Das ist eine digitale Ausgabe von / This is a digital edi on of

Rosamilia, Emilio

From Magas to Glaukon : The Long Life of Glaukon of Aithalidai and
the Chronology of Ptolemaic Re-Annexa on of Cyrene (ca. 250
BCE).
aus / from

Chiron : Mi eilungen der Kommission für Alte Geschichte und Epigraphik des Deutschen
Archäologischen Ins tuts, 48 (2018) 263-300
DOI: h ps://doi.org/10.34780/1 a-6ba4

Herausgebende Ins tu on / Publisher:
Deutsches Archäologisches Ins tut
Copyright (Digital Edi on) © 2021 Deutsches Archäologisches Ins tut
Deutsches Archäologisches Ins tut, Zentrale, Podbielskiallee 69–71, 14195 Berlin, Tel: +49 30 187711-0
Email: info@dainst.de | Web: h ps://www.dainst.org
Nutzungsbedingungen: Mit dem Herunterladen erkennen Sie die Nutzungsbedingungen (h ps://publica ons.dainst.org/terms-of-use)
von iDAI.publica ons an. Sofern in dem Dokument nichts anderes ausdrücklich vermerkt ist, gelten folgende Nutzungsbedingungen: Die
Nutzung der Inhalte ist ausschließlich privaten Nutzerinnen / Nutzern für den eigenen wissenscha lichen und sons gen privaten Gebrauch
gesta et. Sämtliche Texte, Bilder und sons ge Inhalte in diesem Dokument unterliegen dem Schutz des Urheberrechts gemäß dem
Urheberrechtsgesetz der Bundesrepublik Deutschland. Die Inhalte können von Ihnen nur dann genutzt und vervielfäl gt werden, wenn
Ihnen dies im Einzelfall durch den Rechteinhaber oder die Schrankenregelungen des Urheberrechts gesta et ist. Jede Art der Nutzung zu
gewerblichen Zwecken ist untersagt. Zu den Möglichkeiten einer Lizensierung von Nutzungsrechten wenden Sie sich bi e direkt an die
verantwortlichen Herausgeberinnen/Herausgeber der entsprechenden Publika onsorgane oder an die Online-Redak on des Deutschen
Archäologischen Ins tuts (info@dainst.de). Etwaige davon abweichende Lizenzbedingungen sind im Abbildungsnachweis vermerkt.
Terms of use: By downloading you accept the terms of use (h ps://publica ons.dainst.org/terms-of-use) of iDAI.publica ons. Unless
otherwise stated in the document, the following terms of use are applicable: All materials including texts, ar cles, images and other
content contained in this document are subject to the German copyright. The contents are for personal use only and may only be
reproduced or made accessible to third par es if you have gained permission from the copyright owner. Any form of commercial use is
expressly prohibited. When seeking the gran ng of licenses of use or permission to reproduce any kind of material please contact the
responsible editors of the publica ons or contact the Deutsches Archäologisches Ins tut (info@dainst.de). Any devia ng terms of use are
indicated in the credits.

CHIRON
MITTEILUNGEN
DER KOMMISSION FÜR
ALTE GESCHICHTE UND
EPIGRAPHIK
DES DEUTSCHEN
ARCHÄOLOGISCHEN
INSTITUTS
Sonderdruck aus Band 48 · 2018

DE GRUYTER

Inhalt des 48. Bandes (2018)

Charikleia Armoni – Andrea Jördens, Der König und die Rebellen. Vom
Umgang der Ptolemäer mit strittigen Eigentumsfragen im Gefolge von Bürgerkriegen
Patrick Baker – Gaétan Thériault, Xanthos et la Lycie à la basse époque hellénistique: Nouvelle inscription honorifique xanthienne
Amin Benaissa, Two Petitions Concerning Civic Magistracies by a Gymnasiarch
and Son of a Veteran
Sophia Bönisch-Meyer, Neue Inschriften aus Patara IV: Liktoren und ihr legatus
Augusti. Eine bilingue Ehrung für L. Luscius Ocra und seine Familie
Dimitris Bosnakis – Klaus Hallof, Alte und neue Inschriften aus
Kos V
Dimitris Bosnakis – Klaus Hallof, Alte und neue Inschriften aus Kalymna
Ari Bryen, Labeo’ s iniuria: violence and politics in the age of Augustus
Hélène Cuvigny, Les ostraca sont-ils solubles dans l’ histoire?
Anastasia Dreliossi-Herakleidou – Klaus Hallof, Eine neue Grenzziehungsurkunde aus Lepsia
Patrice Hamon, Tout l’ or et l’ argent de Téos: au sujet d’ une nouvelle édition des
décrets sur les pirates et l’ emprunt pour la libération des otages
Helmut Lotz, Studien zu den kaiserzeitlichen Grabinschriften aus Termessos (Pisidien): Zur Höhe der Grabbußen
Robert Parker, Greek Religion 1828–2017: the Contribution of Epigraphy
Emilio Rosamilia, From Magas to Glaukon. The Long Life of Glaukon of Aithalidai and the Chronology of Ptolemaic Re-Annexation of Cyrene (ca. 250 BCE)
Winfried Schmitz, Lykurgs Gesetz über die Kinderzeugung und seine zweite und
dritte Rhetra
Christof Schuler, Zum Geleit: 50 Jahre Kommission für Alte Geschichte und Epigraphik des Deutschen Archäologischen Instituts 1967–2017

EMILIO ROSAMILIA

From Magas to Glaukon.
The Long Life of Glaukon of Aithalidai and the Chronology of
Ptolemaic Re-Annexation of Cyrene (ca. 250 BCE)
This contribution aims at two different purposes: discussing the events which took
place in Cyrenaica between Magas’ death and the region’s re-annexation by the Ptolemies as well as their chronology and revising what we know about one of the most
important men of this age, Glaukon son of Eteokles, an Athenian from the deme of
Aithalidai and brother of the much more famous Chremonides. Although these two
questions might seem unrelated at first, a new document from Cyrene calls for a joint
examination of all available evidence while at the same time shedding new light on
both topics.

This article stems from my PhD thesis on the institutional and economic history of Cyrene from
the fifth to the early second century BCE. Research on Glaukon’s life has been made possible my
a one-year fellowship at the SAET laboratory (Scuola Normale Superiore) in the context of the
Greek Envoys and Diplomacy project led by prof. Anna Magnetto. Preliminary results have been
presented both at the Kommission für Alte Geschichte und Epigraphik in Munich in October
2016 and at the Scuola Normale Superiore in Pisa in December 2017. This paper’s writing in its
final version has been made possible by the 2018 Italian Fellowship in Classical Studies at the
American Academy in Rome as well as by constant access to the Arthur & Janet C. Ross library
at the same institution. I am extremely grateful to C. Ampolo, D. Rousset, L. Criscuolo,
N. Luraghi, C. Dobias-Lalou, A. Magnetto, D. Erdas, D. Amendola, and F. Morosi,
with whom I have had many occasions of discussing this paper and other aspects of my thesis at
length. I also thank the anonymous referees, whose many suggestions have made this paper better. Lastly, a special thanks to L. J. Brent, who accepted to revise and polish my ungainly English.
Unless otherwise stated, all dates are BCE.
Abbreviations:
GVCyr: C. Dobias-Lalou, Greek Verse Inscriptions of Cyrenaica (2017). In collaboration
with A. Bencivenni, with help from J. M. Reynolds – Ch. Roueché. Accessible online at:
https://igcyr.unibo.it/ (last accessed: 27 May 2018).
IGCyr: C. Dobias-Lalou, Inscriptions of Greek Cyrenaica (2017). In collaboration with
A. Bencivenni – H. Berthelot, with help from S. Antolini – S. M. Marengo – E. Rosamilia. Accessible online at: https://igcyr.unibo.it/ (last accessed: 27 May 2018).
SECir: G. Oliverio – G. Pugliese Carratelli – D. Morelli, Supplemento Epigrafico
Cirenaico, ASAA 39–40 (1961–1962): 219–375.
Trismegistos: http://www.trismegistos.org/ref/index.php (section People, pers. ID; last
accessed: 08 May 2018).
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I. Ptolemaic Cyrenaica and Magas
Unlike the majority of the Greek world, at the time of Alexander the Great’s death in
323, Greek-speaking Cyrenaica was not part of his empire. The cities in the region –
first among which was Cyrene – had allied themselves with the Macedonian king
when he was on his way to Ammon’ s oracle in the oasis of Siwah in 331.1 They had
also greatly helped the Greek cities under Alexander’s control during the long famine
which struck continental Greece and the Aegean islands in the early 320s,2 but that
was the extent of their interactions. On the other hand, the situation in Cyrenaica was
extremely unstable in 323. In 324, the Spartan Thibron killed his master Harpalos, the
treasurer of Alexander who had fled from Babylon with most of the king’s treasure.
Thibron then used most of the remaining gold to hire mercenaries and set sail for
Cyrenaica in the hope of seizing the region and creating his own private dominion
there.3
Although Thibron was unsuccessful in his plans, his presence in the region resulted
in a state of prolonged warfare. After a few successes on both sides, Thibron was
finally able to lay siege to Cyrene itself. The difficult situation inside Cyrene’s walls
soon led to a civil conflict which saw the democrats prevail. As a consequence, many
Cyrenaean aristocrats were exiled and some of them decided to ask for Ptolemy’s protection and intervention. Answering their plea, Ptolemy sent Ophellas to the region,
who succeeded in defeating and capturing Thibron. As a result of Ophellas’ successful
intervention, in 321 the whole region fell under the control of Ptolemy.4 However,
Ptolemy’s grip over Cyrenaica was all but firm, since the Cyrenaeans rebelled at least
twice over the next 20 years.5 Lastly, around 300,6 Ptolemy I sent his stepson Magas to
Cyrene in order to put down a rebellion that had been troubling the region for about
five years.

1

Diod. Sic. 17, 49, 3; Curt. Ruf. 4, 7, 8; cf. also Laronde 1987a, 28 f. and 35 f.
The event is attested by a very famous inscription from Cyrene: IGCyr 010900 (SEG 9, 2;
Rhodes – Osborne, GHI 96). On this document cf. e. g. Laronde 1987a, 30–34, and lastly
Bresson 2011.
3 Information on Thibron’ s War is preserved by a few ancient sources, mainly: Diod. Sic. 18,
19–21; Arrian. Diad. frg. 1, 16–19 Roos; Iustin. 13, 6, 20. A few details on the later phases of the
conflict are also present on the Parian Marble (Rotstein 2016, B 10–11; cf. also B 19). On the
sources, their interpretation, and the conflict as a whole cf. Laronde 1987a, 41–84.
4 The most evident result of the Ptolemaic annexation is the diagramma of Ptolemy I of
321 (IGCyr 010800; SEG 9, 1; Bencivenni 2003, no. 5). On this document’s date cf. Laronde
1987a, 85–128; Criscuolo 2001.
5 A first rebellion took place in 313–312 (Diod. Sic. 20, 79), while a second one – which
lasted five years, from 305 to 300 – was crushed by Magas’ intervention (Paus. 1, 6, 8, on which
cf. Chamoux 1956, 20 f.).
6 As shown by Chamoux 1956, 20 f., the date is made certain by the relative chronology of
Pausanias’ narrative, which places Magas’ arrival to Cyrene after the battle of Ipsus in 301.
2
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Magas, son of Ptolemy’s second wife Berenike and a lowborn Macedonian called
Philippos, was to play a major role in the history of Cyrene.7 The remoteness of Cyrenaica called for a strong and fairly independent governor, a role which he held quite
capably for about two decades.8 However, when Ptolemy II became king of Egypt,
Magas rapidly found himself at odds with his half-brother. Between his brother’s
accession in 282 and the beginning of the first Syrian War in 274,9 he struck an alliance
with Antiochos I. Thanks to the support of the latter, he then proclaimed himself independent from Ptolemy II and crowned himself king of Cyrene.10 Magas’ new political
alignment resulted in his dynastic marriage with a Seleucid princess: Apame, daughter
of Antiochos I and Stratonike.11 In 274 he marched against Egypt in a joint effort with
Antiochos I, but a revolt of the Marmaridae prevented him from reaching the Delta.
However, since at that moment Ptolemy II was dealing with a rebellion of mercenaries,
no actual fighting took place between Egypt and Cyrenaica.
Sometime over the following years, Magas made peace with Ptolemy II and reached
a compromise according to which his daughter would marry Ptolemy’s son. He then
ruled undisturbed over the Greek cities of Cyrenaica as well as the local Libyan tribes12
for a few years and even instituted a cult for himself.13 However, the stability and relative prosperity which Cyrene achieved under Magas’ rule notwithstanding, the king’s
death around the mid-third century led to a succession struggle. Only after a few
years, the conflict came to an end thanks to the dynastic marriage between Berenike

7

The most detailed study on Magas is still Chamoux 1956, with additions and corrections
by Laronde 1987a, 359–365 and 379 f. (cf. also the earlier synthesis by Machu 1951, 47–50),
while our main source on Magas’ life is Paus. 1, 6–7, who provides the only general narrative on
Magas’ activities.
8 The only document from Cyrene mentioning Magas and likely dating from before his rebellion is an account of local magistrates – the damiergoi – which dates from the year when Magas
son of Philippos was priest of Apollo (Fraser 1958, 104–108 no. 2; SEG 18, 743; IGCyr 063900,
3–4: τῶ Ἀπόλλω|[νος ἱαριτεύον]τος Μάγα Φιλίππω). An early date – ca. 290–280 – was initially
proposed by Fraser 1958, 108, who noticed that in this text Magas is not called βασιλεύς, but
his reasoning was found unconvincing by Laronde 1987a, 325. However, a re-examination of
all Cyrenaean damiergoi accounts (Rosamilia, forthcoming) has recently confirmed that the
document likely dates from 300–280.
9 Grainger 2010, 81 f., convincingly dates Magas’ rebellion between 276 and 274.
10 Chamoux 1956, 26 f.; Chamoux 1958, 574. For attestations of his title in Cyrenaica cf.
infra the following notes; outside the region, he is called king both in a treaty with the Cretan
Oreioi (I.Cret. II xvii 1; Bile 2005) and by the Mauryan king Ashoka (Major edicts, no. 13).
11 McAuley 2016.
12 Cf. GVCyr 022 (Chamoux 1958, 572–581; SEG 17, 817), a metrical dedication from Apollonia, ca. 275–260, where Magas’ kingdom is described as σκῆπτρά τε καὶ λαοὺς καὶ πτολίεθρα
(line 4).
13 IGCyr 020000 (SEG 9, 112; cf. Chamoux 1958, 580), a dedication by a Nikobolos son
of Iason [βασιλέ]ως Mάγα ἱαριτ[εύων] to the gods of the Agora. On Magas’ ruler cult cf.
Marquaille 2003, 27 f.; Laronde 2007, 285 f.
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daughter of Magas and the future Ptolemy III, which in turn led to the Ptolemaic
re-annexation of Cyrenaica.
An up-to-now overlooked inscription sheds some light on this troubled period of
Cyrene’s history, but – in order to understand the implications of the new document –
we need to re-examine the other sources first.
II. Cyrenaica, ca. 260–240
The most detailed narration of the events following Magas’ death can be found in
Justin’s epitome of Pompeius Trogus’ Histories of Philip,14 even though scholars have
pointed out that this version is very novelized and extremely biased against queen
Apame’s figure and motives.15 The Roman historian tells us that Magas left only a
daughter, Berenike, who was betrothed to Ptolemy II’s son. However, Magas’ widow16
was unhappy with the arrangement. She therefore sent an invitation to Demetrios the
Fair,17 Antigonos Gonatas’ younger brother, offering him her late husband’s throne as
well as her daughter’s hand. The Antigonid prince accepted and made haste to Cyrene.
Unfortunately, not only did he prove an extremely arrogant man,18 but he preferred
the dowager queen’s attentions to his bride’s. As a result, a few Cyrenaeans led by
Berenike ambushed and killed him in Apame’s bedchamber. The queen however was
saved by her daughter’s intervention. Berenike then went on to marry Ptolemy III and
to bring Cyrenaica once again under Ptolemaic rule.19
Outside Justin, traces of Demetrios’ Libyan adventure survive only in a few sources
which include a short mention in the Suida,20 an anecdote about Arkesilaos of Pitane in

14

Iust. Epit. 26, 3, 2–8; cf. also Pomp. Trog. Prol. 26: (…) frater Antigoni Demetrius occupato
Cyrenis regno interiit (…).
15 Hölbl 2001, 45 f.; McAuley 2016, esp. 181–187.
16 Magas’ queen is called Apame by Paus. 1, 7, 3. Furthermore, Berenike is said to be the
daughter of Magas and Apame in a marginal gloss to Callim. Aet. frg. 110, 45 Pfeiffer (P.Oxy. XX
2258, frg. C1 recto). However, Iust. Epit. 26, 3, 3 and 7, consistently calls Magas’ widow Arsinoe,
possibly out of confusion with Arsinoe II Philadelphos. This might be due to the fact that after
Ptolemy III’s accession, Berenike became known throughout the Ptolemaic empire as the king’s
ἀδελφὴ καὶ γυνή (cf. Müller 2009, esp. 135 f.). Therefore, according to Ptolemaic court protocol, she was officially the adoptive daughter of Ptolemy II and Arsinoe II.
17 The surname recurs only in the Armenian version of Eusebius’ Chronicle (cf. infra note
22), but it is hinted at by Iust. Epit. 26, 3, 4, where his confidence in his own handsomeness
(fiducia pulchritudinis) is mentioned.
18 Iust. Epit. 26, 3, 4: statim a principio superbus regiae familiae militibusque inpotens erat. On
the importance of Demetrios’ haughtiness as a cause of his fall cf. McAuley 2016, 187 f.
19 Iust. Epit. 26, 3, 8: quo (scil. Demetrio) interfecto Beronice et stupra matris salua pietate ulta
est et in matrimonio sortiendo iudicium patris secuta. On Berenike’s role in Demetrios’ demise cf.
also the bonum facinus mentioned by Catull. 66, 25–29.
20 Suid. s. v. Δημήτριος (Δ 431): καὶ Λιβύης πάσης ἐκράτησεν (scil. Δημήτριος), Ὀφέλλα τοῦ
Κυρηναίου δυνάστου πρὸς Ἀγαθοκλέους κατὰ Σικελίαν ἀναιρεθέντος δόλῳ. The passage from
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Diogenes Laertius,21 and a very complex annotation in Eusebius’ Chronicle.22 According to Eusebius, Antigonos Gonatas was followed on the throne by his son Demetrios, ὃς καὶ πᾶσαν τὴν Λιβύην ἔλαβε, Κυρήνης τε ἐκράτησε. He then reigned for ten
years and died – a detail which survives only in the Armenian version – in 259/258.
Evidently, either Eusebius or his main source Porphyry confused Demetrios II – the
successor of Antigonos Gonatas who ruled Macedonia for ten years, from 234 to 224 –
with his homonymous uncle Demetrios the Fair, who was also the father of Antigonos
Doson, Demetrios II’s cousin and successor.23 As a result, biographic data about the
two kings got mixed, creating a non-existing king ruling over both Macedonia and
Libya. Lastly, clues about a Ptolemaic military campaign in Cyrenaica prove that the
region’s re-annexation was not as peaceful as Justin’s silences might lead us to think.24
To complicate matters, Ekdelos and Demophanes’ Cyrenaican expedition likely
dates from this period too.25 According to Polybius,26 Ekdelos and Demophanes were
born in Megalopolis but became exiles because they opposed a local tyrant, who has
been identified with Aristodemos the Good.27 They lived in Athens with the philosopher Arkesilaos of Pitane and had a hand in the demise of both Aristodemos the Good
of Megalopolis and Nikokles tyrant of Sicyon.28 Then, as Polybius tells us: «in addition
to this, when the people of Cyrene sent for them they had championed their cause in
a brilliant manner and preserved their liberty».29
What is the connection between these two narratives? At least since William W.
Tarn scholars have tried to recognise the political motives behind these events. However, while Tarn suggested that we should interpret the events as the result of a clash
between an «Egyptian» faction and the «nationalist» one,30 André Laronde was
Ophellas to Demetrios shows that either Suida’s source omitted Magas’ reign entirely or any
mention of it was lost in the lexicon’s compilation.
21 Diog. Laert. 4, 41: καὶ γὰρ καὶ Δημητρίου τοῦ πλεύσαντος εἰς Κυρήνην ἐπὶ πλέον (scil.
Ἀρκεσίλαος) ἐρασθῆναι λέγεται, καὶ Κλεοχάρους τοῦ Μυρλεανοῦ.
22 Euseb. Chron. I 237–238 Schoene (Porphyry FGrHist 260 F 3. 13).
23 The same confusion occurs also in Suida (cf. supra note 20), whose relation with Eusebius
is not clear.
24 Two arrowheads with a monogram interpreted as Βε(ρενίκης) have been found near
Euhesperides (IGCyr 111200 and 111250; cf. also SEG 60, 1832). The fighting under the walls of
Euhesperides was also depicted by Callim. Epigr. 37 Pfeiffer. According to Laronde 1987a, 382
and 395 f., this conflict was part of the Ptolemaic re-annexation of the region.
25 On their names’ problematic transmission cf. Walbank 1967, 223 f.
26 Polyb. 10, 22, 2–3. A similar description of their activities – almost a paraphrase – can be
found in Plut. Philopoim. 1, 3–4.
27 Walbank 1967, 224; Will 1979, 218, 320, 322.
28 Will 1979, 319.
29 Polyb. 10, 22, 3: ἔτι δὲ Κυρηναίων αὐτοὺς μεταπεμψαμένων ἐπιφανῶς προύστησαν καὶ
διεφύλαξαν αὐτοῖς τὴν ἐλευθερίαν. Translation by W. R. Paton, revised by F. W. Walbank and
C. Habicht, 2011. Cf. also Plut. Philopoim. 1, 4: καὶ Κυραναίοις δεηθεῖσι, τεταραγμένων τῶν
κατὰ τὴν πόλιν καὶ νοσούντων, πλεύσαντες εὐνομίαν ἔθεντο καὶ διεκόσμησαν ἄριστα τὴν πόλιν.
30 Tarn 1913, 321–324.

268

Emilio Rosamilia

able to propose a much more convincing reconstruction.31 According to him, after
Magas’ death three different factions held sway in Cyrene. While the first one aimed at
preserving the status quo and thus initially supported Apame and Demetrios, a strong
man who could oppose the Ptolemies and guarantee the region’s autonomy, the second one was loyal to Magas and his daughter and thus its members found themselves
aligned with Egypt’s interests. Lastly, a third faction sought the restoration of Cyrene’s
former independence and self-rule and thus advocated to revert to the fourth-century
republican (and oligarchic) constitution. As for the order of the events, one possible
answer comes from the local coinage.
Sometimes around the mid-third century, silver and especially bronze coins were
minted in Cyrene which adopted the Ammon/Silphium type and the so-called
«Rhodian» standard of ca. 3,60 g per drachma.32 These new coins had an unparalleled
legend: ΚΟΙΝΟΝ, which should be understood as κοινὸν (scil. νόμισμα), «communal
coinage (of the League)». Because Ammon/Silphium types had featured prominently
in Cyrene’s coinage between the fall of the Battiad monarchy and the end of the fourth
century, from the very beginning scholars established a connection between these
coins and Ekdelos and Demophanes’ intervention in favour of Cyrene’s liberty.33 This
position has been argued against by Laronde, who proposed a parallel between the
League of the Nesiotai and this Cyrenaean Koinon.34 However, Laronde’s hypothesis
is far from sound on a numismatic basis, as shown recently by Theodore V. Buttrey.35 Firstly, the preference for the very evocative Ammon/Silphium type seems
hardly compatible with Ptolemaic overlordship (cf. Fig. 1). In addition, all ΚΟΙΝΟΝ
issues lack the hole which is typical of contemporary Ptolemaic coinage. Lastly, the
silver ΚΟΙΝΟΝ coinage adopts the «Rhodian» standard – which had not been used
in Egypt after the second weight reduction of Ptolemaic coinage in 29436 – and even

31 Laronde 1987a, 379–382; this reconstruction is accepted by Hölbl 2001, 45 f. On the
other hand – according to McAuley 2016, 185 f. – the main contrast among Cyrene’s population was still one between aristocrats and democrats, as it used to be during the fourth century
(cf. Laronde 1987a, 249–252). This reconstruction seems to be at least partially based on the
presence of populares alongside militares in Iust. Epit. 26, 3, 5. However, in that context populares
would rather mean «civil population» than «democratic faction». More to the point, McAuley’s
hypothesis remains unconvincing because we have no clue as to the degree of inclusiveness of
Ekdelos and Demophanes’ reforms, which after all might have been quite oligarchic.
32 Robinson 1927, cxxxv; Mørkholm 1991, 102.
33 Robinson 1927, cxxxiv–xxxvii; Machu 1951, 50.
34 Laronde 1987a, 404–406; his conclusions are accepted by Hölbl 2001, 47; Cigaina –
Vitale 2017, 93–96.
35 Buttrey 1997, 37–41.
36 Lorber 2005, esp. 56 f.; 2012a; 2012b, esp. 36. On silver coin standard relations between
Cyrenaean and Ptolemaic coinage during the early third century cf. now Fischer-Bossert
2016, 58 f., with earlier bibliography.
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Fig. 1

bronze issues seem incompatible with Ptolemaic denominations.37 Therefore, the
ΚΟΙΝΟΝ coinage was very likely minted in Cyrene while the city was free from Ptolemaic control.
Since many of the bronze ΚΟΙΝΟΝ coins are minted by overstriking and some of
them are overstruck at a later date, a succession of bronze coin series has easily been
identified by numismatists (Fig. 2).38
1. Later Magas (Asolati 2011, nos 52–59). After a few issues with Apollo and
Ammon as the main type on the obverse accompanied by a ΚΥΡΑ legend, Magas
goes back to a Soter’s head obverse type and a ΠΤΟΛΕΜΑΙΟΥ ΒΑΣΙΛΕΩΣ legend,
which were common on Cyrene’s coins at the beginning of the third century.39
On the other hand, these coins still have the ΜΑΓ monogram.40 Therefore, this
series likely dates from the years between the two half-brothers’ reconciliation and
Magas’ death.

37 Buttrey 1997, 40: «The bronze was a one-denomination issue whose weight standard
had nothing to do with the Ptolemaic coinages of the preceding 50 years but replicated the standard of the fourth-century units of independent Cyrene.» More cautious on the bronze coinage
Asolati 2011, 27 f.
38 Buttrey 1994, 138–143; 1997, 37–43; Asolati 2011, 26–28. A similar succession of
coin series can be identified in the other main mint of the region – Euhesperides – although
the ΚΟΙΝΟΝ series seems to have been minted only in Cyrene; cf. Buttrey 1994, 138–143;
Asolati 2011, 40–42.
39 Asolati 2011, nos 43–51.
40 On this monogram and its connection with Magas cf. lastly Asolati 2011, 41 f.
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Fig. 2

2. «Ptolemy II» (Asolati 2011, no. 60). This new series introduces a Soter/Libya type
which became canonical in Cyrenaean issues between Ptolemy III and Ptolemy V.
While Magas’ monogram is not attested in this series, these coins also lack the central cavity which is typical of contemporary Alexandrian issues. Because of their
strong relations with later Ptolemaic issues, they have sometimes been considered
by numismatists as the only proof of a first Ptolemaic intervention in the region.
3. ΚΟΙΝΟΝ issues (Asolati 2011, no. 61), which have already been discussed above.
4. «Ptolemy III» (Asolati 2011, nos 62–70), which are the standard Ptolemaic
issues after the region’s re-annexation. They are very similar to issues from the
«Ptolemy II» period, but they also have the small central cavity which is a typical
characteristic of Ptolemaic coinage.
From this succession of coin series, an order of events can be reconstructed. However,
two problems stand out. Firstly, either the «Ptolemy II» series corresponds to Demetrios the Fair’s coinage or this king did not rule long enough to establish his own coinage.41 Secondly, if the latter alternative is accepted, one might be tempted to deduce
that between the death of Magas and the minting of the independent ΚΟΙΝΟΝ coinage Cyrenaica was ruled for a time by a pro-Ptolemaic government. However, the
Soter/Libya type’s fortune attests to the eventual success of the faction which chose
this symbol in the first place rather than proving the existence of an early Ptolemaic
intervention in the region. It is therefore possible that this coinage corresponds rather
41 Walbank 1967, 224 thought that Ekdelos and Demophanes were called to Cyrene by
Demetrios the Fair, with whom they shared a common friend, the philosopher Arkesilaos of
Pitane (cf. supra note 21).
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to a transition phase when Berenike tried to hold the country together after the murder of Demetrios the Fair, only to see her power eroded by the local elite either just
before or because of Ekdelos and Demophanes’ intervention.42
However, what are the absolute dates of these events? Unfortunately, only a few texts
preserve explicit and potentially precise information on this subject. A clear terminus
ante quem for Ptolemaic re-annexation is provided by the Adulis inscription, where
Libya is mentioned among the possessions which Ptolemy III inherited from his father
in 246.43 On the other hand, determining the date of Magas’ death is far more difficult.
Two potentially explicit dates are preserved. According to a fragment from the 16th
book of Agatharchides of Cnidus’ Events of Europe quoted by Athenaeus,44 Magas died
of complications connected with his obesity and indolence, after having ruled Cyrenaica for fifty years (τὸν Κυρήνης βασιλεύσαντα ἔτη πεντήκοντα). If taken literally,
this would mean that Magas died in 250. However, the figure is too round to avoid all
suspicion. On the other hand, according to Eusebius’ Chronicle, a king of Libya named
Demetrios died in 259/258. Since this piece of information is not compatible with
what we know of Demetrios II, it likely pertains to Demetrios the Fair. This would
mean that Magas died about ten years earlier than we deduced from Agatharchides’
testimony.
While earlier scholars easily solved this problem by accepting that Magas had
reached Cyrene in 308, since François Chamoux’ fundamental study on Magas
this alternative is no longer available.45 As a result, Chamoux found himself forced
to choose between two incompatible dates for Magas’ death: either 258 or 250. Considering Agatharchides more reliable than the problematic pieces of information provided by Eusebius, he unsurprisingly adopted the later date as extremely probable.
While his choice has been upheld by both Laronde and Édouard Will,46 in recent
years numismatists have grown increasingly dissatisfied with this option: not only is
the four-year period between 250 and 246 too short to accommodate all the events
which took place in Cyrenaica between Magas’ death and the Ptolemaic re-annexation, but the ΚΟΙΝΟΝ issues are extremely common,47 which implies that they were
42 For a similar hypothesis – even though limited to the ΚΟΙΝΟΝ coinage only – cf. McAuley 2015, 431.
43 Pfeiffer 2015, no. 11 (OGIS I 54): παραλαβὼν (scil. Ptolemy III) παρὰ τοῦ πατρὸς τὴν
βασιλείαν Αἰγύπτου καὶ Λιβύης καὶ Συρίας καὶ Φοινίκης καὶ Κύπρου καὶ Λυκίας καὶ Καρίας
καὶ τῶν Κυκλάδων νήσων κ. τ. λ. In this context, Libya is equivalent to Cyrenaica as shown for
instance by the fact that the local governor was called Λιβυάρχης (Polyb. 15, 25, 12; on this title
cf. Bagnall 1976, 33 f., and Laronde 1987a, 417 f.).
44 Agatharchides, FGrHist 86 F 7 (quoted by Athen. 12, 550b).
45 On the date of Magas’ arrival in Cyrenaica cf. supra notes 5–6.
46 Will 1979, 243–246; Laronde 1987a, 380 and 487.
47 Robinson 1927, cxxxvii; Buttrey 1997, 39 f. and 43; Asolati 2011, 40–42. However, no
die study or estimation of total output is available for the Koinon period. For the earlier Magas
silver coinage cf. however Fischer-Bossert 2016, 59.
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likely minted over a period of at least a few years. For this reason, Buttrey recently
proposed to go back to a 258 date for Magas’ death.48 As a result, he was then left
with a few years during which both the «Ptolemy II» coin series and the independent
ΚΟΙΝΟΝ issues could have been minted before a Ptolemaic re-annexation of Cyrenaica.
At a closer look, Buttrey’s new hypothesis is quite compatible with all sources
except Agatharchides, and in some cases it is even preferable. For instance, a possible
clue about the time of Magas’ death is provided by Justin, whose narrative on the topic
is introduced by the expression per idem tempus.49 Although Chamoux discarded
this piece of information as too general to be useful,50 an alternative approach can
come from consideration of the narrative structure of Pompeius Trogus’ 26th book. As
we know from the very abridged prologue, in this book Trogus described the rebellion of Ptolemy of Ephesus51 – which dates from 259/258 and is omitted by Justin –
just before Demetrios the Fair’s Cyrenaean adventure. Therefore, if the expression
per idem tempus was already in Pompeius Trogus, a date around 260 for Magas’ death
might then be more compatible with Trogus’ text.
As for Ekdelos and Demophanes, the date of their intervention in Cyrenaean affairs
depends on whether Polybius followed a chronological order when describing the
events of their lives. If he did, then their arrival in Cyrenaica must be later than the
death of Nikokles of Sicyon in 251.52 However, the expression which we find in Polybius – ἔτι δέ – is more compatible with an addition to a list than with a series of chronologically ordered events. As a consequence, it might be useful to re-examine their
life in more detail. Ekdelos and Demophanes were exiled from Megalopolis during
the rule of Aristodemos and took refuge in Athens. However, since Aristodemos was
likely in power for over twenty years (ca. 272–251) and was supported by Antigonos
Gonatas,53 their exile must have been a long one. Since they were on good terms with
Arkesilaos of Pitane, who became head of the Academy from the early 260s to 241, it
is more than possible that they spent most of their exile in Athens. However, between
272 and 251, there is at least one period when their stay in Athens would have been
extremely unsafe. As strong opponents of a regime which was supported by Antigonos Gonatas, it is unlikely that they were allowed to stay during the period of strict
48

Buttrey 1995, 138–143; 1997, 39–43; his conclusions are also accepted by Asolati 2011,
27. On Laronde’s alternative solution cf. supra the discussion about the local Koinon as a
Ptolemaic-controlled league.
49 On this expression cf. Yardley 2003, 49.
50 Chamoux 1956, 22. This is due to the fact that Chamoux interpreted the expression per
idem tempus as referring to all the events described in Trogus’ 26th book.
51 Pomp. Trog. Prol. 26: ut in Asia filius Ptolomaei regis socio Timarcho desciuerit a patre. On
this event cf. also infra note 138. Ptolemy «the Son» is probably Ptolemy son of Lysimachos, who
later became king of Telmessos in his own right; cf. lastly Huss 1998; 2001, 273.
52 Will 1979, 319.
53 Will 1979, 218, 320, 322.
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Antigonid control over Athens between the end of the Chremonidean War in 262 and
Antigonos’ declaration of Athens’ independence in 254.54 Therefore, it is quite likely
that their trip to Cyrenaica took place sometime between 258 and 251, after Demetrios
the Fair’s death but a few years before the Ptolemaic re-annexation.
At this point, our new source on Cyrenaican history during the mid-third century
must be taken into account.
III. A list of eponymous priests: Cyrene, ca. 260–250
The same year (1956) in which Chamoux’ fundamental article on king Magas was
published, Gaspare Oliverio, the man who had been chief archaeologist and epigrapher in Cyrenaica for almost two decades before the Second World War, died in
Locri.55 He left many unpublished documents, the burden of whose publication fell
on Giovanni Pugliese Carratelli. Having at his disposal Oliverio’s excavation
notebooks and thanks to a one-month stay in Cyrene with Donato Morelli, in
1963 Pugliese Carratelli published the Supplemento Epigrafico Cirenaico (SECir),
a collection of more than 250 inscriptions found between the late 1920s and the late
1930s.
Among these inscriptions, there was a fragment of a Hellenistic marble stele preserving part of a list of names (Fig. 3). According to Oliverio’s notes, the stone had
been found in the Trajanic-Hadrianic baths in the Sanctuary of Apollo56 – where it
had been reused as building material – likely in the late 1920s.57 While Oliverio
had just transcribed the text, Pugliese Carratelli examined the stone in Cyrene
and noticed that the names had been written over time by different letter-cutters.
Consequently, he proposed that we consider the document as a list of either priests or
civic magistrates. Although for a long time only catalogues of priests dating from the
early Imperial period were known from the city,58 over the last twenty years new fragments of Hellenistic ones have been found in Cyrene.59 These findings have prompted
54

Tracy 2003b; cf. also Will 1979, 228 f.; Osborne 2012, 50–52.
On Oliverio’s life cf. Calloud 2013. For his importance for the Italian archaeological
excavations in Cyrene during the first half of the 20th century cf. Goodchild 1976, 308–317
(a chapter which is eloquently titled Don Gaspare); Luni 2014b; Rosamilia 2014, 385 f.
56 SECir, 258: «trovato nelle Grandi Terme». On this building cf. Stucchi 1975, 211 f., 283–
285, and 347–349; Bonacasa – Ensoli 2000, 134.
57 Excavations in the area of the Roman Baths were virtually complete by 1930; cf. Invernizzi 2014, esp. 182–195.
58 For the lists of eponymous priests cf. esp. Laronde 1987b; Marengo 1996.
59 List from the so-called sanctuary of Ammon: SECir 114 + Mohamed – Reynolds –
Dobias-Lalou 2007, 30–34 no. 2 (SEG 57, 2011); IGCyr 109300; cf. Dobias-Lalou 2016,
247–249 and 258 no. 16. List from the propylee of the peripteral temple sanctuary in the Wadi
Belgadir (so-called Apotropaion): Paci 2011, 259–265; SEG 61, 1557; IGCyr 115000 + one small
unpublished fragment (cf. Rosamilia, forthcoming); cf. Dobias-Lalou 2016, 249 f. and 258
no. 17.
55
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Fig. 3

Catherine Dobias-Lalou to re-examine all available evidence and – taking into
account the inscription’s findspot – she convincingly argued in favour of its identification as a fragmentary list of eponymous priests of Apollo.60 With the exception of
a small fourth-century fragment,61 this document would therefore be the only one
plausibly pertaining to an Hellenistic catalogue of Apollo’s eponymous priests from
Cyrene.62
60

Dobias-Lalou 2016, 250 f.
SECir 16; IGCyr 094800; cf. now Dobias-Lalou 2016, 250 f. and 258 no. 18. Because of
its dimensions, it is likely that this fragment belonged to an earlier stele.
62 Laronde 1987a, 103, 362, and 442; Reynolds 2011. In Cyrene, the priest of Apollo
was considered as one of the most important civic officials. Generally selected from among the
61
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Description: fragment of a white marble stele, broken on all sides except on the right
one; the names are written by different hands (for details cf. Dobias-Lalou in
IGCyr).
Measurements: h. 540, w. 490, th. 180; letters, 25–15 mm.
Findspot: Cyrene, Apollo Sanctuary, reused in the Trajanic-Hadrianic baths.
Conservation: Shahat Museum, epigraphic storeroom (no inv. no.); last seen by
Dobias-Lalou in 2010 (cf. IGCyr).
Editions: SECir 71; IGCyr 096700.
See also: Stucchi 1975, 113 note 6; Masson 1976, 56; Laronde 1987a, 123 note
51, 190 and note 169; Dobias-Lalou 2010, 96–98 (SEG 60, 1828); Dobias-Lalou
2016, 250 f. and 258 no. 19.
Photographs: SECir, 259 fig. 62 (cf. now Fig. 3); IGCyr 096700, fig. 1.

4

8

12

-----------------[- - -]Σ Εὐκλε[ῦς]
[. . . .]σταφαν Ἰτάγ[ω]
[. . .]ΩΠΟΣ Πολεμάρχω
[ Ἐλ]αιίτας Θευδώρω
[Πολ]ύδωρος Πολιάνθευς
[Ν]αύτας Εὐμηλίδα
[ Ἰ]άσων Βιάνδρω
[Πό]σειδις Θευδώρω
[Εὔ]τυχος Ἡρακλείτου
[Γλαύ]κων Ἐτεοκλέους
[ Ἐτεωνε?]ὺς Ἐτεωνέως
[ὁ δεῖνα] Νικάνορος
[ὁ δεῖνα - - -]τοβούλου
------------------

2 [Α]ρταφαν Masson 1976, 56, which is not compatible with the width of the lacuna. However,
the priest’s name is certainly a Libyan one (cf. infra note 70). Ἰτάγ[ω] Dobias-Lalou 2010,
96–98; Ἰταί[ω] Pugliese Carratelli in SECir, comm. || 3 No compatible names are attested
in Cyrenaica. Possible supplements include Αἴσωπος (cf. LGPN I–VB, s. v.: 26 attestations) and
an unattested *Ἄσωπος, for which cf. the Theran Ἀσōπίδας (IG XII 3, 774, sixth or fifth century). Considering the width of the lacuna, the former possibility seems the most plausible.
well-to-do, at least in 321 he was also chosen among the members of the gerousia being at least
fifty years old (cf. IGCyr 010800; SEG 9, 1, 23–25: τοὺς δὲ | ἱαρῆας τοῦ Ἀπόλλωνος αἱρείσθων
ἐκ τῶν γερόντων τῶμ μὴ ἱα[ριτ|ε]υωκότων, μὴ νεωτέρων πεντήκοντα ἐτῶν). Unsurprisingly,
this prestigious office was also extremely expensive. For instance, Ptolemy VIII recalls that as an
eponymous priest of Apollo in Cyrene, he would have had to offer an extravagant and extremely
lavish banquet to previous holders of the same office at least once a year. Instead, he offered each
one of them a phiale of solid silver, a gift whose cumulative cost equalled that of the banquet
(Ptolem. VIII, FGrHist 234 F 9).
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|| 5 [Θε]ύδωρος Oliverio in SECir. However, the initial lacuna amounts to ca. three letters and
the only compatible name attested in Cyrenaica is Πολύδωρος.63 This priest is possibly the same
one who is mentioned in the account of the damiergoi IGCyr 013800 (SEG 9, 36 + SECir 104),
frg. A, 1: [ἱαρε]ὺς ΠΟΛΥ[- - -]. || 6 [Ν]αύτας Oliverio in SECir; [Φι]λύτας Dobias-Lalou
in IGCyr on the basis of IGCyr 013400 (SEG 9, 32), 1: [ἱαρεὺς] Φιλύ[τας(?) - - -]. However,
that account of the damiergoi is likely a decade earlier at least (cf. Rosamilia, forthcoming). ||
8 [Πό]σειδις Dobias-Lalou in IGCyr; [Πο]σεῖδις Pugliese Carratelli in SECir. || 10–11
These new supplements will be discussed infra in this same section. || 13 [Ἀρισ]τοβούλου
Reynolds in LGPN I 66. However, the lacuna’s width is impossible to determine. In addition,
this name is in κοινή (the Cyrenaean dialect equivalent would be [- - -]τοβώλω). Therefore,
there are too many variables involved for narrowing down options to just one name.

Despite this document’s limited extent, there is an important detail which stands out:
its dialectal facies. Both Pugliese Carratelli 64 and Dobias-Lalou 65 noticed that
in this list epichoric Doric forms coexist with κοινή ones. Although both scholars
considered this peculiarity as the result of the local dialect’s evolution in the Hellenistic period, a more interesting pattern can be identified. The first eight lines follow
the local Doric dialect consistently: the o-stem genitive ending is always the expected
-ω,66 while the a-stem genitive masculine ending is the -ᾱ deriving from /a:+o/ contraction.67 More interestingly, in these lines there are three instances of /e+o/ > /eu/
diphthongation, which occurs only in a few dialects, including Cyrenaean.68 On the
other hand, from line 9 onwards the o-stem genitive ending is the Attic and κοινή
one, -ου, which recurs twice, while the genitives in lines 10–11 both have a standard
κοινή ending.69 The same division is even more apparent if one considers the names
involved. Lines 1–8 include typical Cyrenaean names, such as Elaiitas, Theudoros,
Iason, Eukles, Eumelidas, and even the very rare Biandros and Itagos. Furthermore, a
Libyan name is very likely attested in line 2, which is not uncommon among members
of the local elite.70 On the other hand, three of the names legible in lines 9–13 are not
attested elsewhere in Cyrenaica before the first century CE, if ever.71

63 IGCyr 009100, 41: Ἐπήρατος Πολυδώρω (list of military officers, ca. 350–300; BMI IV
1053, II, 16; DGE3 235); IGCyr 084000, 90: Νίκαιος Πολυδώρω (list of military officers, ca.
330; SEG 46, 2198); IGCyr 065210, I, 114–115: Πολύδωρος Ἀστυκράτευς and Ἀνδροσθένης
Πολυδώρω, probably father and son (list of contributors, ca. 280–270; SEG 20, 735b, I, 119–120).
For these dates cf. Dobias-Lalou in IGCyr; Rosamilia, forthcoming.
64 Pugliese Carratelli in SECir, 259.
65 Dobias-Lalou 2016, 251.
66 Dobias-Lalou 2000, 31, 45, and 83.
67 Dobias-Lalou 2000, 50 and 87.
68 Dobias-Lalou 2000, 51 f. In one case (line 5), the contraction occurs in the genitive
ending of an -es- stem; cf. Dobias-Lalou 2000, 90 f.
69 The Cyrenaean ending forms would have been Ἐτεοκλεῦς and Ἐτεωνεῦς; cf. DobiasLalou 2000, 51–53 and 91.
70 Masson 1976, esp. 55–58.
71 Cf. the discussion infra in this same section.
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The change is too radical and consistent to be interpreted as a casual event: if this
inscription is a catalogue of eponymous priests, then for some years in a row the eponymous priests of Cyrene were not Cyrenaeans. While there can be little doubt as to the
causes – namely Ptolemaic intervention – the document’s chronology is more evasive.
Although Laronde dated this list to the second or first century because of the presence of κοινή endings,72 according to Dobias-Lalou the inscription dates rather
from around 250–150. However, even Dobias-Lalou’s date is based on both a palaeographical and a linguistic basis, the latter being the main reason for a second-century
date. If the document’s palaeographical characteristics are the only ones taken into
account, a slightly earlier date around 260–220 becomes much more likely.73
A confirmation of this new date comes from prosopography. For instance, Iason
son of Biandros is very likely the same individual mentioned in a 280–270 list of contributors from Cyrene.74 A few decades later, in this list we find him again as an old
man who has now become one of the most important members of the community.
More interestingly, thanks to the very rare name Elaiitas – which is not attested outside
the region and recurs only in three other documents – we can now partially reconstruct the stemma of a family belonging to the upper echelon of the Cyrenaean elite.
The name’s oldest occurrence comes from a long inscription written on a low bench
along the upper terrace of the sanctuary of Apollo (Figs 4–5). According to the text,
the bench was dedicated to Apollo by a certain Elaiitas the year he was the eponymous
priest of Apollo.75 While Sandro Stucchi proposed that the Elaiitas son of Theudoros mentioned on our list and the Elaiitas setting up the bench on the sanctuary’s
upper terrace were the same person,76 a closer examination allowed Laronde to date

72 Laronde 1987a, 190; the fourth-century date proposed in Laronde 1987a, 123 note 51,
is likely an oversight of the author.
73 For instance, in many cases (and especially in the upper part) circular letters are still much
smaller than regular ones, in some cases the pi’s upper bar is not apicated at all, and the sigma’s
bars are never completely parallel to one another. On the other hand, the alpha’s bar is broken
only in one case (line 5). Among the documents from Cyrenaica mentioning members of the
Ptolemaic dynasty, the most similar lettering is found in the dedication of a statue of the Ptolemaic governor Pelops son of Pelops by the Cyrenaeans (Fraser 1958, 111 f. no. 4; SEG 18, 734;
IGCyr 063300; cf. also Laronde 1987a, 417), which dates from ca. 240–220.
74 IGCyr 009300 (Smith – Porcher 1864, 113 no. 21; SGDI 4836), col. I, 6: [- - -] Βιάνδρω.
The contributor’s name is lost, but the spacing of the letters is compatible with a short name such
as Iason. However, the contributor might also be a brother of Iason’s. The document dates from
around 280–270 (cf. lastly Dobias-Lalou in IGCyr).
75 Stucchi 1975, 113 note 6; Laronde 1987a, 184–190 (SEG 38, 1897); IGCyr 080500:
Ἐ[λα]ιίτας [. . . . . .]Ω τῶι [Ἀπόλλω]νι ἱαρ[ι]τεύων ἀ[ν]έθηκ[ε]. The supplement [Θευδώρ]ω –
proposed by Stucchi and then rejected by Laronde – seems now quite likely. On the bench of
Elaiitas cf. also Ensoli 1996, 94–98 and 108; 1997; Bonacasa – Ensoli 2000, 127.
76 Stucchi 1975, 113 note 6.
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Fig. 4

Fig. 5
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Fig. 6

the inscription on the bench to ca. 340 on a palaeographical basis.77 However, recently
Serena Ensoli conducted some excavations in the area between the Greek Propylaeum dedicated by Praxiadas son of Eukleidas78 and the bench of Elaiitas.79 On this
basis, she was able to determine that the Hellenistic phase of the Greek Propylaeum
was certainly older than the bench. Therefore, the Elaiitas who dedicated this bench
likely lived about half a century before the Elaiitas son of Theudoros mentioned in our
list. Therefore, our mid-third-century list likely preserves the name of the grandson
(Elaiitas II) of the bench’s dedicant (Elaiitas I). While no independent occurrence of
Theudoros – father of Elaiitas II and son of Elaiitas I – can be identified, an unnamed
member of the same family seems to have held the priesthood of Apollo sometime
in the early third century.80 In addition, the middle generation is also represented by
a [- - -]chos son of Elaiitas, likely a brother of Theudoros, who set up a statue (Fig. 6)
77 Laronde 1987a, 190: «l’inscription (…) a tous les caractères du IVe siècle» and again
«cette écriture monumentale me paraît assez proche de celle des métopes du Strategeion que je
propose de dater vers 340».
78 IGCyr 098200 (SECir 129; Laronde 1987a, 106 f., 121, 190–192): Πραξιάδας Εὐ[κλείδα] |
ἱαριτεύων ἀν[έθηκε]. On this building cf. also Stucchi 1975, 123 and 188; Ensoli 1996, 98–100
and 108; 1997; Bonacasa – Ensoli 2000, 128 f. Although Laronde dated the inscription to
ca. 325, he was also well aware that the Propylaeum was likely more recent (Laronde 1987a,
190–192). However, the later date proposed by Ensoli – ca. 250–200 – is not compatible with
the lettering of the inscription. A compromise date around 300 would take into account both the
architectural remains and the inscribed dedication.
79 Ensoli 1996, 94–98 and 108; 1997.
80 IGCyr 127800: [- - -] Ἐλαιίτα Ι[- - - | - - - ἀ]νέθηκ[ε - - -], which might be plausibly read
as [ὁ δεῖνα] Ἐλαιίτα ἱ[αριτεύων | vacat (or Ἀπόλλωνι) ἀ]νέθηκ[ε vacat]. The inscription likely
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Fig. 7

in the sanctuary of Apollo during the first half of the third century.81 Therefore, we
are dealing with a family whose members were elected priests of Apollo on a regular
basis for at least three generations in a row (Fig. 7). The same family is not attested
after the mid-third century.
On the other hand, if we focus on the lines 9–12, we might expect to find Ptolemaic
officials and names coming from other areas of the Greek world. While the situation
in line 9 is still not clear because of the relatively common names involved,82 lines
10–11 are extremely interesting. According to Dobias-Lalou one can read:

mentioned a son of Elaiitas I rather than Elaiitas II. However, it is impossible to tell whether it
was Theudoros, [- - -]chos (cf. infra the following note), or a third son not attested otherwise.
81 SECir 186; IGCyr 102000: [. . . . . .]ΧΟΣ Ἐλαιίτα. A reading [- - -]ΚΟΣ is also possible, but
the lacuna cannot accommodate more than the first few letters of the dedicator’s name. Rather
than a label-like nominative (Ma 2013, 21–23), in this and in similar Cyrenaean cases we are
rather dealing with a dedication formula: ὁ δεῖνα τῶ δεῖνα scil. ἀνέθηκε (on the verb’s omission
cf. Dobias-Lalou 2000, 186). Of course, this does not imply that the dedicator and the subject
might not coincide.
82 Eutychos: SECir 164a, 16 (ephebic graffito, 27 CE); SEG 9, 760, 3 (funerary monument,
first or second century CE; for the reading cf. also Reynolds in LGPN I 186); for six other
occurrences from the region, none earlier than the end of the first century, cf. LGPN I 186. On
the other hand, the name Herakleitos is attested three times in Hellenistic Cyrene: IGCyr 101100
(SECir 175; dedication to Athena, fourth century); IGCyr 106300 (SECir 287; dedication, ca.
275); IGCyr 104000, 23 (SECir 242; SEG 32, 1604; ephebic dedication, ca. 125–100). Since our
list and IGCyr 106300 are almost contemporary and in both documents the name’s genitive
is Ἡρακλείτου, one cannot completely exclude that Eutychos son of Herakleitos was really a
Cyrenaean. In this case, Glaukon son of Eteokles would become the first Ptolemaic official to be
named priest of Apollo in Cyrene.
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[. . . . .]ΚΩΝ Ἐτεοκλέους
[. . . . . . .]ΥΣ Ἐτεωνέως

Both Eteokles and Eteoneus are extremely rare names.83 Unsurprisingly, the latter
name is attested in Ptolemaic Egypt and it recurs even among high officials and their
families.84 For instance, a Hyperbassas son of Eteoneus was honoured by the Samians
around 270–260.85 He was likely a high-ranking Ptolemaic official, since one of his
two daughters – Iamneia – became kanephoros of Arsinoe Philadelphos in 24386 and
the other – Myrsine – married Pelops son of Pelops, governor of Cyrene under Ptolemy III87 and later governor of Cyprus.88 However, the most striking occurrence is
certainly an Eteoneus son of Eteoneus, mentioned in demotic texts as the eponymous
priest of Alexander and the Ptolemies in both 212/211 and 211/210.89 While it would
be tempting to identify the priest of 212/211–211/210 with our eponymous priest, it
is unlikely that we are dealing here with the same individual. On the other hand, the
prestige of the Cyrenaean eponymous priesthood, the chronology and the rarity of the
name Eteoneus all make it extremely likely that we are dealing here with a brother of
Hyperbassas. However, the Eteoneus son of Eteoneus who was the eponymous priest
in Alexandria in 212/211–211/210 could hardly have come from an obscure family. If
we suppose that the son of Eteoneus who was the eponymous priest in Cyrene around
the mid-third century was also his father, all of a sudden his position becomes much
clearer. He was a member of a well-known family, whose cousin was married with a
man – Pelops son of Pelops – who in the same years had been entrusted with administering Cyprus as a Ptolemaic governor (cf. Fig. 8).
The most surprising piece of information, however, comes from the name at line 10.
If one looks for a son of Eteokles among high-ranking Ptolemaic officials, the name
of the priest of Alexander and the Ptolemies in 255/254 – Glaukon son of Eteokles –
stands out.90 This same Glaukon is none else than the famous Athenian politician
83

Respectively 22 and 9 attestations; cf. LGPN I–VB, s. vv.
Before the Roman imperial period, there is only an occurrence outside Egypt. IG II2
9281 (cf. also SEG 28, 296): Κλεοφαντὶς | Σαώτō Μαντινική, | [ Ἐτ]εωνέως γυνή, | [Λ]αμιέως |
μήτηρ (Athens, before 350); although one cannot know Eteoneus’ provenance, the son’s name,
Lamieus, points to contacts with Northern Greece. On relevant people called Eteoneus in Egypt
cf. Habicht in Herrmann 1960, 113.
85 IG XII 6, 344 (Herrmann 1960, 113 no. 16a): ὁ δῆμος ὁ Σαμίω[ν] | Ὑπερβάσσαντα
Ἐτεω[νέως]. While Hallof in IG prefers a broader date around 300–250, Bagnall 1976, 84 f.,
convincingly dates this inscription to 270–260.
86 Clarysse – van der Veken 1983, 10 f. no. 47; cf. Trismegistos 14399.
87 Cf. supra note 73.
88 On this family cf. Habicht in Herrmann 1960, 113; Bagnall 1976, 84 f.
89 Clarysse – van der Veken 1983, 16 f. nos 79 f.; cf. PP III 5122; Trismegistos, no. 8071.
90 Clarysse – van der Veken 1983, n. 36 p. 8; cf. P.Cair.Zen. II 59182, recto, 1–3:
[βασιλεύοντος Πτολεμαίου τοῦ Πτολεμαίου Σωτῆρος] (ἔτους) λα΄, ἐφ᾿ ἱερέως Γλαύκωνος τοῦ
Ἐτεοκλέους Ἀλεξάνδρου καὶ θεῶν Ἀ[δελφῶν, | κανηφόρου Ἀρσινόης Φιλαδέλφου Βερενίκης
84
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Fig. 8

from the deme of Aithalidai, brother of the Chremonides son of Eteokles after whom
the Chremonidean War was named.91 While Glaukon’s name confirms that we are
dealing with a mid-third century document, he was not the only non-Cyrenaean to
have taken upon himself the burden of holding this priesthood. Therefore, we are
dealing with the result of a political decision – probably the king’s – rather than with
foreign volunteers. However, during the 260–220 period we know only of one major
event which would have prompted drastic Ptolemaic interventions in the city’s life
such as the appointment of many royal commissioners: the Ptolemaic re-annexation
of Cyrenaica. A closer look at Glaukon’s biography might help determining the exact
date of this event.
IV. The long life of Glaukon: the Athenian years
Glaukon was born into a very affluent Athenian family.92 He was the son of Eteokles
son of Chremonides, whose career included at least the prestigious and onerous office
of agonothetes.93 Aside from his famous brother, he also had two sisters, one of whom

τῆς Νικάνορο]ς, μηνὸς Λώιου κδ΄, Αἰγυπτίων δὲ Μεσορὴ ιδ΄, ἐμ Φιλαδελφείαι τοῦ [Ἀρσινοίτου
| νομοῦ] κ. τ. λ. (Philadelpheia, contract; October 4th, 255).
91 Will 1979, 219–233; Habicht 2006, 161–167; Huss 2001, 271–281; Osborne 2012,
46–50. The war likely started in 269/268 and ended with Athens’ capitulation sometime in spring
262.
92 PA 3019; PP III, n. 5071; PAA IV 276950, likely 276940 and 276945 too; LGPN II s. v.,
no. 12. On Glaukon’s life cf. also Piérart – Étienne 1975, esp. 56–58; Pouilloux 1975;
Habicht 1976, 9; Humphreys 2007, 70–72; Paschidis 2008, 162–170 A55–56 and 510–513.
93 IG II2 3458. Eteokles’ agonothesia is mentioned on a monument which was dedicated by
his two daughters. However, I can see no reason to accept the assumption of Humphreys 2007,
70, according to which Chremonides and Glaukon were not mentioned as co-dedicators because
they were abroad.
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became priestess of Aglauros.94 Despite the fact that his brother Chremonides was
likely the elder son,95 Glaukon’s career in Athens seems to have been far more successful.96
A central document about Glaukon’s Athenian career is a very fragmentary monument which commemorated his agonothesia during the archonship of Nikias.97
Although a few similar monuments are known from Athens,98 this inscribed tripod
base is somewhat exceptional since the sides of the base are decorated with crowns
commemorating the offices which Glaukon held in Athens as well as his successes
in Athenian competitions. From the texts inside the crowns we learn that Glaukon
was elected phylarch99 at least once and hoplite general at least twice.100 In addition,
Glaukon won at least twice the ἀνθιππασία,101 once at the Athenian festival for the
Olympian Zeus and once during the Great Panathenaia. Two additional offices or
victories were likely mentioned in the two crowns near the rear of the base, which are
now almost completely lost.102
Among these offices and victories, only a few are attested from other documents.
From a very fragmentary list of Athenian officials, we learn that Glaukon was very
likely hoplite general during the archonship of Nikias III of Otryne in 266/265,103
while no clue as to the date of his other hoplite generalship is available. In addition, a
fragmentary Athenian decree honouring the hipparchs and phylarchs in charge during a single year mentions a [. . . . . .]Ν Αἰθαλίδης among the latter ones, who has
been generally identified with Glaukon.104 Although this document’s heading is now

94

IG II2 3458: Ἀγλαύρου ἱέρεα Φειδοστράτη | Ἐτεοκλέους Αἰθαλίδου θυγάτηρ.
The assumption is based on the fact that Chremonides shares his name with his paternal
grandfather; cf. Pouilloux 1975, 377.
96 As a matter of fact, the only two Athenian documents mentioning Chremonides are a
statue base reused in the Acropolis wall (SEG 25, 207; Moretti, ISE I 21) and the famous decree
which he proposed in 269/268 about the perpetual alliance between Athens, Egypt, and Sparta
(IG II3 1, 912; cf. also Osborne 2012, 163–165 decree II). For this reason, it has generally been
accepted that – while Glaukon was seeking for allies among Greek cities – Chremonides spent
many years abroad, securing Egypt’s support.
97 IG II3 4, 528, A, 1–2: ὁ δῆμος ἐ[χο]ρ[ήγ]ει, Νικίας ἦρχε. | ἀγωνοθέτ[ης Γλ]αύκω[ν Ἐ]τεοκλέους Αἰθαλίδης.
98 IG II3 4, 518–539.
99 On phylarchs cf. Osborne 2012, 99–101.
100 On the hoplite general (στρατηγὸς ἐπὶ τὰ ὅπλα) cf. Osborne 2012, 95–99.
101 Cf. Vanderpool 1974, esp. 311.
102 Cf. however Koehler in IG II 1291, comm.: «in corona quarta utriusque lateris aut nihil
aut ὁ δῆμος simpliciter scriptum fuisse probabile est».
103 Meritt 1968, 284 f. no. 21 (SEG 25, 186); Habicht 2000–2003 (SEG 51, 144); Osborne
2015, 71 f. no. 1, esp. II, 5–6: [στρατηγὸς ἐπὶ τὰ ὅ]πλα | [Γλαύκων(?) Α]ἰθαλίδης. According to
Osborne, the document is a list of officials who were involved in the Panathenaia.
104 IG II3 1, 949. On the supplement of Glaukon’s name at line 17, cf. Meritt 1968, 285 note
44.
95
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lost along with the name of the eponymous archon, the inscription is generally dated
between 280 and 270.
On the other hand, a proxeny decree on a bronze tablet from Orchomenos, Arcadia,
honours three Athenian envoys including [Γλαύκ]ωνα Ἐτεοκλέους Αἰθαλίδη[ν].105
Since in this mission Glaukon was joined by two high-profile Athenian citizens –
namely Kallippos of Eleusis and Aristeides of Lamptrai – their goal was plausibly
much broader than just reaching a relatively small Arcadian polis. More likely, this
diplomatic mission entailed talks with Athenian allies in the Peloponnese, that is the
Achaian koinon and the Spartan king Areus III. As a consequence, Glaukon’s mission to the Peloponnese probably took place either just before the beginning of the
Chremonidean War or in the early phases of the conflict. This diplomatic mission
can therefore be dated to the years between 270 and 265. Considering its potential
relevance, it is plausible that this diplomatic mission was mentioned inside one of the
two lost olive crowns on the sides of the base erected by Glaukon to commemorate
his agonothesia.106
Until very recently, this document’s date was highly disputed. Scholars disagreed
as to whether Glaukon’s activity as agonothetes took place during the archonship of
Nikias II (282/281) or Nikias III of Otryne (266/265).107 Only in 2015, Michael J.
Osborne definitively solved the problem.108 Thanks to a thorough re-examination
of all third-century inscriptions mentioning an agonothetes,109 Osborne proved that
until the second century there was just one agonothetes per year who was in charge
of all competitions. Therefore, since Phaidros of Sphettos’ agonothesia dates from the
archonship of Nikias II in 282/281,110 Glaukon was almost certainly agonothetes in
266/265, during the archonship of Nikias III of Otryne.
105

Plassart – Blum 1914, 451–454 no. 1 (Moretti, ISE I 53; Dubois, RDA, doc. O 3), 5.
The expected text would be the simple participle [πρεσβεύσαντα], maybe preceded by
[ὁ δῆμος] if Glaukon and his colleagues had also been publicly honoured for their role in this
diplomatic mission; cf. e. g. the honours for Cephis[odorus] of the Kerykes around 100, mentioned in IG II2 3218, 22–27: (inside a crown) ἡ βουλὴ | ὁ δῆμος | πρεσβεύσαν|τα πρὸς Λεύ|κιον
Φούριον | Κρασσόπην; cf. lastly Habicht 2006, 313–315.
107 On the chronology of Athenian archons during the third century cf. Osborne 2009;
Osborne 2012, 111–158; and the list at the end of the fourth volume of IG II3 1, 296–299.
108 Osborne 2015, 65–74.
109 In so doing, Osborne was also able to propose an alternative supplement for the inscription which attests that in 266/265 Glaukon was hoplite general, which allegedly mentioned an
[ἀγωνοθέτης Παν]αθηναίων, Δ[ε]ινίας Ἐρχιεύς (SEG 51, 144, II, 3; cf. now Osborne 2015, 71 f.
no. 1). Thanks to the newly published fragment of a stele preserving two Athenian decrees honouring the sitophylakes of 239/238 (Kritzas 2015; IG II3 1, 1023, I–II), Osborne was able to
prove that many officials were involved in the Great Panathenaia. Among them, there was the
otherwise unattested ταμίας τῶν Παναθηναίων (cf. now Kritzas 2015, 140–142; Osborne
2015, 70–74, esp. note 51), whose title is more than compatible with the lacuna in Deinias’ one.
110 IG II3 1, 985 (IG II2 682), 53–54: καὶ ἀγωνοθέτης χειροτονηθεὶς ὑπὸ τοῦ δήμου ἐπὶ Νικίο|υ
ἄρχοντος κ. τ. λ. The attribution of Phaidros’ agonothesia to Nikias II (282/281) is made sure
by the chronological order followed in the decree. According to the same decree (IG II3 1, 985,
106
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However, when were those texts inscribed on Glaukon’s tripod base? A few remarks
on the crowns’ dating can be added. It is extremely unlikely that any text on the base
was inscribed after Athens fell into Antigonid hands in early 262, while the use of
aorist participles for both offices held by Glaukon in 266/265 implies that the monument was dedicated during the following year, if not later.111 For these reasons, offices
held by Glaukon and recorded on the sides of this tripod base were likely inscribed
during the last years which he spent in Athens (about 264–262). In addition, many
scholars who accepted an earlier date for Glaukon’s agonothesia took for granted that
the crowns on the sides had been inscribed at a later date by a different hand. While
this view was sometimes taken to extremes,112 it was also accepted by Stephen V.
Tracy in his studies on Attic letter-cutters.113 As a result, if Tracy’s observation
about the fact that the crowns were not inscribed by the same letter-cutter as the front
of this base is still considered valid, Glaukon’s list of offices might well date from the
very last years of the Chremonidean War.
Outside Athens, our sources on Glaukon are not as easy to interpret. Aside from
the proxeny decree from Orchomenos already mentioned above and a problematic
inscription from Rhodes which will be examined in the next section, all other inscriptions mentioning Glaukon outside of Attica are connected with sanctuaries. One of
the oldest documents on Glaukon’s life is likely a decree of the Delphians honouring
him and granting him proxeny as well as many other honours.114 It dates from the
archonship of Erasippos,115 whose exact date is still to be determined. While Georges
Daux dated Erasippos’ archonship between 290 and 280,116 the recent re-examination
of Delphian amphictionic documents – now published in CID IV – brought forth
56–59), Phaidros’ son, Thymochares, was also elected agonothetes during the archonship of
Euboulos (265/264).
111 IG II3 4, 528, C, VI–VII (respectively: ὁ δῆμος | ἀγωνοθετή|σαντα and στρατηγή|σαντα
ἐπὶ | τῶν ὅπλων). It is also possible that the generalship mentioned in IG II3 4, 528, C, V, is the
one dating from 266/265. Although a chronological order seems likely, it is impossible to determine in which order the left side should be read, whether from back to front or vice versa. In
addition, the people’s mention inside the crown commemorating Glaukon’s agonothesia means
that a decree was passed honouring him for this office, potentially adding a few more months
between the end of Kallias III of Otryne’s archonship and the realisation of the inscriptions.
112 Kirchner in IG II2 3079, comm., states that he can identify four different phases on the
stone.
113 Tracy 2003a, 80–98, esp. 86. According to him, the inscriptions inside the crowns on
both sides were made by «the cutter of Agora I 3238 and 4169», a very popular letter-cutter who
was also responsible for the inscription of the decree of Chremonides (cf. supra note 96).
114 Homolle 1899, 547–548 no. 35; FD III 2, 72 (Syll.3 395).
115 Cf. FD III 2, 72, 8–9: ἄρχοντος Ἐρασίππου, βουλευόντων Χαριξένου, Αἰακ[ί|δ]α,
Μελισίωνος. FD III 3, 155–159 all date from this same semester, while FD III 4, 10 dates from
the other semester of Erasippos’ archonship.
116 Daux 1943, 30 F28. For earlier bibliography and hypotheses on the date of Erasippos’
archonship, cf. Daux’s commentary.
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new discussions about Delphian chronology. As part of his preliminary study of that
dossier, François Lefèvre proposed a new chronology for the archons of the third
century. According to his analysis, the archonship of Erasippos can likely be dated to
either 278/277 or 271/270.117 In his later contributions, because of constraints deriving
from an alternative dating of Pleiston’s archonship (266/265 instead of 262/261),118
Lefèvre started considering the former date as more likely.119 However, no amphictyonic document dating from Erasippos’ archonship survives, therefore no strong
argument in favour of either date has been put forth.
While it would still be tempting to date Glaukon’s presence in Delphi to 271/270 –
and thus interpret his presence in the Panhellenic sanctuary in the light of Athenian
diplomatic efforts immediately preceding the Chremonidean War – the decree does
not mention any official business on Glaukon’s part. On the contrary, there are good
reasons, not taken into account by Lefèvre, to prefer an earlier chronology. Firstly,
278/277 is an extremely relevant year. Not only is it the first year after the Gauls’ failed
attempt at pillaging the Delphic sanctuary, but it is also a Pythian year. Glaukon’s presence in Delphi would therefore be more easily explained because of both the games120
and the Athenian Pythais. More interestingly, a second clue in favour of the earlier
chronology for Erasippos’ archonship comes from the study of the proxeny decree’s
publication context.
Glaukon’s decree was inscribed on the treasury of the Athenians, on the front of the
pronaos’ right anta, along with many other proxeny decrees and official documents.
The position of this decree is not casual and it should be re-examined together with
the other texts inscribed on the same part of the building. As a matter of fact, Glaukon’s decree is likely one of the oldest on the right anta of the treasury,121 together with

117

Lefèvre 1995, esp. 171, 173 f., and 184 f. A third date (276/275) is considered extremely
unlikely by the same scholar (Lefèvre 1995, 174). The same year, a 271/270 date for Erasippos’
archonship was proposed independently by Knoepfler 1995, 145 and 157.
118 During Pleiston’s archonship – which fell on a Pythian year – an Athenian hieromnemon,
Euthydikos, was present in Delphi (cf. CID IV 38, 7–8). However, states annexed by Antigonos
Gonatas generally lost their right to appoint hieromnemons and Athens fell into Antigonos’
hands at the end of the Chremonidean war. The conflict ended during the archonship in Athens
of Antipatros, whose date has been moved back to 263/262 (instead of 262/261) by Dorandi
1991, 25–27 (cf. also Osborne 2009, 90). Therefore, either Athens was able to send one last
hieromnemon before capitulating in early 262 and he was still in Delphi for the 262/261 Pythian
games in the fall (cf. Knoepfler 1995, 159; Lefèvre in CID IV 26) or Pleiston’s archonship in
Delphi dates from the earlier 266/265 Pythian games.
119 Lefèvre 1998, 182 f., which he reprinted with additional remarks in CID IV 26–28.
120 If Glaukon’s victory in Olympia discussed infra antedates his exile, it is also possible that
he went to Delphi with his own team for the chariot race.
121 Cf. Colin in FD III 2, 90: «Ce texte est probablement le premier qui ait été gravé sur le
Trésor».
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other documents inscribed either on the same block or on the one above. In particular,
on the front of the anta we have122 (Fig. 9):
– Sixth course, top (FD III 2, 74): proxeny decree for Kallias son of Kalliades, Athenian; archonship of Herakleidas, 274/273.123
– Sixth course, bottom (FD III 2, 79): proxeny decree for Aristoteles son of Lysimachides, Athenian; archonship of Nikarchos, between 228/287 and 223/222.124
– Fifth course, top (FD III 2, 72): Glaukon’s decree; archonship of Erasippos, either
278/277 or 271/270.
– Fifth course, bottom (FD III 2, 20): decree honouring three envoys of the Attic
Tetrapolis; archonship of Praxias in Delphi and Philon in Athens, 178.125
It is self-evident that in the case of both blocks the priority was given to the upper
section. Therefore, the main problem is reduced to the relative chronology of FD III
2, 74 and 72. A possible solution to this question comes from examining the height of
these inscriptions above the paved area in front of the building. According to available data, the first four courses of the treasury of the Athenians correspond to about
1,20 m, while both the fifth and the sixth courses are about 380 mm high.126 As a consequence, Glaukon’s decree is about 1,60 m from the ground, at the level of an average
person’s eyes, while the text of FD III 2, 74 begins at slightly less than 2 m over the
terrace’s paving. It would therefore seem more likely that Glaukon’s decree antedates
FD III 2, 74, which is indirectly confirmed by the choice of the latter document’s letter-cutter to put more space between the lines, in order to make reading easier from
below.127 As a result, since FD III 2 is securely dated to 274/273, Erasippos’ archonship
very likely belongs to the early 270s, and probably dates from 278/277.
Glaukon’s interest in sacred affairs when he was still in Athens is also apparent
from a decree of the κοινὸν τῶν Ἑλλήνων from Plataea honouring him after his death
around the mid-third century.128 Despite the late date of this document, it sheds much
122

FD III 2, pl. XV.
Lefèvre 1995, 184 f.; Lefèvre 1998, 182 f.
124 Lefèvre 1995, 194. However, Nikarchos cannot have been archon in 226/225 or 225/224.
125 Follet 1998, 244.
126 Audiat 1933, 11–18; cf. FD III 2, pl. XVI.
127 This conclusion is partially confirmed by a proxeny decree for Agatharchos son of
Epikydes, Athenian, which is on the inner side of the anta, between the sixth and the fifth course.
This document dates from the archonship of Aristion II (either 253/252 or 251/250; Lefèvre
1995, 186, 188, and 190) and never reaches as high as FD III 2, 74. A second decree is inscribed
on the inner side of the anta, on the upper part of the sixth course (FD III 2, 80). This proxeny
decree for Chaireas son of Athenodoros, Athenian, dates from the archonship of Kriton (which
is known only from this text). This in turn has been attributed by Daux 1943, 31 F30, to the
315–280 period. However, there are no valid reasons to exclude for this text a much later date in
the second half of the third century.
128 Étienne – Piérart 1975; cf. also Bencivenni 2017. Despite Étienne – Piérart
1975, esp. 56 and 58, the fact that this decree was passed after Glaukon’s death (Buraselis
1982; Paschidis 2008, esp. 165) is evident from the text. In particular, Glaukon’s presence at the
123
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more light on Glaukon’s Athenian years than on his exile in Alexandria. After a general reference to his willingness to help the members of the κοινόν, both before and
after the exile, a more precise list of his good deeds towards the local sanctuary of
Zeus Eleutherios and Homonoia follows. In particular, he is said to have contributed
to the adornment of the sanctuary with his offerings and to have provided revenues
which allowed more lavish sacrifices and competitions for the future.129 Considering both the pan-Hellenic nature of this cult and the affinities between the decree
honouring the recently deceased Glaukon and Chremonides’ earlier decree,130 Glaukon’s acts of euergetism and piety towards the sanctuary of Plataea date likely from
the years immediately preceding the Chremonidean War, namely 275–268, and attest
once again both his family’s affluence and to his involvement in the diplomatic efforts
leading to the conflict.
Lastly, a special problem is posed by a passage in Pausanias which tells us that
Glaukon won a chariot race in Olympia and dedicated a monument there, fragments
of which have survived.131 Although Luigi Moretti tentatively proposed 272 as the
date of Glaukon’s Olympic victory,132 there are no clues in favour of an early date. On
the contrary, it is also possible that his victory dates from the period of Glaukon’s exile
in Egypt.133
V. The long life of Glaukon: Alexandria and the Ptolemies
The fall of Athens into Antigonos Gonatas’ hands at the end of the Chremonidean War
in spring 262 was a fundamental moment in Glaukon’s life. Because of their involvement in the war, both Glaukon and his brother Chremonides had to flee from the city
Ptolemaic court is described as over (cf. esp. line 12: εἶχε; line 10: μετὰ ταῦτα instead of νῦν) and
the decree is meant to show that the Koinon honours its supporters καὶ ζῶ|σιν καὶ μετηλλαχόσιν
(lines 26–27). For this reason, the decree cannot be earlier than Glaukon’s presence in Cyrenaica
around 250. About its relation with Ptolemy III’s dedication in Olympia dating from after 246
cf. infra the next section.
129 Étienne – Piérart 1975, lines 15–24.
130 Cf. Étienne – Piérart 1975, 73 f.; Müller 2009, 140–142. Both the fact that in Plataea
men competed ἐπὶ | τοῖς ἀνδράσιν τοῖς ἀγαθοῖς καὶ ἀγω|νισαμένοις πρὸς τοὺς βαρβάρους | ὑπὲρ
τῆς τῶν Ἑλλήνων ἐλευθερίας (lines 21–24) and the importance of ἡ τῶν Ἑλλήνων Ὁμόνοια,
which was worshipped in this sanctuary, find parallels in Chremonides’ decree (cf. IG II3 1, 912,
18: ὑπὲρ τῆς κοινῆς τ[ῶν] Ἑλλήνων ἐλευθερίας, and 31–32: κοινῆς ὁμονοίας γενομ|ένης τοῖς
Ἕλλησι).
131 Paus. 6, 16, 9; IvO 178.
132 Moretti, Olympionikai, no. 542.
133 Cf. Pouilloux 1975, 378; Étienne – Piérart 1975, 58. In favour of a lower date are
both the fact that other members of the Ptolemaic court won in Olympia in the same period (e. g.
Tlepolemos son of Artapates; cf. Criscuolo 2003, 319–329) and the fact that – according to
Paus. 6, 16, 9 – his monument stood near a statue of a Ptolemy, possibly Ptolemy II (Criscuolo
2003, 318 and 321). On the other hand, the very simple inscription is perhaps more in line with
Glaukon’s life as a private citizen in Athens before the exile.
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and became exiles. Despite their prominent role at the Ptolemaic court, information
on their later years is not abundant. The main source on this topic is a passage of Teles’
diatribe On exile134:
ἔνιοι δέ γε καὶ ϕρουροῦσι τὰς πόλεις παρὰ βασιλεῦσι, καὶ ἔθνη πιστεύονται, καὶ
δωρεὰς μεγάλας καὶ συντάξεις λαμβάνουσι. (…) ‘Ιππομέδων ὁ Λακεδαιμόνιος ὁ νῦν
ἐπὶ Θρᾴκης καθεσταμένος ὑπὸ Πτολεμαίου, Χρεμωνίδης καὶ Γλαύκων οἱ ’Αθηναῖοι
οὐ πάρεδροι καὶ σύμβουλοι; ἵνα μὴ τὰ παλαιά σοι λέγω, ἀλλὰ τὰ καθ’ ἡμᾶς. καὶ
τὸ τελευταῖον οὐκ ἐπὶ στόλου τηλικούτου ἐξαπεστάλη καὶ χρημάτων τοσοῦτον
πιστευόμενος καὶ τὴν ἐξουσίαν ἔχων ὡς βούλοιτο χρῆσθαι;
«In truth, some of them (i. e. the exiles) keep watch over the cities for the kings, are
entrusted with foreign peoples, and receive great gifts as well as sources of revenue.
(…) Hippomedon of Sparta, who has been appointed governor of Thrace by Ptolemy,
and Glaukon and Chremonides, the Athenians, are they not companions and advisors (of kings)? That just to avoid ancient history and speaking of the here and now.
And lastly, was he (Chremonides) not sent forth at the head of such a huge army and
entrusted with so much wealth, together with the authority to use it as he wished?»
Glaukon and Chremonides took refuge in Alexandria and became members of the
Ptolemaic court, a piece of information which in Glaukon’s case is confirmed both by
the decree from Plataea135 and a statue base from Olympia.136 In addition, according
to Teles, in Alexandria Chremonides was entrusted with an impressive expeditionary
force, likely the fleet with which he suffered a sudden defeat at the hands of Agathostratos of Rhodes in the waters near Ephesus around 258.137 In the same years, Glau-

134

Teles, frg. III 23 Fuentes Gonzáles.
Cf. supra the previous section; on Glaukon’s Ptolemaic allegiance cf. esp. Étienne –
Piérart 1975, lines 10–11: (…) καὶ μετὰ ταῦτα τεταγμέ|νος παρὰ τῶι βασιλεῖ Πτολεμαίωι.
136 For the base’s text cf. the discussion infra in this same section.
137 Polyaen. 5, 18. On this battle cf. Momigliano – Fraser 1950, 113 and 115; Seibert
1976; Will 1979, 234–237; Berthold 1984, 89–92; Huss 2001, 283 f.; Wiemer 2002, 98–101;
Badoud 2014, 116 f. According to the Lindian Chronicle, there was a moment when Rhodes
was at war with Ptolemy II (I.Lindos 2, C 37, 97–102; FGrHist 532, C 37). Since no later conflicts
between the Ptolemies and Rhodes are known, this naval battle must be comprised between
Chremonides’ exile in 262 and Ptolemy II’s death in 246, while a very likely context is provided
by the Second Syrian War (Berthold 1984, 89; Wiemer 2002, 98). While Ptolemy «the Son»,
governor of Ephesus, rebelled to his father as early as in 259/258 (Pomp. Trog. Prol. 26), during
the same conflict Ephesus was also conquered by Antiochos I with Rhodian help (Frontin. Strat.
3, 9, 10). It is generally admitted that the Seleucid capture of Ephesus took place in the aftermath of Chremonides’ defeat or later in the conflict. However, an alternative reconstruction
according to which Chremonides was besieging or blockading the already conquered city has
also been proposed (Berthold 1984, 89–92), but seems far less convincing (cf. Wiemer 2002,
99 f.). Against this date cf. Treves 1955, 124–130, then Musso 1962, and lastly Sartori 1970,
135

From Magas to Glaukon

291

kon apparently spent his time at court in Alexandria.138 As already stated, in 255/254
we find him holding the position of the eponymous priest of Alexander,139 one of
the most prestigious offices in the Ptolemaic capital. In these same years, as we saw
before, he was probably active in Cyrene, where he also became the eponymous priest
of Apollo.
As for the later developments of Glaukon’s life, there are two documents whose chronology is disputed and which are fundamental in determining the date of his death.
An inscribed statue base was dedicated by Glaukon on the Rhodian acropolis:140
Γλαύκων Ἐτεοκλέου[ς] | Ἀθηναῖος πρόξενος | Ἀπόλλωνι Πυθίωι. Until very recently,
this document was only marginally taken into account when discussing Glaukon’s life
and was generally considered the result of an Athenian diplomatic mission to Rhodes before or during the Chremonidean War.141 However, in recent years Nathan
Badoud proposed a very different date for the same document.142 According to him,
the apicated letters and the pi upper stroke – which is wider than the span between
the two vertical ones – are rather compatible with a date in the second half of the third
century, and very likely not earlier than 230. As a consequence, this inscription would
have been written about 20 years after the naval battle of Ephesus.143 Glaukon’s presence in Rhodes would then be part of a Ptolemaic effort towards the re-establishment
of friendly relations between the island and the Ptolemies around 230.
Although Badoud’s knowledge of Rhodian epigraphy and chronology cannot be
discarded lightly, this hypothesis might not be as sound as it seems. As a matter of fact,
this chronology is not compatible with the dating of Glaukon’s statue from Olympia,
which was set up by a Ptolemaic king. Of the two blocks which originally formed the
central part of the statue base, only four fragments pertaining to the right one now
survive, which leads to some major problems about the identification of the members
of the royal family involved (Fig. 10):
451–456, who argue that the naval battle of Ephesus took place around 242–240, during the
Third Syrian War.
138 While it is entirely possible that Chremonides fell into disgrace with the king after his
naval defeat near Ephesus, there is no ground to suspect that his brother suffered the same fate,
pace Sartori 1970, 454 f. In addition, although Myron of Priene, FGrHist 106 F 6, mentions a
disgrace (calamitatis ac luctus eius particeps eram) which befell Chremonides and the fact that he
was kept from helping him by the «greater force of law» (magis uis legis), I am not sure that this
extremely cryptic expression is Myron’s way of describing the king’s will.
139 Cf. supra note 90.
140 IG XII 1, 25; Badoud 2017, 40–42 no. 59; cf. also Badoud 2014, 117–119; 2015, 114 f.
This Rhodian dedicatory text is strikingly similar to the statue base from Olympia which Glaukon dedicated after his victory at the Olympic Games: Διὶ Ὀ[λυμπίωι Γλα]ύκων | Ἐτεοκλέ[ους]
Ἀθηναῖος (cf. supra note 131).
141 Piérart – Étienne 1975, 57; cf. also the more prudent Wiemer 2002, 98 note 7.
142 Badoud 2014, 117–119.
143 Cf. supra note 137.
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Fig. 10

Editions: Dittenberger 1879, 55 no. 231 (Hirschfeld 1882, 170–172); IvO 296;
Syll.2 222; (Syll.3 462; Buraselis 1982, 153–156; SEG 32, 415; Criscuolo 2003,
320–322; SEG 54, 495).
See also: Momigliano – Fraser 1950, 113 note 1; Piérart – Étienne 1975,
58; Pouilloux 1975, 378 f.; NIO, 424; Schmidt 1995, 60 note 4, 65, 405 f. cat.
no. IV 2, 31; Bringmann 2000, 92 f.; Schmidt-Dounas 2004, 100; Müller 2009,
139–153.

4

[βασιλεὺς Πτολεμ]αῖος βασ[ιλέως]
[Πτολεμαίου καὶ βα]σιλίσσης
[- - - - - Γλαύκω]να Ἐτεοκλέους
[Ἀθηναῖον ἀρετῆ]ς ἕνεκεν
[καὶ εὐνοίας τῆς] πρὸς τὸν πατέρα
[- -?- - καὶ - -?- - τὴν - -?- -] ἀδελφὴν
[καὶ τὸν Ἀθηναίων?] τὸν δῆμον.

3 [Ἀρσινόης], so that the dedicator would be Ptolemy III, Hirschfeld 1882 (doubtfully), Dittenberger in IvO, in Syll.2, Kirchner in Syll.3, Buraselis 1982; [Βερενίκης], so that the
dedicator would be Ptolemy II, Criscuolo 2003; no supplement in Dittenberger 1879. ||
3–4 Supplement by Hirschfeld 1882. || 6 [καὶ Ἀρσινόην τὴν] ἀδελφήν Criscuolo 2003;
[Πτολεμαῖον καὶ τὴν] ἀδελφήν Dittenberger in Syll.2; Kirchner in Syll.3; Buraselis 1982;
[καὶ ἑαυτὸν? καὶ τὴν] ἀδελφήν Hirschfeld 1882; [- - - καὶ τὴν] ἀδελφήν Dittenberger in
IvO; [καὶ τὴν] ἀδελφήν Dittenberger 1879. || 7 [καὶ τῶν Ἀθηναίων] τὸν δῆμον Buraselis
1982, Criscuolo 2003; alternatively [καὶ τῶν Ἠλείων] τὸν δῆμον Criscuolo 2003; [- - - καὶ]
τὸν δῆμον Dittenberger in IvO, in Syll.2, Kirchner in Syll.3; [Βερενίκην καὶ] τὸν δῆμον
Hirschfeld 1882; [καὶ] τὸν δῆμον Dittenberger 1879.

As it can be seen, the loss of the left part of the inscription has caused a few difficulties for the interpreters. Now, all scholars agree that the sister mentioned in line 6 is
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Arsinoe II Philadelphos,144 but finding a convincing supplement for the same line
has proven a difficult task. A first attempt was made by Kostas Buraselis, who
ventured a hardly acceptable πρὸς τὸν πατέρα [Πτολεμαῖον καὶ τὴν] ἀδελφήν. A few
years later, an alternative and more convincing set of supplements was proposed by
Lucia Criscuolo.145 After re-examining Karl Purgold’s drawing in the IvO, she
proposed a much more adequate supplement for line 6: [καὶ Ἀρσινόην τὴν] ἀδελφήν.
However, Arsinoe II was Ptolemy II’s sister, not Ptolemy III’s. Therefore, Criscuolo
proposed a new supplement for line 3 too, which would make Ptolemy II the dedicator of the statue. As a consequence, one should postulate that Glaukon was already
politically active before 282, so that Ptolemy II could mention Glaukon’s good deeds
towards his father. However, while it is possible that a young Glaukon in 282 had
already held some minor office in Athens, he was hardly an influential politician. The
incompatibility might be solved by a new supplement:

4

[βασιλεὺς Πτολεμ]αῖος βασ[ιλέως]
[Πτολεμαίου καὶ βα]σιλίσσης
[Ἀρσινόης Γλαύκω]να Ἐτεοκλέους
[Ἀθηναῖον ἀρετῆ]ς ἕνεκεν
[καὶ εὐνοίας τῆς] πρὸς τὸν πατέρα
[καὶ τὴν τοῦ πατρὸς] ἀδελφὴν
[καὶ τὸν Ἀθηναίων?] τὸν δῆμον.

«[The king Ptole]my, the son of king [Ptolemy and] queen [Arsinoe], (set up this
statue of) [Glauko]n son of Eteokles, [an Athenian], because of the latter’s [virtue and
goodwill] towards his father, [his father’s] sister, and the people [of the Athenians(?)].»
According to this new proposal, the dedicator is still Ptolemy III and the sister mentioned in the text is not his own sister but rather his aunt, who – according to Ptolemaic protocol – was also his divine mother. Since the introduction of endogamy in
the Ptolemaic dynasty was still very recent and Arsinoe II was not Ptolemy III’s natural mother, in a pan-Hellenic sanctuary such as Olympia an alternative formulation
would have served Ptolemy III better than a dynastic one. In addition, identifying
Arsinoe II as Ptolemy II’s sister would have immediately recalled both her cultic title
of θεὰ Φιλάδελφος and the couple’s joint cult as the θεοὶ Ἄδελφοι.146
144

Müller 2009, 139–153. For Glaukon’s good deeds towards Arsinoe II, cf. the latter’s
mention in Chremonides’ decree of 269/268 (IG II3 912, 16–18): ὅ τε βασιλεὺς Πτολεμαῖος
ἀκολούθως τεῖ τ|ῶν προγόνων καὶ τεῖ τῆς ἀδελφῆς προ[α]ιρέσει φανερός ἐστ|ιν σπουδάζων
ὑπὲρ τῆς κοινῆς τ[ῶν] Ἑλλήνων ἐλευθερίας.
145 Criscuolo 2003, 320–322.
146 While no similar dedication is known, there is at least a case when a Ptolemaic prince
found himself highlighting the relation between the relative whose statue he was setting up and
another member of his family. On a base from Delos, a son of Ptolemy VIII Evergetes II honours
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If this new supplement is accepted, there can be no doubt that at the time of the
statue’s dedication Glaukon’s collaboration with the new king was not worth mentioning. Of course, this might be due to the fact that Ptolemy III’s accession was still very
recent. In this case, the statue would have likely been dedicated during the early years
of Ptolemy III’s reign (ca. 246–240). However, an alternative hypothesis must be taken
into account. If the statue was erected after Glaukon’s death, the lack of any reference
to existing collaboration between him and the dedicator would take on a completely
different meaning. Glaukon’s death would then have taken place almost in the same
years of Ptolemy III’s accession,147 namely around 250–240.
VI. Glaukon and Cyrenaica: some conclusions
According to the available documents, it is now possible to reconstruct Glaukon’s
political career in some detail, and try to determine when he was born by taking into
account a set of plausible dates (Tab. 1):
Glaukon’ s Life

Date

Glaukon’ s Age
A

B

C

D

Birth (Hypothesis A)

320

0

–

–

–

Birth (Hypothesis B)

315

5

0

–

–

Birth (Hypothesis C)

310

10

5

0

–

Birth (Hypothesis D)

305

15

10

5

0

before 282

< 38

< 33

< 28

< 23

278/277

42

37

32

27

Phylarch

280–270

40–50

35–45

30–40

25–35

Athenian envoy in Arcadia

270–265

50–55

45–50

40–45

35–40

Beginning of the Chremonidean
War

268/267

52

47

42

37

Beginning of political activity
(according to Criscuolo 2003)
G. named proxenos
by the Delphians

his father’s new wife – Cleopatra III, who is also his own cousin and possibly half-sister – thus
(ID 1530, 1–4): [βασιλεὺς Πτολε]μα[ῖος βασιλ]έ[ω]ς [Πτολεμαίου | Εὐ]εργέτου βασίλισσαν
Κλεοπάτραν Εὐεργέτιν | [τ]ὴν τοῦ πατρὸς μὲν γυναῖκα, ἐμαυτοῦ δ[ὲ] | ἀνεψιάν, κ. τ. λ. On this
prince’s possible identity cf. Criscuolo 2011, 138 f.
147 This might be indirectly confirmed by the fact that the Plataea decree sums up the later
part of his career as τεταγμέ|νος παρὰ τῶι βασιλεῖ Πτολεμαίωι (Étienne – Piérart 1975,
lines 10 f.). Although this expression is quite normal for a king’s advisor, there is no mention of
him having collaborated with two different Ptolemies. Therefore, Glaukon might well have died
before 246.
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Glaukon’ s Life

Date

Glaukon’ s Age
A

Agonothetes
Hoplite general for the second
time (?)

B

C

D

266/265

54

49

44

39

early 262

58

53

48

43

Naval battle near Ephesus

after
259/258

> 61

> 56

> 51

> 46

G. eponymous priest in Alexandria

255/254

65

60

55

50

ca. 250

70

65

60

55

after 246

> 74

> 69

> 64

> 59

ca. 230

90

85

80

75

Capitulation of Athens and exile

G. eponymous priest in Cyrene
Ptolemy III honours G. in Olympia
G. named proxenos by the Rhodians
(according to Badoud 2014)

Tab. 1. Events of Glaukon’s life and his possible age according to four possible birthdates.

Even at first sight, it becomes immediately apparent that a birthdate around 305 is
totally incompatible with almost all the dates of Glaukon’s life. On the other hand,
if Glaukon were born in 320, he would have been about seventy years old during his
stay in Cyrene and would have been almost eighty by the time Ptolemy dedicated a
statue of him in Olympia. More to the point, he would have been fifty even before the
beginning of the Chremonidean War, which is certainly possible but very unlikely.
As for the remaining two dates, they are both acceptable, so that one might now say
that Glaukon was probably born between 315 and 310. However, in both cases he
would have been at least eighty when he set up his dedication in Rhodes, which makes
Badoud’s dating of this inscription hardly acceptable.
On a broader scale, how do these conclusions affect the chronology of Ptolemaic
re-annexation of Cyrenaica? If Glaukon truly died around 246–240 and was de facto
not involved in politics after 246, his eponymous priesthood cannot in any case be
later than 246 and a slightly earlier date might be preferable. Therefore, it is likely that
the catalogue of priests which we have examined earlier corresponds exactly to the
years of Ptolemaic re-annexation and that Glaukon was either the Ptolemaic general
who conquered the region or the man sent by Ptolemy II to rule it in the aftermath
of the reunification. For this reason, the Ptolemaic re-annexation of Cyrenaica likely
also dates from ca. 250. If we accept Eusebius’ date of Demetrios the Fair’s demise in
259/258 and the numismatic evidence showing that Demetrios did not rule for many
years, it is therefore possible to propose a new tentative chronology for the 250s in
Cyrenaica which takes into account both the coin series issued during this period
and the problems connected with Ekdelos and Demophanes’ activity in the region
(Tab. 2):
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Events in
Cyrenaica
Death of Magas
Death of Demetrios
the Fair
First Soter /
Libya coinage
Reforms of Ekdelos
and Demophanes
ΚΟΙΝΟΝ coinage

Emilio Rosamilia
Chamoux,
Will, Laronde
250
after 250

Ptolemaic
re-annexation
Glaukon’s eponymous priesthood

Buttrey, Asolati

Rosamilia

before 258
258

ca. 260/259
259/258

–

ca. 258–250

ca. 258–255

248–246

ca. 250–246

mid-250s

248–246
(*)
246

ca. 250–246

ca. 255–250

246

ca. 250

–

–

ca. 250

Tab. 2. Cyrenaican events between the death of Magas and Ptolemaic re-annexation;
comparison between the earlier hypotheses and the author’s. (*) According to Laronde 1987a,
the ΚΟΙΝΟΝ issues date from after the Ptolemaic re-annexation.
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Figures
Fig. 1: Cyrene, silver coinage with Ammon/Silphium types. Above: silver tetradrachm of the
Attic standard dating from the mid-fifth century (cf. Robinson 1927, 10 no. 42), from
Pecunem Online Auctions, Auction 33 – 5 July 2015 (https://www.numisbids.com/n.
php?p=lot&sid=1151&lot=278). In this issue, the legend ΚΥΡΑ is still written using the
epichoric alphabet. Below: mid-third-century ΚΟΙΝΟΝ silver didrachm of the «Rhodian»
standard (cf. Robinson 1927, 68 no. 1), from Freeman & Sear, Manhattan Sale II, lot 78 – 4
January 2011 (https://www.acsearch.info/search.html?id=920097).
Fig. 2: Mid-third-century-BCE Cyrenaean bronze coinage. (A) Later Magas issue: Soter/lightning; inscription ΠΤΟΛΕΜΑΙΟΥ ΒΑΣΙΛΕΩΣ; monogram ΜΑΓ; Asolati 2011, no. 54b. (B)
«Ptolemy II» issue: Soter/Libya; inscription ΒΑΣΙΛΕΩΣ ΠΤΟΛΕΜΑΙΟΥ; Asolati 2011, no.
60. (C) Koinon issue: Ammon/Silphium; inscription ΚΟΙΝΟΝ; Asolati 2011, no. 61. (D)
«Ptolemy III» issue, inscription ΒΑΣΙΛΕΩΣ ΠΤΟΛΕΜΑΙΟΥ; Asolati 2011, no. 62. © Italian
Archaeological Mission to Cyrene – University of Urbino, courtesy of Michele Asolati.
Fig. 3: Cyrene, Sanctuary of Apollo; list of eponymous priests of Apollo, ca. 260–250 BCE (IGCyr
096700, once SECir 71). Photograph from SECir, 259 fig. 62.
Fig. 4: Cyrene, Sanctuary of Apollo. Upper terrace with the Greek Propylaeum in the forefront
and the bench of Elaiitas I (IGCyr 080500, once SEG 38, 1897) behind it. © French Archaeological Mission to Cyrene, courtesy of Catherine Dobias-Lalou.
Fig. 5: Cyrene, Sanctuary of Apollo, upper terrace; a detail of the the bench of Elaiitas I (IGCyr
080500 = SEG 38, 1897). © French Archaeological Mission to Cyrene, courtesy of Catherine
Dobias-Lalou.
Fig. 6: Cyrene, Sanctuary of Apollo, so-called Agora of the Gods; base of the statue dedicated by
[- - -]chos son of Elaiitas I (IGCyr 102000, once SECir 186). © Italian Archaeological Mission
to Cyrene – University of Urbino, photograph of the author.
Fig. 7: Stemma of the family of Elaiitas II. A son of Elaiitas I likely held the priesthood of Apollo
around 280–270 BCE (cf. IGCyr 127800). However, it is impossible to determine whether it
was Theudoros II, [- - -]chos, or an otherwise unattested third son.
Fig. 8: Stemma of the family of [Eteone?]us son of Eteoneus according to the hypothesis that
he was a relative of both Hyperbassas son of Eteoneus, Ptolemaic official in the Aegean at
the time of the Chremonidean war, and Eteoneus son of Eteoneus, the eponymous priest of
Alexander and the deified Ptolemies in 212/211 and 211/210.
Fig. 9: Delphi, Treasury of the Athenians; inscriptions on the front of the right anta, fifth and
sixth courses. The proxeny decree for Glaukon (FD III 2, 72, 278/277 BCE) is inscribed on the
upper half of the lower block. © École française d’ Athènes, photothèque.
Fig. 10: Olympia; fragments pertaining to the base of a statue erected by Ptolemy III for Glaukon
(IvO 296), 246 BCE or slightly later. The surviving fragments (in darker grey) and the new
supplements. From a drawing by Purgold (in IvO 296).

