only of the metropolitan
magistrates but of the chief officials of the nome below the
strategus and royal scribe. A few years later the humbler classes
in the metropoleis were divided into tribes which each for one
year in rotation elected an officer who made appointments to
minor posts. Something resembling city organization was thus
established in each metropolis. But the concession of autonom
was very incomplete. The strategus and royal scribe were still
appointed by the crown and they directed the administration;
the council and the tribes had only the privilege of appointing—
and, it need hardly be added, standing surety for—the ofhicials,
who took their orders from the agents of the central govern-
ment.'08

In Egypt the imperial government appears at its worst. It
regarded the country first and foremost as a source of revenue,
and therefore maintained the elaborate system of fiscal exploitation
organized by the Ptolemies and the scheme of direct administra-
tion on which it was based, making only such trifling conces-
sions to the ideal of autonomy as would have no effect on the
revenue. But it had not the capacity to maintain the economic
Eroductivity of Egypt at the high level to which the Ptolemies

ad raised 1t. Owing to sheer inefficiency it was reluctantly com-
pelled to devolve some part of its responsibility onto local
authorities; but even so 1t clung tenaciously to its powers of
control, and thus evolved the curious hybrid getween civic auto-
nomy and centralized bureaucracy which resulted from Severus’
reforms.

We know, thanks to Josephus, more of the Herodian kingdom
than of any of the minor kingdoms of the East. It was adminis-
tered on a rigidly centralized system which in its main outlines
closely resembled the Ptolemaic administration of Egypt and was
probably in part derived by direct descent from the Ptolemaic
régime of the third century 8.c. The kingdom was—apart from
some Greek cities attached to it—divided into four main sec-
tions, Galilee, Samareitis, Judaea, and Peraea, and these were
subdivided into toparchies, and these again into villages. We
hear as in Egypt of village scribes (comogrammateis), appointed
by the crown, and of royal banks in the administrative capitals.

Herod the Great, as an enlightened hellenistic king, posed as
a great founder of cities, but despite his imposing array of new
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foundations he did more to eliminate local autonomy than to
promote it. His two principal creations, which he named Cae-
sarea and Sebaste in honour of his imperial patron, were already
Greek cities before he refounded them: he rebuilt Strato’s
Tower, it is true, and provided it with a magnificent artificial
harbour, and he not only rebuilt Samaria but colonized it with
six thousand military settlers drawn from his mercenary army,
but in neither case did he withdraw any territory from the juris-
diction of his civil service. The name of Agrippias given to
Anthedon similarly celebrated merely material improvements to
this city. Herod’s minor foundations, which he named after
himself or members of his family, were for the most part not
cities, but merely new towns. Herodium was the capital of a
new toparchy south of Jerusalem; Phasaelis, north of Jericho,
was a{)parently a village in that toparchy. Antipatris on the
coastal plain may have been a city, but it did not 1ssue coins till
the third century A.p. Against this one dubious foundation must
be set the reduction of Joppa, Jamnia, and perhaps Azotus,
which had been granted autonomy by Pompey, to the status of
toparchies, and the suppression of the two cities of Marisa and
Adora which Pompey had established in Idumaea. Herod’s zest
to found cities was outweighed by his fear of his Jewish subjects.
He dared not grant autonomy to towns inhabited by Jews, and
he found it wise to suppress the autonomy of existing Jewish
cities such as Joppa.

Archelaus, who succeeded him in Judaea (with Idumaea) and
Samareitis, was equally unpopular and could thus make no con-
cessions ; the ane foundation of his short reign, Archelais, was a
village in the toparchy of Jericho. Antipas, on the other hand,
whose portion was Galilee and Peraea, established a modus
vivendi with the upper classes and was thus able to take a more
liberal line. His one foundation in the Peraca, Livias (later
altered to Julias), was, it 18 true, spurious; the town, whose
native name was Betharamphtha, remained what it had been
before, the capital of a toparchy. But in Galilee both Antipas’
foundations, Sepphoris (temporarily called Autocratoris) and
Tiberias, were cities of a sort. They enjoyed local self-govern-
ment and had Greek constitutions of a normal type; they fell
short of full city status in that they had no territorial jurisdiction,
the surrounding districts remaining toparchies and being ad-
ministered as before by royal officials. Tiberias was an entirely
new creation; its population was drawn principally from the
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surrounding country-side, the inhabitants of which were con-
scripted, and partly from casual immigrants; its aristocracy was
largely recruited from the officials of the kingdom. Sepphoris was
an old town, but must have been rebuilt and repopulated, since it
had recently been destroyed and its inhabitants sold as slaves.
Archelaus’ portion was annexed in A.D. 6, and, after a brief
revival of the kingdom under Agrippa I, the whole was finally
brought under Roman rule in A.D. 44. But no change was made
in the system of administration. Partly perhaps from mere in-
ertia, partly no doubt for fiscal reasons—the Herodian kings had
managed to extract a very large revenue from a naturally poor
country—but chiefly, in all probability, because the restive
temperament of the Jews made any concession of autonomy
seem dangerous, the old system of centralized bureaucratic
government was maintained under the direction of an 1mperial
procurator, When after the great revolt of A.D. 6770 a legion
was posted at Jerusalem, a legate was substituted for—or perhaps
rather superimposed upon—the procurator, but little change
was made in the system. Vespasian established a new city,
Neapolis, near Sichem, the religious centre of the Samaritan
community, which had apparently not joined in the revolt, and
allotted to it an extensive area of Samareitis; the citizens of
Neapolis seem to have been native Samaritans. One of the Fla-
vian emperors also converted the Joppic toparchy into a city;
here the citizens were pagans, the greater part of the Jewish
inhabitants of the town Il)'uaving been massacred in the war.
Hadrian’s attempt to found a Roman colony at Jerusalem pro-
voked a second revolt of the Jews, which was suppressed with
even greater slaughter than the first. He then cornpleted his
new foundation, peopling it with alien settlers and allotting to
it two or three toparchies as its territory. He seems also to have
settled the Jewish cities of Tiberias and Sepphoris, now renamed
Diocaesarea, and Samaritan Neapolis, wit]l: alien colonists—the
coinage of all three becomes abruptly pagan in type—and per-
haps granted to the two first the territorial jurisdiction which
they had hitherto lacked but later possessed. The process was
carried a stage further by Septimius Severus, who gave city
rank to the toparchic capital Lydda, renaming it Diospolis and
granting it its own toparchy and another, the Thamnitic, and
founded Eleutheropolis, giving it also two or perhaps three to-
parchies. Both these cities were pagan and perhaps peopled with
immigrants, Severus may also have allotted the toparchy of
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Acrabatene to Sebaste when he colonized that city. Elagabalus
gave city status and the rule of its toparchy to Emmaus; the new
city was named Nicopolis and was like the others pagan,19?

he total result of these successive foundations was that
the greater part of the old Herodian kingdom was partitioned
into city territories ; the only important areas still directly admini-
stered were northern Galilee, the plain of Esdraelon, and the
Jordan valley. The development of the whole region seems to
have been dictated by the intractable character of its inhabitants.
Ruined and depopulated by their two rebellions it ceased to be
financially profitable, and one major reason for maintaining the
Herodian administrative system was thus destroyed. But the
Jews had shown by these rebellions that it would be unsafe to
grant them local autonomy, and accordingly the government of
the country was entrusted to the alien settlers who were intro-
duced to replenish the population.

Very little is known of Cappadocia. Its last king, Archelaus,
who had been appointed by Antony and reigned till A.D, 17, re-
named the town of Garsaura Archelais; this may mean that he
granted it autonomy. He also seems to have converted the town
of Comana, hitherto ruled by the high priests of the local mother
goddess and peopled for the most part by her sacred serfs, into
a city, to which he perhaps gave the name it officially bore later,
Hieropolis. But these changes did not substantially modify the
general administrative scheme, which remained of the centralized
type. The kingdom when annexed was entrusted to a procurator,
and the old régime was maintained; despite its cultural back-
wardness the kingdom was a profitable concern financially, and
Tiberius was able to make substantial reductions in the taxes
falling on Roman citizens in view of the additional revenue which
its annexation brought to the central exchequer. Some few cities
wetre founded in Cappadocia in the course of the principate.
Nazianzus acquired in the first century the name of Diocaesarea,
which presumably implies city status, and in the second century
the legionary camp of Melitene was granted autonomy by Trajan
and the Roman colony of Faustinopolis was founded by Marcus
Aurelius. But the total number of eities remained under ten, and
as each had quite a small territory, the great bulk of the country
remained under bureaucratic rule.!'¢

The kingdom of Thrace was of recent growth when it was in
A.D, 44 annexed by Claudius. The royal house of the Sapaei, the
tribe which occupied the Aegaean coast adjacent to Macedonia,
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had partly by conquest and partly by marriage alliances and
partly by imperial favour extended its rule over the greater part
of Thrace during the reign of Augustus. The policy of the
dynasty was naturally directed to breaking down the tribal
sentiment of its warlike subjects, and with this end in view it
suppressed the dynasties of the several tribes and whatever
rudimentary organs of self-government they may have possessed,
and substituted direct administration by royal officers, entitled
strategi, The districts which these officers ruled may at first have
coincided with the territories of the tribes, but later each territory
was subdivided into several strategiae. There are traces at a later
date of a further subdivision into toparchies and comarchies,
which last comprised a small group of villages, and it 1s probable
that this scheme was introduced by the kings.

On the annexation this system of government was maintained
by the emperors, probably for the same reasons for which it had
been introduced by the kings. An equestrian procurator was put
in charge, but the strategi were drawn, as probably they had been
hitherto, from the Greek or hellenized Earts of the local popu-
lation. There were a2 number of Greek cities on the coasts—
of which some had belonged to the kingdom, others had not,
being free—but their territories were small. Inland there was
one city only, Philippopolis, when the kingdom was annexed,
and the emperors during the first sixty years of their rule added
only two more, both Roman colonies ; these were Aprus, founded
by Claudius, and Deultum, founded by Vespasian.

Trajan began and Hadrian completed a radical transformation
of the system of government. Nine new cities were founded, and
the entire area of the province—except for the territories of the
old coastal cities and small districts allotted to some of them—
was partitioned between these nine and Philippopolis and the
two Roman colontes. The majority of the new cities were old
native towns; many of them, such as Pautalia or Topirus, re-
tained their native names with the addition of the title Ulpia, and
others, which were given dynastic names, are known to have had
native names—Augusta Trajana for instance later reverted to
Beroe. They had in all probability mostly been tribal capitals by
origin; Serdice was obviously the town of the Serdi, Bizye is
known to have been the residence of the kings of the Astae and
Uscudama, later Hadrianopolis, had been the capital of the Bessi.
Under the kingdom they had no doubt continued to be adminis-
trative centres, and their population had thus become hellenized.
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All that Trajan probably did in effect was to grant autonomy to
the Greek or hellenized official class in these towns—in other
words to make the officials administer the country on their own
responsibility instead of as agents of the central government.
ow slight the real change was is shown by the survival under

the new régime of the lower grades of the old bureaucratic
scheme; toparchs were appointeg by the city council of Augusta
Trajana, and in the territory of Philippopolis phylarchs super-
vised groups of comarchies. The motive of the change was
probably idealistic; Trajan no doubt felt that the Thracians were
sufficiently detribalized to make direct administration no longer
necessary, and, since the existing system cannot have been par-
ticularly profitable financially, there was no objection to raising
the culture of Thrace to a i',ligher level by the introduction of
civic autonomy. The effects of the change must have been nuga-
tory; for, as in most schemes of artificial urbanization, the number
of cities in relation to the total area was far too small, and the
peasants who inhabited the vast territories subject to the several
cities can hardly have noticed whether their toparchs and com-
archs were imperial officials or city magistrates.!*

Geographically a part of Thrace, the Chersonese was adminis-
tratively separate. The Attalid royal lands of this district—which
did not comprise the whole peninsula, since Sestos and Callipolis
were cities during their supremacy and after—passed into the
hands of Augustus, and were henceforth administered by a procu-
rator. Two cities were subsequently founded in this area. The
Roman colony of Flaviopolis was built by Vespasian on the
isthmus, and on the narrows of the Hellespont there appears in
the middle of the first century A.D. the Greek city of Coela, which
was raised by Hadrian to the rank of a Roman municipium. The
origins of Coela are obscure, but the town is known to have been
the head-quarters of the imperial administration; many officials
no doubt resided there and tﬁese wotld have become the govern-
ing body of the city. The fact that these officials would have been
Roman citizens may have suggested to Hadrian the grant of muni-
cipal status, a privilege almost unknown in the East, to the town.
These two cities did not absorb in their territories the whole of
the imperial lands. An inscription proves that ‘the Chersonesites -
by the Hellespont’ remained under the jurisdiction of the pro-
curator and that they possessed no commmunal organization; for
when they wished to thank him for his good offices they could
only do so by a decree of the Aelian mumcipium of Coela.}12



CHAPTER V

THE BYZANTINE AGE

URING the middle decades of the third century a.D. the

Roman empire seemed to be doomed to collapse. In every
province the local armies set up pretenders, and no sooner had
one established himself as sole emperor than he in turn fell before
another pretender; meanwhile, taking advantage of the inter-
necine struggles of the Roman armies, the Persian kings and
hordes of barbarians from the north swept over the undefended
provinces, At length Diocletian arrested the growing anarchy,
and initiated a period of relative stability and security. The order
which he established was based on a greatly strengthened central
control. The imperial bureaucracy was enormously enlarged and
reorganized in a regular pyramid, the apex of which was the
emperor and the palatine ministries and the base the innumerable
officials who minutely supervised the administration of the pro-
vinces, now greatly multiplied in number and correspondingly
reduced in size.

This increase of centralization was not favourable to local
self-government, but it was inevitable because local government
was decaying from within. Since the beginning of the second
century A.D. and perhaps earlier the vitality of city life had been
imperceptibly ebbing, and the anarchy of the third century had
accelerated its decline. The emperors had perforce, since they
were unable to arrest the decay of local government, to introduce
more and more direct control, but they strove by legislation to
infuse new life into the cities. They had been in the past very
useful institutions—they had collected the taxes, maintained
public security, built the roads and performed countless other
tunctions for the imperial government—and if they could retain
%ufﬁcient vigour to continue to perform these tasks, so much the

etter,

Despite the efforts of the imperial government the growth of
the bureaucracy absorbed more and more of the strength of the
cities during the fourth and succeeding centuries. But this
movement only added another motive for endeavouring to
maintain local self-government. The bureaucracy as it grew

became more and more unwieldy and less and less obedient to
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its master; the officials became 2 class whose interests were far
from identical with those of the empire they served and who
pursued those interests without scruple. The only effective
check on their depredations was to give the provincials whom
they oppressed more effective power to resist them, and some of
Justinian’s meusures show that he realized the value of local
autonomy as a means of curbing the bureaucracy.

The emperors thus had practical motives for maintaining the
cities, and indeed for promoting the growth of city life where it
did not hitherto exist. But it would be unjust to assume that the
Byzantine emperors were moved by practical reasons only. It
was still in this age, despite the actual decay of civic institutions,
accepted as an axiom that civilization meant cities, and it 1s
probable that many of the emperors genuinely felt that in their
efforts to sustain and promote city life they were the champions
and missionaries of culture. Constantine’s letter to his prae-
torian prefect Ablabius authorizing the foundation of Orcistus
is worth quoting as testimony to this sentiment. “The inhabi-
tants of Orcistus’, he writes, ‘now a town and city, have afforded
a joyful occasion for our munificence, my dear Ablabius. For
to one whose ambition it is either to found new cities or to
revive those that are moribund, their petition was most welcome’.
Such phrases were no doubt a common form of the imperial
chancellery, but they do at least show that city life was still an
ideal to be treated with respect. And that it was still considered
a meritorious act to found a city is amply proved by the vast
number of dynastic names with which the emperors from Dio-
cletian to Justinian commemorated their foundations, genuine
or spurious,'!3

In very many cases a dynastic name seems as in earlier periods
to denote no change of importance and probably commemorates
only some passing benefaction. Nevertheless, the emperors of
the later empire did found many cities. They did something to
liquidate the remaining fragments of direct administration. In
Egypt Diocletian completed the changes initiated by Severus,
converting the nomes into the territories of the metropoleis,
henceforth officially cities. The change was chiefly one of termi-
nology, since the office of strafegus was replaced by that of
exactor civilatis, whose character was so similar to it that the
Egyptians for a time used the two titles synonymously. How-
ever, the Egyptian cities henceforth shared the general develop-
ment of civic institutions throughout the empire, and as the



THE BYZANTINE AGE 87

office of exactor soon became elective, in practice they ultimately
gained in autonomy. To celebrate his reform Diocletian founded
in Egypt two new cities, named after himself and his colleague,
Maximian.!!4,

In Palestine he founded a city named Maximianopolis, whose
territory comprised the plain of Esdraelon, and Constantine’s
mother built another, Helenopolis, probably in northern Galilee;
the Jordan valley, where the four toparchies of Amathus, Gadara,
Jericho, and Livias still survived as ‘regions’, thus was the only
substantial area left to direct administration. In Cappadocia also
cities were founded. The south-eastern part of the country, the
Byzantine province of Armenia II, consisted of six cities, three
of which—Comana, Ariaratheia, and Melitene—were old, but
the others probably were recent creations. The western part of
the country, made into the separate province of Cappadocia II
by Valens, also consisted mostly of cities, some of which—T'yana,
Cybistra, Archelais, Diocaesarea, and Faustinopolis—were old,
but some—Nyssa, Parnassus, Sasima—were probably new. The
central part of the country, Cappadocia I, surrounding the
capital Caesarea, remained almost entirely under direct admini-
stration, even after Justinian had founded the two cities of
Mocissus and Camulianae. There was a special reason for this:
the revenues of this district were earmarked for the imperial
privy purse.'¥s

Some even of the Armenian satrapies annexed by Diocletian
and by Theodosius I were converted into cities. Amida, founded
by Constantius 11, probably replaced one, Theodosius I and Leo
built cities named after themselves in Daranalis and Acilisene
respectively, and Justinian raised Martyropolis, the chief town
of Sophanene, into a city which ruled that satrapy and Ingilene.
There were also 2 number of isolated pieces of public land and
great imperial estates which were converted into cities. The
‘region’ of Lagania, for instance, which had apparently once been
part of the Bithynian public land, but had been detached from
the province of Bithynia, in the extreme south-eastern corner of
which it lay, had thus been withdrawn from the jurisdiction of
the Bithynian city to which Pompey had allocated it and brought
under direct administration: Anastasius made it a city. Two
areas in the Axylon, which had apparently been royal land of
king Amyntas, and had passed to the emperors on his death,
became the cities of Eudocias (Gdammaua) and Verinopolis
(Psibela). The saltus of Zalichen, a large imperial estate which
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had been detached from the territory of Sinope, was similarly
raised to city rank by Leo.1:%

These changes were probably in part at any rate dictated by
practical motives. Though nominally direct administration
might bring in a higher revenue, the peculations of the officials
of the res private were often so exorbitant that the imperial
exchequer did not actually get much of it: it was better for the
emperors to cut their losses and be satisfied with the usual
tribute, guaranteed by the decurions of the newly founded city.
In other cases the motives of the imperial government seem to
have been less interested. There were still a few communities
at a tribal stage, and some of them were raised to the status of
cities. The Oresti of Macedonia were concentrated into a city by
Diocletian. The Upper Cilbiani became, over two centuries
after the Lower Cilbiani, like them a city, which was named—
apparently in honour of Valentinian III—Valentinianopolis, while
the Hyrgaleis of the Maeander valley were organized as a city by
Anastastus. Many of the villages of the Isaurians were amal-
gamated by Leo mto the new city of Leontopolis, while the rest
seem to have been added to Isaura, the old capital of the tribe.'?

In some regions, notably in Batanaea, Auranitis, and Tracho-
nitis, the unit of government was still the village. In the Byzan-
tine period several more of these villages were raised to the rank
of cities. Saccaea was converted by Diocletian into the city of
Maximianopolis. Soada became, probably in the same reign,
Dionysias, and later another village was granted the status of 2
city by Constantine or Constantius 1I—its new name 1s variously
given as Constantine or Constantia. A city of Neapolis also
appears in this region, and several villages, such as Phaena and
Neve, were raised in status without change of name. Elsewhere
isolated village communities were elevated in rank. Tymandus
in Pisidia, for instance, which had apparently once been subject
to Apollonia but had since the middle of the second century A.D,
been an independent village, was made a city by Diocletian.!'®

A number of fortresses on the eastern frontier also achieved
self-government in the Byzantine period. Diocletian’s reinforce-
ment of the Zmes involved the advance of the legions and other
substantial bodies of troops from the cities of Syria and Meso-
potamia to posts farther out in the desert. Many of these posts
grew into substantial towns, as is proved by their becoming the
seats of bishoprics, and some were given the rank of cities. The
stretch of desert between Damascus and the Euphrates which
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had once been ruled by Palmyra seems, after the suppression of
the ephemeral Palmyrene empire by Aurelian, to have been
divided into two military districts, the Scenarchia, along the
south bank of the Euphrates, attached to the province of Euphra-
tensis, and the Eastern District, north-east of Damascus, attached
to Phoenice Libanensis. In these two areas several military posts
became cities. In the Scenarchia, for instance, Resapha was con-
verted into Anastasiopolis—its rise was not entirely due to its
military importance, for it boasted the grave of a famous saint,
Sergius, and was a centre of pilgrimage—and in the Eastern
District Euaria, the post of the Eguites scutarii Illyriciani, was
granted city rank in A.D. 573. In Syria proper Anasartha, a
fortress on an inner line of defence, was given by Justinian the
status of a city and the name of Theodoropolis. In Meso-
potamia, where a state of war was almost endemic, fortresses
played a yet more important part in the life of the population,
and not a few became cities. Callinicum, a military post which
had replaced the ruined city of Nicephorium, itself became a city
under the style of Leontopolis; Anastasius built the fortress city
of Dara facing Nisibis, surrendered by Jovian to the Persians;
and Justinian raised to city rank the castle of Circesium which
Diocletian had built to guard the junction of the Chaboras and
the Euphrates.'*?

'The principal achievement of the Byzantine emperors was to
even out in some degree the very unequal distribution of cities
which had resulted from the different lines on which the several
provinces had developed. In those provinces where city life
had grown up spontaneously, the number of communities
tended to be very large, and though there were some cities which
had acquired extensive territories, the average size of the com-
munity tended to be very small. In Greece, side by side with
substantial cities such as Athens or Elis there were tiny places
like Panopeus, ‘a city of the Phocians’, to quote Pausanias, ‘if one
may call it a city, when it has no government offices and no
gymnasium; they have no theatre, no market, no piped water
supply, but live in hovels, rather like the huts up in the moun-
tains, on the brink of a ravine. But still the boundaries of their
territory are marked out against their neighbours, and they
send delegates to the Phocian federal assembly.” If Pliny is night
in stating that the province of Macedonia comprised a hundred
and fifty communities, many of them must have been as insigni-
ficant. In Asia the Augustan formula provinciae reckoned two
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hundred and eighty-two communities, and these, we know, in-
cluded besides great cities with extensive territories like Cyzicus,
Pergamum, Ephesus, or Apamea, many tiny communes like the
Ormeleis, Lagbets, Tacineis and others around Cibyra, or the
Upper and Lower Cilbiani, the Mysomacedones, Coloe, Palaeo-
polis and more round the upper waters of the Cayster. In Lycia,
too, and in Cilicia Tracheia the majority of the cities were minute,
and the original province of Galatta comprised no fewer than one
hundred and ninety-five ‘peoples and tetrarchies’, while in
northern Syria there were in addition to the cities twenty to
thirty tribal communities and tetrarchies on the Augustan
register. On the other hand in the provinces which had been
artificially carved up into city territories by the Roman govern-
ment cities were few and far between. In Thrace there were in
Hadrian’s reign only twenty-three, including those in the Cher-
sonese, and 1n the vast area of northern Asia Minor which had
once been the kingdoms of Bithynia, Paphlagoma, and Pontus
(including Armenia Minor) between thirty and thirty-five, 120

These anomalies had by the sixth century A.n. been rendered
rather less glaring by the amalgamation of small communities on
the one hand and the division of the larger territories on the other.
The first process i1s in the nature of the case difficult to trace. It
1s far easier to discover when a néw city came into being, since
its creation is often celebrated by a dynastic name, than to dis-
cover when an old city was suppressed, particularly since the
cities suppressed were naturally tiose that had always been in-
significant. The date of amalgamations is therefore almost
always extremely uncertain. In some cases the civic coinage
proves that a city which later ceased to exist survived to the date
of the latest issue at least, but such cases are rare; for it was not
often that a city important enough to issue coins was later sup-
pressed. Sometimes an inscription may prove the continued
existence of a city which subsequently vamshed; but this again
is a rare chance, Such evidence as we have, however, suggests
that the suppression of the minor communities in areas such as
Macedonia, Greece, and south-western Asia Minor was mainly
the work of the Byzantine emperors.

The final result can be best appreciated from a comparison of
the figures given by Pliny from tlfe Augustan register with those
provided by Hierocles, whose work s probably based on a
register drawn up in the reign of Theodosius 1I (428 A.D.?),
imperfectly revised up te a point in Justinian’s reign rather over
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a century later. In the area equivalent to Asia the number of
communities had sunk from two hundred and eighty-two to
about two hundred and twenty-five, In the districts which had
been included in the original province of Galatia the drop is
more striking—f{rom one hundred and ninety-five to about one
hundred and twenty. In Macedonia the fall 13 enormous—from
one .hundred and fifty to under sixty. For Greece under the
principate there are no statistics, but the evidence of the coins
and inscriptions and above all the detailed account of Pausanias
prove that there were very many small cities then which no
longer appear in Hierocles’ list; of the eighteen cities of the
Eleutherolacones, for instance, only three survived. In northern
Syria, too, where we have no precise figures for the principate,
there had been a considerable amalgamation of communities;
nearly all the tribes and tetrarchies had been absorbed in the
cities, In Lycia on the other hand there were fully as many cities
in the Byzantine period as there had ever been, and, so far as we
can teli, there was no appreciable reduction in Cilicia Tracheia.??!

The extent to which the smaller communities were suppressed
depended no doubt largely on the economic condition of the
district. Macedonia suffered greatly from the ravages of bar-
barian invaders, and its cities were brought to poverty; hence
the drastic reduction in their number. Asia was on the other
hand relatively prosperous, and here the Byzantine lists prove
the survival of many tiny cities and even some rural communes,
In Galatia too quite a large number of very small cities, like those
of the Milyadic group, and a fair number of small rural communes
survived, and the great fall in the number of communities is
largely to be accounted for by the amalgamation into cities of
a few large groups of villages like those of the Homonadeis and
the Isaurians.

The converse process, the partition of large city territories, is
easier to trace. There are isolated examples of it in the provinces
discussed above. In northern Phrygia, for instance, there were
some very large territories, and here a number of new cities
appear. The town of Orcistus was detached from Nacoleia by
Constantine, and Ambasum, which seems also to have been
subject to Nacoleia, became in the Byzantine period the city of
Metropolis; Meirus likewise, which was in the third quarter of
the third century A.p. still a village, probably of Dorylaecum, had
by the beginning of the fourth century gained its independence.
In Galatia proper also a number of cities sprang up in the
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extensive territories of the three Gallic tribes, Verinopolis in that
of the Trocmi, Aspona in that of the Tectosages, Eudoxias and
Justinianopolis in that of the Tobistobogii. But the process is
most noticeable in the provinces which had been artificially
divided into huge territories by the Roman government. In
Pontus three new cities appear, Euchaita, Verisa, and Ibora, In
Bithynia Julian founded Basilinopolis and Justinian Justiniano-
ﬁolis in the vast tract of public land under the jurisdiction of

icaea, while Praenetus and Helenopolis were built on territory
once subject to Nicomedia. In Thrace many new cities appear,
some like Diocletianopolis, Diospolis, Maximianopolis, or
Sebastopolis in the northern and western parts of the country, but
mostly 1n the province of Europe, the area adjacent to the Pro-
pontis, where Arcadiopolis, Eudoxiopelis, and some half-dozen
others came into existence during the Byzantine age.!22

The foundation of new cities was, like the suppression of old
ones, normally dependent on the economic condition of the
district. The government did not normally create new towns,
but granted the status of a separate city to a town which had
grown up spontaneously. Hence there was little development in
the economically backward regions of north-eastern Asia Minor.
In Thrace on the other hand the foundation of Constantinople
greatly stimulated trade, especially along the shores of the Pro-
pontis, where the sea route up the Hellespont and the land route
along the Via Egnatia converged, and in this region many towns
sprang up, to be subsequently made cities, Bithynia also bene-
fited from the transference of the imperial capital to Constanti-
nople; Helenopolis and Praenetus owed their prosperity to their
position at the terminus of the land route across Asia Minor to
the new capital. And even farther afield the increased importance
of the direct route across Asta Minor from Constantinople to the
Cilician Gates stirred up the long stagnant agricultural life of the
Gallic tribes, and encouraged the growth of towns among them.

The motive of the government both in suppressing the smaller
communities and in creating new cities in the larger territories
was probably in the main administrative conventence, In the
former process there can hardly have been any other motive.
Throughout the empire the number of decurions was falling, and
in small cities 1t might fall to so low a figure that the council
could no longer fulfil its most important function in the eyes of
the central government, the guarantee that the full amount of the
taxes would be collected. When therefore the number of de-
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curions fell below ‘the safety-point, it was better to amalgamate
the city in some neighbour wgose counci] was more flourishing.

In the creation of new cities other motives entered in. There
was the glory of being a founder. There was also during the
fourth century religion. One of Constantine’s avowed motives
in granting independence to Orcistus was the fact that the
majority of its iniabitants were Christians, whereas it 1s to be
inferred that the Nacoleans who had hitherto ruled them were
not. Constantire also detached Antaradus from Arad and its
Maiuma (or port) from Gaza for the same reason; the people of
Arad and Gaza were stubborn pagans, while the tnhabitants of
their ports were Christians. But the main motive must have
been administrative, It was difficult for the council even of so
great a city as Nicaea to govern a territory parts of which were
eighty miles distant, and in many cases the cities ruling large
territories were not particularly rich, and their decurions might
not be able to give an adequate guarantee for the revenue,
Decentralization was obviously desirable, and if there existed in
the territory of a city flourishing towns whose leading inhabitants
could take up the burden of the decurionate for their districts,
the additional security gained by spreading responsibility was a
great gain. But even if no addition was made to the number of
decurions, their geographical distribution might be advantageous.
In normal course Nicaea sent out its decurions ta the various
‘regions’ of its vast territory. Julian converted one of these
‘regions’ into the city of Basilinopolis by transplanting thither a
number of Nicene decurions.!23

The essential point in the foundation of any city was in the
Byzantine period the creation of a council of decurions, numerous
and wealthy enough to guarantee its taxes to the central govern-
ment. In raising the village of Tymandus to city status Diocletian
is insistent on this point; ‘whereas’, he writes, ‘it is our natural
desire that throughout the whole of our empire the dignity and
number of the cities should be increased, and we see that they
are exceedingly eager to receive the honourable designation of
a city; seeing that they also clearly undertake that there will
always be an adequate supply of decurions among them, we have
thought fit to grant their petition.” Here the emperor orders the
governor to create new decurions. Valens in his abortive attempt
to found a new city in the ‘region’ of Podandus, a directly ad-
ministered area in Cappadocia II, used the alternative method,
transporting thither many of the decurions of Caesaren.!
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But though qualitatively city life was degraded, the area in
which it prevailed was substantially increased by the Byzantine
emperors. LThere were by the sixth century very few tribes and,
except in the province of Arabia, very few villages, and direct
administration was confined to Cappadocia I, the Armenian
satrapies, the Jordan valley and a few other scattered areas. In
the lists of Hierocles and Georgius Cyprius cities are the almost
universal units of government,



PART II

RELATIONS WITH THE SUZERAIN

CHAPTER VI
THE KINGS

HE constitutional relation of a Hellenistic king to the cities

in his dominions is obscure; nor perhaps did either party
wish it to be very clear. The king wished to control the cities,
but in deference to public opinion preferred not to express this
control in set constitutional terms. The cities, if they could not
be free, took care at least, from motives of amour propre, to behave
as if they were. The ambiguity of the mutual relations of kings
and cities arises in fact from two conflicting political théories. A
king tended to regard his dominions as a complex of territories,
within which, it might be, there were a number of privileged
comrmunities. The cities, while not disputing the sovereignty of
the kings over their Macedonians and over the barbarians whom
they had conquered, liked to regard themselves as sovereign
states in alliance with the king, This conflict of ideas is illustrated
by the varying terminology used on the one hand by the cities
and by the kings when they were addressing cities, and on the
other by subjects of the kings and the kings themselves in un-
guarded moments. The Ilians in a2 complimentary decree in
honour of Antiochus I make a pointed distinction between the
cities and the kingdom; ‘he established the cities in peace’ they
write, ‘and the kingdom in its ancient condition’. The person
who made a dedication to Ptolemy III at the distant trading
station of Adulis, on the Red Sea coast, more realistically asserts
that he ‘inherited from his father the kingdom of Egypt, Libya,
Syria, Phoenice, Cyprus, Lycia, Caria and the Cyclades’, and
‘made himself master of all the land within the Euphrates,
Cilicia, Pamphylia, Ionia, the Hellespont and Thrace’; no dis-
tinction 1s drawn between barbarian lands and districts like Ionia
and the Cyclades which consisted entirely of Greek cities.!

In the oriental kingdoms the ‘country’ (x<pe) 1s normally dis-
tinguished from the cities. Antiochus I, it is true, in a letter to
his satrap Meleager, is not very precise on this point: in one
passage he speaks of ‘the cities in our alliance’, in another of ‘the
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cities in our country and alliance’. The distinction is, however,
usually observed. Alexandria was not technically in Egypt, but
‘by EgyPt’, and one spoke of going from Alexandria into the
‘country’. In Cyrenaica similarly Ptolemy the Younger in his
will used the phrase ‘either the cities or the country’. And in
one matter, land tenure, the distinction seems to have been real. -
In the territories of the cities private ownership of land was the
rule; some land belonged to the city corporately, but the rest was
the absolute property of the gods, the citizens or those to whom
the city gave the right of ownership. Outside the cities the Jand
was deemed, in accordance with the Greek conception of the
oriental monarchy, to be the property of the king. The Persian
king was in Greek eyes a master whose subjects were slaves, and
it naturally followed that he was in the same sense master of his
dominions—he owned the land, and his subjects had only such
precarious tenure as their master might from time to time allow
them. This position the Hellenistic kings of the East inherited
by right of conquest. They were proprietors of their kingdoms,
and it seerns in fact to have been deemed 1mpaossible for them to
alienate land in their kingdoms to their subjects. A king could
only create private property by detaching the land in question
from his kingdom, and this he could do only by incorporating
it or authorizing the occupier to incorporate it in the territory of
a city.?

This distinction did not of course arise 1n the Macedoman
kingdom proper, where the king was the chief of the Macedo-
nians, not the owner of Macedonia, But the relationship to the
king of his Macedonian and Greek subjects differed. The former
were his subjects in the full sense of the word, owing personal
allegiance to him: the latter were members of communities under
his sway but had no direct contact with him.

The cities were thus not exactly part of the kingdom in the
strict sense of the term. What positively their relation to it was
it is more difficult to say. Their own ambition was to be free,
that is independent sovereign states, and many of the kings
sought to gratify this desire, in the letter at any rate, by treating
them as allies. Alexander laid it down as the first clause in the
treaties which bound the Greek cities to the league of Corinth
that ‘the Hellenes should be free and autonomous’—the two
terms are in practice interchangeable—and as he conquered the
Persian empire declared the Greek cities hitherto subject to the
Great King to be free. His regent in Macedonia, Antipater,
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provoked by revolts, abandoned the principle, establishing olig-
archies of his supporters and stationing garrisons in the cities, and
his son Cassander followed the same line. This gave an oppor-
tunity too good to be missed to his opponents. Polyperchon,
whom Antipater had appointed his successor as regent of the
kingdom, when he saw that Cassander was going to challenge his
position, promptly circularized the Greek cities, renewing the
policy of Alexander. When, despite the support which he thus
won from the Greeks, he was defeated by Cassander, Antigonus,
ambitious to step into Alexander’s shoes, revived the doctrine
that the Hellenes should be free, and, aided by the revolts which
his proclamation provoked, succeeded in winning many of the
Greek cities from Cassander. But it was a game at which two
could play, and Ptolemy issued a proclamation in the same terms.
After indecisive fighting Antigonus was compelled in 311 B.C. to
sign a peace with his rivals, Cassander, Ptolemy, and Lysimachus;
but he made astute use of his defeat by insisting that the peace
should include a clause guaranteeing the freedom of the Hellenes
and widely advertising the fact among the cities, He doubtless
gained popularity thereby; but Ptolemy again turned the tables
on him by accesing him of having violated the pact and freeing
the cities under his control. At a later stage in the struggle his
son Demetrius, when forced to withdraw from Greece to assist
his father, inserted a similar provision in the treaty he made with
Cassander on this occasion, hoping thereby to retain the good
will of the cities when he was no longer able to control them.3
The principle that the Greeks should be free was thus widely
acknowledged by the Successors in their early struggles. But by
becoming so widely acknowledged it ceased to serve the purpose
for which it was intended by its authors. It does not need the
express statements of Diodorus to prove that the several kings
championed Greek freedom not from the idealistic motives that
they professed but in order to win the supgort of the cities
against their rivals, and if their rivals adopted the same policy
they were checkmated. One king would of course represent the
‘protection’ given by another to his cities as tyranny, and in fact
normally did so. And since the cities as a rule found the control
of their suzerain irksome and always hoped for better thin
under a new master, this line was often successful. But as the
policy of the kings grew clear to the cities, it became more and
more difficult to rouse enthusiasm by the cry of the freedom of
the Hellenes; it is last heard of as a universal doctrine, until the
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Romans revived it, in 267 B.C., when Ptolemy II championed the
Greeks against Antigonus Gonatas, and in this case the Greek
cities might reasonably hope that the distant king of Egypt would
be a less exacting suzerain than the king of Macedonia.4

Furthermore the doctrine was not only useless but embarrass-
ing to the kings in dealing with cities which were genuinely free.
To a city which was independent and thought that it required no
champion to protect its ligerty, proclamations that all the Greeks
should be free made no appeal. Already in the fourth century
Rhodes had been an awkward problem for Antigonus. Rhodes,
relying on its wealth and its naval power, preferred to maintain
a policy of strict neutrality in the struggle of the Successors, and
its sympathies were, in view of its trade connexions, with Ptolemy
Antigonus on the other hand needed the Rhodian fleet in his
struggle against Ptolemy. Since the Rhodians rejected his pro~
posals of alliance he was obliged, despite his professed advocacy
of the freedom of the Hellenes, to attempt to subdue the city by
force, and his failure to do so was only more disastrous to his
military prestige than his success would have been to his political
reputation.’

In these circumstances the tone of the royal chancelleries began
to change. They no longer proclaimed as a universal dogma that
all the Greeks must be free, but instead offered freedom to
individual cities as a prize for their support or a reward for their
loyalty. As early as 301 B.C. Lysimachus, in attacking the
dominions of Antigonus, gave autonomy to Lampsacus and
Parium, because they submitted voluntarily, but subdued cities
which resisted him. The Seleucids, when their conquest of Asla
Minor brought them into contact with the Greek world, seem to
have pursued the same policy. We hear of no general promise of
freedom to the Greeks, but 2 number of inscriptions record the
grant or confirmation of liberty to individual cities—Erythrae,
Smyrna, Miletus—or groups of cities—the Iomian league—by
Antiochus I and II in view of their loyalty to the dynasty.
Philip V of Macedon adopted similar tactics in Greece. In 216
B.C. he offered freedom to Elis, then a member of the Aetolian
league, if it would side with him, but the suggestion did not
attract the Eleians. Later in his reign (202 B.c.) a similar offer to
" Thasos, being backed by armed force, was accepted, and Lysi-
macheia was rewarded for its submission by being received into
Philip’s alliance; Cius, on the other hand, which refused his
offers, was stormed and destroyed.®
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The later attitude of the kings to the question of Greek auto-
nomy is well illustrated by the measures taken by Antiochus I1I
to restore Seleucid rule in Asia Minor. The situation there was
complex. Some of the cities were under Ptolemaic suzerainty.
Some had been recently acquired by Philip V of Macedon and
were held by him, although the Romans had ordered him after
his defeat at Cynoscephalae to evacuate them. Others had taken
advantage of the weakness of the Seleucid power in the previous
generation to make themselves independent. Antiochus’ view, as
expressed, perhaps rather crudely, by Appian, was that the cities
‘belonged to him as ruler of Asia, because they used in times past
to obey the kings of Asia’: he regarded his kingdom, that is,
territorially, as an area over which he had rights of sovereignty.
He had, on the other hand, no objection to the cities being free,
provided that they owed their freedom to him. His policy was
accordingly to menace the cities which did not acknowledge his
suzerainty, at the same time offering them freedom if they should
willingly accept it.?

Seeing that he was in a position to enforce his will, most of the
cities accepted his terms. We possess a letter of Antiochus con-
firming to Amyzon the status which it had possessed ‘in the
alliance of Ptolemy’, and from a decree of Iasus we learn that the
autonomy of that city, recently occupied by Philip, was main-
tained by Antiochus when it passed under his sway. But three
of the independent cities made a stand—Lampsacus, Alexandria
Troas, andpgmyrna. Antiochus’ offer to Lampsacus well illus-
trates the view of freedom taken by the kings. Antiochus pro-
tested ‘that they would soon have what they wanted, but only
when it was apparent both to themselves and to every one else
that their freedom had been granted by the king and not surrep-
titiously usurped’. To Antiechus his sovereign rights were para-
mount, and freedom he regarded as a privileged status which he
and he alone was entitled to confer. The appeal of the free cities
to Rome and Rome’s intervention on their behalf yet further
complicated the problem. Antiochus might have been prepared
to tolerate the freedom of an independent city which owed its
liberty to its own efforts, but he could not permit the existence
in his kingdom of free cities which leant upon a foreign power.
As he himself is reported to have described his position, ‘those
of the Asiatic cities which were autonromous ought to receive
their freedom not by the order of the Romans but by his own
grace’.8
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How generally freedom was granted by the kings to the cities
under their suzerainty it is difficult to say, but since the privilege
was 1n fact a harmless formality most kings preferred to bestow
it. "The Antigonids technically treated even the Thessalian cities,
which were in fact virtually a part of the Macedonian kingdom, as
free allies. The Seleucids were extremely liberal in their grants
of autonomy to the Greek cities of western Asia Minor. Even the
Ptolemies, who were in fact hard taskmasters, professed to treat
their cities as allies. The league of the Nesiotes, comprising the
Cycladic islands, speaks of itself as free under Ptolemy I, and
about a century later the Rhodians protected ‘the freedom of the
cities allied to Ptolemy’ on the coast of Caria. Attalus I made
treaties with the Greek cities which accepted his suzerainty.?

The position of the later Attalids was rather different. The
older dynasties had for the most part acquired their cities by
expelling in the role of liberators a rival power. Eumenes re-
celved his as a gift from the Romans, the conquerors of Antiochus
II1, and had, moreover, since the Romans had professedly fought
the war as champions of the freedom of the Hellenes in Asia
and the Rhodians had after their victory tactlessly pressed for the
fulfilment of this pledge, been obliged expressly to oppose the
liberation of the cities subject to Antiochus in order to establish
his own sovereignty over them. In fact no allusion to freedom is
found i1n any Attalid document, whether royal letter or civic
decree, and it may be that the kings and the cities subject to them
thought it prudent to avoid this awkward topic. But the apparent
silence on the subject of liberty may be accidental. For it might
be argued that what the Rhodians urged and Eumenes opposed
was freedom in the sense in which the cities used the word; if the
cities had been freed by Rome at the instance of Rhodes they
would have been independent ; or, if they owed allegiance to any-
one, they would have owed it to their conqueror and liberator,
Rome. And Eumenes might, while opposing this step, have been
willing as sovereign of the cities to confirm their freedom in the
royal sense of the word. The Roman government in fact found
it convenient at a later date to represent that they had granted the
Lycian and Carian cities to Rhodes ‘not in gift but as allies’, and
the same conditions fpresmmxbly applied to the exactly analogous
grant to Eumenes of the rest of Asia Minor. If this phrase has
any meaning it must mean that the Romans, when they refused
freedom to the Greek cities of Asia, meant by freedom indepen-
dence, and expected the powers to whom they gave the sovereignty
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of Asia to maintain the freedom which they had hitherto enjoyed
under Seleucid suzerainty '

The doctrine of freedom applied, it may be noted, to Greek
cities only. Alexander interpreted the term ‘Greek’ generously,
freeing not only the Aeolian, Ionian, and Dorian cities of Asia
and the Greek colonies of later date, but also Pamphylian and
Cilician cities whose claim to Greek origin was more shadowy;
he did not, however, grant liberty to the Cypriot cities, but
maintained the power of their kings. In 18g B.C. the Rhodians
apparently toock a narrower view; they pressed the claims of
Soli, as a sister colony. of Argos, but took no interest in the other
cities on the south coast of Asia Minor, and they ignored utterly
the colonies which the kings had founded in the interior of Asia
Minor, and the cities of barbarian origin which had in course of
time come to regard themselves as Greek."t

But both the royal foundations and hellenized barbarian cities
came gradually to regard themselves as on the same footing as
old Greek cities, and therefore as entitled to freedom; and the
kings naturally found it expedient to humour them. Carian
Alabanda informed the Ampfgictyonic League that Antiochus I1I
preserved their ‘democracy and peace’, and we possess a letter
wherein one of the last Seleucids, Antiochus VIII or IX, notifies
Ptolemy IX of Cyprus that he has, in view of its devoted loyalty
to himself and to his house, granted freedom to Seleucia in
Pieria; the kings were evidently slow to grant freedom to cities
which their ancestors had founded and which they no doubt
regarded in a proprietary manner. Seleucia adopted the date of
this grant—108 B.C,—as a new era, and in the light of this
evidence we may deduce that the various Phoenician cities which
started new eras about this time—Tyre in 125 B.C., Sidon and
Tripolis in 111 B.C., Ascalon in 104 B.C., Berytus in 8o B.C.—
were granted freedom by the Seleucid kings, 12

The content of the term ‘freedom’ i1s defined in many royal
proclamations and letters and civic decrees, It meantthe mainten-
ance of the city’s own or ancestral constitution and laws, and it
further included immunity from tribute and from a garrison and,
it is someétimes added, from billeting of troops. In practice it
rarely meant any of these things. The kings preserved the form
of democracy—which was generally assumed to be the ancestral
constitution of every city—but they often introduced such modi-
fications in the constitution as would give them effective control.
They expelled the garrisons-put in by their opponents, but they
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normally left a garrison of their own to protect the city’s new-won
liberty. Indeed the cities themselves on occasion demanded a
%arrison, for they did not want to be left at the mercy of their
ormer masters from whom they had just revolted ; and once a
garrison was installed it was difficult to ask for its withdrawal
without arousing suspicions of disloyalty. Finally, the kings
abolished the tribute which the cities had paid to their- former
masters, But the cities could hardly refuse a contribution to the
war chest of their liberator, if only to cover the cost of their own
protection.!s

The position of a city differed very little in fact whether it was
free or not, and in considering the practical relations of the kings
to their cities the constitutional status of the latter may be ignored.
But this of course does not mean that all cities were treated
uniformly. Much depended on the general policy of the king or
the dynasty; some kings preferred to rule with a light hand,
others kept a very tight rein on their cities, Much again was
determined by the position of the city in question. An outpost of
the kingdom would be strongly garrisoned against ext,emalpattack
and against rebellion, while a city which was secure from foreign
enemies and had no hope of revolt might have no garrison.
Important cities, which were the centres of the royal administra-
tion, in particular the royal capitals, were naturally more closely
supervised than small cities remote from the king’s eye. No
uniform scheme was in fact applied, and as our evidence is too
fragmentary for us to attempt to draw a detailed picture, we must
be content to summarize what is known of the relations of various
kings to various cities.

A very convenient instrument of political control was a federa-
tion. Greek cities could without loss of autonorny surrender
some of their sovereign rights to a league, and if the king were
executive head of the league he thereby won a locus standi in the
affairs of the constituent cities. Philip established his power over
Thessaly by getting himself elected archon of the Thessalian
league and his friends put in command of the four tetrarchies
into which it was divided. The successive kings of Macedon in
this way kept a close hold on the Thessalian cities without
violating their autonomy till 197 B.c. Philip likewise evolved the
more ambitious project of a league of all the Greek cities, of which
he was hegemon. Alexander succeeded to this position, and as he
freed the Greek cities of Asia from the Persians seems to have
added them to the league. The constitution of the league of
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Corinth carefully safeguarded the rights of members—the cities
were to be ‘free and autonomous’, and the constitution existing in
each city at the date when it swore the oaths of federation was
guaranteed—but the Aegemon had certain prerogatives such as
that of leadership of the federal army in a war declared by the
league. Philip maintained some garrisons in Greece—they are
perhaps the enigmatic persons ‘appointed to watch over the public
security’ alluded to in another clause—and Alexander assumed the
right of artanging the constitution of cities freed from the Persians
and himself trying disputes arising therefrom. He later interfered
in the internal affairs of all the cities by decreeing the restoration
of all exiles, but this measure was probably wltra wvires and
certainly aroused bitter indignation.!

Antigonus, who in so many widys carried on his master’s ideas,
endeavoured to revive the Panhellenic league, but in the wars
which followed Alexander’s death the idea of a universal federa-
tion faded away. A number of local leagues were, however,
created by the kings. To Antigonus is probably due the creation
of the league of the Islanders, which was taken over by Ptolemy I
when he gained the supremacy of the Aegean. We know little
of its constitution, but the chief officer of the league, the nesiarch,
was apparently a nominee of the king—it is notable that none of
the nesiarchs known was a citizen of any of the member states—
and acted in close collaboration with the royal admiral. Various
other groups of cities were later organized as leagues under royal
suzerainty. 1he Pentapolis of Cyrenaica seems to have been
created by Demetrius the Fair, when he ruled the country as
husband of Berenice, daughter of Magas. The Cypriot cities
formed a league In the later part of the Ptolemaic period, and it
may well be that the Lycian league dates from the Ptolemaic
supremacy—it appears a very few years after its close. Antigonus
Doson formed a federation of Greek cities under his own presi-
dency, and, more curious, organized his own kingdom as ‘the
league of the Macedonians’, thus liquidating the archaic tribal
monarchy of Macedonia, and raising its communities to the full
status of cities.!s

The kings controlled some cities by reserving to themselves
the appointment of one or more of their executive magistrates.
Cassander seems to have invented the system when on the capture
of Athens in 318 B.C. he ordered that his supporter Demetrius
of Phalerum should be elected sirategus, perhaps with enlarged
powers, year after year. Antigonus Gonatas similarly arranged
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that the commander of his garrison, who happened to be an
Athenian, should be elected strategus by the people. Ptolemy I
when he rearranged the constitution of Cyrene ordained t?;at
besides the five elective annual strategi he should himself be
perpetual sirafegus; in fact he delegated his office. It may be
suspected that a similar arrangement prevailed in Ptolemais of
the Thebaid—it is at any rate suspicious that a royal officer was
prytamis for life in that city, in which the chief magistracy was a
board of six pryianeis. T)}(le_ Attalid kings were more exacting;
in Pergarmum they appointed all five strafegi.?6

In other cases the kings seem to have reserved to themselves
the right to disallow decrees of the assembly. The people of
Aegina, in the period when it was subject to the Attalids, conclude
a decree with the clause ‘that the sirateg? send this decree to the
king, in order that its provisions may be with his consent put
into force’, and the preamble of a decree of the people of Hali-
carnassus runs: ‘whereas king Ptolemy, in response to a delegation
of the city, has permitted that the young men have a gymnasium’,
In yet other cases the control of the assembly seems to have been
vested in a local representative of the king, the superintendent
(émordrns). A decree of Thessalonica is proposed by the deputy
superintendent and the five judges, who are apparently the execu-
tive board of magistrates, and a decree of Seleucia in Pieria 1s
moved ‘with the assent of Theophilus, the superintendent, and
the magistrates’, In the second case the letter of the king
(Selencus IV) which is the occaston of the decree makes it plain
that the superintendent is not a city magistrate but something
in the nature of a royal governor; it is addressed ‘to Theophilus
and to the magistrates and city of Seleucia in Pieria’,!7

The precise character of these superintendents is obscure, but
it is on the whole simplest to regard them as in origin and in
essence commandants of the local garrison. It is evident from
both the literary and epigraphic sources that the kings very
frequently stationed garrisons in the cities within their sphere of
influence, whether free or not; for the ostensible object of the
garrison was not to control the city but to protect it from its
enemies. The practice of the different dynasties varied in accor-
dance with the character of their kingdoms. The Antigonids,
who incidentally were too poor to afford a large standing army,
contented themselves with garrisoning a few places of tmportance;
in Greece they do not seem to have regularly occupied more than
Athens and the famous three fetters of Hellas, Demetrias, Chalcis,
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and Corinth. The Ptolemies maintained large numbers of troops

in their scattered empire; they were rich enough to do so, and

the isolated cities which they held dotted along the south coast

of Asia Minor and the shores and islands of the Aegean were

highly vulnerable. The Seleucids for their part were obliged to

fglarrisgn their coastal cities to protect them from the Ptolemaic
eet.!

The commanders of these garrisons bear avariety of titles. The
straightforward ‘commander of the garrison’ ($povpapyos) is found
in early documents but seems to have been regarded as offensive
and was generally abandoned. More usual was ‘general of the
city’ (orperqyds Tis médews) or ‘general in charge of the city’
(erparyyés ém 7is modews) or more vaguely and tactfully ‘he who
is stationed in charge of the city’ (6 rereyuévos éni Tis mdAews) or
even ‘he who is in charge of the city’ (¢ énl s mdrews). Or
finally the title of ‘superintendent’ (émordmys) is used. That this
title was military is definitely proved in some cases, At Seleucia
in Pieria itself, in 219 B.C., when it was in Ptolemaic occupation,
officers styled ‘superintendents’ were in charge of the city, and
these officers were clearly military, since the commanders of the
units comprising the garrison were subordinate to them. At
Panamara in Caria a Rhodian superintendent—the Rhodian
republic, it may be noted, adopted, as an imperial power, pre-
cisely the same methods as the kings—is praised for having
watched over ‘the security of the country’.1?

These officers had in origin no civil function, being merely
in command of the troops protecting the city. But it was natural
for the king on the one hand to delegate to them, as his local
representatives, such constitutional powers of control as he pos-
sessed over the cities, and for the cities on the other hand to
appeal for their aid when they required help from the royal
power; and, it may be added, for individual citizens to do the
same. They thus acquired something of the character of ‘resi-
dents’ or ‘high commissioners’. They might sometimes, as ap-
pears to have been the case at Thessalonica and Seleucia, possess
some measure of political control over the cities, and they seem
very frequently to have had police or judicial functions of a some-
what ill-defined character.

The kings on the whole made little attempt to interfere
systematically with the administration of justice in the cities.
Alexander at Chios and Ptolemy at Cyrene reserved to themselves
the decision of cases between the old citizens and the exiles whom
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they restored when they remodelled the constitutions of these
cities; but this usurpation of jurisdiction was temporary only—
at Cyrene a time limit of three years is expressly set—and was
obviously necessary. In other cases the interference of the kings
.. was less direct, and always sporadic in character. It 1s evident
from many inscriptions that the jury courts of the cities were
extremely inefficient. They worked slowly and huge arrears of
litigation were piled up. The machinery for enforcing their
judgements was cumbrous and ineffective. Above all, suits
between citizens of different cities, which were governed by
treaties, took long to settle and the verdicts eventually reached
were particularly difficult of enforcement. In these circumstances
it was natural for citizens who sought redress for their wrongs to
appeal to the local military commander instead of instituting legal
proceedings: he would often by virtue of his prestige secure a
settlement with dispatch and without long legal formalities.?®

Two examples may serve to illustrate this tendency. A decree
of Carthaea thanks Timocrates the superintendent of Arsinoe
(both cities lay on the island of Ceos) for his services and gives
details of one: the country-house of one of the citizens had been
robbed, and Timocrates had recovered and restored to its owner
most of the stolen property and exacted the price of the rest. The
Zeno correspondence gives another instance of the use made of
the local officers by citizens in distress. Theopropus of Calynda
had supplied wine on contract to his city for a festival, but when
the festival was over the treasurers paid him only 6oo drachmae
of the 850 stipulated, alleging that the subscriptions had not come
in. Theopropus took them before the general and the comptroller
ga royal finance officer). The result in this case was not satis-
actory, for the treasurers claimed that they could not pay without
a decree of the city, and the prytaneis and the secretary delayed
moving the decree. Theopropus thereupon, happening to be sent
on a mission to Alexandria, appealed to the great Apo%lonius, the
Egyptian finance minister, asking him to write both to the council
and people of Calynda and to the local general.2!

Both the cities and the kings were conscious of the short-
comings of the courts, and both tried to remedy the situation.
No radical reform was however attempted, but instead a thorough
clean-up of arrears was undertaken from time to time. The most
usual method was for a city whose litigation was in hopeless
confusion to ask another city to send a judicial commaission to
settle all outstanding cases. 'The parties were by various devices
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encouraged as far as possible to accept arbitral awards; the re-
maining cases were then formally tried. Cities often adopted this
procedure spontaneously; at any rate the majority of the docu-
ments relating to it contain no reference to a king, though this
may be due partly to the amour propre of the cities, which pre-
ferred as far as possible to ignore their suzerains. But sometimes
it is definitely attested that a king or a royal officer suggested the
adoption of the procedure, laid down the rules governing it, or
arranged for the dispatch of the judictal commission. In some
cases the interference of the royal government was more direct,
Antigonus Gonatas sent a special commissioner to Syros to settle
arrears of litigation, The Ptolemaic admiral Patroclus sent a
‘superintendent and judges from Iulis’ to Thera. T'wo Rhodian
‘superintendents’, one at Syros, the other the officer already
mentioned at Panamara, are recorded to have exercised this
emergency jurisdiction. Finally, at Aegina the jurisdiction of
the Attalid ‘superintendent’ though remaining extraordinary in
character—arbitral awards were favoured as against regular legal
verdicts—ceased to be an emergency measure and became the
standing rule: one superintendent, gleon, exercised his judicial
functions for a period of sixteen years.?

Though the kings interfered in its administration, they did not
attempt to change the law itself except to meet special emer-
gencies. Alexander, when he decreed the return of the exiles,
apparently enacted certain rules respecting the return of their
property, and the cities decided the cases which arose according
to Alexander’s decree and their own laws. Similarly when the
kings ordered judicial commissions they enacted special rules to
expedite procedure; in order to encourage settlement of cases
out of court Antigonus enacted that defaulting debtors who paid
up voluntarily should pay twice the original debt only, whereas
those who were convicted should pay three times the amount.
For the cities which they founded the kings must presumably
have often drawn up new codes or arbitrarily imposed codes
already existing elsewhere. But in some cases the choice was left
substantially to the citizens; Antigonus allowed the people of
Teos and Lebedus, when he amalgamated them, to agree on a
code ad interim—that of Cos was actually chosen—and to appoint
a commission to draw up a definitive body of law, reserving for
himself only the right to decide on clauses over which dispute
arose. Some such procedure may have been the general rule, for
it is noticeable that the foundations of each dynasty are far from
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uniform in their constitutions, which usually follow a type
prevalent locally, 23

The ﬁnancialyrelations between the kings and the cities were
diverse and complicated. In principle freedom included im-
munity from trigute, and few kings seem to have exacted
money from their cities under this opprobrious name; but very
few cities were immune from any kind of payment to their
suzerains, Under the provisions of the league of Corinth the
original members, the cities of Greece proper, were obliged to
supply contingents for a war, and some of the cities freed
from the Persians were admitted on the same terms: Chios
for instance contributed twenty ships. But in other cases Alex-
ander, while abolishing the trigute they had hitherto paid to the
Persians, imposed a ‘contribution’ (advratis), which is probably
to be interpreted in the sense in which the term is used in the
Second Athenian league, as a payment in lieu of men or ships
made to the federal war chest. Antipater exacted levies (elagopal)
for war expenses from the cities, probably under the terms of the
Corinthian league. Antigonus demanded military contingents.
from the members of his Hellenic league, but he, like Antipater,
seems also to have exacted levies, and Ptolemy I maintained this
system of levies in the league of the Islanders. Lysimachus is
likewise known to have exacted from his cities regular payments,
which his opponents at any rate called tribute, and the early
Seleucids levied a variety of payments, including a special
Galatian tax—whether to gnance military operations against the
Gauls or to pay the blackmail that they demanded is not clear.

These various levies rapidly developed into a regular system of
taxation which was in one way more oppressive than the old
tribute, The kings did not, as a rule at any rate, demand, as the
Great King had done, a block sum from each city, and leave it
to the city authorities to collect it in any way they thought fit.
They normally appropriated to themselves certain specific taxes
and collected these taxes through their own agents, usually by
farming them.

This gystem is amply attested in the Ptolemaic kingdom. The
Ptolemies maintained royal comptrollers (oikovdpo) in the over-
seas dominions; one is recorded at Calynda in the third century
B.C. and others at a later date, when the Ptolemaic sphere was
reduced to parts of Crete, the island of Thera and Arsinoe
(Methana) in the Argolid, in control of this citrcumscription.
There were also royal treasurers {yalogdiaxes); one of these was
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stationed at Halicarnassus and it is interesting to observe that
he had at his disposal the proceeds of a civic tax (rd {arpucd),
A papyrus of the end of the third century B.c. records a number
of taxes levied in Lycia—the money revenues, the purple tax,
the timber tax {or tax on fruit trees) and the octroi; several of these
taxes are spoken of in terms which show that they were farmed
by the royal government. A more detailed picture is given by
an inscription of Telmessus in Lycia, which had been granted
to a certain Ptolemy, son of Lysimachus, probably a cadet of the
royal house; the new prince remitted the tax on fruit-trees and
the pasture dues, and regulated to the satisfaction of the citizens
and the tax farmers the tithe on cereal crops. It is probable, in
view of the existence of local treasuries, that taxes on the overseas
dominions were farmed locally. In Syria on the other hand it
would appear from the famous story of Joseph son of Tobiag
that the contracts were allocated at Alexandria. In Egypt itself
the revenues of the few cities were taken over by the crown—a
comptroller of Naucratis is recorded—and eventually their terri-
tories were assimilated to nomes.2s

For the Antigonids there is little evidence, but a letter from
Philip V to Abae in Phocis, granting it immunity for its sacred
land, implies the existence of a land tax. Still less is known of
the Seleucids, but the remission by Antiochus I to Erythrae of
‘all payments including that for Galatian affairs’ implies the
existence of a number of taxes, and a very fragmentary letter of
Antiochus III to Seleucia (Tralles) contains allusions to a tithe,
perhaps on cereal crops, payable to the royal exchequer. The
Attalids, according to Antony, levied not percentages but fixed
taxes based on assessments; this presumably applies to land tax
only. Their system of financial exploitation was extremely
thorough-going. They appropriated so many taxes that the cities
had not enough left to carry on their own services, and then
returned a portion of the revenues to the cities in the form of
treasury grants.2o

Regular taxation did not exhaust the habilities of the cities.
They were expected to vote ‘crowns’ to their suzerains on festal
occasions. They were furthermore liable for various services.
The Successors do not seem to have levied contingents of troops
from them, preferring to use mercenaries, but the cities were
apparently sometimes expected to pay the wages of the troops
which protected them and generally to find ?uarters for them
and to supply hay and fodder for the horses of the cavalry. An
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inscri?tion from Cilician Solt has preserved a severe letter from
one of the Ptolemaic kings, correcting abuses of billeting, and a
letter 1n the Zeno correspondence throws vivid light on the sys-
tem. The writer, Neon of Calynda, urges 2 friend, Damonicus,
to make representation to Zeno, the secretary of the finance
minister Apollonius; it appears that his father, Therarchus, had
had exemption and that he wished the privilege to be expressly
confirmed to himself, ‘for as it is I have men billeted on me and
supply hay and fodder to the cavalry’. Zeno was sympathetic
and a letter was duly sent to the local comptroller and to the
council and people, who, it would appear, apportioned the burden
among the citizens. Another letter in the Zeno correspondence
suggests that the cities had to supply ships to the royal navy
under a system resembling the Athenian trierarchy. The trier-
arch concerned, Xanthippus, did not command his ship in person,
entrusting it to a deputy, Antipater, but he was responsible for
its expenses : the object of the letter is to extract from Xanthippus
certain sums borrowed by Antipater from the royal treasurer at
Halicarnassus for his ship.27

The above account has of necessity, since our information
comes almost entirely from their inscriptions, been largely con-
cerned with the Greek cities in the narrower sense, and princi-
pally with the cities of the Aegean area. What little evidence
there is indicates that in point of fact the policy of the kings was
more or less uniform to all cities. Of the evidence already cited
some concerns royal colomial foundations—Seleucia in Pieria
and Ptolemais of the Thebaid—and some hellenized barbarian
cities such as Tralles and Amyzon in Caria. Such differences in
policy as can be detected are clearly attributable to practical
causes. In the highlands of Pisidia the arm of the kings was not
strong enough to introduce the elaborate system of control and
taxation which was employed in more civilized regions, and here
we find the Attalids were content to exercise rough and ready
methods of government more like the old Persian régime. The
letter of Attalus to the Ambladeis shows that the kings secured
the obedience of the Pisidian communities by exacting hostages
from them, punished their insubordination by communal fines,
and levied from them block payments of tribute, leaving it to the
local authorities to collect the amounts due. On the other hand
when cities were founded in regions previously under a bureau-
cratic régime, the kings often retained much of the existing
machinery of administration side by side with the new autono-



THE XINGS IX1

mous government. 'There was, for instance, still a royal officer
who held the combined posts of strategus and meridarch at
Jerusalem long after the foundation of the city of ‘the Antiochenes
in Jerusalem’, and it may be suspected that the control of Jeru-
salem and its district, especially on the financial side, remained
substantially in his hands. Under the Herods similarly the district
of Tiberias did not cease to be a toparchy when tl?:at city was
founded .28

The attitude of the kings to the cities was superficially polite
and even genial, but this politeness veiled 2 deep and justifiable
suspicion, It was rarely that a king so far forgot himself as to
issue commands to a city; he was usually scrupulous to give
advice and offer suggestions. But the kings did all in their power
to rob the cities of any effective means of rejecting their advice.
On the political side they obtained for themselves or their agents
what was virtually a power of veto on the acts of the assembly.
But the methods of political control devised by the kings were on
the whole unsatisfactory since they felt obliged to support demo-
cracy in the cities, and were thus unable to create and effectively
support monarchist parties which should rule in their interest;
the few attempts madc—notably by Antipater and Cassander—
to establish oligarchies of their supporters roused such violent
discontent that this policy became utterly discredited.?

Instead the kings relied partly on military force, partly on
financial pressure. How little the kings trusted the cities is shown
not only by their methodical use of garrisons, but also by the
fact that they never, as the Persian kings had done, raised
military contingents from the cities subject to them. They
formed military alliances with genuinely free cities, it is true, and
the contingents of those cities fought side by side with the royal
armies. But if a city was in their power they exacted money
from it to pay their own mercenaries; the Ptolemaic trierarchy is
no exception to this rule, for it was primarily a financial burden.
And in their methods of taxation the same mistrust is evident.
Instead of raising contributions from the cities, a system which
would have left them to some extent dependent on the loyalty of
the city governments who collected and paid over the sums
demanded, they levied taxes directly through their own agents in
the cities; and the Attalids perfected the system by taking for
themselves nearly all the taxes and thus making the cities de-
pendent on the royal government for the revenue needed to
meet their own internal expenses.
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On their side the cities were effusive in their expression of
loyalty and gratitude to the kings, heaping upon them every
honour which they could bestow on friends and benefactors and
even worshipping them as gods. It is hard to say what their
genuine feelings were. Some kings were really popular—Anti-
gonus and Demetrius for instance when they started on their
campaign of liberating the Greek cities from Cassander, and
Antiochus I when he saved Asia from the Galatian terror. But
such popularity was usually transient; as soon as he had done
his work and freed them from their oppressors the citizens had
no further use for their benefactor, as the Athenians plainly
demonstrated when, in 301 B.C., after his defeat at Ipsus, they
refused to admit within their walls their liberator Demetrius,
whom they had only six years before deified for his services,

The cities must be judged by their deeds rather than their
words, Free cities would fight desperately for their hiberty, but
subject cities rarely put up a serious struggle for their suzerains;
indeed they often welcomed a change of masters, since it afforded
them an opportunity of bargaining for better terms. And even
their language, it may be noted, though effusive, is not servile.
They contrive in praising their masters to emphasize the fact
that the true glory of kings is to protect the liberty of the cities,
and make even their panegyrics into sermons. And they always
maintain a strictly correct constitutional attitude; when the king
sends them ‘advice’ they place the matter before the assembly,
and only when the royal command has become a decree of the
people do they act upon it.2



CHAPTER VII
THE ROMAN REPUBLIC

THE Roman republic was first drawn into Greek politics by
its fear of Philip V, king of Macedonia, and was shortly
afterwards still further involved in them by its fear of Antiochus
ITI. It was natural therefore that in its search for allies it should
have revived the ancient cry of the freedom of the Greek cities,
first in Greece proper, then in Asia also. After the defeat of
Philip at Cynoscephalae Rome proclaimed at the Isthmian games
the fulfilment of her pledge, declaring that she left ‘free, without
garrisons or tribute, under their own ancestral laws’ the peoples
hitherto subject to Macedon, ‘the Corinthians, Phocians, Locrians,
Euboeans, Phthiotic Achaeans, Magnesians, Thessalians and
Perrhaebians’. As far as garrisons and tribute were concerned
the pledge was fulfilled. But Titus Flamininus and the ten
commissioners sent to settle the affairs of Greece, being Romans,
did not think that freedom included the right of each community
to determine its own foreign policy. They assigned some cities
to the Aetolian and Achaean leagues and grouped others in
separate federations, laying down rules for their mutual relations
therein. The clause regarding ‘ancestral constitutions’ was also
curiously interpreted; for we are told that in Thessalian cities at
any rate Flamininus ‘chose the council and the jurors principally
on a property qualification and gave preponderance to that part
of the cities in whose interest it was that everything should be
secure and quiet’. The Roman republic thus from the first took
up the attitude of a suzerain to the cities which she freed. And not
only did Rome arrange the mutual relations and internal constitu-
tions of the cities before allowing them to govern themselves;
she maintained these arrangements. The cities in their quarrels
with one another, and the parties within the cities in their internal
struggles not unnaturally appealed to the senate, and the senate
in its decisions upheld and interpreted the rulings of its commis-
sioners.

In the settlement of Asia which followed the victory of
Magnesia the senate was less meticulous in fulfilling its pledges.
Though it had fought the war largely on the pretext that the
Hellenes of Asia must be free, it actually granted freedom only
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to those cities—apart of course from those which were already
free when the decisive battle was fought—which had been sub-
ject to Antiochus and had supported the Roman cause. Those
which had been subject to Rome’s ally King Attalus were re-
stored to his successor Eumenes, and those which had accepted
Antiochus’ rule without protest were divided between Eumenes
and Rome’s other principal ally, Rhodes. In Asia the senate
thus demonstrated even more clearly than in Europe its view
that Rome could dispose at will of the cities which it had won by
war. Twenty years later it showed that it regarded the right of
sovereignty thus acquired as permanent, when it took from
Rhodes the cities of Lycia and Caria which it had granted and
declared them free.3?

When in 169 B.C. the Antigonid dynasty was abolished, Rome
maintained her principles. The decree of the senate which settled
the fate of Macedonia opened with noble phrases: ‘in the first
place it is our pleasure that the Macedonians and Illyrians [the
subjects of King Genthius deposed at the same date] be free,
that it may be plain to all peoples that the arms of the Roman
Feople do not bring servitude to free men but on the contrary
iberty to men in servitude’. But from the practical content of
the decree it appeared that the concept of freedom was being
gradually watered down. Not only was the Macedonian league
arbitrarily divided into four parts, the inhabitants of which were
forbidden to intermarry or to hold real property in cne another’s
territories, but various other restrictions were laid down~—gold
and silver mines might not be worked, ship timber might not be
felled, the import of salt was forbidden, troops might not be
maintained except on the barbarian frontiers. The constitutions
of the individual cities were probably remodelled with an oli-
garchic bias, though this is nowhere very explicitly stated.
Finally, freedom did not bring immunity from tribute, though
the amount was reduced by haif 32

In 149 B.C. a pretender who claimed to be of the old royal line
appeared, and the Macedonians, or at any rate the majority of
tﬁem, willingly threw away their freedom in his favour. On the
suppression of this rebellion most of the Macedonian com-
munities probably ceased to be even technically free, being placed
under a Roman governor: it is possible that the peoples of Upper
Macedonia—the mountainous western district which had always
maintained separatist tendencies—did not support the false Philip,
and this may account for their later being still free, as were two
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or three coastal cities of Greek origin, which may also have
resisted the pretender.34
In Greece the cities conquered by Rome from Macedonia
already enjoyed a qualified freedom by grace of their liberator.
The stages whereby the remaining cities fell under the suzerainty
of Rome are complex and obscure. Some forfeited their inde-
pendence by taking the side of Rome’s enemies; the Aetolian
league for instance and some other cities allied themselves with
Antiochus I1I, the Epirot league and a number of Boeotian citics
supé)orted Perseus. The senate, moreover, by deciding appeals
made to it by the remaining independent states in their mutual
uarrels, imperceptibly assumed the attitude of a suzerain over
them, and when in 146 B.C. the Achaean league disregarded its
decision and declared war on its seceding member Sparta, this
act was regarded by Rome as a casus bell, and the Achaean
league with those cities which had supported it, notably Thebes
and Chalcis, was subdued by force of arms. Not even now,
however, was the theoretical doctrine of the freedom of the
Hellenes abandoned. Corinth was destroyed, but the other
vanquished cities were declared free and autonomous. But
aristocratic constitutions were imposed upon them—and main-
tained by force if the cities proved restive. And freedom was not
deemed incompatible with the tribute, which was levied hence-
forth from most of the Greek cities. After this nothing occurred
to modify the status of the Greek cities till the Second Mithridatic
war, and it is questionable whether even then Sulla made use of
the support given to Mithridates by the Greeks to take their
nominal freedom from them. The chief culprit, Athens, was
certainly allowed to retain its liberty under a constitution not
much more oligarchic than that which it had adopted not long
before the war.35
The Hellenes of Asia do not seem to have inspired in the
breasts of the Romans the same sentiments as did those of Europe
and their treatment was considerably more brusque. What
Attalus III precisely meant by his last will and testament is a
matter of some doubt, but it is a reasonable hypothesis that he
intended the cities of his kingdom to be free under Roman
suzerainty in much the same way that the Macedonians were
after 169 B.C., and that the senate accepted the bequest in this
sense, In Asia, however, the experiment was never put into force,
for a pretender, Aristonicus, arose at once and many of the cities
supported him, Rome was thus compelled to instal a governor
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from the first, and in all probability revoked the grant of freedom
for all cities save those that had resisted the rebels. In Caria
also it would appear that many cities supported the revolt,
and their freedom, which dated from 168 B.c., was likewise
cancelled. On the other hand Phrygia Major, which was granted
on the suppression of the revolt to Mithridates V of Pontus,
was declared free, when a few years later it was taken from his
infant son.

According to Antony, as reported by Appian, no taxation was
levied on the cities till Gaius Gracchus instituted the tithe in
122 B.C., but this is scarcely credible. It may be, however, that the
senate originally, before the rebellion, remitted taxation, and
imposed it only on those cities which took part in the rebellion.
The tithe on the other hand seems to have been imposed on all
cities, subject and free alike, except, if we may believe Sulla,
again as reported by Appian, those of Phrygia Major, who did
not come under Roman protection until after its establishment.36

The Second Mithridatic war completely upset all these ar-
rangements. Since the cities had with a few exceptions accepted
the rule of Mithridates, and had, moreover, on his orders mas-
sacred their Roman residents, Sulla had no scruples in revoking
the freedom of all except a favoured few who had shown con-
spicuous valour in opposing the enemy; these seem as a rule to
have enjoyed immunity from taxation. Some more were freed
by Lucullus and Pompey as a result of the Third Mithridatic
war, and others, for services rendered during the civil war, by
Pompey, Caesar, and Antony, but the free communities re-
mained henceforth in a very small minority 37

When Ptolemy Apion left his kingdom of Cyrenaica to the
Roman people the senate declared its cities free, and as no gover-
nor was installed it is probable that they enjoyed liberty for a
while; tribute was paid from the beginning, but perhaps only by
the inhabitants of the crown lands. After twenty-gve years,
however, the district fell into such disorder that a governor was
installed and the freedom of the cities was probably thereby
revoked.38

With this exception no general grants of freedom are recorded
after 133 B.c. The communities of ‘Cilicia’, that is of the south-
eastern part of the Attalid kingdom not taken over in 129 B.C.,
seem to have been treated as subject from the time that a command
was set up in these regions, and the cities of the kingdoms of
Bithynia and of Pontus and of Seleucid Cilicia and Syria and of
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Cyprus were not declared free on the deposition of their kings,
nor was their liberty restored to the Cretan cities upon their
subjugation in 67 B.C.; later, in 43 B.C., Antony secured the
passage of a decree whereby no governor was to be appointed
after Brutus, and the Cretans were to be free. Inall these regions
liberty was granted to a few communities only, either those which
had obtained it already from their kings and secured its recogni-
tion by the Roman people, or those which won it by special
services to Rome or to one of the rival factions which disputed
the control of the republic.3

Though legally, and still more actually, freedom came under
the later republic to be increasingly restricted, the notion still
survived that transference from the rule of a king to that of
Rome was liberation, and in literature and in semi-official docu-
ments cities are still said to have been freed from kings when
they in fact became subject to Rome. Thus the Ephesians on the
conclusion of the Second Mithridatic war were not constituted
a free city, but in a dedication at Rome they assert that by the
defeat of Mithridates Rome conserved ‘their ancestral freedom’;
Josephus can say without consciousness of contradiction that
‘Pompey liberated and assigned to the province’ of Syria the cities
hitherto ruled by the Hasmonaean kings. Even under the princi-
pate the same idea underlies the adoption of the date of annexa-
tion as the starting-point of a2 new era by cities which had been
subject to client kings; for new eras celebrate the beginning of
freedom .40

In Roman constitutional law free cities were divided into two
classes, civitates foederatae and civitates liberae sine foedere. In the
former case the status of the city was assured by a treaty of
mutual guarantee, in the latter it depended on a unilateral act,
normally a senatus consultum or a lex of the Roman people.
Theoretically therefore the status of federate cities was more
secure than that of those which were merely free, since a
foedus was irrevocable, whereas a law or decree could be repealed.
In effect the difference was not very great, for free cities were not
arbitrarily degraded and if a federate city offended Rome it could
generally be found that it had violated the terms of its foedus,
which thereupon became void.

The actual degree of freedom enjoyed by different cities varied
enormously, but this depended not so much on their constitutional
status as on the circumstances in which they acquired or gained
recognition of their liberty from Rome. Some cities entered into
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treaty relations with the Roman republic or were recognized as
free when they were in fact independent states, and in such cases
Rome had no say in their internal affairs. The extant foedera
with Methymna and Astypalaea, the latter dated 104 B.C. and
the former about thirty years earlier, are treaties of mutual
guarantee pure and simple, and the internal affairs of either party,
which are not mentioned, were presumably unaffected by them.
Rhodes when it signed its foedus in 168 B.C. was still an indepen-
dent state, and though thereafter it ceased to have a foreign policy
of its own, it still kept its peculiar democratic constitution and
full internal autonomy. The same probably applies to Byzantium
which formed an alliance with Rome in the reign of Philip V, and
perhaps to Tyre and Sidon, which seem to have signed foedera
at an early date, and to Athens.#

In fact a foedus did not protect a city from interference by
Rome in its internal constitution ; shortly before the defection of
Athens to Mithridates its constitution was under review by the
senate, and the constitution which was established shortly before
100 B.C. is stated by Appian to have been imposed by Rome, It
must be presumed that the Athenians had submitted their troubles
to Rome, but Rome was only too willing to consider the pleas of
discontented elements in free cities, particularly if they were
pro-Roman, and it was difficult for a city, however free in theory,
to reject the authoritative advice of the senate 42

Some non-federate free cities probably also enjoyed complete
internal autonomy. Rome probably recognized the freedom of
Seleucia in Pieria as soon as it was granted to that city by its
Seleucid king in 108 B.C., and since Seleucia maintained that era
when Syria became a province it is to be presumed that Pompey
did no more than confirm that recognition. Ascalon similarly
maintained its primitive era of freedom (104 B.C.). In these cases
the Roman republic, since it did not grant freedom, can hardly
have defined its content.*3

When on the other hand a city was conquered from a king and
liberated, or a hitherto subject city was granted freedom, the situa-
tion was very different. Here Rome defined the liberty which it
bestowed, and even if a foedus was signed this foedus merely
guaranteed the privileges previously granted ; this tact comes out
most clearly in the senatus consultum de Plarasensibus et Aphro-
disienstbus where the privileges of the double community are fully
set forth and the foedus is 2 mere annex. The actual privileges
vary considerably. The principal clause normally guarantecs




THE ROMAN REPUBLIC 119

autonomy (suis legihus uti), but from the beginning this phrase
meant to the Romans not freedom to use what laws the citizens
preferred but the right of self-government under a constitution
which might be imposed by Rome; the modification of the con-
stitutions of the Thessalian and Achaean cities has already been
mentioned. Freedom of jurisdiction was also normally granted,
sometimes over all residents including Romans, sometimes with
reservations in favour of the latter. The free cities continued
under Roman suzerainty their old practice of borrowing judges
from one another ; the system is attested by inscriptions at Mylasa
and Stratonicea, and in the Lycian league it was regularly
organized on a federal basis. The right to levy local taxation, in
particular customs dues, is often mentioned ; in this matter also
there were sometimes reservations in favour of Roman tax-
farmers or even all Romans and Latins. Immunity from billeting
of Roman troops and from military requisitions is also sometimes
specified, again with reservations—at Termessus troops might
be billeted by a special decree of the senate and requisitions under
the Lex Porcia were allowed.#

Finally, immunity from taxatien might be granted. Rome soon
severed the notions of liberty and immunity. The Macedonian
communities, as already stated, paid tribute, and so did the
Achaean and some other Greek cities after 146 B.C., despite the
restoration of their liberty. It would seem too that the free cities
of Asia were subject to Gaius Gracchus’ tithe; Ilium, which was
almost certainly free, paid tithe before the Mithridatic war. But
as freedom became a2 more exceptional privilege it became usual
to couple immunity with it. Most of Sulla’s grants to-Asiatic
cities included freedom from tribute, and so also did most of the
grants of the rival leaders in the civil wars, That immunity from
tribute was regarded as a privilege and not a right of free cities is
shown by the limitation often put upon it, that it applied only to
land within the city territory possessed by the city corporately
or the citizens individually. This limitation expresses perhaps
in the clearest form the attitude of Rome to free cities. They
were not sovereign states—if so Rome could have had no con-
ceivable right to levy taxation in their territory—but subject
states to which certain specific privileges and no more had been
granted, And these privileges were often limited to those persons
who were citizens at the date of the grant and their descendants:
the city might admit others to its citizenship, but these new
citizens would not share the privileges which Rome had granted .45
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The obligations of the free and federate cities are difficult to
define, largely because the Roman government left them un-
defined. The foedera of the eastern cities did not, like those of the
Italian cities, oblige them to provide a specified contingent of
troops Sor ships), but merely to assist Rome in case of war. It was
generally expected that free cities also should in this circumstance

ive aid to their suzerain. In point of fact Roman commanders
demanded from them troops, ships, corn or money, as the case
might be, and i1t was dii%cult to refuse. This practice was
obviously liable to abuse, and in 168 B.C. the senate passed a
decree to the effect that no demand not specifically authorized by
itself need be obeyed. This appears to have remained the official
rule—the Rhodians appealed to it when Cassius demanded ships
of them—but it was, especially during the civil wars, frequently
ignored 46

The status of the subject cities in each province was uniform,
being regulated by its fundamental law, the lex provinciae. The
methods of control adopted by the Roman republic were different
from those of the kings who preceded it. The Romans did not
normally garrison cities or appoint high commissioners with
power of constitutional controlp or nominate to the important
magistracies. Instead they so arranged the constitution of the
cities that the power restec{ with the wealthier classes; the precise
arrangements will be discussed in the next part.47

That this policy was possible for them, whereas it had not
proved successful in the hands of the kings, was due to a number
of causes. In the early Hellenistic pericd democracy was still full
of vigour, and it had public opinion overwhelmingly on its side.
If they wished to be popular, the kings were obliged to follow
Alexander’s example and uphold democracy; and even if they
defied public opinion the oligarchies which they installed were
often too weak to maintain themselves, By the time that Rome
entered Greek politics the vogue of popular government was on
the wane, and the Roman reptﬁ:{ic had itself no strong sentimental
regard for democracy in its Greek form, preferring a form of
government more closely approximating to its own. Rome had
thus no scruples in imposing timocratic constitutions, nor did
these constitutions evoke the storm of protest that would have
arisen in the fourth or third century B.C.

There was, it is true, some opposition, but the Roman governor
had discretionary power to suppress ‘faction’, that is, attempts to
upset the constitution imposed by Rome, and to confirm the
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authority of the ‘best peoplel, that is, the wealthy. On the whole
the system worked smoothly. The oligarchies were naturally
loyal to the power that guaranteed their supremacy, and the
wealthy, having more to lose, were prone to support the existing
state of affairs rather than to risk the penalties of unsuccessful
revolt for the sake of the problematical blessings of independence;
particularly since the enormous military power of Rome made it
very improbable that a revolt could succeed. Such rebellions as
did occur were generally the sequel of a popular revolt against the
local oligarchies.+8

Having established in power persons likely to watch over her
interests, Rome left them in practice a fairly free hand. There was
little direct political interference. Financially the cities were
allowed as a rule to manage their own affairs, levying local taxes,
raising loans, and spending their money as they thought fit,
though in this sphere also the Roman governor had discretionary
power to intervene, He could veto expenditure; Cicero greatly
angered his predecessor Appius Claudius by severely curbing the
grant of travelling expenses to the envoys which the cities were
sending to honour him, and there were seme standing regulations,
inscribed in every governor’s edict, restraining the cities from
unnecessary expenditure. He could forbid the levy of extra-
ordinary taxes; here again Cicero offended Claudius by veto-
ing a property-tax which the city of Appia was imposing on
its citizens in order to erect some monument in Claudius’ honour.
It may be also that he had power to enact extraordinary taxation;
Cicero speaks of the poll-tax, clearly an internal levy, as imperata,
that is, presumably, ordered to be raised by Claudius. He also
had power to audit the accounts of the cities, a power which
Cicero exercised to good effect; he discovered that the financial
embarrassment of the cities was largely due to the peculations of
their own magistrates, whom he compeiled to refund the moneys
that they had embezzled over the past ten years.#®

In one sphere, jurisdiction, Rome interfered far more syste-
matically than had the kings. The precise division of jurisdiction
between the local courts and the governor, both in theory and
practice, is difficult to discover, and it certainly varied in the
different provinces. Qur information is fullest for Sicily, where
Cicero recounts the provisions of the Lex Rupilia in some detail.
Here cases between citizens of the same city were decided accord-
ing to local law in the city concerned; cases between citizens of
different cities by judges chosen by lot by the governor according
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to rules not specified ; cases between citizens and communities by
the council of a city agreed upon by both parties out of three
selected by the governor; cases between Romans and Sicilians by
a judge of the nationality of the defendant, apparently selected by
the governor; there were also special courts for revenue cases
under the Lex Hieronica; other cases, it is not clear of what
character, came before judges selected from the resident Roman
population,?

In Cyrenaica the systemn was far less liberal. Cases involving
death and exile were either tried by the governor personally or
before a jury, presided over by the governor, composed of
restdent Romans; civil cases were decided by a judge of Roman
nattonality appointed by the governor. In Cilicia the governor
could apparently claim all cases for himself, for Cicero in his edict
allowed ‘the Greeks to litigate with one another according to their
laws’, as a result of which all the cities ‘using their own laws and
courts and recovering their autonomy have sprung into new life’.
Thus it appears that the cities of Cilicia had no jurisdiction
guaranteed to them by the Jex provinciae, and the same apparently
applied to the cities of Asia, for Cicero copied this clause of his
edict from that of the famous proconsul of Asia, Scaevola.5!

It would seem then that in the eastern provinces the cities
rarely if ever had any rights of jurisdiction secured to them by
the lex provinciae. How much jurisdiction was in practice allowed
to them is another question. In a small province like Cyrenaica it
may be inferred from the Augustan edicts that the governor with
the conventus of resident Romans actually tried all cases, Inlarge

rovinces like Asia this obviously cannot have been the case.
R/Iuch must always have been left to the cities, and the point of
Scaevola’s edict was probably that he guaranteed not to take cog-
nizance of cases between citizens of one city, whereas the normal
governor, while in practice leaving most local cases to the local
authorities, reserved to himself the right of trying any case if he
wished. It would seem to have been usual for the governor to
claim for himself and try personally (cognoscere) cases involving
death or exile. He was probably obliged to appoint a judge
(tudicem dare) in cases between citizens of different cities, certainly
in any case involving a Roman citizen; some privileged pro-
vincials also had the right of being tried before the governor ora
judge appointed by him (or, should they prefer it, in their native
cities by their own law). On the other hand the governor had the
power either to try personally or to appoint a judge to decide any
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case—except when a privileged provincial opted for the local
courts.52

The governor went round on circuit to administer justice.
Each province was divided for judicial purposes into a number of
conventus (Swucjoes) in the principal city of which he periodic-
ally held his court. In Asia there were under the republic twelve
such comventus, their capitals being Adramyttium, Pergamum,
Smyrna, Sardis, Ephesus, Tralles, %\4agnesia on the Maeander,
Mylasa, Alabanda, Laodicea, Apamea, and Synnada, In Cilicia
there seem in Cicero’s day to have been five, the Lycaoman, the
Pamphylian, the Isautian, Cilicia proper, and Cyprus. The con-
ventus were arranged to suit the conventence of the governor
rather than that of litigants ; in Asia, for instance, he did not have
to leave the coastal area except for one journey along the main east
road up the Maeander valley, whereas litigants from northern
Phrygia had to come zll the way to Synnada, and those from
eastern Mysia to Adramyttium. The governor could moreover
summaon e;vacare) cases from other conventus—Cicero in fact
tried at one session all the cases arising from several conventus.s3

The law administered by the governor was defined by himself
in his edict. It was in practice, it would seem, the law adminis-
tered by the practors at Rome, as set forth in their edicts, with
some additions, which in effect became stereotyped by custom,
dealing with specifically provincial problems, especially revenue
cases. In the E)cal courts the code of the city was applied. The
constitution of these local courts is obscure, and it is indeed
doubtful if it is correct to speak of courts, in the Greek sense of
jury courts, at all. The phrases officially used to define local
jurnsdiction {(domi suis legibus, év rais marpiow kard Tods Blovs
vépovs) are extremely vague, and Cicero, in explaining Verres’
perversion of this clause of the Lex Rupilia, seemns to imply that
even in these cases the practice was that a judge (iudex) should be
appointed, by what procedure it is not clear. In expatiating on the
effect of his own edict in Cilicia, he declared that the Greeks were
pleased at having ‘foreign judges’ (peregrinis iudicibus), as if the
only difference lay in the nationality of the sudex. It is possible
then that the Romans abolished the jury system, which was
already moribund, and substituted for it in the cities an arrange-
ment like their own civil procedure, whereby a judge was
appointed to try each case, perhaps by the local magistrates.5+

In the matter of taxation the Roman republic wavered between
two systems, that of levying from each city a block sum, leaving
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the collection to the local authorities, and the practice of the kings
which it succeeded, the collection of certain specific taxes through
farmers from the actual taxpayers without the interposition of the
city governments. If specific taxes were levied, the use of the
contract system was inevitable ; for the Roman republic possessed
no machinery whereby it could calculate their yield, and the
cities, if left to assess it themselves, would naturally have under-
estimated it. The republic could safeguard its own interests only
by putting the taxes up to auction, in the hope that competition
would force the price up to a point somewhere near their maxi-
mum yield in the estimation of the bidders.

The decree of the senate which settled the affairs of Macedonia
in 169 B.C. speaks with such violent disapprobation of farmers—
‘where there was a tax-farmer public law was void and the freedom
of the cities null’—that it must be inferred that the tribute im-
posed on the Macedonians was not farmed, and from certain
clauses in the decree it would seem that the four federations
collected it. Itis, however, not improbable that with the establish-
ment of the province of Macedonta farming was introduced ; the
tribute imposed at about the same time on the Greek cities was
certainly farmed at a later date.ss

We know more of the taxation of Asia. This consisted—apart
from the customs dues (portoria) which were levied at the frontiers
of all provinces and were naturally no concern of the cities—of
two main taxes, a tithe (decumae) on the crops and pasture dues

scriptura), and these taxes were ﬁput up to auction, apparently ez

loc, at Rome by the censors for five-year periods. This procedure
in effect gave the contract to large companies, managed by Roman
business men, since they alone could raise sufficient capital to
guarantee the vast sum involved. In practice these companies
subcontracted with the city povernments for the amount due each
year from each city, but this was in theory a voluntary arrange-
ment. To the company it was obviously convenient; and the tax-
farmer could make himself, with the support of the governor, so
unpleasant, that the city government preferred by payment of a
block sum to keep him out of its territory, and, though pressure
from the governor was often required to induce it to come to an
agreement (pactio) satisfactory to the farmer, it seems invariably
after some tedious haggling to have yielded in the end. This
system was, as is well known, extremely oppressive, since in effect
tge cities had to accept quite arbitrary valuations of the amount of
the tithe and pasture dues. After the first Mithridatic war Sulla
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exacted five years’ arrears of tribute and a war indemnity directly
from the Asiatic cities, allocating its quota to each according to.an
assessment which was used by subsequent proconsuls for the
collection of special levies. There is no evidence, however, that
he abrogated the Sempronian law so far as the regular taxes were
concerned. Levies whose total was fixed in advance—and arrears
clearly come under this heading since they must have been
arbitrarily assessed at a lump sum—could without great difficulty
be apportioned among the cities and collected by them. But so
long as the tithe subsisted it had to be farmed. The Gracchan
system in Asia was finally abolished by Caesar, who apparently
substituted for the existing taxes a fixed tribute equivalent to two-
thirds of their current yield and entrusted its coﬁection from the
cultivators to the cities.56

For the other provinces our information is extremely scanty,
Tax-farmers seem to be ubiquitous, but 1t is not always certatn
that they dealt with direct taxes levied in the city territories. In
Cilicia—in the Roman sense—the Lex Antonia de Termessibus
envisages Roman tax-farmers transporting produce across Ter-
messian territory, and unless some of the Asiatic tithe was shipped
from Pamphylian ports this implies that a similar tithe was levied
in a similar way in Cilicia. Cicero also as governor of Cilicia had
much to do with tax-farmers, but since his province included three
dioceses of Asia we cannot be certain that in the recently annexed
parts of it, Cilicia proper and Cyprus, the farming system was
employed. In Cyrenaica we hear of farmers again, but they may
have been concerned only with the public land, and the same may
be true of Bithynia. Here pasture dues and tithe are recorded, and
the former at any rate were collected by a Roman company, which
as in Asia subcontracted with the cities ; but many of the cities had
large areas of public land under their jurisdiction. Farmers are
incidentally mentioned by Caesar in Pontus.57

For Syria more detailed evidence is supplied by the decree of
Caesar preserved in Josephus—unfortunately in a very corrupt
form—regulating the taxation of the ethnarchy of Hyrcanus. It
would appear from this document that Judaea paid a quota and
Joppa a fixed sum (both in wheat). It is tolerably certain that the
former tax had under Pompey’s arrangements been farmed—
Cicero speaks of Judaea being elocata by him and inveighs
against Gabinius for ‘delivering the tax-farmers into slavery to the
Jews and Syrians’ and cancelling their contracts. We may then
distinguish two systems, block sums levied from the cities—
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presumably without the intervention of a farmer, who would have
been superfluous—and quota taxes levied by farmers from client
kingdoms and from public land. This distinction may be due to
Pompey, who would thus have compromised between the interests
of the equestrian order and those of the cities, both of which he
patronized. It may on the other hand be due to Caesar, whose
preference for fixed taxes collected by the cities may not have been
confined to Asta.s®

In addition to regular taxation the cities were liable to sundry
services and supplementary levies. They had to supply labour for
building the military roads. They had to provide lodging, a
certain amount of hospitality, which was defined and redeﬁneg by
various laws to little effect, and beasts of burden for Roman
magistrates and others furnished by them with a pass (diploma)
and for envoys of the Roman people. The first heading normally
meant the governor and his agents, under the second were in-
cluded many senators travelling for pleasure or on private busi-
ness, who secured the grant of a &ibera legatio. They had to supply
quarters to Roman troops billeted upon them; many cities pre-
ferred to pay substantial sums to avoid this unpleasant charge.
The governor had the right to make compulsory purchases of
corn for the use of himself, his staff, and his army. As the price
was fixed at a quite reasonable figure by the senate, this would not
seem to be a burden; but the cities were obliged to deliver the
corn free of charge, and governors took advantage of this rule to
order their corn from extremely remote cities and then to offer to
commute it for a money payment which was considerably in
excess of the price they paid for 1t.5

The Roman republic, like the kings, does not seem usually to
have levied detachments of troops, but again like the kings it
levied ships. The normal practice would seem to have been that
described by Cicero as prevailing in Sicily, whereby the several
cities had each to produce its quota of ships, seamen, and marines
and each supplied to its captain or captains the money and corn
required for upkeep, pay, and rations. Verres preferred to handle
the money himself, and Flaccus in Asia commuted the whole
service for a tax. These were normal peace-time burdens. Intime
of war the cities were subject to levies of men, ships, corn, and
money, which seem to have been limited only by the discretion of
the Roman commander, and during the civil wars were on a
fantastic scale. Unofficial charges on the cities included the
nominally voluntary offer of crowns to the governor to celebrate
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his real or fictitious military exploits. This form.of exaction be-
came so shameless that Caesar in his first consulship passed a law
forbidding the offer or acceptance of crowns except when a
triumph had been voted to the governor.%

That the rule of the Roman republic over the cities of the east

was oppressive can hardly be denied, though the sources from
which we derive most of our information—the speeches of Cicero
against provincial governors and the letters which he wrote from
Cilicia contrasting his own enlightened policy with that of his
predecessor—give us an exaggerated idea of its faults. Control by
the home government was ineffective and half-hearted. Most
Fovem_ors were out to make money and used their almost un-
inited military, judicial, and financial powers to- levy vartous
forms of blackmail, some of which, like the device outlined above
for making a profit out of compulsory purchase of corn, and the
money received for not billeting troops, were so normal as not to
be condemned by public opinion. The tax-farmers, with the
assistance of the governors, undoubtedly extorted far more than
the amounts to which they were legally entitled, and their friends
the money-lenders often extracted fantastic rates of interest from
cities which were forced to borrow from them. But perhaps the
republic was on the whole more easy-going than the kings in the
degree of control it exercised. Having put in power a class which
was bound from self-interest to support them, the Romans in
practice left the cities very much to their own devices.

It is indeed somewhat surprising that since they allowed the
cities so much freedom they did not devolve more of the business
of government on to them. The republic did at the very begin-
ning, in the case of Macedon, entrust both the collection of the
revenue and the military defence of the country to the cities. But
it soon abandoned both experiments. In the question of taxation
the introduction of the tithe and with it the farming system in
Asia by Gaius Gracchus, whatever its motive, whether 1t was
from the first intended to put money into the pockets of the
equestrian order at Rome, or aimed at producing a higher
revenue for the treasury, or even, as Antony later suggested, was
a humanitarian measure, designed to make taxation vary accord-
ing to annual income, actually created a powerful vested interest
which insisted on the retention and expansion of the system. On
the military side the revolt of the false Philip probably proved
that local levies, which would naturally be drawn from the
humbler strata of the population, and not from the pro-Roman
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aristocracy, were unreliable. Thus in these two spheres the
Roman republic continued the policy of the kings, farming the
taxes and maintaining its own army at the charge of the cities.
Where it intervened most conspicuously in the internal affairs of
the cities, in jurisdiction, Rome was probably actuated in the
main by the desire to protect the interests of its own citizens, In
this sphere therefore the republic was naturally less liberal than
the kings, who had no interests to protect save their own and seem
normally to have intervened in the administration of justice from
the mainly disinterested motive of relieving the judicial anarchy
into which the cities tended to fall if left to themselves, o



CHAPTER VIII

THE ROMAN EMPIRE

UGUSTUS seems to have made free use of his rights as
conqueror of the East from Antony to revise the status of
many cities, usually in a downward direction. He revoked the
freedom granted by Antony to Crete except in two cases, Cydonia
and Lappa. In Macedonia he would seem to have rescinded the
ancient liberty of Upper Macedonia, preserving only the rights of
the Oresti, who had been free ever since they deserted Philip V
in the Second Macedonian war. On the Adriatic coast Apollenia,
which had been declared free as early as the First Illyrian war,
had its ancient status revived or confirmed, and two neighbouring
tribes, the Amantini and the Dassaretae, wcre likewise left free.
The only other free communities recorded in Macedonia by Pliny
are Thessalonica, Amphipolis, Scotussa, and the islands of Thasos
and Samothrace: in all cases their liberty probably dated from an
early periad.62
In Greece proper Augustus was yet more drastic. He made it
into a regular province, annulling the nominal liberty which the
Greeks had apparently up to now possessed except in a relatively
few cases, PEarsalus in Thessaly, Amphissa, and the Ozolian
Locrians (who are recorded in Pliny as imumune but were appar-
ently later attributed to the newly founded colony of Patrae),
Thespiae and Tanagra and perhaps Plataea in Boeotia, Abae and
Elatea in Phocis, Athens, Delphi, Sparta, the eighteen little cities
of the Eleutherolacones, and the island cities of Corcyra, Cephal-
lenia, Zacynthus, and Aegina—the last taken from Athens to
which Antony had given it: Nicopolis was also constituted a free
city by Augustus, its founder. Nero granted freedom and im-
munity to the whole of Greece, but this concession was quickly
revoked by Vespasian. Other emperors added a few members to
the ranks of the free cities. The Thessalian league, whose liberty
Augustus had revoked despite its recent confirmation by Caesar,
was free again under Hadrian. Trajan gave freedom to Mothone in
Messenia and Antoninus Pius raised the village of Pallantium in
Arcadia, the legendary home of Evander, to the status of a free
and immune city.®
In the other provinces, where free cities were more sparse,
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Augustus was more conservative, On the coast of Thrace Abdera
and Aenus (but not Maronea) still preserved the liberty which
they had gained after the Third Macedonian war, and Byzantium,
which had broken its original foedus by aiding the false Philip,
retained the freedom which had been granted to it in Cicero’s day.
This city had many vicissitudes; it was deprived of liberty by
Vespasian, regained it shortly after—perhaps under Titus, was
degraded to a village by Septimius Severus, but soon restored by
him to the status of a free city. Of the new cities created in the
interior of Thrace by Trajan and Hadrian one, Augusta Trajana,
is later recorded to have been free. In Bithynia-Pontus Augustus
did not restore the freedom of Cius (Prusias ad Mare) which had
been put under dynasts by Antony, but regranted its liberty to
Amisus in similar circumstances, Chalcedon remained free as it
always had been, and on the suppression of the Pontic kingdom
in A.D. 64 Trapezus was granted its liberty.0¢

In Asia free cities were relatively numerous. Rhodes, Chios,
Ilium, Stratonicea, Alabanda, whose liberty had been confirmed
or granted by Sulla, Mitylene, Cnidus, and Aphrodisias which
owed theirs to Pompey, Caesar and Antony, 2ll retained their
rights. Astypalaea, Mylasa, and Bargylia also remained free, and
Samos and probably Caunus were liberated by Augustus himself.
On the other hand two cities, Magnesia by Sipylus and Apollonis,
lost the liberty granted them by Sulla; Tabae, also freed by Sulla,
and Phocaea and Miletus, freed by Pompey and Antony respec-
tively, though not recorded to have been free cities in the princi-
pate, may still have been so. Cyzicus lost in 20 B.C. the liberty
that Lucullus had granted to it, and after recovering it in 14 B.C.
finally lost it in A.D. 25. Of the later emperors enly one, Claudius,
is recorded to have added to the list of free cities: he granted
immunity to Cos, the home of his doctor Xenophon. Hadrian
confirmed the liberty of Minoa of Amorgos, but 1t is not known
who granted it. Several cities temporarily or permanently lost
their freedom. Vespasian degraded Samos. Claudius took away
and then gave back its liberty to Rhodes, Vespasian took it away
again and Titus finally restored it. Nerva restored to Stratonicea
the freedom it had lost on some unrecorded occasion. Caunus
had ceased to be a free city by the reign of Titus, when it was
subject to Rhodes.ts

The Lycians had maintained their liberty, confirmed by Sulla
after the Mithridatic war and by Antony after their conquest by
Brutus, ever since they were declared free in 168 B.c. They kept
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it under the principate until A.D. 43 when Claudius reduced Lycia
to provincial status; after having been for a brief while again
freed, probably by Nero, they were degraded again by Vespasian,
In Pisidia Termessus Major retained the liberty it hag acquired in
72 B.C. In Cilicia Tracheia, Seleucia on the Caf;cadnus remained,
despite the grant of all the surrounding districts to kings and
dynasts, a free city. In Cilicia Pedias Tarsus, freed by Antony,
and Aegae and Mopsuhestia retained their status, but Soli Pom-
peiopolis, constituted a free city by Pompey, lost hers under
Augustus; on the other hand Elaeussa Sebaste, which was subject
to the various kings of Cilicia Tracheia, gained its liberty in the
later principate. In Syria Seleucia in Pieria and Ascalon still
retained the freedom granted to them by the Seleucid kings, as
did Laodicea on Sea and Antioch by Daphne that granted them
by Caesar and Antony. Tyre and Sidon, on the other hand,
despite their foedera, were deprived by Augustus of their ancient
liberty, but seem to have recovered their old status not long after.66
The policy of the emperors was thus distinctly illiberal, They
made very few new grants—with the exception of the romantic
hilhellene Nero—and many of them, particularly Augustus,
Claudius, and Vespasian, freely cancelled old privileges. Some of
these were later restored, but on balance the number of free cities
was severely pruned. Foedera were still struck under the early
principate at any rate; Augustus conferred them on Amisus,
Cnidus, Mitylene, and his own foundation of Nicopolis. But a
Jfoedus was in this period very little protection. Augustus is re-
corded by Suetonius to have ‘deprived of their liberty several
cities which were federate but were heading for ruin by their
licence’—in other words internal disorders were a good enough
excuse for cancelling a foedus.57
The legal privileges of such cities as remained free do not seem
to have been impaired except that appeals from the local courts
now lay to the emperor or even to the provincial governor. Inthe
matter of taxation it is difficult to say what the position was.
Many of the later republican grants of freedom are expressly stated
to have included immunity. Pliny on the other hand distinguishes
between free and immune cities, placing in the latter class only
Amphissa, the Ozolian Locrians, and Irum. His list is incom-
plete—Strabo states that Sparta paid no tribute and Alabanda on
its late imperial coins boasts its immunity—but the distinction
which he draws is probably derived from the Augustan formulae
provinciarum, and implies that exemption from taxation was now
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a rare additional privilege. We happen to know that two free
cities—Byzantium and Mylasa—did pay tribute under the princi-

ate.68
P The constitutional status of free cities was on the whole more
scrupulously observed under the principate than it had been
under the republic, when governors had often ridden roughshod
over their privileges. It was, however, observed in so meticu-
lously legal a spirit that it gradually came in practice to be re-
stricted. Trajan’s attitude to Amisus is typical. Pliny had re-
ceived information—it must be remembered that there were
always persons in the free cities ready to call in the Roman
government—that the Amisenes permitted friendly societies,
which were always frowned upon by Rome, and asked for the
emperor’s instructions. ‘Trajan replied: ‘if by their laws, which
they enjoy thanks to the foedus, it is permitted to have a friendly
society, we cannot prevent their having them’. If every free or
federate city had to prove, whenever the Roman government
objected to any activity, not that such activity was not forbidden
by any clause in its charter but that it was expressly allowed by
its constitution as guaranteed by its charter, the scope for
Roman interference was enormous. No innovation was possible,
and even old customs which had no express legal sanction
might be abrogated.%®

T'wo new classes of privileged cities made their appearance in
the eastern provinces in the principate, colonies and municipia of
Roman citizens; the Latin right was so far as we know never
granted in the East. Colonies, which were actually first intro-
duced by Caesar before the establishment of the principate, have
already been discussed: the earlier were really colonies of settlers
from the west, later the status was often granted without or with
very little settiement. Municipia were not even theoretically
supposed to be settlements, but were created by granting Roman
citizenship to a provinctal community. It is another proof that
the imperial government had no desire to Romanize its Greek-
speaking subjects that such grants were excessively rare. Two,
Denda and Stobi, were on the western and northern fringe of
Macedonia, in areas which were scarcely hellenized and where
Latin culture was as strong as Greek: these two were relatively
early—they existed before the publication of Pliny’s Natural
History., A third municipium was created by Hadrian at Coela in
the Chersonese; here again special reasons may be urged, for
Coela, as the centre of the imperial administration of the Cherso-
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nese, is likely to have contained a substantial number of imperial
civil servants who with their families would be Roman citizens.7®

But little is known of the privileges of colonies and municipia.
According to Strabo even communities of Latin right were
exempt from the authority of the provincial governor, and a for-
tiori Roman communities must have been so under Augustus.
But their independence seems to have been gradually encroached
upon, and their fate was probably like that of the free cities.

he colony of Apamea stated to Pliny when he desired to investi-
gate its financial position that ‘it had the privilege and very
ancient custom otP administering its public affairs at its own
discretion’, and that no proconsul had hitherto examined its
accounts. This ‘privilege and very ancient custom’ was probabl
nothing more than the normal right of a Roman colony, whic
had, evidently in a rather exceptional manner, been hitherto
unchallenged in this case. In this particular instance the Apa-
menes were quite willing to submit their accounts to Pliny, and
Trajan, remarking rather impatiently that he had been wondering
why they were so anxious to l}:rove that previous proconsuls ha
refrained from inspecting their accounts when they did not
cbject to Pliny’s doing so, ordered Pliny to proceed ‘saving the
privileges which they possess’. Despite this saving clause the
precedent established was no doubt used to claim further powers
of interference in the future, and it was probably in this kind of
way that the status of colonies and munmicipia was gradually
degraded.”?

n the matter of taxation some Roman communities were
privileged and others were not. Claudius’ colony of Ptolemais is
known to have possessed no exemption, and Caracalla in granting
colonial status to Antioch by Daphne reserved the tribute.
Others had partial or complete immunity. Vespasian exempted
Caesarea from tributum capitis, and Titus from tributwm soli also;
Hadrian’s Aelia Capitolina enjoyed the same immunity. A fuller
form of immunity was provided by the fus Ttalicum, whereby the
community was placed on the same level as an Italian city. This
would mean that its land came into the full Quiritarian ownership
of its possessors ; the most important practical result was probably
that it paid no taxes whoever possessed it, whereas in an immune
city only the citizens held their land-tax free. Many of the
Caesarian and Augustan colonies are recorded to have possessed
the tus Jtalicum, and it may have originally been assumed to be
a natural corollary of colonial status. If so the right was soon—as
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early as the reign of Claudius—separated from colonial status,
but was granted as a special privilege down into the third century;
Severusgave it to Tyre and Laodicea on Sea, Caracalla to Emesa.?

The universal grant of Roman citizenship by Caracalla in
A.D. 212 should presumably in theory have raised all the cities
of the East which were not colonies to the rank of municipia. In
fact no change of status is perceptible. Even special grants of
colonial rank were not deemed to extinguish previous peculiarities
of status, but were superimposed on them. Thus Ascalon in the
late third century calls itself a ‘free colony’, and the colony of
Tyre was ‘most tenacious of the foedus which it struck with the
Roman people’. It is difficult to see how a part of the Roman
republic could be other than free, and still more difficult to under-
stand how the part could be in treaty relations with the whole.
In fact the constitutional origin of the various classes of cities was
forgotten, and cities proudly accumulated incompatible titles,
which might in fact carry with them certain specific privileges
worth keeping—Aphrodistas was, for instance, still in the reign
of Severus Alexander immune from visits from the proconsul in
virtue of its ancient freedom.?s

The system of control employed by the imperial government
was in its general lines the same 4s that invented by the republic
—t0 maintain the ascendancy of the wealthier classes. As before,
the constitutions of the cities were so arranged as to give the
control to the rich, and any attempts to upset this arrangement
were severely checked. Left-wing politicians found themselves
relegated to sslands. If the assembly proved too active its meet-
ings were suspended. Above all the formation of clubs which
might organize the voting power of the lower orders was strictly
supervised and often prohibited: Trajan would have no friendly
societies in cities where his writ ran, and forbade the organization
of a fire brigade at Nicomedia because ‘whatever title, on what-
ever pretext, we grant to those who form unions, they will become
highly noxious political clubs’, 74

%urisdiction tended more and more to be concentrated in the
hands of the governor, though local courts still existed. The law
administered in the provinces therefore tended to approximate to
Roman law, which after the Constitutio Antoniniana in A.D. 212
became officially the universal code of the empire ; local variations
however survived even after this date and some Hellenistic
practices were eventually incorporated in Roman law.?s

In general the vague powers of supervision which the governor
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had always possessed were more methodically exercised. This
applied in particular to the internal finances of the cities, which
by their incompetence and extravagance tended to endanger their
own solvency, impoverish their citizens, and ultimately, it was
feared, might imperil the imperial revenue. Thegradual encroach-
ments whereby the imperial government asserted its control are
difficult to date because our principal sources of information are
the Digest and the Code, and lawyers naturally quote the latest
and not the earliest enactment on any subject. The rule, for
instance, that ex gratia payments from public funds were void
18 cited in the Digest from Ulpian, who wrote in the first half of
the third century, but it appears from Pliny’s letters that it was
contained in Trajan’s mandates, and was at that time a well- -
established principle; for Trajan in allowing grants made over
twenty years ago to stand implies that even then they were illegal.
Similarly, the rule that cities could not institute new taxes nor
alter those which existed by increasing or decreasing them is
cited from Hermogenian, who wrote not earlier than the late
third century. The Code, however, contains two constitutions
of Severus forbidding the enactment of new taxes, a rescript of
Marcus and Verus is cited in the Digest to the effect that a tax
might not be abolished even if money had been left to the city
with that specific purpose, and from Vespasian’s letter to the
Saborenses it appears that even in his day a city had to obtain
leave from the governor to levy new taxes.?6

The main purpose of the regulations which were gradually
built up by successive precedents was to restrain the cities from
extravagant expenditure. Not only was the expenditure of public
funds severely regulated, but even private munificence which
might involve the city in expense of upkeep was curbed. Other
rules were designed to prevent the cities from dissipating their
revenues and also from overtaxing their citizens. The prohibition
of ex gratia payments (or remissions of debt) and of increases in
taxation ‘has already been discussed. Vespasian limited the
number of a delegation which a city could send to the governor
or to the emperor to three. The establishment of new games
seems also to have been subject to imperial licence; Valens, a
contemporary of Hadrian, cites a decree of the senate forbidding
money left to a city for the celebration of games to be used for
that purpose and ordering it to.be converted to the more pressing
needs of the city.77

But the greatest extravagance of the cities was building, and



136 RELATIONS WITH THE SUZERAIN

it was here that regulation was most rigid. According to the
third-century lawyer Aemilius Macer no new building might
be erected from public funds without the emperor’s permission,
nor even by a private citizen if it were in emulation of another
city or might cause sedition, or were a circus, theatre, or
amphitheatre. This precise rule may be of late date, but Marcus’
rescript that the governor when consulted on the building of
city walls or gates must refer the matter to the emperor implies
that provincial governors exercised regular supervision in his
day, and a rescript of Antoninus Pius directing that money
left to a city for new works should be converted to the upkeep
of existing works rather than spent on starting new ones shows
that the imperial government took an interest in the building
programmes of the cities at an even earlier date. In Trajan’s
reign Pliny as legate of Bithynia evidently had instructions
to scrutinize all projects for public works, but since his was
an extraordinary commission it cannot be inferred that such a
scrutiny was one of the normal functions of a governor, and the
fact that the Bithynian cities had been recently embarking on
building projects on a reckless scale might suggest that hitherto
the proconsuls of Bithynia had not been instructed to intervene.
It is equally possible, however, that they had been too accom-
modating .in granting permits, and Dio Chrysostom, in his
speeches about the colonnaded street which he caused to be
erected at Prusa, seems to imply that the governor’s consent was
already in Nerva’s reign required as a matter of course for any
important building project.?

This tendency to interfere in the internal finances of the cities
culminated in the appointment of special commissioners, usually
called in Latin curatores but in Greek ‘auditors’ (Aoyworai), a title
which better conveys their functions. Apart from a perhaps
apocryphal auditor of Smyrna in the reign of Domitian, men-
tioned by Philostratus, the earliest imperial commissioner of
whom we know in the East was appointed by Trajan ‘to regulate
the position of the free cities in Achaea’—free cities being to
some extent exempt from the regular supervision of the governor
were most in need of special commissioners, and could only be
dealt with by them. Under Hadrian we hear of another man who
was legate of the emperor in Athens, Thespiae, Plataea, and
Thessaly; he was evidently a special commissioner in a senatorial
province and his sphere was again free cities. We.also read in
Hadrian’s reign of a corrector et curator of Bithynia, who evidently
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had special powers which Pliny had not possessed, and of two
men who are described as ‘auditor of Syria’ and as commissioned
‘to audit the accounts of the cities of Syria’.79

These early commissioners all supervised fairly large groups of
cities, and the same practice is sometimes found later ; in the late
second century a man is recorded to have been auditor simul-
taneously of three important Bithynian cities, Nicaea, Nicomedia,
and Prusa, and another of a group of Greek cities including
Thebes, Chaeronaea, Coronea, and Epidaurus. Under Caracalla
we hear of an auditor of Seleucia in Pieria, Alexandria by Issus,
Rhosus, Augusta Trajana, Tropaeum Trajani, and Colonia (the
first three were probably a group, and perhaps the last three, but
which Colonia is meant is cbscure), in the same period of another
curator et corrector of the free cities of Achaea, and even later an
auditor of the diocese of Pergamum is recorded. But it became
more usual to appoint auditors to individual cities—Hadrian gave
one to Apollonmia on the Adriatic, Antoninus Pius one to Ihum,
and probably another to Ephesus, and others are known in the
late second century at Gordus, Aphrodisias, Cius, and Nico-
media. By the early third century the appointments of curatores
had become so regular a policy that Ulpian wrote a treatise on
their duties; these were to manage and safeguard the property
and revenue of the city and to veto illegal expenditure. 50

The persons originally appointed as curatores were of senatorial
rank and often of senior standing. Senators continued down to
the third century to be sent to important cities, but as the number
of curatores rose the office was thrown open to men of equestrian
status and also to distinguished proviacials—men who were
Roman citizens and often %xad held the high priesthood of their
province: a Cyzicene was appointed curator of Ilium by Anto-
ninus Pius, Asiarchs are found holding the office at Gordus under
Marcus Aurelius and at Aphrodisias under Commodus, a Bithy-
niarch and Pontarch at Cius at the same period. As the office
became more and more common it tended to pass into the hands
of provincials altogether 8!

he last stages in its degradation are obscure, but it would

seemn that about the middle of the third century it had become
normal for the curalor to be a citizen of the city which he super-
vised, and that his appointment, though subject to imperial
approval, was in effect left to the city itself. This atteml;))t to
exercise direct control over the cities tg'us broke down, probably
because the central government was unable to keep up with the
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enormous number of appointments that had to be made, and the
cities regained control of their finances. The only effect of the
attempted reform was to create a new civic office which over-
shadowed the others because its holder had no colleague, had
unusually wide powers, and served for longer than the usual
annual term.82

The central government found itself obliged to intervene from
about the middie of the second century in another sphere of the
internal affairs of the cities. For reasons which will be discussed
in the next chapter the cities found it increasingly difficult to fill
their offices, and in response to this difficulty successive emperors
issued a growing stream of constitutions reégulating and limiting
the grant of immunity from these offices, and establishing rules
for their equitable distribution. By the third century the govern-
ment was passing beyond the stage of laying down general
regulations to direct intervention. According to Ulpian it was the
duty of a provincial governor to see ‘that public charges and
offices are equitably imposed in the cities in rotation according to
age and rank’. 'This remark may refer Erimarily to the judicial
functions of the governor, for it was to him that appeals against
illegal or inequitable nominations went. But in another passage
Ulpian states that governors were in the habit of writing to a city
council instructing it to elect a person named to a specific office,
and even that governors often attended the sessions of a city
council and gave it verbal instructions. Itisto be noted, however,
that in such cases the governor was deemed to be giving advice
in his private capacity, so much so that the person that he
nominated could appeal to him in his official capacity against his
own proposal.®s ‘

The emperors made much more systematic use of the cities
than had the republic, regularly devolving upon them the local
administration of imperial services. The modest part played by
the cities is naturally little noted in our authorities, but scattered
hints make it clear that in many spheres they did the spadework
under the supervision of imperial officers. In taxation for instance
the farming system, already abolished in some provinces by
Caesar, was completely abandoned by Augustus for direct taxes.
Many points are obscure in the imperial fiscal system, but it
would appear that two fixed taxes, #ributum solf on land and
tributum capitis on personal property (probably including a poll-
tax), were normally substituted for the old quota taxes. Both
were based on detailed assessments, the materials for which were
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collected by a series of censuses carried out in different provinces
in Augustus’ reign. These assessments had obviously to be kept
up to date, and the census was therefore periodically revised.
From inscriptions we know only of the higher officers responsible
for provinces, who were of senatorial or equestrian rank, but it
seems very probable that, after the initial census, much of the
routine work of the periodical revisions was entrusted to officers
appointed by the cities ; two lawyers of the late third century A.p,
allude to civic officers deputed to receive the census returns.84

The collection of the taxes was certainly carried out by the
civic authorities; in Lycia the machinery of the league was
utilized for this purpose, federal officers exacting the imperial
tribute. Little is known of the precise method of collection.
There were collectors of tribute, elected by the cities, who are
mentioned by Papinian, Paulus, and Ulpian. From the second
century an important part was played in the imperial fiscal
system by the *first ten’ or ‘first twenty’ (Sexdnpawror, elxoodmpwrot)
of each city. This body, first attested in the latter years of the
first century A.D., would seem to have been in origin a finance
committee of the council. During the second century it became
responsible for the city’s quota of taxation, and the collection of
the tribute seems to have been its principal function by the early
third century, when it was introduced into Egypt. The relation
of the ‘first ten’ to the collectors is obscure; both are stated to
have exacted the tribute and both were liable to make good
deficits from their own property. The ‘first ten’ seem, however,
to have been of higher rank than the collectars, who no doubt
worked under their orders, and their liability was perhaps limited
to making good deficits which were not covered by the property
of the collectors.®s :

It is further stated that the ‘first ten’ ‘make up the fiscal
deficits for the names of persons deceased’. The meaning of this
statement probably is that each city was liable for the amount
assessed at the last census until another was held, and that the
‘first ten’, had to make good any deficits arising from a fall in
taxable value in the interval. 'The imperial treasury was thus
assured of the full payment of the tribute assessed on each city,
first from the property of the collectors, then from that of the
‘first ten’, and ﬁna%y rom that of the council as a whole, which
had to stand surety for the officers whom it elected. This system
was not perhaps inequitable so long as the taxes were regularly
readjusted in accerdance with the census returns, but it became
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an instrument of oppression when Aurelian made the city councils
liable for the taxes on deserted estates, which should have been
written off. The cities were eatitled to make up their quota of
tribute from what sources they pleased. Mylasa used the profits
of its banking monopoly for the purpose. Lycosura in Arcadia
drew on the revenue arising from its mysteries, to which many
strangers flocked. In Tenos a local benefactor established an
endowment to pay the citizens’ poll-tax, and in Andros it would
seem that the revenue of certain public lands was allocated in
Hadrian’s reign to the same purpose.8%

An irregular but not infrequent addition to regular taxation
was exacted in the form of ‘crown money’ (aurum coronarium).
In theory and in origin ‘crowns’ were voluntary gifts voted by
the cities to the emperor by way of congratulation for some
notable achievement. In practice they were regularly decreed to
each emperor on his accession as well as on other auspicious
occasions, such as triumphs, and were from the beginning com-
pulsory, since no city would dare to be behindhand in showing
its logalty. They gradually became a normal charge. Some
considerate emperors— I rajan, Hadrian, Antoninus Pius, Marcus
Aurelius, and Severus Alexander are cited—either refused crown
money or remitted a proportion of it, but others, such as Caracalla,
multiplied the occasions on which it should be offered.87

The majority of the old services continued to be exacted from
the cities, Qur information on road-building in the provinces is
. very limited, and it is difficult to distinguish between local roads,
which were naturally a civic responsibility, and the military
trunk roads. The milestones tell us that the latter were built
under the direction of the provincial governors and procurators,
and many were, we know, paved by military labour, presumably
at the expense of the impenal treasury. Sometimes, however, the
milestones record that the expense was borne by the cities; a road
near Gortyn was paved under Commodus ‘from the money of the
Dictacan Goddess’ and another near Damascus under Marcus ‘at
the charges of the Abilenes’. Another inscription of the second
century A.D. records that the city of Amyzon paved ‘the portion
allotted to it’ of an imperial road {the work was done under the
supervision of a procurator), and yet another preserves an im-
perial letter allocating the expense of building a road—probably
the via Egnatia—between the city of Heraclea Lyncestis and the
tribe of the Antanes. In the third century the expense seems
regularly to have been laid on the cities, for milestones are often no
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longer erected by the emperor but dedicated to the emperor by a
city, Third-century lawyers allude to the election of officers by
the cities to superintend road construction; the duty of provi-
ding labour and money was incumbent on all landowners.88

The duty of providing lodging, hospitality, and beasts of
burden also survived. The charge was naturally very severe
when the emperor and the court or the army travelled, and many
inscriptions record the munificence of rich citizens who under-
took on behalf of their cities the burden of entertaining emperors
—notably Hadrian—who toured the provinces. But such occa-
sions were fortunately rare. A less exacting but more regular
burden was inflicted by the tours of the provincial governor and
his subordinates through the province.®®

To facilitate the journeys of imperial officials and messengers
a regular imperial post (cursus publicus) was organized by Augus-
tus. The system was that passes (diplomata) were issued by the
emperor and by provincial governors, and that persons armed
with these passes were entitled to receive horses, beasts of burden
and draught animals, lodging and hospitality from the cities
through which they passed. Lodging (with, it would seem, fuel,
bedding, and fodder) was provided gratis ; provisions and animals
were obtained by requisition against payment, that is by com-
pulsory purchase in the one case and compulsory hire in the
other. The city magistrates had the duty of organizing the supply
of these requirements, and we hear of civic officers deputed to
requisition animals (ad cogendas angarias), to collect provisions,
and to furnish lodging (ad exhibendum cibum, potum, tectum et
stmilia, xenoparochi); some cities preferred to maintain public
rest-houses rather than billet their guests on private houses.%

The system was liable to abuse and was constantly abused ; the
emperors strove in vain to limit the number of passes issued—
often to persons who were not travelling on public business and
had no right to them—and to check the arbitrary exactions of
officials and soldiers who, though not armed with a pass, de-
manded the services of the post none the less. But apart from its
abuses the post was a severe burden on the cities; for it would
appear that it was they, and not the imperial exchequer, that
indemnified the owners for the requisitions. Hadrian was the
first emperor who attempted a radical reform. He 1s stated to
have instituted ‘a regular fiscal post, to prevent the magistrates
being overburdened by this charge’. No details are known of this
reform, and it must have been soon abandoned-—perhaps by
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Pius. Septimius Severus is next stated to have transferred the
burden of the post from private persons to the fiscus. It was
perhaps he who introduced the contract system, which is attested
in Italy under Caracalla, and the remnants of which are found
throughout the empire in the fourth century. Under this scheme
state contractors (mancipes) maintained supplies of animals in
public stables along the trunk roads. The reform must have
greatly relieved the cities on frequented routes, which were the
most heavily burdened. The otﬁigation to provide animals re-
mained in force, however, perhaps for emergencies only on the
trunk roads, but as the regular system on others.??

With the establishment of regular imperial fleets there was less
need to exact ships from the cities, but Rhodes continued to
contribute a few vessels to a fleet stationed at Corinth. The
institution of a standing profcssional army likewise mcant that
the cities were more rarely ordered to supply military contingents
than under the republic. The obligation however survived.
Arrian mentions that in his campaign against the Alani he had
under his command a contingent from the free city of Trapezus,
and in Cestius Gallus’ hastily improvised expedition against the
Jewish rebels the cities supplied troops whose military incapacity
was, according to Josephus, compensated by their anti-semitic
zeal. Roman colonies, 1t may be noted, were expected to con-
tribute troops in emergencies: Berytus furnished Varus with
1,500 men at the time of the disturbances in Judaea which
followed the death of Herod the Great.s? ‘

The cities also had many duties in connexion with the regular
army. The army seems normally to have been recruited by
voluntary enlistment, but conscription was occasionally enforced
when numbers fell low. The officers in charge of the conscription
were Romans of senatorial or equestrian rank, but it was the
cities that had to send up the recruits to them. This practice was
already in force in the period of civil wars, when large armies were
raised from the eastern provinces by Pompzy, Brutus and Cassius,
and Antony, and it seems to have continted under the principate.
The land surveyor Agennius Urbicus notes that boundary dis-
putes between cities often arose in connexion with the furnishing
of recruits, and the third-century lawyers mention this function
(tironum productio) as a Civic ol%ce. The supply of remounts
was stmilarly allocated to the cities; civic officers were elected to
furnish horses (equorum productio) and camels (xapnracia, came-
lorum agitatio exhibitioque) for the use of the army; the animals




THE ROMAN EMPIRE 143

were obtained by compulsory purchase, the imperial treasury pro-
viding the cities with the money to indemnify the owners.93

Finally, army supplies (annona) of all kinds, wheat, barley,
beans, meat, oil, wine, vinegar, even uniforms, wood for spear
shafts, and hides for the manufacture of shields, were supplied by
a similar method. During the first two centuries otp our era
requisitions were occasional and the imperial treasury normally
paid for supplies, though not perhaps at full market-prices. An
inscription of Lete in Macedonia, dated A.b. 123, in honour of
one of its citizens, Manius Salarius Sabinus, records it among his
benefactions to the city that ‘when the armies of our lord Caesar
passed through he supplied for their amnona 400 bushels of
wheat, 100 bushels of barley, 6o bushels of beans, and 100
measures of wine at far below the current price’. The implication
is that the indemnity paid by the government was ‘far below the
current price’ and that but for Sabinus’ generosity the city would
have had to bear the loss. From the reign of Septimius Severus
requisition of annona became a regular routine, and by the time
ofcbiocletian no indemnity was paid, so that the annona became
a tax—the principal direct tax. The history of this transformation
is obscure, but it is probably to be connected with the inflation
of the currency which began at the end of the second century.
As the imperial treasury became more embarrassed owing to the
decline in the real value of the taxes which it received.in cash, it
must have found it increasingly difficult to pay for the supplies
which it required, and payment grew more and more irregular.
At the same time the scale of indemnity was, it may be suspected,
not adjusted to meet rising prices, so that, when payment was
made, 1t was worth very hittle 94

The reaction of the local authorities to this state of affairs
scems to have varied. Sometimes, it would appear, they made up
from civic funds the gap between the market-price of the supplies
and the indemnity, if any, provided by the imperial treasury.
More usually they passed on the burden to their citizens, requisi-
tioning the supplies from them and letting them wait for payment
till the money was forthcoming—if it ever arrived. The machin-
ery of collection is best seen in Egypt. The provincial govern-
ment fixed the quota of goods to be delivered by each city, and
the cities on its instructions elected officers to collect, deliver, or
in general to take charge of the several assignments. The follow-
ing notice posted by Aurelius Eudaemon, the president of the
council of Oxyrhynchus, in A.D. 284 gives a good idea of the
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procedure: ‘The transport of the annmona of the most noble
soldiers does not admit even a short delay, and for this reason
and because letters from his excellency the finance minister,
Aurelius Proteus, and also from his excellency Ammonius are
pressing us on this matter, and the ships to receive the supplies
are already in port, it has become necessary to call a special
eneral meeting of the council in a suitable place to discuss this
gusiness only, in order that the services may be performed as
quickly as possible. . . . I have thought it right that you should
know by this notice that I have instructed you, being in possession
of the facts, to assemble without delay in view of the orders,
since no other business remains for the present meeting, and to
vote on the election of those who are to serve.” Earlier minutes
of the council of Oxyrhynchus record the election, on the instruc-
tions of the central government, of other similar officers to
supervise the ‘convoy of wine’, ‘convoy of barley’, and ‘the
convoy of animals’ for ‘the most noble soldiers’, and in a docu-
ment from Hermopolis dated a.n. 261 an officer appointed ‘for
the supervision an(? preparation and delivery of uniforms for the
school of gladiators’ undertakes to deliver at Alexandria ‘half the
quota of tunies allotted to the city’.9s
The emperors thus made free use of the cities as local agents
for executing the business of the central government. They left
“to them, to a greater or a less extent, the assessment and collection
of direct taxes, the building of roads, the management of the
imperial post, the supply of recruits, remounts, and provisions
for the army. It was perhaps unfortunate that they did not see
their way to trusting the cities with responsibilities of 2 more
interesting kind. Thzy né longer threatened any dangert ; separa-
tist sentiment was dead, and the governing class no longer
aspired to freedom but were proud of their membership of the
empire. There would seem therefore to have been little risk in
trusting the provincials with arms, and had the cities been
afforded the opportunity of supplying military contingents they
might have found in this service a useful outlet for their civic
atriotism and, if the service had been organized on competitive
ines, for their mutual emulation. But the emperors preferred to
rely on an exclusively professional army, and the services which
they entrusted to the cities were of a menial type such as they
could hardly feel much pride in fulfilling: it i1s significant that in
the thousands of honorific inscriptions to patriotic citizens which
we possess there is scarcely a mention of the various civic offices
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enumerated above which were concerned with imperial services.
The result was that the very genuine civic patriotism which
flourished under the principate was directed into futile channels,
the celebration of games and the erection of vast and unnecessary
public buildings, and the healthy spirit of rivalry between the
cities found vent in trivial disputes over titles and precedence or
in competitive displays of magnificence which were, owing to the
heavy expense which they involved, positively harmful.

This lavish and futile extravagance was the principal cause for
the increasing intervention in civic affairs of the imperial govern-
ment, though other reasons contributed. There can be no doubt,
for instance, that the civic authorities were often incompetent,
failing to get as much out of their revenues as they might and
allowing themselves to be cheated by dishonest contractors, and
that sometimes they were corrupt, winking at the misappropria-
tion of public funds. But whatever the causes which contributed
to it, the growing financial embarrassment of the cities and the
increasing burden thrown on their wealthier citizens, who had
usually to foot the bill, caused grave concern to the emperors,
who feared not only that the prosperity of the empire would be
undermined but that eventually their own revenues would be
imperilled.

‘T'heir intervention was not very effective. It was easy to frame
general rules, but the application of these rules demanded the
study of each individual case, and this was beyond the powers of
most provincial governors, who had often several hundred cities
under their charge. The appointment of special commissioners
for small groups of cities or later for individual cities brought
more effective control for a time, but as this system became
umversal it broke down through the difficulty of finding suitable
candidates for the ever-increasing number of posts, and eventualily
the imperial government virtual%y abandoned this form of direct
supervision by allowing the cities to choose the officers who were
supposed to control them.

In another way imperial control was positively harmful, in that
it tended to deaden local initiative. It is difficult to apportion the
responsibility for this tendency between the central government
and the cities. The fault lay in the system of provincial adminis-
tration, which gave virtually unlimited powers to the governor,
should he choose to exercise them, and guaranteed no definite
rights to the cities. The resuit was that, once the imperial govern-
ment began to interfere, the cities, never knowing whether any
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iven measure would be approved, tended to ask approval for all.
his feeling of helplessness undoubtedly accentuated the decay
of civic patriotism, already moribund for lack of any useful outlet,
From the beginning of the second century, if not earlier, there
are signs that the governing classes of the cities were beginning to
regard civic office as an irksome task rather than a coveted honour,
The extravagant standard of living which the cities adopted and
the emperors had failed effectively to curb threw a heavy burden
on the civic officers, and the increasing demands of the central
government, caused by the many wars, foreign and civil, in which
the empire was involved from the reign of Marcus Aurelius on-
wards, by the increase in the size and pay of the army, and above
all by the inflation of the currency begun under Commodus,
which forced the government to supplement regular taxation by
requisitions in kind, laid a yet heavier financial responsibility on
them. In the second century evasion of office was already com-
mon, and by the third century the city governments were in
danger of breaking down from the reluctance of the governing
classes to undertake their responsibilities, Thus the emperors
were forced to intervene, first by general regulations and then by
the direct interpositicn of the provincial governor, in order to
force qualified persons to take their due share in the government
of the cities, whose survival was essential not only for the civiliza-
tion of the empire but for the proper functioning of its adminis-
trative machinery.



CHAPTER IX
THE BYZANTINE EMPIRE

NE of the leading principles of Diocletian’s reforms was
uniformity, and it is questionable whether any diversity of
status between cities survived them. Free cities are certainl
heard of no more. The title of colony was, on the other hand,
still granted in the fourth century and it may be that the dus
Italicum still meant something then: it is probable that Valen-
tinian and Valens in restoring to Constantinople in A.D. 370 its
tus Italicum were conferring something more than an empty title.
How long the fus Italicum survived is again doubtful—the fact
that Justinian inserted in the Digest such obiter dicia of the jurists
as he could find on colonies and their privileges may mean that
these privileges were still in force in the sixth century, or may
on the other hand be mere antiguarianism, It probat:Y did not
amount to much in any case; for, seeing that the cities of Italy
 itself were subject to taxation, it is unlikely that the cities in the
rovinces whose status was assimilated to theirs remained tax free.
erhaps colonies with éus Italicum retained their immunity from
the old 2rébutum, but this was a negligible item compared with the
annona, the aurum coronarium, and the new taxes invented by the
Byzantine emperors. %8
‘The main preoccupation of the Byzantine emperors with the
cities was to keep them alive. This anxiety was to some extent dis-
interested, for the city was still in this age the symbol of civiliza-
tion, and the emperors wished them as far as was compatible with
the pressing needs of defence to be prosperous and to continue to
afford to their inhabitants the amenities of Greek culture. But to
a very large extent the efforts of the emperors to prop up civic
institutions were actuated by the interests of the central govern-
ment. The cities were essential cogs in the administrative
machine; they collected most of the taxes and performed many
other services in a far more reliable manner than did the central
bureaucracy. From time to time, it is true, the imperial govern-
ment, wishing to relieve the cities of a part of their burden or
despairing of their future, transferred some of their functions
to the bureaucracy. But these experiments were not a success.

The imperial civil service might at first sight seem to be more
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amenable to the emperor’s will, being directly appointed by and
responsible to him, but in fact its members were far harder to bring
to book than the civic officers, whose defaults could be visited upon
the council which elected them. And not only did the imperial
civil service cheat the emperor, but it also grossly oppressed the
taxpayers. Hence arose a third motive for maintaining the civic
governments; if the emperor could not himself protect his subjects
from the ruinous rapacity of his own servants, he could at least
encourage them to protect themselves.

The efforts of the emperors to keep the cities alive found ex-
pression in a huge volume of legislation designed to prevent their
governing classes from shirking their duty. The execution of
these laws was, as in the preceding period, entrusted to the pro-
vincial governors, The burden laid upon these officials had
alread l%y the end of the third century become intolerable, and it
steadily grew as the city governments required more and more
active goading to make them perform their duties. For this reason
Diocletian multiplied the number of the governors by sub-
dividing the provinces, and subsequent emperors pursued the
same policy. This measure of Diocletian is often attributed to
his desire to weaken the power of the governors, whose constant
rebellions had in the recent past endangered the stability of the
ermpire, It is true that some of the governors were dangerously
powerful, and that some of Diocletian’s reforms, notably the
separation of civil from military commands and the subdivision
of the latter, were directed to breaking their power. But it is not
on record that the governors of the unarmed provinces had during
the third century raised rebellions, and yet these were as drastic-
ally divided as the great frontier commands—Asia for instance
became five provinces—and the policy of subdivision continued
in the fourth and fifth centuries, when the provincial governors
had lost all importance. It seems probable therefore that Dio-
cletian’s main motive was, by reducing the number of cities
subject to each governor, to enable him to exercise more effective
control over them; and this is the motive attributed to him by
a contemporary, Lactantius 97

Even the domestic services of the cities, especially the mainten-
ance of their public buildings, tended in the Byzantine period to
depend on the initiative of the governor. The cities had some
excuse for neglecting them, for not only were their governing
classes, who had in times past paid for a large proportion of them,
greatly reduced in numbers and wealth, as well as in willing-
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ness, but their corporate revennes had mastly been swallowed
by the imperial exchequer. The details of this process are obscure,
The sacred lands were perhaps the first to go, under Constan-
tine. The revenue from these was not strictly civic, and, since the
purpose to which they were devoted, the public worship of the
gods, was not encouraged and was soon prohibited, the cities
could not greatly complain. The civic lands and taxes were
perhaps seized by Constantius. Julian restored both the sacred
Jands to the gods and the civic lands and taxes to the cities, but
both measures were revoked by Valens.

The result was that the cities abandoned even their most
essential services, and Valens was obliged to return to them a
third of the revenue derived from their lands and taxes in order to
enable them to keep their walls in repair. The cities thus became
pensioners on the imperial treasury for their internal expenses,
and they found the situation most unpleasant: Eutropius, the
proconsul of Asia, reported in 370 that ‘the same revenues are
both long and piteously demanded and grudgingly and reluctantly
]paid by the agents of the res privata’, who managed the confiscated
and ; nor did the imperial exchequer profit, for these same agents
swallowed up all additional profits over and above the fixed
revenues payable to the cities and to the state.

Valens in this case rather favoured the plan of placing all the
civic lands in the charge of the cities once more, allowing them to
keep their proportion of the fixed revenue and any additional
profits that they made out of them, but holding them responsible
for the payment of the rest of the fixed revenue to the impenal
exchequer. This plan does not seem to have been generally
adopted, for we subsequently find civic lands under the adminis-
tration of the res privata. The third of the lands whose revenues
went to the cities seems, however, to have been later placed in the
charge of the civic authorities, as were also the buildings and sites
within and adjacent to the city walls when these—both those that
had been sacred and those that had been civic—were restored to
the cities in A.D. 401. The management of the third of the civic
taxes which was allocated to the cities was also later—in A.D. 431
—restored to the city governments, which thus regained full
control of what remained of their former revenues for a while.
Justinian appears to have made the cities once again dependent
for their revenues on the central government.%8

Whether they managed it themselves or received it from the
imperial exchequer, the cities found their third quite inadequate
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for their needs, and they therefore naturally undertook no ex-
penses that they could avoid. The initiative in maintaining civic
services was thus thrown on to the provincial governor, and it
became his responsibility to see that the games were celebrated,
that the food-supply was maintained, and in particular that public
works, especially fortifications, were kept in repair. He was
usually instructed to use for this purpose the portion of the city
concerned. If one city was in exceptional need, he might spend
upon it those of others. If this failed he fell back on a general
levy upon the landowners of the city territory ; the use of imperial
revenue was strictly forbidden %

The governors, after the manner of the age, used their power
over the civic revenues to claim a rake-off for themselves, and
Zeno attempted to check this abuse by restoring full control of
the city’s income and public works to its ‘father’, as the curator
civitatts was now called. Justinian in his mandates (535) in-
structed the provincial governors to keep civic buildings in repair
and to use the civic revenues for the purpose, but later in his reign
(in A.D. 546) he reverted to Zeno’s policy; the collectors were
ordered to pay over their revenues to the cities without deduc-
tions of any kind, and the governor was strictly forbidden to
meddle with the way in which they were spent. During the sixth
century the praetorian prefects also began to intervene in civic
finance by sending out special commissioners, ostensibly tosupet-
vise public works, Justinian set his face firmly against this abuse,
formidding any commissioner to be dispatched without his per-
sonal authorization, and empowering the civic authorities to refuse
admission even to those armed with an imperial letter until
reference had been made to Constantinople and its authenticity
proved 100

The city courts seem by the end of the third century to have
disappeared entirely, and all jurisdiction devolved upon the pro-
vincial governor, who was authorized to delegate minor cases to
tudices ﬁedanei {xapadixacral). This concentration of jurisdiction
in the hands of the governor bore hard on the provincials, and
in particular on the humbler classes, who had often to travel
to the metropolis of the province to obtain justice and could not
afford the gratuities expected of litigants by the governor and his
officials. Moreover, wl;len as was often the case their grievance
was oppression by these very officials, they had little chance of
satisfaction if they obtained a hearing.10!

To remedy this state of affairs the emperors adopted the



THE BYZANTINE EMPIRE 151

curious device of the defensores civitatum (écduod). These officials,
though not mentioned in the Theodosian Code till A.D. 368, when
they were introduced into the prefecture of Illyricum, appear in
Egypt in A.p. 332. They were according to the Code persons of
high official standing (decurions were specifically excluded) and
they were appointed by the praetorian prefect. Their function
was tp protect the humbler classes (with whom the decurions are
later classed) from the oppression of the great, among whom the
governor and his officials are expressly included, and they were
accordingly armed with petty jurisdiction. In minor civil cases
they could deliver a verdict; in major civil and in criminal cases
they acted as juges d’instruction, drawing up a statement of the
issue with the relevant documents and depositions, and forward-
ing it to the governor, who might be expected to take more notice
of complaints thus officially on record.t°z

It is questionable whether this attempt to set a thief to catch a
thief-—f{or the defensores were drawn from the same class and
appointed by the same authority as the provincial governors—
was very successful. At any rate in A.D. 387 Theodostus decided
to allow each city to choose its own defensor subject to the
approval of the praetorian prefect, and since the rules regarding
the rank of the defensor were allowed to become dead letters, the
office became in effect a civic magistracy. Its later history will
accordingly be discussed in the next part; here it may sufhce to
state that the defensores ceased when they became civic magis-
trates to be very effective champions of their cities, but that the
imperial government did its best to maintain their authority.
Justinian still hoped to find in them a check against the ever-
encroaching powers of the provineial governors, who at this date
were in the habit, despite the fulminations of the emperor, of
appointing a deputy (romorqpyris} in each city, who was to all
intents and purposes its governor,i°3

Of the services performed for the state by the cities the collec-
tion of direct taxes—the ¢ributum with which the annona had now
been consolidated—remained the most important. The part
played by the cities in this work varied very considerably not only
at different dates but in different regions at the same date, and it is
difficult to draw from the material at our disposal-—principally
the Codes and the papyri—any very coherent picture, especially
since in the imperial legislation the humble role of the cities tends
to be taken for granted. The general rule was that the provincial
governor with his officials apportioned the taxes between the cities
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and that the cities then appointed collectors who extracted the
taxes from their inhabitants and handed them over to the gover-
nor, but there were many temporary and local exceptions to this
rule, and the functions of the city collectors and the officials of
the governor seem often to overlap.

On two occasions the imperial government tried the experi-
ment of appointing a collector of taxes for each city. Early in the
fourth century (the first dated example is in A.D. 309) there
appears the exactor civitatis. This official seems originally to have
been a member of the imperial bureaucracy, and he was certainly
appointed by the central government. His function was perhaps
rather to supervise the activity of the civic collectors, who were
his subordinates, than to undertake the collection himself, though
it would appear that he extracted arrears. The office still survived
in A.D. 345 in its original form, as we learn from a letter written by
Aurelius Eulogius, president of the council of Arsinoe, to his
friend Flavius Abinnaeus, asking the latter, who is going up to
court, to obtain for him from the emperors the post of exactor of
the city. At this date the post was a desirable one; Eulogius is
even willing to pay Abinnaeus what he euphemistically calls the
expenses involved in the transaction. But the office was no longer,
as it apparently had originally been, reserved to members of the
ofﬁciarbureaucracy, since a curialis could aspire to it. Within the
next forty years the exactor had become a civic officer, elected b
the city council. The reason for the change is probably to be
found in a papyrus from Hermopolis, in which the city council
objects to being made responsible for the default of an exactor
whom it had not elected. As taxation grew more difficult to
collect, the liability of the exactor for arrears became more press-
ing—though it would seem that the office was still often lucrative
-—and might exceed his assets. This liability could not legally be
passed on to the city council as long as the exactor was appointed
not by them but by the emperor. The only solution was then to
transfer the appointment, and with it the hability, to the city
council, and the exactor thus sank to be merely the head of the
civic taxation service.104

The second experiment was the institution of vindices by
Anastasius. The constitution creating the office has not been
preserved and we possess only literary evidence on its nature. We
therefore have little precise knowledge about it. A wvindex was
appointed by the imperial government in each city, and the post
is said to have been allocated to the highest bidder. Anastasius’
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reform thus amounted to a revivai of the farming system aban-
doned some five centuries earlier. But the city councils do not
seem to have been rélieved of their burden by the change. Like
the exactor, the vindex appears to have been a director of collec-
tion rather than a collector himself, and the civic officers still
continued to do their work, presumably as his subordinates.
Vindices still existed under Justinian, who, though he alludes to
them in abusive terms, is proved by these very allusions not
to have abolished them.0s

The actual collection of the taxes seems normally to have been
entrusted to civic officers, usually styled procuratores (émpedyrai)
or susceptores (Ymodexral, dmodexcrai), Officers were also appointed
for the erogatio or divisio annonae (SmSom?. An important part
in the business of tax collection was also played by the praepositi
pagorum (usually mpaindoiros mdyov, sometimes translated wdyap-
xos); these officers were instituted in A.0. 307-8, and took over
many of the functions of the ‘first ten’, who were at this time
abolished. Their duties seem however to have been administra-
tive rather than strictly fiscal; they administered the several dis-
tricts (pagi) into which the city territory was divided, appointing
the collectors of each village, who delivered the quota of the
village to the city collectors. The Code also mentions praeposit:
horreorum, the managers of the state granaries where the annona
was stored. All these officers were normally elected by the city
council. The comtpulsores (dmacrmral), on the other hand, were
usually officials of the provincial governor, though the title is
sometimes applied to civic officers; their function seems to have
been to extract arrears either from ar in conjunction with the
susceptores or procuratores, °

This was the normal division of functions. Valentinian and
Valens at the beginning of their joint reign endeavoured to trans-
fer the entire work of tax-collection to the gfficium of the governor,
but many governors protested that their officials were unequal to
the task and the rule was never uniformly applied—Cilicia is
mentioned as an exception—and seems soon to have lapsed. The
cities were subsequently from time to time relieved of a part of
their burden. A constitution addressed to the vicar of Pontica in
185 directs that the officials of the governor collect the taxes from
the potentiores, that is, the great landlords who were exempt from
service on the city council ; the council was according to this con-
stitution to collect from its own members, the defensor from the
lower orders. In 396 the taxes on the estates of senators were




154 RELATIONS WITH THE SUZERAIN

transferred to the care of the provincial officia; this reform was
short-lived, for next year it was found that these taxes were in
arrear to the extent of 5o per cent and their exaction was accord-
ingly restored to the city councils. In 412 the praetorian prefect
of Illyricum was instructed that governors must not expect the
cities to collect the annona destined for their own use but exact it
for themselves through their own officials. Finally, during the
fifth century many great landlords obtained or arrogated to them-
selves the right of ‘self-collection’ (autopractorium}; that is, they
collected the taxes of their tenants and forwarded them direct to
the provincial governor ; the same right was also accorded to some
villages of peasant proprietors,o?

O% the other taxes the aurum coronartum was at this date sub-
scribed by the members of the city council, which naturally
organized its collection. The collatio lustralis, a tax on traders,
was at first exacted by the councils, but was transferred by Julian
to the trade guild of each city, which elected the officers respon-
sible for its collection; this arrangement, as far as we know, re-
mained in force till the tax was abolished by Anastasius. Even
the indirect taxes (vectigalia) were sometimes collected by the
cities, Intheory they were farmed, but in practice the contractors
(conductores) were often not voluntaty entrepreneurs but were
arbitrarily allotted their contracts at a figure fixed by the govern-
ment. These pseudo-contractors were in some dioceses—notably
Egypt—elected by the city councils. In some provinces, amongst
them Macedonia, the cities were responsible for revenue arising
out of mining royalties, electing the superintendents of mines
(procuratores metallorum). In Egypt——but not, it would seem,
elsewhere in the empire—they collected the rents of the imperial
estates: a papyrus records a city councillor holding the office of
praepositus patrimonialium in the tenth pagus of Oxyrhynchus.08

The Codes make no mention of the cities in connexion with
recruiting, but the papyr prove that in Egypt at any rate they
were responsible; they elected the recruiting officers (émpedyral
npevev) and likewise the collectors of the recruit tax which was
often levied instead of recruits (Prodexral ypvood puwwr). Roads
and bridges were in the Byzantine period regarded as a purely
civic concern, and were paid for either from the civic revenues or
by levies on the landowners of the city territory. The imperial
post was also generally a charge on the cities. It was still managed
by persons called contractors (mancipes) and the government in
some provinces at any rate provided (by way of taxation, levied of
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course by the cities) the animals and fodder for them. 'These
allowances do not, however, seem to have covered the cost of the
post, and the contractors were in fact compelled to undertake
their expensive charge. The class from which the contractors
were drawn and the method by which they were selected varied
from time to time and from district to district; but very frequently
they were elected by the city councils. This is stated in 392 to
have been the normal practice in Egypt, and the statement is
confirmed by a papyrus of 322, wherein a singularly illiterate
city councillor 0? Oxyrhynchus complains of his appointment
as contractor of the post (xovdoukropla 700 6féws Spéuov). Not
all roads were provided with a fiscal post, and on these requi-
sitions (parangariae, paraveredi) remained the rule; the civic
authorities were still responsible for organizing these, The duty
of providing lodging for the emperor, imperial officials, and
solcﬁers on their travels remained in force, and this service (metata)
was also, it would seem, managed by the civic authorities, who had
likewise to prepare baths for travelling officials of high rank.!»

By the Byzantine age the attitude of the central government
was precisely the opposite to what it had been in the Hellenistic.
The kings had feared the cities, had endeavoured to curb their
independence, and as far as was possible had dispensed with their
sup[;lort. The Byzantine emperors had no need to hold the cities
in check; their chief anxiety was to galvanize them into activity,
And so far from wishing to increase the powers of their civil
service they preferred to use the cittes as their agents. The cities
had in the nine hundred years which passed between the reigns of
Alexander and of Justinian sunk from independent states which
resented submission to any external authority, to organs of local
administration. As such they were still in Justinian’s day of some
importance, as 1s proved by the sedulous efforts of that emperor
to maintain them. They were still useful servants of the emperor,
and Justinian hoped that, as a result of the measures he had taken
to check their decay, they always would be so. And he hoped that
they might be something more, bulwarks against the licence of
the common enemy of the emperor and his subjects, the bureau-
cracy, and to this end he endeavoured to give them a larger degree
of independence. But the attempt was doomed to failure. The
vigorous spirit of civic patriotism which had once inspired the
cities had been allowed by the emperors to die for lack of any-
thing to feed upon, and now that it might have been useful
to the emperor it could not be revived by a stroke of his pen.




. PART II1
INTERNAL POLITICS

CHAPTER X
'THE HELLENISTIC AGE

HEN Alexander freed the Greek cities of Asia he every-

where deposed the tyrants and oligarchies which had been
ruling them in the Persian interest and established democracies.
From this time on democracy and freedom became closely allied
concepts. The old ideal of autonomy, that every city should kee
its own or its ancestral constitution, was not formally abandoned,
it is true; but it was tacitly assumed, often without much historical
Justification, that democracy was the normal constitution of every
city. Popular sentiment being unanimous on the point, the kings
for the most part followed suit. Antipater and Cassander tried
the experiment of governing the cities through oligarchies of
their supporters, but the experiment was unsuccessful. Though
they gained for the moment what all the kings desired, control
over the policy of the cities, they incurred in so doing enormous
unpopularity, which Antigonus was quick to exploit. By pro-
claiming himself the champion of freedom and democracy, he
won for himself the support of public opinion, and in his cam-
paigns in Greece his armies were materially assisted by uprisings
of the citizens against the governments which his rivals had
established. Antigonus’ policy was so abundantly justified by its
results that it was generally copied by later kings. Whatever
devices they might invent to secure their control over their cities,
there was one which they could not use, the formal limitation of
political power to a small class.* ‘

Democracy was then in the hellenistic age universally recog-
nized as the proper constitution of a Greek «ity, and as the
institutions of the Greek city spread over barbarian lands it was
the democratic type of constitution which was accepted as
the norm. The colonies planted by the kings seem, from the
scanty information that we possess as to their internal institu-
tions, to have been democratic, and as barbarian cities adopted
Greek constitutions they too followed the mode. Theoretically
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democracy was universally triumphant. It is more difficult to
discern how far it prevailed in spirit and in actuality.?

The people were in almost every city divided into a number of
tribes. PI‘hese were often of great antiquity, and the original basis
of the division can only be conjectured. Many cities of Asia
Minor, for instance, preserved the primitive six Ionic tribes, with
local variations, and in most Dorian cities the traditional threefold
division survived, again with occasional local differences. In
some old Greek colonies the citizens were grouped into tribes
according to their provenance. In some Carian cities also the
tribes were bodies of great antiquity and had perhaps once been
separate communities which had united to form the city. But in
the vast majority of cases the tribal division seems to have been
artificial and of relatively recent date. This was so in many old
Greek cities; at Athens for instance the ten tribes had been
created by Cleisthenes. In the royal foundations of the Hellenistic
age and in the cities which during that period adopted Greek
constitutions the tribes seem almost invariably to have been
Eurely artificial. Artificial tribes were usually named after gods,

eroes of local fame, and, in the case of royal foundations, kings
and queens of the dynasty and their reputed divine and heroic
ancestors. Dynastic tribes were also often introduced into exist-
in% cities; it was a common form of compliment to create a new
tribe or rename an old one after a royal benefactor. These names
are of no very great interest, save in so far as they reveal the
dynastic affiliations of the cities or their foundation legends, for
barbarian cities often named their tribes after the heroes of
antiguity whom they appropriated: Pergamum thus commemo-
rated Telephus, Pelops, Cadmus, and others, and Sardis had a
Mermnad and a Masdnid tribe.?

The real basis of division is unknown, but it was probably in
most cases local. There is no evidence that other cities had so
complicated a system as Athens. A tribe appears not infrequently
to have corresponded to a block of the city territory, or again to
a ward of the town—at Antioch by Daphne the tribes were of this
character, and it may be suspected that the five tribes of Alexan-
dria of Egypt were identical with the five wards. No doubt in
most cases the tribes each comprised a section both of the town
and of the territory in order to maintain an even balance. The
number of tribes varied greatly, from two (at Samos) to ten or
twelve, both very popular figures, or even more (Antioch had
eventually eighteen), and bore no relation to the size of the city:
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insignificant places like Ilium had twelve and huge towns like
Alexandria or Ephesus five only.4

The tribes were regularly subdivided into smaller units,
generally called as at Athens demes. In the old cities these
divisions were either villages or family groups. In the new cities
they were as artificial as the tribes, bearing the names of gods,
kings, and heroes: demes of this type are recorded at Alexandria
and Ptolemais of Egypt, at Seleucia in Pieria, and at Cassandreia
and Thessalonica, and were no doubt universal in the royal
colonies. In the Lycian cities the demes were named after
Homeric heroes connected with the country, Bellerophon and
the like.5

A primary rule of any democratic constitiition is that all
citizens irrespective of their birth or wealth should have equal
political rights. It is probable that in theory this principle was
generally observed. The constitution drafted by Ptolemy I for
Cyrene is an exception, for here the exercise of political rights
was limited to a body of ‘ten thousand’, defined by a property
qualification. But this constitution was drawn up in exceptional
circumstances, since Ptolemy had intervened in Cyrenaean affairs
on the appeal of exiled oligarchs, and was therefore bound to
show some respect to their interests; it is indeed noteworthy that
in the circumstances Ptolemy adopted so liberal an attitude as he
did, for it is plain that his constitution was far less oligarchical
than that undl:ar which his protégés had previously held sway, in
which the ‘thousand’ was the governing body. In any case, the
Cyrenaean constitution was probably drafted in 321 B.C., that is
to say before Ptolemy had adopted the slogan of freedom and
democracy.®

There are, however, other instances which indicate that in
Africa, whatever their policy in Greece, the Ptolemies did favour
restriction of citizen rights. In the third century B.c. Ptolemais
of the Thebaid passed a decree that in future members of the
council and of the jury courts should be chosen from a select list,
and by the end of the Ptolemaic period there was at Alexandria
a distinction between those citizens who were enrolled in the
démes, and the rest who were Alexandrians merely. The signifi-
cance of the distinction is not known, but it has been conjectured
that full political rights were confined to the former class. This
distinction did not exist in the third century B.c., and was perhaps
the result of the troubles in the reign of Euergetes II. Elsewhere
in the Greek world there is no trace of any limitation of political
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rights, and in Greece proper the action taken by the Romans
in introducing property qualifications implies that none had
hitherto existed; even in the cities which had been subject to
the Antigonids it seems to have been the work of their liberator
Flamininus to limit democracy in this way.?

Though all citizens seem as a rule to have possessed equal
rights, the citizenship might itself be limited to a relatively
restricted number of the inhabitants. In all Greek cities citizen-
ship was of course determined in principle by birth and not by
residence. Citizen descent on both sides was normally required,
unless, as came to be increasingly common, a special arrangement
was made whereby men and women of two cities or of a whole
group might contract legal marriages with one another. Citizen-
ship was frequently granted by special decree to foreigners who
hag beeri benefactors to the city, and it also became increasingly
common for pairs or groups of cities to make their citizenship
interchangeable; there survive for instance treaties between
Miletus and several of its Carian neighbours, Heraclea, Mylasa,
and Tralles, whereby any Milesian establishing a domicile in one
of these cities became automatically a citizen and vice versa.8

There were, however, in every city a number of domiciled
aliens (usually called xdrouwor and not as at Athens pérowot), many
of whom had no doubt lived there for generations. Slaves,
moreover, did not as a rule acquire citizenship on manumission,
as they did in Roman law, but freedmen and their descendants
remained a separate class, which might in some cities become a
substantial element in the population. Philip V of Macedon was
greatly struck by the Roman practice of admitting freedmen to
citizenship, and commented upon it in a letter which he wrote to
Larissa, recommending them to fill up their de;ﬁleted population
by the enfranchisement of aliens. He did not, however, venture
to advise the Larissaeans to follow the Roman practice. Greek
sentiment seems to have been far more exclusive towards freed-
men than Roman, At Pergamum in the crisis which followed the
death of Attalus III they were raised only to the status of domi-
ciled aliens.? |

Apart from immigrants and freedmen and their descendants
there was in some cities a portion of the native population ex-
cluded from the citizenship. It is doubtful if any such class
survived in Greece proper after the final break up of the Laconian
state, whereby the communities of the periceci gecame indepen-
dent cities. In the old Greek colonies the native population was
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certainly sometimes and perhaps often a subject class. At Hera-
- clea Pontica the Mariandyni who inhabited the neighbouring
country are known to have been reduced to serfdom. At Zeleia
an inscription mentions the Phrygians who cultivated the public
lands of the city; these appear from other inscriptions to have
been serfs. At Priene the Pedieis seem to have been a similar
class. Strabo also records that at Cyrene the population was
divided into citizens, domiciled aliens, Jews—a privileged class
of aliens—and peasants ; the last are probably the native Libyans.!®

These situations arose from conquest. It seerns likely, though
there is no evidence on the point, that a situation of this sort
might also arise when a Greek city added barbarian country to its
territory by purchase or by grant; it is for instance difficult to
believe that, when the lands granted by Antiochus I to Aristo-
dicides of Assus were incorporated in Ilium, the Ilians admitted
the native serfs who tille(f these lands to citizenship, and at
Pergamum the inhabitants of ‘the places’, that is, probably the
royal lands incorporated in the city territory by the will of
Attalus III, continued after that event to be histed separately
from the old citizens, who alone were enrolled in the tribes. In
the new colonies planted by the kings it would also seem highly
probable that only the Greek colonists were citizens, and that the
natives, not only those that inhabited the surrounding territory
but those that had been moved into the new town, remained
outside the pale; at Alexandria the citizens were certainly a very
small percentage of the population and are sharply distinguished
from the Egyptian resitﬂents of the city.!

Not all Greek cities, however, adopted so exclusive an attitude.
Rhodes, as it acquired its mainland territory, incorporated the
Carian communities as demes of the republic, granting their
members Rhodian citizenship; and Miletus similarly, when it
swallowed up Carian Pedasa, accepted the Pedasians as Milesian
citizens. Much ne doubt depended on the degree of culture
attained by the native population. Carians were by this period so
fully hellenized that they could be readily assimilated to the body
politic. Egyptians, and no doubt Syrians, were still too alien to
be accepted as fellow citizéns.!?

Where a city, Greek by blood, was planted in a barbarian
environment, the racial, or perhaps rather cultural, exclusiveness
of the Greeks might result in the disfranchisement of a large
proportion, often the majority, of the inhabitants of the town and
its territory. When a native community adopted the institutions
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of a Greek city, there was less reason why any part of the popula-
tion should have been excluded from the citizenship. But no
doubt there were cases where there was already in existence a
governing and a subject class, and in such circumstances it may
often have happened that the former became citizens of the new
city and the latter remained in their previous condition.

Many of the towns of Lydia and Phrygia seem to have deve-
loped on much the same lines as the towns of medieval Europe,
Tgey were essentially centres of industry and commerce, and
trade guilds were the basis of their development. When they
attained the status of cities, they seem still in many cases to have
based their civic organization on the guilds, which took the place
of the tribes of a normal Greek citiy; in one instance, Phil'ade{)phia
of Lydia, the guilds were actually given the title of tribes, It
would follow that in these towns the citizenship was confined to
members of the guilds, Originally the towns probably pos-
sessed no territories; an inscription of the late fourth centu
B.C. suggests that the country round Sardis was royal land,
and was granted out on a quasi-feudal system by the king
to his officers. But in the course of the Hellenistic period, pre-
sumably as the towns were granted the status of cities, they
acquired territorial jurisdiction: an inscription alludes to a royal
demarcation between the territories of Thyateira and Hieracome.
It seems unlikely that the peasants of these rural areas brought
under the rule of the town would have been enrolled in the
guilds, and they no doubt remained a disfranchised class.™s

It was an essential principle of Greek democracy to curb as far
as possible the power of the executive, the magistrates, and to
ensure that the magistracies were equally accessible to all citizens.
One of the devices by which the Athenians secured these objects,
the appointment to all but the most important posts by lot, does
not seem to have been greatly favoured in the Hellenistic east;
magistrates appear generally to have been elected by the people,
except for certain priesthoods which were hereditary, and others
which were sold by auction for a limited term or for life—a
practice very commonly adopted by Hellenistic cities. On the
other hand many cities limited the term for which the posts were
held more severely than did the Athenians. A year was the most
usual period, but at Rhodes, for instance, at Cnidus, at Stratoni-
cea, at Tenos, and at Tarsus, magistrates were changed every six
months, and at Erythrae and Chalcedon some of them, including
the most important, the strategi, served for four months only.'¢
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The practice of entrusting each department of state not to a
single officer but to a board, the members of which were often
drawn in proportion from the tribes, was very general, though it
does not seem everywhere to have been carried to such an extreme
as in fourth-century Athens. The important offices, in whose
hands lay the direction of policy, were invariably collegiate,
Those whose duties were of a more routine character were often
entrusted to a single magistrate, or if a board were elected, its
members served in rotation for a month each. Property qualifica-
tions were demanded only for certain financial offices in which
it was desirable to have a substantial surety against peculation.
All magistrates were subject to a scrutiny, both financial and
general, on laying down their office.!5

The titles and functions of the several departmental magistrates
will be described in the next part, and here it will suffice to
imention certain offices whose powers were of a more general kind.
In many cities there was an eponymous magistrate by whose
name public documents were dated. His functions were as a rule
purely formal—to make certain sacrifices on behalf of the state
and to walk at the head of civic processions—but he was usually
expected to entertain on a lavish scale during his year. The title
of the eponymous magistrate is often curious and interesting, for
in many cities he had in the distant past been the head of the
state, whose powers had been gradually whittled down to a purely
formal presidency. Elsewhere a priest was eponymous; this wag
a practice indigenous in some old Greek cities and widely adopted
in the Hellenistic age, when royal foundations commonly dated
their acts by the priest of the dynastic cult and the sacred office
of the stephanephorus was made eponymous over a large area of
western Asia Minor.16

In cities which forwent the luxury of a special eponymous
magistracy, public acts were generally dated by the chief board
or its chairman. In some districts one supreme college dealt with
both civil and military affairs; in Macedonia, for instance, there
were the politarchs, in Thessaly the fagi, in Laconia the ephors,
in Crete the cosmi. Elsewhere there were two boards, one civil and
one military: thus in the cities of the Achaean league the demiurgs
directed home affairs while the strafegi led the armed forces. The
balance of power between the two boards varied greatly from
place to place. In some cities the strafegi were, as at Athens,
virtually the heads of the government, and the civil board had,
like the Athenian archons, 2lmost purely formal duties. AtRhodes,
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on the other hand, the civil prytaness directed policy, and the
generals were confined to their strictly military duttes, and the
Rhodian example was widely followed in southern Asia Minor,!?

The key institution in any Greek democracy was the council.
It had very considerable executive functions, especially in the
sphere of finance, since it had to co-ordinate and control the
multifarious boards of magistrates. It also had important de-
liberative functions. Al Greek cities, however democratic,
recognized that the primary assembly was a dangerously irrespon-
sible body, and therefore, while leaving to it the ultimate decision
on every point of importance, took care that no ill-considered
proposal could be suddenly sprung upon it and passed in a s;;:f,
division. One precaution, which seems to have been universal,
was that no measure might be brought before the assembly which
had not been considered and approved by the council. In some
cities this procedure is expressly set forth in the preambles of
decrees—‘whereas the council has passed a prelimmary resolu-
tion’ is part of the regular formula employed in the cities of
Lesbos. More usually it is briefly summarized in the formula ‘it
was enacted by the council and people’.?®

In the council naturally no measure could be moved except by
a member, or in some cities by the principal magistrates, who
might attend its sessions. A private citizen, or even a magistrate,
unless specially empowered, was obliged therefore, if he wished
to promote a measure, to apply for leave to address the council ;
this procedure in the decrees ofy some cities is expressly set forthin
such formulae as ‘whereas so-and-so approached the council and
stated that . ..” or *‘whereas so-and-so made a communication in
writing to the council’. The usual procedure was then—if the
proposal found favour, and naturally we have record only of
proposals which ultimately became law—that a member of the
council or a magistrate or board vested with the requisite powers
should formally move a resolution in the sense of the proposal;
this appears from the fact that the formal mover of a decree is
generally not the person who appeared before the council. In
some cities, however, a private person might obtain leave from
the council himself to move a measure; in Syros the formula was
‘So-and-so, having made a written application to the council,
moved’.19

Under such rules of procedure it is plain that the council had
a very complete control over legislation. It might not necessarily
use its powers. It might regularly hand on private motions to the
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assembly. It might also frame its preliminary resolution in the
vaguest terms, making no definite recommendation to the
assembly, but merely inviting it to make a decision on a topic
which had been brought to its notice: members of the assembly
had also the power of moving amendments of a far-reaching
character to the resolutions of the council. But only with its
approval and by its formal initiative could any measure be moved
in the assembly. It was therefore essential, if democracy was to
be effective, that the council should accurately reflect the general
sentiments of the people. As far as can be discerned from our
scanty evidence the same means were employed for achieving this
end as at Athens. The council was a large body—five hundred
was probably a fairly typical figure—selected in equal numbers
from the constituent tribes of the people; and its membership was
changed at frequent intervals. The usual term of office was a year,
but at Rhodes and its neighbour Stratonicea it was only six
months; in the Ptolemaic constitution of Cyrene members seem
to have sat for two years, and the council to have been renewed
annually by halves. The method of selection seems: usually to
have been, as at Athens, the lot.?®

The chairmanship of the council and of the assembly (the
office was usually one) might be a position of some authority,
since it was the chairman who drew up the agenda of either body,
and nothing not on the agenda might be discussed. Not all cities
took the elaborate precautions of Athens to secure that the office
should be held by a member of the council selected by chance
for one occasion only. In some cities something like the Athenian
system prevailed ; the council was divided into committees which
were in rotation responsible for the conduct of business and from
which the actual chairman was selected. At Magnesia on the
Maeander, for instance, the tribes of the council took it in
turn to serve for a month as mpdedpor, and from the =pdeSpor was
selected the émordms. At Cyzicus similarly the tribes served for
monthly periods as mpurdves, and at Carystus the council was
divided into twelve groups of mpdBovdor, who evidently served for
a month each, and 1n each group was an dpyumpdfiovdes. It may
be noted that most cities preferred to change the presidency by
the month, though this might involve complicated adjustments if
the number of their tribes were not a factor of twelve, rather than
to divide the year, as did the Athenians, into a number of presi-
dency periods equal to the number of tribes. Allusions to presi-
dents (known by a great variety of titles including besides those
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mentioned above mpoordras, xarddoyor and elevuvyral) who served
for the term of a month are fairly frequent, and many of these
committees were probably subdivisions of the counci{, as were
clearly of émuyior Tiis BovAjs at Smyrna and Lampsacus.?!

In other cities, however, the principal magistrates had at least
a concurrent power of putting motions on the agenda and pre-
siding, In Thessaly for instance the tagi, jointly or severallg',
presided at many, but not all, assemblies of] the people. In the
Aeolian cities the strategi both tabled motions and presided in
the assembly, but net, it would appear, in the council. In other
cities, Iasus for instance and Rhodes, the presidency both of the
council and assembly was vested in a board of magistrates; this
system doubtless prevailed, though definite evidence is lacking,
in many cities where the principal magistrates bore such titles as
prytaneis, probuli or proedri, which mean presidents. Yet larger
{,owers were given to the executive in the cities of the Achaean
eague, where every proposal had to be approved by the magis-
trates before it could be submitted to the council and people.
A similar practice is implied in Crete and in Lycia by the formula
of the decrees, which was ‘it was enacted by the magistrates and
people’.2*

hese last provisions had a distinctly oligarchic trend, for
though in theory there might be no restriction of birth or wealth
to debar the humblest from office, in fact persons of standing and
substance tended always to be elected. 'lghis tendency had been
prevalent even in fifth- and fourth-century Athens; the reasons
seem to have been partly that for elections the peasantry, always
a conservative body, came into town and voted, and partly that
even the city proletariat, though they might be persuaded by the
ents of a humble orator and frame policy accordingly, did
not like to entrust responsibility te such persons—neor, it may be
noted, were they very wiliing to take it.

This tendency grew in strength during the Hellenistic period,
and for new reasons. In foreign politics the most important
persons with whom the cities had to deal were the kings and their
ministers and later Roman magistrates. All these were much
more likely to treat with respect citizens of wealth and standing
with whom they had a natural fellow feeling, than plebeian
demagogues. And in the second place the people liked magis-
trates both willing and able to spend. The standard of living was
rising throughout the Hellenistic age; cities were ambitious to
beautify their public buildings, to raise the level of education in
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their gymnasia, to ensure their food supply more adequately and
to e their festivals more numerous and more magnificent.
Yet at the same time they had less money to spend on these
objects. Cities subject to kings had to pay a large proportion of
their taxes into the royal exchequer and those that kept their
independence had to maintain more expensive military and naval
establishments than had been necessary in the past. The obvious
solution, heavy taxation of the rich, was in practice not feasible.
The upper classes were, whatever professions might be made to
the contrary, under the protection of the kings; the League of
Corinth even had a specific clause whereby the royal troops could
intervene to check anything savouring of a social revolution—
redistribution of land, conftscation of property, remission of debts,
or freeing of slaves, and Antigonus”’ ILeague seems to have had
a similar clause. A certain amount was it is true raised by taxation,
and more by voluntary subscription. But on the whole the most
common solution was a tacit convention whereby the people
elected rich men to magistracies, and they as magistrates con-
tributed freely to the public services under their charge.2s

A result of this tendency was that the old distinction between
magistracies and liturgies became blurred. In the old days at
Athens a magistrate was either elected or chosen by Iot (from
voluntary candidates) and had no expenses but might on the
contrary draw pay; liturgies were imposed compulsorily by a
magistrate on wealthy persons whose whole duty was to spend
money. The liturgies were abolished at Athens by Demetrius of
Phalerum, who created elective magistrates to fulfil their func-
tions and gave assistance to these new magistrates from public
funds. Some such system seems to have prevailed generally in
the Hellenistic world. The term liturgy continued to be used,
but it apparently ceased to bear any technical meaning, denoting
merely minor of‘f,ices, and posts such as the gymnasiarchy, which
had been liturgies, were everywhere elective. 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.24

When times were good no rﬁiﬂiculty was found in filling the
magistracies. But in times of stress citizens hesitated to offer
themselves as candidates. Unessential offices were 1n such cases
often left unfilled; the ornamental eponymous stephanephory at
Miletus and Priene for instance, which by custom involved a vast
expense on public entertainments, was in many years held by the
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tutelary god of the city or a tribal hero. How essential offices
were filled in difficult times is not clear. The procedure of election
was that names were proposed ; the persons proposed might then
either accept or refuse nomination; and if more than one candi-
date stood, a vote was taken; but even after election a magistrate
might refuse office, though in this case he had to make an affi-
davit, adducing some reasonable cause. There seems little room
for compulsion in this procedure, but compulsion was apparently
sometimes exercised : in the sympolity between Stiris and Medeon
it is decreed that citizens of tge former city who have already held
office shall not be compelled to hold office in the latter—the
phrase used (rds dpxds Aecrovpyeiy) is an ifiteresting revelation of
the merging of magistracy and hiturgy 25

Democracy was then in the Hellenistic age tempered by a
convention that the rich should have a virtual monopoly of ofﬁ);:e,
provided that they paid for it liberally. And on the whole the
compromise seems to have worked very well. The sanguinar
class war which was the curse of Greek politics in the fifth centu
died down, and the upper classes fulfilled their part of the bargain
in no grudging spirit. A very strong sense of civic obligation
grew up among them, and they served their cities loyally both
witl}f their persons and their purses, as countless inscriptions
testily.

Bu); the inscriptions reveal another and less desirable result of
the compromise. More and more frequently as time goes on
motions in the assembly are proposed not by an individual but
either by the presiding committee of the council or by a board or
boards of magistrates or by both jointly. In some cities this
Eractice is so uniform that it has been conjectured that only these

odies had the right of proposing motions. At Pergamum for
instance the sirategr (who were incidentally appointed by the
kings) invariably—with one exception, the earliest decree but one
extant—propose; and it has been suggested that the king thus
possessed an indirect veto onthe acts of the assembly. At
Erythrae also the same combination of boards—the strateg:, the
exetasiae (a financial office) and the prytaness (probably the pre-
siding committee of the council)—bring forward all the decrees
extant save one, which is of early date. In these two cases the
exceptions may be explained by their date: the rule was not yet
absolute in early times. But in many cities a board normally
proposes, but individuals occasionally, and no chronological
sequence can be established. The phenomenon is therefore
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perhaps better to be explained as the result not of a definite legal
restriction but of custom. If so it indicates that public interest
in politics was waning. The ordinary member of the council no
longer liked to face the responsibility either of bringing forward
motions of his own or of sponsoring those of other citizens, He
preferred to leave the initiative and the responsibility to ‘the
government’. This meant that in effect the control of policy was
left in the hands of the upper classes.2¢




CHAPTER XI
THE ROMAN AGE
DEMOCRACY had in these ways ceased by the beginning of

the second century B.C. to be a living reality, but it remained
a popular ideal. No government, however oligarchic, would
confess to the hateful title of oligarchy, or even to the more
respectable name of aristocracy, and the term democracy came
to be watered down so that it meant little more than constitu-
tional republican government. The cities were thus able to
welcome the Romans as champions of democracy without any
misgivings, despite the tendency of the Romans to favour aris-
tocracy. Lampsacus in appealing for Roman aid against Antio-
chus III uses the familiar slogan of freedom and democracy, and
more curiously the cities freed from Philip V by Rome pointedly
call themselves free and democratic, though as a matter of
fact they had recently had definitely timocratic constitutions
imposed upon them.27
The Roman method of controlling cities was quite frankly to
place the power in the hands of the well-to-do. Flamininus after
the defeat of Philip V established a property qualification for
councillors and jurors in Thessaly, and after the destruction of
Corinth the tenure of magistracies was similarly restricted in the
Achaean cities. For the other provinces we have no evidence,
but there can be no doubt that this rule was universal. In the
Achaean cities the Romans seem to have judged that no other
constitutional changes were necessary. The structure of the
council remained unaltered, though membership, being techni-
cally a magistracy, was presumably confined to the rich: an
inscription dating from shortly after the settlement of 146 B.C.
implies that the council of Dyme was still an annually changing
body. The Roman government probably relied on the magis-
trates, who under the already existing rules of procedure had the
power to disallow legislation, and it appears to have given similar
powers to the magistrates in other (greek cities: in Boeotia the
formula ‘it was enacted by the magistrates and council and
people’ makes its first appearance in the middle of the second
century B.C.2®
Later Roman policy underwent a change. In Asia the powers



THE ROMAN AGE 171

of the magistrates do not seem, at first at any rate, to have been
eniarged, but the character of the council had already by Cicero’s
day been transformed: the members now sat for life unless
expelled for misconduct. Rome was tending to assimilate the
councils of Greek democracies to the model of her own senate,
but it is not certain that as yet she had introduced her own
system of recruiting new members. Election is the term still
used by Hadrian for the appointment of an Ephesian councillor,
and it may be that in Asia, as in Sicily, members of the city
council were elected by the people. The final step was taken by
Pompey, We know, thanks to Pliny’s letters to Trajan, much of
the constitutional scheme which he established in the cities of
Bithynia. Here the system was quite Roman. Censors enrolled
the council at intervals; their choice was limited by various rules
—there was for instance a minimum age and ex-magistrates had a
right to a seat; and members once enrolled could not be removed
from the list except for certain specified causes. Pompey no
doubt applied similar rules in the other provinces he annexed,
and Cato followed his example in Cyprus, where an inscription
records that a citizen of Citium ‘held the censorship of the
council’. The same policy was maintained under the principate;
in Galatia, annexed in 25 B.C., officers styled enrollers of the
council (BovAdypador) are found.?®

The policy of giving the power to the upper classes was thus
achieved by two principal measures. The one, the propert

ualification for oﬁice, probably did not actually make muc

ifference. It gave legal sanction to what was already the general
practice, making illegal for the future what had in the past been
theoretically possible—that the people might elect to office radi- -
cally minded politicians of humble station. Perhaps also it
affected the composition of the city councils, since hitherto these
would not have been completely dominated by the well-to-do.
The second measure was far more revolutionary in its effects.
The council was already vested with very wide powers, including
a potential veto on the proceedings of the assembly. When it
came to be no longer a mere committee of the assembly, renewed
at frequent intervals and responsible to the popular courts for its
acts, but a permanent and therefore irresponsible body, it in-
evitably became the governing body of the city.

Apart from these innovations the formal constitution of the
cities seems to have suffered little change throughout the princi-
pate. In the existing cities the people continued to be divided
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into tribes, many of which were given names commemorating
the imperial families. In newly created or reorganized cities also
a triba{, division ‘was introduced. This was normally on a local
basis; at Philippopolis, for instance, after Trajan’s reorganization
of Thrace, the tribes represented blocks of territory, each com-
prising a number of comarchies or groups of villages, and when
the second instalment of civic autonomy was granted by Severus
to Egypt, the wards of each metropolis were grouped into tribes,
which were in an unimaginatively practical spirit given numbers
instead of names. In the earlier Roman colonies the population
was divided into wards (vicz), which sometimes were given names
recalling the city of Rome, sometimes merely numbered ; in later
grants of colonial status the original organization of the community
was preserved though the tribes might be renamed. At Palmyra
and perhaps also at Bostra the tribes of the city were by exception
genuine tribes, the several clans who united to form these cities
thus retaining their corporate existence.°

Citizenship was, it would seem, based on the same general
principles as before, but there is no more record of general inter-
change of citizenship between cities (tsopolity), and some restric-
tions were placed on the grant of citizenship to individuals. At
Alexandria such grants were the prerogative of the emperor, and
in Bithynia under the Pompeian law the cities were forbidden to
confer their citizenship on one another’s citizens; this law was
however by Pliny’s day a dead letter, and in fact double or
multiple citizenship was not uncommon throughout the east.
Roman citizenship was under the principate compatible with
local citizenship, whose obligations were unaffected by it.3

Freedmen apparently continued to remain outside the citizen
body. The Ephesians to strengthen themselves against Mithri-
dates gave the citizenship to the descendants of their freedmen;
freedmen of Alexandrians are mentioned in the Gnromon as a
separate class ; and at Sillyum they are distinguished from citizens
in a second-century inscription. No doubt such other sections
of the population as had hitherto been excluded from the citizen-
ship remained excluded,’and in newly created or augmented
cities a similar disfranchised class seems sometimes to have
been created. At Prusias ad Hypium a distinction is drawn be-
tween ‘those on the register’ and ‘those who inhabit the rural
district’: the latter are perhaps the Bithynian peasants who
cultivated the royal lands assigned by Pompey to the city territory.
In Egypt the citizenship of the metropoleis was confined to a
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hereditary caste which apparently comprised the Hellenized
stratum of the urban population.32

The planting of Roman colonies may also have sometimes
created a subject class. This result would naturally follow when
a colony was founded in an area which had hitherto lacked self-
government or where the population was hostile; in such cases
the old inhabitants would certainly have become subjects of the
colony. But when colonists were planted in a city which had
deserved no punishment, it is difficult to believe that the citizens
were disfranchised. 'Theoretically two alternatives are possible.
The inhabitants of the city might be granted the Roman citizen-
ship and enrolled in the colony. For this there is no evidence,
but it is not improbable that it was often done in the later founda-
tions, when colonial status was beginning to be granted to Greek
cities without colonization. In the earlier foundations, however,
the Roman settlers certainly formed a separate body; when they
were massacred at Heraclea Pontica, the colony ceased to exist
and the city reverted to its previous status. The facts rather
suggest the second alternative, that the old city continued to
exist side by side with the colony. There is no evidence for such
double communities in the east, where the coinage of the city
invariably ceases when that of the colony begins, but it may be
that the Greek cities continued to exist though subject to the
colonies and therefore deprived of the right of coinage.33

'The whole concept of local citizenship was revolutionized by
the Censtitutio Antoniniana of A.D. 212, whereby all free inhabi-
tants of the empire were given the Roman citizenship. The
cives of the several cities thereby became municipes, and local
citizenship was converted into origo. Under the rules governing
this concept, legitimate children acquired the origo of their
father, illegitimate that of their mother, freedmen that of their
patron. It is probable that the measure was also made retrospec-
tive, and that all persons (except dediticit) who had hitherto
lacked local citizenship acquired the orige of their domicile.
Henceforth therefore every free inhabitant of the Roman empire
was the municeps of some city except for the dediticii, These were
probably the inhabitants of directly administered areas, and seem
to have included the Egyptians, who remained excluded from
citizen registers of the metropoleis 34

Formal restriction of political rights to a limited section of the
population does not—apart from the universal property qualifi-
cation for office—seem to have been usual. Cases are however
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known. At Tarsus a fee of 500 drachmae was required for the
exercise of political rights, and as a result the great mass of the
industrial proletariat who worked in the linen mills were in effect
disfranchised. This seems, however, to have been a local rule
and perhaps of pre-Roman origin. In Egypt, both at Alexandria
and in the metropolets, the magistracies were reserved by
Augustus to a select hereditary class, called in the latter ‘the
members of the gymnasium’. At Sillyum and at Pogla in Pisidia
a distinction is drawn between members of the assembly and
mere citizens. Since both cities belonged to the original province
of Galatia, it is possible that this distinction reflects a provision of
the lex provinciae, in which case Augustus here also went one
step farther than the republican government in applying timo-
cratic principles; for no doubt there was a property qualification
for membership of the assembly .33

Of the magistracies there is little to say. The eponymous
magistrates and the executive boards continued for the most part
to be known by their old names, and many picturesque titles
survived to a late date. Thus Chalcis still dated its acts by its
‘commander’ {(fyeusv) in the third century A.p., and Cyzicus
continued under the principate to name the year after its ‘master
of the horse’ (fmmapyos), Samothrace and Heraclea Pontica after
their ‘kings’, Cos after its ‘monarch’., Caracalla and Severus
Alexander held the demiurgate at Anazarbus and Tarsus, and in
Aecolis and lonia the ancient eponymous office of prytanis sur-
vived, though it tended to be superseded by that of stephan-
ephorus, which continued its triumphant career during the Roman
period, spreading over the islands of the Aegean and even pene-
trating to Boeotia, where hitherto the rather colourless title of
dpxwv had been eponymous. Many cities on coming under Roman
rule established a priesthood of Rome, or later of the emperor,
which either superseded the old eponymous office or was com-
bined with it or existed side by side with 1t. Now that the
provision of feasts and entertainments was one of the principal
functions of the magistrates, ornamental offices which existed for
that end alone terided to be multiplied. The executive boards on
the other hand became less prominent; their principal field of
activity had been military ancf foreign affairs, and here there was
nothing to be done. In the newly created Egyptian cities there
was no separate executive magistracy, the several departmental
officers forming a board which fulfilled its functions.30

Magistrates continued, technically at any rate, to be elected by
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the people, and the term of office was still normally one year,
though offices involving heavy expense, such as the gymnasiarchy,
were often held for shorter pertods—six, four, or three months.
‘Perpetual’ (aidwio:) magistrates are indeed not infrequently
recorded, but the title was honorary only, denoting that its
holder had provided a perpetual endowment for the office. The
qualification ‘for life’ (8¢ Blov) seems on the other hand to bear
its literal meaning. It is generally applied to agonothetes and to
priests, and in both cases the further qualification ‘by hereditary
right’ (3:¢ yéwous) is sometimes addeg. The priesthoods were
often hereditary offices of immemorial antiquity, but sometimes
life tenure or even the hereditary right to a priesthood was granted
to a citizen who founded a new cult or simply endowed an old
one. Similarly, a benefactor who endowed new games was
often rewarded with—or himself stipulated for—the privilege of
himself being their agonothete and handing on the office to his
descendants. Some priesthoods were still sold by auction in the
Roman age, though the practice does not seem to have been
so common as in earlier times. Women, now that ability to
spend was the principal qualification for office, not infrequently
held magistracies, particularly those of a more ornamental
character 37

The distinction between magistracies and liturgies remains
almost as obscure as before. The line drawn between them
varied, we know, in different cities, the office of treasurer, for
instance, being reckoned in some a magistracy and in others a
liturgy. But a definite line must have been drawn, for consti-
tutionally the distinction was of a certain importance: in man
cities a magistracy entitled the holder to a seat in the council,
while a liturgy did not. Liturgies in general were deemed less
honourable, and immunity from them was a privilege, whereas
exclusion from magistracies was a penalty. Thus a2 man who
became a Roman senator was deemed to cease to be a citizen as
regards liturgies, but not as regards magistracies, and contrariwise
an accused person, a man condemned gr a scandalous offence, or
a public debtor, was excluded from being a magistrate but might
hold liturgies. Similarly, it is probable that before the Consti-
tutio Antoniniana only citizens could be magistrates, while
liturgies were imposed on all residents: the Jews complained that
in Greek cities they were compelled to take part In liturgies.
After the Constitutio Antoniniana this last distinction lapsed:
though the city of his origo had a prior claim on his services,
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a man might, and indeed must, hold magistracies in the city in
which he was domiciled. The other distinctions had likewise
ceased to be enforced, since a magistracy was by now as much to
be avoided as a liturgy. By the third century there seems to have
been no distinction between magistracies and liturgies in the
method of appointment, and it is possible that there never had
been any. Liturgies were probably always like magistracies
elective; and magistracies from the beginning might fée, as in
practice they later generally became, like liturgies compulsory.38

The council was in most cities the element of the constitution
most affected by the Roman supremacy. In Greece it is possible
that it continued even under the principate to be an annually
changing body. An inscription from Carystus, which is not
known to have been a free city, reveals that in Hadrian’s reign the
council was still chosen by lot each year: it is worthy of note that
the gerusia of Sparta was under the principate, in defiance of the
Lycurgan constitution, an annual body. Some of the free cities
of Asia also retained councils of the old democratic type; those of
Stratonicea and Rhodes still changed every six months. All
councils seem however by the end of the third century to have
become permanent bodies: no doubt it gradually became custom-
ary to re-clect the same members, and eventually the annual
election became purely formal.39

Elsewhere the council was in theory as well as in practice a
permanent body, but even so it retained some features re-
miniscent of its past. It was in the first place as a rule far larger
than the ordo of a western city; at Ephesus it numbered 450, at
Oenoanda s500, at Tiberias and in most Syrian cities 600. In the
second place it was still divided into tribes. There is evidence
for this fact at Laodicea and perhaps Eumeneia in Phrygia and
at Bostra, and it is significant that the new councils introduced
into the Egyptian metropoleis by Septimius Severus had a
tribal division: the arrangement must still have been normal in
the Greek world at the very end of the second century. There
would, it may be noted, be no great difficulty in maintaining the
balance of the tribes on a permanent council. Where, as probably
in Asta, vacancies were filled by popular election, only candidates
of the tribe of the deceased woulf be eligible. Where asin Bithynia
and elsewhere censors enrolled the council their choice was to
some extent limited by the right of ex-magistrates to a seat, but 1t
must be remembered that the boards of magistrates were often
elected one from each tribe, and in any case many more vacancies
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must have occurred on so large a body as a Greek council than
ex-magistrates could fill 40

The assembly was still in theory the sovereign body, electing
the magistrates and passing decrees. The former process was,
it is true, as will be explained later, gradually reduced to the
acclamation of a list of candidates presented by the council, and
the latter amounted to no more than ratifying the council’s
resolutions. But the assent of the people was still technically
necessary for the enactment of any decree which was not a matter
of mere administrative routine. Resolutions of the council alone
are relatively rare, and if some of them deal with matters of
practical importance, they, are matters which had always been
within the council’s competence. The decree of the council of
Palmyra on the tariff, for instance, did not establish a new tax
but merely regulated one which already existed ; and finance had
always been part of the council’s business. And the decree of the
council of Hierapolis on the misconduct of police officers merely
defined the penalties to which they were liable; here again the
council had always exercised a disciplinary control over magis-
trates. Decrees of the council and people are on the other hand
very frequently of no practical importance: the vast majority are
grants of honours. But some deal with serious topics, such as
gifts of immunity or of pensions, which were probably not valid
without the assent of the people; and several are concerned with
finance 4!

As time went on the assent of the people became more and
more formal, and eventually, the assembly ceased to meet. But
the process of decay was slow. Plutarch speaks as if oratory still
flourished in the assemblies of the Greek cities in his day, and it
is easy to believe that in an age so passionately devoted to
rhetoric so admirable an opportunity for its display was not
neglected. An inscription from Chalcts in Euboea gives a report
of an assembly held in the third century. ‘Novius Lysanias,
strategus for the second time, said: “You do well in rewarding
good men and in conferring honours not only on themselves but
on their children; for only thus do we encourage others to do the
like. This decree has already been passed by the council. If
you also agree, hold up your hands.” The people shouted:

‘Agreed.”

The forms of popular government might be expected to linger
longest in Greece, their homeland, but curiously enough the latest
record that we possess of 2 meeting of the assembly comes from
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a country where self-government was not introduced till it had
ceased to be democratic. A papyrus has preserved the official
minutes of an assembly of the people held at Oxyrhynchus at the
very end of the third century. The proceedings consist for the
most part of frequently repeated loyal acclamations, but the gist of
the matter is that the people demand that a decree be passed that
very day in honour of the prytanis, who s they assert worthy of
many decrees. The prytanis is, however, bound to refuse the
honour: ‘I welcome the honour from you and am deeply pleased
at it; but I beg that such testifications may be postponed to a
lawful occasion, when you may confer them securely and I may
receive them without danger.” The syndic—the legal adviser to
the city—then proposes that the matter be referred to the council.
From this it would appear not only that the assembly really did
meet to pass honorary decrees even in third-century Egypt, but
that it sometimes had ideas of its own: in this case the council
had apparently not passed a resolution to honour the prytanis,
and the demand of the people for a decree was therefore unconsti-
tutional .42

It is a much vexed question whether under Roman rule the
initiative in legislation came to be confined in Greek cities as in
Latin to the magistrates. Where any restriction of this type
already existed the Roman government certainly maintained it.
It has already been mentioned that in the Achaean league, where
it was already the rule that proposals itad to be sanctioned by the
magistrates before they were presented to the assembly, decrees
continue under Roman rule to be enacted by the magistrates (and
council) and people, In Crete also the old formula, ‘it pleased
the cosm:i and the people’, persists in the Roman period. In
Greece the Achaean systemn was extended, apparently by the
Roman government, to other groups of cities; the Achaean form
of decree, as noted above, appears in Boeotia from the middle of
the second century B.C. QOutside these areas the magistrates
are included in the actual formula of enactment only in the
metropoleis of Egypt, where no council existed and the magis-
trates had to fulfil its functions, and in two cities of Amorgos,
Minoa and Aegiale; here the strategi, with whom are later asso-
ciated the decaproti, are definitely stated to possess ‘the authority
of p?'taneis’, which perhaps is a translation of us agendi cum
popuic.®?

In the republican period there certainly was no such restrictive
rule in the cities of Asia. Decrees are still moved by non-official
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persons at Priene and at Ephesus after they had become subject
cities. Under the principate the formal mover of a decree, if put
on record at all, 15 almost invariably a magistrate or group of
magistrates, and private members of the council are stated
merely to ‘introduce the proposal’ and to ‘request a vote’ on it,
processes which were apparently preliminary to the formal
motion: in a number of cases the introducer and his seconder, if
he may be so called, are alone recorded, but in these it is probably
assumed that the magistrates moved. Decrees of the people
moved by private persons are recorded only at Athens and
Delphi, both free cities. Resolutions of the council are proposed by
unofficial members at Ephesus and Carystus, which were not free
cities ; but it is questionable whether these are relevant to the issue.
The evidence thus points strongly to the conclusion that it was
the universal practice, outside a few free cities where democratic
tradition was strong, that magistrates should propose decrees,
and that private members of the council should confine them-
selves to introducing proposals. This uniformity of practice,
however, hardly justifies the assumption that magistrates alone
had the right of moving decrees; if they had possessed such a
right the fact would have been expressed, as it was in the cities of
Amorgos, by a change in the formula of enactment .

It is rarely recorded in the Roman period who presided in the
council or the assembly. In a few old-fashioned cities, such as
Athens and Cyzicus, the old formulae, stating which tribe of the
council was presiding and the name of its foreman, still survive
under the principate, These were probably, however, excep-
tional cases, and in general no doubt the magistrates took the
chair. In many cities, such as Rhodes, this had always been the
rule. In Macedonia there is evidence that the politarchs sum-
moned the council in the Roman period. Many cities of Asia
possessed magistrates styled bularchs during the principate;
nothing is known of them save that they were annual, but their
title implies that they presided in the council, ind no doubt,
according to the usual Greek practice, in the assembly also.
When councils were instituted in the Egyptian metropoleis a
new magistrate with the title of prytanis was created to preside
over them; the office was annual and elective 45

To turn from formal rules to realities, one of the most import-
ant changes which took place under Roman rule was the formation
of a curial class, consisting of members of the city council with
their families, sharply distinguished soccially and legally from
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commoners or plebeians. A sign of the social distinction is that,
when distributions of money were made by public-spirited magis-
trates or from the proceeds of benefactions, councillors o?tlen
received a substantially larger sum than commoners. In the
public law of the empire also city councillors and their families
enjoved certain riviﬁeges.. They were not subject to the more
degrading punishments of flogging or hard labour in the mines,
and if apprehended for a crime involving the death penalty, could
not be tried and executed by the provincial governor ; their cases
had to be sent up to the emperor for decision. Most of these legal
distinctions are first observable in Hadrian’s reign, and it may be
presumed that by that time the social stratification was clearly
marked.46

An inscription which draws a distinction between plebeian and
curial magistracies indicates that, though no such rigid cursus
honorum as existed in the west ever established itself in the east,
nevertheless the dictum of Paulus, that plebeians are forbidden to
occupy the magistracies of decurions, applied to Greek as well as
to Latin cities. The higher offices were reserved for persons
already members of the council; only the minor offices were
accessible to commoners. The line seems to have been drawn at
different levels in different cities—the prefect of Egypt had to ask
the representatives of the council of Arsinoe whether in their city
councillors or commoners are appointed to the office of cosmete—
and was no doubt fixed by custom, but it was none the less
rigidly binding. A similar distinction was also drawn between
curial and plebeian liturgies, the former being esteemed honour-
able if expensive, the latter less costly but menial.4?

The curial class was primarily determined by wealth. There
was in the first place the statutory property qualification. This,
however, was probably not very high and many well-to-do families
must have possessed 1t, at any rate in the prosperous days of the.
early principate, without helding curial rank. A more severe test
was the scale of expenditure on public purposes demanded of a
local politician ; this must have debarred many men in moderate
circumstances from aspiring to office. The standard of wealth and
of expenditure varied of course enormously in different cities, but
as a rule curial rank was confined to the richest citizens, though
once again within the council of any city there were great differ-
ences between the wealthiest and poorest members. 48

The curial class tended as time went on to become hereditary.
As early as Trajan’s reign this tendency was strong in Bithynia:
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Pliny, finding that the cities had some difficulty in filling their
councils, advocated lowering the minimum age of entrance rather
than admitting commoners. The hereditary character of the
curial aristocracy is frequently emphasized in inscriptions, which
Jaud the ancestral patriotism of prominent citizens. It was not of
course absolute. Many men of moderate means no doubt neglected
Plutarch’s advice to thern—'there is nothing ignoble or mean in
acknowledging your poverty and standing out from the munifi-
cence of the wealthy instead of making yourself both pitiful and
ridiculous by borrowing for your liturgies’—and even wealthy
men like Dio’s grandfather at Prusa could easily dissipate their
ancestral fortunes and unlike him not have the enterprise to rebuild
them but end their days, as did Julius Piso of Amisus, on a pen-
sion granted by the city that they had enriched. Old families thus
sometimes became impoverished and dropped out, and new
families which acquired wealth came within the charmed circle.
But until the economic crisis of the late third century at any rate
there seems to have been little fresh blood infused into the curial
class,*

A second change which took place concurrently with that
already described was the virtual transfer of the election of magis-
trates from the people to the council. The cause of this transfer
was in the ultimate analysis the growing aversion of the upper
classes from taking office. This again was 2 tendency which did
not operate uniformly everywhere or follow an uninterrupted line
of development in time. It was due in part to heavy financial
burdens associated with office, burdens which tended to increase
as the standard of munificence expected by the public rose. Thig
cause operated most strongly in places which were poorly endowed
with public revenues and therefore depended more on supple-
mentary expenditure by the magistrates; an extreme case was
Egypt, where the metropoleis had practically no financial re-
sources. In old cities with ample endowments magistrates might
have to spend little, and might indeed find opportunities of filling
their own pockets; an inscription of the reign of Claudius reveals
how at Ephesus the vast wealth of Artemis found its way, by
means of corrupt bargains with the priests appointed, into the
hands of the city government, and to judge by Plutarch’s tone

eculation was by no means unknown in second-century Greece.
%he strength of this cause also varied with the prosperity of the
upper classes, which naturally differed from region to region—
there is evidence of great financial embarrassment in Greece in
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the early principate—and fluctuated from time to time. There
was throughout the eastern provinces much distress under the later
Republic, followed by complete exhaustion during the civil wars,
With the principate more prosperous times began, though famines
and frontier wars, with their accompanying requisitions, caused
local distress from time to time, until in the latter part of the
second century prosperity began to wane generally.s°
A less easily discernible but probably more important cause of
the growing unwillingness to take office was the flagging interest
in local politics. Of the two main subjects which had occupied
politicians in the past, foreign policy had ceased to exist ever since
the Roman empire had destroyed its last effective rivals, and the
class war had been settled once for all by the strong hand of Rome.
As Plutarch regretfully remarks, ‘Now that politics comprise
neither leadership in wars nor the overthrow of tyrannies nor
diplomacy, what opening can a man find for a distinguished and
brilliant political career?’ Local politics had become a rather
futile mal?e-believe in which no important question could ever be
raised, and it is little wonder that the upper classes tended to lose
interest in them. It had been worth their while to spend money in
order to secure their own dominance, but now that their position
was assured by an outside power, the heavy demand on their
purses made by the political game was an irritating nuisance.5!
The tradition of local patriotism indeed maintained itself for a
surprisingly long period, all things considered. Men still in the
third century A.D. took pride in their cities, and the great families
still in many cases felt the traditional obligation to pay for their
position by lavish expenditure, and still appreciated the cheers of
their fellow citizens and the statues and inscriptions which were
the rewards of their public spinit. But the spirit of politics had
changed. Office was no longer so much an honour to be keenly
contested as an obligation which should be loyally fulfilled, but
might by less public-spirited persons be shirked: the recurring
fhrase in the inscriptions, ‘having fulfilled every magistracy and
iturgy’, reflects the former spirit, the latter is naturally not re-
corded on stone, but 1s revealed by the legal texts.52
In these circumstances a man might be willing to undertake the
regular series of posts which his rank and wealth demanded of him,
but there would be no competition for office. The members of
the local aristocracy would therefore arrange among themselves
who was to hold which magistracy, and one candidate would be
presented to the people for each vacancy. The machinery of
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election was, as recorded above, first the proposal of names
(wpoPodj} and then a vote {xeporovia} between them in the as-
sembly. The latter process, if there was one name only, would
become a mere formality, and was no doubt often dropped in the
course of time; but even in Egypt, where elections ceased very
early to be a reality, ‘the bystanders from the city’ of Hermopolis
still shouted ‘let Achilleus be crowned to the office of cosmete’ in
A.D. 192, and elsewhere a formal acclamation of the candidate may
have lasted longer.

The proposal of candidates could apparently in Athenian con-
stitutional law take place either in the council or in the assembly:
the election of magistrates, like every act of the assembly, required
a preliminary resolution of the councii, which might include a list
of candidates submitted by the council, and additions to this list
might be suggested in the assembly. In later practice, it would
seem, the council always submittec? a complete list, and no addi-
tions to it were ever made. Thus in effect the resolution of the
council became the act of election, and it is sometimes spoken of
as such by the early third-century lawyers and in papyri of
similar date. The actual proceedings in council, however, as
revealed by the papyri and the legal texts, are confined to the
proposal of names.53

The recruitment of the council itself followed a similar course
of development. Where, as apparently in Asia, vacancies were
filled by popular election, the procedure would be precisely
similar to that of electing magistrates : the council would draw up
a list of candidates for ratification by the people. Hadrian, when
supporting the application of his friend Erastus for a seat on the
council of Ephesus, addresses himself to the magistrates and
council only, ignoring the people: popular election had evidently
already become a formality. Where, as perhaps happened in
Achaea, the council was appointed annually by lot, the existing
council could easily arrange who should offer themselves for the
next year. In provinces in which the councils were enrolled by
censors it is more difficult to see how the development occurred,
but it would seem that the censors failed to do their duty and were
eventually abolished. An early third-century inscription from
Ancyra records that a censor held an enrolment of the council,
which had been omitted for many years. If the council had mean-
while been supplemented only by ex-magistrates its numbers
would have gradually dwindled, and eventually nomination by
the council must have been introduced to keep up numbers. The
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city council was, it would appear, normally a co-optative body by
the end of the second century, for the new councils created in
Egypt at that time chose their own new members.s#

e next logical stage in the degeneration of civic politics came
when there was no longer a sufficient number of candidates to fill
vacancies. It is impossible to put a date to this stage any more
than to the others which logically preceded it, since the pheno-
menon might occur in any time o¥ (ﬁapression, and might be more
prevalent in some regions than in others. It has already been
recorded that eponymous offices were at times filled by a god in
Hellenistic times: this phenomenon recurs under the rule of the
Roman republic and occasionally under the principate. Some
difficulty was found in filling essential offices in Greece during
the early principate. It is not recorded in these cases that com-

ulsion had to be employed to secure a supply of magistrates, but
in Egypt we are told t?:at the wealthy Lampon was compelled
to uncﬁertake the gymnasiarchy at Alexandria in the reign of
Tiberius, and in a decree of the province of Asia dating from the
reign of Augustus there is a mysterious allusion to appeals in
connexion with elections which may indicate that candidates were
forced to stand against their will. On the whole, however, it
would seem that after the effects of the civil wars had worn off
there was a sufficient supply of voluntary candidates till the latter
part of the second century, when imperial legislation on the
subject becomes common, and inscriptions and papyn begin to
praise magistrates for serving of their own choice {ad8aiperor) or
spontaneously (éxodooi).53
Compulsion was applied by the process of nomination (dvo-
poota), which must Ee carefully distinguished from proposal
(mpoBoXf). A man %roposed might refuse, but a man nominated
must serve unless he could claim legal exemption, or prove that
his nominator was actuated by malice, indicating another more
suitable candidate. The legal exemptions are complicated and
confused. The principal classes which had immunity were the
following. Roman senators and their descendants for three
generations ceased to belong to their native cities as regarded
liturgies ; they could hold magistracies but it may be doubted if it
was easy to compel them to accept them. Persons absent on the
service of the state were exempt from all claims; this elastic
phrase included not only senatorial and equestrian officials, but
members of their staff (comaites), and also soldiers. Veterans
enjoyed a plenary exemption for life from the reign of Severus;
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they had previously possessed certain privileges but their precise
character is obscure. Farmers of state revenues and cultivators of
state lands, whose property was pledged to the fiscus, wete not
liable to civic liturgies and might indeed be forbidden to under-
take them. Members of the guild of shippers engaged in trans-
porting foodstuffs to Rome were rewarded for the risks which
they undertook in this speculative and apparently not very profit-
able business by immunity from liturgies, which were later inter-
preted to include magistracies. Doctors and professors of gram-
mar and rhetoric employed by the cities were granted immunity
by Vespasian. Athletes and Dionysiac artists victorious in the
sacred games already enjoyed exemption from civic liturgies in
Antony’s day, and the privilege still survived in a modified form
under Diocletian. There were alsa exemptions (from liturgies
only) on the score of age or number of children, and temporary
exemptions for those who held or had recently held other offices
in the city.5¢

Those who considered themselves wrongfully nominated had
to enter a legal appeal before the governor of the province within
a statutory time limit, and no claim to exemption, however just,
could be entertained unless such appeal was made. In default of
any statutory or equitable objection to the nomination, the nominee
had only one other chance of escaping, to offer to cede his
property, less a competence for himself which was, it would seem,
conventionally fixed at one-third, to his nominator. This cession
had apparently to be approved by the governor and in the event of
its being sanctioned, the nominator had to serve himself. This
application of the rule of cessio bonorum to nomination is first
mentioned under Caracalla and was finally prohibited by Dio-
cletian,5?

To prevent frivolous nominations of men of straw it was laid
down that the nominator automatically stood surety for his
candidate. Nomination was thus a dangerous game to play, and
there is some evidence that it was at first used sparingly and with
hesitation. A document from Hermopolis dated A.D. 192 gives
a vivid picture of how a magistrate was then appointed ; it is not
quite typical, because as yet the metropoleis of Egypt had no
councils, but mutatis mutandis it illustrates what must have been
happening in many cities of the empire. The principal magis-
trates produce one Achilleus—actually before the strategus, in a
normal city it would have been before the council. They are
apparently under the impression that he has offered himself for
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the office of cosmete, but unexpectedly he declines the honour:
‘In deference to the wishes of my native city’, he declares, ‘I
undertake the crowned office of exegete, on condition of con-
tributing two talents annually and being released from the in-
spectorship of leased lands.’ An advocate who has been briefed
for the magistrates replies: “The fortune of our lord the emperor
provides magistracies in abundance and increases the prosperity
of the city, as might have been expected under the auspicious
government of Larcius Memor. If then Achilleus wishes to be
crowned to the office of exegete, let him pay the entrance fee
forthwith, but if not he has none the less proposed himself for the
urgent vacancy in the office of cosmete.” Achilleus bluntly rebuffs
this ironical suggestion that he might serve as exegete and cos-
mete at once: ‘1 have undertaken tie office of exegete on condi-
tion of contributing two talents annually: I cannot manage the
office of cosmete.” The advocate now also drops his irony: ‘He
ought not by undertaking the lesser office to s]l?lirk the greater.’
After an irrelevant interlude, in the course of which a bystander
accuses Achilleus of assault, the cosmetes are summoned. They
explain that there is no vacancy for an exegete and that Achilleus’
offer is therefore unconstitutional, but this hardly advances the
real problem, which is to induce Achilleus to undertake the office
of cosmete. At length one Aspidas, father of Hermas ex-cosmete,
announces, ‘I crown Achilleus to the office of cosmete at my own
peril.’ The advocate seizes on these words: “We have the declara-
tion of Aspidas that he crowns him at his own peril ; and he should
be crowned. Now the office is assured to the city.’s8

This kind of thing must have been happening everywhere:
miagistrates were bullying and prospective candidates were hagg-
ling. Often no doubt a candidate yielded to moral suasion and
made a ‘spontaneous’ offer, in which case he bore the risks of
office by himself ; but sometimes, as in this case, he was obdurate,
and had to be nominated by some one, who thereby became
surety for him. Itis clear from the scene def%icted above that any
citizen could nominate—Aspidas has no official standing in the
matter—but that no one was anxious to do so, or would do so
unless he had some pressing motive. Aspidas’ motive was prob-
ably that his son though ex-cosmete was still making an annual
contribution towards the expenses of the office, from which he
might be relieved on a new appointment. Similar motives would
induce magistrates in general to nominate successors for them-
selves, and for regular magistracies this form of nomination
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(dvrovopacia) became the normal practice and eventually, by the
middle of the third century at least, the legal rule. For posts
which did not occur in a regular sequence, including membership
of the council itself, this device was not applicable, and here, as
we learn from the papyri, the rule was laid down that the several .
tribes into which the council was divided served in rotation for a
yeéar as nominators.5?

How the fully developed system worked we can see from the
unfortunately fragmentary minutes of the council of Oxyrhyn-
chus. The prytanis introduces the business: “You exegetes’, he
says for instance, ‘suggest some names’, and the exegetes reply:
‘Let Serenus be suggested for the office of exegete.” ‘Nominate
others’, goes on the prytanis, ‘so that the body of exegetes may be
completed.” ‘Let Ion be suggested’, reply the exegetes. ‘Let the
other magistracies nominate also; and nominate councillors too.’
The reply comes—evidently to the second appeal—from the
member of the third tribe. At intervals the process is interrupted
by bouts of haggling. A certain Ptolemy, the high priest, has been
nominated by the officiating tribe to the post of public banker.
He protests: ‘I beseech you, I cannot; I am a man of moderate
means; 1 live with my father.” The pryfanis hounds on the
nominators: ‘Ptolemy still needs pressure from you; by himself
he shrinks from so great a liturgy.” Another counciilor, Eudae-
mon the exegete, speaks up for Ptolemy: ‘Ptolemy is a man of
moderate means and cannot support the burden.” Ptolemy re-
iterates hisplea: “The liturgyis beyond my strength, I beseechyou.
I cannot undertake two liturgies at the same time.” The council
meanwhile shouts: ‘Upright loyal Ptolemy!” ‘Ptolemy will not
refuse his tribe!’ And eventually Ptolemy seems to have yielded.°

This haggling, it may be noted, is now no longer directed to
extorting a ‘spontaneous’ candidature, which seems to have been
beyond the wildest dreams of the council, but to secure the con-
sent of the nominee: if he consented he forfeited his right to
appeal, and this would save the council much trouble. But
despite his consent he was nominated and his nominator was thus
surety for him. 'The syndic, or legal adviser of the council, is
careful to get the minutes precise on this vital point. After an
undisputed nomination of new members of the council he states:
“T'’hose who were nominated just now were nominated by Pheleas
and Heraclidion.” The council protests that they were nominated
by the whole tribe and to make assurance doubly sure proceeds
to acclaim its members, with their property, individually: ‘ Loyal,
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upright Horion, landowner at Nesmeimi! Loyal, upright Leon-
ides, landowner at Dositheus!’, and so forth.6!

If the appropriate persons refused to nominate an awkward
situation arose. The ultimate responsibility lay with the president
of the council, and he might himself make a nomination. But this
would involve his standing surety and he was better advised to
report the matter to the provincial governor. We possess a letter
from the fp'rytanis of Oxyrhynchus reporting such a crisis to the
prefect of Egypt. The office of eutheniarch and agoranomus had
of late years been suspended, and had recently been revived.
There being no ex-eutheniarchs or ex-agoranomi the gymnasi-
archs had been ordered to nominate, but had revolted at the
additional burden. They had nominated only two out of the
three candidates required, and these had after protest eventually
consented to seive for eight months of the year. 'The prytanss
now appeals to the prefect to take steps which are unfortunately
not on record. In a later case, also concerned with the agoranomy
of Oxyrhynchus, an ageranomus is haled before the prefect, and
obliged to norminate a successor in his presence. It might also
happen that the provincial governor would send orders to the
council to nominate a person named, or even himself attend a
session of the council and put forward a name: he of course did
not in such cases stand surety, being deemed merely to be giving
advice, on which the appropriate persons acted.%?

Evasion of office was no doubt very often due to genuine
poverty. It is clear that no one would resort to cessio bonorum
unless he calculated that the expense of office would amount to
not less than two-thirds of his property—though no doubt more
than the legal third could be saved with the help of an ingenious
lawyer. Persons also sometimes absconded when nominated to
office; if however they succeeded in converting their property
into cash and taking it with them, this was no very great sacrifice.
Public office must indeed have been a heavy drain on the poorer
councillors. But unwillingness to spend money is not a peculiarity
of the poor, and there 1s evidence that the rich were often as
reluctant to take office. It had for instance been laid down that
magistracies and liturgies should be undertaken in due order
according to seniority of membership in the council. Antoninus
Pius had to reprove one city for abusing this rule, designed to
secure an equitable distribution of burdens: the rich members, he
complained, would only take their exact share of offices and com-
pelled the poor councillors to fulfil the same number %3
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Though every effort was made to evade magistracies and
liturgies, the rank of councillor seems still to have been valued in
the third century. An edict of Caracalla makes expulsion from
the council and reduction to a dishonourable station the penalty
for assault or abusive language towards the president or a fellow
member, and the lawyers of the same period regard deprivation
of curial status as a severe punishment. The reason for this was
probably in part the social prestige enjoyed by councillors, but
more their legal privileges, which had no doubt been originally

ranted as a compensation for the burdens of curial status and a

ait to tempt men into the councils, and becarne progressively
more valuable as the arbitrary violence of the imperial officials
increased. But though members of the curial class were unwilling
to sink in the social scale in order to escape the burdens incumbent
on their position, some of them endeavoured to exploit such grants
of immunity as would allow them to keep their status or acquire an
equivalent or higher rank. The imperal government did not as
yet attempt to prevent members of the city councils from adopt-
ing careers which carried immunity from civic duties, but it set
its face against the fraudulent exploitation of the privileges
granted to certain professions, and in some cases tightened up the
conditions on which immunity could be earned and limited the
numbers of those who could earn 1t 4

Abuses seem to have begun earliest and been most prevalent in
connexion with the guild of shippers. Hadrian remarks that
wealthy persons, having bought a few ships for a modest sum,
claimed exemption from their civic obligations on that score,
although the greater part of their property was invested elsewhere.
Antoninus Pius laid down the ruling that, when inquiry was being
made into the case of a shipper, it should be established whether
he was assuming the empty title to avoid liturgies. Marcus
Aurelius remarked that there were some who neither sailed nor
had the greater part of their property in shipping but nevertheless
claimed exemption from liturgies as members of the guild. Pap-
inian records a similar ruling with regard to contractors for state
revenues: only those who personally did the work were immune.
Antoninus Pius had to limit the number of doctors and professors
to whom the cities might grant exemption. Ulpian states that, if
a man liable to liturgies in his city enlisted in the army to avoid
them, the city’s claim was not affected, and also that, when per-
sons who were among those who could be elected to the highest
magistracies in the city, in order to avoid the greater burden,
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became lessees of state lands, so as to be subject to a lesser burden,
their claim was not to be admitted. Diocletian found that the
immunity granted to victors in the sacred games was being ex-
gloited, and ‘to prevent the opportunity of evading civic liturgies
eing offered to every one on the pretext of crowns’, which were

sometimes obtained by bribing the other competitors and some-
times apparently existed on paper only, he limited the privilege
to bona fide professionals who had won at least three crowns.5s

Towards the end of the second century many councils were
finding it difficult to keep up their numbers, A certain number of
persons obtained immunity in one of the ways suggested above
—doubtless the wealthiest, who possessed the mnecessary in-
fluence-and could afford bribery on an adequate scale. Many
modest families must have sunk under the strain and gone bank-
rupt, Moreover, each family tended to supply fewer members to
the council: an inscription records it as unique that a father and
two sons had seats on the council simultaneously. It therefore
became necessary to infuse fresh blood into the councils. One of
the objects of the Constitutio Antoniniana was probably to widen
the field from which councillors could be drawn by sweeping
away many archaic distinctions. Hitherto only citizens had been
available, and many wealthy persons, such as descendants of
freedmen and members of the various other disfranchised cate-
gories which existed in many cities, were exempt. Now every one
was bound to serve the city of his orige or, if not, that of his
domicile,66

In the third century we find cities hunting in the highways and
byways to fill their magistracies. The tenants of an imperial estate
in Lydia complain that they are molested and robbed on the score
of magistracies and liturgies despite their legal immunity, and in
Egypt the city of Arsinoe endeavoured unsuccessfully to impose
its magistracies on the villagers of the nome, who were likewise
legally exempt. Under the pressure of economic necessity the old
snobbery began to break down: Callistratus recommended, though
with evident distaste, that even shopkeepers who possessed suffi-
cient means should be allowed to stand for the council if it was
greatly depleted. Some commoners were apparently willing to
pay the heavy price exacted for social advancement, but some pre-
ferred their modest obscurity: Septimius Severus had to reprove
a plebeian father for endeavouring to veto his son’s nomination to
the council by the exercise of his paternal authority.57

The city councils must have changed considerably in their
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composition during the last century of the principate: many old
fanﬁ?ies must have vanished one way or another, and many new
have been enrolled. But the extent of the change must not be
exaggerated, Libanius paints a picture of the council of Antioch
as it was in the recent E)ast which is very different. The councitlors
are all of ancient family : their ancestors have all held magistracies
and liturgies for generations and have trained up their descen-
dants to a proper sense of civic spirit. They are still a rich and
exclusive clique, owning large landed estates and intermarrying
among themselves. The picture is doubtless idealized, and the
break-up of the old order of things is probably post-dated—
Libanius attributes it to the hated Christian emperors. But many
old families certainly survived the third century and continued to
serve their cities loyally .68




CHAPTER XII

THE BYZANTINE AGE
MEMBERSHIP of the city council was in effect by the end of

the third century ag obligation incumbent on any one who,
while not disqualified by servile birth or infamous character,
possessed the requisite amount of property, and, since property
normally passed from father to son, was hereditary in the family
of any one who had once been nominated. Hitherto, however, it
had been possible to avoid the obligation by taking up certain
rofessions which carried with them immunity from curial
urdens. From the end of the third century imperial legislation
begins to take a harsher tone. As the councils dwindled in
numbers the emperors became alarmed lest the whole machinery
of local government, on which depended not only the mainten-
ance of aity-life but the collection of the imperial revenue, should
collapse, and they began to oppose not only fraudulent evasion of
curial obligations but any attempt by mem{aers of the curial class,
that 1s, councillors and their sons and others financially qualified
for a seat on the council, to adopt careers which would remove
them from the service of their cities.®
Imperial legislation thus tended to make of the curial class a
hereditary caste, from which every avenue of escape was barred.
Even in theory, however, the emperors were not consistent in
pursuing this repressive policy, and in practice they were only
very partially successful. A vivid, if confused, picture of their
efforts to preserve the city councils is presented by the title ‘de
decurionibus’ in the Theodosian Code, whose one hundred and
ninety-two constitutions cover the years 312 to 438, and by the
corresponding title in the Code of Justinian, which includes some
earlier and later legislation. This same body of laws betrays how
ineffective the efforts of the imperial government were. Time and
again the same rules are re-enacted, and often retrospective
sanction is given to past breaches of them. Ambition and wealth
could defy every law, when the law was administered by a ctvil
service never proof against corruption, and even men of modest
means found it possible to evade their obligations by exploiting
their obscurity or by trading on the greed of their richer neigh-
bours to gain immunity at the cost of their property.
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One effect of the reorganization of the empire by Diocletian
and his successors was to throw open to members of the curial
class avenues of escape which had hitherto been in effect closed to
them. The equestrian service had up to now been relatively small,
and but few members of the city aristocracies can have obtained
posts in its ranks, Now it began to be rapidly expanded: new
positions were being created everywhere and many naturally fell
to members of the city councils. At the same time the privileges
of the equestrian order began to be increased. Hitherto only
members on active service had been excused from their civic
duties; the emperor Carus had reasserted the rule that ex-
procurators had no immunity. Under Diocletian ofhicials were
allowed to retain their exemption after retirement, and thus mere
membership of the equestrian order (egregiatus) became a title to
immunity. Under Constantine a new class of civil servants, that
of the imperial counts, was created, and this rank (comitiva) like-
wise gave exemption for life from civic duties.?® |

Many of the most enterprising and the richest of the curial class
must during this period have transferred their services from their
cities to the state; but the imperial government needed their
services and was unwilling to curtail their rewards, and no attempt
was made to stop the movement, The emperors did, however, do
their best to check the exploitation of the egregiatus and the
comitiva by unscrupulous persons who, usually by interest and
bribery, obtained honorary codicils which gave them the privileges
of these ranks without any service to the state, A series of laws
directed against this abuse shows that it was prevalent in the
fourth century, and that the government had little success in
combating it. Since the immunity obtained by these means was
personal only, it was not refused to those who had performed all
their obligations to their cities, and an honorary romitiva was
indeed the lawful prize of those who crowned their civic services
with the tenure of the high priesthood of their province.”

As the fourth century progressed more and more posts in the
imperial bureaucracy began to carry senatorial rank, and the
senatorial order, hitherto a very select body, gradually expanded
to vast dimensions, This development was far more dangerous to
the welfare of the cities than the earlier expansion of the eques-
trian order and the creation of the comifiva. These had been
personal privileges only, and the sons of members of the two
orders, though their fathers naturally tried to obtain for them the
same rank, and in fact often did so, were legally liable for the
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obligations of their native cities. Senatorial rank was on the other
hand hereditary, and thus, if 2 member of the curial class gained
admission to the senate, not only he but his sons after him ob-
tained immunity, It was accordingly around the question of
senatorial rank that the battle between the imperial government
and the curial class raged most fiercely.72

In 326 Constantine forbade access to the senate to persons of
curial status, at the same time confirming the rank of existing
senators of curial origin. It proved impossible to maintain this
repressive rule and in 340 the government was merely insisting
that decurions must fulfil all the obligations to their cities before
entering the senate. Access to the senate was again absolutely
barred in 361; this time the law was made retrospective. Three
years later the government tacitly admitted that this rule was a
dead letter, and at the same time began to evolve a more construc-
tive policy. To debar decurions from the senate was not only
impracticable but unjust and inexpedient, since it involved the
exclusion of many able men from the service of the state. The
interests of the cities would be safeguarded if decurions in the
first place performed their civic obligations before entering the
central administration, and secondly left an heir to serve their
city after they had risen to a higher sphere. It was accordingly
ruled that only sons born to a decurion after his ennoblement
inherited his senatorial rank, and that he must leave at Jeast one
son to the curia. In 371 these principles were further elaborated.
A decurion who had no son was excluded from the senate: a
decurion with one son must Jeave him to serve the city; but one
who had several sons was allowed to take one of them with him
to the senate. With this exception only sons born to men already
senators inherited their rank. It was further enacted that ‘empty
shadows and vain image of dignities’ were, with the exception of
the consulate, no title to exemption: in other words only those
who won senatorial rank by the actual tenure of administrative
offices gained immunity from their curial obligations.”

In 350 and 382 constitutions were addressed to the praetorian
prefect of Illyricum, ordering the return of all senators of curial
origin to their native cities; but these were apparently emergency
measures, limited in their application to the sorely tried Illyrian
prefecture. Elsewhere the compromise of 371 remained in force
till 300, when 2 much harsher rule was introduced whereby
decurions might indeed enter the senate but gained no exemption
thereby from their civic duties either for themselves or their sons
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whether born before or after their promotion. This proved
difficult to enforce because decurions alleged, perhaps sometimes
with truth, that they could not afford the very expensive obliga-
tions of senatorial as well as those of curial status, and accordingly
neglected the latter. The government therefore fell back on its
original policy, and in 392 closed the senate once more to
decurtons. Five years later it reinforced this rule by forbidding
decurions to aspire to provincial governorships, which conferred
the clarissimate, the lowest of the three grades of the senatorial
order.”*

The clarissimate was once again forbidden to decurions in 416,
and seems never again to have been officially open to them. But
persons of curial status were, by being expressly excluded from
the clarissimate, given implicit leave to enter the two higher
grades, and in 436 a constitution acknowledged this fact. It
confirmed the status of all who had so far acquired the rank of
spectabilis or illustris and ruled for the future that decurions who
became spectabiles must fulfil their curial duties in person, while
those who obtained the honorary rank of #liustris might perform
them through deputies. Those on the other hand who earned
the illustrate by tenure of an office carrying that rank became,
with their sons born after their ennoblement, immune from curial
obligations,75

Three years later, finding once more that senators of curial
origin could not or would not perform their curial as well as their
senatorial duties, the government again forbade access to the
senate to decurions for the future, remitting to curial senators
already admitted under the new law their senatorial burdens. In
444 it was again found necessary to prohibit decurions from as-

iring either to illustrious offices or to the honorary illustrate.
IIalut neither of these two laws remained for long in force, and the
constitution of 436 was in substance the last word of the imperial
government on the question of the admission of decurions to the
senate. It was emended by Zeno, who struck a number of
illustrious offices off the list of exemptions, and as emended by
Zeno was re-enacted by Justinian. In his reign it was only by
holding the praetorian or urban prefectures or the mastership of
the soldiers or by being decorated with the consulate or patriciate
that a man of curial origin could free himself, and his children
born thereafter, from his obligations to his city.?¢

This tangled mass of legislation concerns the richest stratum
of the curial class. Only men of very considerable means could
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maintain the status of a senator, who (till 450) had to pay a super-
tax, the collatio glebalis, over and above the regular tribute, and
had in the aurum oblaticium a heavier burden than the aurum
coronarium, and in the praetorship a liturgy heavier by far than
all curial charges. It was, moreover, in the ordinary way a very
expensive matter to acquire senatorial rank. The posts which
conferred the rank might on occasion be won by luck or merit,
but were normally purchased: honorary codicils nearly always
involved bribery on a vast scale. For decurions the transaction
must have been more than usually expensive, since it was
generally illegal.?”

Those who could not afford the glories of the senatorial order
sought refuge in the lower ranks of the central services. This
career was closed to them as early as 326 and always remained in
principle illegal. The law was, however, as its frequent re-
enactment proves, laxly enforced, and the government often
condoned the offence of men who had been long in the service.
Thus in the law of 326 those who had served twenty years were
allowed to retain their posts. In a comb-out of the services held
ten years later decurions in the palatine ministries were left
undisturbed. In 341 and 357 five years’ service earned exemp-
tion, in 362 fifteen years’, in 382 thirty years’, in 423 fifteen years’,
The palatine service secured a personal exemption only, till in
413 those who reached the rank of princeps in the corps of the

entes in rebus were rewarded with immunity from curial duties
both for themselves and for their sons born ager their promotion,
Men who achieved the position of proximi in the serinia also
enjoyed this privilege in Justinian’s reign: it is not recorded when
it was granted.”8

Closely allied with service in the palatine ministries was prac-
tice at the bar of the praetorian or urban prefects. This career is
not stated to have been closed to decurions till 436. With its
usual illogicality however the government in 440 granted to
advocates at the bars of the praetorian prefect of the East and the
urban prefect who attained the rank of patronus fisci immunity
from curial status for themselves and all their sons: this privilege
was extended in 500 to the bar of the praetorian prefect of
Illyricum. Justinian limited the privilege to sons born after their
fathers’ promotion.”? -

These careers required a certain amount of capital ; for posts in
the palatine services and admission to the bars of the supreme
courts of the empire were greatly coveted and could not be
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obtained save by those who could pay for them. Decurions more-
over must have had to pay at a higher rate to cover the vendor
against the risk that he underwent in breaking the law. Both
careers furthermore required a relatively expensive training. For
the bar a legal course, obtainable in the East only at Berytus, or
after 425 at Constantinople, was necessary. For the palatine
services a knowledge of Latin was in the fourth century essential,
and it seems to have been usual to spend a few years studying
at Rome in order to acquire a competent grasp of the language.®

Decurions who could not afford so great an outlay had to be
content with a post on the staff of the master of the soldiers in
the East or of the vicar of a diocese or even of a provincial
governor: this last was esteemed the lowest grade of the civil
service, and was, like the curia, the hereditary obligation of a
caste to which all promotion was debarred, but it was apparently
preferable to membership of a city council., These careers were
also legally debarred to decurions, but here again the frequent
re-enactment of the prohibition shows that it was laxly enforced,
The government was not, however, so complacent to these
humble officials as to the members of the palatine ministries, and
rarely permitted a decurion, whatever his length of service, to
retain his post if his curial origin were detected. His sons,
moreover, always remained liable to curial abligations. Decurions
of a more active spirit might endeavour to enlist in the army.
Military service was closed to them by Diocletian, and remained
in principle always closed. Here the imperial government was
at times generous in condoning past offences. Decurions who
had served five years were in 357 allowed to retain their rank:
in 362 ten years’ service was required, and again in 423. By
military service a decurion did not free his son from the service
of the curia 8

Of the other immune professions little is heard after the third
century. The privileges of victors in the sacred games fell into
desuetude as the sacred games themselves ceased to be celebrated.
Public doctors and professors retained their exemption, but,
since the cities could scarcely afford to employ their legal quota,
they were not a numerous class. Decurions were, except in Egypt,
excluded from contracting for state revenues, and in Egypt
revenue contracting was regarded as one of the regular cural
burdens, and carried no exemption, Tenants of state lands were
after 342 no longer exempt from their civic duties if they owned
more than a2 minimum acreage of private land, Members of the
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guild of shippers were still in the fourth century immune from
civic burdens and decurions were allowed to join the guild: in
371, when a separate eastern guild was organized, decurions are
specifically mentioned among the classes eligible for enrolment.
In 390, however, service as a shipper ceased to carry exemption
from curial charges for decurions who thereafter entered the
guild. Persons of curial status were debarred from membership
of other guilds, like that of the armament manufacturers, which,
in virtue of their service to the state, were immune from civic
duties.??

One new professional immunity was created in the fourth
century, Constantine in the ardour of his recent conversion
granted exemption from civic duties to the Christian clergy.
The result was that a flood of decurions rushed into holy orders,
and in 329 Constantine, while not revoking his former grant,
robbed it of its effect by ordering that henceforth no person of
curial status should be ordained. This restriction was clearly
unfair both to the curial class and to the church, and later a
compromise was achieved whereby decurions might take holy
orders, but had to prove. the sincerity of their vocation by sur-
rendering their property to a relative or to the curia itself. This
rule seems to have been applied in the East from the year 368,
but with no great success, and in 398 the government fell back
on its old policy of banning the ordination of decurions. By
442 this law had become a dead letter, for in that year bishops
and priests of curial status were permitted to fulfil their civic
duties by deputy. Finally in 531 Justinian revived the ban of 398
on the ground that persons so inured to extortion as decurions
were unfit to preach the gospel of charity. In consonance with
this reasoning he permitted persons of curial status who had
become monks before reaching man’s estate (and had abandoned
their property, one-quarter, %ater three-quarters, going to the
curia) to recetve ordination after fifteen years’ probation in their
monastery,53

Some decurions, probably those of the humbler sort, en-
deavoured to evade their curial duties merely by absconding.
Some retired no farther than their own country estates; the
government ordered them back to town and confiscated the
estate on which they had taken refuge. In Egypt many withdrew
into the desert, taking up the life of hermits: since, however,
they did not first sell all their goods and give to the poor, the
government suspected the genuineness of their vocation and
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ordered them to return to their cities under pain of surrendering
their property to the curia. Others went farther afield, hoping
that all track of them would be lost; the imperial government
ordered that when they could not be traced their councils might
distrain upon their property. Others again took refuge under
the wing of some powerful landlord, serving as bailiff or tenant
a senator who could defy the council and even the provincial
governor.3¢

The flight of decurions was not the only cause of the gradual
depletion of the curial class. Two other factors contributed to
the same result, the loss of their property, and therewith of their
seats on the council, by decurions of the humbler sort, and the
refusal of richer decurions to breed legitimate sons who could
succeed to their property and their rank." A decurion might sell
his estate to secure ready cash for the purchase of a post under
the government—Libanius mentions a decurion of Antioch who
bought a provincial governorship with the proceeds of his ances-
tral estate, and then, having secured his object, senatorial rank,
bought back his lands and more aiso with the ill-gotten gains of
his office. He might also sell his estate to a senator whose
patronage he wished to gain. But not all sales were voluntary.
Libanius inveighs bitterly against the unscrupulous greed of the
richer members of the council, who misused their power to
grind the faces of their poorer colleagues and bullied them into
selling their estates either to themselves or to powerful outsiders
whose favour they wished to win. &5

It was apparently to remedy this abuse that a constitution was
issued in 386, ordaining that henceforth no decurion might sell
his property without authorization from the provincial governor,
who was to hold a thorough investigation into the circumstances
and to disallow sales unless a reasonable cause, such as payment
of debt, could be proved. The penalties of the law were directed
against the purchaser, and a hope was expressed that, in view of
the publicity of the new procedure, vendors would have no reason
in future to complain that they had been the victims of conspiracy
or intimidation. It was for many years assumed that this pro-
cedure was applicable only when a leading councillor (principalis)
wished to purchase his colleagues’ estates. In 423, however, it
was expressly ruled that purchasers ‘of other rank or dignity’ were
equally liable to the penalties of the law. The purchase of curial
estates by great men exempt from curial duties was of course an
even more serious abuse than their concentration in the hands of
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the upper ring of decurions. In the latter case the numbers of
the council were reduced, but the property remained liable to
curial charges, in the former the property also was lost to the
council. Justinian applied the same restrictions to deeds of gift.36

Decurions were already in the latter part of the fourth century
beginning to refrain from regular marriage and content them-
selves with concubines, usually slaves. By so doing they gained
two advantages. They avoided the curial charges which they
would otherwise have had to bear on behalf of their sons; for
illegitimate sons did not inherit their fathers’ status, and, if their
mothers were slaves, as they generally were, were ineligible on
the score of servile descent. Secondly, since illegitimate children
were by a law of Constantine incapable of inheriting more than
a small fraction of their father’s estate, the father was iree, both
legally and morally, to leave his property to whomsoever he
wished, and was therefore courted by persons of influence who
hoped by present favours to win a future inheritance. The
council tKus suffered a double loss: it was deprived of its future
members, and the property which they would have inherited
often passed to members of the official aristocracy, who were
exempt from curial charges.87

The government for long neglected this abuse, but eventually
in 428 attacked the second aspect of it by authorizing the council
to claim one-quarter of the estate of a decurion bequeathed to an
outsider. In 443 it tackled the whole problem from a different
angle, by permitting a father to legitimize his natural sons and
leave them all his property, provided that he enrolled them on
the council of his native city: this law it may be noted applied to
all fathers, and not only to those who were of curiaf) status
themselves. All these rules were tightened up in various ways
by Justinian, who raised the proportion of the estate which the
council could claim to three-quarters, and worked out a most
elaborate scheme whereby this three-quarters must go either to
the legitimate sons of a decurion or failing these to his illegitimate
sons, if enrolled in the council, or to his daughters if married to
decurions, or finally to the council corporately. This awkward
arrangement was later, on the suggestion of members of the
curial class, abrogated in favour of the simple rule that a decurion
might leave his estate to whom he wished provided that the heir
to three-quarters became a decurion of the testator’s city.38

Despite all the efforts of the imperial government the curial
class steadily dwindled in numbers and in wealth until in 536
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Justinian could say, probably with little exaggeration, ‘if one
will count the city councils of our empire one will find them very
small, some well off neither in men nor in wealth, some perhaps
with a few men but none with any wealth’. The chief factor 1n
their decline was probably the emigration of their richest mem-
bers into the senatorial order. Against this movement the emper-
ors, as their extant legislation shows, were never ablé to maintain
a firm stand. Time and again the senate was closed to decurions,
but they continued none the less to trickle in, and the emperors
generally had in the end to admit defeat and condone past
offences. The compromise whereby decurions were obliged to
leave one son at least to their native cities was, as its frequent
reaffirmation proves, often evaded, and, even if it had been
enforced, betrayed half the battle; for a part of the property—
and no doubt the lion’s share—passed to the senatorial branch
of the family and thus became permanently exempt from curial
charges. The experiment of making senators of curial origin
continue to serve their cities is frequently admitted by the
emperors themselves to have been a failure, and in 436 curial
service ceased to be required of those who were already senators.
From 439, when curial senators were relieved of the praetorship,
decurions who entered the senate had less excuse for shirking
their curial charges, and it may be that they were really compelled
to undertake them. If so, only the illustrate duly earned by office
henceforth carried exemption .8

It is interesting to note that a certain number of persons of
curial status actually did rise to illustrious offices in the latter
part of the fifth century—a fact which proves that there were
still some decurions of considerable wealth and standing. This
conclusion is borne out by the strange story of Valerian, a
decurion of Emesa, who in 445 secured for himself honorary
codicils of illustrious rank—decurions, it may be noted, had
been expressly forbidden to aspire to the senate six years before—
and in the pride of new dignity broke into the provincial governor’s
palace witg a band of barbarian retainers, cleared out the staff,
and sitting on the governor’s right hand took over the administra-
tion. A man who could venture on such an escapadé, and more-
over go unpunished, must have possessed considerable means.”

Another important factor in the decline of the curial class was
the migration of its members into the palatine services. Heredi-
tary exemption could, it is true, be legally gained only by reaching
the highest posts in certain favoured ministries, and even this
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privilege does not seem to have been formally granted till the fifth
century. But there can be little doubt that many decurions not
only managed to retain their posts till retiring age, since the laws
reinforcing the ban against decurions generally exempted those
of any long standing, but also secured posts for their sons; sons
of civil servants had a practical—and eventually a legal—prefer-
ence in filling vacancies, and the services tended as time went on
to become hereditary. Many also migrated into the legal profes-
sion. Here again permanent exemption from curial status was
granted only to those who rose to the top of the profession and
that not till the fifth century. But the same conditions prevailed
here as in the palatine ministries; sons of advocates were given
priority in filling vacancies in the bar, and the profession tended
to become hereditary.%

That these were the most important among the many causes
which contributed to the impoverishment, if not to the numerical
decline, of the curial class is suggested not only by the Codes but
also by two speeches of Libanius, one addressed to the council
of Antioch and the other to the emperor Theodosius on behalf
of the councils of the empire. His emphasis is all on the evasion
of their duties by the rich. The instances which he cites are men
who have obtained governorships of provinces, posts in favoured
corps like the agentes in rebus or proteciores, or commissions in the
army. He is especially indignant against those who send their
sons to the law school of Berytus or still farther afield to Rome to
learn Latin. Here the professional jealousy of the Greek rhetori-
cian for his own subject no doubt colours Libanius’ view, but he
was certainly right in stating that it was no abstract interest in
Roman law or Latin literature which prompted fathers to give
their sons so expensive an education. 92

The principal reason why the laws could not be enforced is
taken for granted both by the Codes and by Libanius. They
state quite frankly that oiﬁ{:cs of state, codicils of rank, and posts
in the services were bought, and it is evident that if the price
paid were high enough no legal prohibition was of any avail.
Libanius stresses another aspect of the problem, the reluctance
ot the councils themselves either to restrain or to recall their
errant members. The councils admitted their weakness but
alleged 1n excuse that it was useless to institute procecedings
against persons of influence—even if restored to the curia they
would soon find another avenue of escape—and secondly that
they were afraid of incurring the enmity of ex-councillors who
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now held positions of authority. Libanius admits the partial
truth of both pleas, but insists that they were not the real causes
of the criminal negligence of the councils in failing to assert their
rights. He openly accuses the councils of corruption—‘the
decurions of Apamea have granted—the word is more polite than
sold—many such favours’. But a stronger force than ready cash
was the hope of favours to come: the surviving members of the
council hoped one day to secure exemption themselves, and their
former colleagues who had obtained posts of influence could, if
their favour were secured, lend a helping hand. Finally, Libanius
asserts, the last thing that the leading men in the council desired
was that former members wealthier than they should resume
their seats. They were now the cocks of their dunghills, and
even if they could not use their position to secure exemption,
made a very good thing of it: their restored ex-colleagues would
not only block their way to promotion but appropriate the per-
quisites which fell to the dominant clique on the council 9

Such considerations as these obviously did not apply to de-
curions of the humbler sort. They could not afford to bribe their
colleagues on any adequate scale, nor did the modest posts which
their purses could command—in the ranks of the army or on the
staff of a provincial governor-—give them any influence or patron-
age. None the less the frequent repetition of the laws prohibiting
these careers shows that many decurions did gain admittance to
them. Whether many maintained their footing is more difficuit
to estimate, The government was relatively lenient to soldiers,
but afways ruthless to officials, and in any case never spared the
sons of either class. Humble decurions had, however, one great
asset, their obscurity. If they migrated to another province they
might reasonably hope never to be traced, and if so they might
well shake off curial status permanently: both the army and the
provincial offices were hereditary services, and their sons would,
unless challenged, automatically succeed them in their new way
of life. Other humble decurions may have insinuated themselves
into hereditary guilds, like that of the armament manufacturers,
and been with their descendants lost to view, But those who
succeeded in evading the law must generally have forfeited their
property—unless they had prudently disposed of it before abs-
conding—since they WOtJIdp rank in the eyes of the law as
vagrants, and the curia thus suffered in numbers but not in
wealth. %

The numbers of the councils were also depléted by the
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extinction of many curial families through lack of legitimate heirs
and by the elimination of poor decurions who, under duress or to
secure the ﬁatronage of a wealthier neighbour, sold their estates;
and if the heirs in the one case and the purchasers in the other
were, as they often were, of privileged status, the councils also
lost the property. To these many causes for the decline of the
curiae must be added yet another, the bankruptcy of poorer
decurions who were unagle to meet their cunal charges.

It is highly improbable that many bankruptcies were caused,
as in the spacious days of the principate, by reckless munificence.
This tradition had died by the fourth century, and the public
services of the city, which had been maintained to a large extent
at the expense of the members of the council, were gradually
whittled down. Cases are, however, known in which a poor
decurion, unfairly saddled with a heavy liturgy, had to sell his
land. The liability of the council for the collection of taxes may
have sometimes involved the curial collector in bankruptcey.
Libanius draws a highly coloured picture of a tax-collector
returning empty-handed and being sold up and struck off the
roll of the council. But the circumstances here envisaged are
exceptional: the peasants from whom the taxes were due had
enlisted the suppert of the local garrison and put up an organized
resistance. In the ordinary way the members of the council
usually managed to pass on their burdens, and more also, to their
humb{:er neighbours. On occasion it may have been impossible
for them to extract the amount demanded from the taxpayers,
but the government, despite its bluster, was very lax in collecting
arrears, and made a regular practice of remitting them at inter-
vals, so that defaulting collectors had a fair chance of escaping.
The most damage seems to have been caused by extraordinary
war-time levies: the decurions responsible for t%':ese were very
liable to be ground between the upper and the lower millstone, .
for the taxpayer often could not support the additional burden,
and the government in an emergency gave little grace. Libanius
laments the ruin of many old Antiochene families by the pro-
longed exactions of the Persian wars which dragged on through-
out the reign of Constantius.9s

While the curial class was continually subject to all these forms
of leakage and attrition, it acquired very few recruits after the
middle of the fourth century. The laws of Diocletian and Con-
stantine debar from privileged status not only decurions and their
sons but all persons financially qualified for the curia, Later
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legislation does not generally mention any save those who were
bound to the curia by birth, and the enrolment of commoners
becomes an exceptional measure. Julian, who took a very real
interést in the condition of the city councils and was in the
opimon of Ammianus Marcellinus excessively severe in enforcing
the laws designed to maintain them, gave a general licence to the
cities to enrol commoners: ‘plebeians, citizens of the same town,
whom ampler means have advanced to support the charges of
decurions, may be nominated in regular form’. After this the
promotion of commoners is recorded in two constitutions only,
which prescribe special measures for two poverty-stricken pro-
vinces, Moesia (383) and Tripolitana {393): ‘Itis conceded to the
councillors of tﬁe province of Moesia that, if they have any
persons from the commons suitable, they may summon them to
the charges of the decurionate, that persons rich in the possession
of slaves may not evade the burdens for which property is
demanded owing to the obscurity of a despised name’; and
“‘Whoever among the plebeians are proved in the presence of the
councils of the several cities to be qualified by land or money,
are to be enrolled for curial duties. Those who have no family
property are not forbidden to serve on the governor’s staff’. The
phraseology of these two laws suggests that conditions were
desperate and that normal rules were relaxed for the emergence::
the commoners to be enrolled possessed no land, which was the
normal qualification, ot at any rate a fortune below the standard
usually required.%¢

It would seem then that by the middle of the fourth century
all persons who possessed the property qualification for curial
rank were decurions, and that the councils could henceforth hope
for no more recruits from the commons. Their only resource,
apart from the sons of members, was such sons of veterans as
refused to join the army. These were by a number of fourth-
century constitutions relegated to the curia, but even this meagre
source seems to have dried up; for none of the laws in question,
the latest of which is dated 381, is reproduced in the Code of
Justinian, and all had probably by then long fallen into desuetude.
From 443 onwards petsons of whatever position were invited to
enrol their natural sons in the curia, but it may be doubted if the
offer appealed to many fathers who were not themselves of curial
rank.?7

Many motives contributed to the general urge to escape from
the curia. One of these was undoubtedly the desire to evade the
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financial burdens incumbent on decurions. This is not to say
that the curial class as a whole was crushed beneath the weight
of its burdens, This is manifestly untrue of the wealthier mem-
bers of the class, who preferred to undertake the much heavier
charges imposed by senatorial rank. Curial charges cannot have
been a serious burden to them, eyen if they had shouldered their
fair share, which in fact they often did not. They had the-domi-
nant voice on the council, and, what was more important, they
had the ear of the governor, and complaints are common that
they exploited their position to thrust all the more onerous tasks
on their humbler colleagues, while they themselves appropriated
the perquisites of office.%8

For the poor decurions the financial charges of their position
were thus rendered heavier than they need have been, but even
so they cannot have cxceeded the capacity to pay of any save
perhaps the poorest. The curial class was from the middle of the
fourth century, as has been pointed out above, virtually a closed
hereditary caste. That, despite the enormous leakage of men and
money that still went on, it still subsisted two centuries later,
and still consisted of men of property, if on a modest scale, is
proof encugh that curial charges were well within the average
decurion’s income. But it is not in human nature to pay a super-
tax if one can avoid it, and civic liturgies, now that the spirit of
local patriotism which had prompted them was dead, were a mere
super-tax. Nor is it surprising that the most persistent efforts to
evade these charges were made by those who could best afford
to pay them,

The personal aspect of curial charges was perhaps as important
as the financial. The decurion was obliged to organize public
entertainments, see to the heating of the baths, inspect the
market, and perform multifarious other functions in the ad-
ministration of his city, and also on behalf of the imperial govern-
ment to collect the taxes, levy recruits for the army and labour
for road-building and other public works, requisition animals and
supplies for military purposes and for the public post. These
tasks were, now that the service of one’s native city had no
emotional appeal, felt to be exacting and tedious, and it 1s natural
that many decurions aspired either to more interesting work in
the higher grades of the public services or the dignified ease which
was the lot of the many senators who did not pursue a public
career,99

The financial risks involved in tax-collection and analogous
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duties must also have contributed to make curial status unpopu-
lar. These functions were probably in the ordinary way not
unprofitable. Curial collectors, like all others, allowed them-
selves a small commission—exacted as a surcharge from the tax-
payer and not deducted from the total due to the state—and their
position gave ample opportunities for extortion which they did
not neglect to use. Nevertheless, every decurion must have been
haunted with the fear of being saddled with the collection of some
exorbitant requisition which no violence could extract from the
taxpayer, and in bad years the curial collectors must have watched
with trembling the mounting total of arrears, wondering whether
an edict of remission would be issued in time.100

But more important than all these considerations was social
status, and all that social status implied in the Byzantine world.
Under the principate the members of the city councils had been
the aristocracy ofp the provinces. Senators and equites, it is true,
ranked above them, but these were rare and distant luminaries,
¥rom the reign of Diocletian the enormous growth of the imperial
bureaucracy altered the whole scale of values. As imperial
officials became more numerous and more intrusive the prestige
of decurions correspondingly fell, and as the wealthier decurions
entered the ranks of the imperial aristocracy, the social status of
the poor decurions who remained in the council sank yet lower,
"Decurions, it is true, still ranked substantially above the com-
mons. They were down to the end of the fifth century distin-
guished from them in dress, wearing the toga which had once
been the official costume of every Roman citizen, but had since
the universal grant of Roman citizenship been reserved to the
upper classes. In the penal law also they still were counted
among the superior ranks of society: as late as 439 decurions,
with senators, members of thc government services and the
clergy, are condemned to deportation for an offence which in-
volved for plebeians the death penalty, and a century later
Justinian could still take from Jews, Samaritans, and heretics of
curial status the privileges attaching to their rank,'o

But as the social status of decurions sank, their privileges
tended to be neglected and curtailed. Several fourth-century
constitutions re-emphasize the immunity of decurions from cor-
poral punishment, and Libanius indignantly recounts case after
case in which provincial governors, in flagrant defiance of the
law, flogged men of curial rank. In 387 flogging was authorized
as a punishment for peculation and extortion in collecting the
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taxes. The flogging of decurions, Libanius asserts, was the major
cause of the flight from the curia, and Theodosius II confirms
his verdict: ‘we have learnt’, he declared in 439, ‘that certain
persons of curial status, in their desire to escape the outrages
of provincial governors, seek refuge in the prerogatives of the
senatorial dignity’. Personal security could only be found in high
rank, in the government service, or in the church; for senators
could be condemned only by the prefect of the city and a jury
of their peers, government servants as a rule by the ﬁead of their
department, and clergy by their bishop. In an age when govern-
ment was so brutal and so arbitrary it is little wonder that
decurions sought refuge in these classes, and were even willing
to become the clients of senators, who could in practice shelter
their agents and tenants under their own dignity and might prove
kinder masters than the governor of the province.!2

Curial status gradually sank so low that it came to be regarded
as a penalty for persons of standing. The emperors were shocked
at this development. Valentinian wrote in 365: ‘No one must be
enrolled in the ranks of the councils, whose dignity we have
greatly at heart, except those who have been nominated and
elected and whom the councils themselves deem fit to be enrolled
in their numbers; no one must be introduced into the council for
an offence for which he ought to be expelled from it’. In 384 the
provincial governors of the East were warned not to relegate their
offictals to the curia as a penalty. This law is reproduced in the
Code of Justinian, and was therefore presumabfy still in force.
1t was however, it would seem, deemed to apply only to officials
guilty of a-scandalous offence, for imperial constitutions dated
442 aud 471 order that offictals who presumed to seek a higher
rank than was legally permitted to them should be degraded to
the curia of their native city.103

By the end of the fifth century the councils, reduced to a hand-
ful of small landowners, had ceased to be in any way represen-
tative of the aristocracies of the cities; in every city most person-
ages of importance werc. by now of senatorial rank and as such
had no responsibility for the local administration and no voice
in it. This anomalous situation was rectified by Anastasius. The
principal magistrate of each city was at this time the defensor
(éxducos), whose function it was to protect the city and its citizens
against the op&ression of the central officials. Originally himself
an imperial official, his appointment had in 387 been vested in
the council, subject to the confirmation of the praetorian prefect,
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and the natural result had followed—the office had fallen into
contempt, and the defensor had often become a tool of the pro~
vincial officials whose usurpations he was supposed to check,
being appointed on their nomination. In 505 Anastasius vested
his appointment no longer in the council but in the bishop and
clergy and the principal landowners and decurions. Anastasius
made the same body responsible for the election of a corn-buyer,
whenever the city required to make purchases of corn from civic
revenues, and it 18 likely, though the actual constitution has not
been preserved, that he transferred to it the appointment of the
other important regular magistrate which every city possessed,
the curator (deyiemis) or, as he was called in the sixth century,
father of the city {marjp), who controlled civic finance.!o¢

By Justinian’s time the defensor, the father of the cit?r, and other
minor magistrates, including the corn-buyer, were ali elected by
the bishop and clergy and the principal landowners—decurions
are not mentioned as such, but the more important of them would
no doubt be included in the last category. Anastasius’ reform
had apparently not been so effective as had been hoped, because
the great men of the cities, though made electors to the office of
defensor, had not been obliged to hold 1t and had refused to do so,
Justinian, determined to make the office a reality, decreed that
all inhabitants of the city, however elevated their rank, should be
compelled to hold it in rotation for two years.195

By these measures the council ceased to be the governing body
of the city, and, it would seem, to have any corporate existence,
John of Philadelphia, who was born in 490, writing as an old man
at the end of Justinian’s reign, declared that he could himself
remember decurions wearing their white togas ‘in the days when
the councils still governed the cities, but now that they are gone
the species has vanished with the genus’—this enigmatic clause
::1pparcnr;lzll means that decurions, when they lost their powers,
also lost their distinctive dress. Evagrius, in the latter part of the
sixth century, definitely attributes the ruin of the city councils to
Anastasius, and paints a rosy picture of their past glories—for
before that time the nobles used to be enrolled on the registers
of the cities, each city having in its councillors a kind of senate’,
Evagrius rather unexpectedly associates the degradation of the
city councils not with the measures recorded above but with the
contemporary creation of the office of windex. This measure,
which took out of the hands of the councils the control of—
though not, it would seem, the responsibility for—imperial
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taxation, must indeed have greatly diminished their impor-
tance 106

Though the council ceased to meet, the curial class still sub-
sisted as a caste, responsible for the performance of certain mental
tasks, principally, it would seem, the collection of taxes. Assuch
it was still an important cog in the administrative machine, as
Justinian’s meticulous legisiation testifies. The precise date of its
disappearance we do not know, but when Leo the Wise deleted
from the Code zll titles concerned with decurions, they had long
ceased to be operative.1®7



PART 1V
THE CIVIC SERVICES

CHAPTER XIII
MATERIAL NEEDS

HE public services which the cities provided for their in-
habitants naturally varied both in scope and in scale accord-
ing to their size and wealth. Ephesus and Smyrna, Nicomedia
and Nicaea, Tarsus, Antioch, and Alexandria could offer to their
citizens amenities and luxuries which the average large town, the
capital of a province or of a judicial circuit, could not afford.
These again lived on a grander scale than ordinary provincial
cities, and among these last there were many gradations, from
substantial towns, which took a pride in their games and public
buildings, to humble rural communes, which, though officially
dignified with the name of city, lacked the barest essentials of
civic life—municipal offices, 2 gymnasium, a theatre, a market-
place, and a public water-supply, to quote Pausanias’ list. But
despite these wide contrasts in achievement, the ideal to which all
cities aspired was monotonously uniform. The spread of Hellen-
ism through the near East was to a large extent the product of
imitation, and the place of any city in the scale of civilization was
gauged by its success in reproducing the culture of the universally
acknowledged archetype, the cities of the Aegean basin., Archi-
tecture, athletics, music, drama, and education were cosmopolitan ;
and from Macedonia.and Thrace through Asia Minor and Syria
to Egypt the cities, one and all accordingly to their varying re-
sources, erected the same type of buildings, celebrated musical
and gymnastic games with 1dentical programmes, and provided
- for their citizens the same opportunities for physical and intel-
lectual culture.!

What s to-day considered the most elementary duty of any
government, the maintenance of law and order, seems, from the
absence of reference to it, to have been almost ignored by the
Hellenistic cities. There was indeed in Ptolernaic Alexandria a
commander of the night watch (vwrrepwés orparyyds), but he was
probably a royal officer; and in general police functions in
cities governed by kings seem to have been fulfilled by their
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commandants. The only civic police on record in the Hellenistic
age are the frontier guards of Miletus and Heraclea, one of whose
duties 1t was to arrest runaway slaves. Under the principate many
more civic police officers are recorded. These were of several types.
Commanders of the night watch (wiroorpdmya:), perhaps based
on the Alexandrian model, are found in the second century in
several cities of Asia, and regularly in the Egyptian metropoleis
of the third century. They commanded a corps of night watch-
men (wicrogddaxes), who in Oxyrhynchus, a modest town,
numbered fifty or sixty: we Eossess a list of the posts to which
they were assigned, seven fo the principal temple, the Thoereum,
six to the Serapeum, three to the theatre, two to the gymnasium,
one to the Iseum, and the remainder one to each street. The
watchmen were humble citizens, cobblers, potters, fullers, and the
like, and were conscripted for the service, but apparently paid for
their trouble.?

Frontier guards are in the Roman period commonly found in
Asia Minor. The magistrates in charge of this force were styled
napagiraces, and their men, the dpedidaxes, who were naturally
mounted, were drawn from the sons of the gentry; at Apollonia of
Caria a party of ten, with their cadet officer (veamordpyns) and the
mapagidaé himself, were attended by six slaves, who served as
grooms. The service was perhaps modelled on the Athenian

hebate, in which cadets in their second year of training gar-
risoned the frontier forts, It was their duty to tour the outlying
villages of the city territory; a decree of the Phrygian Hierapolis
forbids them to demand hospitality from the villagers aver and
above lodging, wood, and chaff, and reproves them for extorting
‘crowns’ from the village headmen. Another inscription, probably
also of Hierapolis, bears more directly on their duties: they are
instructed to deal with shepherds who graze their flocks in other
people’s vineyards.3

either of these forces was capable of dealing with serious
crime ; to suppzress this was the duty of the wardens of the peace
(eipmvdpxas). T'his magistracy is found from the beginning of the
second century throughout the Roman East, and was probably
created on the order of the Roman government, which controlled
appointments to it; irenarchs were not directly elected, but
nominated by the provincial governor from a list submitted by the
city, They commanded a force of mounted constables (Susyuirar),
and their principal activity seems to have been to hunt down
brigands: they acted as examining magistrates, but had no
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authority to inflict punishment, sending up the delinquents whom
they captured to the governor, with a dossier of the evidence
against them. Their sphere of operations was the country-side.
At Smyrna the irenarch pursued Polycarp, when he fled from
justice into the country, whereas 1n z later persecution Pionius,
who stayed in town, was arrested by another officer, the com-
mander of the cavalry (¥mmapyes). This office, originally military,
survived under the principate in a number of Asiatic cities,
where no doubt, as at Smyrna, it sank to be the captaincy of
the city police: the hipparch was also supported by mounted
constables (uwyuirar). Every city had its jail, where prisoners were
c;mﬁned pending their trial: tic warders were norrnally public
slaves.4

What are to-day regarded as the municipal services par excel-
lence are not very frequently mentioned in antiquity. They were
in the larger cities at any rate entrusted to a special board, the
controllers of the town (domwdpod), and what we know of them is
largely derived from the Pergamene law defining the duties of this
office: as this law, framed by one of the Attalid kings, was in-
scribed under the principate, it may be inferred that Hellenistic
and Roman practice was uniform in this field. The first duty of
the astynom: was the care of roads and bridges, both in the city
itself and in its territory. They had to prevent encroachments on
the public highway; the Pergamene law lays down minimum
widths for country roads, thirty feet for a main road, twelve feet
for a by-road. They had to remove obstructions; shopkeepers
were allowed to display their wares outside their shops, but not in
such a manner as to bilock the traffic. They had to prevent rub-
bish being tipped into the streets, and were themselves respon-
sible for having them scavenged. They had finally to see to the
maintenance of the surface. According to the legal authorities,
landowners and householders were responsible in both country
and town for the paving of the roads on which their property
fronted,and the astynom: had to enforce this obligation and onlyas
a last resort to give out the work to contract, clatming the expense,
plus a fine, from the delinquents. It is difiicult to believe, how-
ever, that the magnificent and uniform paving which we see to-
day in the principal streets of excavated cities was maintained by
this system, and it seems likely that householders regularly com-
muted their obligations for a cash payment, and that the city
undertook the work; we know that cities maintained gangs of
public slaves for street paving.5
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The cities were very proud of their streets and spent enormous
sums on them. The regular chequer-board system of town plan-
invented by Hippodamus of Miletus was universally admired
in t%ue Hellenistic and Roman periods, and not only were new
cities laid out according to this scheme, but many old towns were
gradually remodelled to conform to it. The principal streets
were very generally flanked by colonnades which sheltered pedes-
trians from the rain in winter and from the sun in summer. Street
lighting seems to have been something of a rarity; the brilliant
llumination of Antioch by night was a source of great pride to its
citizens, as two of them, Ammianus and Libanius, testify. Some
few lights outside pubhc buildings, like the brilliant festoon of
hanging lamps outside the praetorium, were no doubt maintained
by the city, but the ordinary street lamps by the occupants of the
shops outside which they hung.® _

Another care of the astynomi was drainage. Progressive cities
had a regular system of drains, running under the streets, which
carried off both surface-water and sewage. Strabo remarks with
surprise that Lysimachus’ architects in building New Smyrna
failed to provide any, so that the sewage had to flow along open
gutters ; Josephus praises the up-to-date system installed by Herod
n Caesarea and a century later Pliny, overnor of Bithynia,
covered in a malodorous canal which serveg as the main drain of
Amastris. Ft was the duty of the astynomi to see that the drains
were maintained in good condition and cleaned; a gang of public
slaves did this work. They had also to keep clean the public con-
veni(einces, which Pergamum and probably most large cities pro-
vided.?

For their water-supply all ancient cities relied to some extent
on wells and rain-water cisterns, and it was the duty of the asty-
nomi to see that the owners of these kept them in good order. As
late as the reign of Hadrian so flourishing a place as Alexandria
Troas had no other source of supply, but in the Roman period an
increasing number of cities built themselves aqueducts which
tapped springs often many miles away. These great arched
structures, of which many impressive ruins still survive, were
enormously expensive, but they brought the advantages of pure,
coplous, and regular supply, which could moreover be distributed
under pressure to all parts of the city; the last advantage was so
much appreciated that at Arsinoe of Egypt where there was no
possible source of supply save the canal on which the city lay, a2
costly pumping-system was maintained. 'The publicwater-supply
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was devoted mainly to public buildings, such as baths, and to
street fountains. These were often architectural features of great
magnificence—the ‘nymphaea’ of Syria were particularly splendid
—and it was one of the duties of the astynomi to see that they
were kept clean and in repair, and to prevent the citizens from
washing clothes or watering animals in them. At Arsinoe only a
few private institutions, such as abreweryand a Jewish synagﬁue,
had a private supply. At Antioch many private houses indulged
in this luxury, but l)jibazﬁus suggests that the citizens were lucky
in not having to queue up round the public fountains. Aelius
Aristides implies that Smyrna was as well off in this respect as
Antioch. At Alexandria many private houses had cisterns, fed by
a system of underground channels from the Nile, but the com-
mon people had to draw their water direct from the river, there
being no public fountains. Private users naturally paid a water
rate, but this by no means covered the cost of the service.8
Precautions against fire were as a rule most inadequate. Nico-
media in Trajan’s reign had no apparatus and no brigade; and,
though Pliny saw to it that in future hoses and hooks {for
pulling down adjacent buildings and thus isolating the outbreak)
should be availa‘Lle-, he was unable to persuade the emperor t
allow him to establish a volunteer fire brigade, such as existed in
many Italian cities. The reasons which Trajan gave for his refusal
were based on local circumstances; Bithynia, and Nicomedia in
particular, was a hotbed of faction, and any association would in-
evitably be turned to political ends. But a story in the life of
Polycarp reveals that in Smyrna also at this date, though appara-
tus was provided, the general public were expected to turn out to
extinguish fires. This suggests that the imperial government, at
this time at any rate, uniformly forbade the formation of fire
brigades in eastern cities ; there is no evidence that it later changed
its policy.?
stynomi are not very frequently mentioned, and it is probable
that in many smaller cities their functions devolved on the con-
troliers of t{c market (dyopaviuo). The market was normally a
paved square, surrounded by colonnades, on to which opened
shops. The city drew a considerable revenue from the rents of
these shops, and from leasing sites for stalls, which were regularly
placed between the columns of the colonnades; and it wasthe duty
of the agoranomi to keep the fabric in repair and to collect the
rents. They fixed the hours at which the market opened and
closed, and proclaimed them by ringing a bell. They had further
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to inspect the quality of the goods exposed for sale, and to see that
correct weights and measures were used. For this purpose
standard wéights and measures were kept in their office and those
used by traders were tested and stamped by them. The agoranom:
also enforced currency laws, controlling the rate of exchange, a
complicated matter wﬁen almost every city issued its own copper
coins for local use and these bore no fixed relation to the gold and
silver currencies of various standards minted by kings and im-
portant cities, or later by the imperial government.r®

But these were the least onerous duties of the board. It was
also required to regulate the hiring of casual labour, enforcing the
payment of wages and performance of work as stipulated, but not
:;Pparently interfering with the rate of wages or labour conditions.

inally, it was the duty of the agoranom: to see that an adequate
supply of provisions was put on the market at a fair price: vivid
evidence of what was expected of them is afforded by a series of
inscriptions in the market of Ephesus, recording the names of
agoranomi “under whom there was plenty and fair dealing’, and
appending the prices which prevailed in their year of office. The
means adopted to secure this happy state of affairs varied accord-
ing to circumstances. Agoranomi were authorized to fix prices by
decree and in some cases did so. At Cyzicus, for instance, when
Antonia Tryphaena was financing great public works and there
was an influx of labour, the agoranom: were instructed by the
city to punish any tradesman who raised his prices by disfranchi-
sing or deporting him and boarding up his shop and placarding his
offence upon it. This was a special measure to meet an emergency,
but other inscriptions prove that the agoranomi of Messene 1n the
first century B.C. and of Pergamum in the second century A.D.
regularly fixed the prices of certain wares. !

Such measures, however, could for obvious reasons be applied
only to home-grown produce, and in dealing with importers less
drastic methods were used. Delos in the third century B.c. ruled
that importers of firewood must declare their prices on arrival to
the agoranomz, who could compel them to fulfil their undertaking
by banning sale at a higher price and meanwhile charging them
for the stall which they occupied. The same law forbade sale by
importers to middlemen; Hadrian similarly at Athens en-
deavoured to keep down prices by eliminating unnecessary middle-
men—importers were allowed to sell to local dealers but no
further resale was permitted. In times of scarcity, however, no
mere regulations were of avail to prevent prices from rising, and in
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these circumstances not a few public-spirited agoranoms, especially
in the Roman period, are recorded to Eave taken the heroic course
of entering the market themselves and underselling the dealers,
bearing the loss out of their own pockets.’2

‘The most crucial question was the supply of corn, which was
at once the staple foodstuff, especially for the poorer classes,
and was subject to the most violent fluctuations of price. Some
larger cities, whose territories were not suited to the production of
corn, regularly depended on supplies imported from overseas, and
their position was peculiarly insecure: owing to the very high cost
of transport imported corn was always dear, and any disturbing
factor, a crop failure in one of the producing areas, storms at sea,
or political troubles, might raise the price above the purchasing
power of the humbler classes. As early as the fourth century B.C.
many cities of the Aegean adopted special measures to secure a
regular supply. The system was to establish a capital fund (ouruc)
mapdfeois) which was lent each year to merchants on condition
that they used it to import corn to the city. This system ensured
a regular supply in normal times, but it did not cope with times of
serious shortage. Even cities which were normally supplied from
their own territory or the immediate neighbourhood not in-
frequently got into difficulties: if the local harvest failed, mer-
chants who 1mported corn to supply the deficiency charged much
higher prices than the local population was used to paying.'®

In such emergencies a persuasive agoranomus might occasion-
ally induce 2 merchant to sell below the inflated market price: not
a fiw Hellenistic decrees are preserved which heap honours and
privileges on such generous merchants. Local landowners also
often came forward and either sold at a cheap rate or distributed
iree the corn from their estates. But often the city took action:
2 fund was raised by public subscription or by an extraordinary
levy, and corn-buyers (om?;m? were appointed to purchase corn
with this sum and retail it below cost.™

The sitonae, originally extraordinary officers, had already in
some cities, such as Délos, which depended entirely on imported
corn, become a permanent institution in the second century B.C.
In the Roman period they were almost universal; by the second
century A.D. they were established, under the name of directors of
the corn supply (ed@yndpyas), even in the metropoleis of Egypt.
'The cities thus undertook as 2 normal part of the administration
not merely the supervision of the corn market but the actual
supply of corn. They did not always have to rely exclusively on
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purchase; for some had the right of levying corn from all land-
owners in their territory, and most drew some rent in corn from
public lands. Usually, however, they had to buy in the open
market, and many are recorded to have possessed standing funds
for the purchase of corn (ré ovrwwus. xprjpara), administered by
special treasurers. It would seem that these funds were capital
sums, which the sitonae spent each year on buying corn, and
repaid as the corn was sold, and that the corn supply did not
ordinarily involve the government in a loss. When there was a
shortage, however, the richer citizens were expected either to give
corn to the city or subscribe additional sums for its purchase, and
public-spirited sitonae often sold corn at below cost price; thus
at Magnesia on the Maeander a sitones boasts that he lost 5,000
denaril, and at Aphrodisias a father and two sons call themselves
‘sitonae of the 10,000 denarii which they themselves gave’.!s

It is unlikely that the sitonae went very far afield for their corn
save in exceptional cases. For an inland city import of corn from
any distance was quite impracticable owing to the prohibitive
cost of transport. The most that the sitonae could try to do ina
famine was to buy up local stocks and put them on the market at
a moderate price, and in this they were often embarrassed by the
avarice of the landowners, who withheld their corn from the
market, hoping for a rise. In Domitian’s reign Antioch of Pisidia
had to appeal to the provincial governor, who ordered all land-
owners in the territory to sell their entire surplus stock to the
emptores coloniae at one denarius the bushel (the normal price was
about half this sum), and at Aspendus Apollonius of Tyana is
alleged to have achieved the same result by the sheer force of his
personality : the anecdote is interesting as showing how much even
maritime cities relied on local production. Import from Egypt
was, it must be remembered, subject to imperial licence, which
was very sparingly granted to the cittes. It is recorded among
Hadrian’s great benefactions to Ephesus that he allowed ship-
ments of corn from Egypt, and a sitones of Tralles relates with
very great Eride that he ‘bought the sixty thousand bushels of
corn from Egypt which was conceded to his native city by our
lord Trajanus Hadrianus Augustus and advanced out of his own
pocket the price of the corn and all the expenses incurred up to its
arrival’ .16

Having supplied the corn, the cities naturally maintained a very
strict control on the millers and bakers, lest they should turn the
cheap supply to their own profit. At Ephesus the city council was
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so exacting that it provoked a strike among the bakers, who were
however soon brought to heel by the proconsul. At Oxyrhynchus
the directors of the corn supply themselves leased mills and had
the corn ground, and it would seem that the city also bought the
monopoly of baking from the Roman government and operated
its own bakeries.!”

The most direct contribution of the cities to the department of
public health was the maintenance of salaried public doctors.
Some Greek cities had employed doctors from a very early age,
and in the Hellenistic period the practice became general. Under
the principate almost every city had a number of official doctors
{dpyiatpoc}; Antoninus Pius limited their number to ten for
metropoleis of provinces, seven for capitals of assize districts,
five for ordinary cities. The principal business of these doctors
was to give medical attention to the citizens ; they were apparently
allowed to take fees but were not expected to confine their atten-
tions to those who could pay. They also served as police doctors,
certifying the authorities of the causes of deaths, when suspicious,
and ofnt%mc injuries sustained by plaintiffs in alleged cases of
assault. They often also gave instruction in medicine: at Perge
a public doctor is praised for the excellent lectures that he gave in
the gymnasium, and at Ephesus under the Principate they were
members of the medical faculty of the local ‘museum’ or univer-
sity, and took a prominent part in the annual competitions which
were held in surgery, instruments, and, it would appear, a pre-
pared thesis and an unprepared problem set by the examiners,’?

Under the heading of public health may also be reckoned the
public baths, of which most cities maintained several, besides
those attached to the gymnasium, A charge was made for ad-
mission, but it was very small and by no means covered the cost
of upkeep : fuel for the heating of the public baths was a large item
in tge city budget, and there were also the salaries of the bath
attendants and stokers, usually public slaves, and the cost of the
water. Oxyrl}ynchus ingeniously made a little money by leasing
out the post of cloakroom attendant : stealing the clothes of bathers
was a very popular form of petty larceny, and the attendant no
doubt made a pood thing out of tips. Uil was not normaily pro-
vided for bathers, but public-spirited citizens often supplied it
gratis to all comers on festal occasions. 9




CHAPTER XIV
EDUCATION

OWARDS the end of the fourth century B.C. the Greek cities
began to take an increasing interest in education, a subject
which hitherto most of them had left to private enterprise. Educa-
tion to the Greeks meant both physical and intellectual training,
and it centred in the gymnasium. This institution became in the
Hellenistic age an essential element of Greek life and a hallmark
of Hellenism. Wherever any body of Greeks was gathered to-
gether agymnasium would spring up as a centre of communal life
thus the Greek settlers in Eg,)gypt, tﬂough denied city life by the
policy of the Ptolemies, built gymnasia for themselves in every
town and village in which they were planted, and these associa-
tions ultimately formed the nuclei around which in the Roman
age civic institutions were built. Any barbarian community
which aspired to the status of Greek city must found a gym-
nasium: the petition of the progressive party in Jerusalem to
Antiochus 1V comprised two main items, leave to establish a
nasium and incorporation as a city, and Ariarathes V, when
e gave a Greek constitution to Tyana, at the same time endowed
it with a gymnasium. Any city with pretensions to civilization
thus had to provide itself with at any rate one gymnasium, and
the richer and more progressive built several, allotting them to the
several age groups of the population. The Attalid kings provided
Pergamum with three, for the boys; the ephebes and tl!l)e oung
men respectively, built one above the other on the terraced slope
of the acropolis ; and by the Roman period these had become five.
Many cities are recorded to have possessed three—T'ralles, Thy-
ateira, Salamis of Cyprus, and Miletus, where they were devoted
to the young men, the citizens, and the fathers, So small a city as
Iasus had in the Roman period four gymnasia.2o
The building was in essence an open court for wrestling and
similar sports (madaiorpe) and a running track (8pdpoes). To thesc
many refinements were gradually added, and the fully-developed
gymnasium of the Hellenistic and Roman age was a most elaborate
structure. The central court was surrounded with colonnades,
and off these opened a variety of rooms—a cloakroom (dmeSvripiov)
where the members undressed and left their clothes, an anointing
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room {dAemrmipiov) where they rubbed in the oil which was kept
in a neighbouring store (éawobéowr), 2 dusting room (xomors-
pwov) where they powdered themselves, rooms for ball play
}pr‘n}'p&a) and for the punch ball (xwpvretov), a bathing estab-

ishment with its usual suite of cool, tepid, and hot rooms and
plunge baths, loggias, fitted with seats (¢£¢5par), and halls (oixor),
which could be used for rest and conversation or alternatively for
classes: some gymnasia possessed regular lecture-rooms (dipoa-
mma), planned like miniature theatres.??

In supreme charge of the institution was the director of the
gymnasium (‘yvpvam'apxosg, who was sometimes assisted by a sub-
director (Smoyvuraclopyos): when there were several gymnasia
there were usually several gymnasiarchs, of the boys, of the
ephebes, of the young men, of the old men, though on occasion
a public-spirited citizen might undertake the entire charge of
them all. One care of the gymnasiarch was the fabric, and zealous
holders of the office are often recorded to have repaired or im-
proved the buildings at their own expense; to have added new
rooms, or, if their means were more modest, to have presented
smaller gifts, whether practical, such as wash basins, or orna-
mental, such as statues. The gymnasiarchs had also to attend to
the heating of the baths and to manage the staff of public slaves:
these included at T'egea in the second century A.D. a watchman
(moraorpodvirad), a furnace man (xapiwr), attendants to serve out
the oil (fawndpoxos) and towels (owdoddpos), a barber, a doctor,
a huntsman, and a secretary.??

Above all the gymnasiarch had to see to the provision of oil.
Members generally expected to get this free. Some cities assigned
a portion of their revenues to the purchase of oil, and in many
there were trust funds which benefactors had left for this pur-
pose. The funds thus available (7d éAausmra yprjnara) were some-
times managed by special treasurers, and oil buyers (éAmdvar)
were elected to buy o1l with them. At Rhodes on the other hand
the provision of o1l was a liturgy, the richer citizens being ap-
pointed in rotation to supply the oil for a number of days, varying
according to their wealth. But, even if such arrangements cxisted,
a generous gymnasiarch would supplement them, not content
with the regular distribution at a fixed hour but serving out oil
uninterruptedly all day. And in many cities he was expected to
undertake the whole burden: in the Egyptian metropoleis in the
third century A.D. a rota of gymnasiarchs provided oii for a few
days each, and if, as often happened, one of them failed to do his
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duty, the members of the gymnasium had to do without it. No
form of generosity is more universally attested of gymnasiarchs,
both in the Hellenistic and in the Roman period, than the pro-
vision of 0il. The office of gymnasiarch tended to be very onerous,
and in a number of cities it was endowed by generous bene-
factors.23

The gymnasiarch had general control over the physical and
intellectual training provided in the gymnasium, but on this side
of his duties he was often assisted by other magistrates. Primary
education was in many cities entrusted to the controller of the
boys (madevdpuos), who sometimes, as at Teos, looked after the
girls as well: elsewhere, at Smyrna and at Pergamum, there were
special magistrates in charge of female education (of émi i
etrooulas TGy ﬂapeémv), and at Magnesia on the Maeander it was
included in the department of the controller of the women (yvva:-
xovdpos). The actual teaching was often, perhaps usually, left to
private enterprise, but some cities had a regular system of public
education. Eumenes II and Attalus II endowed Rhodes and
Delphi with funds for the payment of teachers,and at Miletus and
'Teos private citizens at about the same period left money for this
purpose. These latter specify in some detail how the money was
to be laid out. At Miletus there were to be four schoolmasters
(vpopparodiddoxador) and four athletic trainers (madorpifac), who
were to be elected annually by the people and paid forty and thirty
drachmae a month respectively. At Teos the boys and girls, who
were taught together, were divided into three classes, and a
master was provided for each, at 6oo, 550, 500 drachmae re-
spectively, There were also to be two trainers at 500 and a music
master at 700, who was to teach the two top classes and also the
ephebes. These were elected by the people: the gymnasiarch and
paedonomi were also to appoint, subject to the approval of the
assembly, an instructor in arms dril and another in archery and
throwing the javelin, who were to teach the top class of boys and
the ephebes: they received only jo0 and 250 drachmae but were
not full-time employees.?*

Even where no public instruction was provided, the cities often
sought to maintain the standard of teaching by holding competi-
tions for boys: the gymnasiarch or paedonomus organized these
and often gave the prizes out of his own pocket. The lists of prize-
winners which have been preserved give some idea of the curricu-
Ium: subjects mentioned include reading, writing, recitation,
arithmetic, painting, playing on and singing to the lyre, comedy,
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tragedy, verse and song writing and general knowledge, besides
running, wrestling, boxing, and in some cases military exercises
such as archery. The only surviving record of a girls’ competi-
tion includes epic, elegy, reading, and singing. Not only did the
pupils thus demonstrate their progress, but the teachers had to
prove their efficiency by exhibitions of their prowess (émdeifes),
which were often rewarded with prizes.2s

Nearly all our information on primary education dates to the
‘last three centuries B.C., and the bulk of it comes from the Aegean
area. Under the grincipate the offices of paedonomus and
gymnasiarch of the boys are still occasionally recorded, and occur
as far afield as Attaleia of Pamphylia, Termessus, Pessinus, and
Lapethus of Cyprus. But the rarity of the records and the lack of
any detailed descriptions, such as abound in the Hellenistic age,
of the activity of these magistrates, suggest that public interest in
primary education was not very widely diffused and nowhere in-
tense: in the majority of cities the first stage in education was left
to private enterprise and was not even subject to public controf.
It was far otherwise with the second stage of education, the
ephebic training. This was instituted in Athens in about 335 B.C.
and spread like wildfire through the Greek world, and into bar-
barian lands beyond. It was regularly ﬁiven in the gymnasia of
Ptolemaic Egypt, and even Jerusalem had its corps of ephebes
under Antiochus IV. Moreover, it continued to flourish under
Roman rule, and to be yet more widely diffused ; it may ke taken
as evidence both of the vitality of the institution and of the
extreme backwardness of north-eastern Asia Minor that the
ephebate was first organized in Pompeiopolis of Paphlagonia to-
wards the end of the second century Ap. A papyrus from
Oxyrhynchus shows that ephebic training still survived in that
city in the reign of Constantine.2%

In this department the gymnasiarch was often, but by no means
always, assisted by a magistrate called the leader of the ephebes
(éiBapyos or less commonly dpxéénBos) or the director (xoourris):
the latter title was used at Athens, in some Bithynian cities and
throughout Egypt. The training was in origin primarily military.
Young men were enrolled at Athens when they reached the age of
eighteen and served for two years, which was soon reduced to
one. Elsewhere the age of admission varied and tended to sink:
in Roman Egypt it was fourteen. Length of service also varied
from one up to three years. The ephebate was originally at Athens
compulsory, and to enable the pour to serve rations were given.
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During the third century B.C. it became voluntary, and naturally
came to be a preserve of the leisured classes, whose sons alone
could spare the time for it and support the incidental expenses,
which were many—uniforms, subscriptions for special lectures,
for the library and for crowns, statues and other dedications, not
to speak of oil, in so far as it was not provided by the city or the
magistrate in charge. It was in this form that it became diffused
over the Greek-speaking world, as a kind of university training
for the sons of the well to do, Normally it seems to have been
open to any one who could afford it, though in Roman Egypt it
was confined to the hereditary class of ‘the members of the
gymnasium’ .27

The training, as originally constituted, included both athletics
and specifically military exercises. In the little city of Coresus on
the island of Ceos the gymnasiarch was in the third century B.C.
himself expected to lea%iyout the ephebes three times a month to
practise archery, throwing the javelin, and firing the catapult, and
in many small cities there were probably no professional instruc-
tors. Athens, however, provided salaried instructors in these arts
and in arms drill and also athletic trainers; and at Teos, as has
already been mentioned, the public instructors of the older boys
also trained the ephebes in mulitary exercises. At Teos the
ephebes furthermore received instruction in music, and every-
where intellectual training was soon added to the original athletic
and military course. At Athens it became the practice in the
second century for the ephebes to attend lectures at the philo-
sophical schools established in the city. Other cities, less fortu-
nate, had either to provide teachers or to rely on lectures from
itinerant sophists, At Pergamum there were two teachers (wac-
devraf) whose salaries were paid from public funds, but several
Hellenistic gymnasiarchs, not content with these, added one or
two more at their own expense. At Eretria in the second century
B.C. one gymnasiarch paid out of his own pocket not only for an
instructor in arms drill but also for a professor of rhetoric, while
another provided a Homeric scholar, and at Priene in the early
first century B.C. the gymnasiarch secured the services of a teacher
of literature. Gymnasiarchs are also praised for entértaining
visiting professors and for supplementing from their own pockets
the fees paid by the students, Libraries were not infrequently
founded in gymnasia. A famous instance is that of the Ptolemaeum
at Athens, to which each ephebic year had to contribute one
hundred volumes.23
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The cities regularly held competitions to stimulate and test the
proficiency of the ephebes, prizes being offered in running, wrest-
ling, boxing, and other athletic sports, in military exercises such
as archery, javelin throwing, and shooting with the catapult, and
also in physical fitness, discipline, and industry. Conscientious
gymnasiarchs organized additional competitions, giving the prizes
themselves: several emphasize that in these they paid special
attention to the intellectual attainments of their charges. Ephebic
games continued to be popular throughout the principate. Aslate
as the reign of Septimius Severus a citizen of Oxyrhynchus be-
queathed a sum o[P money to the city to provide prizes in the local
contest, and even in A.D. 323 the ephebes of this city gave a gym-
nastic display. The inscriptions o}f’the Roman period tell us less
of ephebic training, but from the legal sources we learn that cities
usually maintained a number of salaried professors of literature
and rhetoric, whose courses were doubtless attended by the
ephebes; Antoninus Pius limited their number to five in either
subject for metrolpoleis_, four for capitals of assize districts, three
for other cities. In some cities the professors together with the
public doctors formed associations styled, in emulation of the
famous institute at Alexandria, museums.2®

When an ephebe had completed his training and become
officially 2 ‘young man’ he often did not wish to abandon his
exercises and studies altogether, but continued to attend the
gymnasium. From quite an early date such young men formed a
club (odveSos or owwédpiov Tév véwv) under the patronage of the
city, which often provided them with a gymnasium of their own
and elected a gymnasiarch to direct their activities. These
societies became in the course of time a regular feature of city life
in the Greek east. They often acquired by way of gifts and
legacies considerable funds, which were usually devoted to sup-
plementing the allowance of oil which the city granted to them,
and these funds were managed by special administrators, treasurers
and auditors; they also had their own secretaries to keep their
records. They pursued much the same activities as the ephebes,
though no doubt in 2 less strenuous and systematic fashion. The
cities often stimulated their zeal by competitions on the same lines
as those of the ephebes.3?

For men of mature age there was formed in many cities a
similar society (yepovoia, odornua rdv mpeofurépwr, &c.). This also
centred in a gymnasium and its principal officer was a gymnasi-
arch. Like the young men, the elders often received an allowance
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for oil from the city, and they too acquired endowments, chiefly
for the provision of oil or for the distribution of cash bonuses.
They had their secretaries to keep their records, and their
treasurers, administrators, and auditors to manage their funds: the
finances of the Ephesian gerusia were sufficiently important to
justify the appointment of an external auditor by the proconsul in
arcus Aurelius’ reign. The societies of elders seem to have
been more select than those of the juniors. In some cities, at any
rate, membership was limited to a fixed number. Thus, when a
erusia was established at Sidyma in the reign of Commodus,
%fty-one councillors and fifty commoners (including himself)
were enrolled by the first gymnasiarch, and at Pergamum the
rules of a society which seems to be the gerusia envisage contested
elections for vacancies caused by deaths. From these rules it
further appears that an entrance fee was charged, and that it was
twice as high for an outsider as for the son of a member of five
years’ standing. These rules suggest that birth and wealth were
more important qualifications for membership than age in the
societies of the elders. These aristocratic clubs naturally enjoyed
some Ciiwlitical influence, and are frequently coupled witfm the
council and people in honorific decrees: there is, however, no
evidence that they had any legal prerogatives. Some gerusiae had
rcilligious functions, being responsible for the conduct of certain
ts.3!



CHAPTER XV

RELIGION AND GAMES

IN the worship of the gods the cities played a prominent part.
There were, of course, in every city many unofficial cults, chiefly
importations of relative!fr recent date, maintained by private
societies. There were also in many cities very ancient cults
which had never been completely assimilated but retained some
degree of independence.The Egyptian temples continued through-
out their history to be managed by their native priests, who
formed a hereditary caste. They were strictly controlled by the
Ptolemaic, and even more strictly by the imperial government,
but the metropoleis, even when in the third century they had
almost acquired the status of cities, neéver had much say in their
affairs, Little is known of the later history of the great native
temples of Syria and central Asia Minor, whose high priests had
often under the Hellenistic kings been territorial dynasts, but in
several cases Strabo asserts that their power was broken when
Rome took over the government, and it is probable that in general
they were brought under municipal control. Many, however,
seem to have retained some remnants of their former indepen-
dence. It is noteworthy that at Pessinus the college of priests
which governed the temple of the Great Mother consisted under
the principate of five Phrygians and five Galatians, the Phrygian
members ranking as senior: the control of the temple was thus
shared between the o