
Vol. lxxxii] Probouleutic Commissioners in Miletus 

VIII.-Probouleutic Commissioners in Miletus during the 
Hellenistic Period 

FRANCIS W. SCHEHL 

I 

Due to the scarcity of our literary and epigraphical sources, 
our knowledge of the constitutional history of Miletus during the 
Hellenistic period is but fragmentary and leaves many problems 
unanswered. One of those problems will be studied here, where 
an attempt is made to define more clearly than has been done the 
spheres of authority of the synedroi and epistatai, who frequently 
appear in Milesian inscriptions. 

The following theories have been advanced: 

A. Synedroi: B. Haussoullier,l in the course of his restoration 
of LW 222,2 suggested that by synedroi in that inscription the 
boule of Miletus is meant, a view which, as will be shown (below, 
p. 122) is correct. However, he was wrong in assuming the same 
for earlier periods of the Hellenistic age; cf. his reference to OGIS 
213 (see below, p. 116, no. 15), which at the time of his writing 
was still unpublished; here he takes 'yvWCiur avvepowv to refer to a 
probouleumatic decree of the Milesian boule (op. cit., 152). 

His theory was rejected in toto by A. Rehm,3 who holds that 
the synedroi constituted a committee which drafted motions for 
legislative action by the demos and therefore always directly re- 
ported to the popular assembly: he quotes Milet I/3.135; 137; 145 
and SIG2 660 [Michel 480],4 to which he later adds (op. cit., p. 405) 

1 Mlanges Henri Weil (Paris 1898) 152 f. 
2 On this inscription see below, no. 27. 
3 Milet. Ergebnisse der Ausgrabungen u. Untersuchungen. Heft III (Berlin 1914) 

p. 178; this publication will henceforth be quoted Milet 1/3. 
4Republished by Haussoullier, RevPhil 1920, 290. This decree from Miletus, 

concerning the consultation of the oracle of the Didymean Apollo, was dated on the 
strength of prosopographical considerations, before 228/7 B.c. by Haussoullier, p. 292, 
whereas the first editor, 0. Rayet, RA 28 (1874) 104, referred it to the fourth century 
B.C.; in LSJ, s.v. &yepats, the inscription is dated in the third century B.C. The text 
provides only a procedural parallel in lines 4 ff., since the word synedroi does not occur 
at all. The Oeorporno have to submit the oracles of the god as the synedroi submit to 
the demos the drafts for legislation. 
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OGIS 213. Where synedroi functioned, he sums up (p. 405), there 
was no room for action by the boule. 

F. Poland, in his general survey of the institution of the synedroi,5 
clearly distinguishes between two different meanings of the term in 
the sphere of municipal administration: whereas the term synedroi 
frequently denotes the boule of an individual city, it is, in a few 
isolated cases, used with the same connotation as syngrapheis in 
Athens, i.e., for a committee which drafted legislation and submitted 
these drafts to the demos for action; in this respect he is essentially 
in agreement with Rehm. For the latter usage of the term he 
lists the following texts: 

a) for Priene Inschr. v. Priene 12; 
b) for Miletus SIG3 273 [Milet 1/3.135] (treaty with Sardis6); SIG3 633 

[Milet 1/3.150] (treaty with Heraclea by Latmus7); SIG3 577 [Milet 
1/3.145] (school endowment of Eudemus8); SIG3 683 (letter of the 
Milesian authorities to Elis9); and OGIS 213 (honorary decree for 
Antiochus, son of Seleucus I10); 

c) for Ephesus SIG3 363 (honorary decree of the city; ca. 297 B.c.), and 
d) for Olbia (?) SIG3 707 (honorary decree of the city; second half of the 

second century B.C.). 

However, from this list SIG3 683 (arbitration by Miletus between 
Messene and Sparta; the letter of the Milesian authorities, lines 
29-40, is part of the text) must be struck, for we read in lines 29 f., 
the beginning of the letter, MLXrlo-ov ol 7rpv,TaveLS Kat oti Lpr?7ievoL Trt 

Trlt vXaK7|I|'HXeiwv ToLs apXovaL Kati rots avvuepoLs Xaipetv. This pas- 
sage not only clearly shows that Poland was mistaken in attrib- 

uting the synedroi to Miletus, but also proves that, in combination 
with archontes, the term synedroi must refer to the boule of Elis and 
not to a board of special commissioners. Neither do the synedroi 
of SIG3 363 belong in this category; the passage, lines 11 ff., [r7 6e 

ap'ybptov 7rapa]Xaf36vTasa rovs Eaarjvas Ka Trovs avve6povs Tros eirt rols 

TpLtVtiKOls TreTa'tEvovs Tr [7rL a\XXovTa Kata ......... 20).......... ]evov 
avroZs a&robovvat Tros 7rpo6aVeioaa0'LV Kat rv XoL7rT&V o6rovVjaavTras 6ovvat ra 

Article "XvveMptov," RE 4A (1932) 1345 f. 
6 On the date see below, no. 13. 
? On the date see below, no. 20. 
8 On the date see below, no. 14. 

Poland mistakenly speaks of a letter to Messene ("bei einer Note an die Ir6XLs 
Messene"). For the date see below, p. 122. 

10 Not for Seleucus I, as Poland thinks. On the inscription and its date see below 
no. 15. 
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trXa I [Kai r .. . r. Xapra TroZsTO rb poiVptOv &lafv]XarrovaL, shows quite 

clearly that the synedroi, functioning with the priests of Artemis, 
are special commissioners in charge of affairs concerning the refugees 
from Priene," but not, as far as we can see from the context, com- 
missioners with a probouleutic mandate from the demos. As to 
SIG3 707, the state of preservation of the first lines leaves the 
question open as to whether the synedroi who submit their motion 
(cf. lines 1 ff.:- -- . . . . .(6) L.. -t[. .(5).. I 6]eKa& ot aovepoL 

Et[frav. ] jret? KrX.), were actually probouleutic commissioners, 
although lines 24 f., 566[aLt 11 r]j^L ovXj Kal rwit 65,uLWL, seem to favor 
this interpretation. F. Hiller v. Gaertringen12 takes synedroi to 
stand for boulg here. Thus Poland's list is reduced to the safe in- 
stances from Priene and Miletus. 

B. Epistatai: Szanto's theory13 that the epistatai in LW 222 
were the presiding officers of the Milesian boul will be discussed 
later (see below, p. 126). 

Rehm (op. cit., p. 197 f.) holds that the Milesian epistatai may 
have constituted a committee of the boulg, which presided over 
the popular assemblies, without, however, advocating the decrees 
of the boulg in the popular assembly; therefore the relation between 
the epistatai and the prytaneis14 would be analogous to that between 
the proedroi and the prytaneis in Athens during the fourth century 
B.C., and one could well doubt that the Milesian epistatai had any 
but a purely formal responsibility for the decrees which they intro- 
duced in the popular assembly. 

A. Heuss"5 remarks that in Miletus and other cities of Asia 
Minor a board of epistatai ("Gremium von Epistatai") existed, who 
submitted motions to the popular assemblies; for this he refers 
to SIG3 590 (Milesian decree concerning the Didymea; ca. 196 
B.C.; cf. below, p. 115, no. 7) and SIG3 340 (honorary decree from 
Lindusl1), lines 1 and 49.17 

n See F. Hiller v.- Gaertringen, SIG3 363, notes 9 and 5. 
12 SIG3 707, note 1: "cuius civitatis senatus hic intelligendus sit, ambigitur." 13 Article " 'Eartar&irat," RE 6 (1909) 201; so, before him, also H. Swoboda, Die 

griech. Volksbeschluesse (Leipzig 1890) 84. 
14 On their dealings with the legislative powers see below. 
16 Stadt und Herrscher des Hellenismus (Klio, Beiheft 39, N.F. 26 [Leipzig 1937j) 

29, note 2. 
16 See below, p. 125 f. 
17 His reference to line 40 is apparently a misprint. 
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II 

I will now approach the problem by presenting the epigraphical 
evidence for the Hellenistic period, to which this study is limited, 
although the time limits are occasionally transgressed (see below, 
nos. 1, 11, 12, and 13) in order to introduce the material more fully. 
The evidence consists for the greater part of prescripts of decrees, 
which will be arranged in three main groups, decrees 

I. of the boule and the demos; 
II. of the demos alone and 

III. of the boule alone. 

Group I (boule and demos) falls into two sections: 

Section (a) shows the conventional form of the prescript: e6o~e Tr7L 

3ovXtjL Kat TajL trpwtOL' 6 &siva (Tro 65Evos) EtreV. 

1) Milet 1/3.142 (treaty with Phygela; before 323(?) B.C.), lines 
1 f.: [o60 e TrOt fovXt Kal] r[Jt] .5.7Aw. KTo-wpv [ [...... Et.r]ev Tr?67i 
KTX. 

2) Th. Wiegand, VII. Vorl. Ber. Milet,18 p. 68 f.'9 (honorary decree 
for Apame; 299/8 B.C.20), lines 1 f.;21 the mover of the decree is 

Lycus, son of Apollodotus. 
3) Milet I/3.32 (decree concerning the erection of anathemata; be- 
ginning of the third century B.C.), line 1; the patronymic of the 
mover of the decree, Hegesianax, is left out. 
Section (b) shows in addition to the conventional wording the ex- 
pression yvc'r7 / -rtC raTr, which allows one interpretation only: a 

probouleutic motion of the epistatai was submitted for legislative 
action. The formula is 'iote TrL fovXOt KaCt TrL 6SCL' yVy,vj7 Mr- 

(rar7 6v el'va TOV &eZvos Jlerv. 

4) Milet 1/3.139 (negotiations with Ptolemy II; ca. 262/0 B.C.;22 

part A [lines 1-15] is a letter of Ptolemy II to Miletus, reprinted 
with an excellent commentary by C. B. Welles, Royal Correspondence 
in the Hellenistic Period [Yale Univ. Press, 1934] no. 15; part B 

18 Th. Wiegand, Siebenter vorlaeufiger Bericht ueber die von den kgl. Museen in 
Milet u. Didyma unternommenen Ausgrabungen. Anhang zu den AbhAkBerlin, 1911. 

19 Lines 4-14 were read differently by M. Holleaux, REG 36 (1923) 13 (= Etudes 

d'epigraphie et d'histoire grecques 3 [Paris 1942] 110), lines 10-18 by Rehm, Milet 
1/3, p. 262, note 1; lines 7-15, in Rehm's restoration by letter, are given SEG 4.442. 

20 So dated by Rehm, Milet 1/3, p. 262 on the strength of his restoration of line 19. 
21 For the sake of economy, prescripts will here be fully quoted only when essential 

parts are partly or wholly restored, or when their wording deserves special attention. 
22 On the controversy about the date see Welles, p. 73. 
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[lines 16-21] is a decree of the boulg and the demos; part C [lines 
22-59] is a decree of the dMmos23), lines 16 f.; Epameinon, son of 
Hestiaeus, is the mover of the decree. 
5) Milet 1/3.146 (treaty with Mylasa; 209/8 B.C.24), lines 1 f.; 
Archelas, son of Bion, is the mover of the decree. 
6) Milet I/3.39 (grant of citizenship to an officer of Cretan mer- 
cenaries; ca. 200 B.c.), lines 1 ff.: [5ote rjiL 3ovXt L Kat rt 6jucwit' 
yvWj.r i7rLa]TrarTv? yt .....251 [........ eiv' ETrEL8] KTX. 

7) SIG3 590 (Milesian decree concerning the Didymea, inscribed 
and set up in Cos, in the temple of Asclepius, with the Coan dating 
in line 1; ca. 196 B.c.), lines 2 ff.; Heracleotes, son of Dionysodorus, 
is the mover of the decree. 
Milet 1/3.36 a, lines 34-36, as restored by Rehm, Milet 1/3 p. 198, 
would constitute a class by itself in group I, since the phrase [e5ote 
TrJ, OVX L Kal ri-T /juca], would be followed by [yvwcA TrpvraveWV Kat 

rTvy tLpV&if,Vwv CTr ijL t 4VXaKiL]. However, Rehm, op. cit., p. 406, 
withdrew his restoration of lines 34 f. The problem presented by 
this inscription will be discussed below, p. 120 f. 

Group II (demos alone) falls into three sections: 
Section (a) has this prescript: 5boe T,E 60ur ' OY, Iyvc ktoTarr. 6 
36eva rov 6e6lvos eLRtv. 

8) Milet I/3.138 (city loan floated in Cnidus; 282 B.c.), lines 1 ff.; 
Episthenes, son of Alcis, is the mover of the decree. It is worth 
noting that the decree orders (lines 15-17) that the demos of Cnidus 
be kv T7rEXELaL26 Trap&a Trj7i ovXLt Kal ri rjtuw and that the prytaneis 
and the epistatai of Miletus should take care of all the needs of the 
Cnidian demos. 
9) Milet I/3.13927 (ca. 262/0 B.C.), C, lines 22 f.; Peithenous, son 
of Tharsagoras is the mover of the decree. 
10) Milet 1/3.37 a (decree concerning Cretan mercenaries; 223/2 
B.C.28), line 1: ebo-e Tr& 67jtl' yvj)rL{t } [r],TCrarT.' 'AvTrirarpo[s 

E .. 6?r 7 ret67i KTX.]. 

23 See below, no. 9. 
24 M. Holleaux, BCH 48 (1924) 8 accepts Rehm's date. 
26 In his restoration of the inscription A. Wilhelm, Neue Beitraege 6 (Vienna 1921) 

58, leaves the first two lines as Rehm suggested reading them except for writing [irtar] 
rar&v. .v ... 

26 On the phrase etva.t kv i7rtaCXeLa see A. Wilhelm, AnzAkWien 65 (1928) 135. 
27 On the inscription see above, no. 4. 
28 Rehm, Milet 1/3, p. 199. 
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11) Milet I/3.134 (law concerning the molpoi and prophgtai; end of 
the first century A.D.), lines 3 f.: Eo/e rL CkXoKCaloKtape S tcU' yy'olUr 

e7rLarwarPv. reL KrX. The name of the mover of the decree is left out. 

Section (b) shows synedroi in the prescript or elsewhere. They 
either appear (a) in the conventional form as the epistatai do, or 
(f,) as at(ve6pol alpeOkvres or &robetXOXevres with a list of their names 
added, or (r) together with other city officials. 

(a) The instances where the synedroi -appear in a conventional 
prescript (eooe rTCt 67jAcoW' yvj,s avveU6pwv. 6 betva (roVi Wevos) e(rev) 
are the following: 
12) Milet 1/3.137 (sympolity treaty with Cyzicus; before 323 B.C.), 
lines 1 ff.; the mover of the decree, Philiscus, lacks the patronymic. 
13) Milet 1/3.135; SIG3 273 (treaty with Sardis; before 334 B.c.29), 
lines 1 ff.; the mover of the decree, Botes, lacks the patronymic. 
14) Milet 1/3.145; SIG3 577 (school endowment of Eudemus; 
200/199 B.c.), line 1; the mover of the decree is not mentioned. 
15) OGIS 213;30 cf. SEG 4.470 (honorary decree for Antiochus, son 
of Seleucus I; 300/299 B.c.31), lines 1 f.; the mover of the decree is 
Demodamas, son of Aristeides. 

(p,) Here avveSpol alpeOkvres or &aro6etLXO'res appear, with a list of 

their names added. 
16) Milet I/3.141 (decree for Cius; 228 (?) B.C. or earlier32), line 1: 

'yvw,u7 avvCepcov TrvW aLpeOvrTwv, with 10 names in the genitive following; 

upon the last name et7rav follows, which means a break in the con- 
struction due to an error of the stone-cutter, who left out <oi 
orvve6pot ol atpeOvres > with or without a repetition of their names; cf. 

Milet I/3.150,33 where we read after a list of synedroi in the genitive 
(lines 6 ff.) ol rpvU rajve KaL ol etp1utevoLt ri TrJL 4vXaK^L KCa ol alp.0.vTES 

29 So dated by Hiller v. Gaertringen, SIG3 273; Rehm had suggested 323 B.C. 
30Lines 1-27 were restored by M. Holleaux, REG 14 (1901) 93 ff. (= 1tudes 

d'ipigr. et d'hist. gr. 3.112 f.), whose restorations were not used by W. Dittenberger, 
OGIS 213; lines 19-23 were restored by Wilhelm, Neue Beitr. 6.55. 

31 So dated by Rehm, Milet 1/3, p. 261, on the strength of his reading of line 34; 
cf. Milet 1/3.123, line 17; see also Milet 1/7 (Der Suedmarkt u. die benachbarten Bauan- 

lagen. Berlin, 1924) p. 282; M. Rostovtzeff, Soc. and Econ. History of the Hellenistic 
World I (Oxford 1941) 174, dates the inscription "about 300 B.C.". Haussoullier, 
RevPhil 24 (1900) 245, no. ii, and 1tud. sur l'histoire de Milet et du Didym. (Paris 1902) 
34 ff. had dated the text between 306 and 293 B.C.; Dittenberger, OGIS 213, followed 

him. 
32 Dated before 228/7 B.C. by Haussoullier, RevPhil 1920, 292. 
33 See below, no. 20. 
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affvepot; here follow the names of the synedroi again, but in the 
nominative, and after the last, Elpvtlas Elpiyviov, follows e7rav. 
17) Milet 1/3.33 a (decree for Cretan mercenaries; 228/7 B.C.34), 
line 2: [P5ote] riL b7ojWLL. vcur o pvvipwcv r&v alpOevTcv l, upon which 
the names of the synedroi in the genitive follow; 24 names are on 
the stone; how many have disappeared in the gap between fragment 
33 a, line 14, and fragment 33 b, line 5, we have no way of knowing. 

(y) Here the synedroi functioned together with other city offi- 
cials. In two of the inscriptions which belong in this category the 
text presents no difficulty. 
18) Milet I/3.14735 (internal loan; 205/4 B.C.), lines 1 ff.: [9]bo/e TOr 
l'rjwtL' 'yvwlA7 rpvTavewv Kat rTWv 7ftprljevwov e7rl TrL QUvX[a I K]L Ktal TrV 

airo&eXOiEvrTv avvecpwov ol irpvTaveLs Kal ol OLpt7lE.vot e l TrTL 4uXaKloL Kal 
ot aOvve6poL 'frav OTCos rTa VXeITrovra KTX. 

19) Milet 1/3.149 (sympolity treaty with Pidasa; end of winter 
175 B.C.36), lines 1 ff.: &ya'O TvXri.' ir artreI4av7,6opov HacrtKXe lovs vbOs 

'AvOerTlpi&vos [ rSae woX6oyyrtioa Kalt avvCOevro MLXojatLo Kal Iltsaqqes, ir~p 

jAy TOV MrojLov roV MtXiralwv ot 7rpVTavets Kal Ol ElpefxirVOL ert T7 Lt fvXaK^l Kat 

oi aTroei| xOvres abvve6pol, ten names follow. 

20) Milet I/3.150; SIG3 633 (treaty with Heraclea by Latmus; 
173/2 B.C., or better spring 173 B.C.37), lines 2 f. (after the date by 
the stephanephoros and the month in line 1): iEo/e ri 6bttwL yv. cvArn 

TrpvTaPewv Kal TrWv ?i.prfiievwov ier T7L XVXaCK?lt | Kal rwv aTroleXOEvrTvW 
avvepwov, with the names of the ten synedroi in the genitive; then in 
lines 6 ff. the text is resumed thus: otl rpvl rTaes Kal ol edprllavot eirl 
TrfL 4vXaKrjt Kat ol alpeOevres aTPvepoL - here again follow the names of 
the 10 synedroi, now in the nominative - eravy ireiTr KTX (line 10). 
The same procedure occurs again later in the document; cf. lines 
25 ff., the actual diplomatic instrument, where we read: a'yaOji 
rvXtr v' r arTeavvf l po v 'v tv MtXrco) Mevdavpov roV Matw'os t7v0s 
Tavpeiv,os,38 kv 'HpaKcXeiaL 6i ETI TOV O^eoV ro TeooTepeoKa'5aK TOV TOV /iocr 

Arl/rp7 v TpLtOV Lp raptrlfXvos Taoe aUvveevTro KaL uo oXbyfaav MLXtia[Lo]L Kat 

34 See Rehm, Milet I/3, p. 199. 
35 On the inscription see E. Weiss, JOAI 17 (1914) Bbl. 257 ff. 
36 Dated in 176/5 B.C., more exactly end of winter 175 B.C., by A. Rehm, 

SBBayerAk 1923/viii, p. 13. The date 176/5 B.C. was accepted by Rostovtzeff, 
op. cit. 11.671, and repeated SEG 4.469. Originally, Milet 1/3, p. 350 ad no. 149, 
Rehm had dated the inscription in February 182 (?) B.C. 

37So dated by Rehm, SBBayerAk 1923/viii, p. 13; noted SEG 4.469; formerly 
dated 180(?) B.C. by Rehm, whom Hiller v. Gaertringen, SIG3 633, follows. 

38 The date is here given fully, whereas it is abridged at the beginning of the 
inscription; cf. line 1: iri rtareJavr76pov Mev[&]v8pov, Tavpeivos. The fuller form in 
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'HpaKXiE&raL avv'ypailaikovwv ikev uirp MLXraiowv rTv re 7rpvTaveov Kat rTvl\ 
'Ipv,1iec.vwv r ritL 4vXaKOL Kal Trv an'ro6eLXO'vTWov avvoApwv; here again 
follow the names of the 10 synedroi (in the genitive). 

The last three inscriptions (nos. 18-20 in our numbering) show 
a close connection between the prytaneis and the iLpr.ke'voi L (rl t 

4vXaKgiL; this is also the case in the official note of Miletus to Elis, 
SIG3 683, lines 29-40, where according to lines 29 f. (quoted above, 
p. 112) the prytaneis and the ritpr7pivoL m ri 7TL 4VXaKcL act as the sole 
official agents of the city in its dealings with foreign powers. Simi- 
larly in the treaty with Pidasa (no. 19) and Heraclea by Latmus 
(no. 20) they act concurrently with a board of 10 commissioners 
(synedroi). The same is true in the case of an important domestic 
issue, the floating of an internal loan (no. 18). The constitutional 
character of the prytaneis is easily defined: they must have been a 
committee of the boule. As to the tLpr/votL iri rTjt 4vXaIKL, nothing 
is known directly about their constitutional authority and powers, 
nor can their number be ascertained. However, the epigraphical 
evidence presented here, especially SIG3 683, suggests that, together 
with the prytaneis, they exercised executive powers, at least to a 
certain extent. However, this problem can be brought nearer a 
solution, if we take into consideration the complete absence of any 
mention of strategoi in Milesian inscriptions from the last third of 
the fourth century B.C. to the beginning of the Imperial period, a 
fact which in itself is significant. Their office occurs for the last 
time in centuries in Milet 1/3.135; SIG' 273 (here no. 13), dated 
before 334 B.c.(?), where they are ordered by the demos to send, in 
behalf of Miletus, xenia to the envoy from Sardis (cf. lines 35 ff.), 
who will present the Milesian authorities with a list of the citizens 
of Sardis, appointed to attend to the needs of resident Milesians 
(lines 21 ff.); in Miletus the prytaneis will take care of resident 
Sardians. The next occurrence of strategoi is found in LW 222, 
dating in 17/6 or 16/5 B.C.39 Rehm's suggestion40 that their office 
might have been restored in connection with the restoration of the 
city's autonomy in 39/8 B.C. is well possible, in fact very likely.41 

lines 25 f. is understandable in view of the highly official character of the treaty, which 
is here quoted verbatim. 

39 See below, no. 27. 
40 Milet I/3, p. 288, note 4. 
41 On the restoration of the city's freedom and autonomy see below, note 56, 

where the constitutional reorganization is dated in 38/7 B.c. On Milesian strategoi 
in the Imperial period see Rehm, Milet 1/7, p. 300 f. ad no. 204. 
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The strategoi who are mentioned in the treaty with Pidasa (no. 20) 
are not, as Rehm42 thought, Milesian officials, but Roman magis- 
trates, consuls or proconsuls as L. Robert43 correctly pointed out. 
We are faced with the following situation: roughly speaking, the 
strategoi are not mentioned after 334 B.C. until they reappear at the 
beginning of the Imperial period or slightly earlier; it has been 
mentioned that Rehm thought of connecting their reappearance 
with the restoration of Miletus' freedom and autonomy in 39/8 B.C. 

The first mention of the ILpevyot c-L Ttr L vXaKij in our sources occurs 
in 262/0 B.C. (Milet 1/3.139 line 56), the last in 173 B.C. (Milet 
1/3.150). In any case, these two offices never overlapped. As 
was shown above, p. 118, the rlLprCevoL Eri rt T4 vXaKilL were vested 
with executive powers and, in conjunction with the prytaneis, repre- 
sented Miletus in its dealings with foreign powers; their office was, 
as the participle clearly demonstrates, elective. Thus it would 
seem possible to see in them the successors of the former strategoi, 
whose office, at least in name, was discontinued between ca. 334 B.c. 
or earlier and the sixties of the third century B.C. for reasons un- 
known to us. One could speculate on various possibilities for the 
discontinuance of the office. The catastrophe of 334 B.C., when the 
city fell to Alexander, could have been the reason for the break of 
an old tradition, or the year 313/12 B.C., when Antigonus liberated 
the city from the tyrannical rule of Asander,44 who had suspended 
democratic institutions; cf. the list of the eponymous aesymnetai, 
Milet I/3.123, lines 2 ff.: 'Ir7,rotaxos O'pcwvos- eir TOVTOVU O7 roXL 

AXevGepa KaL avrobvo0os EyEVeTo VrTO [ AvTL'yov KaC r7 r 60iOK1Aparia a&reS6Oi. 
Or one could think of the political changes that took place after 
Ipsus and Curupedion. Be that as it may, either during the last 
third of the fourth, or the first third of the third century B.C. the 
old office of strategoi was superseded by that of the 4Lp/ivoL &irL rnL 

0vXaKiL, whose very title proclaimed, in a world dominated by the 

warring great powers, the defensive character of Milesian policies. 
We can now approach 

21) Milet 1/3.36 aa p. 404 (beginning of the second series of decrees 
dealing with citizenship grant and other privileges for Cretan 

42 Milet 1/3, p. 288, note 4. 
43 Villes d'Asie mineure (Paris 1935) 63, note 7, from p. 62. 
44 Cf. Hiller v. Gaertringen, "Miletos (Geschichte)," RE 15 (1932) 1603; D. Magie, 

Roman Rule in Asia Minor (Princeton 1950) 66 f.; see also 873, note 57. 
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mercenaries; 223/2 B.C.46). Rehm read lines 1 f. thus: [c65o/e TrL 
6]1i,uoL.' yv)Cfl vv?[8poWv Tjy aylpeOevTv Kal | TCOJv rtlpfA]vv eaiVl TKlJ qvXaK[tWL 

ol avve6poL], whereupon from line 3 to line 10 follow the names of the 
synedroi in various states of preservation, two names with patro- 
nymics to each line, which means that there were at least 16 synedroi. 
It is impossible to determine their exact number since two blocks 
beneath the one which bears our inscription are missing.46 The pre- 
script, as Rehm restored it, shows, compared with nos. 18-20, anom- 
alies: in the first place, no mention of prytaneis is made, secondly, 
the synedroi precede the rLpr7l/zAvoL i ri 7TL 4vXcaKjL. While the second 

irregularity, which seems less objectionable than the first, cannot 
be mended on account of what actually stands on the stone, the 
first anomaly can be eliminated by reading ycv,7'r ave[[pcov Kal 

7rpvravecov Kal] in line 1, which makes the line shorter by one letter, 
i.e., 41 instead of 42 letters. The participle alpeOvres, which is now 
removed from line 1, I restore in line 2 and read [rwv rjpr1]Efipvwv eir 
TriL vXaK[-1L' ol alpEOEVTCES obvebpoL]. The wording ot alpeOfEvres o've6pot 
has its exact parallel in Milet I/3.150 (here no. 20), line 6.47 Line 2 
of Milet I/3.36 aa has, in my restoration, 45 letters as compared to 
41 in line 1, which is quite possible. Lines 1 f. should therefore 
read as follows: 

[eoo0e TrL 6]7jU.tL yv,usJr. o'vvi[6pCvP Kai 7rpvTarvewv Kal] 

[Tiv r7Lprfl].vEorv kErl ri,L vXaK[VL' ol alpEOeVTES OavvepoL] KTX. 

That the following lines, which contain a list of synedroi, are con- 
siderably shorter is understandable: the stone-cutter or the editor 
of the decree had decided on two names with their patronymics in 
each line, irrespective of their length. After the list of the synedroi 
we can expect the sentence to continue thus: (last name of the list) 
[... Kal ol TrpvrTavel Kat ol 7ip' t iJivoL irl t IjvXaK-L e'lrav], with the 

motivation of the decree following, as actually is the case in 
22) Milet 1/3.36 a, which belongs to the foregoing inscription, but 
is listed separately here in order to avoid confusion. Rehm had 
first (op. cit., p. 198) restored lines 34-36 as follows: 

[~6oe Tr7L /3ovXtjL KaL T r7t 7,coL' 'yvWojV7 rpv TaveCOv KaL TWV 7Ltpt7-] 
35 [tAevwv hril T lL 4fvXaK7L' oi Irpvravets K]ac ot r,tprlJivot irl [rnt] 

[(kvXaKiL eitrav ayaOriLt TrXf7l7 0710-i]L]aL KTX., 

46 Rehm, Milet 1/3, p. 199. 
46 Rehm, p. 404 ad no. 36 aa. 
47 Quoted above, p. 117. 
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and thought (p. 181 and 198) this fragment to be a probouleuma 
(p. 181); however, later he changed his interpretation when the new 
fragment, Milet 1/3.36 aa (here no. 21) appeared, and considered 
finally the whole of Milet 1/3.36, lines 1-81 (fragment 36 aa in- 
cluded) as the rop6rpov rpo t aua, which is mentioned in Milet 1/3.37 b, 
line 37 ([... Kara ro6 rp6b]rpov 40lto-,ua). He correctly recognized the 
fact that line 35 of Milet I/3.36 a contains the continuation of the 
sentence which starts in fragment 36 aa, line 2 - the missing two 
blocks continue the list of the synedroi - and proposed (p. 406) to 
read fragment 36 a, lines 35 f. thus: 

[Kal] ot rtpri7,vot, crl [rjTL] 
[<tvXaKrjL etlrav a'ya07L TVXrL' KTX.]. 

However, my restoration of the first two lines of fragment 36 aa 
(see above, p. 120) prompts me to suggest reading lines 35 f. thus: 

[(name with patronymic) KaI O 7rpvUTaveLS Kal] Ol prlLpfVOL ,rl [rfj] 
A14 

[4,vXaK7iL E7rav- wyaO 7ti TVX1L' KTX.]. 

This restoration is made on two assumptions: in the first place, on 
a rough average of 50 letters to the line, which is in keeping with 
the other fragments of these decrees, secondly that the nu in qpntp,EvoL 
(line 35) stands above or slightly to the left of the theta in Oe6v 
(line 38). Then a space of about 14 letters would be left open at 
the beginning of line 35 before the first synedros. The line has now 
about 48 letters as compared to 51 letters in line 38 in Rehm's 
restoration. In this space the name of the last synedros must have 
stood. There is room enough to restore one of the shorter names 
with a patronymic; cf. for instance the following names of the list 
of the synedroi in Milet 1/3.36 aa: ['Hy7,Auwv] 'EKaralov in line 5 with 
14, Meviras OvXALao[v] in line 6 with 15, or AVKOS 4al6owvos in line 8 
with 13 letters. If my restoration can stand and if the names of 
the synedroi were arranged in pairs in each of the lines on the missing 
blocks, their number was uneven. 

Milet 1/3.38 (list of names of newly created citizens; 223/2 B.c.) 
a, lines 2 f., avaypar/N [r aopa'ytaOeLa]a .bro rTv .r[per3Sevrcv Kal Trv 

77Lipfl.E]Yvv WY r . T ,7L .vXaK.lj TO[] K.l [v.pv Tr[v , Cv] av[poo] I aCpeOvrcov vro0 
rov c..,uov,48 must remain excluded here since the reading is too un- 
certain to base an interpretation on. 

'4 In Rehm's restoration, Milet 1/3, p. 405. 
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Section (c). In this category belong the following inscriptions. 
23) Milet I/9.49307 (decree for Eumenes II; 163-160/59 B.C.50), 
lines 1 f.: Eoe rTL 6'tjiWL' ot 7rpvTaveLs Kai oi etprl/pvoVOL En TL U vXaKt i 
estrav &7reLr7 KrX. This is the only inscription which shows the 

prytaneis and the riLpr1,EvoL e&rE rit VUXaK&L introducing a motion to 
the demos: it concerns the city's relations to a foreign power. 
24) SIG3 683 (arbitration between the Messenians and Spartans; 
ca. 140 B.c.,51 in which a note from Miletus to Elis is included in 
lines 29-40), lines 29 f., which are quoted above p. 112. 

Group III (boule alone): 
25) SIG3 368 iii (honorary decree; 289/8 B.c.), lines 1 f.: 'rl TeXeaiov, 
Arlvawivos I 5bo~e rrL fUovXiL. Hpcor6ouaXos HvXlov et7rev' orws KrX., pre- 
sents no difficulty, but the following inscriptions require comment. 
26) Milet I/2.527 a (honorary decree; last third (?) of the first 
century B.C.), lines 3 f.: e`oOe rots orvv,po[t]s. yvcj,ur? 7rta[r]aTCrv [ E7re 
KTX. 

27) LW 222; B. Haussoullier, Melanges Henri Weil (Paris 1898) 
151; J. Fontenrose, Univ. of California Publ. in Class. Arch. 1.11 
(1944) 303 pl. 40 with literature53 (decree of the synedroi concerning 
the boegia; dated in 16/5 B.C. by A. Rehm, Milet 1/3 p. 275, in 

17/6 B.C. by Fontenrose, p. 29154), lines 10 f.: e5oce roT[s] avve.poLs 

[ cy]v7r TrLcrrarwv av[7]KcXcpParaa[L] f KTX. 

The e65oe- clause in combination with rots avvE6poLs shows 

clearly that both in no. 26 and no. 27 the synedroi must have been 
the members of a legislative body. Taking into consideration the 

usage of synedrion and synedroi for the boule in numerous cities 

during the Hellenistic and Roman periods,55 we will have to inter- 

pret these two inscriptions as decrees of the Milesian boulg, which 
were introduced by the epistatai. The synedroi of these two texts 

49 Thermen und Palaestren (Berlin 1928). 
60So dated by Rehm, SBBayerAk 1923/viii, p. 16 f.; repeated SEG 4.469; cf. 

also G. Daux, BCH 59 (1935) 227 f. 
1 This date is generally accepted: see L. Robert, REG 38 (1925) 39, note 2, and 

C. Roebuck, CP 40 (1945) 165 with note 109. 
52 Das Rathaus von Milet (Berlin 1908). 
53 Fontenrose's restoration is not quite satisfactory in parts; cf. J. and L. Robert, 

REG 59/60 (1946/47) 349. I hope to present an interpretation and restoration of 
that text elsewhere. 

64 Fontenrose's dating depends on his restoration of lines 1 f., which is open to 
doubt. 

55 Poland (see note 5) 1345 f. 
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have nothing but the name in common with the synedroi of the 
third and second centuries B.C., who so frequently introduced mo- 
tions in the assemblies of the demos. The constitutional reorganiza- 
tion of the city, which took place in 38/7 B.C., after Miletus had 
regained freedom and autonomy in 39/8 B.C.,56 is most likely to 
have been the reason for this different usage of the term synedroi. 

III 

The following facts emerge from a study of the documents pre- 
sented here. 

1. The synedroi and epistatai never occur concurrently in the 
documents, if we exclude nos. 26 f., where the term synedroi clearly 
denotes the boule of Miletus. 

2. The epistatai - nos. 26 f. are again excluded - occur as well 
in joint decrees of the boule and the demos (nos. 4, 5, 657 and 7), 

56 The city regained freedom and autonomy, probably through the intercession 
of Mark Antony, in the winter of 39/8 B.C.; cf. D. Magie, op. cit. 432. The list of 
Milesian stephanephoroi, Milet 1/3.126, lines 21 f., 'A7roXXwvwLos 'AroXXwviov, 6 
xpvrusaritwv 2rpaTOVLKOS | ETI robVTOV X TroXis Xev\ 0 pa Kar avr6vopos e' ly|eTro, gives 
the eponymous of that year. In 38/7 B.C. the constitutional reorganization of Miletus 
took place as we know from the Didymean inscription of the hydrophoros Lenis, 
daughter of Phontides, republished with commentary by E. Preuner, Hermes 55 
(1920) 174 ff.: i?ri rab[r7s 6 b]ijAos r&[sl] | rarplovs a&pXas Kail v6Oovs [i]Ko/ivLaaro. The in- 
scription is dated by the stephanephoros Hegemandros, son of Nicomachus (line 10), whose 
year of office, according to the list, Milet 1/3.126, lines 26 f., was 38/7 B.C. The fact 
that in this list only the restoration of the city's freedom and autonomy is mentioned 
under the stephanephoros of 39/8 B.C., whereas no mention is made of the constitutional 
reorganization of 38/7 B.C., does not really constitute a difficulty. E. Preuner's sug- 
gestion (p. 177) that the events which led to the recovery of the city's freedom and 
autonomy stretched over both years does not solve the problem, since it does not 
explain the silence about the events in 38/7 B.C. The solution seems quite simple: 
the editor of the list apparently considered, as was quite natural, the recovery of 
freedom and autonomy as the main event, implying the constitutional reorganization, 
which followed in its wake. This is well in keeping with the general character of the 
lists of eponymous officials in Miletus (Milet 1/3.122-128), in which, apart from the 
entry for 39/8 B.C., only two other additional chronological items occur, both in 
Milet 1/3.123: cf. lines 2 ff. (fully quoted above, p. 119) about the liberation of the 
city by Antigonus in 313/2 B.C. (see Magie, op. cit. 68 and 873, note 57), and lines 38 f., 
where a grant of land by Ptolemy II (see Magie, p. 925, note 20) is mentioned for 
279/8 B.C. In his study "Milesische Chronologie von Sulla bis Tiberius," SBBayerAk 
1939/viii, p. 11 ff., Rehm defends his dating of stephanephoros Apollonius in 39/8 B.C. 
against W. Kolbe, PhilWoch 1936, 1193 ff., who had suggested the year 40/39 B.c.; 
in the interpretation of the inscription, Hermes 45 (1920) 174 ff. Rehm follows Preuner; 
for the question of when Miletus lost her freedom prior to its recovery in 39/8 B.C. 
see Rehm, p. 19 ff. 

57 Here the whole Esoe- clause is restored, but as the epigraphical situation shows, 
with great probability. 
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as in decrees of the demos alone (nos. 8-11). On the other hand, 
the synedroi never appear in joint decrees of the boule and the 
demos, but only in decrees of the latter (nos. 12-17); in nos. 18-21 
they act in conjunction with the prytaneis and the 'lLpr,uivotL Errl TjL 
fvXaKtt. Rehm's remark (Milet 1/3 p. 405) that the activities of 
the synedroi were restricted to the sphere of preparing legislative 
action by the demos is vindicated. 

3. There was no division of competence between the epistatai 
and the synedroi. Both functioned in matters of foreign as well as 
domestic policy, as is shown in the following juxtaposition: 

Foreign Policy 

Epistatai: 

nos. 4 and 9 (negotiations with Ptolemy 
II); 

no. 7 (decree concerning the Didymea58); 
no. 8 (loan floated in Cnidus); 

Synedroi: 

no. 12 (treaty with Cyzicus); 
no. 13 (treaty with Sardis); 
no. 15 (decree for Antiochus); 
no. 16 (decree for Cius); 
no. 19 (treaty with Pidasa; in conjunction 

with the prytaneis and the rLpiln7voL 
Ert 'L t fvXaKt); 

no. 20 (treaty with Heraclea; in conjunc- 
tion with the same officials as in 
no. 19). 

Domestic Policy 

nos. 6 and 10 (grants of citizenship); 
no. 11 (sacral law); 

no. 14 (school endowment); 
nos. 17 and 21 (grants of citizenship); 
no. 18 (internal loan, in conjunction with 

the prytaneis and the 'LtpipIpvoL eArL 
ritL 5vXaK7L). 

4. The prytaneis and the Liprp?.voLt iTri rt 4vXaKIc act both in 

foreign and domestic affairs, in foreign affairs alone, when com- 

municating with foreign powers (no. 24) or introducing a decree 

honoring a king (no. 23), in conjunction with the synedroi, when 

introducing the treaty with Heraclea (no. 20) or acting as official 

representatives of Miletus in concluding the treaty with Pidasa 

(no. 19). 
5. Neither the names nor the number of the board of the epistatai 

is ever mentioned in our documents. On the other hand, the syne- 
droi are at times mentioned as a body (nos. 12-15), at times lists 
are given which contain their names (nos. 16 f. and 19-21). Their 
number varied. We find a board of 10 synedroi in nos. 16, 19 and 

68 The acceptance of the festival by foreign powers is the tenor of the decree. 

[1951 124 



Vol. lxxxii] Probouleutic Commissioners in Miletus 

20, whereas in two other cases their exact number cannot be deter- 
mined: in no. 17 their number must have exceeded 24, in no. 21 
there were by far more than 16, in fact, as has been pointed out 
above, p. 121, their number most probably was uneven. It is 
interesting to note that the number of members who made up the 
board of the synedroi varied with the matter under consideration. 
A board of 10 men seems to have been the standard procedure in 
foreign affairs: cf. the decree for Cius (no.' 16), the treaty with 
Pidasa (no. 19) and the treaty with Heraclea (no. 20). In the field 
of domestic policy their number seems to have been by far greater, 
as appears from the two grants of citizenship, etc. (nos. 17 and 21). 
In view of the fact that in these two documents their number cannot 
be determined, the possibility cannot be denied that there might 
also have been a standard number of synedroi in domestic affairs. 
That number could well have been uneven as a matter of routine 
(see no. 21). 

The conclusions seem obvious. The epistatai, who, as their 
title would suggest, probably presided over the popular assemblies, 
seem to have been the only probouleutic commissioners for joint 
decrees of the boule and the demos, although this did not preclude 
motions by individuals (nos. 1-3). One of the epistatai acted as 
spokesman (no. 4-7) on their motions. Whether the epistatai were 
a committee of the boule, as was suggested by Rehm, Milet 1/3, 
p. 197 f., cannot be determined. They may well have been elected 
officers of the demos.59 For this one might be tempted to turn for 
a parallel to SIG3 340 (honorary decree of Lindus; second half of 
the third century B.C.60), lines 1 ff., <'oe Caarpost KaL AtvStioLS. rTL- 
ararav <yvc'/a> - Erelir) EITraTaraL alpeOevres vTro AlvsLwv [ 'Avaiavpos 

Ilaywvos KatiTv,tos, | Avaias AvatKparevs aAaap[p,u]os || ElovXos E0uv- 

p.axov IIHyLos Ka TOL alpeOevTes avspes avva'ywovtaaOat raLs 8icKatl (follow 
30 names) &vbpes ayaOoi yfEVOVTO KTX. However, the phrase, 7rla-rarav 

<7yv',ja>, if supplied correctly, seems to indicate that the ErLorarTaL 

59 The fact that they later act as probouleutic board in the boule (nos. 26 f.) 
cannot be relied upon to prove any such connection; the constitutional reorganization 
of 38/7 B.c. may have been a decisive break in this respect. 

60 Ch. Blinkenberg's study of the inscription and its date in Kgl. Videnskabernes 
Selskab. Archaeol.-kunsth. Meddelelser 1937, was unavailable to me and known 
only through the epigraphical bibliography in REG 51 (1938) 448, no. 267; the same is 
true of two articles in RFIC 1936 by A. Momigliano (pp. 49-63) and M. Segre (pp. 293- 
295); see REG 51.447, no. 263. 
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alpEOivres VTro Ait8icov were different from the epistatai who intro- 
duced the motion. Otherwise we would have to assume that the 
epistatai proposed the honorary decree for themselves and rol 
alpeOevres a&ipes, a procedure which is not very likely, to say the 
least.61 

In the decrees of the demos the epistatai as well as the synedroi 
could introduce motions. The situation as described above, p. 
123 ff., would suggest that the epistatai introduced motions, which for 
some reason needed no special preliminary study; such motions 
could be routine motions or matters which presented no problems. 
On the other hand, the board of the synedroi took care of more com- 
plicated matters, especially when legal issues, external or internal, 
were involved. Rehm's contention (Milet 1/3, p. 197 f.) that the 
epistatai probably had only a purely formal responsibility for the 
decrees which they introduced is not founded on facts. 

As to the epistatai who introduced motions before the synedroi, 
that is the boule (nos. 26 f.), Szanto's theory (above, p. 113) must 
be modified to the extent that those epistatai probably were the 

presiding officers of the boule, but only after the constitutional 
reorganization of the city. That motions of individual members 
of the boule were possible at the beginning of the third century B.C. 

and doubtless throughout the Hellenistic period is proved by no. 25. 

61 The epistatai of SIG3 765 (Lindus; 41 B.c.), lines 52 ff., were most probably 
brLartr&ra TraV lepCv,. 
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