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C.P.JONES

Diodoros Pasparos Revisited™

The first decades of the Roman province of Asia have received intense scrutiny
in the last twenty years. Besides the expected advances in interpretation and
understanding, progress has also come from notable discoveries, among which
two decrees from Claros and the Ephesian customs-law stand out.! Inevitably,
certain conclusions that had seemed sure, like the date of the senatus consultum de
agro Pergameno, are again floating, while others that seemed uncertain, like the
beginning-date of the Third Mithridatic War, appear to be moored in place.?

A question that had seemed settled after long doubts, the dating of Dio-
doros Pasparos of Pergamon, has now been re-opened by DomeNnicoO MusTr.
Orthodoxies whether recent or inveterate usually profit from a good probe,
and examining Mustr’s novel thesis will allow some recent evidence to be
brought into play.?

" 1 have used the following special abbreviations: Claros = L. and J. RoBerT, Claros
I: Décrets hellénistiques, Paris 1989; BrouGgHTON, MRR I-III = T.R.S. BROUGHTON,
The Magistrates of the Roman Republic, 2 vols., New York, NY, 195152, with Supple-
ment, Atlanta, Georgia, 1986; Bull. ép. = Bulletin épigraphique in REG; JonEs, Dio-
doros = C.P Jonges, Diodoros Paspatos and the Nikephoria of Pergamon, Chiron 4,
1974, 183-205; Musri, Nikephoria = D. MusTi, I Nikephoria e il ruolo panellenico di
Pergamo, RFIC 126, 1998 (1999), 5-40; RicsBy, Provincia Asia = KENT J. RiGsBY,
Provincia Asia, TAPA 118, 1988, 123—153; RoserT, OMS = L. RoBERT, Opera Minora
Selecta I-VII, Amsterdam 1969-1990.

! Claros (SEG 39, 1243, 1244), with the important discussion of J.-L. FERRARY, Le
Statut des cités libres dans 'empire romain a la lumiére des inscriptions de Claros,
CRAI 1991, 557-577. Customs-law: H. ENGELMANN — D.KnNiBBE, Das Zollgesetz der
Provinz Asia, EA 14, 1989 (SEG 39, 1180); useful bibliography in: S. CARRELLI, Alcune
osservazioni sul portorium Asiae, Studi ellenistici 8, Pisa — Rome 1996, 175 n. 1; see now
also E.BapiaN, Zollner und Stnder: Unternehmer im Dienst der romischen Republik,
Darmstadt 1997, 219-231.

2 Date of the SC de agro Pergameno (latest texts: G. PErz1, Die Inschriften von Smyr-
na, IGSK 24.2, 589; G.D1 SteraNo, Una nuova edizione del senatus consultum de agro
Pergameno, RAL ser. 9,9, 1998, 707-748): BroucHTON, MRR III 23—-24; BADIAN (pre-
vious n.) 181-183. Third Mithridatic War: BRougHTON, MRR III 121-122 (favoring 73
for the opening of hostilities, as against his eatlier preference for 74); B.C.McGiNg,
The Ephesian Customs Law and the Third Mithridatic War, ZPE 109, 1995, 283-288.

3 Musr, Nikephortia. For the currently accepted, «low» dating, JonEs, Diodoros, with
the discussion of J. and L.RoBert, Bull. ép. 1974, 466; since then, see particularly



2 C. P, Jones

Since MusTi claims to uphold the «traditional» date, it may help to recall
what that date is and by what calculation it is reached. It goes back to an
inference which Max FRANKEL drew from a Pergamene decree honoring a
priestess of Athena called Metris. She was in office during the ninth celebration
of the «crowned» Nikephoria, and the dectee orders the agonothete to an-
nounce her honors «on the second day of the #referides, when the city holds the
choruses for the goddess». As FRANKEL recognized, the expression «crowned»
refers not to the original Nikephoria, founded by Attalos I, but to a reform of
the contest undertaken by Eumenes II. This was known from an Aetolian
decree found at Delphi and published in 1881. In addition, FRANKEL inferred
from the decree for Metris that the crowned Nikephotia were identical with
the ftrieterides, and in addition that the honors for Metris concerned Eumenes’
successes, military and diplomatic, against the Gauls between 168 and 166. He
thus proposed a date of 183 for the teform and of 167 for the ninth celebra-
tion. *

FRANKEL considered his thesis of a ttieteric cycle to be corroborated by an
inscription of 217 CE or later. A certain Apollonia, priestess of Athena Nike-
phoros, «held office gloriously and generously for a petriod of two years (dietel
xeove) and in the next two years (11} &&fig Setig) showed all piety to the god-
dess».” FRANKEL inferred that the normal term for a priestess’s tenure was two
years, and that Apollonia had then served as assistant or substitute to her suc-
cessor. Equally well, however, the term could have been of four years, and she
could have remained titular priestess in the last two while another acted as
substitute for her. This is the situation of a priestess from Mantinea who
served Demeter for one year and then «made herself serviceable to all those
priestesses who served in her place» (toig del dvritvyyavodoug isgsimg).G

Diodoros Pasparos first became known from a series of decrees in his honor
published between 1904 and 1910. Huco HEPDING, publishing one of them in
1907, restored a phrase to refer to the (twenty-)ninth celebration of the Nike-
phortia, the first held after the war with Eumenes III, known in the historical
tradition as «Atistonikos»: &v Toig &vvea[raiemootoig Nuxneogiolg 1od ot]epavitov
aydvog, aydeiow 8¢ modtowg [- - - - - - - - n]orepov. At this time HEPDING followed

B.VirGiLio, La Citta ellenistica e i suoi «benefattoti»: Pergamo e Diodoro Pasparos,
Athenaeum 82, 1994, 299-314; A.S. CHaNkowskl, La procédure législative a Pergame
au I* siécle av. J-C., BCH 122, 1998, 159-199, especially on the order of the various
dectees in honor of Dlodoros

* M.FrANKEL, Die Inschriften von Pergamon, 1167 (on p. 105); summarized by
W. DITTENBERGER on OGIS 299 nn. 1 and 2; cf. Jongs, Diodotos 186. Decree of Aeto-
lians: Syll.?> 629, with improved text in IG IX? 1,1,179.

5 I. Pergamon 525; cf. DITTENBERGER, OGIS 299 n. 4, MusTi, Nikephotia 27-29.

6 1G V2, 266, lines 9—10. On substitute magistrates, priests, etc., RoBErRT, OMS
VII 579-580 (Stele Kontoleon).
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FRANKEL’s calculation and dated the event to 127/26.” Three years later, he pub-
lished another decree which he restored similatly: &v te [toig évvearaigi#ooToig
Nuneooiolg tob otepavitov dy®dvog toig not’ Agiot|ovirov Emviniols, at the same
time supplying the lacuna in the eatlier decree as [peta tOvV TEOG AQLoTOVIROV]
nohepov. He now placed the event in 126, taking into account MAURICE HoL-
LEAUX’s dating of the Aetolian decree to 182. Final precision came in 1930,
when Louts ROBERT showed that while the reorganization took place in 182,
the first celebration fell only in spring 181; on this calculation the twenty-ninth
celebration was in spring, 125.% In 1974, however, I argued that the supposed
identity of the Nikephoria with the frieterides tested on a false inference: the
trieterides were a well-known Pergamene festival of Dionysos, and the honots
for Metris were announced there only because Dionysiac festivals were the
customary occasion for such announcements. MUSTI appears to accept this
argument, so that while professing to return to the «traditional» chronology he
has in fact abandoned the foundation of the whole edifice.’

Mustr’s solution, for which he claims the merits of «perfect simplicity» and
«geometrical clarity» («assoluta sempliciti, p. 13; «chiarezza geometrican, p. 21),
is as follows. He starts from a now agreed fact, that from 181 on the reorga-
nized Nikephoria were penteteric, that is, occurred every fourth year. So much
emerges from a letter of Eumenes II to Cos, augmented by a crucial fragment
which MARIO SEGRE published posthumously in 1948: [xai viv &madEev 8¢
Bovhop[evor tag Tyag adtiig x]oi peilo yoowothfow T@YV %aTd TOAEpOV Aydvev
&]modidovar, Seyv[mxrdteg 8¢ ovvtehelv adtiit moviiyvowy te e mev[tastnoidog
%ol POVGIXO]UG XOl YupVIXOLG [Gydvac, m?».].m Now decrees both of the Am-
phictyons and of the Aetolians, clearly passed in response to a similar overture
from the king, have a slightly different wording: tovg dydvag odg SiEyveone

7 HepDING, Die Arbeiten zu Pergamon 1904-1905: Die Inschriften, AM 32, 1907,
257-272 no. 8 = IGR IV 293; the phrase in question is on p. 260, col. 1, lines 49—51.
There is general agreement that HEPDING’ supplement of the numeral must be right,
though disagreement about the calculation of the cycle.

8 Hepping, Die Atbeiten zu Pergamon 1908—1909: Die Inschriften, AM 35, 1910,
410 lines 21-22, with discussion of the supplement and the dates, 412, 493. Hor.
Leaux: Etudes d’épigraphie et d’histoire grecques 2, Paris 1938, 68—69 (originally Mé-
langes Havet). RoBerT: OMS I 153—157 (BCH 1930).

? Jongs, Diodoros 186—188. At least, I understand MusTI to accept this argument
from his statement on p. 20: «al culto di Dioniso, cos{ antico a Pergamo, e ai suoi ritmi,
che sono naturaliter trieterici, si associa sempre, almeno nel stesso anno, se non addit-
ittura nella stessa sequenze di giornate (le «giornate trieteriche), cio¢ le «giornate bienna-
Ib) Paltro culto massimo della citta, quello di Atena» This hardly does justice to cults
such as that of Zeus, Asclepios and Heracles in late Hellenistic Pergamon.

10 SkGrE in: L. RoBerT, Hellenica 5, Paris 1948, 104 lines 12—17 (previously WELLEs,
Royal Correspondence no. 50); cf. Jongs, Diodoros 185—186. The letter of Eumenes to
Tasos on the same subject and the corresponding decree of the city (WELLES no. 49;
SEGRE, p. 105) are now W. BLUMEL, Die Inschriften von Iasos, IGSK 28.1,6.
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oLVTELEIV OTEPUVITOG TOV TE POLGIHOV icomhdov %ol TOV YLUVIXOV %ol ITmixdv
icoh')umov.“ Laying particular emphasis on the use of the singular 4yéov and
the distinction between musical and gymnastic, MusTi argues that Eumenes
intended the Nikephotia to be both ttieteric and pentetetic. The first and there-
after every odd-numbered celebration was to be Pythian in that it was solely
musical, every even-numbeted to be Olympian in that it was solely gymnastic
and equestrian. Thus, by actually falling every other year, the Nikephoria could
be associated with the #rieterides in honor of Dionysus. In Mustr’s formulation,
«the cycle of the contest was to be «horp, and so <higly, in so far as it was in
fact trieteric . . . though also penteteric in frame, in that it was a summation and
interweaving of two penteteric series, Pythian and Olympian» («corta, quindi
altw, in quanto di fatto trieterica ... anche se penteterica di cornice, per il
sommarsi ed embricarsi delle due setie penteteriche pitica ed olimpica», p. 13).
Whether this represents a solution of «perfect simplicity» is perhaps a subjec-
tive question. From the standpoint of ancient athletics, two major objections
immediately arise. One is that there is no other example of a periodic contest
in which the events differed entitely between one celebration and the next: it
would be as if the modern Olympics were for the arts in, say, 1996 and 2004,
for athletics in 2000 and 2008. A more technical objection, peculiar to Greek
athletics, is that expressions such as «equal to the Olympics», «to the Pythiax,
«to the Nemea» (icoldpmiog, icondthog, icovépeog) refer not to the cycle of the
contest but to the age-categories of the contestants and the honors accorded
to the victors. As L. ROBERT summarized it in 1936: «Lotrsqu’un concours est
otepavitng, panhellénique, il est, les inscriptions des So6téria nous le répétent,
iconvthog ou icovépeog, etc., par deux choses: taig Twaic ol toilg RAxriog: —
toig NAwiong, c’est-a-dire que le classement dans la catégorie des Gvdoeg ou des
noideg (ou des dyévelor dans certains concours athlétiques) a lieu suivant les
tégles appliquées a Delphes ou de Némée, etc. ...; — toig Tpoic, c’est-a-dire
que les vainqueuts jouiront ... des honneurs accordés aux vainqueurs de
Delphes ou de Némée, ou d’Olympie, etc.; ils auront des tyal icorbumiot,
eten!?
These well-known points could be illustrated from several instances, the Pto-
lemaia celebrated by Ptolemy II in Alexandria, the Mouseia of Thespiai, the
Leucophtyena of Magnesia on the Maeander, but one will suffice, the Sotetia
of Delphi. As was first demonstrated by PIERRE RousskL, this began as an
annual contest held by the Amphictyons to celebrate the repulse of the Gauls
in 279. At some date between 250 and 240 (until recently agreed to be 246/

"' Amphictyons: Syll.*> 630 lines 12—13 (FDelphes III 3.2,261). The differences be-
tween this and the Aetolian wording are inconsequential, Syll> 629, 8-9 (FDelphes
240).

12 RoperT: OMS 11785 (REA 1936). On age-classes see further RoBerT, OMS
1625—627 (Anatelian Studies Buckler).
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45) the Aetolians, at that time masters of the sanctuary, transformed the Sote-
ria into a penteteric festival, and duly sent out letters to cities and kings asking
for their recognition of the contest in its new form.'® Several of the replies are
preserved, and that of the Chiotes is expressed thus: '* 8&yeodon thv 1€ Emaryye-
Mav ®al TV ay@vo, TdV ZeTNEIOV . .. GTEQAVITNY, ... TOlL HEV LOLCIXOV IGOTV-
Brov, 1OV 8¢ yopvinov %ol inmxov icovepsov Taic e NAxkiong xal toig Tipaic. Since
the Nemea was a biennial event, not a quadriennial one, these and the other
replies show with especial clarity that the prefix ico- refers to age-classes and
ptizes, not to petiodicity. In making both parts of this reformed Nikephoria
equal to the two great penteteric contests, the Pythia and the Olympia, Eu-
menes was aiming higher than the Aetolians, and that suits the account which
he gives of his motives: «We honor Athena most of all the gods because she
has bestowed upon us many great successes in all kinds of difficult circum-
stances, . . . and now wishing to augment her honors and pay her greater thanks
for our struggles in war, and having decided to offer to her a panggyris every
fourth yearp'® etc. And it is presumably because Athena is a goddess of the
arts, not of athletics, that the king names the musical part of the competition
before the athletic, exactly as the Aetolians do when honoring Apollo of Delphi.

Another contest is also relevant, the Panathenaia kai Eumeneia of Sardis. At a
date usually reckoned to fall in the 160%, the Sardians founded a penteteric
contest of this name, musical and athletic, and «equal to the Pythia». At a later
date, but still in the reign of Eumenes, they added an equestrian agdn «equal to
the Olympics», with reference to the great prestige of the equestrian events at
Olympia. The two decrees of Delphi from which these transactions are known
give not the slightest hint that the various sections were to constitute anything
but the one contest of the Panathenaia kai Eumeneia. This contest survived the
end of the Attalid kingdom, since a benefactor of Sardis, Iollas son of Iollas,
was agonothete of the contest in the first century BCE as well as being priest
of the goddess Roma: an indication how little such commemoration of the
Attalids was thought likely to offend the Roman power.'®

13 P RousseL, La Fondation des Sétéria de Delphes, REA 26, 1924, 97-111; Ro-
BERT, OMS 1141-151 (BCH 1930); G.NACHTERGAEL, Les Galates en Gréce et les
Sotéria de Delphes: Recherches d’histoire et d’épigraphie hellénistiques, Acad. Roy. de
Belgique, Mémoites de la Classe des lettres, Collection in-8°, 2¢ ser., t. 63, fasc. 1, Brus-
sels 1977, especially 329-338 on the Aetolian reorganization. CH. HasicHT kindly in-
forms me that new evidence appears to place the archonship of Polyeuctos, duting
which the Athenians accepted the new Sotetia, in 250,/49.

14 Syll.> 402, 13-16 (FDelphes IIT 3,215; NACHTERGAEL [previous n.], 436—440,
Actes no. 22). I omit square brackets, since the restorations are not in doubt.

15 SEGRE (n. 10) 104, lines 25, 12~16.

16 Institution of the contest and addition of the equestrian section: FDelphes
1II 3,2,241 (OGIS 305), 242. On the dating, RoBerT, OMS 11 1182-1184 (RPh 1934).
Tollas: I.Sardis no. 27.
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There is another objection to MusTI’s scheme. It is more of a difficulty than
he allows to suppose that the Nikephotia were held continuously in 133, 131,
129, 127 and 125, and that only the last was the first after the war with Aris-
tonikos. !’ According to Florus, M. Perperna, the consul of 130, «defeated and
captured (Aristonicus) and after his surrender threw him into chains», while his
successor M. Aquillius, the consul of 129, «finished up the remnants of the
Asian war.'® Perperna, according to a decree of Priene, «won gloriously and
overcame the enemy, and gave thanks in the city of Pergamon and wrote to
the people (of Priene) about the contests and sacrifices which he was going to
celebrate»; the honorand Moschion «was elected ambassador and #hedros and
made a brilliant journey in company with his fellow-appointees». Even if this
celebration did not take place under Perperna, who died and was buried in
Pergamon, the language of the decree shows that it must have taken place. '
For Aquillius, Florus® information is again confirmed by a long decree of Bar-
gylia in Caria. This shows that the consul campaigned in Mysia Abbaitis, taking
with him troops from Bargylia and doubtless other of the Asian cities; the war
then resumed in Catia, and Bargylia fell into further difficulties. HoLLEAUX,
who is mainly responsible for elucidating this text, reckoned that these events
took place in 129 or 128.%° For Pergamon, therefore, the war was over in 130
or 129, and it seems more than strange that, on the assumption of a biennial
cycle, the first celebration after the war would have occurred only in 125.

The decrees honoring Diodotos mention several persons, events or circum-
stances which must be taken into account, and Mustr draws three arguments
from them.

First, M. Aquillius, consul of 129 and effectively the organizer of the new
province. According to Musti, one of the decrees orders the hierokéryx «to
bless in his prayers (émebyeodm), after M. Aquillius, Diodoros» («benedire nelle
preghiere, dopo M.’ Aquillio, Diodoro»). «This takes Diodoros, on the simplest
explanation, to the epoch of Aristonikos, over whom M. Aquillius conquered
and triumphed»?' But Mustt has been led astray by a small but crucial mis-
translation. The Greek is: peta Maviov énedyeodar xoi Aroddowt ‘Hodidov

17" Cf. Musri, Nikephoria 15.

8 Florus, Bell. Asiat. 35.6—7 (p. 100 MALCOVATY), (Aristonicus) a Perperna domitus et
captus et per deditionem in vinculis habitus. Aquillins  Asiatici belli - reliquias  confecit. Cf.
F.MonzeR, RE 19,1, 1937, 894—895, s.v. Perperna. For an recent inscription from Cas-
sope in Epiros referting to Perperna as the victor over Atristonikos, SEG 36, 555;
R. MerkELBACH, ZPE 87, 1991, 132.

19 1 Priene 108, lines 223—232, cf. MUNZER (previous n.), 895—-896.

2 Hovrrraux, Etudes d’épigraphie T 179-198 (REA 1919), especially 193—194.

2 Musty, Nikephoria 16, referring to AM 32, 1907, 262 lines 23—24 (IGR IV 293
col. IT lines 23—24). It has already been noted that M. Perperna, and not M.’Aquillius his
successot, in fact conquered Aristonikos.
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Moondomt, and énedyeodar with the dative in such a context means «pray 7o,
not «bless» or «pray fom.?? The herald is to pray to Diodoros, still living but
already deified, after praying to Aquillius, just as the name of his priest is to
follow that of Aquillius in the dating of public documents.?> As the virtual
founder of the province, and almost certainly a particular benefactor of Perga-
mon, M. Aquillius’ memory could well have remained alive for long after his
departure. Around the year 70 the province would have had particular cause to
recall him, for about that time his grandson L. Aquillius Florus was quaestor in
the province, and restored milestones erected by his grandfather.?*

Second, MusTr alleges a «highly probable mention of Aristonikos» («menzione
probabilissima di Aristonico», p. 16) in one of the decrees for Diodoros. He
refers to the passage restored by HEPDING to read: &v te [toig £vvearaieinootoig
Nuxngopiolg 10d oTepavitov ay®dvog Tolg *at AQiotjovirov gmviniog. > Here,
however, there is a difficulty noticed in passing by J. and L. RoBerT.?® In docu-
mentary and literary texts, &mvixio and related expressions refer primarily to a
sacrifice on the occasion of a particular victory, which may be agonistic or
military; in the second case, the victory is usually one of a king or a general.?’
The RoBERTs wished to restote a reference to an athletic victory: &v te [toig
OLVTEAOVHEVOLG DTO TOD SMpov Tol deivog ol deivog meprodjovirov Emviniolg:
but it would perhaps be preferable to understand -ovixov as the end of the
name of a priest or magistrate in whose tenure this festival was held.?® What-
ever the solution, to restore émviriowg in apposition to the mention of a recur-
rent festival such as the Nikephoria, far from being «highly probable», is in
fact extremely hazardous.

22 LIDDELL — SCOTT — JONES s.v. I, «pray or make a vow to a deity». MUSTI is perhaps
influenced by LAFAYE’s note, IGR IV p. 114: «Praeco sacer supplicabit pro Aquillio ac
deinceps pro Diodoro» On epenchai, Bull. ép. 1983, 323, pp. 137-138.

2 AM 32, 1907, 247 lines 38—40 (IGR IV 292).

2 B.HaussoULLIER, Un nouveau milliaire au nom de Manius Aquillius, RPh 23,
1899, 293-299; D.H.FrencH, Milestones from the Izmir Region, EA 25, 1995, 99~
101 (SEG 45, 1625; Ann. épigr. 1995, 1464).

2> Above at n. 8. As MustI observes, Nikephoria 17, the lacuna in AM 32, 1907,
257-266, no. 8, col. I 5 (IGR IV 293) could be restored to contain the name of either
Aristonicos or Mithradates.

26 Bull. ép. 1974, 466, p. 270, da mention inutile ou méme génante des Niképhotia».

2T An excellent, brief account by O.Crusius, Epinikion, RE 6,1, 1907, 183-184. 1
leave aside Crusius’ second category of victory-poem, which in epigraphy is practically
confined to Hellenistic Boeotia: H.]J. METTE, Urkunden dramatischer Auffithrungen in
Griechenland, Bertlin — New York 1977, 53—63. Cf. Roert, OMS 1II 1140-1141 (RPh
1930), «des ’Emvinio ne sont pas, le plus souvent, une féte célébrée périodiquement,
mais une fois». Kings and generals: Polybius 30.22.1 (L. Anicius ca. 166); Diod. Sic.
16.18.5 (Syracusans); 16.55.1 and 86.6 (Philip II); 17.72.1 (Alexander); Plut. Luc. 23.1,
App. Mithr. 83 (Lucullus).

8 Bull. ép. 1974, 466 p. 270. For a proposed restoration, see below at n. 41.
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Musrt lays particular weight on his third point, «the rebirth of an active cult
of the Attalids, and again of Attalos III, with so many renewed statues and
sacrifices» («a renascita di un culto a##vo degli Attalidi, e dello stesso Attalo II1,
con tanto di statue rinnovate e sactifici», p. 16). It is not in fact clear that the
passages in question refer to a renewal of the cult, but they are similar in
wording and perhaps refer to the same benefaction.” One mentions sacrifices
which Diodoros made to Philetairos and Attalos III, and statues and sacrifices
in honor of Attalos I, Philetairos «the benefactom (both these names are re-
stored), and Attalos III, «philométér and benefactor». The other, fragmentary at
this point, refers to «Philetairos the benefactor and the ... of (Attalos) philomsé-
#5r and benefactor.®® In his standard study of Hellenistic ruler-cult, CHRISTIAN
HasicHT showed that the survival of such a cult depended on the feelings and
attitudes of the worshipers: «when a cult is founded, annulled or restored, in
every case that implies the manifestation of the community’s political will,
which is always dependent on the specific political situation of the moment».*!
As for the memory of the Attalids in Roman Asia, we should not think in
modern terms of tsarist or royalist cults being maintained under a suspicious
or frankly hostile regime. The Romans had inherited the cote area of the pro-
vince from Attalos III; as now appears, their arrangements for taxing it took
over some of the royal infrastructure; benefactors such as Menippos of Colo-
phon strove to maintain foundations which the kings had left behind; Iollas of
Sardis presided over the Eumeneia of his city about the time of Diodoros.** By
a curiosity of recent historiography, while Mustt has used references to the
Attalids in the inscriptions of Diodoros to date him to the 120%, Biacio VIr-
GILIO has used these same references to show the longevity of their reputa-
tion, 3

An argument from silence which might be held to favor the earlier date
concerns Q. Mucius Scaevola, proconsul of Asia in the 90, either around 97

2 1 do not understand MusTr’s phrase, Nikephoria 16, «un ginnasiarco identificato
proprio da L.RoBERT con Diodoto Pasparon, referring to RoBERT, Documents d’Asie
Mineure, Paris 1987, 460—-470 (BCH 1984). RoBERT does not seem to mention Dio-
doros in those pages, and certainly no longer dated him to the 120%; cf. for example
OMS VI 467 n. 56 (RPh 1984).

¥ Hepping, AM 29, 1904, facing p. 153, lines 39, 47-48 (IGR IV 294); AM 32,
1907, 265 lines 17—19. On these passages see now CHANKOWSKI (n. 3), 189—191.

31 Cu. Hasicht, Gottmenschentum und griechische Stidte, 2°¢ ed., Munich 1970,
192, cf. 185. '

32 Taxation: SEG 39, 1180, lines 67—69. Menippos: Claros p. 65 col. IT lines 46—54
(SEG 39, 1244), with the ROBERTS’ commentary, pp. 100—101. Iollas: I.Sardis 27.

¥ B.Virciuio, Gli Attalidi di Pergamo. Fama, Eredita, Memoria, Pisa 1993. The
fragmentary decree AM 33, 1908, 381-383 no. 3, improved by HerpiNG, AM 35, 1910,
419-420 (cf. Claros, p. 100), refers to funds for oil previously paid out of the royal
treasuries: conceivably another inscription of Diodoros.
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or around 94. Scaevola «earned the reputation of a model governor (and) the
provincials honored him with an annual festival», and therefore it might seem
odd that only M.” Aquillius among previous governors is mentioned in the de-
crees for Diodoros.** It should be remembered, however, that the honors for
Mucius of which we know are provincial, offered by a grouping of peoples and
honored individuals which is either a forerunner of the later &oinon or the koi-
non itself, whereas those mentioned in the dectrees for Diodoros are civic. It is
likely enough that Pergamon included Mucius among its benefactors, but it
could well have rated him lower in importance than either Mucius or Dio-
dorus.?

To conclude this mostly negative discussion of MusTI: his arguments drawn
from allusions to historical circumstances are as fragile as his notion of Nike-
phoria simultaneously penteteric and trieteric. I briefly turn to the arguments
for placing Diodoros’ activity in the context of the Mithridatic wats.

The arguments for the later dating, like those for the eatlier one, depend in
part on the cycle of the Nikephoria and partly on allusions in the several
decrees both for the priestess Metris and for Diodoros.

Metris presided as priestess over the ninth Nikephotia, and during her te-
nure «the king has had notable successes, from which the greatest benefits
have resulted for our people and for all others». On the higher dating, the year
of the festival is 165, and the successes are those of Eumenes II in the Gallic
War of 168—166. On the lower dating, the year is 149, in which Attalos II
finally got rid of his old enemy Prusias II of Bithynia by using Prusias’ son
Nicomedes as his agent; in their war of 156—154, of which this conflict was a
recrudescence, Prusias had brutally sacked the sanctuary of Athena Nike-
phoros. 3% Against this date MusTI argues that «a solemn celebration of victory
over a Hellenistic ruler, protected by Rome, and under the full Roman protec-
torate, would be less understandable (than in 165, sc.)» («non sarebbe altrettan-
to comprensibile una solenne celebrazione di vittoria su di un principe ellenisti-
co, protetto da Roma, e in pieno protettorato romanow, p. 35 n.2). MustI
seems to have forgotten that in 154 Rome had officially broken off relations

3 BrouGHTON, MRR 11 7, citing OGIS 437-439, Cic. Verr. 2.2.51.

35 Monkicia: OGIS 438, 439, «the people and tribes in Asia and those included viritim
in the friendship of the Romans and the others who have chosen to participate in the
Moukieia and Sotetia» It may also be relevant that the &oinon is found celebrating Eu-
ergesia in Pergamon, but not Moukicia: OGIS 438 n. 1; IGR IV 291.

% In general, CH. HaBicHt, RE 23,1, 1957, 1115-1126 s.v. Prusias II.; J. Hopp, Un-
tersuchungen zur Geschichte der letzten Attaliden, Munich 1977, 74-79, 86-92. Atta-
los’ success in the war of 156—154 appears to have occasioned his new penteteric
festival at Pergamon, the Svferia kai Herakleia; an inscription records the second celebra-
tion in 149 or 148, RoERT, OMS VI 457—-468 (RPh 1984), esp. 461.
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with Prusias; though the senate made a gesture to restrain Attalos in 149,
sending the notoriously feeble embassy «without head, feet or brainw, it did
nothing to reverse the results of his coup. Attalos’ triumph on this occasion
emerges from an offering which he made to Zeus and Athena Nikephoros
after Prusias had «broken the agreements made by the Romans».*’

In the decrees for Diodoros, the crucial passage has already been mentioned:
év 10ig évvea[raieootolg Nixngopiog tob otjepavitov dydvog, dydeloy e
TEAOTOG [------- n|odepov. Calculating by a penteteric or four-yearly cycle
which began in spring or eatly summer of 181, the twenty-eighth celebration
would have fallen in 73, the twenty-ninth in 69. That precisely fits the chronol-
ogy which has now become accepted for the outbreak of the Third Mithridatic
War. Mithridates invaded the former kingdom, now province, of Bithynia in
the spring of 73, took Calchedon, and from there advanced into the Propontis,
where he was tied down by Lucullus at Cyzicos. In 70, after driving Mithri-
dates out of his own kingdom into that of his son-in-law Tigranes of Cappado-
cia, Lucullus returned to Asia and, in Appian’s phrase, «proceeded to celebrate
his victory as if having brought the war to a successful conclusion» (émvixio
Edvev mg o1 tov moOhepov katwedordg). He then returned east, probably in 69,
to pursue Mithridates.®® Because the twenty-ninth celebration is said to be the
first after the war, and no numbered celebration is known thereafter, the Ro-
BERTs argued that there had been a delay, and that this celebration actually took
place after 69. That may be right, though it would not affect the question of
the cycle.?

The other passage important for this question is a fragmentary one pub-

lished in 1907. It contains references to «lowering of interest ... those who
lost their lives (or: property) ... (because?) of the high interest exacted ...
seizure of persons ... winter-quartering of troops ... expenditures on these
..., an end to harassment . .. payments for these . .. exactions over and above

the tribute . . . invalid contracts which were (enforced) with violence and compul-
sion» (ELagootoxia, Groloiexévar tovg Blovg, peydlovg mpdooecdol Tovg TO-
7ovg, Gv8QoANyin, GTQUTOMES®WV TaQUYEWOCial, TV TOQEVOYAOLUEVOV  Emi-
oTao1G, TOV €l¢ TANTUG SUTUVNUATOV, TOV EXTOC TAV GOQOV EMTUCCOUEVOV,
OV xeVDV oLYYRup®dV xal petd Blag xal dv[ayxng moaccopévav (?)]). The
list ends with «the property (or: the lives) of those killed by Mithridates

37 LPergamon 225 (OGIS 327; IGR 1V 287).

3 Thus BrouGHTON, MRR IIT 121-122; McGING (n. 2), refuting an attempt to re-
assert the year 74 for the beginning of the war; K.STrOBEL, Mithridates VI. Eupator
von Pontos: Politisches Denken in hellenistischer Tradition versus romische Macht, Kte-
ma 21, 1996, 93; F.oE Carraray, L'Histoire des guerres mithridatiques vue par les
monnaies, Louvain-la-Neuve 1997, 345-362. Lucullus in 70: App. Mithr. 83, cf. Plut.
Luc. 23.1.

39 Bull. ép. 1974, 466, p. 269.
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. in the war, from which intolerable danger had resulted for the city» (tovg Biovg
@V avelpnuévay vmo Midoad[dtov] . . . &v Tt TOAER®L, EE AV AEOENTOG EMNROLOV-
Ber i moken %i[voovog)). *” These phrases exactly fit the picture given by Plutarch,
to a lesser extent by Appian, of the condition of Asia when Lucullus returned there
in 70, and make it very tempting to see the same situation behind the epinikia men-
tioned in another decree for Diodoros: that is, instead of: v te [tolg Evveanmenoo-
t0ig Nungogiolg Tol oTe@avitov aydvog toig xat’ Agtot]ovixov Emvixiolg may be
suggested, exempli gratia, &v te [t0ig b1o Avviov Agurodiiov aydeiow £’ leptmg
100 3€lvog Tod Zroat]ovirov émvixiows. Though the inscriptions of Lucullus usually
refer to him with his #7a nomina and filiation, that is because they occur in official
contexts such as statue-bases: a less formal reference could include only the cogro-
men, as is shown by a newly published letter of Sulla.*! Similarly, the Mithridates
who had killed certain of the citizens is sutely Eupator, whether his victims ate the
eighty Pergamenes who plotted against him in 86 ot othet, pethaps judicial, vic-
tims. *?

Against the last identification, which if correct would be decisive for the
later dating, MusT1 reverts to HEPDING’s idea that the Mithridates in question
is Euergetes’ father Eupator. Yet this king aided the Romans against Aristoni-
kos, is not known to have been in Pergamon during the war, and was rewarded
with the gift of north-western Phrygia, or Phrygia Epictetos, for his services;
and Pergamon was the headquarters of the Roman commanders during the
wart, and there is no known occasion on which this Mithridates could have
killed any of its citizens. For MusTi, all this merely shows «our limited knowl-
edge of the war in connection with possible harm inflicted on a part of the
population by Mithridates V» («nostra limitata conoscenza della guerra ... 1i-
guardo ad eventuali danni procurati a una parte della populanza da Mithridate
V», p. 18). This is a counsel of despair.*®

In sum, Mustr’s arguments for placing the activity of Diodoros in the first
years of the province, rather than in the Mithridatic wars, are no stronger than
his notion that the Nikephoria were both trieteric and penteteric. It is perhaps

40 AM 32, 1907, 245 lines 4-14 (IGR IV 292). On dvdgoinyia see Claros, pp. 90—
91. 1 signal here a restoration of a part of that passage, Claros p. 64 col. II lines 1—4
(SEG 39, 1244): [0ob povov amogevoyrnjtov (e.g) &monoe t[nv moOAJtv, ovd’ Gréhec|tov
gmoinjoe ™V OV avtimeecPevoviov EmBoviiy, aAka xai xth. For this series of particles,
R.KUHNER — B.GerTH, Ausfithrliche Grammatik der griechischen Sprache, Satzlehre
11 257, citing Demosth. 18 (De Corona), 2.

# Asia in 70: Plut. Luc. 20, App. Mithr. 83. *Emwvima: above, n. 38. Letter of Sulla:
SEG 44, 1227, lines 6, 9.

2 Plotters: App. Mithr. 48, cf. 58. Judicial victims: App. Mithr. 27.

* On p. 17, MusTI seems to consider that this may be an unknown Mithridates: «(il
nome) di Mithridate (&) assai piu diffuso, fra personaggi del Ponto e altri» The simple
name without the patronymic, however, surely indicates the king: thus at Pergamon,
IGR 1V 298, [choavta ™y dnjorer(p)deicav bmo [Midoiddtov @oovedy].
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not beyond hope that, just as new discoveries and advances have occurred in
the last quarter-century, so further ones may settle the question once and for
all in the next.**

Appendixe: The caput Asiae in 129

Ephesos was certainly the chief city of Asia in the imperial period. It was there
that the future Augustus in 30/29 permitted the Asians to establish a sanctuary
of Rome and the deified Julius, in which Greeks and Romans were to worship,
whereas peregrini were to worship himself in Pergamon; at the time, though not
later, this cleatly marked the superiority of Ephesos. It was in Ephesos also
that proconsuls were obliged to land on reaching the province.*

KeNT RiGsBy has recently argued that Ephesos had the priority «from the
establishment of regular provincial government in the 120%». Since Pergamon
had been the royal capital, and nothing is at present known to explain the trans-
fer of this position to another city, RiGsBy’s arguments call for examination. *¢

RiGsBY acknowledges that M. Perperna, the consul of 130 and actual captor of
Aristonikos, was based in Pergamon; for his successor M.” Aquillius, and the ten
commissioners who helped him settle the affairs of the province, there seems no
sure evidence beyond the fact of his cult at Pergamon.*’ Yet RiGsy has over-
looked an inscription of Priene which records the embassy undertaken by a
certain Crates to C. Julius Caesar, father of the dictator and proconsul of Asia in
the 90%. This contains the phrases «to C.Julius C. f. Caesar . . . traveling to Per-
gamon he made . . . so that the proconsul otdered . . » The implication is surely
that the proconsul was resident in Pergamon at the time of Crates’ embassy. 48

# T do not invoke the publication of a heroon at Petgamon in which was found the
portrait of a benefactor identified with Diodoros: M.N.Fircis — W.RADT, Pergamon
XV 1: Die Stadtgrabung, Teil 1: Das Heroon, Berlin 1986, with the doubts of
H. MULLER, 114 n. 330%

# Octavian: Cass. Dio 51.20.6—9, on which CH. Hasichr, Die augusteische Zeit und
das erste Jahrhundert. nach Christi Geburt, in: Le Culte des Souverains, Entretiens
Hardt 19, Geneva 1973, 55-64. Proconsuls: Dig. 1.16.4.5 (Ulpian). In general,
R.HaeNscH, Capita Provinciarum: Statthaltersitze und Provinzverwaltung in der r6-
mischen Kaiserzeit, Cologne 1997, 298—300.

4 Ricsy, Provincia Asia 137-141; HAENscH (previous n.), 312-315, is sceptical.
For criticism of some of RiGsBY’s other hypotheses, PH. GAUTHIER, Bull. ép. 1989, 279.

47 Aquillius and the commissioners: evidence in E.Kress, RE 2,1, 1895, 323-324,
s.v. Aquilius 10. BroucrTON, MRR 1509. On the inscriptions OGIS 435 and 436
(SHERK, Roman Documents from the Greek East 11, 13), T.DREw-BEAR, Three Sena-
tus consulta concerning the province of Asia, Historia 21, 1972, 75-87.

*8 1.Priene 111, 14-16 (S.L. AGER, Interstate Arbitrations in the Greek World, Ber-
keley 1996, no. 171 I); cf. 117, 49 (n. 50), with the discussion of G.V.SumNER, Gover-
nors of Asia in the nineties B.C., GRBS 19, 1978, 147—149. On Caesar and the date of
his tenure, possibly 92—90, BRougHTOoN, MRR III 105.



Diodoros Pasparos Revisited 13

By contrast, RiGsBy has misread a text of Cicero which also appeats to con-
cern an event of the 90%s. The orator says: «Not so long ago, when
M. Aemilius Scaurus made complaint on the ground that, when in Ephesos as
quaestot, he had been prevented by force from taking a slave of his from the
sanctuary of Artemis» (nuper M. Aurelio Scanro postnlante, quod is Ephesi se quaesto-
rem vi probibitum esse dicebat  quominus e fano Dianae servum suum  educeret,
Verr. 2.1.84). RigsBy comments: «At Ephesos in the 90s B.C. (though this date
is uncertain) a slave of M. Aemilius Scaurus, quaestor of Asia (guaestor in Epheso
Cicero calls him) took refuge in the temple of Artemis ... Probably already by
the 90s (Scaurus gquaestor in Epheso) [the] honor had passed to Ephesos» In
Cicero’s sentence, however, Ephesi (not of course i Epheso) does not adhere to
guaestor, but simply indicates where the incident took place. * The sanctuary of
Artemis was the largest and most celebrated asylum in the province, and the
incident shows nothing about the caput provinciae. It might be wondered
whether an insctiption of Priene mentioning the same Julius Caesar as procon-
sul is relevant: it refers to «a slave which they said they would give up» and in
the same context to Ephesos.>’

The legal status of both Pergamon and Ephesos in the first decades of the
province is not precisely clear, but they must have been free (Zberae), and prob-
ably also exempt from tribute (immunes).” The situation of a lesser city, Colo-
phon, in this same petiod is now illuminated by the two decrees published by
L. and J.RoBerT This was outside the formula provinciae and in principle was
autonomous and free from tribute, though obliged to defend its privileges
from encroaching governors, its sacred land from publicani, and to offer hospi-
tality at least to highly-placed Romans. > '

In the First Mithridatic War, both Pergamon and Ephesos went over to the
king and participated in atrocities against Romans. Pergamon served as the
king’s headquarters, and from there he issued gold staters which reveal a new
era beginning in 88. Though some eighty citizens formed a plot against him in
86, texts and coins show that he continued to reside there until mid-85.%* The
Ephesians were less steadfast for Mithridates: in 86 they killed the king’s gener-

# RigsBy, Provincia Asia 138, 140. The passage is correctly understood by J.-L.
Ferrary, CRAI 1971, 571.

>0 1.Priene, 117, 46—49.

1 R.BerNHARDT, Polis und romische Herrschaft in der spiten Republik (149-31
v. Cht.), Berlin — New York 1985, 285-294. BERNHARDT was not able to take account
of RoBERT’s attribution of Syll® 694 (IGR IV 1692, the «stele from Kopatzedes») to
Elaia, Documents d’Asie Mineure 477—484 (BCH 1984), nor of course of the decrees
from Claros.

52 Claros, especially Polemaios (SEG 39, 1243), col. II lines 51-61 (autonomy),
col. IV 20-23 (hospitality), Menippos (SEG 39, 1244), col. I 23—31, 37-40 (autonomy,
Jormula provinciae), col. 11 10—18, 42—46 (hospitality).

5 See now DE CALLATAY (n. 38), 41—43, 312, 321-322.



14 C. P Jones

al Zenobios and went over to the Romans, and a law passed, though probably
not inscribed, at this juncture shows them justifying their previous disloyalty by
a plea of force majeure.”* Both cities were punished with the loss of their free-
dom, and Pergamon certainly, Ephesos probably recovered theirs only in the
administration of Servilius Isauricus, Caesat’s proconsul from 46 to 44.%° None-
theless, it was to Ephesos that Sulla summoned the Greeks of Asia in 85 and
harangued them for their disloyalty, and when Cicero passed through Asia on
his way to Cilicia in 53 he landed first in Ephesos and met the current procon-
sul there.*® ,

It might therefore be inferred that, despite its degradation after the First
Mithridatic War, Ephesos became the capital city of Asia at that time, as it was
to remain, wheteas Pergamon was permanently relegated to second place.
When Diodoros Pasparos returned to the city after an absence of several years,
and brought relief from some of the indignities suffered in the aftermath of
the First War, it is not sutptising that the citizens ranked him second only to
M. Aquillius among their recent benefactors. Nor would it surprise if statues of
the kings, several of them loyal supporters and allies of Rome, needed to be
restored or maintained after the residence of Mithridates, since there is no
evidence that, as well as residing in the Attalid capital, Mithridates also posed
as a champion of the extinct dynasty.”’
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> Defection: App. Mithr. 48, cf. DE CALLATAY (n. 38), 318-319. Decree: Syll.> 742;
L.Ephesos 8.

% D.MaGIE, Roman Rule in Asia Minor, Princeton 1950, 1417, 11 1270—1271 n. 42.
For Petgamon the restoration was obtained by Caesar’s friend and ally Mithridates:
evidence in Ch. HasicHt, Altertiimer von Pergamon VIII 3: Die Inschriften des Askle-
pieions, Berlin 1969, p. 23.

56 Sulla: App. Mithr. 61; cf. the &oinon of Asia meeting in Ephesos at a date probably
between 80 and 70, J. M. REynoLps, Aphrodisias and Rome, London 1982, 5. Cicero:
Ep. ad Att. 5.13.1-2 = D.R. SHACKLETON BaILEY, Cicero’s Letters to Atticus 3, Cam-
bridge 1968, no. 106. -

57 Otherwise RiGsBY, Provincia Asia 140, «In residing at Pergamum, Mithridates will
have restored the usage of the Attalids, rejecting that of the Romans.»



