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Signe Isager: ‘A Hellenistic list of names in the Bodrum Museum: The Ptolemaic garrison 
at Halikarnassos or an errant list of proxenoi?’ C&M Supplementum 2 (2024) 117-136. 

A HELLENISTIC LIST OF NAMES IN THE 

BODRUM MUSEUM: THE PTOLEMAIC 

GARRISON AT HALIKARNASSOS OR AN 

ERRANT LIST OF PROXENOI?  

By Signe Isager 
 

Summary: This is the publication of a fragmentary list of men inscribed on a reused 
marble block now in the Bodrum Museum (inv. no. 6665; I. Halik. *291). From the letter-
forms a date in the first part of the 3rd century BC is suggested. Assessing the type of 
the inscription proves difficult. The varying letterforms, the ethnics of the men, and the 
syntax lead one to consider a list of proxenoi. But, if that is correct, the text could not 
then originate from Halikarnassos, since it mentions one Halikarnasseus (a man who by 
definition could not obtain proxeny in his own city). Alternatively, the ethnics could 
reflect the composition of a group of mercenaries, perhaps as part of the Ptolemaic gar-
rison stationed in Halikarnassos. The character of the fragmentary list remains open to 
interpretation. 

Introduct ion 

The inscription published here for the first time presents a riddle in sev-
eral ways. Its finding place is listed as Bodrum and it is kept in Bodrum 
Museum (inv. no. 6665. I. Halik. *291. Fig. 1).1 It is obviously part of a list 

 
1 This article forms part of the prolegomena to a corpus of the inscriptions of Halikar-

nassos, in preparation by Jan-Mathieu Carbon, Poul Pedersen and me, and reflects 
our teamwork. (References to the corpus included here with a provisional number-
ing that follows the inventory of McCabe, Packard Humanities Institute, like for the 
present inscription I. Halik. *291; NB these numbers are liable to change) We owe 
sincere gratitude to the General Directorate of Monuments and Museums in Ankara 
for its generous permission concerning the work of the Danish Halikarnassos Project 
and are deeply grateful to the directorate and the staff of Bodrum Museum for their 
unfailing help and support. 
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of men. The list was inscribed by multiple hands. The support was re-
worked for secondary use and what is left of the inscription is a neat, 
rectangular and narrow cut, from the middle of the list – or possibly from 
one of several columns of a larger list. Luckily the extant vertical band 
reveals most of the ethnics of the listed men; their names or father’s 
names are more seldom or more partially preserved. Among the entries, 
a group of Rhodians stand out due to their number, letterforms, and syn-
tax.  

This contribution is a presentation of the inscription and an attempt 
to date it, mainly from the letterforms. Finally, it offers a first discussion 
of the text’s character and historical context. Definite answers have not 
yet been found but one can be confident that a publication in the present 
context will further the discussion. On a personal level, I am grateful for 
this opportunity to present the riddle to the honorand, as a token of my 
respect and friendship.  

The  Support  

The stone is a large block of medium grained, white marble with bluish-
grey areas.2 The left part of the underside is broken but the right side of 
the block is preserved up to its full height of ca. 97 cm. The largest pre-
served width measured on the upper surface is 35.5 cm. The thickness of 
the block is 22.3-22.7 cm in its present state. 

The block can be presumed to have originally had a rectangular shape. 
It was later reworked for secondary use as a double half-column for a 
window or a balustrade in a church or in a similar context. The top of the 
block and the central part of the front have clear remains of the original 
surface. The top surface has extensive toolmarks from a pointed chisel. 
About half of the underside is broken off and the remaining part is irreg-
ularly worn, with some traces from a pointed chisel or a pickaxe, pre-
sumably from being reworked for secondary use. The upper surface has 
a square dowel-hole (2x3.2 cm and 3.7 cm deep) showing that the block 
in its original context formed part of an architectural structure of some 
sort, perhaps the facing side of an ante (Fig. 2). The carefully cut dowel-

 
2 Poul Pedersen made the description of the support. 
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hole points to a late Classical or Hellenistic date. If the dowel-hole was 
originally placed midway in relation to the width of the block, it can be 
estimated that the block originally measured ca. 44.1 cm in width. 

When reworked into a double half-column, the stone received a 
slightly projecting horizontal band about 5.5-6 cm in width along its up-
per side and ca. 6.5-7 cm in width along its underside. The upper and the 
lower bands are connected by a 10.5-11 cm wide band running down the 
middle of the front. This original part of the front bears the remains of 
an inscription. The front was smoothed before being inscribed but shows 
no clear tool marks. The secondary reworking to the left and right of the 
inscribed band was done with both a point and a rough toothed chisel. 

A raised band about 12.5-13 cm in width is also found on the back of 
the stone. The back of the stone appears to consist of an entirely re-
worked surface and therefore the original thickness of the stone may 
have been larger than at present. 

Surface  and Layout  

The surface bearing the inscription is smoothed, as stated above, but it 
also has some special features that must be kept in mind in relation to 
layout, letterforms and interpretation of the text. The upper horizontal 
band forms in the middle part of the original surface of the front of the 
block but due to the damage from the process of preparation for its sec-
ondary use, lines 1-4 were nearly obliterated. The original level of the 
surface continues in the first part of the vertical band running down the 
middle of the front, carrying lines 5-17. This part appears carefully 
smoothed, but not quite even, possibly as a consequence of the cautious 
erasure of an earlier inscription by grinding and polishing. There are 
scarce, faint traces of letters that do not belong to the main inscription 
and some letters in the margin. After the first 17 lines of the inscription, 
the face is cut back and continues at a slightly lower level. It is likely that 
an inscription was removed by that action and that lines 18-38 replaced 
it. The break and the start at a new level coincide with a shift in lettering. 
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Letterforms –  dat ing  

An approximative dating of the inscription can only be attempted from 
letterforms. This is difficult in the best cases and here there is an added 
difficulty in being confronted by multiple hands – different in style 
though probably closely contemporary. Conservatively, estimates of the 
dating range from the end of the 4th to early 2nd century BC. 

As a base for the dating and interpretation from letterforms, two 
larger sections of the inscription - each undoubtedly cut in a single hand 
- will be described in detail. One is from the original level (lines 8-16) and 
one from the cut back, lower level (lines 22-37), which we a priori assume 
must be the later. The other lines will be described summarily and as 
need be for a possible interpretation. 

 
Hand of lines 8-16  
These lines were cut in an easy hand and with ample space between let-
ters.  The ends of the letters have tiny or no serifs. Height of delta, line 9: 
ca. 1 cm. While it is interesting that each short line ends with the same 
word (Ῥοδίωι) this also leads to the absence of potentially characteristic 
letters like ΕΘΞΠΨ that might have facilitated the dating. 

Alpha: The crossbar is straight or slightly bowed. 
Nu: The right vertical ends just above the baseline.  
Omicron: The letter varies in size and position and is often larger than 

the omega. 
Rho: The characteristic letter has a loop of moderate size that ends 

obliquely, slightly more than halfway down the vertical. 
Sigma: Only one occurs. Its lower bar is horizontal while the upper 

diverges slightly upwards. 
Phi: Only one occurs in the main text. Its body is of moderate size, and 

nearly circular, its lower part slightly less rounded. (The margin of lines 
14 and 15 might each have a small phi with a torpedo-formed body). 

Omega: The characteristic omega is short and generally rests on the 
baseline, a combination which might point to a later date, but which does 
already occur, albeit not as a general trait, in some of the early inscrip-
tions from Halikarnassos (e.g. I. Halik. *1 (5th century BC, 2. quarter); *312 
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(394/3-382/1?)3, and *17 (279/8 or shortly after). The rounded part is 
quite open at the bottom where it ends in short or moderate horizontal 
strokes without serifs or with slightly thickened ends. 
 
The lines above the section 8-16. 
The letters of lines 1-4 are nearly obliterated. They appear smaller than 
those below (epsilon line 2: 0.6 cm). It seems that xi (line 3) is three-
barred, like certainly in line 21. Lines 5-7: The phi of line 6 has a broad 
and slender body, quite unlike the one in line 13. Line 7 was cut more 
deeply than the others, probably either to correct a cutter’s error or to 
reuse some parts from an earlier inscription. Apart from that the letters 
of line 7 look much like those of the section 8-16 and it is not possible to 
decide, if lines 1-7 are of the same hand as the section 8-16, but it seems 
unlikely that at least lines 1-4 belong to the same batch as lines 8-16.  
 
Hand of lines 22-37 
Lines 22-37 were cut in one, firm hand, and clearly differ in style from 
the section 8-16. Generally, the letters are broad and solid with mostly 
moderate serifs. Height of lambda in line 26: ca. 1.3 cm. 

Alpha: The crossbar is straight. 
Epsilon: The middle horizontal is short, the outer ones rather long 

(like occasionally in *22). 
Kappa: The lower oblique does not reach the baseline. 
Mu: the outer bars diverge, the v is not deep. Once, in line 25, the right 

outer bar ends in a slightly downwards-pointing stroke which connects 
it to the following letter.  

Nu: The second vertical of the generally broadish letter does not 
touch the baseline. 

Xi: The letter is four-barred, the central horizontal closer to the upper 
one and slightly shorter than the other two (like in *312, above note 3).  

Omicron: The letter varies considerably in size. 
Rho: The size of the loop varies from moderate to very large (line 28).  
Sigma: The outer bars diverge and have emphatic serifs, or they are 

nearly parallel. 
Upsilon: The branches open widely and curve. 

 
3 Ed.pr. Carbon, Isager & Pedersen 2021. 
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Omega: The letter has the same height or is slightly shorter than the 
other letters, and moderately open at the bottom where it ends in long 
horizontal strokes (cf. *22). 
 
The lines between the two sections and the last line (17-22 right, and 38) 
Line 17, the last line at the original level of the surface, is cramped in 
terms of space and its two final letters look rather unlike the rest, maybe 
recut.  Line 18 is the first line we read at the new level (2-3 mm deeper 
than the level above). The line has more space, high letters (pi: 1.4 cm) 
and it was cut much more deeply than the letters of the other lines. Pi: 
The right vertical is straight and short. Sigma: the upper outer bar di-
verges from the horizontal lower one. Theta: The letter has a dot at its 
centre. Omega: Its rounded part is rather large. Line 19 has smaller let-
ters, but nu and rho point to the style of section 22-37. Lines 20, 21, and 
the right half of line 22 are smaller still, more like lines 1-4. Xi in 21 is 
three-barred, like probably in line 3 (but not in 23). Line 38: A small epsi-
lon is followed by a few letters, that are larger, but lower than in 22-37. 
It is not possible to decide about the hand. 

To conclude on letterforms, no obvious parallel especially to the sec-
ond section (22-37) is known to us from Halikarnassos, but there is no 
other comparable list that has come to light there until now. In its firm 
character the lower section rather compares to the treaty between Lat-
mos and Pidasa, dated as early as 323-313/2 BC. Among Halikarnassian 
inscriptions, both sections have features in common with *312; *17; *121; 
*22, which could mean a date in the early part of the 3rd century BC. It 
seems logical to assume that the upper part (with lines 8-16) was gener-
ally entered before the lower one (with lines 23-37), not least because of 
the difference in level. But this is not necessarily the case. The surface of 
the upper part bears scarce traces of an earlier inscription. Several lines 
differ from the two sections in size, being in smaller, elegant letters and 
by having a three barred xi, e.g. 20, 21, and the right half of 22.4 The en-
tire inscription may be dated to the first half of the 3rd century BC, but 
the margin of error allowed by the letterforms as well as the inherently 
composite and complex character of the text is wide. 

 
4 It cannot be excluded that a vertical was added to the small xi in painting only. 
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IHal ikarnassos  *291  

Based on autopsy, photos, and a squeeze 
— — — — — — — — — — — — 

 [— — — —] uncertain traces [— —] 
 [— — — —] Ἀ̣λ̣ε̣ξ̣α̣ν̣δρ̣̣[- — —] 
 [— — — — -]δρ̣̣εὺς Ἀλεξαν̣[δρ- — —]   
 [— — — — Π]οσε̣ι̣δ[̣- —]/ΛΥ\[— —] 
5 [— — — ?Καλ]ύμνιος̣ [— —] 
 [— — — — —] Ἀμ̣φικλ̣ῆς̣ Κ̣[— —]    
 [— — — — — -]στ̣ου Ἀκαρ̣ν̣[άν —] 
 [— — — — — -]ου Ῥοδίωι vv [— —]   
 [— — — — — -]ρί̣δα Ῥοδίω[ι — —]   
10 [— — — — — -]ς Ῥοδίωι vvv [— —]   
 [— — — — — Ῥ]οδίωι vvvv [— —]   
 [— — — — — -]νου Ῥοδίωι [— —]   
 [— — — — — -]φάντου Ῥο[δίωι — —]   
 [— — — — —] Ῥ̣οδίωι vvvv \Φ̣/[— —]  
15  [— — — — — -]α Ῥοδίωι vv \Φ̣/[— —]   
 [— — — — — -]ου Ῥοδίωι [— —]   
 [— — — — — Κ]νώ̣σι̣ος [— —]   
 [— — — — — -]ς̣ Πυθίω̣[νος — —] 
 [— — — — — -]νους Κυρη[ναῖος — —] 
20  [— — — — — ] Σωπάτρο[υ—]  
 [— — — — — ] Ἀλεξανδ[ρ — —]  
 [— — — — — ]. Κρὴς Νεο[— —]  
 [— — — — — Ἀ]λεξανδ[ρ- — —] 
 [— — — — — -]ωνίδου Ῥό̣[διος — —]  
25  [— — — — — Ε]ὐρωμεύ[ς — —]  
 [— — — — — -ο]υ̣ Ἁλικαρ[νασσεύς — —] 
 [— — — — — -]νου Κρή[ς — —] 
 [— — — — — Σ]αρδιανό̣[ς — —]  
 [— — — — — -]ς v Ἐρινα[εύς — —] 
 30 [— — — — — -]ς Ἐριναε[ύς — —] 
 [— — — Δημη]τρίου Ἐριν[αεύς — —] 
 [— — — — — -]ου Ἐρινα[εύς — —] 
 [— — — — —] v Ἐριναεύ[ς — —] 
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 [— — — — — Ἰ]δύμιος [— —] 
35 [— — — — — Ἰδ]ύμιος v [— —] 
 [— — — — — -]νου Κα[- — —] 
 [— — — — — Ἀσ]πέ̣ν̣δ[̣ιος 
 [— — — — — —]\Ε/ . Ο̣Ρ̣Υ̣[— — — — ] 
 — — — — — — — — — — — — 

Line  by  l ine  commentary  

To the right of lines 4 and 5 there are traces of letters that do not seem 
to follow the pattern of the lines to the left. These may be additions, cut 
between lines or in empty space to the right. They might also be traces 
of earlier inscription(s). 
Line 3: Ἀλεξα]νδρεὺς Ἀλεξαν[δρεὺς? But it would be odd to have twice 

the ethnic.  
Line 4: Π]οσειδε̣[ίου possibly. 
ΛΥ falls to the right, in the interlinear space. Possibly part of 
[Κα]λύ[μνιος].  

Line 5: ?Καλ]ύ̣μνιο̣ς̣: The squeeze seems to corroborate the reading of a 
final sigma. Alternatively Τ]ύμνιος?  

Line 6: The final kappa is very uncertain. 
Line 7: The line appears deeply cut, probably because it was cut over an 

earlier inscription. Kappa appears cut over an earlier eta. It is followed 
by an alpha and what looks like a lambda with possibly a loop added 
to the left oblique to make it a (stooping) rho. From the foot of the 
right oblique raises a vertical (an iota or left vertical of nu or mu?) 
from the top of which is seen what might be the upper part of an 
oblique for a nu or mu. But it is rather bowed and might not form part 
of the line under discussion. We expect an ethnic in this position and 
the reading Ἀκαρ̣ν̣[άν] is supported by the squeeze which doesn’t 
show the right oblique of the lambda. Alternative: Ἀκαλ̣ι̣[σσεύς]? But 
there is to our knowledge no (other?) Greek evidence for this commu-
nity until the centuries AD. If this line is more deeply cut because it is 
special and the final word a personal name (patronym) and not an 
ethnic (cf. on line 18) there seems to be one possibility, Ἀκαρ̣̣μ̣̣[ομέλ-
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δωνος. The name Akarmomeldon is only attested in a dedicatory in-
scription from Halikarnassos.5 

Line 9: Names ending in -ρίδας are common in Rhodes. 
Lines 14 and 15: In the “vacat” to the right, but not in line with the pre-

ceding letters, what looks like a smaller phi. 
Line 18: The first letter, sigma, probably ends a name in the nominative 

case.  
Line 22: Νέο- in smaller letters might not belong to the foregoing Κρὴς 

but to an additional entry. 
Line 36: After the final alpha, there might be a sigma, lambda or delta. 
Κα[λυνδεύς or Κα[λλιπολίτης, would be two possibilities, both Karian 
ethnics.  

Line 38: Below the epsilon of line 37 a small raised epsilon. In larger let-
ters: Ο̣ΡΥ, possibly part of a personal name. 

The  character  of  the  l i s t  

The heading of the inscription, if any, is lost. Maybe it was cut into the 
superposed building block. It might have been quite short, e.g. the men-
tion of an eponym, as is seen in a likewise enigmatic list from Athens 
(391/0 BC).6 With no further details available, the character of the trun-
cated list is thus open for discussion. What is preserved is part of a list of 
men, generally entered with patronym and city ethnic. In most cases 
only the ethnic is preserved or nearly so. The analysis of letterforms 
demonstrates that the names were entered by different cutters, probably 
on different occasions. The letterforms in all entries allow for a date at 
the very end of the fourth or in the first half of the third century BC: ca. 
300-250 BC. At any rate, a terminus ante quem of ca. 220 BC appears to be 
provided by the ethnics Kalymnios and Euromeus (see below).  

Most names were entered in batches and some perhaps individually. 
This is confirmed by the syntax: at least nine Rhodians were, to judge 
from the letterforms (section of upper level), entered contemporane-
ously and by one letter cutter. They were perhaps the only individuals 

 
5 Benndorf & Niemann 1884, 11, no. 2. 
6 Ed.pr. Themos 2009 (SEG 59:99, where it is classified as an honorific decree). 
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that were entered in the dative case. Where it is possible to verify, the 
other names were in the nominative case. Nonetheless, we must assume 
some form of unity in the document since there is no extra space be-
tween any of the lines to mark a new beginning. The dative case of the 
Rhodians places them in the position of receivers or more specifically 
honorands. The names in the nominative must follow suit. At least two 
types of lists would qualify for the above description: a list of proxenoi 
(or new citizens), or a list of mercenaries. These are often the alternatives 
discussed when a headless list of men is discovered.7 An analysis of the 
provenance of the persons who received some sort of honour must first 
be attempted. 

The  home-ci ty  of  the  men l i s ted  

The men listed were predominantly from southwestern Asia Minor (Eu-
romos: 1, Erinaeis: 5, Halikarnassos: 1, Idyma: 2, perhaps Ka[lynda? or 
Ka[llipolis?: 1, Aspendos: 1, Sardis: 1 – being the northernmost city (but 
by the way clearly considered a Greek polis by ca. 330-300 BC). They also 
come from the major islands along the coast (Rhodes: 9-10, Kalymna: 1-
3), but also from further abroad: Krete (3; Knossos is once specified), 
Egypt (Alexandria: probably 4),8 and Libya (Kyrene: 1). One might be from 
Akarnania. 

The home city of the Erinaeis on our list seems likely to be identical 
with that of the unlocated Ἐρινε͂ς who contributed to the Delian League 
in the fifth century and were registered in the Karian district.9  It was 

 
7 E.g., I. Tralleis und Nysa 33, reassessed by L. Robert as a list of mercenaries, not prox-

enoi: cf. Wörrle 2015: 293, Mack 2015: 287 with note 5 ad I. Tralles 33.  See also a re-
cently published proxeny-list from Phigaleia, Themos & Zavvou 2019. 

8 Lines 2; 3; 21; 23. None of the words are completely preserved. That they are eth-
nics and not personal names is an educated guess.  

9 Theoretically, the Erinaieis could be members of the Rhodian deme of that name 
which according to Christian Thomsen was most likely located on the island of 
Rhodes.  But it is unlikely that the five individuals would appear under their Rho-
dian deme-name and not as “Rhodians”, amongst other persons listed by their city 
ethnics, including at least 9 persons called Rhodians. (Christian Thomsen kindly 
shared his thoughts on the Erinaieis with me by e-mail of 24.09.2015) 
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very probably citizens from that city, the Ἐρειναιεῖς, who assisted the 
citizens of Theangela, when they were threatened by the dynast Eupole-
mos. Theangela finally surrendered and an inscription containing the 
treaty concluded between Theangela and its mercenaries on the one 
hand, and Eupolemos on the other is extant, except for its heading. The 
first complete sentence preserved is: “there shall be amnesty for the 
Ereinaieis as well.”  It was Louis Robert who first suggested that these 
Ereinaieis were from a small city in the vicinity of Theangela. The precise 
dating of the treaty is debated, but if we follow Roberta Fabiani it proba-
bly belongs in the first two decades of the 3rd century BC.10  

Kalymna was incorporated as a deme of the Koan state sometime in 
the decade 220-210 BC (cf. IG XII,4 152 with comm.). Euromos was re-
named Philippi during a period of Antigonid rule starting in ca. 221/0 BC 
or somewhat earlier. These data gleaned from the text also support a 
date before this time, more probably ca. 300-250 BC. Idyma, mentioned 
in lines 34-35, became a koinon rather than a polis as a part of its inte-
gration in the Rhodian Peraia. Unfortunately, the date for this political 
change remains unknown but is likely to be anterior to ca. 225 BC).11 

The  reason for  l i s t ing  the  men 

While we must presume that the men on the list were all granted a spe-
cific honour or privilege and that it was the same for all of them, it is not 
necessary, or even probable – considering the difference in lettering and 
thereby most likely in time –, that the motivations and especially the cir-
cumstances for their receiving this honour or privilege were the same. 
The nine Rhodians in the dative case could at some point have served as 
a part of an embassy, a board of judges, negotiators, or arbitrators.12  The 

 
10 Fabiani 2009. Incidentally, the letterforms of the treaty have much in common with 

those of a newly published honorific decree from Halikarnassos, *312 (294-281), 
Carbon, Isager & Pedersen 2021. 

11 Wiemer 2010: 420 and 425.  
12 Incidentally, we know that a similar group of nine Rhodians served as ambassadors 

and judges at Delphi, for which they were granted the status of proxenoi (180/79), 
Mack 2015: Appendix: 5. Delphi, 304-307 with note 26. 
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Rhodians could of course also have been present in Halikarnassos for 
other reasons, e.g. in a military capacity.   

L i s t  o f  proxenoi?  

What is preserved has all the characteristics of a proxeny list.13 All men 
seem listed by their own name, their father’s name and their ethnic. The 
latter is in nearly all cases the city ethnic as expected in a proxeny list. 
One clear exception in the present list is Kretan (Κρής), a regional ethnic 
occurring twice (line 22; line 27), while another person is entered with 
the city ethnic Knossian (Κνώσιος). There are parallels for this e.g. from 
Epidauros in proxeny-lists of the period ca. 260-240 BC where the city 
ethnic Knossian (Κνώσιος) also occurs, while another person, entered as 
proxenos in the period ca. 220-200 BC, was designated with both his eth-
nics, as Κρὴς Κνώσιος.14 The city ethnic Rhodios in the dative occurs to 
our knowledge in no other connection than the honour of proxeny 
and/or citizenship. 

The fact that the names on the list were entered at different occa-
sions, some in batches, some individually, would also match a proxeny 
list. When the Rhodians were entered, the heading would have included 
or implied a formulation like: “... proxenia was given to ...”15 The first line 
at the new level on the stone (18) differs from the rest by being in larger 
letters, more deeply cut, and by having more space. It might be an indi-
vidual entry, but Pythion (or NN son of Pythion) might also be an epo-
nym.16 This line could have laconically stated: Proxenoi under (?xx son 
of) Pythion and been followed by the proxenoi in the nominative case. 

The entries in smaller letters – including perhaps several Alexandri-
ans17 – might (but need not) have been added later where space was 
available. Such additions are also a well-known feature in proxeny lists. 

 
13 For these characteristics see Mack 2015. 
14 Mack 2015: Appendix: 6, Epidauros. 
15 Cf. the earliest proxeny list of the Aitolians, Mack 2015: Appendix: 1. 
16 In Aitolia, the entries were often dated by the strategos.  
17 See above note 9. 
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As noted above, traces of letters to the right of the extant column might 
also be from such additions.18 

The  man from Hal ikarnassos  

There is at least one major obstacle to assuming that this is a proxeny list 
from Halikarnassos itself: among the men listed is a person with the eth-
nic Halikarnassian (line 26). The entry is probably of the same kind as the 
rest – but a city could not nominate its own citizen as proxenos. The Hal-
ikarnassian’s presence might be explained if he were entered as the guar-
antor (ἔγγυος) of the proxenos mentioned in the line above. 19  But it 
would be strange if only one proxenos were to have such a guarantor in 
our list. If the list forms part of a list of proxenoi or new citizens it should 
be considered a pierre errante or a misattribution among the many non-
Halikarnassian stones of the Bodrum Museum. 

Members  of  a  garr ison?  

The presence of a Halikarnassian in the list would, at first sight at least, 
not present a problem if what we have is a list of mercenaries. In fact, the 
provenance of the persons on our list could reflect the diverse, even fluc-
tuating, composition of a garrison stationed in Halikarnassos. Evidence 
for the presence of a Ptolemaic garrison comes from Athens, in the well-
known honorific decree for the Athenian Kallias of Sphettos, which was 
passed in 270/69 BC for his services to the Athenians.20 In the long enu-
meration of his merits, it is said that Kallias continued to assist his home-
city in diplomatic matters having to do with the Ptolemies, while being 
stationed in Halikarnassos as commander of a garrison of mercenaries. 
From this Athenian decree we thus know of the Ptolemaic garrison in 

 
18 Cf. Mack 2015: Appendix: 4.2 A with Fig. A. 14., a supplementary catalogue of prox-

enoi from Chios (early third century BC).  
19 Aitolian lists have, except for the oldest, the new proxenos in the dative, followed 

by his egguos in the nominative. Mack 2015: Appendix: 1. 
20 IG II3 911. 
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Halikarnassos in the year 270/69; this provides only a terminus ante 
quem for its arrival, which is more probably situated in ca. 280 BC or 
shortly thereafter.21 

A mercenary from Halikarnassos might be stationed in his hometown, 
as a recently published inscription from Lykian Limyra shows.22 The in-
scription is broken at the top, but some of the heading is preserved and 
below it 18 men are listed by name, patronym and ethnic. Whenever 
there is more than one man from the same city or region, they are 
grouped together, but each has his own full entry, including the ethnic. 
There are slightly more city ethnics than regional ones.23 The men listed 
are members of a Ptolemaic garrison, among them two citizen of Limyra, 
the city where the garrison was placed. The differences with our inscrip-
tion are not insignificant, however: the inscription from Limyra was 
made on one occasion; it is one cutter’s work. The 18 men listed (all in 
the nominative case) were members of the association of Basilistai and 
made a common dedication. If the list at the Bodrum Museum is a list of 
mercenaries from Halikarnassos its varied form remains a riddle. 

Concluding  remarks  

The unifying element in the list of men dating to probably the first half 
of the third century BC seems to be that all men listed received an official 
honour. While the honour will have been of the same kind for all, the 
reason for bestowing it may have varied. 

The combination of ethnics in the list would agree with either a non-
Halikarnassian list of proxenoi or a Halikarnassian list of mercenaries. 
The variation in letterforms as well as the shift in syntax seem to bear 
witness to the names having been entered in batches and on different 

 
21 For the political relations of Halikarnassos in the early 3rd century BC cf. now Car-

bon and Isager 2021; Carbon, Isager & Pedersen 2021.  
22 Wörrle 2015: SEG 65:1469, ca. 250-200 BC. See also SEG 60:1536 (ca. 250 BC, possibly 

277/76, Wörrle 2010. Incidentally, Kallias is known to have been a commander of 
the Ptolemaic garrison earlier in Limyra (ca. 300 BC): Wörrle 2019. 

23 In parallel with the text from Bodrum, the list from Limyra includes two mercenar-
ies from Aspendos, one from Kalymna and one from Kyrene. 
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occasions: this would fit especially a mainly chronological list of prox-
enoi. Nevertheless, mercenaries or members of the Ptolemaic garrison 
stationed in Halikarnassos cannot be excluded. 

There are too many unknowns for us yet to reach a definitive conclu-
sion on the type and context of the inscription. 
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THE STRUCTURE OF PTOLEMAIC  

ADMINISTRATION IN SOUTH-WESTERN 

ASIA MINOR: CARIA, CAUNOS AND LYCIA  

By Alain Bresson 
 

For Vincent, ‘fellow Rhodian’ and dear friend of many years 
 

Summary: This paper addresses the question of the structure of Ptolemaic administra-
tion in south-western Asia Minor in the third century BCE. On the basis of the later com-
mand structure of Rhodes over the same regions, it demonstrates that there were not 
two, but three Ptolemaic stratēgoi, one being in charge of Caria, one of Caunos, and one 
of Lycia. The existence of a specific command over Caunos was justified by the fact that 
this city was separated from the rest of Caria by a curtain of Rhodian and Seleucid terri-
tories. 

Introduct ion 

Between 280/79 BCE and the turn from third to the second century, 
many of the coastal regions of southern Asia Minor found themselves 
under the control of the Ptolemies.1 The four regions of Cilicia, Pam-
phylia, Lycia and Caria each had specific administrations. 2  At the top of 
the hierarchy, with both military and civil powers, it is possible to hy-
pothesize the existence of a stratēgos – at least as much can be proven in 
the case of Cilicia and Caria. For Pamphylia, Louis Robert postulated the 
existence of a Pamphyliarch in a damaged inscription, whose title may 
bring to mind the Nesiarch of the Aegean islands. But A. Meadows and P. 
Thonemann have argued that this restoration cannot be followed. It is 
possible that what is mentioned in the initial lacuna is a stratēgos, but it 

 
1 For the administration of foreign Ptolemaic possessions, see Bagnall 1976, especially 

80-116 for Asia Minor, and Huß 2011: 157-71. 
2 On the administration of Cilicia, see Huß 2011: 157-60; of Pamphylia, p. 161; of Lycia, 

pp. 161-66; of Caria, pp. 167-70.  
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may just as likely have been a high Ptolemaic official such as an 
oikonomos.3 For Lycia despite there being an important number of testi-
monies for the presence and role of the Ptolemaic administration, our 
documentation apparently does not mention any stratēgos, to the point 
that it has been possible to ask whether in fact the region was not treated 
as an administrative annex of Caria.4 

When it comes to the Ptolemaic stratēgoi in Asia Minor, it is Caria that 
provides the richest documentation, even if again it is not as explicit as 
one might wish. A stratēgos of Caria is known to us from a decree in Samos 
for the Macedonian Aristolaos, son of Ameinias, IG XII.6 120, l. 2: 
[σ]τρατηγὸς ἐπὶ Καρίας κατεστηκ[ώς] (from the reign of Ptolemy II). This 
is the only one known to us by an explicit title. However, as W. Huß has 
pointed out, several other texts from Caria might make mention of 
stratēgoi and their case merits particular attention.5 

 
• Amyzon. A decree from Amyzon (Amyzon, pp. 118-24, no. 3) honors 

the stratēgos Margos, dated to year 9 of Ptolemy II, that is, 277 BCE.6 
On lines 6-7 he is described as Μάρ|γος ὁ στρατηγός, and ll. 8-9, 
Μάργον τὸν στρατηγόν. As a very likely hypothesis, one might con-
sider this is an implicit reference to a function – the stratēgos of 
Caria – that was so well-known that there was no need to state so 
explicitly.  

• Labraunda. In a letter from Olympichos to Mylasa concerning the 
status and privileges of the sanctuary of Labraunda (I.Labraunda 3), 
one finds on line 4 a reference to τὰ παρὰ Σώφρονος γραφέντα 
πρὸ[ς |5 ὑμ]ᾶς κ̣αὶ Πτολεμ̣[α]ίου τοῦ ἀδελφοῦ βασιλέως Πτολε|-
[μ]α̣ίου. The problem concerning the identities and roles of both 
Sophron and Ptolemy, brother of king Ptolemy, has recently been 
the subject of detailed discussion, so it will suffice here to just 
briefly summarize its results.7 For J. Crampa, Sophron was none 

 
3 Meadows & Thonemann 2013, with a new restoration of Robert 1966: 53-58, l. 9. 
4 See Meadows 2012: 127-28. 
5 See Huß 2011: 168 n. 207, who provides a list and detailed bibliography. 
6 The text is dated to 273 by J. & L. Robert, Amyzon: 120, but we should calculate the 

years of the reign starting in 284. See Meadows 2006: 467. 
7 Van Bremen 2017: 251-55 (on Sophron see again PP 6 15125). 





ALAIN BRESSON  

 

140 

tolaos inscription may legitimately suggest that Hagesarchos was 
another stratēgos of Caria.14 

• Theangela (rather than Halicarnassos). In an honorific decree of 
the third century (it is not possible to date the text with more pre-
cision given the information available to us) for Iason, son of Min-
nion, C. Marek has proposed reconstructing στρατηγὸς ἐ[πὶ Καρίας] 
as the individual’s title.15 

• Kildara. In a letter to the city of Kildara in 246 BCE, Tlepolemos, son 
of Artapates, encourages the Kildarians to persevere in the choice 
they made to support queen Berenice in the conflict between her 
and Laodice. The letter’s introduction does not mention any title 
for Tlepolemos and leads to the question, without there being any 
way to answer it, whether he was the stratēgos of Caria or if he was 
there on a special mission.16 

• Caunos. The case of the stratēgos Motes poses a particular problem. 
He is mentioned in the correspondence of Zenon, P.Cair.Zen. 59341 
(247/6), a ll. 20-21: ἐπί τε τὸν στρατηγὸν Μότην καὶ τὸν οἰκονόμον 
| Διόδοτον, and l. 29, τὸν στρατηγὸν ⟦Μο⟧ καὶ τὸν οἰκονόμον. This 
papyrus is composed of three memoranda (a-c).17 The first, sent by 
Theopropos, who was originally from Kalynda, to the dioikētēs 
Apollonios concerns a financial affair involving the city. The sec-
ond, sent by Neon, also from Kalynda, is something supposed to be 

 
14 See the argument by Hallof & Mileta 1997: 270-79, who detail the origins and the 

career of Hagesarchos. 
15 Marek 1982: 119-23, ll. 1-3: ἐπειδὴ Ἰάσων] | Μιννίωνος Ἁ[λικαρνασσεύς, ἀποδεδειγ-

μένος] | στρατηγὸς ἐ[πὶ Καρίας ὑπὸ βασιλέως Πτολεμαίου?], cf. SEG 32 1112. The in-
scription had been published by Cousin & Diehl 1890: 90-93, no. 1, as coming from 
Halicarnassus because they had seen it in Bodrum, without realizing that the stone 
could have another provenance. Like another inscription that they published with a 
provenance, in fact, from Theangela, C. Marek proposes the hypothesis that the same 
goes for this decree and notes that it goes well with the mention of the ethnic in l. 2 
(which would not have appeared if the person in question had been honoured in his 
own city). 

16 Blümel 1992 (SEG 92 1994). Van Bremen 2017: 229 and n. 23 designates him only as a 
Ptolemaic ‘official’ (officer). On Tlepolemos, his origins, career and family, see Ha-
bicht 1985: 87-88 and PP 9 5228. 

17 See Orrieux 1983: 53-54. 
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dealt with by Zenon. It concerns a renewal application for the con-
tribution exemption for the costs of housing soldiers. The father of 
the individual who originally had benefited from the exemption 
had been the husband of Zenon’s paternal aunt. The third is an ex-
planatory memorandum from Zenon himself. We know that Zenon 
was from Caunos. Kalynda was the neighbouring city immediately 
to the east of Caunos. With both the stratēgos and the oikonomos be-
ing mentioned in the same document and at the same level the 
document stems from the highest level of a provincial administra-
tion. But which province	was	this?	

 
Logically (or so it seems), H. Bengtson, followed by W. Huß, thought of 
Caria.18 Besides, both also pointed out that, according to Polybius, Asty-
medes in his address to the Roman senate had recalled the particular sit-
uation of Caunos and Stratonikeia among their possessions in Asia Mi-
nor.19 With regard to Caunos, Astymedes mentions: ἀλλὰ Καῦνον δήπου 
διακοσίων ταλάντων ἐξηγοράσαμεν παρὰ τῶν Πτολεμαίου στρατηγῶν, 
‘But Caunos, as you well know, we purchased from Ptolemy’s generals for 
the price of two hundred talents’. For Bengston, the plural is only a sty-
listic flourish, and it is the stratēgos of Caria that he really means here.20 
However, things may not be so simple. 

We must first mention the question of the date on which the Rhodians 
acquired Caunos. Directly or indirectly, three ancient sources relate to 
this event. It is first and foremost the explicit testimony of Polybius, 
which has just been mentioned. But two other sources evoke the fate of 
Caunos in this period. It is first Livy, who evokes the context in which the 
Rhodians were brought to prevent the offensive of Antiochos III against 
the Ptolemaic possessions in the south of Asia Minor. In the summer of 
197, the Seleucid offensive unfolded from east to west. This offensive 
aimed at seizing Cilicia, Lycia, and Caria (Liv 33.19.11). Worried about 

 
18 Bengtson 1937-1952: III, 174-77 (the same point of view in PP 6 15058); Huß 2011: 168 

n. 207. 
19 Polyb. 30.31.6 
20 As noted by Huß 2011: 168 n. 207, the hypothesis by Walbank in his commentary on 

Polybius (1979, III, 457), according to which ‘the generals’ would actually mean the 
stratēgos of Caria and the commander of the garrison of Caunos, is not convincing. 
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these operations, the Rhodians sent an embassy to Antiochos demanding 
that his fleet should not move beyond the Chelidonian islands on the 
southeastern tip of Lycia (ibid., 33.20.2). Even if the Roman victory of Cy-
noscephalae lifted the threat of a convergence between the forces of An-
tiochos III and those of Philip V and if Antiochos III assured the Rhodians 
of his will to maintain their traditionally good relations, this did not en-
sure the safeguarding of the last Ptolemaic possessions in the region. The 
Rhodians had to take things in their own hands (ibid., 33.20.12-13): ‘They 
did not, however, abandon the other object, the defence of the liberties 
of the states in alliance with Ptolemy which Antiochos was now threat-
ening. To some they gave active assistance, others they forewarned of 
the movements of the enemy; it was thus that Caunos, Myndos, Halicar-
nassos and Samos owed their liberty to Rhodes’.21 

Some scholars have seen here a contradiction between Livy and Po-
lybius.22 But there is no contradiction at all. In 197 the Rhodians safe-
guarded the ‘freedom’ of ‘the cities allied to Ptolemy’, that is, of the cities 
that were nominally autonomous but under his control, including the 
presence of a garrison, by sending armed forces to protect those cities 
against the Seleucid forces, if needed. This means that the operation was 
carried out in cooperation with the Ptolemaic authorities on the spot. 
Then, as testified by Polybius, a second phase could come, which in the 
case of Caunos meant that the local Ptolemaic stratēgoi sold the city to 
Rhodes. 

The only incongruous testimony is that of Appian (Mithr. 23.89), who 
indicates: Καύνιοι Ῥοδίοις ὑποτελεῖς ἐπὶ τῶ Ἀντιόχου πολέμῳ 
γενόμενοι, καὶ ὑπὸ Ῥωμαίων ἀφεθέντες οὐ πρὸ πολλοῦ ... ‘The Caunians, 
who had become subject to Rhodes after the war against Antiochus and 
had been recently liberated by the Romans ...’ This testimony is framed 
in a rhetorical construction that tends to emphasize the ingratitude and 
the cruelty of the Caunians, who massacred the Romans and the Italians 
in 88 BCE. It obviously contains a double error, on the date on which the 

 
21 Illam alteram curam non omiserunt tuendae libertatis civitatum sociarum Ptolomaei, quibus 

bellum ab Antiocho imminebat. Nam alias auxiliis iuverunt, alias providendo ac praemonendo 
conatus hostis causaque libertatis fuerunt Cauniis, Myndiis, Halicarnassensibus Samiisque. 
Tr. Canon Roberts, Everyman’s Library (London 1912). 

22 The debate is summarized by Dmitriev 2010: 160-61 with n. 20. 
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Rhodians had acquired Caunos, and on the one at which they had lost it 
(since the city was lost by Rhodes as early as 167 BCE). H.-U. Wiemer has 
observed that Appian was not to be trusted. 23  Yet, after an historio-
graphic review that summarizes the positions of scholars who have com-
mented on this question (with the debate on the supposed contradiction 
between Livy, who presented the Rhodians as having safeguarded the 
‘freedom’ of the Caunians, and Polybius, who signaled that they had been 
sold to the Rhodians), S. Dmitriev concludes that ‘these texts do not con-
firm the evidence offered by Polybius that the Rhodians had actually 
gained Caunus by a purchase. Unlike what we read in Polybius (which 
surely reflected the Rhodian point of view), neither Livy nor Appian 
shows how, exactly, Rhodes acquired Caunus’.24 In fact, as we saw, there 
is no contradiction between Livy, Polybius and the epigraphic sources. 
Only Appian is divergent, for reasons that can easily be explained: chron-
ological distance from the facts and rhetorical construction. Rejecting 
Polybius’ testimony on the pretext that it would only reflect ‘a Rhodian 
point of view’ is untenable. Polybius was in Rome at the time Astymedes 
had delivered his address before the senate. How could we imagine that 
Astymedes or a later Rhodian source could have misled Polybius on this 
question?25 

Now, as the epigraphic record shows, in 190, the territory of Daidala, 
on the western borders of Lycia, was already Rhodian, since already on 
this date – that is even before the end of the war against Antiochos – 
there existed a hagemōn epi Lykias who was active there.26 It is thus be-
tween 197 and 192 (date of the beginning of the Antiochic War) at the 
latest that the Rhodians acquired Caunos and Daidala. Therefore, the two 
testimonies of Polybius and Livy are not contradictory. On the contrary 
they perfectly complement each other. It may be legitimate to think that 
it was already in 197 or 196 (before the conclusion of the peace between 

 
23 Wiemer 2002: 237 n. 14. 
24 Dmitriev 2010: 161. 
25 For an analysis of the speeches of Astymedes, that from the winter 168/7 and that 

from 164, see Thornton 2013: 225-26 and 228, who notes that, according to Polybius 
30.4.11, Astymedes was so proud of his first speech that he made sure it was pub-
lished. 

26 See below on this question. 
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Antiochos III and Ptolemy V in 195) that the sale was concluded, but 
there is no proof of this for the moment. In any case, the alleged mention 
of the Caunians in the peace treaty between Miletos and Magnesia by the 
Meander, traditionally dated to 196 BCE but which more recently has 
been dated to the 180s, cannot be used to assert that Caunos was still in-
dependent at that time. The restoration of the name of Caunos in this 
document cannot be adopted.27 Moreover the treaty must certainly be 
dated to the 180s rather than the 190s.28 

 
27 Milet I.3 148 (Syll.3 588, with I.Kaunos T149). Not only is the restoration ([Καυ|ν]ίων, ll. 

12-13) not certain, it is also wholly unlikely. In the list of the ambassadors who came 
to reconcile Miletos and Magnesia, after Athens and Cnidos, one has for Asia Minor: 
Myndos, Samos, Halicarnassos, the city with the uncertain name, then Iasos 
(Crowther 1995a: 98, and 1995b: 232-34; on the basis of a prosopographic identifica-
tion; for the patronymic Νύσιος of this delegate of Iasos, see now also LGPN VB, with 
eight attestations of the name at Iasos against only two at Mylasa), Teos and Cyzicos. 
Caunos, isolated at the eastern end of Caria, would break the geographic sequence of 
the cities of western Asia Minor. The names of several other cities have been pro-
posed and M. Errington (1989, 283) has suggested among others those of Chios, Ery-
thrai and Smyrna, and Wiemer (2002: 237, n. 12), that of Bargylia (but see Wörrle 
2004: 53, n. 53: this solution is impossible). As for the only sequence of name plus 
patronymic in the list of the two delegates from this city that has been preserved, 
Dionysikles the son of Olympichos (l. 13, Διονυσικλείους τοῦ Ὀλυμπίχο[υ]), one 
should observe that Διονυσικλῆς is characteristic of western Caria and Ionia (see 
LGPN VA and B, with Bresson et al. 2021, 155) and that Ὀλύμπιχος is found in a series 
of cities, including cities of Asia Minor (LGPN), but that neither of them can be found 
in the inscriptions of Caunos (see index I.Kaunos). Besides, one should also observe 
that the names Διονυσικλῆς and Ὀλύμπιχος are both found in Ephesos, Kolophon 
and Smyrna only. One should conclude that the city of which the name is mutilated 
in the inscription has a good chance of being one of these three cities, or possibly of 
one of the cities where Διονυσικλῆς and Ὀλύμπιχος appear separately. But once 
again this excludes Caunos. 

28 It is not possible to reopen here the dossier of the chronology of the peace treaty 
between Miletos and Magnesia by the Meander and of that of the arbitration be-
tween Samos and Priene (on which see now Magnetto 2008 and I.Priene2 132). See 
however the argument developed by Errington 1989, Bresson 2003: 186-87, and Ha-
bicht 2005 in favour of the low dates, and contra Wörrle 2004 and Magnetto 2008 and 
2009 in favour of the high chronology (following Magnetto, Badoud 2015: 177, dates 
to 195 the Rhodian eponym Pratophanes, I.Priene2 132, l. 33–34, under whom the 
treaty was recorded).  
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If the exact date of the purchase of Caunos by the Rhodians eludes us, 
the context in which the sale of Caunos took place is clear. Ptolemy V was 
only six years old when his father died in 204. In the following years, the 
power passed into the hands of a clique of courtiers.29 Between 206 and 
185, an Egyptian national revolt started in Upper Egypt. Led by two in-
digenous pharaohs, Haronnophris and Chaonnophris, it threatened to 
destroy the Ptolemaic state. In 197, fights took place in Lycopolis, a city 
of the Delta, close to Alexandria.30 In 196, as testified by the Memphis De-
cree, Ptolemy V had to make considerable concessions to the Egyptian 
clergy.31 Nevertheless, the unrest continued until the final defeat of the 
rebels in 185 and even so agitation continued until 182.32 Antiochos III 
took advantage of this situation to launch an offensive against the Ptol-
emaic kingdom during the Fifth Syrian War and its follow up. This period 
saw, after the catastrophic defeat of Panion in 200, the loss of all southern 
Syria and that of almost all the Ptolemaic positions in Western and 
Southern Asia Minor.33 The peace treaty of 195 between the two king-
doms marked the Seleucid victory, since it confirmed the loss of the ter-
ritories of Syria and Asia Minor to Antiochos III.34 

In 197 and in the following years, the Ptolemaic kingdom was on the 
verge of collapse. One can easily understand how the Ptolemaic stratēgoi 
in southern Asia Minor judged the situation hopeless. As they certainly 
received no more funding or troops and as they were unable to defend 
the territories entrusted to them, they preferred to sell some of them to 
Rhodes, which de facto had already become their real protector. This was 
at least a way to make a profit, while with a Seleucid take-over these ter-
ritories would simply have been ‘written off from the books’. 

To come back to the Rhodians, it can be observed that, when they took 
control of the regions of southern Asia Minor, they not only had a mag-
istrate in command in Caria and in Lycia, but also one in charge of 
Caunos. Between 188 and 167, each of the three regions was placed under 

 
29 Huß 2001: 474–86. 
30 Veïsse 2004: 3-26. 
31 OGIS 90 = SB V 8299. 
32 Huß 2001: 510-13; Veïsse 2004: 9-10. 
33 Huß 2001: 487-501. 
34 Huß 2001: 500-1 
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the command of individual hagemones, one for Caunos, one for Caria, and 
one for Lycia.35 However, we know that it was after the acquisition of the 
territory of Daidala between 197 and 192 (as we saw maybe as early as in 
197-196), that they had a ἁγεμὼν ἐπὶ Λυκίας, anticipating the situation 
that we observe after Apameia. The dedications NS 22 and I.Lindos 160, 
ll.7-8, mention the same ἁγεμὼν ἐπὶ Λυκίας, Hagesandros, the son of Eu-
damos. Our new restoration of I.Lindos 160, ll. 3-4, ἔν τε τᾶι | [περὶ τὰ 
Δαίδαλ]α παρατάξει, ‘in the battle near Daidala’, proved that as hagemōn 
epi Lykias Hagesandros had been directly involved in the events told by 
Livy (37.22.3) of the operations of the Rhodian fleet under Pamphilidas: 
oppugnantibus regiis Dedala et quaedam alia Peraeae castella obsidione ex-
emerunt, ‘they relieved the blockade of Daidala and several other for-
tresses of the Peraea which were besieged by the king’s troops’.36 Thus, 
it is clear that there existed a Rhodian hagemōn epi Lykias at Daidala, in 
Lycia, already before the Antiochic War. 

It is, therefore, logical to think that it was also in or after 197 (in any 
case before the outbreak of the Antiochic War in 192) – and having al-
ready acquired Caunos – that the Rhodians established the distinction 
between the three hagemones, one being in charge of Lycia (the territory 
of Daidala), the other of Caunos, and the third of Caria (at that time this 
must have corresponded to the territory of Stratonikeia). But this tripar-
tite division raises a question. One must ask whether this command 
structure could not have dated back to the period of the Ptolemies, who 
might also have made use of provincial commands (at that time en-
trusted to stratēgoi), consisting of, from west to east, Caria, Caunos along 
with its expanded territory (with Kalynda), and Lycia.37 

 
35 See IG XII.1 49 (Syll.3 619), ll. 59-64: 59: ἁγεμὼν ἐπὶ Καύνου, 61: ἁγεμὼν ἐπὶ Καρίας, 63: 

ἁγεμὼν ἐπὶ Λυκίας (on the chronology of the inscription, see Kontorini 1989: 39-40, 
who dates the text c. 185). For more details, cf. Bresson 1999: 125 n. 97. 

36 On these questions, see detailed demonstration and parallels in Bresson 1999: 109-
110, with notes pp. 124-26 and SEG 49 1068 and 1072. Our new restoration and discus-
sion have been skipped by Wiemer 2002: 264 n. 14, and Magnetto 2008: 161 n. 10, 
which makes their presentations of the dossier pointless. On the allies of Rhodes, see 
Gabrielsen 2000: 174-79. Text of Livy: Loeb translation. 

37 On the complex relations between Caunos and Kalynda during the Hellenistic period, 
cf. Bresson 1998: 80-81. 
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First of all, it should be noted that, for the moment, our epigraphic 
documentation for Ptolemaic control of Caunos during the third century 
does not provide information concerning the organization of the re-
gion’s administration. It consists of an altar in honor of Arsinoe Philadel-
phos and a dedication to Sarapis and the brotherly gods.38 Without Ze-
non’s dossier of correspondence, we would know nothing of the exist-
ence of the stratēgos Motes and, beyond that, of the close relations among 
Caunos, Kalynda and Ptolemaic Egypt under Ptolemy II.39 As for the ex-
istence of the Ptolemaic stratēgoi for Lycia and Pamphylia, ‘the absence 
of evidence is not evidence of absence’. We should be careful about firmly 
asserting that these regions were not each led by a Ptolemaic stratēgos 
during the period under consideration, even in the case of Lycia, where 
the documentation for Ptolemaic power is certainly abundant and de-
tailed, but where the randomness of available sources could conceal the 
hierarchy’s top echelon. 

As for Caunos, the city had always occupied a special place in the Car-
ian universe, if Herodotus is to be believed.40 Its remote and isolated ge-
ographic position from the rest of the Carian world makes it easy to un-
derstand this fact. But the city was undoubtedly and fully Carian, as tes-
tified beyond Herodotus by a series of inscriptions in the Carian language 

 
38 I.Kaunos 54, under Ptolemy Philadelphos, as shown in the text, and 67, rather under 

Ptolemy IV, respectively. C. Marek notes that the cult of the brotherly gods dates to 
after 272 (for this cult, see most recently Grabowski 2014, who, before examining the 
case of the Aegean islands, presents the general lines of its development). The writ-
ing of the inscription with broken-bar alpha and line-shaped apices, is later than that 
of I.Kaunos 54. In addition, the initial dedication to Sarapis and Isis evokes the series 
of similar documents which are frequently encountered starting with Ptolemy IV, 
see SEG 39 1234 with the new edition by Meadows 2013. For other aspects of the Ptol-
emaic presence in Caunos, see the still unpublished dissertation of P. Kossmann. 

39 On these relations, see I.Kaunos, testimonia: 53-62, nos. 120-38. 
40 Herodotus insisted on the specific ethnicity of the Caunians. It is worth noticing that 

he begins with telling us that c. 544 Harpagos, the Median general in command of 
Persian forces, ‘launched an expedition against the Carians, Caunians and Lycians’ 
(1.171.1); see more broadly 1.171-72 (origins of the dialect and customs of the Cau-
nians in relation to the other Carians) and 176.3 (imitation of Lycian habits); 5.103.2 
(the Caunians finally joined the Ionians and the other Carians in their revolt against 
the Great King after the siege of Sardis).  
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and by coin series with Carian legends of the Classical period.41 It had 
been part of the Carian koinon as far as can be reconstructed from the 
inscriptions of Sekköy during the time of the Hecatomnids.42 However, 
Caria of the third century had a complicated political geography and the 
situation was no longer the one that prevailed a century earlier. The vi-
cissitudes of Caunos in the early Hellenistic period illustrate particularly 
well the complex situation in which the cities of Caria were placed.43 
Starting in the 260s the interior of the land was in the hands of the Se-
leucids. Further south, the Rhodians incorporated the Carian Chersonese 
into their civic territory following the siege of 305-304.44 At the turn of 
the third and second century they were in control of the territories form-
ing the ‘Subject Peraea’, from Pladasa to Pisye, and they allied with and 
subjugated the small cities of the Ceramic Gulf, Idyma, Callipolis and 
Kyllandos.45 But when did they put their hands on the territories of this 
Subject Peraea? 

The Rhodians actively participated in the Second Syrian War (260-
253) and sided with Antiochos II against Ptolemy II. A dedication from 
the people of Rhodes to Athena Lindia known from the Temple Chronicle 
of Lindos formally attests to it.46 This testimony reinforces those of Pol-
yaenus and Frontinus on the decisive role of the Rhodian fleet operating 

 
41 Inscriptions in Carian language: Adiego 2007: 151-58, 294-302, and 453-57; coinage: 

Konuk in Adiego 2007: 471-92. 
42 Blümel 1990: 29-30, nos. 11 (SEG 40 991; HTC, no. 90), ll. 18-19, and 12 (SEG 40 992; HTC, 

no. 91), ll. 5-7, cf. testimonia in I.Kaunos, pp. 49-50, no. 113. See the commentary by 
Debord 2003: 118-25, and map p. 123. On these texts, see also now van Bremen 2013 
(SEG 63 911). 

43 See Meadows 2006: 462-63. 
44 Badoud 2011. 
45 See Fraser and Bean 1954: 70-78, and HTC, map on pp. 86-87, as well as, for the period 

of the war against Philip V, the dossier of the Rhodian stratēgos Nikagoras IG XII.1 
1036 (SGDI 4234); I.Lindos 151; IPér.Rhod. 6 = IRhod.Per. 81: the stratēgos had recon-
quered the territories of Pisye, Idyma, Kyllandos and defended the Chersonese. Be-
fore the Second Macedonian War, these regions were thus already under the control 
of Rhodes (see Bresson 2003: 182-83). 

46 I.Lindos 2, § XXXVII, ll. 98-99, which mentions the dedication of a shield according to 
an oracular prediction that, after the dedication, ἐσεῖται λύσις τοῦ τόκα ἐνε|στακότος 
ποτὶ Πτολεμαῖον τὸν Φιλάδελφον πολέμο[υ], ‘the war that was then taking place 
against Ptolemy Philadelphos would come to an end’. 
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alongside Seleucid forces and led by the naval commander Agathostratos 
in the victory against Ptolemaic forces at Ephesos probably around 258 
BCE.47 So far, the reasons for the Rhodian participation against Ptolemy 
II have not been clarified. It has been suggested that the Rhodians wished 
to maintain a balance between the great powers or that Ptolemy II 
wanted to force the Rhodians to join the League of Islanders under their 
control, but H.-U. Wiemer has demonstrated the weakness of these as-
sumptions.48  Thus the reasons for the Rhodian intervention have re-
mained enigmatic. The hostility against the Ptolemies seems all the more 
surprising if one recalls the reciprocal interests of the Rhodians and Ptol-
emies in commercial matters and the decisive support given by Ptolemy 
I to the Rhodians during the siege of Demetrius of 305/4.49 The Rhodians 
must have had reasons much more concrete than simply seeking a ‘bal-
ance between great powers’ in order to involve themselves in this con-
flict. 

We must begin thinking about the problem through a parallel in re-
verse chronological order. After the Peace of Apameia, between 188 and 
167, when the Rhodians obtained control over Caria and Lycia, a conflict 
developed between them and Eumenes II, although the Attalid kingdom 
had been their ally during the Second Macedonian War and the Antiochic 
War. Border incidents took place along the frontier between the Rhodian 
Peraea and Attalid territories.50 Similarly, it is legitimate to assume that 
it was because they conflicted with the Ptolemies over their possessions 
 
47 Polyaen. Str. 5.18; Frontin. Str. 3.9.10. The literature related to the issues is presented 

and discussed by Wiemer 2002: 97-101: there is no reason to disassociate the three 
sources; the Temple Chronicle is related to the Second Syrian War, in which the Rho-
dians participated alongside the Seleucids, and both Polyaenus and Frontinus deal 
with one and the same episode, the battle of Ephesos. On the career of Agathostratos 
as trierarch and then Rhodian navarch, see Badoud 2014 (with Badoud & Herbin 2014 
for the monument of Agathostratos at Delos). 

48 Wiemer 2002: 101-2, against the views respectively of Berthold 1984: 91 and Ros-
tovtzeff 1932: 748-50 (= Scripta varia, 247-48). 

49 Diod. 20.84.1, 88.9, 94.3, 96.1-2, 98.1, 99.2, 100.1-4. 
50 Pol. 27.7.6: μικροῖς δ᾿ ἀνώτερον χρόνοις ἐκ τῶν Λυκιακῶν ἀναξαινομένης τῆς 

διαφορᾶς ἔκ τινων ἐρυμάτων καὶ χώρας, ἣν συνέβαινε κεῖσθαι μὲν ἐπὶ τῆς ἐσχατιᾶς 
τῆς τῶν Ῥοδίων Περαίας, κακοποιεῖσθαι δὲ συνεχῶς διὰ τῶν ὑπ᾿ Εὐμένει ταττο-
μένων. See Bresson 1999: 109, with literature (it was certainly the region of Daidala, 
in immediate contact with the Attalid enclave of Telmessos, that was concerned). 
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in Caria that the Rhodians came into conflict with them during the Sec-
ond Syrian War.51 

If (which cannot be excluded) the Rhodians had not conquered the 
region even earlier, following their victorious resistance to Demetrios 
Poliorcetes in 305–304, we are then faced with two options for the ques-
tion of the date of the Rhodian acquisition of the Subject Peraea: either 
the Rhodians took advantage of the void left in the aftermath of the as-
sassination of Seleucos I in autumn 281 and settled in the territories 
ranging from Pladasa to Pisye around 280-279, just as the Ptolemies were 
doing similarly elsewhere in Caria and in southern Asia Minor more gen-
erally; or they took advantage of the hostilities of the First or Second 
Syrian War to wrest from the Ptolemies territories under their control 
and invade what was to become their Subject Peraea. In any case, it is 
hard to imagine the Rhodians alone initiating a conflict and entering into 
war with the Ptolemies in order to snatch from them what they had con-
quered. Whatever the solution retained, the Ptolemaic territories in the 
Ceramic Gulf came to directly border Rhodian territory, which certainly 
ended up in the subsequent conflict with Ptolemy II.52 

The neōria of Akbük, the location of the port of Pladasa, are thus likely 
to have been built at a time when Rhodian domination of the region had 
already been established and, therefore, we should not hesitate to re-
store the name of the people of Rhodes in the dedication ‘to the people’ 
(the following being unfortunately badly damaged) of the inscription 
 
51 See HTC: 165-66, and the question of the division of Pladasa’s territory, some of which 

certainly went to Keramos. The latter city is very likely to have been under Ptolemaic 
control or influence like the rest of the northern coast of the Ceramic Gulf west of 
Pladasa. There is no direct testimony for the presence of Ptolemaic officials or of a 
Ptolemaic garrison at Keramos, but the inscription I.Keramos, 4, intended for the con-
struction of a Sarapeion, which no doubt dates to the third century BCE (see the pho-
tograph of the stone in Varınlıoğlu 1981: 51-62, no. 1, photo pl. VI.1) would conform 
well, in this period, with Ptolemaic control. Also a decree of Ouranion, the small city 
immediately to the west of Keramos, in favour of a Salaminian might also testify to 
a Ptolemaic presence in this city (Varınlıoğlu et al. 1992: 166-67, no. 2, with discus-
sion concerning the Salaminian pp. 173-74). 

52 On the Ptolemaic presence in the Ceramic Gulf, see, for Halicarnassus, Isager 2004 
and Pedersen 2004. On the penetration of Ptolemaic bronze coins in the region (Ptol-
emy I, Ptolemy II and, above all, Ptolemy III, but no coins from Ptolemy IV), see Ko-
nuk 2004. 
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Chersonese, as well as further north the territories of inland Caria lost to 
the Seleucids in the 270s or 260s, Ptolemaic Caunos was cut off from the 
Ptolemaic territories of western Caria (see map fig. 1). For the Ptolemies 
there was territorial continuity between Caunos and Lycia (by Daidala 
and Telmessos), but not between Caunos and western Caria. It is very 
likely that the Ptolemies tried to unite or re-unite the two parts of their 
Carian domains, hence the conflict with Rhodes. As they failed in their 
attempt, the territories of the Subject Peraea remained under Rhodian 
control and the separation between Caunos and western Caria became 
permanent. 

In the same vein, it should be noted that, at least in the current state 
of our sources, there is no indication that the Caunians were part of the 
Chrysaorian koinon, centred on Stratonikeia, in western Caria, but whose 
existence (and perhaps creation?), dated back to the time of the occupa-
tion of Caria by Ptolemy II.54 All the Carian cities which we are certain 
belonged to the Chrysaorian koinon are to be found in western or central 
Caria. These are Mylasa, Stratonikeia, Amyzon, Alabanda/Antiocheia, 
Alinda, Thera and Keramos. To this list V. Gabrielsen suggests possibly 
adding Tabai and Pisye, which does not modify the observation on the 
origins of the participating cities.55 In this regard, the difference from the 
Carian koinon of the fourth century, of which, as we have seen, Caunos 
was a member, is significant.56 That is why, even if (at least for the mo-
ment) our sources do not directly point to the existence of a Lycian 
stratēgos, the concept of a unified command over Caria and Lycia, as in 
the time of Mausolus (which would thus explain the absence of a Lycian 
stratēgos in our sources), is difficult to accept. Likewise, the territorial 
separation between Caunos and the rest of Ptolemaic Caria invites us to 

 
54 On the Chrysaorians, see Debord 2003: 125-43, with map on p. 142, and Gabrielsen 

2011. The question of the political orientation of the koinon, if indeed there was any, 
has not to be discussed here. 

55 Gabrielsen 2011: 337-38 and 341. There were several Tabai in western Asia Minor, but 
everything points to the existence of a Tabai in the Subject Peraea, close to Thera 
and Pisye; see detailed discussion in HTC, pp. 182-88. Besides, V. Gabrielsen considers 
that the koinon of the Chrysaorians had all the characteristics of a true federal state. 
See however P. Hamon, Bull. ép. 2012: 381. 

56 See above n. 44. 
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think that the Ptolemaic stratēgos of Caria could not have had Caunos un-
der his charge. This justifies the existence of a separate stratēgos for 
Caunos. 

Despite its specificities, Caunos was undoubtedly Carian, as well as (in 
this period) as its eastern neighbours Kalynda, Krya, and Lissa/Lissai.57 It 
was also itself a considerable city (together Stratonikeia and Caunos paid 
yearly 120 talents to the Rhodians), and it could not be assimilated to 
Lycia.58 If Polybius does not detail the case of Daidala, it is because the 
small importance of this position did not justify a separate treatment 
given that its fate was implicitly tied to that of the great city of Caunos 
slightly to the west. The purchase of ‘Caunos’, therefore, must be under-
stood as not simply the city itself but its surroundings, including on the 
one hand its dependencies Kalynda and the other minor cities of the west 
coast of the gulf of Telmessos, and on the other the small contiguous Ly-
cian territory of Daidala, which by the time marked the border with Car-
ian territories.59 The reference made by Polybius to the ‘stratēgoi of Ptol-
emy’ suggests that Polybius was implying the Ptolemaic stratēgos of Lycia, 
who by then held only Daidala and the surrounding territory (all that was 
left to the Ptolemies of their former Lycian possessions) and that of 
Caunos. 

Concluding  Remarks  

To conclude, from the fact that the Rhodians had three separate com-
mands for Caria, Caunos and Lycia, we may deduce that the three Ptole-
maic ‘provinces’ of Caria, Caunos and Lycia were also each placed under 
the orders of its own stratēgos. Motes was thus certainly the Ptolemaic 
stratēgos of Caunos, which constituted a separate regional command from 

 
57 For the Carian character of Krya in the late Classical period, see the Caunian-Carian 

inscription of Krya Adiego 2007: 158-59, no. 15 Krya (C.Kr.), with Schürr 2013. 
58 Polyb. 30.31.7. 
59 On the dependence of Lissa towards Caunos, see also I.Kaunos 183, l. 1, a late Hellen-

istic or early Imperial dedication from Lissai (see photo and detailed commentary in 
Tietz 2003) by a man who defines himself as [οἰκῶν ἐν] Λίσσαις τῆς Καυνίας. 



ALAIN BRESSON  

 

154 

the time of the Ptolemies, and not of Caria (as previously suggested) or 
Lycia.  

SPECIAL ABBREVIATIONS 

HTC = Debord, P. & E. Varınlıoğlu (eds.) 2001. Les hautes terres de Carie. 
Bordeaux. 

PP = Peremans, W. & E. Van’t Dack (et alii) 1950–2002. Prosopographia 
Ptolemaica. 10 vols. Leuven. 

NS = Maiuri, A. 1922. Nuova silloge epigrafico di Rodi e Cos. Florence. 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Adiego, I.J. 2007. The Carian Language. Leiden & Boston. 
Badoud, N. 2011. ‘L’intégration de la Pérée au territoire de Rhodes’ in N. 

Badoud (ed.) Philologos Dionysios. Mélanges offerts au professeur Denis 
Knoepfler. Geneva, 533-66. 

Badoud, N. 2014. ‘Rhodes et les Cyclades à l’époque hellénistique’ in Bon-
nin and Le Quéré 2014, 115-29. 

Badoud, N., & F. Herbin. 2014. ‘Le monument d’Agathostratos de Rhodes 
à Délos’ in Bonnin & Le Quéré 2014, 183-88. 

Badoud, N. 2015. Le temps de Rhodes. Munich. 
Bagnall,R.S. 1976. The Administration of the Ptolemaic Possessions outside 

Egypt. Leiden. 
Bengtson, H. 1937-1952. Die Strategie in der hellenistischen Zeit, 3 vols. Mu-

nich. 
Berthold, R.M. 1984. Rhodes in the Hellenistic Age. Ithaca and London. 
Blümel, W. 1990. ‘Zwei neue Inschriften aus Mylasa aus der Zeit des 

Maussollos’ EA 16, 29-42. 
Blümel, W. 1992. ‘Brief des ptolemäischen Ministers Tlepolemos an die 

Stadt Kildara in Karien’ EA 20, 127-33. 
Bonnin, G. & E. Le Quéré (eds.) 2014. Pouvoirs, îles et mer. Formes et modalités 

de l’hégémonie dans les Cyclades antiques (VIIe s. a.C.-IIIe s. p.C.). Bordeaux. 
Bresson, A. 1998. ‘Rhodes, Cnide et les Lyciens au début du IIe siècle av. 

J.-C.’ REA 100, 65-88. 



THE STRUCTURE OF PTOLEMAIC ADMINISTRATION  

 

155 

Bresson, A. 1999. ‘Rhodes and Lycia in Hellenistic Times’ in V. Gabrielsen, 
P. Bilde, T. Engberg-Pedersen, L. Hannestad & J. Zahle (eds.) Hellenistic 
Rhodes: Politics, Culture and Society. Aarhus, 9-131. 

Bresson, A. 2003. ‘Les intérêts rhodiens en Carie à l’époque hellénistique 
jusqu’en 167 a.C.’ in F. Prost (ed.) L’Orient méditerranéen de la mort 
d’Alexandre aux campagnes de Pompée. Cités et royaumes à l’époque hellé-
nistique (= Pallas 62). Rennes, 169-92. 

Bresson, A. forthcoming. ‘Xystis, Ptolemaic Caria, and the War against 
Antiochos I’. 

Bresson, A., R. Descat & E. Varınlıoğlu 2021. ‘Décret des Mogôreis pour le 
stratège ptolémaïque Moschiôn de Théra’ in P. Brun, L. Capdetrey & 
P. Fröhlich (eds.) L’Asie Mineure occidentale au IIIe siècle a.C. Bordeaux, 
141-71. 

Cousin, G. & C. Diehl 1890. ‘Inscriptions d’Halicarnasse’ BCH 14, 90-121. 
Crampa, J. 1969. Labraunda. Swedish Excavations and Researches. Vol. III. 

Part 1: The Greek Inscriptions. Lund. 
Crowther, C. 1995a. ‘Iasos in the Second Century BC III: Foreign Judges 

from Priene’ BICS 40, 91-138. 
Crowther, C. 1995b. ‘The Chronology of the Iasian Theatre Lists: Again’ 

Chiron 25, 225-34. 
Debord, P. 2003. ‘Cité grecque – village carien. Des usages du mot “koi-

non”’ Studi Ellenistici 15, 115-80. 
Dmitriev, S. 2010. ‘The Rhodian Loss of Caunus and Stratoniceia in the 

160s’ HSCP 105, 157-76. 
Domingo Gygax, M. 2000. ‘Ptolemaios, Bruder des Königs Ptolemaios III. 

Euergetes, und Mylasa: Bemerkungen zu I. Labraunda Nr. 3’ Chiron 30, 
353-66. 

Errington, R.M. 1989. ‘The Peace Treaty between Miletus and Magnesia 
(I. Milet 148)’ Chiron 19, 279-88. 

Fraser, P. & G. Bean. 1954. The Rhodian Peraea and Islands. Oxford. 
Gabrielsen, V. 2000. ‘The Rhodian Peraia in the Third and Second 

Centuries B.C.’ C&M 51, 129-83. 
Gabrielsen, V. 2011. ‘The Chrysaoreis of Caria’ in L. Karlsson & S. Carlsson 

(eds.) Labraunda and Caria. Uppsala, 331-53. 
Grabowski, T. 2014. ‘The Cult of the Ptolemies in the Aegean in the 3rd 

Century BC’ Electrum 21, 21-41. 



ALAIN BRESSON  

 

156 

Habicht, C. 1972. Review of Crampa 1969, Gnomon 44, 162-70. 
Habicht, C. 1985. Pausanias’ Guide to Ancient Greece. Berkeley. 
Habicht, C. 2005. ‘Datum und Umstände der rhodischen Schlichtung 

zwischen Samos und Priene’ Chiron 35, 137-46. 
Hallof, K. & C. Mileta 1997. ‘Samos und Ptolemaios III. Ein neues Fragment 

zu dem samischen Volksbeschluß AM 72, 1957, 226 Nr. 59’ Chiron 27, 
255-85. 

Huß, W. 2001. Ägypten in hellenistischer Zeit 332-30 v. Chr. Munich. 
Huß, W. 2011. Die Verwaltung des ptolemaiischen Reichs. Munich. 
Isager, S. 2004. ‘Halikarnassos and the Ptolemies I: Inscriptions on Public 

Buildings’ in Isager & Pedersen 2004, 133-44. 
Isager, S. & P. Pedersen (eds.) 2004. The Salmakis Inscription and Hellenistic 

Halikarnassos. Odense. 
Kontorini, V. 1989. Ανέκδοτες επιγραφές Ρόδου. II. Athens. 
Konuk, K. 2004. The Ptolemaic Coins in the Bodrum Underwater Archae-

ology Museum’ in Isager & Pedersen 2004, 167-75. 
Magnetto, A. 2008. L’arbitrato di Rodi fra Samo e Priene. Pisa. 
Magnetto, A. 2009. ‘La querelle territoriale entre Samos et Priène: propo-

sitions pour un débat’ Topoi 16, 7-17. 
Marek, C. 1982. ‘Ein ptolemäischer Strategos in Karien’ Chiron 12, 119-23. 
Meadows, A.R. 2006. ‘The Ptolemaic Annexation of Lycia: SEG 27.929’ in 

K. Dörtlük (ed.) The Third International Symposium on Lycia 07-10 Novem-
ber 2005 Antalya. Antalya, vol. II, 459-70. 

Meadows, A.R. 2012. ‘Deditio in Fidem: The Ptolemaic Conquest of Asia 
Minor’ in C. Smith & L.M. Yarrow (eds.) Imperialism, Cultural Politics, and 
Polybius (Papers in Memory of Peter Derow). Oxford, 113-33. 

Meadows, A.R. 2013. ‘Two “Double” Dedications at Ephesus and the Be-
ginning of Ptolemaic Control of Ionia’ Gephyra 10, 1-12. 

Meadows, A.R. & P. Thonemann 2013. ‘The Ptolemaic Administration of 
Pamphylia’ ZPE 186, 223-26. 

Orrieux, C. 1983. Les papyrus de Zénon. L’horizon d’un Grec en Égypte au IIIe 
siècle avant J.-C. Paris. 

Pedersen, P. 2004. ‘Halikarnassos and the Ptolemies II: The Architecture 
of Hellenistic Halikarnassos’ in Isager & Pedersen 2004, 145-64. 

Robert, J. & L. Robert 1983. Fouilles d’Amyzon en Carie. Paris. 



THE STRUCTURE OF PTOLEMAIC ADMINISTRATION  

 

157 

Robert, L. 1966. Documents de l’Asie mineure méridionale: inscriptions, mon-
naies et géographie. Geneva. 

Rostovtzeff, M.I. 1932. ‘Foreign Commerce of Ptolemaic Egypt’ The Journal 
of Economic and Business History 4, 728-69 (= Scripta varia, ed. by A. Mar-
cone. Bari 1995, 231-63). 

Rousset, D. 2024. ‘La communauté des Mogôreis, la forteresse des Xystioi 
et Moschiôn, stratège ptolémaïque en Carie vers 275 av. J.-C.’ JS, 17-46.  

Schürr, D. 2013. ‘Kaunisch-Karisches in Krya: Revision der Grabinschrift 
und Vergleiche’ in O. Henry (ed.) 4th Century Caria. Defining a Carian 
identity under the Hekatomnids. Istanbul, 21-31. 

Thornton, J. 2013. ‘Polybius in Context: The Political Dimension of the 
Histories’ in B. Gibson & T. Harrison (eds.) Polybius and his World: Essays 
in Memory of F.W. Walbank. Oxford, 213-29. 

Tietz, W. 2003. ‘Lissai und Kaunos – eine neue Grabinschrift aus dem 
lykisch-karischen Grenzgebiet’ EA 36, 121-26. 

Van Bremen, R. 2013. ‘A Property Transaction between Kindye and Myl-
asa. I.Mylasa 11 Reconsidered’ EA 46, 1-26. 

Van Bremen, R. 2017. ‘Labraunda and the Ptolemies: a Reinterpretation 
of Three Documents from the Sanctuary of Zeus (I.Labraunda 51, 45 
and 44)’ Studi Ellenistici 31, 223-59. 

Varınlıoğlu, E., A. Bresson, P. Brun, P. Debord & R. Descat. 1992. ‘Ouranion 
en Carie’ REA 94, 155-74. 

Varınlıoğlu, E. 1981. ‘Two Inscriptions from Ceramus’ ZPE 44, 51-66. 
Veïsse, A.-E. 2004. Les ‘révoltes égyptiennes’: recherches sur les troubles inté-

rieurs en Égypte du règne de Ptolémée III à la conquête romaine. Leuven. 
Walbank, F.W. 1957-1979. A Historical Commentary on Polybius. 3 vols. Ox-

ford. 
Wiemer, H.-U. 2002. Krieg, Handel und Piraterie: Untersuchungen zur Ge-

schichte des hellenistischen Rhodos. Berlin. 
Wörrle, M. 2004. ‘Der Friede zwischen Milet und Magnesia. Methodische 

Probleme einer Communis opinio’ Chiron 34, 45-57. 





 

Zosia Archibald and John Davies: ‘Onwards and upwards from HellEc I-III: A reply to our 
critics’ C&M Supplementum 2 (2024) 159-187. 

ONWARDS AND UPWARDS FROM HELLEC  

I-III: A REPLY TO OUR CRITICS  

By Zosia Archibald and John Davies 
 

Summary: This article reflects on the three volumes on Hellenistic Economies that the two 
authors published over more than decade together with Vincent Gabrielsen: How were 
they received and how do we respond and move forward? 
 
As friends and collaborators, it is our pleasure to have been able to con-
gratulate Vincent on reaching this satisfying milestone. It permits him 
to look back on achievement with much satisfaction, but also forwards 
to a period when the tiresome aspects of academic life leave the room 
and one is left with family, friends, books, ideas, travel, papers, and pro-
jects. We wish Vincent well with all, while also thanking and admiring 
him for all that he has so far done to add distinction to his adopted coun-
try, to his university, and to our subject. Such a salutation is especially 
appropriate for us as his colleagues in the enterprise of re-excavating the 
gigantic tell that conceals the endless complexities, fascinations, and 
problems of the economic and social life of the Eastern Mediterranean 
after Alexander. In that enterprise he has taken a full, indeed a leading 
part, by contributing, shaping, planning, and encouraging: our three vol-
umes on Hellenistic Economies would have been immeasurably poorer 
without him. Not, of course, that the project is at an end: but it has 
paused, and this is a good opportunity to reflect on what we have done, 
have not done, might do, and should do.1 

Introduct ion 

At such a moment it will be prudent to hear our critics, in the form of the 
reviewers of our various volumes, for they represent our readership. We 

 
1 We are most grateful to Andrew Erskine (Edinburgh) and David Lewis (Nottingham) 

for permitting the citation of a forthcoming paper.  
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begin, therefore, by summarising their reactions very briefly, and in-
clude in our summary not just the reviews of our three volumes but also 
those of a fourth, Raymond Descat’s Saint-Bertrand volume Approches de 
l’économie hellénistique, since its format and subject-matter were identical 
to our own. HellEc I attracted eight reviews,2 HellEc II three,3 Approches 
four4 and HellEc III also four.5 These are not spectacular figures, but they 
are regrettably characteristic of a climate of reception, even in the pro-
fessional journals, that evidently prefers thematic monographs, even on 
unfamiliar topics, to conference publications. It is therefore proper to 
start this report by thanking all our reviewers, and their review editors, 
for having made our volumes known to the professional public and for 
having offered their thoughtful and knowledgeable assessments.  

Four main themes stand out in these 19 reviews.6 A first theme, that 
of the modern historiography of the post-Alexander world, has shown 
both the series and its reception as reflecting a shift of horizon. Whereas 
a contrast between the approaches of Rostovtzeff and Finley featured 
prominently both in HellEc I and in its reviews, it largely dropped out of 
view thereafter, allowing Christophe Pébarthe to report the ‘dépasse-
ment du modèle de l’Économie antique de M. Finley’: specificities have re-
placed models, and indeed, for one internal commentator, ‘c’est l’hon-
neur des historiens [of Appproches] de ne pas croire aux modèles ou, 
plutôt, de n’en rien retenir qui ne soit confirmé par les faits’.7  

Instead, and secondly, the pros and cons of the first stage of our al-
ternative, the evidence-based bottom-up approach, were widely de-
bated. Critical remarks were not lacking, such as Samuel Burstein’s warn-
ing that ‘the accumulation of uncoordinated detailed studies tends to 
hinder rather than promote synthesis’8  or the various comments9  on 

 
2 Osborne 2001; Migeotte 2002; Shipton 2002; Bugno 2003; Horster 2003; Straus 2003; 

Shipley 2004; Vacante 2007. 
3 Morley 2006; Van der Zande 2007; Ruffing 2008. 
4 Pébarthe 2007; Marcellesi 2008; Rapsaet 2008; Étienne 2009.  
5 Reinard 2012; Burstein 2013; Schefold 2013; Monson 2014. 
6 We do not cite by name reviews that do little more than report and summarise each 

paper, but thank their authors equally nonetheless. 
7 Sartre 2006: 438, with Pébarthe’s approval (2007: 1438).  
8 Burnstein 2013: 383-84. 
9 E.g. by Shipton 2002, Shipley 2004: 157 (on field survey), and Étienne 2009. 
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gaps in coverage. However, the balance of judgement is best reflected by 
Neville Morley’s assessment of HellEc II that the bottom-up approach 
leaves the volume without ‘a fully coherent structure’ and renders ‘many 
of these papers ... somewhat under-theorized’, but that ‘the evidence 
thereby remains more accessible for use by other historians’ by ‘re-
flect[ing] current tendencies in the study of ancient economies’ and does 
‘emphasise the range of different forms of economic behaviour and dif-
ferent responses to conditions of scarcity and uncertainty’, thereby chal-
lenging the utility of the concept ‘the ancient economy’ at any but the 
most general level.10 In a similar vein, there was general but regretful 
agreement that ‘this volume [HellEc I] does not offer a harmonious re-
search agenda’11 , though he and others also noted certain recurrent 
themes and preoccupations such as regions, networks, detailed case-
studies, and a focus on ‘the materiality of objects’.12 

Thirdly, though Morley explicitly, and others implicitly, recognised 
the force of the case for studying ‘a period and region which were each 
large enough to generate a plurality of “economies” but were not so un-
wieldy as to reduce the analysis of behaviour to an unhelpful level of 
generalisation’13, others asked ‘dans quelle mesure il est pertinent de dis-
tinguer l’époque hellénistique dans l’histoire économique du monde 
grec’.14 Lastly, belatedly but inevitably and fundamentally, the perpetu-
ally fraught 15  relationship between economics and economic history 
came to the surface in two reviews of HellEc III. Bertram Schefold’s de-
tailed assessment, though sympathetic and largely appreciative, had 
doubts about the ‘liberal and eclectic use of economic concepts’ and 
clearly thought that only ‘a new synthesis’ might dissipate a certain 
sense of dissatisfaction.16 That sense was clearly felt keenly by Andrew 
Monson, who approved of some chapters but saw others as rechauffés of 
published material or as ’theories that are not worked out systematically 
 
10 Morley 2006: 654-55. 
11 Shipley 2004: 157. 
12 van der Zande 2007: 299. 
13 Archibald 2005: v, ap. Morley 2006: 655. 
14 Marcellesi 2008: 137; likewise, ‘le concept même d’économie hellénistique ne va pas 

de soi’ (Rapsaet 2008: 265). 
15 Backhouse 2002: 313. 
16 Schefold 2013: 150-58. 
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with ancient evidence’ and have no pretence to empirical testability. 
However, his chief target is the editors’ contributions, which ‘failed to 
generate a coherent analytical or comparative framework’, ‘turn[s] a 
blind eye to the insights of neo-institutional organisation theory’, and 
‘make[s] no pretence to empirical testability’, with more in the same 
vein.17 

Hardly surprisingly, we are collectively being serenaded by a complex 
cacophony of nineteen mixed voices. They provide abundant evidence 
that we had embarked on a journey through an endless, complex, and 
under-explored landscape, and moreover were doing so in a scholarly 
milieu that was changing rapidly and contained very diverse popula-
tions. Nevertheless, discordant though the voices may be, they combine 
to convey the unmistakable message that the scope and conceptual-
methodological basis of the enterprise need now to be redefined and per-
haps reconfigured. We single out four salient elements of such a re-
sponse, while emphasising that this paper can offer no more than a pre-
liminary sketch. 
 
I. We first consider the critiques of our bottom-up evidence-based ap-
proach and of the consequential absence of the volume ‘which this might 
have been’, in Osborne’s plangent words.18 Here, a forceful and uncom-
promising rejoinder is wholly in order. If our four volumes – and indeed 
some reviewers’ comments – have revealed anything, it is the extent and 
the range of the source-material which should be, but has not yet been, 
brought under review. That is because, as we fully acknowledge, there 
has been an over-heavy concentration on areas and themes that are well 
documented in the literary and epigraphical texts: that bias has left huge 
gaps. Even if we confine ourselves to the ‘Hellenistic World’ as defined 
by conventional post-Droysen historiography, and even simply in terms 
of texts, we have barely scratched the surface: New Comedy, the multi-
lingual documentation of Ptolemaic Egypt, and the Old Testament and 
Apocrypha come at once to mind, not to mention the products of the fi-
nal centuries of Babylonian cuneiform 19  or the epigraphic diamonds 

 
17 Monson 2014: 89-90. 
18 Osborne 2001: 2. 
19 E.g the papers by McEwan, Oelsner, and van der Spek in Geller & Maehler 1995. 
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from southern Asia Minor that Michael Wörrle has been publishing for 
forty years. In terms of regions, Northwest Greece and the Adriatic, 
Magna Graecia, Thessaly, inland Asia Minor, even Makedonia itself be-
yond its coinage, and Thrace, all need closer attention, not to speak of 
the Levant in general,20 of much of Egypt, and of the Babylonia whose 
economy the Vienna team led by Michael Jursa has done so much to illu-
minate. In terms of artefacts, we have barely got beyond the level of 
unco-ordinated samples,21 and we have yet to establish what proxy evi-
dence would reveal the volumes, routes, and trends of traffic in such 
prime but inaccessible commodities as timber, textiles, salt, and slaves.22 
And lastly, above and beyond all else, there is the urgent need to incor-
porate into a Mediterranean-wide model of interaction the rapidly rising 
tide of information about the activities of the Phoenician cities and their 
offspring in and beyond the western basin of the Mediterranean.23  

All the same, an uncontrolled proliferation of singleton studies is un-
helpful: it is time to consider whether further assemblages of primary 
evidence might now be best managed through a proactive programme of 
commissioned surveys, comparable to the ‘survey of surveys’ assembled 
by Alcock.24 A possible wish-list might encompass the following: 

 
1. Urban sites [so far only Maresha, Ephesos, Olbia]: are they ‘consumers’, 

producers, or both? Do they grow or shrink in size and number? Do ur-
ban amenities improve?25 

 
20 The workshop on ‘New directions in Seleucid Archaeology’ at the Annual Meeting of 

the Archaeological Institute of America in Boston in January 2018 was a very wel-
come recognition of the potential of the material, especially relevant in view of the 
destructive capacity of current conflicts in the Near East. 

21 It is sufficient to consider the hundreds of pages of selective raw data that fill the 
volumes of Ellenistiki Keramiki: overview in Drougou 2014. 

22 But, at least for the trade in enslaved persons, see now Lewis 2018. 
23 Core surveys in Aubet 2009; Quinn & Vella 2014; Quinn 2018; López-Ruiz & Doak 2019; 

López-Ruiz 2021. 
24 Alcock 1994. 
25 The productive dimensions of urban communities are the focus of the project ‘Le 

Travail en ville. Vers une histoire sociale de l’urbanisme méditerranéen antique’, di-
rected and co-edited by S. Maillot and J. Zurbach, to which Archibald is contributing, 
with M. Fitzjohn, on ancient Olynthos. 
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2. Rural sites: is there evidence for changes in usage, in areas of cultiva-
tion etc? Can patterns of rural settlement be detected? Did they 
change? 

3. Distribution and quantity maps and patterns for artefacts of every kind.  
4. Temples and cults as economic actors. Studies of Ephesos, the Am-

phiareion at Oropos,26 and Delphi have begun to illustrate the likely 
scale of assets that were held and managed by temples.27 Questions 
of scale, aims of management, threats of privatisation, all need to be 
addressed, as well as the judgemental question whether such hold-
ings and their management yielded stability, growth, or stagnation. 

5. Commodity demand and supply, I: basics – oil, wine, grain, water. How 
much was procured locally, how much comes from further afield? 

6. Commodity demand and supply, II: textiles, timber, base metals: 
sources, routes, quantities, prices. 

7. Commodity demand and supply, III: elite goods and services, materia 
medica, bullion: sources, quantities.  

8. Commodity demand and supply, IV: labour force – scale of movement, 
numbers, statuses. 

9. Communications and transport systems: infrastructure developments, 
technologies of transport, etc. 

10. Institutions: which institutions, in the broadest sense of the term (fi-
nancial, governmental, fiscal, technological), emerge, change, develop, 
or decline? 

 
It is encouraging that such a list, compiled independently, largely mir-
rors that created by Alan Bowman and Andrew Wilson for the series ‘Ox-
ford Studies on the Roman Economy’. Though this is not the place to la-
bour the point, the similarity is further evidence that it is essential not 
to see ‘Hellenistic Economies’ and ‘the Roman Economy’ as two separate 
phenomena but as two successive phases of a single, huge, loosely inter-
locking conglomeration of ‘economies’ that embraced the entire north-
western quadrant of Afro-EurAsia (even if some key elements and power 
relationships within these dynamic networks changed as a result of the 

 
26 Davies 2011 and 2018. 
27 Rousset 2002. 
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re-direction of power, taxes, tastes, and commodities towards Rome).28 
In this respect we acknowledge that the four volumes have triggered a 
step-change in our awareness. At the same time, we also acknowledge 
that the list is only a beginning, and that such surveys may merely reveal 
the extent and depth of scholarly ignorance. Yet even that outcome will 
be constructive, by discouraging premature or simplistic model-build-
ing. If we recall that it took Léopold Migeotte a lifetime of meticulous 
study of the primary evidence before his magisterial Les finances des cités 
grecques could be written,29 the four volumes appear both as essential and 
as pitifully modest in comparison. 
 
II. We now offer a second robust defence, this time to the alleged lack of 
‘empirical testability’ and of ‘a harmonious research agenda’ in our ap-
proach. For the first, we fully accept that the format of ‘empirical testa-
bility’ that Andrew Monson had in mind is no unreal fantasy, for it is well 
represented by Joshua Ober’s recent book, an extended ‘worked example’ 
of a hypothesis for which the author cites much evidence in support.30 It 
is therefore reasonable to enquire whether whatever comprehensive in-
terpretative volume might emerge from our labours should be a similar 
exercise in formulating and testing a hypothesis. As of now, our answer 
is again firmly No, for three reasons. First, Ober’s and our databases differ 
fundamentally. His data, on the mainline topic of the ‘Rise and fall of 
Classical Greece’, are mostly well-known, well-collected and commen-
tated, and endlessly discussed: frankly, ours are not. The debate over 
what overall messages they send and how they interlock has yet to be-
come mature – indeed some might say it has barely begun. Secondly, 
Ober’s is, or (by dint of much geographical omission) can be presented 
as, a fairly simple story, linear enough to render the issues comparatively 
straightforward and to allow narrative to take a dominant role. Neither 
condition holds good for the post-Alexander world, however it is de-
fined. Thirdly, though for Ober the prime movers of the ‘efflorescence’ 

 
28 The case is set out briefly in Section III below, and in slightly more detail in Davies 

2022. 
29 See Davies 2015. 
30 Ober 2015, with reviews to date by Graziosi 2015, Keim 2016, Manning & Oliver 2016, 

and Vlassopoulos 2016. 
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of the Classical Greek world were macro-economic – a reduction in trans-
action costs and the consolidation of institutions – his exposition was 
conducted first and foremost in terms of non-monarchic polities and 
their activities. In contrast, no analysis of post-Alexander Mediterranean 
economies can use such polities as sole prime agents. Economic power 
did not reside wholly – perhaps not even mainly – with them so much as 
with the monarchs, who were heirs to a millennia-old institution that 
had imperatives of self-preservation and aggrandisement which set 
them apart from all but a few non-monarchic polities and had far-reach-
ing economic consequences. Here above all it is essential not to reach for 
ancient theories of monarchy, or even to excogitate a specific hypothe-
sis, so much as to emulate Machiavelli and generate for the Hellenistic 
world an equally stark and unadorned bottom-up model of actual royal 
behaviour.31 It is indeed a matter of being ‘empirical’, but of the empirical 
observation of regularities, not of testability. In such a context, to desid-
erate ‘a harmonious research agenda’ is to put the cart before the horse. 
It is only now, after the experience gained by all four volumes, that it has 
proved possible to map what is needed precisely enough for us to devise 
the 12-point agenda which is presented above. Our reluctance to opt for 
specific interpretations of the top-down changes in societies of the Hel-
lenistic Age seems vindicated by the results of some new probabilistic 
modelling, which show that during the final three centuries BCE, the in-
stability of property holding, on the one hand, and the tensions between 
status and wealth among the middling ranks and élite members of Med-
iterranean societies on the other, make it unwise to issue judgements of 
a more global kind without further, more representative data sets.32 
 

 
31 The essential is therefore to start from Austin 1986 and the Realist school of political 

theory as represented by Eckstein 2006: 79-117, resiling therefrom only as much as 
is needful (as e.g. by Davies 2001: 36-39), rather than from the various portrayals of 
a Herrscherideal (e.g. Schmitt & Vogt 2001: s.v.). 

32 Lavan, Jew & Danon 2023, esp. the contributions of Mackil (on property confisca-
tions, based on Hansen & Nielsen 2004) and Danon (on the social status of household-
ers in Pompeii). The contributors to this volume respond, and provide some prospec-
tive solutions, to similar questions also posed by the contributors to Weisweiler 2023.  
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III. We turn now to a theme raised by two reviewers, that of determining 
how far the period of the post-Alexander monarchies, semi-subordi-
nated poleis, and koiná of various kinds actually comprised an economi-
cally distinct epoch.33 We acknowledge that there is a case for doing so. 
For example, one may cite the data for atmospheric pollution, which 
point to a major spike in atmospheric trace elements in the second half 
of the first millennium BC, particularly from ca. 300 BC to ca. 100 BC. The 
data come from Greenland ice cores but reflect emissions from various 
parts of the globe. François de Callataÿ has shown that there are signifi-
cant correlations between the patterns of trace elements in the cores and 
the output of silver coinage in the Hellenistic Aegean.34 Although there 
are undoubtedly caveats about the process of confronting the patterns 
within the graphs of mineral trace elements with the data on minting, 
not least the fact that we must potentially factor in industrial processes 
from different regions of the globe,35 de Callataÿ’s arguments are persua-
sive. The trace elements indicate pyro-technological outputs on a very 
considerable scale, not matched until early modern times. These data do 
not stand alone, for they are paralleled by what our then colleague David 
Gibbins set out in HellEc I, the explosive increase in the numbers of ship-
wrecks known from the Mediterranean, climbing dramatically in the last 
three centuries BCE.36 Both kinds of data are global indicators of change, 
and suggest that something very significant was happening specifically 
in the post-Alexander period, which is reflected in the energy outputs. It 
may therefore not be irrelevant to point to a third set of proxy data, 
namely the massive post-Alexander increase in the numbers, and in the 
vastly wider distribution, of Greek-style baths and gymnasion installa-
tions – both, of course, significant users of energy themselves.37 And, of 
course, that third set reflects a fourth, the rate of physical urbanisation 
throughout the entire AfroEurAsian zone during the post-Alexander 
 
33 Marcellesi 2008: 137; likewise, ‘le concept même d’économie hellénistique ne va pas 

de soi’ (Rapsaet 2008: 265).  
34 de Callataÿ 2005. 
35 Wilson 2014: 150-57, with specific caveats, but also reasons for having confidence in 

the data. 
36 See now http://oxrep.classics.ox.ac.uk/databases/shipwrecks_database; and the 

visualisation: https://livedataoxford.shinyapps.io/OxRep_charts_shipwrecks.  
37 Yegül 1992 (baths); Kah & Scholz 2004 (gymnasia). 
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centuries.38 If we seek signs of the economic distinctiveness of those cen-
turies, they are unmistakeably there.  

Yet there is a stronger counter-case, and we gladly share our review-
ers’ scepticism. Already at the very start of the HellEc enterprise we had 
each forcefully signalled our view that the challenge was absolutely not 
that of identifying and characterising a ‘distinct epoch’, with whatever 
implication of a search for a static system that that phrase might have 
carried as a sub-text.39 Instead, not only have we consistently envisaged 
the long post-Achaemenid tercentury of the eastern Mediterranean as a 
scene of perpetual motion, of pullulating activity within and across every 
kind of boundary, and of complex consequential transformations, slow 
or rapid, local or region-wide, but we have also sought to locate that 
scene within a much larger one. The picture that we have in mind is that 
which Cyprian Broodbank has now offered of the Near East, especially 
but not only between ca. 900 BCE and ca. 600 BCE, as a region character-
ised by across-the-board Phoenician-led innovation and expansion, not 
least across the Mediterranean and some of its immediate hinterlands.40 
To be sure, a willingness to consider such an encapsulation requires a 
mental step-change that challenges the entire way in which our schol-
arly framework of pre-Islamic ‘Antiquity’ has been constructed in the 
last two centuries. It is not just a matter of accepting ‘Big History’ as a 
legitimate sub-genre of historiography, but also one of transcending the 
linguistic and cultural differences to which the separate disciplines of 
Assyriology, Egyptology, Semitic Studies, Classical Studies, and the rest 
owe their existence.41 It is no accident that Broodbank as an archaeolo-
gist who thinks above all in terms of unvoiced sites and artefacts has 
been better placed than language-immersed historians to identify the 
common structural threads that bind all the scattered and diverse re-
gions of which that ‘Antiquity’ is composed. 

Even so, that shift will not be enough on its own. The basic task has to 
be that of confronting and eliminating the sub-conscious assumption 
that because the entire Near East came under Greco-Makedonian control 

 
38 Cohen 1995 and 2006; Fraser 1996. 
39 Archibald 2001: passim; Davies 2001: 11-14. 
40 Broodbank 2013; review by Papademetriou 2015. 
41 Christian 2011. 
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as the outcome of military superiority and of a determination that the 
victory, once won, was there to be exploited by indefinite occupation of 
spear-won land, the structure of the historiographical discourse could 
and should follow that same trajectory. We have already, and long ago,42 
noted the colonialist underlay on which that assumption rests, and have 
suggested instead as a more even-handed and accurate alternative the 
idea that Greece after 480 ‘had joined the mainstream’ (sc. of intense 
East-Mediterranean interaction at every level, from economic and cultic 
to technological and political). We acknowledge in our turn that the pa-
pers in our HellEc volumes did not adequately reflect the geographical 
extent of that ‘long post-Alexander tercentury’. Any forthcoming assem-
blage of studies will need to be differently constituted. 

We have therefore found ourselves obliged by the thrust of our col-
lective explorations to take a much longer view of the trajectory of schol-
arship on historical economies than we initially expected – and the pub-
lication of Broodbank 2013 has further encouraged us to do so. Hence, 
before we start to consider how a new synthesis might look, it may be 
useful to consider how contemporary scholarship views the economies 
of the remote past. There was a time when comparisons between the ‘Old 
World’ of Eurasia and the Mediterranean and modern states had formed 
some of the background of nineteenth century economic theorising. 
However, as a result of the Wende of the 1870s,43 the growth of reliable 
datasets about national economies, the rise of the ‘firm’ as the dominant 
unit of analysis, and the subsequent mathematisation of the discipline, 
such comparisons were almost entirely abandoned, 44  and economists 
largely ceased to be interested in long-term historical patterns of eco-
nomic behaviour. When economists nowadays do write about long-term 
economic trends, they prefer to begin with the Roman Empire, rather 
than at any earlier stage, and this choice tends to obscure some of the 

 
42 Archibald 2001; Davies 2001: 15-16. 
43 Backhouse 2002: 166-84. 
44 This trend away from long-term economic history is a theme of Hodgson 2001. Hilt 

2017 reflects on the gulf between economic historians and a new interest in the so-
cio-cultural implications of capitalism, with some cogent remarks that are equally 
relevant for more remote times. 
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very observations that we believe should inform the contemporary de-
bate about the nature of historical economies.45 Thus, the 2009 study of 
recorded historical societies by North et al.46 rather curiously excludes 
most of them from its field of vision. In part this is because, until quite 
recently, economic growth across the globe has appeared, in the longue 
durée, to have been little higher than zero; in part too, the structure of 
historical societies has not conformed to the sort of open and inclusive 
model that the authors put forward as the template for successful econ-
omies. 

Yet, those historical societies have something to say, as also have 
their scholars. As some of our reviewers have explicitly said, economic 
historians of antiquity have almost universally abandoned the simplistic 
scenarios of Finley’s The ancient economy. In consequence, when we talk 
nowadays about economic mechanisms, we are not proposing to reject 
the many excellent and perceptive ideas that have been postulated by 
economic thinkers over the centuries. We certainly accept the im-
portance, in remote historical contexts, of the concepts of supply and 
demand; of fiscal manipulation; of market mechanisms, and the corro-
sive role of debt; of the co-existence of rational and non-rational deci-
sion-making; of the stabilising function played by institutions; and the 
agency of command mechanisms. Indeed, there is by now a substantial 
library of academic expositions about pre-modern economies that 
speaks in perfectly recognisable terms. Even apart from the Cambridge 
Economic History or the books by Jursa, McCormick and Wickham which 
we cited a moment ago, Angus Maddison’s ambitious global survey of 
2,030 years of history evaluates the kind of information that economic 
historians have amassed, and the kinds of approaches that they have 
adopted, in order to characterise cultures and societies across this vast 
sweep of time. True, the early chapters are little more than historical 
sketches, peppered with occasional statistics, but as his narrative pro-
gresses in time, and the volume of available data increases dramatically, 

 
45 Maddison 2007 begins with the Roman Empire, and his sketch of the Roman economy 

relies heavily on a rather traditional political narrative, rather than an analysis of 
processes. Persson & Sharp 2015 begin in 600 CE. Brooke 2014 begins with geological 
time, and Morris 2015 begins ca. 100,000 BCE. 

46 North, Wallis & Weingast 2009. 
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the interpretative range does not diminish, and the coverage of demog-
raphy, income, and trade is impressive. To that library, moreover, can 
now be added yet another, a collection of essays on The Ancient Greek 
Economy47 – and also, we claim with some confidence, our own series of 
volumes, or the studies of economic institutions by Peter Bang and Wal-
ter Scheidel which have sought to encompass unfamiliar territory in 
comparative terms. One could cite many more.  

The challenge, therefore, has less to do with the search for forms of 
pre-capitalist economies, in contrast to capitalist ones (as it was in the 
days of Karl Marx, Max Weber, and Karl Polanyi); 48 and more to do with 
creative conjunctions. Markets have their origins in the third millen-
nium BCE and are well documented by the second millennium.49 Many of 
the mechanisms that have long been considered distinctive of capitalist 
societies, including loans, mortgages, auctions, debt and credit arrange-
ments, and, of course, money itself, are not demonstrably far short of 
comparable antiquity. Since historians of modern economies refer to the 
different modes adopted by countries that have adopted capitalist prin-
ciples in the twentieth century, it is not so much institutional mecha-
nisms that have been significant to the growth of such economies, but 
other factors.50 

Two examples from both ends of the chronological scale illustrate this 
point. The first example concerns the transport of commodities over 
long distances. At the remote end of time, we have the circulation of 
Mediterranean grain, oil, wine, olives, metals, and various bespoke, spe-

 
47 Harris, Lewis & Woolmer 2016. 
48 The continuing influence of the founding giants of economic history should not be 

underestimated. Hilt observes the degree to which some of the studies that he re-
views, on American eighteenth century cotton production and on nineteenth cen-
tury finance, risk, and insurance, owe an intellectual debt to Karl Polanyi 2017: 1, 4, 
6, 11. Weisweiler and his contributors (2023) show how David Graeber’s work on debt 
over five millennia has recently moved the scholarly focus away from Polanyi , in 
recognition of the broader consensus about the deep history of (rational) markets 
(Weisweiler 2023: 15-31). 

49 Broodbank 2013: 375-82, 443, 460-61. 
50 Neal & Williamson 2014: ii, 2-7; see, e.g., 29-46 (R. Allen on manufacturing); 127-68 

(Ron Harris: legal innovations). 
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cialised items.51 At the proximate end, there is a comparative absence of 
long distance trade in foodstuffs, at least until the revolution in road, rail, 
and steam ship technology in the nineteenth century.52 It is notoriously 
hard to quantify the volume of traffic in foodstuffs in the ancient Medi-
terranean; but what is at issue is not the absolute volume of trade (a topic 
that has dominated much economic thinking of past decades), but the 
relative volume, as compared with populations of the time. Cyprian 
Broodbank’s panorama of Bronze Age traffic cements the central role 
that cross-Mediterranean exchange played in the palace-based econo-
mies of the third and second millennia BCE, constituting a framework of 
operations that laid the dynamic foundations for the first millennium 
BCE, when the units of social organisation were deconstructed, and re-
configured in new, more discrete ways. The literature of Classical antiq-
uity has hitherto played such a dominant role in the construction of past 
narratives, that it is only possible now, on the basis of extensive and sys-
tematic material data, linked with archive evidence from the palace 
economies, to speak far more confidently about the durability of these 
older, pre-existing habits of maritime interaction. The kinds of transac-
tions that we can identify in late fourth century BCE Cyrene would 
simply not be viable without the habitual frame of reference, linking 
ships to harbours, and the contractual histories associated with them, 
over many centuries. The 51 shipments we refer to were brokered by of-
ficial grain purchasers from various Aegean civic communities, including 
41 cities, at Cyrene, ca 330 BCE, in order to secure grain for their respec-
tive communities, at a time of shortage.53 It is notable that two of the 
beneficiaries were queens – Olympias, on behalf of the Makedonian state; 
and Kleopatra, for Epeiros, reflecting the different modes of agency at 
international level for those polities. Given the somewhat arbitrary list 
of recipients, Bresson believes that Cyrene was taking charge of part of 

 
51 Broodbank 2013: 325-48; 373-86; 391-415; 431-44; 445-60; 482-505; 508-9; 525-33; 546-

84; 605-8; Bowman & Wilson 2013: 1-32; van der Spek & van Leeuwen 2014; Bresson 
2016: 346-47. 

52 Mediterranean circulation of foodstuffs: Broodbank 2013: 561-84; 595-608; Bowman 
& Wilson 2011: 265-68; eidem 2013: 8-27; nineteenth-century traffic: Neal & William-
son 2014: 6. 

53 Bresson 2011. 
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the overall demand in the Aegean at this time, and that other states, in-
cluding the Spartokid kings of Bosporos, may well have offered to supply 
other states.54 The point about the network of beneficiaries represented 
in the document is that they are likely to correspond to established con-
tractors, with a history of relations at Cyrene. The relationship between 
specific partners over time, and the ways in which trust was generated 
over some period of years, is a topic that has not often been a focus for 
research and deserves much more emphasis in constructing our funda-
mental ideas about the economies of the past.55  

The other example we suggest is connected with the first. The dis-
crete units that played a significant role for much of the first millennium 
BCE, many of which were constituted as cities, were superseded by larger 
territorial polities. The traditional historical narrative has been couched 
in terms of military conquest, in the case of Alexander the Great and his 
Successors, and the subsequent empire of the Romans. There is, never-
theless, an important economic dimension to this transformation. What 
made these large, territorial polities more successful, not just straight-
forwardly in terms of resources, but in terms of the ways in which col-
lective and individual identities (and motives) were reconstituted? Poleis 
were especially successful at developing various mechanisms for embed-
ding trust with other communities, including kinship, xenia (guest 
friendship) and other ‘artificial’ relations; proxenia was another formal 
recognition of mutual trust, which seems mainly to have been directed 
towards more distantly connected polities. Some of these social con-
structions, which were also useful ways of embedding trust for commer-
cial transactions, continued to have an afterlife into the first millennium 
CE; but others evidently withered, partly because universal forms of ju-

 
54 Bresson 2011: 71-74. 
55 Bresson 2016: 339-80, for a general overview; Davies 2015b; see esp. volume 22.1 of 

the Journal of Archaeological Method and Theory, “The Connected Past: critical and in-
novative approaches to networks”, ed. A. Collar, F. Coward, T. Brughmans & B.J. Mills 
(March 2015); Brughmans, Collar & Coward, 2016, with some initial, selected case 
studies. Tzochev 2016: 89-97 analyses the pattern of Thasian exports into the Balkan 
peninsula; cf. Archibald 2013: 38; 98-105; 193-208, 258-68 (Thasian and related long-
term connections).  
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risdiction made them redundant.56 Kingdoms, and, subsequently, the Ro-
man Empire, changed the ways in which commercial trust alliances were 
configured. Yet the strong effects of long-term patterns of trust imply 
that commercial friendships continued. This expectation deserves to be 
tested. 
 
IV. Our final section examines the primacy that Andrew Monson claims 
for ‘the insights of neo-institutional organisation theory’. We acknowl-
edge that many of our colleagues see it as the key which unlocks ancient 
economic history. It has certainly had a significant impact, not least on 
the editors of the Cambridge Economic History of the Greco-Roman World, 
who acknowledged the key role that the ideas of Douglass North and his 
associates have had on their own framework for analysing ancient econ-
omies,57 even if the contributors to that volume interpreted the editors’ 
programmatic statements in a variety of sometimes very distant ways. 
More recent monographs, such as those of Peter Temin and Josh Ober, 
similarly acknowledge these key contemporary ideas.58 It is no surprise 
to find that some economists and economic historians approve of this 
trend,59 because the principles that have formed the debate among the 
promoters of the NIE are comparatively simple; competitive markets are 
shaped by the rules that societies have evolved to govern transactions; 
the rules are the institutions, whether formal or informal; institutions 
help to give stability to markets by reducing uncertainty; where states 
can enforce property rights, their economies are more successful. 

The issue here is that of primacy. One of us did indeed go so far in 2005 
as to opine that ‘The standard discourse of economic analysis, whether 
classical or Keynesian or neoclassical, has little to offer the economic his-
torian of Mediterranean antiquity’60 (though he would now modify that 
verdict), but we have had no criticism to make of the substantial move-
ment of theory in the direction of reality which the developed, and by 

 
56 Mack 2015: 196-281. 
57 Scheidel, Morris & Saller 2007: 1-12, esp. 5-12. 
58 E.g. Temin 2012: 1-24; Ober 2015: 5; Bresson 2016: 15-25. 
59 Hollander 2015. 
60 Davies 2005: 127. One notes that ‘Neoclassical theory has no room for entrepreneurs 

either’ (Groenewegen, Spithoven & van den Berg 2010: 221). 
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now standard, form of NIE represents: quite the contrary, as various ap-
preciative allusions in HellEc III attest.61 Institutions, including those re-
ferred to in the previous section, have played a part in each HellEc vol-
ume. However, as with all imported ideas, so in the case of NIE; one must 
keep a critical distance, and we acknowledge some residual scepticism. 
Indeed, three traits of the approach strike false notes.62 The first is its 
strong normative strand, which it shares with neoclassical analysis but 
which is wholly inappropriate for the analysis of a long-past society 
when that society cannot be influenced by our judgments and should not 
have its capacity for survival and prosperity assessed purely in the light 
of its endogenous behaviour, without taking into account exogenous im-
pacts over which it cannot have exercised any control.63 The second is 
‘growth’, the use of which as a criterion of judgment short-circuits any 
dispassionate assessment of the extent to which it, rather than (say) ‘sta-
bility’ or ‘adherence to God’s will’, was in fact, or could have been, a col-
lective aim of this or that historical society or culture. The third is the 
priority accorded in NIE to the supplier. Irrespective of whether institu-
tions are seen as enabling or constraining, this supply-side emphasis is 
more prominent in NIE than in neoclassical theory and can be seen to 
overshadow consideration of patterns of demand.64 So too can conven-
tional tools such as the trio ‘production-distribution-consumption’ 

 
61 HellEc III (2011): 3 (Archibald and Davies), 218 (Gabrielsen), 318 (Manning), 347 (Oli-

ver), 377 n. 26 (Reger). 
62 These criticisms differ noticeably from those advanced by Chang 2014: 151-56. Other 

economists are more sanguine: ‘It is better to begin with a general theory of eco-
nomic evolution, and locate institutions within this, than to start with institutions 
and derive a theory of the economy’ (Potts 2007: 341). 

63 See now the comments on probabilistic modelling (and the importance of taking ac-
count of multiple uncertainties, as well as inter-dependent factors) in the introduc-
tory chapter by Jew & Lavan in Lavan, Jew & Danon, 2023: 1-49. 

64 Thus, the words ‘demand’ and ‘consumer’ do not figure in the index of Groenewegen 
et al. 2010, and even their discussion of markets (167-200) is shaped more in terms 
of producer and supplier than in terms of customer and consumer. See also Davies 
2017 (review of Bresson 2016). In sharp contrast, our third conference had on Vin-
cent Gabrielsen’s own initiative the title ‘Demand creation and economic flows’, 
though that title was unfortunately submerged by the editorial process that yielded 
HellEc III. 
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(where such language can easily paint the consumer as a passive recipi-
ent), or the quartet ‘land-labour-capital-materials’ as the components of 
production. So too can a concentration on institutions, for they shape 
demand and provision but do not themselves create either. 

We therefore venture to offer two supplementary schemata for con-
sideration. The first is to reinstate demand as a prime mover65 and to re-
define the nexus involved in each and every transaction not as linear but 
as a circle of components. The basis of such a redefinition is obvious 
enough. Any human actor must ‘demand’ before she can ‘consume’ and 
must have a ‘commodity’ in view to ‘demand’ before she can ‘demand’: 
while the ‘supplier’ must have a ‘commodity’ available or accessible be-
fore he can ‘supply’. We use ‘demand’ here in a straightforward economic 
sense, viz. as the sum of all desires and needs that are experienced by all 
actors for all goods and services, and regard it as the energy which drives 
the system. Since by definition demand is directed towards its satisfac-
tion, the direction of travel for the energy within the system is unambig-
uously towards ‘commodities’. That term is again to be understood in the 
most general sense, so that it can encompass not just conventional goods 
and services but also ‘natural goods’ such as air and sunlight, as well as 
the satisfactions that may be hidden in the ‘implicit markets’ theorised 
by Gary Becker or in all manner of Goffman-style ‘strategic interactions’. 
However, in order to complete the circle it is the stages that lie beyond 
‘commodities’ which require redefinition. If, as has very recently been 
argued elsewhere,66 Finley was right to see social values as an essential 
formative component of economic life, but misguided in his identifica-
tion of them, then ‘values’, as a modifier of ‘demand’, should precede ‘in-
stitutions’ as the next sector of the circle, thereby allowing institutions 
to occupy an appropriate location for (inter alia) channelling, regulating, 
and (sometimes) facilitating the satisfaction of demand. Even then, how-
ever, we have not closed the circle, for it requires two further sectors, 
‘supply’ and ‘reception’, before the flow of energy can return to the 
source of demand. While ‘supply’ may be taken as self-explanatory, we 

 
65 As in Samuelson’s Foundations, wherein ‘the consumer’s equilibrium could be formu-

lated as a maximisation of utility’ (Backhouse 2002: 259); Ekelund, Furubotn & 
Gramm 1972.  

66 Lewis 2018b. 
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should add that we mean by ‘reception’ the sum of all responses (includ-
ing of course ‘payment’) made by ‘acquirers’67 to the nature and quality 
of what has been acquired, since such responses may be assumed to af-
fect the nature of subsequent demand. 

We therefore offer an analysis of economic movement and exchange 
as represented by a circle, movement of resources round which is driven 
by demand. Its form is intended to accommodate (1) the idea of perpet-
ual inter-connected activity, (2) the routes by which feedback generates 
continual negotiation, adjustment, and perhaps innovation, (3) a mode 
of placing on the same theoretical plane all the structural elements that 
enter into exchange and acquisition in their most general forms, and 
even perhaps (4) a format which can be applied to other cultures and 
regions and thereby offers the basis for structured comparison that some 

of our reviewers were calling for. Specifically in the context of the pre-
sent discussion, as is patent from the role and position accorded to ‘in-
stitutions’ in the diagram, it recognises the case for the NIE ‘orthodoxy’ 
but tempers it by contextualising it. Very tentatively, we are tempted to 

 
67 We prefer this term to ’consumers’ (which implies a purely passive role) or to ‘pur-

chasers’ (since the model is meant to encompass all forms of acquisition, not just 
those mediated via a market). 
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go further, and to offer the diagram as a possible template for the struc-
ture of the eventual ‘synthesis’ that our reviewers have been calling for.68 

Our second suggested supplementary schema attempts to address the 
problem presented by the diversity of the polities that interacted politi-
cally, socially, culturally, and economically during the Hellenistic tercen-
tury. The behaviours of the polities in each category – monarchies, can-
tonal ‘leagues’, tyrannies, republican poleis, temple states, and ethnic as-
semblages such as the Gauls of the 278 invasion – can all too easily be 
reified as distinct modes, to be described and analysed separately: a pro-
cess which at its extreme yielded the unfortunate sentence of Finley to 
which our volumes have been in part a reaction.69 At this point it is es-
sential to excavate our use of terminology down to bedrock. As used in 
contemporary scholarship, that spectrum of categories of polity essen-
tially reproduces the categories used by the Greek political theorists 
themselves. It commands the respect which is due to eyewitness obser-
vation, and is therefore hard to challenge. Yet its analytic range was lim-
ited by its collective viewpoint, almost exclusively that of polis-educated 
intellectuals, by their various moral stances, and by their natural unwill-
ingness to envisage categories which were not visible in the world they 
knew.70 However, just as DNA analysis nowadays allows the animal or 
plant biologist to challenge the validity of the categories deployed by Ar-
istotle and Theophrastos and their successors in this or that arena of the 

 
68 Expert readers may be tempted to ascribe to the foregoing paragraphs a remote par-

entage in the form of the first chapters of Schumpeter 1911/1934. There are indeed 
discernible resemblances, from its title (‘The circular flow of economic life as condi-
tioned by given circumstances’) to its emphases on ’the satisfaction of wants’ (1934: 
10 & 21) and on how ‘production follows needs’ (1934: 12), but our sketch was drafted 
independently, uses ‘values’ in a sense different from Schumpeter’s (1934: 38 ff.), and 
is intended to accommodate precisely those elements of change and marginality that 
Schumpeter deliberately withheld from that chapter. See in general McCraw 2007: 
68-76 and 152-55. 

69 Thus, for instance, monarchies and even cantonal states barely feature in Migeotte 
2014 and Bresson 2016.  

70 The prime example, namely the difficulty that they encountered in attempting to 
locate the Roman Republic within their categories, has long been seen and com-
mented on. 
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visible world, so too the armoury of the social sciences now offers a spec-
trum of alternative classifications which at least deserve tentative con-
sideration.  

One term in particular stands out. For some time now, students of the 
economics of religious belief and practice have been applying the con-
cept of the ‘firm’ to this or that church, denomination, or cult, in order 
to analyse their behaviour (and not only their economic behaviour) in 
terms of the theory of the firm as developed by John Commons, Ronald 
Coase, and their successors. Though such analyses have largely been di-
rected to the contemporary world,71 one major study72 has been able to 
analyse the structure and behaviour of the medieval Catholic Church 
with much plausibility as an M-form73 firm that provided ‘salvation’ as a 
‘credence-good’ for a price, levied in very various ways, and attempted 
with increasing determination and difficulty to maintain its position as 
a monopoly-provider. 

The question is to decide how far the theory of the firm can be ex-
tended. There has been a long-standing reluctance to use the word ‘firm’ 
unequivocally of the businesses and partnerships that are well-attested 
in Classical and Hellenistic Greece, a reluctance which has sound roots in 
the limitations and peculiarities of available agency relationships and in 
the non-recognition of partnerships as juridical persons.74 There are in-
deed signs that such inhibitions are beginning to lose their force,75 but in 
any case such difficulties do not apply to the institution of the Greek polis 
itself, and one of us has already put the case for seeing it as the structural 
equivalent of the firm.76 As there formulated, the case stems ‘from the 

 
71 Large-scale review in McCleary 2011. 
72 Ekelund, Hébert, Tollison, Anderson & Davidson 1996. 
73 I.e. a multidivisional organisation as opposed to a unitary (U-form) organisation. For 

the terminology cf. Williamson 1975: 137, cited in Ekelund, Hébert, Tollison, Ander-
son & Davidson 1996: 20-21, or Groenewegen, Spithoven & van den Berg 2010: 224-
25. 

74 Frier & Kehoe 2007: 122-34; but Cohen 1992: 98-101 had already documented effec-
tive agency-equivalents within Athenian banking activity. 

75 One notes the contrast between Cohen 1992 and Acton 2016. 
76 Davies 2018: 72. The further structural comparison with sanctuaries, made there, is 

not pursued here. 
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number of separate polis-entities that are known, from the characteris-
tics of their structure (citizens as shareholders: a management structure 
that involves complex activities both of fiat and of agency: a portfolio of 
productive assets: a workforce, to some degree organised as a partner-
ship), from their capacity for collaboration and amalgamation, and con-
versely from their indelible disposition towards ruthlessly competitive 
behaviour, pursued to a degree that needs no illustration here.’ Yet we 
see no reason to restrict the applicability of the term to poleis. On the 
contrary, it needs little imagination to see the Hellenistic monarchies as 
equally patent examples of the firm, some as unitary organisations (the 
U-form firm), others as M-form organisations, with a central manage-
ment and with satrapies (or their equivalent) as their operating divi-
sions, and all pursuing similar but competing objectives of survival, rent 
maximisation, and aggrandisement.  

Concluding  Remarks  

This has already become a lengthy paper, and to pursue further the ap-
plicability of such interpretative schemata as we have suggested here 
will require exploration elsewhere. Nevertheless, it was essential not 
simply to show that we have listened to our critics and have taken their 
comments seriously and respectfully, but also to demonstrate that the 
economics of the Hellenistic period can be a laboratory of creativity. 
Without the labours and goodwill of the many colleagues of many na-
tions who have contributed to our volumes, we would never have had 
the evidence, or been stimulated to engender the self-confidence, with 
which to present the radical new analytic scenarios that we have out-
lined above. We thank our colleagues, we thank our critics, and we thank 
Vincent Gabrielsen as our friend and colleague in these explorations. Our 
volumes, we believe, represent a new start.  
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‘SPARTA: ANCIENT GREECE’S  

FOREMOST SLAVE STATE?’  

By Paul Cartledge 
 

Summary: I was deeply honoured to be invited to participate by delivering a paper in 
my dear friend Vincent’s 65th birthday symposium held at the Saxo-Institute, Copenha-
gen, on 30 November 2015. I first encountered our honorand on the page, as the author 
of important work on Athenian public finance, taxation and social relations in the Athe-
nian democracy especially of the 4th century BCE, and was delighted to get to know him 
and his family well in the flesh later on during his tenure of a Visiting Fellowship at 
Wolfson College, Cambridge, 1988-89. Many thanks therefore to Peter Fibiger Bang both 
for co-organising the birthday symposium and for inviting me to take part in the pub-
lished proceedings. For various reasons, however, including the publication of my De-
mocracy book (2018), it did not prove possible for me to write up for this volume a version 
of my symposium talk, ‘Navy and Democracy/Democracy and Navy at Athens: A Demo-
cratic Life in Review’. Instead, therefore, by agreement with and indeed at the urging of 
Peter, I revisit here an old but still very lively scholarly battleground. 
 
 
It is often held against ancient Greece and the ancient Greeks generally 
that they practised human servitude, sometimes on an industrial scale. 
Given the recent, utterly justified prominence in the contemporary 
Americano-European West of the ‘Black Lives Matter’ protest movement, 
such a flaw as it must inevitably seem to be – I once likened it to ‘a worm 
in the bud’1 – makes it all the more crucial for us scholars of ancient 
Greece to decide amongst ourselves just exactly what role slavery and 
unfreedom more generally did play in the making of ancient Greek civi-
lization and culture and indeed exactly what we mean by the term ‘slav-
ery’. I have long had – if the metaphor be permitted – ‘form’ in this par-
ticular game. One reason for that is that the subject of my (unpublished) 
1975 Oxford archaeo-historical doctoral thesis was Sparta (with a special 
emphasis on the three centuries from c. 950 to 650 BCE but by no means 

 
1 Cf. Cartledge 1993. 
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confined to that period), the largest polity territorially in all ancient Hel-
las, in which the unfree outnumbered the free and enfranchised by sev-
eral magnitudes. The other main reason is that being of a decidedly 
Marxist historiographical bent, I viewed pre-Classical and Classical 
Sparta (and not only that) precisely as a polity and society based on the 
exploitation of unfree human labour power.2 

Much about ancient Sparta was and is, as Thucydides famously la-
mented, a bit of a mystery, at least to outsiders.3 What is no secret is that 
the Spartans collectively, and especially the elite Spartiates among them, 
exploited a mass of Hellenic humanity whom they chose to label specifi-
cally and derogatorily as ‘Heilōtai’ (Helots) or ‘captives’, and generically 
and collectively as ‘the douleia’ (see further below). But what precisely 
did the Spartans mean to imply or express by those terms, and, more 
particularly, what kind of douloi should we modern historians under-
stand the Helots to have been? Again, it helped me personally no end 
that in the late 1960s I was an undergraduate pupil – and later good 
friend - of Marxist ancient historian G.E.M. de Ste. Croix, and that in the 
1970s he devoted himself to trying to describe and explain what he 
called, in the singular, The Class Struggle in the Ancient Greek World, the title 
of his quite extraordinary book first published in 1981 and then in a re-
vised impression in 1983.4 

Ste. Croix was peculiarly and rightly obsessed with correctness of def-
initions, above all of course of the very term ‘class’. But though trained 
as a lawyer, he was not obsessed with definitions for their own sake, but 
for the sake of what difference different definitions would make to his-
torical exegesis, understanding and explanation. The Helots thus obvi-
ously fell directly within his purview, and as a comparativist cross-cul-
tural historian he asked himself whether the language of slavery was in-
deed the most appropriate to use when defining the Helots and explain-
ing their historical role.5 Coincidentally – or not – those same sorts of 
definitional questions were then also preoccupying the two other 
preeminent Western scholars of ancient Greek unfreedom or servitude, 

 
2 Cartledge 1975. 
3 Thuc. 5.68.2. 
4 Ste. Croix 1981 [corr. impr. 1983]. See now ‘Marx-lover’ 2018. 
5 Cf. Luraghi 2009. 
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one a Marxist, the other not (he preferred ‘anti-anti-Marxist’): viz. Yvon 
Garlan and Moses Finley respectively. Finley was heavily influenced not 
so much by Marx as by the so-called ‘Paris School’ of historians of ancient 
culture, society, and ideology – J.-P. Vernant, Pierre Vidal-Naquet, Nicole 
Loraux, the list goes on.6 Garlan, though also a Marxist, took issue with 
what he considered to be Ste. Croix’s old-fashioned, fundamentalist-lit-
eralist reading of Marx. But all were on the same side in deciding that in 
one absolutely crucial sense the Spartans’ Helots, however positively 
they should be classified, were not best classified as ‘slaves’. Rather, they 
suffered ‘intercommunal servitude’ (Garlan, basing himself on ancient, 
crude attempts at classification that always treated the Helots as a single 
solidary ethnic mass); they were ‘state serfs’ (Ste. Croix); and their legal 
status was to be located somewhere on a spectrum between ‘freedom and 
slavery’ (Finley, again borrowing from an ancient definitional phrase and 
employing his favoured ‘spectrum of statuses’ model, but here also fol-
lowing the non-Marxist East German ancient historian Detlef Lotze7). 

Finley made a huge contribution to enslavement studies both ancient 
and modern, especially potently  in a book of 1980, later reissued in a 
revised and augmented volume edited by Brent Shaw, Ancient Slavery and 
Modern Ideology, but adumbrated in a series of articles beginning in the 
1950s and brought together in a collected volume expertly edited by 
Brent Shaw and Richard Saller, Economy  and Society in Ancient Greece.8 One 
of his most crucial points was that, although – sadly – unfreedom of var-
ious kinds appears historically to be almost an (in)human universal, slav-
ery in its strongest sense, that is what is sometimes termed chattel slav-
ery, has been surprisingly very rare as the main source of exploited la-
bour for the elite. By chattel slavery is meant a form of unfreedom in 
which the unfree are both depersonalised and dehumanised (living a so-
cial death),9 conceived of and very often treated as if they were mere 
things, commodities or items of property, on a par – perhaps – with four-
footed animals (hence one of the dozen Greek words for unfree persons, 
andrapoda, ‘man-footed creatures’, modelled on tetrapoda) or at best with 

 
6 Payen 2012; de Polignac et al. 2020. 
7 Lotze 1959 and cf. 2000. 
8 Finley 1998 [revised, augmented edition of 1980 original]; Finley 1981-1982. 
9 Patterson 1982. 
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free, sub-Hellenic, non-Greek ‘barbarian’ humans. A total of perhaps as 
few as six societies or cultures could on this definition be confidently 
categorized and classified as having practised slavery of that chattel sort 
– and practised it not on the side, as it were, but centrally and founda-
tionally, leaving open the possibility indeed of classifying them precisely 
as ‘slave societies’, societies not just having slaves but actually based on 
that slavery. One of those half-dozen slave societies – sociologically con-
ceived – was ‘Greece & Rome’: i.e., within the temporal span from say 500 
BCE to 200 CE and within that geographical, broadly circum-Mediterra-
nean purview there existed significant pockets of ‘slave society’, most 
notably in old Greece at Athens, most notably in the Roman sphere in the 
very heartland of the city of Rome and Italy. 

Hence, when another ancient Greek slavery expert, Page duBois, came 
to write the chapter on ‘Slavery’ for The Oxford Handbook of Hellenic Stud-
ies, she felt she could confidently assert ‘There were yet other forms of 
unfreedom different from the pure form of chattel slavery’, citing Finley 
1964 (reprinted in 1981-2) in support, and then move on at once to con-
sider the Helots as an ‘enslaved community’ (recalling Garlan).10 That 
very broadly was the picture to which I myself subscribed when it came 
to compiling and co-editing (with my good friend Keith Bradley) The 
Cambridge World History of Slavery vol. 1. The Ancient Mediterranean World.11 
Just to make it absolutely clear, although I had a chapter therein on the 
Helots, that was not because I thought they were best classified as ‘slaves’ 
(even though the Spartans labelled them douloi). Indeed, their esoteric 
and (possibly) unique, certainly special, legal position was one of the – it 
seemed to me then, as it still does to me now! - several and fundamental 
features of Spartan society that in combination made Sparta a radically 
‘different’ if not unique polity.12 

However, alongside – and eventually quite openly against – my posi-
tion there was developing a countertendency, almost a separate tradi-
tion of the currently burgeoning field of Spartan scholarship, spear-

 
10 duBois 2009: 319.  
11 Cartledge & Bradley 2011. 
12 See most recently my introduction to Powell 2018; and the revised, augmented 

French version of Cartledge 2011, published in the Carlier Festschrift 2021. 
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headed by my (again, I hasten to add) very good friend, Stephen Hodkin-
son, who is a former doctoral pupil of Moses Finley and – in a rather spe-
cial sense, following Finley’s death in 1986 – of myself. Broadly speaking, 
the Hodkinson project has been to try to ‘normalise’ Sparta, in the sense 
of emphasising what Sparta had in common with others of the 1000 or so 
ancient Greek poleis that existed between c. 600 and 300 BCE, rather than 
emphasising (as I – and others such as Hansen 2009 – tend to do) its es-
sential difference(s).13  

It is thus in the Hodkinson tradition rather than mine that by far the 
best recent book on servitude in ancient Greece was published in 2018, 
David Lewis’s Greek Slave Systems in their Eastern Mediterranean Context, c. 
800-146 BC, and it is that book – together with a most helpful pre-pub-
lished chapter of his on the legal position of slaves (his word) in ancient 
Greece eventually to appear in the Oxford Handbook of Law in Ancient Greece 
– that is the immediate springboard and justification for this brief, hon-
orific foray of my own.14 I should say at once that I have been immeasur-
ably reassured and fortified in my view that I am not barking like an an-
cient and deaf dog up the wrong tree altogether by the review of Lewis’s 
book that recently appeared in the Journal of the Society of which I was 
President (2020-2024).15 

In my Sparta and Lakonia, the originally 1979 book of my 1975 Oxford 
doctoral thesis, I collected together and reproduced in English transla-
tion in an Appendix (4) what I believed and believe to be a complete set 
of ancient literary sources for the Helots.16 (Mostly I shall not therefore 
be citing chapter and verse yet again in this article.) I subdivided them 
by theme or topic and therefore included, indeed highlighted, the issue 
of the Helots’ legal status. ‘Ancient’ (sources) encompassed many stem-
ming from the ‘Roman’ period of Greek history, sources therefore com-
posed after, sometimes long after, the system of Helotage had been more 
or less unwillingly terminated (by the end of the first millennium BCE). 
It also encompassed sources of the Hellenistic era, which all therefore 
were composed after what many – including of course none other than 

 
13 Hansen & Nielsen 2004; Hansen 2009. 
14 Lewis 2018. 
15 Figueira 2021. 
16 Cartledge 1979 (2nd ed. 2001). 
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Thucydides17 – considered to be by far the more important of the two 
constituent components of hê heilôteia, namely ‘the Messenians’, had 
been liberated permanently.18 Indeed, it is sometimes not realised that 
even Ephorus or Aristotle, both ‘Classical’ sources, were compiling re-
spectively their Universal History and their Politics and the (mainly lost) 
Politeia of the Lakedaimonioi after – and indeed well after - the liberation of 
the Messenians in 370/369, by when the Spartans may well have opted 
to vary the conditions under which they – themselves by now very few 
in number indeed – clung on to the remaining, Lakonian Helots. One of 
Figueira’s chief causes of complaint against Lewis, one of his ‘profound 
disagreements’, is that – apart from omitting to cite some of his own 
work (!) – he overhomogenizes sources emanating from very different 
eras. 

My own beef with Lewis is in sympathy with that criticism but is ra-
ther differently focused. The nub of our disagreement concerns whether 
or not Helots were, as Lewis powerfully contends, individually and pri-
vately owned. Now, all ancient Greek notions of ownership were – for 
example by Roman juristic standards – hazy in the extreme (as the 
trained lawyer Ste. Croix and Finley were always quick to insist). Then, 
there’s the special problem that Sparta – a non-democratic polity with-
out written laws, without specialist jurists, without a popular judiciary, 
without indeed a justice system that could be decently called that, by 
comparison at any rate with the elaborate contemporary legal apparatus 
of the democratic Athenians – barely understood the concept of Law as 
such.19 So, given those limitations, how best to proceed? 

One initial necessary step is to remind readers that the very notion of 
private as opposed to public – as in, a public versus a private sphere or 
space – is itself hard to discern even in surely the most ‘liberal’ of all an-
cient Greek polities, namely democratic Athens.20 I say that despite the 
best efforts of brilliant pioneer historian of the ancient Athenian democ-
racy, Mogens Herman Hansen, to identify and insist on its existence, as a 

 
17 Thuc. 1.100-1. 
18 Thanks chiefly to Epameinondas of Thebes, my favourite ancient Greek as it hap-

pens: Cartledge 2021b.  
19 MacDowell 1986 did his best, so far as the Spartans themselves were concerned. 
20 Cartledge 1996. 
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necessary part of his argument that ancient democratic Athens was sig-
nificantly democratic in the same way as post-Enlightenment democra-
cies are today.21 A second necessary step, I would insist, is to remind 
readers that what we today – following ultimately in the footsteps of 
Thomas Hobbes – call the capital-S State as separate from and opposed 
to community or society was evanescent to the point of nonexistence in 
almost all ancient Greek polities – the chief, but still only very partial 
exception being … Sparta. I owe that I believe correct and fundamental 
observation to my former PhD student, Moshe Berent – though again Mo-
gens Hansen would beg to disagree.22 Which brings me on to my next and 
third step, which is to re-examine the definition of the Helots that was 
finally settled on by Ste. Croix, namely ‘state serfs’.23 

‘Serfs’ he chose precisely in order to differentiate it from ‘slaves’, 
thinking that a word ultimately derived from Latin servus, which was the 
Roman-Law all-purpose equivalent of the  - helpfully or unhelpfully 
vague - Greek term doulos, would at least be apropos. But against that 
appropriative usage (which I had a go at using myself) the objection 
could instantly and probably fatally be raised that serfs – whether of the 
Late Roman antique variety or of the far more common mediaeval Euro-
pean kind – functionally and definitionally operated within very differ-
ent socio-economic-political-ideological parameters from those of the 
polis of ancient Sparta.24 There was no feudalism, no feudal conditional 
land-tenures, in Sparta, just to state the most obvious point of difference. 
What then about (lower-case) ‘state’?  

By that term Ste. Croix intended to emphasise that control and man-
agement and possession (to avoid ‘ownership’) of Helots was vested not 
in any individual or individuals (contrast the case of the Thessalian Pe-
nestai, similar to the Helots in some other respects25, but in the koinon, 
the kosmos, that is, the political community of Hoi Lakedaemonioi or, as 
they sometimes alternately referred to themselves (in Doric), Toi Sparti-
atai. Hence – it is that fact that explains how and why – it was only the 

 
21 Hansen 1989. 
22 Berent 2004. 
23 Ste. Croix 1988. 
24 Cartledge 1988. 
25 Ducat 1994. 
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Spartan state, the political community, that could free Helots from their 
hereditary, genetic servitude. Which it did periodically, under duress  – 
and not by any means unconditionally: the largest category of such state-
sponsored manumissions was deployed for military purposes, by defini-
tion purposes of state, so that those ex-Helots ‘newly smelling of the 
damos’ (that’s what Neodamodeis seems literally to mean)  could make 
up for the rapidly depleting numbers of full Spartan citizens in a time of 
acute oliganthropia – the shortage of citizen military manpower that, ac-
cording to Aristotle, eventually ‘destroyed Sparta’ (Pol. 1270a29-32).26 
There were no individual or private manumissions in Sparta, except just 
possibly of actual non-Helot private slaves, whoever precisely had owned 
them, a massively controversial issue arising from some Classical-period 
inscriptions from the sanctuary of Pohoidan/Poseidon at Tainaron (IG 
V.1, 1228-33). This was a sanctuary – in more than one sense – with which 
the Helots, and presumably especially  those of Lakonia, had a special af-
finity, but that does not exclude the possibility that the manumittors in 
question were Lakedaimonioi in another sense than ‘Spartans’, that is, 
Perioikoi.27 Lewis, however, accepts the validity of a dubious statement 
by Ephorus, to the effect that Spartans might sell their Helots, a form of 
alienation though not of course manumission.28 

Conversely, and possibly uniquely in all human history, it was the 
Spartans precisely as a political entity who formally, ritually and annu-
ally via each new board of Ephors (the state’s chief executive officials 
apart from the two joint kings) declared war on all the Helots collec-
tively, thus on the state’s principal workforce.29 They thereby at a stroke 
transformed the Helots literally into the enemy within and as such liable 
to being murdered by state-sponsored Spartan terror bands or individual 
Spartans without risk for the latter of incurring ritual religious pollution 
(miasma) let alone suffering any legal redress.30 Just how significant this 
all was may be gauged from Herodotus’s repeated shrewd comment, that 

 
26 For sources on and discussion of oliganthropia, see Doran 2018. 
27 Ducat 1990a. 
28 FGrHist. 70 F 117, quoted by Strabo 364-65. 
29 Plut. Lyc. 28, citing Aristotle’s lost Lak.  Pol. 
30 Ducat 2006 on the notorious, partly ritual krypteia. 
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the Spartans were of all Greeks exceptionally if not uniquely pious or su-
perstitious: for they ‘valued the things of the gods above those of men’31 
– well, all Greeks did that, so Herodotus clearly meant that the Spartans 
did so to an exceptional degree and in exceptional ways, as indeed they 
did.32 

And, finally for my purposes here, hence too the fact that in a formal 
treaty of alliance of 421 BCE inscribed and publicly exhibited in major 
religious sanctuaries of both the swearing parties the Spartans could re-
fer to the Helots precisely as a single collectivity, hē douleia or – to para-
phrase somewhat – ‘the servile class (or population)’. 33  Of course, it 
speaks worlds in and of itself that the Spartans were so acutely aware of 
the possibility of collective servile revolt, perceived to constitute a threat 
to the state’s very existence - that’s the other side of ‘state’ in any defi-
nition of the Helots’ status – that they felt obliged to refer to that threat 
explicitly (‘should the slave population revolt’) in such an acutely sensi-
tive context as a formal military treaty. No other servile collectivity in 
ancient Greece was so perceived or so constituted, because the Helots 
were clearly a subjugated and dependent population (or perhaps two 
populations treated as one), not an aggregate of individual slaves. I rest 
my case. 

Concluding  Remarks  

Finally, to wrap up, we must ask in the immortal words of Moses Finley, 
revered mentor, ‘so what?’ What does all that stuff about what and who 
and why the Helots were signify? David Lewis himself provides a clue: if 
one were to accept his definition of Helots as slaves, that would make it 
no longer Athens but Sparta that was the ancient Hellenic world’s fore-
most ‘slave society’, i.e., following Finley again, a society not just with 
slaves but a society based on slaves, a society which but for those slaves 
either would not have existed at all as such or would have been measur-
ably different. To which I respond, yes, Spartan society and polity were 

 
31 Hdt. 5.63, 9.7. 
32 Richer 2012. 
33 Thuc. 5.23.3. 
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indeed based on the exploitation of unfree human beings – who hap-
pened, unusually, also to be no less Greek than the exploiting masters 
themselves; and yes, but for the Helots the Spartans’ polis would not have 
been as it was. But no, that society was not a society in which the notion 
of private property had made any great inroads, and certainly was not 
one in which the principal exploited workforce was ‘privately’ ‘owned’ 
(both terms in scare quotes). Rather, although Spartan polity and society 
were unquestionably ‘based on’ the Helots, that top-down relationship 
was complex, not unidirectional but dialectical34, and – dare I say it – de-
spite all the comparisons drawn in antiquity between the Helots (eliding 
key differences between the Messenians and the Lakonians) and other 
Greek and non-Greek servile collectivities – unique.35 
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