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R.MALCOLM ERRINGTON

ExxAnolog ®uolog YEVOUEVNG

For Christian Habicht: 26.2. 1996

1

The interpretation of formal aspects of the decrees of Greek cities as expressions
of their constitutional structure is a well-established historical method, which has
made a major contribution to the advancement of our knowledge concerning the
structure and history of ancient Greek constitutional practice. The difficulties in-
volved in this method are, however, not to be underestimated. In particular, it
seems dangerous, though often enough it is the only way, to infer merely from
similarities of expression that a phrase, even a technical term, must have the same
meaning wherever in the Greek world it occurs. The danger is especially great
when large distances of time or place separate the cities where the expressions oc-
cur, or where the use of words is similar but not identical. The large and intensely
analysed epigraphic crop from Athens, as we shall see, presents a danger all of its
own for researchers in other areas, since the historian’s desire to make inferences
about the lesser known from the better-known ~ a principle which is inherent
and unavoidable in most research in ancient history — in the area of constitutional
practice often offers extreme temptations.

The epigraphic material which I shall discuss in this paper will indeed illustrate
this danger, but will also, by trying to avoid it, offer some positive conclusions,
though many loose ends will remain to be tied. I am concerned with the phrase
guxhnotag nvgiog yevouévng, which is well-known to all historians who have
worked with the hellenistic city, or pseudo-city, decrees from south-west Asia
Minor. I shall also discuss some similar, or similarly constructed, expressions, and
explore the possibility of interpreting each in the light of the other.

17

The phrase éxxAnoiog xvgiag yevopévng occurs in the prescripts of many decrees
from a wide range of communities! dating mainly but not exclusively, from the

! See appendix for an extensive list.



20 R. Malcolm Errington

fourth or third centuries B.C. and all but one situated in Asia Minor. Within the
prescript the phrase can stand immediately before or immediately after the verb
of decision, normally £€80Ee + name of the community. The exact placing seems
to be of no material significance. A prescript from Panamara may serve as an ex-
ample: gnxhnotag nveiag yevouévng, £dokev IMovopuagéwv Tl xowit? Attempts to
interpret the phrase have been rare; those who have risked an interpretation have
looked to Athens as a parallel, where the adjective nvola was applied to éxxinoia
in the restructuring of the meetings of the assembly introduced in 336/5 and de-
scribed by the author of the Athenaion Politeia. In this system the éxxAnoia xvo-
{a was an especially important meeting of the assembly, taking place once in each
prytany, for which particularly important agenda-items were reserved and for
which the normal attendance-money was significantly raised.’ In this sense
G.Busorrt and H.SwoBopa,* and M. WORRLE® have interpreted the phrase, while
J. and L.RoBERT,® though translating it, sit on the fence and give it no precise
technical interpretation. It must, however, be said, that only the interest of BusoLt
and SwoBoDA was primarily directed towards the constitutional structures illus-
trated by the inscriptions, the latter scholars were concerned more with other mat-
ters of more immediate interest in the new texts they were publishing.

Nevertheless, important formal differences, when compared with Athens, were
neglected in this search for parallels. In particular the essential connection of the
gnnhnoio wvgio described by the Athenaion Politeia with the Athenian prytany
system makes it an unlikely model for extrapolation to places where no prytany
system is known, nor even a probable assumption. Moreover, the first occurrence
of the phrase (at Mylasa in 367/6)” occurs thirty years before the system was intro-
duced in Athens.® A further contrast is provided by the epigraphic material from
Athens, merely emphasising still more essential differences. In the texts from
Asia Minor the #xxMoia xvolo occurs in prescripts, with extremely rare excep-
tions, in the form of a genitive absolute, normally with the participle yevouévng,
but occasionally with otong;’ moreover it always stands immediately before or
after the constitutive £§do&e.

2 1. Stratonikeia 9. »

3 Ath. Pol. 43.4. On the introduction and functions of the ekklesia kyria at Athens cf.
R.M. ERRINGTON, ExxAnoia %vgic. in Athens, Chiron 24, 1994, 135ff.

* Griechische Staatskunde I, 446 with n.3 and 447 n.1.

5> Epigraphische Forschungen zur Geschichte Lykiens II, Chiron 8, 1978, 202: «... fand
eine Hauptsitzung der Volksversammlung statt.»

¢ Fouilles d’Amyzon en Carie I, Paris 1983, 120: «dans I’assemblée pléniére.» Cf. also 110
and n.111 where a collection of evidence, but without interpretation, is offered.

7 1. Mylasa 1.

8 On Athens see ERRINGTON (as n.3) 135f.

? In Asia Minor: from Xanthos (J. & L.RoBERT, Amyzon [as n.6] 154 no.15B) (see also
below, 34) and from Araxa (SEG 18, 570), where the adjective is however évvopov. The for-
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In Athens the notice about the type of meeting does not occur in the constitu-
tive part of the prescript but in the dating formula, always between the dating by
the prytany and the name of the probedros responsible for the voting, and always
as a simple notice in the nominative case, éxxAnoio xveia!® or (for meetings not
»vpio in terms of the description of the Athenaion Politeia), simply éwxhnoic.'!
This latter practice points to a further difference from the practice known from
the communities in Asia Minor. From 44 epigraphic cases known to me from
Asia Minor where éxxAnola is mentioned, an adjective is absent in only four of
them, and in these cases there is good reason to believe that special circumstances
played a part.!? If we wished to apply the Athenian model to these communities,
then we would need to assume that during the period when they used this phrase
their meetings consisted exclusively of «main meetings» — quite differently from
Athens where, since the éxxAnoiow xveion made up only 25 % of the meetings, nor-
mal simple &xxAnolon are regularly registered in the inscribed decrees.

A further difference may be noted. At Athens the notice about the type of meet-
ing, once introduced, continued to be used for more than three centuries, until at
least the end of the first century B.C." In the communities using the genitive ab-
solute with »voia there is a clear dominance of the fourth and third centuries
B.C.,, after which only quite isolated instances are known. Moreover the placing
of the genitive absolute immediately before or after £d0Ee suggests that it expres-
sed something centrally important, something constitutive, for the legality of the
decree. Indeed, the fact alone that it can be placed after £80Ee makes it clear that
this phrase was far more than a mere dating formula, which it seems to have been
at Athens.!* We must therefore conclude that the éxxAnoio nvoia in Athens will

mula with odong (but with a different adjective, not »voiag) is also known from a few Thes-
salian cities: Chyretiai (Arch. Eph. 1917, 10 no.304), Mopsion (IG IX 2, 1056: here [&y]odg
voutpag £6[voag]) and perhaps Hypata (IG IX 2, 11 line 1, where there seems to be inad-
equate room to restore yevouévng). Cf. also, without adjective, Larisa (IG IX 2, 512b.7.22).
For other variations see appendix, section 5.

10 . g IG II? 336.

" E.g. IG I 330.

12 From Kildara (4th century): I. Mylasa 961; from the neighbourhood of Denizli, the de-
cree of the Neoteichitai and the Kiddiokomitai: M. WORRLE, Antiochos I., Achaios der Al-
tere und die Galater, Chiron 5, 1975, 59f.; from Xanthos: TAM II 262 (256 B.C.), SEG 38,
1476 (cf. ed.pr. ]. BousQuer, REG 101, 1988, 12-53) (206/5 B.C.). I omit from this list the
undated inscription I. Magnesia Maeander 13, where an extremely fragmentary text is adven-
turously reconstructed from an inadequate copy to give the phrase without xveiog. It would
be misleading to regard this text as established. Outside of Asia Minor the construction with
genitive absolute is extremely rare, in only two known cases is an adjective missing (see the
list in the appendix). For discussion of the texts from Asia Minor see below 31{.

13 E.g. Syll? 796 IIL.

4 The certain cases are 29 where the phrase stands before £80Ee and 21 where it stands
after it. The fact that the order was unimportant emerges clearly from the cases where at
the same place at about the same time both positions occur: at Lissa in Lykia (TAM II 158
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not provide a satisfactory model with which the epigraphic material from Asia
Minor can be explained.

117

If the Athenian model will not do, other methods whereby we might reach a feasi-
ble interpretation of what éxxAnoia xvpla really means in these communities must
be tried. It might be thought reasonable to see the phrase as an adaption of the for-
mula used in some other communities, in particular from the Greek mainland and
some of the islands, &xxAnoia &vvopog (or some other adjective constructed with
vopog), which must mean something like «legal», «valid», «according to the consti-
tutional rules».”® Since xUgog when used non-technically means «sovereign»,
«competent», «dominant»,!® it might as a technical term conceivably also mean
simply «constitutional». The problem here, however, is that the evidence from
the two places in Asia Minor where the ekklesia is described by an adjective with
a vop- stem, Araxal’ and Magnesia on the Maeander'® seems explicitly to exclude
the two expressions having the same meaning. Both Araxa and Magnesia on the
Maeander belong to those communities, from which sufficient evidence exists to
allow us to see that they changed their terminology over the years.

For Araxa an inscription from the third century B. C. shows that at that time the
Araxians also used the expression éxxAnoiag wvelag yevouévng,!” whereas by the
later second century the formula had become éxuuhnoiag vvopov otong.?® In both
cases the organs involved in passing the decree were apparently identical (in the
third century: £d0Ee Apakéwv i toOre[t] »al ol doyovow, whereas in the second

[277 B.C.], 160 [245 B.C.], both after £80Eg; ibid. 159 [275/4 B.C.], before £80Eg), and Ma-
gnesia on the Maeander (I. Magnesia Maeander 4,10 [after #80Eg], 5, 9,11 [before &50&e] —
all not precisely datable, but all third century). Cf. also Antikyra in Phokis, where the for-
mula was &v gvvoumi gxxhnoiow: IG IX 1 nos. 1, 2 (after £80Ee), no.3 (before).

> Known from Ambryssos (IG IX 1, 11), Antikyra (IG IX 1, 1-3), Arkesine (IG XI 7,
50), Chaleion (IG IX 1, 330), Chyretiai (Arch. Eph. 1917, 10 no.304), Hypata (IG IX 2,
11), Kierion (IG IX 2, 259), League of the Magnesians (IG IX 2, 1109), Thera (IG XII 3,
325, 326). Additionally there is vouipa at Delphi (the Aetolians: BCH 6, 1882, 460 no.92)
and at Mopsion (IG IX 2, 1056). Cf. also the many known &yogal téhewor at Delphi (e. g.
Syll.? 437, 450).

16 See the examples of this usage collected in ERRINGTON (as n.3) 144 1.

7 SEG 18, 570. On the date cf. R.M.ERRINGTON, @ed Poyun und romischer Einflufl
stidlich des Mianders im 2.Jh. v. Chr.,, Chiron 17, 1987, 114{.

18 J.Magnesia Maeander 5. An inscription from Mylasa (I. Mylasa 200), a decree of the
tribe of the Otorkondeis, might conceivably show a trace of the same meaning if xatd ta
néroua in the phrase éxxhnoiag xvoiafs yevouévng &v]| [Tlavoodovio is not restricted in
its meaning to [T]avgodoviois.

19 A.Marurr, Annuario 8-9, 1925-6, 313-315 no. 1.

2 SEG 18, 570.
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century they merely replaced moker with dnpwi), so that if we do not wish to as-
sume a merely trivial or accidental verbal variation in the formula, it is necessary
to conclude that the different formulae indeed reflect different constitutional
rules, therefore that at Araxa éxxAnola xvgio. does not simply mean the same
thing as éxxAnoio £vvopoc.

If Araxa might nevertheless leave a slight doubt, Magnesia on the Maeander offers
conclusive proof that the two expressions had different meanings. At Magnesia, on
the one occasion on which the vou- adjective (here vopaia) occurs in the genitive ab-
solute with éxxnota it is coupled with xveia: éxxinoiog vopaiag wvoiag yevo-
pévne.?! In the four other known cases from Magnesia, all dating from the third cen-
tury, xvpiog is the only adjective used.? This situation is, however, not merely the
result of an accident, since later inscriptions recording decrees of Magnesia aban-
don at the same time, it seems, both the distinctive adjective »vpia and the distinc-
tive construction with the genitive absolute. Nopaia, however, is retained, but in
the expression év vopaiow éxxAnoton.” This change had been effected by 221/20.2
Kvpta must therefore mean something different from vopaia, and if this is true for
Magnesia on the Maeander then there is a good chance that it will also be true for
Araxa. This means that éxxAnoiog xvoiag yevopévng cannot simply mean «a consti-
tutional assembly» in these communities, since no other meaning is conceivable
for the vop- adjectives; and if it means something different at Magnesia and at Ara-
xa, then it must surely also mean something different in the other Asia Minor com-
munities — all situated in the immediate neighbourhood — where it occurs.

The immediate solution of the problem, however, seems to emerge from the ma-
terial from Magnesia on the Maeander. All five third century texts from there which
bear the genitive absolute construction with xvpiag all bear equally the addition
e £Eaxooiwv.”? BusoLT and SwoBoDA recognised immediately that this num-
ber, «over 600», must be an indication that a quorum of 600 was required at Ma-
gnesia on the Maeander at this time for the recorded meetings of the ekklesia.’®

21 1.Magnesia Maeander 5.

22 1.Magnesia Maeander 4, 9, 10, 11. The formula is independent of the eponymous offi-
cial used for dating, since it occurs both in documents dated by an eponymous prytanis
(nos.4 and 5) and those dated by the stephanephoros (nos.9, 10, 11) — it is not known
when precisely the change of eponymous magistrate took place. The phrase &xxAnoiag xv-
Qiag yevopuévng was not originally in use at Magnesia on the Maeander: No.2, dated by the
prytanis Apollophanes conferring proxeny and citizenship etc. on a Macedonian, also
named Apollophanes, son of Lysanias, from Lete, does not have it. It must have been intro-
duced subsequently, but still in the early third century. The decree of the Otorkondeis of
Mylasa (n.18 above) would, however, be a second example for a further definition of »v-
otag if the phrase xata té wérola also qualified xvoiag.

2 1.Magnesia Maeander 15, 89, 90, 98, 155.

24 ].Magnesia Maeander 15, from this year.

3 In two cases (nos.4 and 10) with the spelling éxEaxooiwv.

2 Griechische Staatskunde (as n.4) 446 n.3.
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PH. GAUTHIER has recently studied this phenomenon at Magnesia and established a
connection here between quorum and the expression kyria.”” Unnoticed until now,
however, is the fact that when the genitive absolute with »vplag disappears, the
quorum notice vanishes also. The successor formula év vopoion éxxhnoion never
mentions the quorum number.?® The most probable conclusion therefore is that at
Magnesia on the Maeander the expression éxxinoia xvoic means that the ekklesia
was valid precisely because the quorum had been reached, that the choice of yevo-
uévng for the participle of the genitive absolute is intended to indicate explicitly
that the quorum had been reached, had «come about». In this case the additional
statement «over 600» would not be strictly necessary, but will represent merely a
full restatement of the exact constitutional requirement expressed by »voiog.

Apart from the extra notice «over 600», Magnesia on the Maeander uses exactly
the same expression known from 19 other communities in southwestern Asia Mi-
nor.?’ Moreover, the evidence from other places is not only geographically proxi-
mate but also largely belongs to the same period. The conclusion seems inescap-
able that in all places where the genitive absolute in the prescript of decrees in-
cludes nvolag the local constitution must have contained a hard and fixed quorum
for valid meetings of the local ekklesia, though apart from Magnesia we are in no
position even to guess how large this might have been.

If this conclusion is sound, an important question remaining is whether this
quorum was general, applying to every meeting of an ekklesia, or (like at Athens,
where there was no general quorum) the rules only applied to specific serious
items of business such as grants of citizenship or other decisions about individual
persons.®® Since most decrees published on stone in the hellenistic period were
honorary decrees relating to the actions of individual persons, the pre-selection
of the epigraphic material makes this question difficult to decide, since the consti-
tutional rules under which routine or short-term decisions were taken, which were
not engraved for eternity on stone, are quite unknown. Despite the difficulty in
principle of applying the Athenian regulation to other places — certainly for such
a rule methodologically inacceptable — there are some instances among the inscrip-

% PH.GAUTHIER, Quorum et participation civique dans les démocraties grecques, in:
C.Nicocrer (ed.), Du pouvoir dans I"antiquité: mots et réalités, Genéve 1990, 90: «Il existait
donc, 3 Magnésie du Méandre, un quorum, fixé a 600, exigé en certaines circonstances pour
que I’assemblée puisse valablement délibérer, étre kyria.»

2 GAUTHIER (as n.27) 42, assumes that the quorum of 600 was maintained also into the
second century (although after I. Magnesia Maeander 11 it is never again explicitly men-
tioned), from which period some actual voting figures are however registered: 4678 in
I.Magnesia 92a, lines 15 and 16; 2113 in ib.92b, line 19; 3580 in ib.94, line 14. The exclu-
sive connection of the number 600 with the decrees containing the genitive absolute with
nvgiag makes this assumption dubious.

2 See appendix below for list.

*® Discussion in GAUTHIER (as n.27) 771.
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tions with éxxnoiag xvoiag yevouévng which suggest that the quorum rule in these
communities in Asia Minor might indeed have been more general than simply for
vouou & avdoi.

Honours which do not include mohiteio, or entirely other matters, are recorded
on some of the inscriptions which carry éxxhnoiog »votag yevouévns. At Priene
this is certainly the case;’! in the first texts from Mylasa the subject matter is gen-
eral security, though the fate of individual conspirators is indeed a central fea-
ture;”? but at Amyzon financial matters are treated in such an assembly;*® the
Otorkondeis of Mylasa regulated their rules for letting public land under these
conditions;** Telmessos decrees a general thanksgiving for a victory of Eumenes II
in such an assembly.*® These are not, it seems, subjects which on the whole would
necessarily have required a quorum (of 6000) at Athens. Moreover, the fact that
the precise rules expressed by the phrase éuxhnoiog nvolag yevouévng were drop-
ped in nearly all the places using it during the third century, though many contin-
ued to pass decrees awarding politeia, for which, one might think — as at Athens
and some other places — special rules concerning the quality of the assembly must
have continued in force, means that if éxxAnoiog ®vgiog yevopévng merely expres-
sed quorum rules, limited on the Athenian pattern to certain subjects, then we
must assume that these were also abolished, which might not be impossible, but
is hardly likely. At Magnesia on the Maeander we know for certain that other
rules replaced the éxxAnoia xvoia with its quorum of 600. At a later time on three
recorded occasions votes were explicitly counted and the numbers recorded on the
stones,*® thus suggesting that the rules had changed, but that there still were cer-
tain rules governing the composition of a valid assembly, at least for the purpose
of the recorded decrees. On balance, therefore, the evidence seems to point not
to any limitation of subject for the rules governing the éxxAnoio xvoia, but rather
that the expression means «valid in the sense of a general quorum». The rules
will therefore have most probably governed every meeting of an ekklesiz in the
communities which adopted them.

v

This recognition has important consequences not only for the internal structure of
the communities which used the quorum in the fourth and third centuries B.C.,
but also for the attitude of those who introduced it and for the way in which

31 1.Priene 4, 7.

2 1.Mylasa 1, 2.

1. Amyzon (as n.6), no.3, 36.

3 1.Mylasa 201.

3 M.SEGRE, Riv. Fil. 60, 1932, 446.

% 1.Magnesia Maeander 92a, 92b, 94.
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they wished the democratically structured organs to function. It is clear that we
are confronted here in this area at this time not merely with purely formalistic de-
mocratic structures. Those who created the rules for the quorum in these states
were clearly interested in achieving at least a minimal representation of the citi-
zens at the meetings held (only at Magnesia is a figure known, but even here it is
mere guesswork to try to assess this quorum of 600, valid in the early third centu-
ry, as a proportion of the — unknown - total citizen population of the time — a
hundred years later it would have been a mere proportion of those actually vot-
ing;*” but what this means for the third century is quite uncertain).

It is therefore clear that in principle the introduction of a general quorum tells
us something about the attitude of the people who introduced it. The case of
Priene, where we happen to know that the democratic structure was introduced
as a result of Alexander the Great’s deliberate policy, is a good example, since the
Prieneans also made explicit their doubtless genuine pride at being autonomous
again in the demonstrative notice which they placed in the prescripts of their ear-
liest decrees, dating from the 330s and 320s, the first which they passed after re-
gaining their autonomy: Iomvéwv avtovouwy é6vrwv.*® This in itself has been no-
ticed often enough, but it is more than a mere indication of date and civic pride.
For in these decrees where the autonomy is proudly asserted, the assembly
(which in Priene at this time was called oc0Moyog) is also named »lguog in the
now familiar genitive absolute: nvgiov culhdyou yevopuévou. Moreover, when the
autonomy notice disappears from the inscriptions during the 320s, the Prieneans
also stop calling their meetings x0gu0.>” The two things obviously belonged toge-

37 1.Magnesia Maeander 92a, 92b, 94, with numbers of 4678, 2113 and 3580 respectively.
These high figures suggest that active citizenship — consisting of the right to participate in
assemblies — had perhaps been newly defined and extended since the period of the quorum
of 600. A natural increase of population of these dimensions seems less likely.

3% 1.Priene 2, 3, 4, 6, 7.

¥ Cf. n.36. I.Priene 3 & 6 have the notice about the form of the meeting in the dative
case with &v: év xvgiwt ouhhoymt. This should justify the conclusion that a formula with 8v,
which also occurs elsewhere, could have the same substantive meaning as the genitive abso-
lute (though it does not need to). In Asia Minor the formula with év is, however, extremely
rare. Only three examples are known, one from Mylasa (I. Mylasa 133) and two from Kios
(I.Kios 1, 2). At Kios the formula is indeed only transmitted for I. Kios 2, and there correct-
ly restored by the editor T. CorsTEN (though the translation «in der regelmafiigen Volksver-
sammlung» will be incorrect); but the older publication of LE Bas - WappincTON (11 p. 280,
ad no.1140) recognised the correct restoration of Pococke’s sketch of no.1, line 3. Po-
cockk read JAHSIA here, and the restoration to év xvoiaw éxx]Anoion must be right. The
most recent editor, CORsTEN (in 1. Kios), does not accept this and restores »vgia éxx]inoio,
without translating the phrase or justifying his departure from LE Bas — WADDINGTON.
But as a nominative in the prescript the phrase is not known outside of Athens, and there
the expression is always éxxAnoia »voia. He has therefore restored a hapax. It is thus best
to return to LE Bas — WADDINGTON’s restoration, and to assume that either Pococke or
the stonemason, as so often, simply omitted the iota adscript. Both texts from Kios thus
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ther. The Prieneans were thus just as proud of their democratic constitution as of
their autonomy, and introduced the constitutional luxury of a quorum when
freed from the Persians by Alexander. For reasons we can no longer discover it
seems to have been dropped along with the assertion of autonomy under the satra-
py of Antigonos Monophthalmos.

The use of a quorum was fairly widespread in southwestern Asia Minor in the
later fourth and the third centuries B.C., in the second century it is hardly
known. From several communities we have decrees, in some of which the quo-
rum-formula is present, in others absent. In all cases the decrees without the quo-
rum are later than those with it. The general trend is clear and indisputable, and I
have already tried above to show that the change occurred between the third and
second centuries at Magnesia on the Maeander and at Araxa. It is also explicitly
traceable to this time at Amyzon and at Euromos; also for Mylasa and for the
Phyle of the Otorkondeis, which belongs to Mylasa, it is a very probable hypoth-
esis that the change took place in mid- or late third century.

In Amyzon the change seems in some way to be connected with the conquest of
the place by Antiochos ITI. All surviving prescripts from the late fourth and the
third centuries contain the notice in the classic form with genitive absolute.®® By
202/1, however, in a decree dated by the Seleucid era and by the regnal year of An-

tiochos I1I and his son Antiochos it has disappeared and does not occur again.*!

have the same reading at this point. Cf. also I. Magnesia Maeander 15 et al.: v vopaiow &x-
xAnotou, after abandoning the formula with the genitive absolute and xvoiog; 1. Mylasa 103
line 5: &v gxxdnota.

The very fragmentary inscription I. Magnesia Maeander 1, which F. HILLER VON GAERTRIN-
GEN, L. Priene p.6 ad no.3, claimed for Priene because a oUAloyog, which is not otherwise
known for Magnesia, is mentioned in it, would also require to have the autonomy notice restor-
ed, if HILLER were to be right, which in view of the structure of the text seems problematical.

4 J. & L.RoBERT, Amyzon (as n.6) nos.2, 3, 4, 5, 20, 36. No.36 is not dated securely by
the RoBERTs, though they tend to place it in the second century and argue that the xatdora-
ol and the petafohai tdv xoup®dv mentioned there (lines 11-12) fit better into the time of
Antiochus IIT or even of the Rhodian rule (p.238). This might still be possible, but it would
imply that alone of the inscriptions of the second century from Amyzon this text has the
genitive absolute formula (cf. n.39). It might therefore be better to place it in the period be-
fore the final conquest of the place by Antiochus III: petofolol t@v xapdv were indeed
frequent enough in the area in the last years of the third century, and the only objective cri-
terion, the form of the letters, does not provide a convincing argument against this. More-
over, a man with the same name as the speaker, Kleandros son of Dionysios, was Naopoios
under Ptolemaic rule (no.6). The RoBerTs would like to explain him as 2 homonym; but an-
other man, Apollonios son of Iatrokles, is also mentioned in the text who crops up in no. 17
as envoy to some royal functionary; and no. 17 was on the same block, but just above no. 14,
the first text without the notice of the quorum. There does not therefore seem to be any
good reason for not dating no.36 into the last years before the conquest of Antiochus III.

1 Tbid. no. 14. It is certain that the notice was not present in nos. 15, 23, 28, 35, and very
probably absent in nos.19 and 22.
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Euromos does not offer as much material in total as Amyzon, but the classic quo-
rum-formula is found in two decrees from the earlier third century.*? In the second
century it has disappeared.* Absolutely the earliest examples of the formula come
from Mylasa, from the time of Maussollos.* Unfortunately no decrees dating
from the third century have yet been found, but it is certain that the quorum-no-
tice was not used in the second century,* which suggests a similar development
to that noticed at neighbouring Euromos. Finally the Otorkondeis: one decree
dating from the third century carries the notice,* several from the second century
and later do not have it.¥

This evidence suggests strongly that the later third century was a critical time
for the functioning of popular assemblies in southwestern Asia Minor. The trend
is too widespread to be explained merely on the assumption of a change in the re-
cording techniques of the communities concerned. The dropping of the quorum
notice from the inscribed decrees can only mean that the general quorum regula-
tions themselves had fallen into disuse, which will doubtless have made the popu-
lar assemblies easier to control by those who had an interest in doing so. This ob-
servation will be a further confirmation of the long-term tendency of the time for
the councils and elected officials gradually to achieve greater influence at the cost
of the popular assemblies. There will doubtless have been local variations in the
speed and the conditions under which the change took place, but the trend itself
seems uncontrovertible.

\%

Local variations, which seem to vary from or even to contradict the general trend,
will require explanation in terms of local conditions. Two examples from the terri-
tory of what eventually became Stratonikeia in Karia are particularly characteris-
tic. The first concerns the Koroandeis from the area of Lagina. From the first
years after the death of Alexander the Great we have two honorary decrees issued
by this community. The first dates from year one of Philip Arrhidaios,*® the sec-
ond from year six.*’ The first inscription pays no attention to the constitutional

2 R.M.ERRINGTON, Inschriften von Euromos, Ep. Anat. 21, 1993, 15-19 nos. 1, 2.

# ibid. 28f. no.7.

# I.Mylasa 1, lines 2—4 and 44-5, cf. also 1. Mylasa 886 (third century, from Olymos);
L.ROBERT, Le sanctuaire de Sinuri prés de Mylasa, Paris 1945, 94 no.73 (= S. HORNBLOW-
ER, Mausolus, Oxford 1982, 365 M5) (the IleAéxwdog ouyyeveic); I. Mylasa 911 (fourth centu-
ry, from Chalketor).

# 1.Mylasa 102.

6 1.Mylasa 201.

# No less than six prescripts are preserved from the second and first centuries B. C. where
it is certain that the notice was absent: I. Mylasa 106, 107, 108, 109, 110, 116, cf. also 105.

8 1.Stratonikeia 501.

4 I.Stratonikeia 503.
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character of the assembly, we read the simple 80Eev Koopevdetow (line 4). In ad-
dition to the date given according to the first regnal year of Philip Arrhidaios, it is
noted that Asandros was satrap. Five years later the prescript is much more so-
phisticated. In addition to the regnal year (year six) and the name of the satrap
(still Asandros), the month is given, two local magistrates (dgyovteg) are named
and immediately after the formula of decision (still in the simple form £8oEe
Koogaviedor)®® we read: énxhnoiag xvgiag yevopévng ovv tois iegoxnouEly. What-
ever the formal function of the iggoxnouneg within the constitutional structure of
this community which now calls itself «polis» (line 9) may have been — in some
way they will doubtless have represented the interests of the temple of Lagina —
it is clear that in the five years intervening between the two decrees, 1.e. between
323 and 318 B.C., a substantial formalisation of the constitution of the commu-
nity had taken place, and that this was reflected in the much more informative pre-
script of the second decree. The change seems to have consisted of four things:
1) the introduction of the Macedonian calendar (the month named is Dios,
line 2); 2) the institution of polis-type eponymous magistrates;>! 3) the structural
participation of representatives of the temple of Lagina in decisions of the commu-
nity; 4)the introduction of the quorum for decision-taking assemblies. Once
again, therefore, we seem to have a case where, like Priene in 334, a Macedonian,
this time a dynast (satrap!), seems to have actually created a form of polis democ-
racy — here no doubt for the first time — which prescribed that a fixed minimum
number of citizens participate in meetings of the assembly.

If the decrees of the Koarandeis show the introduction of the democratic quo-
rum under the early Macedonian successors at a time when it is becoming quite
well known from other places in the area as well (where however the persons re-
sponsible are not so easy to detect)® the second example, from Panamara, shows
a distinct development against the trend. More than one hundred years later, in
201/200, Philip V conquered parts of Karia including Panamara, which now was
part of the Seleukid foundation Stratonikeia. Three prescripts of decrees survive
from Panamara from this time. The first, a decree of the xowdv ITavapagéwv, hon-
ours king Philip for his attitude towards the temple. It bears no dating formula,

*® The variation in the spelling of the name is doubtless merely an indication that the hel-
lenisation of the tribe is still at an early stage of development: for further variations cf.
W.BLtMEL, . Mylasa I, p.9.

3! Both of these changes may, of course, theoretically have been earlier and merely omit-
ted for some reason from the prescript of the first decree, since they are not constitutive for
the legality of the decree. Nevertheless, since constitutional changes clearly were made in
these years, it is perhaps not improbable that all the observed changes will have taken place
at the same time under Asandros.

>2 Evidence from the time of Philip Arrhidaios also from Amyzon (Amyzon [as n.6],
no.2) and from Pladasa (SEG 40, 996); under Pleistarchos from Euromos (Ep.Anat. [as
n.42], 16 no.1), cf. also Kildara (I. Mylasa 961), below 311£.).
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but the arguments of Maurice HoLLEAUX make it extremely probable that it be-
longs to 201/200.%* The second inscription is dated by the local stephanephoros,>
but also by Philip’s regnal year (the 23rd) and the Macedonian calendar (7th of
Xandikos), which gives a date of spring 198 B.C. Again it is a decree honouring
the king, this time together with his epistates Asklepiades, for his activities on be-
half of the sanctuary after an earthquake.® The third decree has to be placed after
the end of Macedonian rule, since it is dated by the Rhodian priest Archidamos
and by the Rhodian calendar (in the month Dalios). This decree was originally in
honour of the Rhodian epistates, whose name was subsequently deliberately
erased, presumably after the end of Rhodian rule in Stratonikeia in 166 B.C.>

The surprising thing about this group of Panamarean texts is that the latter pair,
though both clearly written and passed while Panamara stood under foreign rule
and at a time when many other places in the area had just abandoned their quor-
um rules, clearly carry the quorum phrase éxxinoiag xvoiag yevouévng. The first
text, though severely damaged, does not appear to have room for it,”” although at
this time the koinon, apart from the limitation of its freedom resulting from its
participation in the larger political structure of the polis Stratonikeia, does not
seem to have been under direct foreign control. It seems that we must conclude
that it was the Macedonian rule which brought the quorum (?back) to Panamara
at this time, just as other places in the immediate neighbourhood — Euromos, per-
haps Mylasa and Magnesia on the Maeander — had already given it up. Indeed, un-
less the koinon at Panamara had never had a quorum and was introducing one for
the first time, it also had ceased to practice it by 201/200. In this case it will have
conformed to the general trend until Philip’s conquest. But there is no evidence
either way for this detail.

The earlier instances we have observed seem to reflect a basic and perhaps gen-
uine pride in democratic institutions — explicitly so at Priene — or an early phase
in the introduction of them (as, e.g. with the Koroandeis and some other instan-
ces to be discussed below). Can we use the same interpretation model for these ex-
amples from the second century? There is reason to be sceptical about this when
the content of the decrees is considered, since both are concerned with praising
the ruling power and its local representative. Moreover in the case of the Rhodian
epistates the koinon did not later wish to be reminded of its decision and had his

53 1.Stratonikeia 3; cf. HoLLEaux, Etudes IV 204f.

> Apollo [t6 toiJtov — here perhaps a particularly extreme sign of bad times, since the
temple at Panamara belonged to Zeus.

%5 I.Stratonikeia 4.

56 1.Stratonikeia 9. For the erasure cf. A. WiLueLM, GGA 1900, 90f., who restored the
name as Ho[Av]xo[atidalc [A]lardxov; cf. also HoLLeaux, Etudes I 412. For the Rhodian
loss of Stratonikeia in 166: Polyb. 30,19,3.

% HoLLeaux’ restoration (Etudes IV 204 f.) must be correct in principle, and it leaves no
room for the phrase.
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name erased. It seems therefore reasonable to consider the possibility that it was
not the koinon in its democratic wisdom which introduced the quorum but the
new ruling power Macedonia, perhaps with the explicit aim that the decrees pas-
sed in honour of the king would seem to the public reading them — perhaps at
Panamara one should think particularly of the crowds attending the festivals of
Zeus Panamareus — as if they had been passed in assemblies voting according to
rules traditional in the area, but which, perhaps under Seleukid pressure, in other
places had already been abandoned. The Rhodians, as direct successors of the Ma-
cedonians here would for the same reasons have the same interest in maintaining
this state of affairs, where it already existed.

|74

There are four texts from Asia Minor dating from the fourth and third centuries
where the genitive absolute with yevouévng occurs, but where the critical adjec-
tive xvpiag is absent.’® The question arises, given the rarity of the case in a context
where the adjective would normally be expected at this time, whether its absence
is historically significant. Proceeding chronologically, the first inscription comes
from Kildara and dates from the fourth century.®® The text is characterised by its
exceptional brevity and minimal indication of formal constitutionality:

£80Ee Kihdopetow éxxdnoiag yevopevng Yoo[wiiwe?]

Soumov eveQyETNL Yevouevar Kildagtwv dté[hewov]

dotval xai eoedgiav xal Eoaywyry xai EEayw[ynv]

nal v el Aovhel xal GOTOVOEL Had oUTMdL

xod Exyovors xai Kikdapéag eivon &v 0[Awotv?]
Various features, which would normally be expected in such a text, are missing
here: there is no dating formula; there is no reason given for the decree, which
would normally be introduced by a clause with éneldy; there is no instruction to

8 A fifth text of this sort, though not from Asia Minor, is known from Kalindoia in the
Chalkidike (SEG 35, 744) dating precisely to AD 1. Since both the geographical and the tem-
poral contexts are far removed from those of the texts from southwestern Asia Minor an-
other explanation of the phrase — doubtless a much simpler one — will be acceptable here.
As in the other cases of a genitive construction in later Macedonia the adjective xbgiog is un-
known, and in each case the politarchs or some other magistrate seem to have played a part
in summoning the assembly: this is explicitly so in the Battynaian inscription (SEG 30, 568:
éxxAnolog dyopévng 1o Tod Battuvaiwv mokertdoyov) and something similar is implied by
the use of the phrase ouvayBeiong énxAnciag in the gymnasiarchy law from Beroia (SEG 27,
261; see now PH.GauTHIER and M.B.Harzorouros, La loi gymnasiarchique de Béroia,
Athens 1993). At Kalindoia, as in these other Macedonian communities, the point of the
genitive absolute seems thus to be to emphasise the fact alone that a popular assembly — how-
ever constituted — took place at all. In view of Macedonian history no small thing in itself.

> I.Mylasa 961 (text also in HORNBLOWER, Mausolus [as n.42] 365 Mé); cf. also
L.RoserT, Hellenica 8, 14 no.11.
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publishkthe decree; in line 4 the customary év mohépwt seems to have fallen out; al-
though the honorand does not come from Kildara — he and his children receive the
offer of citizenship (lines 4-5) — the stone gives no indication of where exactly he
does come from (though it is clear from his name that he was a Karian).

For decrees of this kind, which seem to ignore the democratic practice of exten-
sive textual publication — certainly itself a form of self-advertisement for the com-
munities concerned — there seem to be two possible explanations. The first would
involve the assumption that at the time when this decree was passed Kildara was
an «underdeveloped» polis, which had inadequate experience and ability in draft-
ing such decrees in Greek: for this reason the odd brevity of the text. This explana-
tion is, however, not very satisfactory. Kildara, as the decree itself shows, was not
so far in the backwoods that it did not have a functioning tax system and a clearly
defined citizenship which could be granted to foreigners. Moreover, many other
texts from the area dating to this period or perhaps even earlier, show that this
text is an exception in its severe brevity, and that in general it was well-enough
known how such decrees should be drafted.®

The second explanation therefore seems more appropriate, that the text has been
deliberately abbreviated before publication. If so, the most likely reason for this
would be if this were a private inscription set up by the man honoured, who was
concerned about the privileges he had received and about their legality, but noth-
ing else will have interested him sufficiently for it to be worthwhile spending
money on having it engraved. If this is the explanation, then the possibility be-
comes real that, like the certainly merely careless omission of &v molépwt in
line 4, the constitutive word xvoiog could have been dropped from the prescript.
Certainty is not to be achieved here, but the text offers enough other peculiarities
to make a search for a possible alternative meaning of éxxAnoiag yevopévng in Kil-
dara at present seem fruitless. The probability that xvgiog was in the original text
seems reasonably high, therefore that Kildara should be added to those communi-
ties which in their newly democratised constitutions after the Macedonian con-
quest in the fourth century practised a quorum for their popular assemblies.

The second text offers quite a different problem. It is the decree of the Neotei-
chitai and Kiddiokomitai from near Denizli dated to 268/7.°" This community
was indeed not a polis, but the structure and form of the decree make it indistin-
guishable from a polis-decree.®? It is dated by the rulers, by the Seleukid era, by

€ See the texts collected by HORNBLOWER, Mausolus (as n.44), Dossier of Inscriptions.
For the absence of a reasoning clause with émewdn) cf. e.g. the decree of the Koarandeis
from 323 B.C. (I.Stratonikeia 501), which however has a full dating formula by the regnal
year and the satrap (lines 1-3) and the publication instruction (lines 12-13). Otherwise cf.
the «decree» of Maussollos and Artemisia, I. Labraunda 40).

¢ M. WORRLE (as n.12).

62 So WORRLE, ib., 84-5.
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the Macedonian month and by the name of the émypehetns 1o tomov. The other
formal aspects of the text and its general structuring are satisfactory and reflect a
respectable level of competence in drafting such documents.®> The absence of the
usual adjective xvolag with éuxAnolog in the genitive absolute thus seems the
more remarkable. The explanations suggested for the text from Kildara will not
apply here, since it has certainly not been abbreviated, nor does it show any other
serious formal faults. Possibilities therefore are: 1) the secretary or the mason sim-
ply forgot the critical word. Against this stands the fact that the stone, after being
inscribed, has been carefully proofread and even trivial mistakes in the text correct-
ed.®* It therefore seems improbable that a whole important word could have slip-
ped out of the prescript unnoticed. The second possibility will therefore have to
be seriously considered, that the community of the Neoteichitai and Kiddiokomi-
tai imitated indeed all the normal formal aspects of polis-decrees known from the
area, including the phrase in the genitive absolute éxxAnoiog yevouévng, but since
no quorum was known, the adjective expressing this, xveiag, had to be omitted.

The evidence from Xanthos offers a different picture again. Here four relevant
dated documents are to be considered. In one form or another all have a genitive
absolute with &nuxinotac. The first, dated to 260/59 by the regnal year of Ptolemy
Philadelphos and Ptolemy «the son», and the Macedonian month Peritios, has be-
tween dating formula and verb of decision €doEe the full formula éxxinoiog xvplag
vevoutvne.% The second text, dated only four years later, in 256, has a prescript
which in other respects is exactly parallel, except that the genitive absolute has
no adjective, merely &x]uknotag yevouévne.®® The third text, dating from 206/5 —
Xanthos was still a Ptolemaic possession — also has the shortened formula;*” but
in the fourth text, ten years later again (196), after Xanthos had been taken over
by Antiochos III, the adjective re-appears, but the participle has changed. We
now have for the first and last time in Asia Minor the formula éxxAnoiag otong
»uptoc.%®

Are these differences significant for historical change or are they merely an indi-
cation of the unreliability of the persons responsible for the inscription? The dif-
ference between the two inscriptions of the time of Ptolemy Philadelphos might
seem to suggest prima facie the second solution, particularly since the second in-
scription, that without xvelag from 256, is not in any case the original document
but a copy engraved in the Roman imperial period, when attention to such forma-

6 The secretary does run into some editorial difficulties (lines 24f.), but these occur in
other texts also.

¢ Cf. even in the prescript, where the article with tomov (line 4) and the second delta of
Kiddonmuitarg had to be added; see also lines 16, 19, 21 for other corrections.

% J. & L.ROBERT, Amyzon (as n.6) 126 no.4A.

6 TAM II 262.

¢ SEG 38, 1476 (ed. pr. ]. Bousquer, REG 101, 1988, 12-53).

68 J. & L.RoBERT, Amyzon (as n.6) 154 no.15B.
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listic antiquarian details, one could think, might not have been too precise. This
might indeed be the correct explanation, but the new find from 206/5 shows that
®ugiog was certainly absent then. While the possibility that it is for the second
time an accidental omission cannot be absolutely excluded, the chances seem bet-
ter that a real change in the rules governing assemblies had taken place at Xan-
thos, since the general trend of the time in the area was in this direction. If this is
correct, the time of the change here can be accurately dated, more accurately in-
deed than anywhere else, to the time between 260 and 256 B.C. A reason is cur-
rently not discernable.

The reappearance of xvoiag in the fourth inscription, more than sixty years after
its disappearance, thus requires explanation. What seems reasonably clear, is that
the change in the assembly rules will most probably have been contemporaneous
with the change of ruler — a parallel for this would be the contemporaneous
change introduced by Philip V at Panamara.’ However, the phrase which the
Xanthians use in 196, xxAnoiog oliong »vgiog, is unique and in the form used
seems declamatory: the ekklesia is kyria, when compared with the earlier standard
formula with yevopévng, which rather emphasises not the fact but the achievement
of the quorum. The question thus arises, whether in this case the word xvoiag
must still bear the same meaning as it did in the standard formula with yevo-
uévng, or whether or not we do not here have a more declamatory general mean-
ing with a sense adapted to the political circumstances of the time: perhaps the tra-
ditional meaning in political contexts known from Athens from the late fifth cen-
tury onwards, of «sovereign», «competent»’® should be considered, which could
be used to emphasise the (claimed) difference from the éxxAnoia under recent Pro-
lemic rule, but expressed in a way which inevitably also brought reminiscences of
the earlier «democratic» formula, which until 260 the city itself also had used.”?

VIl

Outside southwestern Asia Minor the standard formula occurs, as far as present
knowledge reaches, only at one place, at Praisos in eastern Krete. The formula in
two decrees dating from the third century is in its placing within the formula of
decision precisely the same as the instances from Asia Minor.”> Modern accounts

% Cf. above, 291.

7 Some literary texts with this sense listed in ERRINGTON (as n.3) 144f.

71 7. & L.RoBERT, Amyzon (as n.6) 161 do not notice the difference: «la formule &xudn-
olag oliong xuelag continue celle que nous avons signalée ... pour les villes de Carie et de
Lycie au IV® sigcle et au III%»

72 1.Cret. III, VI 9, 10. There exists another decree from Praisos (ibid. no.7), which
M. Guarpuccr, on the basis of letter forms, attributed to the early third century. This de-
cree does not have the expression éuulnoiog xvelog yevopévnc. Guarbuccr dates this decree
before nos.9 and 10 which have the phrase, but since these are in general much more care-
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of ancient Krete have not recognised this and have always used the Athenian mod-
el as explanation. So M. MUTTELSEE: «Wie in Athen und in anderen griechischen
Staaten wird auch hier zwischen ordentlichen und auflerordentlichen Volksver-
sammlungen unterschieden.»” Or H. van EFFENTERRE, who indeed interprets the
phrase correctly enough as evidence for a functioning sovereign popular assem-
bly, but where an explicit reference to MUTTELSEE betrays his own acceptance of
the Athenian model.”* But both the geography and the traditional relations with
Karia, as well as the fact that the phrase has a different form and a different func-
tion at Athens, rules this explanation out. Indeed, the precisely parallel formula-
tion suggests that this observation might be added to the other evidence for Kre-
tan connections with Karia.”®

There is one further piece of evidence from Praisos, which seems to be a further
indication of the correctness of an interpretation of &uxAnoia xvgia there on the
Asia Minor model. The third century treaty between Praisos and Hierapytna’
lays down that when a citizen of one state wished to actualise his potential citizen-
ship in the other, then a vote ad personam had to take place év xvg[ia]t éxxino[ia]s,
where more than two votes against served for rejection. Now even at Athens,
where a general quorum did not exist, there was one (of 6000) for awards of citi-
zenship (though the term »velo was not used for this).”” Since we here have a gen-
eral case of a law affecting indviduals and the assembly which deals with the ques-
tion has to be explicitly #vgio,® then this usage seems a further indication that
xvgia here must have the meaning «valid with a quorum reached».

fully executed than no.7, to judge by the photographs in I. Cret., the relative age of the texts,
as long as it can only be assessed on the letter-forms, will remain quite uncertain. It there-
fore seems possible to posit the development model known from Asia Minor, that when a
democratic structure was first introduced, a quorum, which emphasised the importance of
individual meetings, was also introduced, but after gaining experience of its practical func-
tioning it was dropped.

73 M. MUTTELSEE, Zur Verfassungsgeschichte Kretas im Zeitalter des Hellenismus, Gliick-
stadt-Hamburg 1925, 16.

7 La Crete et le monde grec de Platon 2 Polybe, Paris 1948, 165, though his generalisa-
tion is unfounded: «Dans ’est méme, c’est tout au début du III° siecle que des expressions
comme »vpio xxinoia confirment la puissance souveraine de I’assemblée qui est un des
traits charactéristiques du régime démocratique.» There remain only the two texts from
Praisos to support.this view! This sentence, including the unfounded generalisation, is trans-
lated into English (but without reference to van EFFeENTERRE) by R.F. WILLETTS, Aristocrat-
ic Society in Ancient Crete, London 1955, 172. His own explicit assumption of the Athenian
model is shown by his reference to Ath. Pol. 43.4 (134).

7> J. & L.RoBERT, Amyzon (as n.6) 165f., cf. ERRINGTON (as n.42) 24{. no.5.

76 Staatsvertrige des Altertums III no.554, lines 20f. = I. Cret. III, IV 1.

7 [Dem.] 59, 89-90.

78 The terms of the treaty seem to imply that the decisive assembly was to be xvolo also at
Hierapytna. If this impression is not merely a result of imprecise drafting, we shall have to
assume similar rules there also, though they are not otherwise in evidence.
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With Praisos we have exhausted the examples where the combination éxxinoia
®vQio occurs in a prescript in a genitive absolute. There seems to be only one
more instance where it occurs in a prescript at all, and that is in a severely dam-
aged text from Thaumakoi in Achaia Phthiotica, but here in the form &v xvoi]or
énxdnoior.”’ The inscription seems to be unique and is totally without constitu-
tional context. A certain interpretation is thus not reachable, and even assuming
the restoration to be correct, some special local significance, which might con-
form neither to the Athenian nor to the Asia Minor model, cannot be ruled out.

Outside the prescript the Samians resident on Amorgos held a meeting around
100 B.C. which was called »voio éxxhnoia.®® Certain payments had to be made in
the month Kronion év xvgiouw éxxinotar. The probability is quite strong that some-
thing like the Athenian model will have to serve as explanation here, since it
would be impossibly impractical to make the receipr of payments dependent on
the assembly’s reaching an arbitrary quorum, whereas a regular (perhaps month-
ly) «main meeting» would be entirely appropriate for registering such formal ac-
tions. Moreover, the inscription is almost a century later than the last occurrence
of the prescript phrase éxxAnoiog nvelag yevouévng, from a time when those com-
munities which had used a formal general quorum had already given it up long
ago,’! whereas the Athenian practice continued for at least another century.

VIII

The historical results of this investigation are both complex and in part, at least,
surprising. Certainly important is the establishment that the great mass of decrees
with éxxdnoloag xvolag yevouévng belong to the earliest hellenistic period, before
the end of the third century. With few exceptions they seem to belong to the earli-
est phase of the democratic constitutions of the states where the phrase occurs, at a
time when the functioning of the ekklesia as a representative assembly of the
whole citizen community clearly was in need of particular emphasis. At the same
time characteristic for the mass of these decrees is that they were passed at a time
when a satrap or king ruled over the community concerned. The earliest examples
show the trend: in Mylasa under Maussollos a quorum was required,” then at

771G IX 2, 218 line 2.

801G XII 7, 237 line 36 (Syll.*> 1047). Cf. also Kolophon, B.D.MerrtT, AJPh 39, 1935,
381-382, VII line 32.

81 The last firmly dated instance is from Telmessos: M.SEGRE, Riv. Fil. 60, 1932, 446
(from 184/3); approximately contemporary, and certainly before 166, is the inscription
from Panamara I.Stratonikeia 9.

82 1.Mylasa 1 (Syll.* 167). Under Maussollos the ekklesia of the whole community was still
not sovereign, since the engraved decrees were confirmed before their publication by the as-
semblies of the three constitutive phylai (which presumably had a different— perhaps more con-
servative — structure). This record presumably means that this confirmation was compulsory.
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Priene after the liberation by Alexander.®® Then follow Amyzon, the Koroandeis
and Pladasa under Philip Arrhidaios and Asandros,® Euromos under Pleis-
tarchos.®® A quorum, at least for particular purposes, was not indeed unknown in
the area,’ but the lack of epigraphical material under Persian rule puts the flour-
ishing epigraphic harvest after its effective ending into a fresh perspective.

This sudden growth of the epigraphic habit in southwestern Asia Minor is inti-
mately linked with the introduction of democratic structures, which received
some local impulses (or, at least, tolerance) from Maussollos,*” but more generally
resulted from Alexander’s instruction, issued at Ephesos in 334, that oligarchies
were to be dismantled and democratic structures organised to replace them.®® The
aim was naturally political. The oligarchies had supported and been supported by
the Persians, therefore the Macedonians — paradoxically, in view of their experi-
ence in Greece — had to rely in Asia Minor on those favouring democratic struc-
tures; and in order to bind large parts of the newly freed population to the free-
dom-bringer, the role of the citizen assembly within the community had to be de-
monstratively guaranteed. One way of achieving this was to introduce a general
quorum, as already at Priene in 334. Successors, particularly it seems, Asandros,
followed up Alexander’s method in Karia after the king’s death.

As to the reason why, from mid-third century onwards, but perhaps even ear-
lier, the general quorum seems to have been gradually abolished again, we can
only speculate. In some places a quorum will doubtless have been retained for
specific exceptionally important purposes, as the evidence from Magnesia on the
Maeander suggests, where at least in some cases in the second century the exact
number of votes cast was registered,” which suggests that some form of quo-
rum, though not necessarily set as low as the 600, which was prescribed for the
general quorum in the early third century, was retained.”” In other places all
traces disappear.

This could have occurred for a range of reasons, which need not have been the
same everywhere. It is conceivable that once the development phase of the helle-
nistic monarchies was completed, once the royal relationship with the cities was
firmly established and once the pro-Persian rule of the oligarchies became far re-
moved from the actual experience of the living population, that the necessity of
binding so many citizens into decisions of the ekklesia was no longer felt to be

8 I.Priene nos.2, 3, 4, 6, 7 cf. above 26f.
8 J. & L.RoOBERT, Amyzon (as n.6) 97 no.2 (Amyzon); I Stratonikeia nos.501, 503, cf.
above 28f. (Koroandeis); SEG 40, 996 (Pladasa).
% ERRINGTON (as n.42) 15f. no.1.
8 Cf. e.g. SEG 31, 985 lines 16-18 (Teos, fifth century).
Cf. HORNBLOWER (as n.44) esp. 671.
8 Arr. Anab. 1,18,2.
% 1.Magnesia Maeander 92a lines 15-16; 92b line 19; 94 line 14.
As assumed by PH. GAUTHIER (as n.27) 97.
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so great as to warrant the inconvenience of insisting on a general quorum. Perhaps
it seemed more important that such meeting took place at all, even if enthusiasm
were limited. This could explain why the evidence is concentrated into the conso-
lidation phase, and is then replaced later by other constitutional rules. This would
then also serve to explain why the general quorum was occasionally introduced (or
re-introduced) when a change of hegemony took place at later periods, and once
more a new structure based on new people — and in general, broader-based — had
to be constructed, as at Panamara under Philip V*! and the Rhodians,”? or at Xan-
thos under Antiochos I11.°

If this interpretation is broadly acceptable, the general quorum appears as a
characteristic of the consolidation phase of the hellenistic monarchies in southwes-
tern Asia Minor and offers a new regionally limited insight into the relations be-
tween city and king, particularly in the early hellenistic period. It seems to be a de-
velopment beginning under the semi-independent rule of Maussollos in Karia.
This would indeed help to explain why the characteristic expression of this quo-
rum through the prescript phrase éxxinotag nvgiog yevouévng seems to be limited
to Karia and adjacent areas. If this were so, it would show that the early Macedo-
nian rulers in this area were all too happy to follow up and build on this essentially
anti-Persian local precedent in order to present themselves in Asia Minor, as Alex-
ander had begun to do openly in 334, as supporters of the democratic elements in
the cities, while at the same time ensuring broad participation in the meetings
and widespread responsibility for decisions taken in them. We have no reason to
believe that this was not at first meant seriously.*

Universitir Marburg
Seminar fiir Alte Geschichte
Wilhelm-Ripke-Str. 6 C
35032 Marburg/Labn

9 1.Stratonikeia 4, cf. above 291.

92 1.Stratonikeia 9, cf. above 30f.

% J. & L.RoBERT, Amyzon (as n.6) 154 no.15B, cf. above 34.

% 1 wish to thank V.LoseEmann, H.-U.WieMER and M. WORRLE for constructive criti-
cism of an earlier draft.
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Appendix

All cases known to me (outside of Athens) for indications of the type of meeting
shown by a genitive absolute construction with or without the use of »vpia, or
by other constructions with #ugia, are listed here. Places outside of Asia Minor
are shown in italics. All dates are B.C. unless specifically noted.

1. éuxknoiag ®vlog YEVOuEVNg

Amyzon
J. & L.RoBERT, Amyzon (as n.6) no.2 321/20
Ibid. no.3 273
Ibid. no.4 (».2.y) Ptolemaic period
Ibid. no.5 Ptolemy II
Ibid. no.20 III/1I century
Ibid. no.36 ITI/1T century
Araxa
Annuario 8-9, 1925-6, 313 no. 1 IIT century
Chalketor
1. Mylasa 911 IV century
Euromos
R.M.ERrrINGTON, Ep. Anat. 21, 1993, 15f. no.1 Pleistarchos
Ibid. 18f. no.2 III century
Hippokome
TAM II 168
Hyllarima
Ist. Mitt. 25, 1975, 339 Pleistarchos
Koaranza
L. Stratonikeia 503 318
Lissa
TAM II 158 (nvoiog £.y.) 275
TAM 1II 159 272
TAM 1I 160 (xvoiag £.y.) 245
Magnesia on the Maeander
I. Magnesia 4 III century
Ibid. 5 (2. vopaiag xveiag y.) III century
Ibid. 9 (¢.%.y. Uméo EEonooinv) I1I century
Ibid. 10 (¢.x.y. Uméo €Eanoaiwv) III century
Ibid. 11 (2.%.y. dmég £Eanooiwv) III century
Mylasa
1. Mylasa 1 367/6

I.Mylasa 2 361/0
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Olymos
I. Mylasa 866
Otorkondeis (Mylasa)
I. Mylasa 201
Panamara
1. Stratonikeia 9
I. Stratonikeia 4
Pladasa
SEG 40, 996
Praisos
I.Cret. IILVIL,9
I. Cret. IILVI, 10
Priene
I.Priene 2 (in Priene the ekklesia is called ovAhoyog
and the formula is ».0.y)
I.Priene 4
I.Priene 7
Sinuri (ITehexwdog ouyyeveis)
L.RoBERT, Sinuri no.73
Telmessos
M. WORRLE, Chiron 8, 1978, 201 1.
TAMII 1
L.RoBERT, Documents d’Asie Mineure méridionale 55
M. SEGRE, Riv.Fil. 60, 1932, 446
Termessos
L.RoBERT, Documents d’Asie Mineure méridionale 53
Xanthos
J. & L.RoBERT, Amyzon (as n.6) no.4A

2. éundnoiag yevopuévng

Kildara
I.Mylasa 961
Neoteichitai & Kiddiokomitai
M. WORRLE, Chiron 5, 1975, 59f.
Xanthos
TAM 11 262
SEG 38, 1476
Vgl. Kierion (Thessaly)
IG IX 2, 259 (&.y.évvopou)
Kalindoia (Macedonia)
SEG 35, 744 (yevopgvng £.)

IIT century
IIT century

IT century
198

319/18
IIT century

III century

334

before 327
after 330
IV century
279

240
Prolemy II
184/3

278

260/59

IV century
III century

256
206/5

1 A.D.
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3. olomg

Araxa

SEG 18, 570 (&. évvopou ov.)
Chyretiai

Arch.Eph. 1917, 10 no.304 (. ob. &vvopov)
Hypata

IG IX 2, 11 (&. évvop[ov __)
Larisa

1G IX 2, 512b (dyopds ¢dvoac)
Mopsion

IG IX 2, 1056 (dyopdg vouiuag £6veag)
Xanthos

J. &. L.RoBERT, Amyzon (as n.6) no.15B (¢.00.x.)

4. Other formulae with genitive

Arkesine (Naxians)
IG XII 7, 50 (évvopov €. dy@viwy)
Beroia
SEG 27, 261 (ouvayBeiong £.)
Orestis
SEG 30, 568 (2. &youtvne)
Thera
IG XII 3, 325 (dyouévng &. Evvouou)
Ibid. 326 (2. &y. &vvopou)

5. Other formulae with »vpia

Amorgos (Samians)

IG XII 7, 237 line 36: (xataBalléTw ToD unvog 1o

Koovi@vog év xugion Exxinoion)
Byzantion

Milet I, 3. Das Delphinion, no. 153 (&y xupion vnég

OTEQPAVOV dLHAOTAL)

Kios
I.Kios 2 (&v nvoion] €).
Ibid. 1 (cf. n.37 above).
Kolophon

B.D.MgrItT, AJPh 39, 1935, 381-382, VII line 32

(&v Q) ». &.).
Miletos
Syll.? 683 line 45 (2. ouviyOn nvgia)

41

IT century
IT century
II century
IT century
III century

196

IT century
II century A.D.

149 A.D.
IT century A.D.

II century?

II century
IV century
IV century
IV century

ca. 140
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Mylasa

I. Mylasa 133 (8v nvoifau 8.) ITII/1I century
Nasos

IG XII 2, 645B line 22 (very fragmentary: &]y xv[oia éx[Anoi]o)
Praisos (and Hieropytna)

L. Cret. II1, IV 1, lines 20f. (8v xvg[ia]t éxxino[ic]y) III century
Priene

I.Priene 3 ([&v xvgimt oJuhhoywL) ca. 332

Ibid. 6 ([&v %. ouAJAO[y]wL) ca. 330
Thaumakoi

IG IX 2, 218 (&v nvpijou &.) IT century



