
5 | Hastening to the Gymnasium

They hastened to have a share in the unlawful ceremony at the
summons of the discus calling them to the palaistra.

(2 Macc 4:41)

The Roman legate Gaius Sulpicius, Polybius tells us, was a man consumed,
given over to madness, reveling in his quarrel with Eumenes II of
Pergamon (31.6.5).1 In 164, a perplexed Senate, facing a realignment of
power in Asia Minor, dispatched Sulpicius to the region on a fact-finding
mission.2 On arrival, Sulpicius solicited allegations against the king by
posting notices in the most important cities. Anyone who wished could
come to Sardis at an appointed time and be heard. Sulpicius then retreated
to the gymnasium of Sardis where he sat for 10 days, holding court and
taking complaints. The Roman investigator appears to have been energetic,
systematic, even primed for a fight, but mad? What to make of the
characterization of Polybius? It no doubt reflects the depth of the Roman
assault on the ideological underpinnings of Attalid power and indeed of the
world in which the Achaean statesman had come of age. Wherein, then,
lies that depth? It has long been noted that Sulpicius was appealing directly
to Attalid subjects in Attalid territory.3 The choice of Sardis as the venue
must also have stung. The former satrapal capital had grown in significance
under the Seleukids, and had acquired under the Attalids the distinction of
a cistophoric mint, if not a royal residence.4

1 ἅτε παρεστηκὼς ἄνθρωπος τῇ διανοίᾳ καὶ φιλοδοξῶν ἐν τῇ πρὸς Εὐμένην διαφορᾷ.
2 For the wider historical context, see Hansen 1971, 125.
3 See, e.g., Walbank 1957–79, vol. 3, 471.
4 Tralles, with its secondary Attalid palace, seems to have supplanted Sardis in the administrative
hierarchy. See Savalli-Lestrade 2001, 82–86. As for Sardis, the current state of archaeological
knowledge of Hellenistic Sardis is presented by articles in Berlin and Kosmin 2019. (For earlier
ideas, see Capdetrey 2007, 369–71; Ratté 2008.) Of note is the hypothesis that Antiochos I – not
Attalos I, ca. 226/5 – was responsible for the poliadization of Sardis, making the second quarter
of the third century decisive, in terms of both public, architectural change and private, material,
cultural change at the domestic level. Frustratingly little is known of the Seleukid city plan, and
Stinson (2019, 140) is rightly cautious, writing of “at least a gymnasium . . . and a theater” by the
late third century, while Berlin and Kosmin (2019, 238) add a stoa with shops in what they call
the new, civic-oriented middle city. Cf. doubts of Kaye 2016, 553–56. The Attalid downgrade of234
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Yet Sulpicius was not the first hot-tempered invader to occupy the
gymnasium of Sardis. Antiochos III had even brought an army into its
confines during the siege of 215/14.5 Seleukid forces remained quartered in
the gymnasium when Sardis fell, one new imposition among many that
would have served to chasten its people for their disloyalty. The next year,
however, Antiochos eased the city’s punitive fiscal burden, and simultan-
eously lightened the occupation. In both cases, the city’s gymnasium was a
focus of his beneficence. He restored the gymnasium to the Sardians in its
“former condition” – no mean feat – and he set life in the place on firm
ground for the future. Much as he later did for Herakleia-under-Latmos,
the king earmarked royal revenues for an oil fund (elaiochristion), one
which would provide 200 metrêtai of oil to the neoi each year (SEG
XXXVII 859; SEG XXXIX 1283 and 1285). Scholarship has always recog-
nized the affections of Hellenistic kings for the gymnasium and “those who
frequent it.”6 The charged and politicized nature of this mode of inter-
action is on full display in the famous episode from Jerusalem (see the
epigraph above), an incident roughly contemporaneous with the visit of
Sulpicius to Sardis: a group of young Judean priests approached Antiochos
IV as members of an incipient gymnasium under royal patronage; a
cataclysm ensued.7 Now, with the recent publication of the earmarking
documents from Sardis and Herakleia, the subsequent discovery of more
inscriptions relating to Attalid involvement with the gymnasium, it has
become ever more clear that the institution of the gymnasium started to
take on new significance ca. 200 BCE and, by mid-century, constituted a
primary site of interaction between cities and kings. Though the evidence is
sparse, this is very likely to have been the case in Sardis in 164. In the late

Sardis in favor of Tralles completes a shift, already under way, by which the Royal Road ceded
prominence to the Common Road (Kosmin 2019, 88–89) and, I would add, to the Maeander
Corridor. Ultimately, an Anatolian imperial geography replaced a Near Eastern one. The new
stratigraphy of the theater of Sardis presents a caveat to the hypothesis of an Attalid turn away
from Sardis. A first phase belongs to the second quarter of the third century; a second, the first
theater in stone, ca. 175–150. Despite its scale and monumentality, on the same plan as the later
Roman theater, seating ca. 10,000, it seems hazardous to assign the theater to Eumenes II, as
Berlin (2019, 66–67). Indeed, Ladstätter argues (2016, 262–65; 2019, 204) that Ephesus received
its first stone theater with its lavish stage building in the very same period, i.e., under Eumenes II.
Yet why the Attalids – who are not known as theater builders – deserve the credit, is unclear.

5 Gauthier 1989, 37–38.
6 For a digest of earlier scholarship, see Schmidt-Dounas 2000, 52–61. For “those who frequent the
gymnasium” and the various locutions of corporate identity, see Gauthier 2006, 481. Generally,
on the Hellenistic gymnasium and ephebate, A. Chankowski 2010 (for the Greek cities of the
Aegean and Asia Minor) and the catalogue of Kennell 2006 are fundamental.

7 For the ephebes of Jerusalem, see Honigman 2014, 199–214.
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160s, the Attalids were making gifts in support of gymnasium life in places
as distant and different as Rhodes, once an enemy and always a rival, and
the city of Delphi, not to mention in “free” Miletus and Kos, or in Andros,
a garrisoned possession. Indeed, not more than a few years before his
arrival, the gymnasium where Sulpicius set up shop would have hosted
competitions during the inaugural celebration of the Panathenaia kai
Eumeneia festival, which honored the goddess Athena and the Attalid
king.8 Sulpicius’ presence in the gymnasium of Sardis was understood by
all who observed as an affront – as it was meant to be, so much so, in fact,
says Polybius, that the Greeks, as if for pity, rallied to the king (31.6.6).9

The Problem of the Attalids and the Gymnasium

If Hellenistic kings’ interactions with the gymnasium, with the ephebate of
the Greek city, and with the other institutions and groups that “had a share
in the oil” form a pattern of behavior that extends across time and space, it
is a pattern that is sharply pronounced among the Attalids, especially after
188.10 Consider, by way of a contrast, how when the Seleukids came into
control of Miletus, they set about rebuilding the city’s sanctuary of Apollo
at Didyma, a god who happened to be their tutelary divinity. The Attalids,
on the other hand, also sent a message to the Panhellenic audience, but by
paying for a gymnasium in the urban center of Miletus: a promise to
promote the identity of each and every polis.11 Klaus Bringmann counts
29 foundations for gymnasia in his corpus of royal gifts.12 Of these, an
impressive 13 are Attalid (Graph 5.1). And we can add considerably to that
count. The practice certainly goes back to the dynasty’s origins: Philetairos
consecrated land in Thespiai to Hermes, god of the gymnasium par

8 Panathenaia kai Eumeneia: OGIS 305; for recent comment on this festival, see Jones 2000, 5.
9 Cf. the skepticism of Gruen 1984, 127, 181.

10 See already Robert 1937, 84–85, for a list of Attalid gifts with special attention paid to the
gymnasium. Stappmanns (2012, 247) casts the gymnasium of Pergamon as a gift from Eumenes
II to the citizens of Pergamon.

11 Cf. Marcellesi 2004, 173, on royal benefaction at Miletus: “Il n’y a guère de différence entre
l’évergétisme séleucide et l’évergétisme lagide ou attalide dans la nature de dons.” Of course the
political imperatives had changed, but the focus of benefaction did too.

12 The omission of Bringmann et al. 1995, no. 88 [E], from the list of gymnasium foundations in
the synthesis of Schmidt-Dounas (2000, 55) seems to be a mistake, as does the omission of
Bringmann et al. 1995, no. 83 [E], Demetrios Poliorcetes’ dedication of “Rhodian spoils” as an
oil fund in Thebes.
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excellence, and earmarked its revenues for an oil fund.13 Then, the practice
intensified after Apameia: eight of the 13 foundations are securely dated
post-188. In addition, the much-improved edition of the decree of
Colophon for the Pergamene prince Athenaios now allows us to identify
the royal gift of a paidikê (youth) palaistra in the background.14 The decree
for Korragos and the new documents from Metropolis and Toriaion show
the integration of the polis gymnasium into the fiscal structures of the
enlarged Attalid kingdom (D1, D5, and D8).15 The Toriaion dossier may
even illuminate RC 51, which Welles called a “letter of an Attalid king to
military cleruchs, conferring various grants,” and which he dated to the
second century BCE. Its fragmentary line 24 reads, “From which [revenue
source] I have given oil to the neoi” (ὧν ἔδωκα τοῖς νέοις εἰς τὸ ἔλαιον).16

Graph 5.1 Royal gifts to gymnasia. (Data from Bringmann et al., 1995)

13 Bringmann et al. 1995, no. 88 [E], for which a date of ca. 270–263 is given. Cf. Philetairos’ oil
fund in Kyzikos (Bringmann et al. 1995, no. 241 [E]).

14 Gauthier 2006 = D10.
15 The Toriaion dossier was published after Bringmann et al. 1995, but it is discussed in a

companion volume. See Bringmann 2000, 142.
16 The partitive genitive must refer back to a revenue source, from the context, likely land, which is

again earmarked for an oil fund. Potentially, RC 51 may support or vitiate the arguments laid
out in what follows. The problem is that the community addressed is not identified in the
surviving text. Thus we cannot determine if it is a katoikia or a polis. A polis is mentioned in
line 14, but Welles takes it to be Pergamon itself, where some of the cleruchs will be quartered.
In the case of Toriaion (D8), we can observe the transformation of the katoikia into a polis.
There, it is a matter of debate whether the earlier katoikia possessed a gymnasium, which is then
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Still, to gauge the full extent of the Attalid interest in the gymnasium, we
must consider several other categories of evidence. The first is the paper
trail left by courtiers, which points to the gymnasium as an interface
between kings, represented by their most trusted officials, and the public.
The prime example is a lamentably fragmentary decree found in south-
eastern Lydia, which honors a well-connected courtier named Asklepides,
who at the end of a long career in the service of the Attalids served as
overseer of an unnamed city, perhaps Apollonia-on-the-Maeander. The
inscription describes the by-then-deceased Asklepides as having been both
a citizen of Pergamon and an intimate (syntethrammenos) of the future
Attalos II.17 The package of posthumous honors awarded to this courtier is
full of references to the multiple gymnasia of the city. What is clear from
this difficult text is that one or more of the gymnasia was slated to host
rituals in memory of the courtier.18 At once an extension of the king’s body
and a representative of the citizenry of Pergamon, Asklepides found in the
gymnasium of the unnamed polis an exquisitely convenient venue for local
politics and the manufacture of collective memory.

Second, the archaeology of the gymnasium of the metropolis of
Pergamon is a spectacular demonstration of the dynasty’s attachment to
the institution. First excavated at the turn of the century, a recent German
research project has intensively reinvestigated the space (Figs. 5.1 and
5.2).19 Its cascade of three terraces supported by huge retaining walls, the
product of the original design and investment of Eumenes II, placed the
monument at the center of the ancient spectator’s visual encounter with the
royal capital.20 It evinces an unparalleled concern for the differentiation of
space inside a gymnasium according to function, especially cultic. Room
H seems to have housed the ruler cult, with statues of Eumenes and

officially recognized, or whether the creation of the gymnasium signals the creation of the polis.
My view, argued infra, is that the gymnasium is a feature of the Hellenistic polis, but not a sine
qua non. Moreover, evidence from Ptolemaic Thera shows that a garrison community might
attract royal patronage for its gymnasium and interact with royal power on this score just as any
polis would (IG XII 3 327 + p. 283). Fröhlich (2009, 62 n. 26) analyzes the Theran document
alongside the corpus of Bringmann et al. 1995. See now a possible gymnasium at the Seleukid
garrison town of Jebel Khalid on the Euphrates (Area C; Clarke 2016).

17 Ed. pr. of the text: Malay 1999, no. 182; cf. text and commentary of SEG XLIX 1540, esp. for
question of authorship; Aneziri and Damaskos 2004, 259 n. 89. For the identity of Asklepides
and further speculation on authorship, see SEG LIII 1342 and Thonemann 2008, 50.

18 See Kaye and Souza 2013. Apollonia-on-the-Maeander: Petzl 2001, 56; Thonemann 2003,
100–102. Cf. Patrice Hamon BE (2014) no. 426.

19 For earlier research, see Radt 1999, 113–34.
20 For gymnasium and urban plan of Pergamon, see Stappmanns 2012. On attribution to Eumenes

II, see also Pirson 2012, 215.
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Figure 5.1 Plan of the gymnasium of Pergamon in relation to adjacent monuments
and current reconstruction of street grid (courtesy of Pergamon Excavation of the
German Archaeological Institute; https://geoserver.dainst.org/maps/5548/view).

Figure 5.2 Gymnasium of Pergamon, looking east across the palaistra of the upper
terrace (courtesy of Pergamon Excavation of the German Archaeological Institute;
photo: Ulrich Mania).
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Philetairos next to one of Herakles.21 Below, the sacred quarter of the
Middle Terrace represents an unusual internal temenos. Crucially, it is
the largest gymnasium on record in the Hellenistic world.22 At ca. 20,000
m2, it approaches double the size of a normal city’s gymnasium.23 With its
three terraces and two temples, xystos and paradromis (running tracks), a
precinct 212 m long at its greatest extent, and with an open-air palaistra
measuring 35� 75 m, it is in fact the largest integrated building complex in
the entire city of Pergamon. Further, a recent revision of the city’s street
plan highlights the central importance of the gymnasium to the city of
Eumenes II. A decade of soundings and geophysical prospection have ruled
out a grid plan with streets oriented toward towers on Eumenes’ wall.
Instead, streets of various modules are oriented neatly toward the entrances
and specific features of the gymnasium.24 Set just below the old, so-called
wall of Philetairos, which became, in effect, a lower boundary for the
Upper/Old City with its palace district, religious monuments, and public
spaces, the gigantism of the new gymnasium served to anchor the street
plan and visual axes of the neighborhoods of the Lower/New City. The
western entrance was fronted with a public fountain alongside the city’s
main arterial road. Indeed, for the New City of Eumenes II and his
successors, this gymnasium complex appears to have been the sole public
space of note, with the date of the Lower Agora now fixed in the early
Roman period.25 Wörrle has recently argued that one of the principal
functions of the Pergamene gymnasium was to strengthen polis identity
in Pergamon, which is often difficult to discern elsewhere in the city.26 This
building project may be simply the most resplendent evidence of negoti-
ations that took place in many cities between elites and the Attalids. Poliad
identity achieved stable footing, but the bonds of dependence were also
strengthened. The Großes Gymnasion dates to the period of downhill urban
expansion under Eumenes II, and evidence for a third-century gymnasium
at Pergamon is extremely thin, limited to a single inscription, dated by the

21 Hoff 2004, 384. 22 Mathys et al. 2012, 271.
23 Hoff 2009, 251–52. Ca. 10,000–15,000 m2 seems to be the norm. Only the gymnasia of Messene

and of the sanctuary of Olympia reach the same proportions. See also on these figures, Trümper
2015, 173 n. 24.

24 Pirson 2012, 215–16. For the earlier street plan, see Wulf-Rheidt 1994.
25 The results of recent test trenches and ceramic analysis have changed the chronology of the

Lower Agora. It is now believed to be a post-Attalid monument of the first century BCE and
first century CE. See Pirson 2014b, 129–31; Pirson 2015, 122–26.

26 Wörrle 2007; Bielfeldt 2010.
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notoriously unreliable criterion of letter forms (I.Pergamon 9).27 On any
reckoning, Eumenes II placed the gymnasium at the center of civic life in
the polis of Pergamon. And yet only when the dynasty fell did responsi-
bility for the oil fund pass from the royal treasury to the gymnasiarch.28

The institution remained to the end a joint venture of king and citizenry.29

Finally, indirect and circumstantial evidence of Attalid involvement with
the gymnasium abounds. The city of Tralles can stand as a case study. It
has produced a Hellenistic victor list, mentioning neoi, which Wilhelm
Dittenberger dated to the second century, and possessed a gymnasium by
the time of Augustus.30 While the proximity of ancient Tralles to a modern
Turkish military installation puts 65% of the site off-limits to archaeology,
an impressive Roman bath–gymnasium complex has been identified.
Throughout Asia Minor, complexes of this sort stand over the remains of
Hellenistic gymnasia, in many cases, over a gymnasium that the Attalids
are known to have patronized.31 At Apameia, the Attalids received Tralles
as a “gift,” stripping it of its Seleukid dynastic title, but adorning it with a
cistophoric mint and a palace.32 An ostotheke that was found 7 km east of
Aydın/Tralles bears the names of several Attalid officials and their wives,
attesting to the city’s importance as an administrative center with an open-
air military camp on its outskirts.33 In many ways, Tralles resembles
Ephesus, where a gymnasium foundation is known only by indirect means,
namely, through an ephebic dedication to (Hermes), Herakles, and King

27 Radt 1999, 115; Mathys et al. 2012, 271. Also of relevance here is the problem of the date of the
main temple in the gymnasium of Pergamon, likely that of Asklepios. The orientation of the
Ionic temple fits with the rest of the complex. However, the building contains pieces of an older
Doric building. These have been tentatively attributed to the (yet-to-be-discovered) extra-mural
Nikephorion, which was destroyed by Philip V in 201. See Radt 1999, 131.

28 See Paul Jacobstahl in MDAI(A) 33 (1908), 381–83,3, with corrections of Hugo Hepding in
MDAI(A) 35 (1910), 419.

29 Wörrle 2007, 215: “eine Art joint venture von König und Demos.”
30 Syll.3 671 = I.Tralleis 107; Strabo 12.8.18.
31 For the Roman bath–gymnasium phenomenon in Asia Minor and its physical relationship to

the Hellenistic gymnasium, see Yegül 2010, 154–80, esp. 155–57. On Roman administrative
centers built on top of Hellenistic gymnasia, see further Burkhalter 1992. For the modern
obstacles to excavation at Tralles, see Dinç 2003, 4. Dinç notes a first-century BCE predecessor
to the bath–gymnasium complex, destroyed in the earthquake of 26 (p. 33). However, the claim
is also made that Apatourios of Alabanda built a gymnasium in Tralles (p. 4). This figure,
known only from Vitr. De arch. 7.5.5, is in fact believed to have been active in the second
century BCE – see Howe et al. 1999, 268. But Vitruvius mentions only Apatourios’
ekklêsiastêrion at Tralles, not, as Dinç writes, a theater and a gymnasium (p. 4). More recent
excavations have focused on the western necropolis. For discussion, see Saraçoğlu 2011. Note
the lack of Classical or Hellenistic remains in Ateşlier 2015.

32 Polyb. 21.46.10; Plin. HN 35.72; Vitr. De arch. 2.8.9. 33 SEG XLVI 1434.
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Eumenes.34 Ephesus too was a gift city, and has produced epigraphic
evidence for the local presence of royal officials, the hêgemônes and
strategoi who dedicate to Eumenes II and Queen Stratonike (SEG XXXIII
942). It was an Ephesian neos that Attalos II considered the right kind of
young man to be educated alongside the future Attalos III.35 One can easily
imagine that the king was just as familiar with the neoi of Tralles as he was
with their coevals in Ephesus.

This chapter offers a new explanation for the profound connection
between Pergamon and the gymnasium, which casts the Attalids as partici-
pants and agents of change in the social history of ancient Greece. It argues
that benefaction of the gymnasium was one more way in which the Attalids
deftly synched local, civic culture with imperial fiscal structures. This is a
mode of interaction that is not exclusively, but rather characteristically
Attalid.36 What is unexplained is its efflorescence during the Pergamene
floruit – and what longer-term effects Pergamon may have had on this
famous incubator of Hellenes. To date, scholarship has identified
the pattern, but neither explained it adequately nor charted the rami-
fications. One has long struggled to divine the motivations behind
individual royal gifts.37 Nevertheless, the Attalid affinity for the gymnasium
is usually understood, first, as a straightforward expression of Pergamene
Panhellenism and, second, as part of a general tendency among Hellenistic
kings to use the gymnasium to manufacture loyal, worshipping subjects. To
take but two examples, Robert calls the gymnasium “this characteristic
edifice of Greek culture” and “the place set aside for the royal cult and
demonstrations of loyalty toward the Hellenistic kings.”38 For Dreyer,
the kings wanted to use the gymnasium “to create bonds of loyalty by
influencing children and the youth, and to recommend themselves to
the adult citizens as benefactors and supporters of Greek culture.”39 Both
statements collapse the evolution of the gymnasium into a synchronic

34 Bringmann et al. 1995, no. 266 [E].
35 Knibbe 1964–65, 1–6; for important emendations of this text, see also Jean and Louis Robert BE

(1968) no. 464; see also Engelmann 1975; Herrmann 1976, 233–34.
36 See Savalli-Lestrade 2005, 15 n. 18; Hoff 2009, 260. 37 See Veyne 1976, 228–30.
38 Robert 1960, 124–25: “cet édifice caractéristique de la culture grecque . . . le lieu par élection où

se manifestait le culte royal avec le loyalisme envers les souverains hellénistiques.” For the
manufacture of loyal subjects, see also Gauthier 1989, 93.

39 Dreyer 2004, 218: “wollten durch den frühen Einfluß auf Kinder und Jugendliche neue
Loyalitätsbindungen schaffen und sich den erwachsenen Bürgern als Wohltäter und Förderer
hellenischer Kultur empfehlen.” See also Schmidt-Dounas (2000, 60), for whom the gymnasium
guarantees the continuity of Greek culture, and the Attalids, as the supreme patrons of Greek
culture, are the natural benefactors of the gymnasium.
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snapshot. It is a remarkable fact that for Aristotle in the fourth century
BCE, the gymnasium was not an essential feature of the polis.40 For the
city’s takeover of the gymnasium was a process transpiring over the course
of the philosopher’s life. By contrast, for Pausanias, writing in the second
century CE about the modest settlement of Panopeas in Phokis, a proper
polis needed a gymnasium.41 Between the age of Aristotle and the time of
Pausanias, a major change occurred. Did the Attalids spur or accelerate it?

There is no denying that the Attalids represented themselves as the
avatars of the Greeks.42 One aspect of their Kulturpolitik was to establish
themselves in centers of international significance to Hellenes, such as
Delphi, Delos, and later Athens, and to pose as the champions of the
Hellene in the never-ending war against the Barbarian – in their day,
figured as the Galatian. In these respects, their politics were Panhellenic,
as Lynette Mitchell understands the term. In her study of the origin and
development of concepts of Panhellenism in Archaic and Classical Greece,
Mitchell stresses “the very complexity and flexibility of Panhellenism that
makes it so difficult, on the one hand, to define, and, on the other, to
control.”43 Key elements of an earlier Panhellenic ideology remained vital
in the Hellenistic period, chief among them, the related themes of supra-
poliad unity (koinê homonoia) and commitment to a war of liberation
against the Barbarian, both spelled out in Chremonides’ decree of 269/8
(IG II2 686 + 687).44 These may be the wellsprings of the visual rhetoric of
Attalid art, but they will not help explain Attalid involvement with the
gymnasium.45 Some might imagine a cultural Panhellenism behind this
behavior, a concern to unify Hellenes around a shared paideia in the nascent
Library of the capital as much as in the gymnasia of the cities. We should not
confuse motivation with effect. In the most general terms, the gymnasium
created and sustained a Panhellenic community of shared cultural practice.
But by patronizing the gymnasia, the Attalids were sustaining polis identities,
not suppressing them. Paradoxically, Pergamene ideology was by no means
supra-poliad; it exalted particularism. For Polybius, Eumenes II was his
generation’s greatest royal benefactor of Greek cities (poleis Hellênidas)
(32.8.5).46

40 Arist. Pol. 1321b. 41 Pausanias 10.4.1. 42 Gruen 2000; Schalles 1985.
43 L. Mitchell 2007, xviii.
44 L. Mitchell 2007, 208. For the complicated question of the date of Chremonides’ decree, see SEG

LVI 190.
45 For Attalid visual rhetoric, see Stewart 2004, 228–32; Seaman 2016.
46 Cf. Bringmann et al. 1995, no. 313 [E], an honorific decree of Delphi for Eumenes II, which

mentions both his tireless effort on behalf of “Hellenes” and his many gifts to “Greek cities”; and
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There is also no denying that the gymnasium cemented the loyalties of
Attalid subjects, but it tied people to Pergamon even as it enhanced their
sense of belonging to a particular polis. Young men who enjoyed a youth
spent in a palaistra equipped at royal expense – on the condition that they
parade and sacrifice to the king on his birthday – were bound to fall into
line as adults. Yet this drastically reduces the complexity of their experi-
ence. Young men may have been wrestling beneath portrait statues of the
royal family, but they were also preparing for close combat under teachers
picked by the city that they swore to defend.47 By patronizing the gymna-
sium, the Attalids did not create an impassive and apolitical elite. In fact,
they produced bands of neaniskoi, crack troops, the fighting force of the
young men’s association.48 These neaniskoi might defend royal affairs
(basilika pragmata), as they did in Ionian Metropolis during the War of
Aristonikos, or, alternatively, they might pursue the specific military
objectives of their home cities.49 Sometimes, we cannot tell which it was,
or whether it might have been both. For example, in the letter of Eumenes
II to the polis of the Tabênoi (?), the mysteriously named neaniskoi tôn
oikeiôn (“of the clan”), fought under a local big man/courtier named
Koteies against the Galatians.50 Patrice Hamon, however, has provided a
new reading of the text, which also sees the group “going out against
Apameia (προσελήλυθ’ [ἐ]π’̣ Ἀπάμειαν),” that is, attacking another city.51

At any rate, the society of the gymnasium, while influential, represented a

cf. RC 52 where Eumenes represents himself, in accordance, it seems, with the Ionians’ own
claim, as (1) benefactor of “all Hellenes,” (2) defender of these Hellenes against barbarians, and
(3) benefactor for the welfare of “those inhabiting Greek cities” (lines 8–12); finally, cf.
Bringmann et al. 1995, no. 49 [E], from Kalauria, documenting a benefaction of Eumenes II to
Poseidon, the polis, and “the other Hellenes.” I do not argue that a chauvinistic Pergamene
Panhellenism did not exist, only that it does not adequately explain the dynasty’s intensive
involvement with the gymnasium.

47 On portrait statues of the Attalids in gymnasia throughout the kingdom, see Hoff 2018, 264.
Notably, these were not necessarily all cult statues.

48 For neaniskos as essentially a technical term, referring to the “neos at arms,” see Bremen
2013, 35.

49 I.Metropolis 1 = D5. For a possible Attalid-trained ephebic artillery force at Metropolis, see
Aybek and Dreyer 2011, 213. In general, Ionia in the 180s witnessed widespread inter-polis
warfare without royal interference. See Ager 2007; Ma 2000, 350–51.

50 The polis of the Tabênoi, addressed in a royal letter (SEG LVII 1109), has not been identified.
The stone was found near Phrygian Hierapolis (Pamukkale), which fits with the mention of
Apameia. Yet if the addressee were Carian Tabai, the stone would need to be considered a pierre
errante. The ed. pr. is Guizzi 2006. Guizzi translates neaniskoi tôn oikeiôn, “giovani dei
‘familiari,’” while Thonemann (2013b, 16) terms the group the “wider clan” of Koteies. See also
Ritti et al. 2008, no. 3. Further on the episode, see Thonemann 2013b, 15–16; Ma 2013a, 60 n. 44
on the identity of the addressee.

51 Patrice Hamon BE (2009) no. 440.
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small share of the kingdom’s population. If loyalty alone were at stake, the
Attalids would have been much better off putting their money elsewhere.
Surely, grain funds or important public buildings such as bouleuteria
(council houses) were gifts better suited for the desired result.

Recent scholarship on the Hellenistic polis, with its insistence on the
survival and vitality of polis institutions after the Battle of Chaironeia (338
BCE), proposes a different explanation. For Andrzej Chankowski, the cities
of Asia Minor stood to gain the most from the interaction.52 In his model,
unlike the gymnasia of the cities of Antigonid Macedonia or of the
Syracusan epikrateia, the gymnasia of Attalid cities produced citizen sol-
diers. In other words, the civic institution lay outside the recruitment
structure of the royal army. And because the cities profited the most, so
the argument goes, civic initiative and agency must lie behind this pattern
of royal behavior. In short, the gymnasium survived because it helped the
polis survive; Attalid patronage simply tracked alongside.53 Yet the case of
Toriaion (D8), on which the argument hinges, in fact points up the weakness
of any explanation founded on assumptions of cui bono. Eumenes II offered
to provide Toriaion with several ready-made institutions, among them, an
oil fund that he supported with an earmark. While Chankowski recognizes
the gift as evidence of the Attalids’ active promotion of the gymnasium,
he reduces Eumenes to an automaton.54 The king may have had a model
in mind, but not one invented in his own chancery. Rather, we must
imagine, Eumenes adopted a model of interaction that took shape in cities
such as Herakleia-under-Latmos in the third century.55 For Chankowski,
Toriaion demonstrates once again the inability of the kings to come up
with their own ideas in the face of the “vitality of the institutions
of the polis.” The popularity of the gymnasium “in and of itself” justified
the choice.56 On this account, the Hellenistic kings affected neither the

52 A. Chankowski 2009, 98–103. 53 A. Chankowski 2010, 438–40.
54 A. Chankowski 2009, 101: “Il s’agit donc d’une pratique administrative récurrente.”
55 SEG XXXIX 1283 and 1285. On the antiquity of the arrangement in Herakleia, I am agnostic.

I am unwilling to take these cities at their word when they claim to have held a privilege “ex
archês.”

56 A. Chankowski 2009, 114: “l’incapacité des souverains à s’appuyer sur une autre modèle que
celui de la cité, et la vitalité des institutions de la cité qui diffusent dans différentes régions du
monde grec les mêmes modèles socio-culturels . . . la popularité du modèle civique du gymnase
justifie à elle seule son instauration” (emphasis added). Similarly, Daubner 2015, 40: “We should
not assume that this connection reveals much about the relationship of the ruler to the
gymnasium or any particular interest in this institution on his part, but it is important for his
relation to the polis.”
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diffusion nor the shape of an institution born fully formed in fourth-
century Athens.

The search for the prime mover in this interaction is futile. For new
poleis, we can only guess at what preceded the formalization of the
gymnasium in places such as Phrygia, Cappadocia, or Judaea.57 For the
old, coastal poleis of Asia Minor, our first glimpse of the institution is often
no earlier than the second century BCE.58 Instead, we ought to seek models
for the Hellenistic polis that reflect more faithfully the staggered vision of
polis actors: local concerns in the foreground, but the king, ever present, on
the horizon.59 Our challenge is to make plain the links between local and
high politics that were once so obvious. Our difficulty in so doing is acute
when it comes to the king and the gymnasium. For example, one has
struggled to understand why third-century Halikarnassos asked “King
Ptolemy” for “permission (synchôrein)” to renovate its gymnasium,
“so that the neoi should have a gymnasium and the paides should reclaim
the paidikê palaistra that the neoi are currently using.”60 The city had sent
an embassy to the king before it announced a public subscription.61 This is
a curious detail. In what sense did Halikarnassos need royal permission to
renovate its gymnasium? Léopold Migeotte, plausibly, suspects that the
Halikarnassians were fishing for a contribution from the king, which they
may well have obtained.62 What we know for certain is that the king
figured from the beginning in the city’s planning. It is unclear in which
sense, if any, they were required to contact Alexandria before undertaking a
public works project that would marshal the city’s resources and loyalties.
The course of action, it seems, simply implied royal participation. In the
panorama of their city that Halikarnassos presented to Ptolemy, the king
could find himself.

To explain the Attalids’ promotion of the gymnasium by recourse to its
popularity is to risk a circular argument. Indeed, the institution reached the
peak of its popularity in the second century, with an ephebate attested in

57 See Bringmann 2004 for the process by which a new polis might adopt the institution of
the gymnasium.

58 On the chronological spread of the evidence and the resultant historiographical difficulties, see
A. Chankowski 2010, 435.

59 On the historiographical challenge, see Ma 1999, 1. 60 Migeotte 1984, no. 101 lines 10–13.
61 Migeotte 1984, no. 102.
62 Migeotte (1984, 318–19) also offers more nuanced translations of “synchôrein.” Similarly,

Hamon (2009, 357 n. 18) prefers the French “concession” for synchôresis in the decree for
Eirenias (SEG XXXVI 1046 Block I lines 4–6). In any case, if Ptolemy did provide funds to
Halikarnassos, and the subscription was only meant to cover a shortfall, as Migeotte speculates,
this text would need to be added to the corpus of Bringmann et al. 1995.
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65 cities. Yet surely royal – and especially Attalid – patronage and promo-
tion helped swell the ranks. Consequently, the gymnasium as we know it is
also an artifact of Hellenistic monarchy. An institution that we usually
think of as quintessentially civic was transformed by the kings it eventually
outlived. The second-century Attalids encountered this institution at a
particular point in its development. This was not the ephebeia of late
Classical Athens or Eretria, which molded large age classes into the core
of the citizen-army, some 500–600 young men at a time in Lykourgan
Athens, as the gymnasium found architectural expression in the urban
enceinte for the first time.63 For that institution, Nigel Kennell’s formula-
tion “citizen training system” is more apt.64 Nor was this yet the gymna-
sium of the period that the French have named the basse époque
héllenistique (late and sub-Hellenistic), a gymnasium in which cities buried
their greatest benefactors and rendered them a founder-hero’s cult, a space
that Robert famously labeled the “second agora.”65 To understand the
efflorescence of Attalid involvement with the gymnasium we need to marry
high political history to a deeper understanding of the development of this
institution. Perhaps an Attalid political culture that fostered ties with civic
elites is part of the story.66 But the other dynasties needed their civic elites
too, and their kings too could strike a civic pose in a local gymnasium.
After all, the Antigonids Philip V and Perseus had their names inscribed on
a donor list in the gymnasium of Larisa, without formal distinction, just

63 For Lykourgan Athens and the precipitous drop in ephebic participation in the following
century and a half, see Oliver 2007, 175–76; Perrin-Saminadayar 2007, 63–86. For the dramatic
change in the siting of the gymnasium, which took place during the Classical period, see
Delorme 1960, 442–43. On the various locations for the gymnasium in the Hellenistic city, see
Hoff 2009, 252–54.

64 Kennell 2006 (A Register of Greek Cities with Citizen Training Systems), esp. xii for the
chronological peak of 65 cities with an ephebate in the second century BCE.

65 For periodization, see Thonemann 2016, 8: “[T]he modern historiography of the later
Hellenistic period is, frankly, a bit of a mess.” For Hamon (2009, 377–79), the historical rupture
that marks the basse époque héllenistique eludes explanation on the present state of the evidence.
On the “second agora”: Robert, OMS II, 812–14, esp. 814 n. 3; VI, 422–23. On public
burial in the late Hellenistic gymnasium, see Chiricat 2005; Bremen 2013, 39; cf. Kaye and
Souza 2013, 99. Such burials are crucial evidence for the transformation of the gymnasium into
a “second agora,” with towering benefactors honored as founder-heroes in a newly politicized
space. However, a reexamination of the posthumous honors for the Pergamene courtier
Asklepides (SEG XLIX 1540) confirms the standard chronology: this is a development that
seems to postdate the collapse of the Attalid kingdom.

66 For a distinctive Attalid relationship to civic elites, see Kertész 1992; Dreyer 2009; but also
Polyb. 32.8.5.
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like ordinary citizens.67 In what follows, I analyze the role and functioning
of the gymnasium in cities both inside and outside the territory allotted to
the Attalids at Apameia. Sulpicius, the Roman disrupter in Sardis, came to
meet Attalid subjects where they were accustomed to meeting their king.68

How that had come to be the normal state of affairs has not been
adequately explained.

The Gymnasium as a Civic Institution

When the ambassadors of Eumenes II approached the assembly (plêthos) of
the Achaeans in 185 to offer an endowment, which would in the future pay
the wages of the league’s Council (boulê), they were shouted down (Polyb.
22.7–8; Diod. Sic. 29.17).69 The arguments of Apollonidas of Sikyon had
won the day. Apollonidas had cast the gift as, in principle, worthy of the
Achaeans but, in practice, given the identity of the donor and the purpose
of the endowment, both utterly shameful and totally illegal (paranomotatê)
(Polyb. 22.8.1–2). The Achaeans, he pointed out, had laws (nomoi) that
prohibited archons and private individuals from accepting a king’s gift
(dôra). The Achaean Council, then, as a collection of private individuals
acting in their capacity as archons, had no business accepting one. Now, we
know that the Achaeans were far from allergic to royal beneficence – they
had been accepting Ptolemaic gold for years.70 For Apollonidas and his
camp, however, the form of the Attalid gift was unacceptable. It threatened
to undermine the autonomy of the boulê, as gift obligated countergift, and
to invite more unwanted royal advances: this year it was Eumenes II, but
next year, warned Apollonidas, it would be Prousias, and then Seleukos. An
Achaean civic institution would become unmoored.

We can consider, by way of contrast, that in 161/0 the Rhodians
accepted a gift of grain from this same Eumenes. Proceeds from the sale
of the grain were earmarked for an education fund, the instruction, pre-
sumably, taking place at least in part in the gymnasium (Polyb. 31.31). The
critic of this gift is no Rhodian but Polybius himself, who takes the

67 Bringmann et al. 1995, no. 106 [E]; see Habicht 1983 for the identification of the other donors as
“true” Lariseans, and not Philip’s Macedonian settlers. This text tells against
Macedonian exceptionalism.

68 Cf. Hatzopoulos 2001: “Macedonian Palaces: Where King and City Meet.”
69 For discussion, see Bringmann et al. 1995, no. 68 [L]. Note that, for Diodorus, the ambassadors

approach the synodos.
70 Noeske 2000.
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Rhodians to task for abandoning their usual sense of decency (to prepon).
In his view, they had acted indecently in soliciting money (eranizesthai) for
the education of their sons when none was lacking.71 Were the arguments
of Apollonidas of Sikyon about Attalid interference in the Achaean Council
on the mind of the Achaeans historian, as Frank Walbank suggests?72

Probably not. Polybius finds fault with the recipient, not the donor.
Moreover, as has been pointed out, Polybius makes his critique from the
standpoint of private morality.73 It is a critique, however, that he applies to
the body politic (politeia) – and not without reason. The Rhodians who
secured the gift from Eumenes were acting more like private individuals
than representatives of the state, hence the metaphor of Polybius: the philos
(friend/kin/associate) who inappropriately seeks an eranos-loan from his
fellow eranistai.74 Whereas Apollonidas had nomos as law to buttress his
claim, Polybius had merely nomos as custom, the inarticulate rules of philia
(friendship). Apollonidas speaks only of high politics (pragmata), invoking
the warring natures (enantiai physeis) of king and democracy (22.8.6).
Polybius speaks of the conduct of fathers on behalf of sons (31.31.1).
They were arguing about two entirely different species of civic institution.75

The moralizing of Polybius on the Rhodians and Eumenes II throws into
high relief the distinctiveness of the gymnasium as a civic institution in the
decades after Apameia. Despite what the wooden language of polis decrees
would have us believe, neither the membership nor the interests of the
gymnasium were identical with the body politic. The gymnasium had its
own law; even when subjected to the law of the polis, it retained its own
norms; and its ideology, in a world where most cities and koina called
themselves democracies, was elitist.76 Its collective psychology and heroic
archetypes were antisocial.77 Its doors were literally closed to certain
citizens, but unlike those of the Achaean Council, never to kings. If it
was for Pausanias, in the second century CE, the sine qua non of the polis,
it had not been for Aristotle, in the fourth century BCE.78 For the
Hellenistic period, one cannot assume that each and every polis contained

71 Ascertaining the economic condition of Rhodes after Pydna and the Roman punitive action
regarding the tax status of Delos is a historical problem, as this passage from Polybius suggests.

72 Walbank 1957–79, vol. 3, 515. 73 Bringmann et al. 1995, 243.
74 For the eranos-loan, see Millett 1991, 152–59. 75 Cf. Eckstein 2009, 259.
76 For the problem of defining demokratia in the epigraphy of the Hellenistic city and in royal

chancery language, see Rhodes and Lewis 1997, 528–64, esp. 533–34; and the epigraphical
register of Carlsson 2010, 334–43. For aristocratic kalokagathia and the Hellenistic gymnasium,
see Gehrke 2004, 415.

77 Bremen 2013. 78 Gauthier 1995, 7.
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a gymnasium.79 Gauthier, more than any other scholar, has recognized the
peculiar separateness of the gymnasium as a civic institution. He writes of
gymnasia that function “outside the cadre of the polis,” the activities of
which are but partially or even “in no way civic.”80 His insight comes across
in editions of various texts – honorific decrees of the city of Xanthos for
Lyson and of Colophon for Athenaios, for example – and in his prolegom-
enon to the study of the institution.81 In stark contrast, much recent
scholarship emphasizes the civic character of the gymnasium without
qualification.82 For Hans Gehrke, the gymnasium is not quite the city in
miniature, but close.83 The catalog of Kennell is billed as a list of “state-run
systems of citizen training.”84

We must contend with the distinctiveness of the gymnasium as a civic
institution if we are to understand how it became a privileged site of
contact with the Attalids. This is precisely why the only systematic attempt
to analyze gymnasium society in its ambiguous and even oppositional
relationship to civic society at large, Riet van Bremen’s analysis of the neoi,
is also the only treatment to give court and king their due.85 We often
count the gymnasium as one of the central institutions of the Hellenistic
polis. In the case of Lysimachus and the city of Nikaia in Bithynia, Strabo
tells us, the panoptic, geographic center of the entire urban plan was a
single stone at the center of the gymnasium.86 Yet this very centrality
remains difficult to understand. The Korragos decree (D1) shows that a
city could plausibly argue to have had a gymnasium “from the beginning.”
We in fact know that Toriaion did have one from the beginning (D8).

79 Gehrke (2004, 414) is agnostic. 80 Gauthier 1995, 8; Gauthier 1980, 212.
81 Xanthos and Lyson (SEG XLVI 1721): Gauthier 1996; Colophon: Gauthier 2006; prolegomenon:

Gauthier 1995.
82 Dreyer 2004, 234: “Der Verbindung zwischen den Neoi und den Demos war demnach

unauflöslich; die Neoi waren in ihren verschiedenen, hier umrissenen Aggregat-zuständen ein
Abbild der gesamten Bürgerschaft.”

83 Gehrke 2004, 416: “In der körperlich-geistigen Formierung sowie in Ritual und Ausstatung
wurde mithin fassbar und sichtbar, wie eng das Gymnasion mit der Identität der Polis
verbunden war.”

84 Kennell 2006, vii. Despite its title, that corpus seems to register the totality of gymnasium
society, not just ephebes. See, further, Kennell 2015, on the ephebeia’s function to produce
citizen-warriors. See also Habicht 1983, 31–32 (on Larisa): “Bau und Unterhaltung einer
solchen, der Erziehung der Jugend gewidmeten Anlage war natürlicherweise eine Sache der
Bürgerschaft und wurde in Larisa, wie dies auch für viele andere Städte bezeugt ist,
selbstverständlich so angesehen” (emphasis added).

85 Bremen 2013, 47. Cf. Gehrke 2004, the essay entitled, “Eine Bilanz: Die Entwicklung des
Gymnasions zur Institution der Sozalisierung in der Polis,” which puzzlingly makes no mention
of kings.

86 Strabo 12.4.7.
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It may not have been a sine qua non, but it was also far from superfluous.
Because in hard times too it was important to have one, Philetairos gave the
Cyzikenes 20 talents for oil and a gathering (synagôgê) during the Galatian
crisis of the 270s.87 And in calmer times, the resumption of gymnasium life
was a sign that things had returned to normal: recall that after Antiochos
III’s siege of Sardis the restoration of the gymnasium took priority. The
gymnasium was also central because interactions with royal power were
central to the political economy of the Hellenistic polis. Paradoxically, these
interactions tended to take place in the gymnasium because it remained on
the periphery of social and political life as long as kings stalked its peristyle
colonnades.

Financing the Gymnasium

If we are willing to hazard a few generalizations about the Hellenistic
gymnasium, we can identify several regional and historical trends.88 One
such trend is the gradual elaboration of this institution, throughout the
Hellenistic world, from the Classical transition to the second century BCE,
manifest in the construction of ever more rooms and the appearance of the
first gymnasia in stone. We can observe an increasing complexity in
administrative practice and an increase in scale: more instruction, more
festivals – more activity. All of this would seem to imply a commensurate
increase in financing, if not financial sophistication. Yet the reality was
much messier. For gymnasiarchs, there were new responsibilities mandated
both by the terms of private foundations, which added events to the
calendar, and by law, not just the law of the gymnasium but the law of
the polis. For instance, each year, officials of the gymnasium of
Tauromenion in Sicily were required to document with an inscription both
the number of their competitions and the impact on the budget, all in
compliance with an ordinance known as the dogma neaniskôn.89 On
Athenian Delos, admittedly a special case, the gymnasiarch was both the
primary agonothete of the island and chief administrator of gymnasium
life.90 An honorary decree for the gymnasiarch of 157/6 praises him for
having accomplished all of the sacrifices, “which the laws and decrees of the

87 Bringmann et al. 1995, no. 241 [E].
88 On generalization, see the reflections of Gauthier 1995, 9; Gehrke 2004, 414.
89 IG XIV 422; see Schuler 2004a, 180–81 for problem of date (second or first century BCE)

and discussion.
90 Roussel 1916, 189.
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demos had prescribed for him (ὅσας προσέταττον αὐτῶι οἱ τε νόμοι καὶ

ψηφίσματα τοῦ δήμου)” (SEG XLVII 1218 lines 16–17).91 Similarly, the
gymnasiarch of Attalid Andros performed his sacrifices to the royal family
“according to the laws (ἐ[κ] τῶν νόμων)” (D9 line 10).

As the responsibilities grew, so too did the prospects for failure. In a
thorough review of the finances of the gymnasium, Schuler identifies the
appearance of new controls and greater centralization in the second cen-
tury, a response to a demonstrable weakness in the institution’s ability to
sustain itself.92 In particular, he adduces the cases of Beroia and Iasos,
where the polis assumed tighter control of a gymnasium that had either lost
or mismanaged funds.93 Here, arguments about the strength and vitality of
the institution fall flat. The neoi and presbyteroi of Iasos were quite explicit
in their statement to their city’s boulê and demos: they could not do it on
their own; their best attempt at accounting for the money, a process of
review called διόρθωμα, had been unsuccessful.94 Neither association had
been able to recover the public money (koina chrêmata) that it had lent out.
Generally, new regulations were a response to the problem, as the adminis-
trative techniques and habits of accountability were transferred from the
polis to the gymnasium. But we might also see new regulations as one of
the causes of financial meltdown in the first place. In this new era, the
gymnasiarch who administered public funds would be held to the stand-
ards of the polis.95 Meanwhile, he oversaw a patrimony that was a patch-
work of foundations, dues, and ad hoc gifts. For those who had to manage
the money, the financial hodgepodge of the Hellenistic gymnasium was
sometimes more of a liability than an asset.96

The financial shortcomings of the Hellenistic gymnasium are no secret.
We have several examples of building projects paused, if finally completed.
No doubt there were many that were abandoned, and so we lack an
honorific decree or a donor’s dedication. In the aforementioned case of
Halikarnassos, a local benefactor provided stopgap funding when the

91 For discussion, see Migeotte 2009.
92 Schuler 2004a, 180. For shortfalls in late Hellenistic public finance, see, e.g., Hegelochos’ bailout

of Kyaneai: SEG LVI 1721. It is worth noting that political scientists can point to the surprising
power of weak institutions to determine resource allocation in favor of interest groups, e.g., on
Zimbabwe, Herbst 1990.

93 SEG XLIII 381 (esp. Side A lines 13–16); I.Iasos 23. 94 I.Iasos 23 lines 15–17.
95 For these standards, see Fröhlich 2004a.
96 On “Mischfinanzierung” and disorder (“Unregelmässigkeit”), see Schuler 2004a, 179, 185.

Similarly, Moretti 1982, 56: “Ma in età ellenistica il carattere aleatorio, eventuale, del contributo
pubblico impone il ricorso ad alter forme di finanziamento.” Finally, Delorme 1960, 456: “les
fonds proviennent constamment de ressources occasionnelles.”
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public subscription, and perhaps also the appeal to Ptolemy, failed. Indeed,
royal benefactors were not entirely reliable, as Priene learned when several
second-century monarchs reneged on their promises.97 Yet the problem
was not confined to large projects – to “people getting in over their heads.”
The month-to-month and year-to-year operation of the gymnasium was a
relentless challenge. We can see the ensuing financial bind in the
Thessalian city of Pherai, in its early second-century list of gymnasiarchs
“since the time of Alexander the Great.”98 In several years, the list reads,
μετέλιπε; the strange form is a hapax, but one easy to interpret: in those
years, there was no gymnasiarch, perhaps no activity at all.99 In effect, the
city did not merely countenance a closure of the gymnasium; it preserved
the memory. Another year, the list reads, ἁ πόλις. In this year, the city was
prepared to play an unusually large role as the sole funder of the
gymnasium.100

As Olivier Curty’s study of the office demonstrates, it was only the most
generous of gymnasiarchs, men such as Adaios of Amphipolis, who
assumed the cost of a regular and continuous supply of oil from the
beginning until the end of a term.101 Accordingly, when faced with the
inevitable shortfall, members of the gymnasium had several options. They
could appeal to the city for help, which was the solution in Pherai, but also
in Beroia and Iasos.102 Or they could turn to “crowd sourcing,” with
participants paying more or even all of the costs.103 Or, finally, they could
turn to benefactors, either local or royal, who tended to set up foundations.
If managed well, these foundations ensured smooth functioning. Yet, as
Schuler points out, benefactors with broader horizons might have their
own ideas about the management of the money.104 He cites the micro-
managed case of Pharsalos, where Leonidas of Halikarnassos, a man with
mercantile connections, insisted that city magistrates called tagoi and

97 Bringmann et al. 1995, no. 270 [E].
98 Habicht 1976. On the text, see A. Chankowski 2010, 38 n. 85.
99 Habicht (1976, 191) conjectures that the funding gap came in some phase of the First

Macedonian War, in other words, the late third century.
100 Column B line 7. See further the case of Priene in the early first century BCE. The benefactor

Zosimos reinstituted the association of the neoi after a hiatus (I.Priene 114 lines 17–19).
101 Curty 2015, 278. Adaios of Amphipolis: SEG XLIII 371.
102 See Schuler 2004a, 187 n. 147. It was often the case that the gymnasium received an annual

subvention from the polis, which normally made up only part of an operating budget, while the
gymnasiarch added a personal contribution.

103 Generally considered a late Hellenistic phenomenon, but see Schuler 2004a, 183, for earlier
cases of the “Spartan reality” behind the luxury of the honorific decrees.

104 Schuler 2004a, 185–86.
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tamiai (treasurers), not the gymnasium crowd, manage his foundation.105

In this way, the gymnasium could lean on the fiscal structures and compe-
tence of the city to solve its problems. We should not underestimate,
however, the advantages accruing to the gymnasium from its incorporation
into a system of royal finance. In fact, royal benefaction could qualitatively
change the institution, rather than simply grow it. Once integrated into the
Attalid fiscal system, some of the typical precariousness of bookkeeping
disappeared. This is one lesson that can be drawn from the earmarking
episode of Eumenes II in Toriaion (D8). When the king takes charge of
organizing an oil fund, he has at his disposal not just resources, the revenue
of the agoranomia or various tracts of chora basilikê, but the financial
know-how of his officials (the hemiolios), and a flexibility that no city or
individual could ever match.106

The creation of royal as much as civic bonds of dependence marked a
departure from what seems to have been a merely notional state of autarky.
If the patrimony of the mid-Hellenistic gymnasium consisted of a mixed
bag of foundations and subsidies from various quarters, the money that the
city might provide, termed gymnasiarchikon, vel sim., was always supple-
mented from elsewhere.107 In other words, the city’s contribution was not
expected to cover the entire budget of the gymnasium. Kings, local bene-
factors, or the membership itself invariably picked up different costs. By the
same token, the monarch’s gifts alone were not sufficient. For example,
Ptolemaic soldiers of the local garrison tacked on an impressive 4,656
drachmas to a foundation of Ptolemy VI for the gymnasium of Thera.108

In another case, a sensational lease document from Attalid Teos, excavated
in 2016, shows a valuable piece of real estate in the gymnasium’s property
portfolio. The neoi and other gymnasium members (metechontes tou
gymnasiou) were mandated to offer the land with its built structures for
at least 150 drachmas of annual rent, but raised 450 drachmas at auc-
tion.109 Yet gauging financial independence is difficult since we lack even a
single complete inventory of a given gymnasium’s resources. Instead, it is
more fruitful to investigate the issue of control or ownership of this
complex patrimony. To do so, we must consider the case of Beroia in the

105 For the family of merchants to which Leonidas belonged, see Miller 1974.
106 For the hemiolios, see Müller 2005.
107 For the gymnasiarchikon, see Migeotte 2000, 153, noting its obscurity; we hear of it only when

gymnasiarchs substituted their own money in its place and were duly honored.
108 IG XII 3 327. For discussion, see Migeotte 2013, 117–18. 109 Adak and Stauner 2018, 5–7.
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decades before 168/7.110 The Macedonian city has produced the very
richest documentation, showing that the gymnasium’s members – rather
than the polis or the Antigonid king in Pella – controlled and effectively
owned this wealth.

The basic purpose of the famous law of Beroia was to transform the
gymnasiarch into a civic magistrate and thereby subject him to civic
controls on the administration of patrimony. Of the old regime, we are
not informed, but one assumes that the gymnasiarch’s election had taken
place in the cadre of the gymnasium.111 The first words of the law (nomos)
proper change all that: Ἡ ̣ πόλις αἱρείσθω γυμνασίαρχον (“The polis shall
select the gymnasiarch”) (Side A lines 22–23). From now on, the gymna-
siarch will submit accounts three times per year to a board of city auditors
(exetastai) (Side B lines 91–97).112 In the event that he must pay a fine for
maladministration, a city official, the politikos praktôr, will exact it (Side
B lines 96–103). Yet these measures seem to be the extent of the city’s new
involvement. One of the law’s stated aims is to prevent wasteful use of the
“revenues (prosodoi) of the neoi” (Side A lines 13–14). Some of the means
of regulating these prosodoi may now be civic, but the patrimony itself is
never conceptualized as such. It remains, throughout the text, the posses-
sion of the neoi (Side A lines 13–14, 30–31; Side B lines 60, 86–97).113

The key passage is Side B lines 86–97, which sets out guidelines for the
administration of the prosodoi of the neoi. It begins, Κυριευ|έτω δὲ ὁ

γυμνασίαρχος τῶν προσόδων ὑπαρχουσῶν τοῖς νέοις καὶ ̣ ἀπὸ τούτων|
ἀναλισκέτω (“for the duration of his term, the gymnasiarch shall be kyrios
[owner/executor] of the revenues, and he shall spend from them”). What
money is left at the end of the year is combined with fines, and the next
gymnasiarch becomes kyrios of the total (plêthos).114 In other words, the
money never passes through city coffers. Control of the patrimony of the
gymnasium passes directly from one gymnasiarch to the next, even under
the newly centralized regime. Moreover, if the gymnasiarch himself pays a
fine, he pays it to the neoi (ἀποτινέτω τοῖς νέοις [Side B line 95]).115

110 Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993 = SEG XLIII 381. For a date pre-168/7, see Hatzopoulos 1996,
vol. 1, 137–38.

111 Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993, 51.
112 For extestai as civic magistrates, see Fröhlich 2004a, 117–68.
113 This is demonstrated grammatically either by use of a genitive of possession or by a participle

of the verb ὑπάρχειν with a dative of possession.
114 For kyrieia as possession, see Chaniotis 2004, 186.
115 Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993, 127–28: “En ce sens, ‘les neoi,’ groupe par définition mouvant

et hétérogene (citoyens et étrangers), continuent à former, après l’adoption de la loi, une entité,
que tout à la fois reconnaît et contrôle.”
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The law presents an ironclad distinction between the “revenues of the
neoi” and the “revenues of the city.”116 Gauthier goes so far as to argue that
the burden of financial surveillance remains with les habitués du gymnase.
He draws attention to three men who are elected in an assembly in the
gymnasium (ekklêsia en tôi gymnasiôi) and who, presumably, take their
oaths of office before that same body. These men are charged with the
stringently quotidian tasks of helping the gymnasiarch keep watch over the
neoi and over their finances (Side A lines 35–62). Yet unlike the gymna-
siarch, they are not civic magistrates.117 Furthermore, neoi or affiliated
alumni would seem to play an important role in the auditing process, since
the law permits “whoever wishes to do so to inspect the accounts of the
gymnasiarch along with the exetastai (the city’s auditors) (ἐάν τινες

βούλωνται, μετὰ τού|των συνεγλογίζεσθαι αὐτόν)” (Side B lines 92–93).
The record of the final rendering of accounts is displayed on a notice board
(sanis) in the gymnasium. Over the course of the next 24 months, anyone
may contest in court (euthunein) the accuracy of these accounts (Side
B lines 107–9). Consequently, whoever brings such a claim will have spent
time in the gymnasium, if only to inspect the public record. Finally, Gauthier
ascribes to the ὁ βουλόμενος (“he who so desires”) in Side B line 92 sole
responsibility for reporting to the civic praktôr malfeasance discovered
during the quadrimestral audits.118 This has the effect of greatly limiting
the role of the civic exetastai, which is why Pierre Fröhlich believes that the
responsibility of these officials is simply implied.119 Clearly, the very law that
transformed the gymnasiarch into a civic magistrate, ultimately, preserved
and enshrined many self-regulating aspects of the institution.

Despite the fact that the case of Beroia is unique in terms of these rich
details, it still allows us to generalize. In fact, the law’s motivation clause is
explicit on this point: ἐν αἷς πόλεσιν γυμνάσιά|ἐστιν καὶ ἄ̣λειμμα συνέστηκεν

οἱ γυμνασιαρχι v|κοὶ ν̣όμοι κεῖνται ἐν τοῖς δημοσίοις, καλῶς ἔχει καὶ π̣α|ρ᾽ ἡμῖν

τὸ αὐτὸ συντελεσθῆναι “(Since) . . . in those cities in which there are
gymnasia and an oil fund established, there are gymnasiarchal laws in the
public archives, so it is fitting that for us too it should be accomplished”
(Side A lines 6–9). The stated goal of the law was to bring the institutions of
Beroia into alignment with those of other poleis. Moreover, we have no

116 Moretti (1982, 56–57) underlines that the expression koinai prosodoi elsewhere refers to
gymnasiaum patrimony; Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993, 124–28, 140 (insisting on the point);
Fröhlich 2004a, 380.

117 Similarly, the aphêgoumenos of Side B lines 2–5 is an appointee of the gymnasiarch, a kind of
hypogymnasiarchos and not a civic magistrate. See Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993, 65.

118 Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993, 140. 119 Fröhlich 2004a, 266.
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reason to believe that these other cities were exclusively Macedonian or
Antigonid. On the contrary, because its teachers were itinerant and its
benefactors elite and therefore cosmopolitan, the gymnasium developed in
a very broad context.120 It is true that Philip V (and Perseus?) took an
unusually heavy-handed approach to the gymnasium, laboring to stand-
ardize certain aspects of ephebic and gymnasium life in Antigonid cities.121

For this reason, Andrzej Chankowski argues that models elaborated on the
basis of the Beroia law have limited applicability.122 Yet the law itself
(notoriously) never mentions the king. And while we should not rule out
royal support for the Beroia gymnasium, the text is silent on this score. It
depicts a city in the process of assuming a certain measure of control over a
gymnasium in its midst. The law is both witness to the strength of polis
identity under monarchic rule and to the jealousy with which the gymna-
sium guarded its financial independence.123

Adorning the Gymnasium

When the gymnasiarch on Attalid Andros received his honors, it was, as is
so often the case, because he had performed exceptionally. He had
exceeded his duties. As the decree describes his accomplishment, in the
shorthand of insiders, he had “embellished the gymnasium (τὸ γυμνάσιον

κεκόσμηκεν)” (D9 line 6). He had added to it. In this instance, this meant
building an entryway (pylôn) and dedicating an exedra and a statue of the
king in a luminous variety of marble.124 The language of kosmêsis, of

120 On the cosmopolitanism and broad horizons of the gymnasium crowd, see Schuler 2004a, 186.
Consider also the shared iconography, the “international” or stock themes of statuary in the
mid-Hellenistic gymnasium, for which see Hoff 2004, 391–93.

121 For the “règlementation minutieuse” of Philip V, see Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993, 145–46.
The crucial text for Philip’s program of standardization is his partially published letter to
Amphipolis (Hatzopoulos 1996, no. 16), on which see SEG XLIII 369; XLVI 717. Further on
the Antigonid reform of ephebic life, see Intzesiloglou 2006.

122 A. Chankowski 2009; cf. Prag 2007, 99. Despite the efforts of activist kings, the gymnasia of
Antigonid Macedonia were perhaps less standardized than one has supposed. In both Beroia
and Amphipolis, royal law was adapted and harmonized with civic (Rousset 2017, 63–69).

123 The lack of any mention of the king led early commentators (SEG XXVII 261) to date the law
after the fall of the dynasty. See now Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993, 125–26. Dreyer (2004,
234) adduces it as an example of a city asserting control over a gymnasium by one of several
means at its disposal; also, Moretti 1982, 59.

124 For the meaning of pylôn, see Delorme 1960, 358; entryways more generally, Hoff 2009, 254.
For the luminous royal portrait statue, see Robert 1960, 117–18; for the ancient meaning of
exedra, as opposed to what epigraphers typically mean by it, see Hellmann 1992, 126–30. The
exedra is a full room or hall, at times with a porch attached, in other words, a much more
substantial gift than a semi-circular statue base at the edge of the palaistra; cf. the exedra of SEG
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adornment and elaboration, is familiar to the epigraphy of the gymnasium,
where one, it seems, can always add something.125 The material basis of its
life was of course oil; without oil, the gymnasium, in fact, ceased to exist.126

Therefore, a great variety of arrangements grew up to ensure a consistent
supply of quality oil, many of them involving kings.127 It has even become a
matter of dispute whether one can assume that any other royal gift to a
gymnasium was, by default, supplementary to an earlier gift of oil. For
example, the honorific decree of Colophon for Menippos mentions “royal
banquets (basilika deipna)” in the gymnasium, evidence of a late Attalid
endowment.128 While Bringmann et al. see a gift of oil accompanying the
banquet endowment, Filippo Canali de Rossi has criticized their interpret-
ation.129 Regardless, a king who had already seen to the provision of oil –
or found a gymnasium well stocked – could choose another form of
embellishment. That he had so many options at his disposal speaks to
the distinctiveness of the gymnasium as an institution.

Scholarship on the Hellenistic gymnasium has accounted for the many
costs associated with the gymnasium: those which were fixed, such as oil,
wood for heating baths, and water, and those that were a boon, such as
renovations, distributions of food and drink, and so on.130 However, we
have perhaps not yet appreciated the sheer size of the institution’s appetite
for benefaction, at least from the second century on. We know, for
example, that the gymnasium could scarcely function without pay for
teachers. So, cities very often took charge of this aspect of gymnasium
finance.131 In Delphi, the foundation of Attalos II provided wages for

XXVI 139 line 45, which Ma 2008a places in a shrine of the Nymphs, not in an Athenian
gymnasium as previously conjectured.

125 For kosmêsis, see first Robert 1937, 349 n. 1. However, that note belongs to the publication of an
honorific decree for a gymnasiarch of Sebastopolis in Caria, from the second century CE. Only a
portion of Robert’s parallels are to do with the gymnasium, and many of them are from Roman
times. Yet these later benefactors have clearly inherited a Hellenistic model, one which may have
been forged in the context of the gymnasium. See, for example, the decree of 196 BCE of the
Xanthian neoi for Lyson, SEG XLVI 1721 lines 15–16: καὶ πολλὰ τῶν ἰδίων εἰς ανηλώσας ἐκόσμη|
σεν (“and he decorated by spending much of his own money”); further, e.g., see the honors for
Diodoros Pasparos from the gymnasium of Pergamon, MDAI(A) 32 (1907) 257,8.

126 Curty 2015, 278. 127 Fröhlich 2009. 128 Bringmann et al. 1995, no. 262a [E] line 47.
129 Bringmann et al. 1995, 304; ISE 149. On a related problem, note Bringmann et al. 1995, no. 215

[L], the gift of 75 talents for oil that Hieron II gave Rhodes. To many, this has seemed like too
much money for oil alone. In fact, as a result, the text of Polyb. 5.88.5–8 has been amended
with Diod. Sic. 26.8.1.

130 Gauthier 1995, 5; Dreyer 2004, 227.
131 For the public appointment of specialist instructors as a defining feature of the Hellenistic

gymnasium, see Kah 2004, 63, with sources collected in Roesch 1982, 307–54. Aybek and
Dreyer (2011, 212–13) suspect an Attalid ballistics trainer for ephebes at Metropolis.
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teachers (Syll.3 233). But one could always hire more specialized teachers,
from farther afield, who commanded higher salaries. The Boeotian Koinon
even mandated, it seems, that its member cities do so, which implies that
local, cheaper teachers sufficed in the absence of outside intervention.132 As
a rule, what was necessary could always stand for improvement. The
provision of water is another case in point. Specific body care practices
necessitated a secure supply of water.133 So it is no surprise that royal
benefactors took pains to keep the water flowing, as Philip III seems to have
done in Mylasa. In a land grant of 318/17, the king stipulated that the
grant-holder provide water from a fountain on his land to a gymnasium
and palaistra down the line.134 Yet where the prestige of the dynasty was at
stake, as in the city of Pergamon, or on the incredible ship of Hieron II, the
Syrakousia, with its floating gymnasium, a king could always add more
lavish means of water conveyance.135 Proximity to water had always
affected topography, but the second century witnessed a major uptick in
the construction of bathing facilities set within gymnasium complexes.136

Effectively, one could fill up the ritual calendar of the gymnasium. Various
kings, Attalids among them, seem to have succeeded in doing just that on
Kos.137 Space, by contrast, was more readily available, especially if one built
vertically on the dramatic, terraced slopes of the Hellenistic gymnasium.
Perhaps, the peristyle around a palaistra could accommodate only so many
exedrae. But one could always build new rooms, rooms with specific
functions and higher prestige, such as a library, an ephêbikê exedra
(instruction room), or the akroaterion (audience room) that the Attalids
are believed to have financed at Aigai.138 Or instead of rooms, the

132 SEG XXXII 496 (from Thespiai).
133 Delorme 1960, 304: “Point n’est besoin de montrer la nécessité de l’eau dans les gymnases.”

The siting of gymnasia on hillsides also facilitated water conveyance (Hoff 2009, 252–53). On
cold and hot baths (so-called Hellenistic Schwitzbaden) in this context, see Trümper 2014,
211–12.

134 Bringmann et al. 1995, no. 298 [E]. However, an alternative interpretation exists: the
benefactor might be one of the descendants of the original grant-holder, not Philip III. See
Bringmann et al. 1995, 371–72.

135 Pergamon: Radt 1999, 121; Hieron II: Ath. 5.207d.
136 Hoff 2009, 255. See also Delorme 1960, 446–47, on water needs as a determinative factor for

the topography of the early gymnasium.
137 Bringmann et al. 1995, nos. 225–29 [E]; see also Savalli-Lestrade 2010, esp. 83. In her model,

Hellenistic royalty came to monopolize the festival or sacred time of the cities. I am reluctant to
go so far, but the royal dominance of the civic festival calendar certainly came at the expense of
local observance. Moreover, as she demonstrates, once on the sacred books, it was actually very
difficult to remove rites associated with even defunct dynasties.

138 Bringmann et al. 1995, no. *357 [E]. On these rooms and the increase in their functional
differentiation over the course of the Hellenistic period, see Hoff 2009, 256–59; Trümper (2015,
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benefactor could provide entire buildings: a gymnasium for the presbyteroi
to match that for the neoi; or a paidikê palaistra where one was lacking, as
in Attalid Colophon, where the Homereion had to suffice until Athenaios’
purpose-built structure was finished.139 The gymnasium offered seemingly
endless opportunities for kosmêsis, and so for the display of royal virtue.

Social Status and the Gymnasium

When the Attalid dynasty fell, the gymnasium of Pergamon became a
meeting place for self-styled aristoi andres (“best men”).140 Yet if the
membership had changed, it had in fact become more demotic with an
influx of new citizens.141 However, what remained the same was the
current of aristocratic agonism that had long animated the civic gymna-
sium.142 This was not so much the “citizen training system” as the nursery
of the self-styled “beautiful and noble aristocratic youth” (kalokagathikos
neos). From the mid-second century, it was a key context for the produc-
tion of a new hereditary aristocracy, which successfully distinguished itself
from an indistinct mass of citizens.143 For example, the biography of
Menippos of Colophon, who as a mere neos served on embassies to the
Attalid capital, narrativizes how a youth’s aristocratic virtue might redound
to his city’s credit.144 Nevertheless, if for lack of status or simply money, a
young citizen could not participate in its elitist culture, the gymnasium was
happy to leave him untrained. In Beroia, the gymnasium excluded broad
categories of people, some of whom must have included citizens:
the freedman, the freedman’s son, the physically unfit (apalaistros), the
drunkard, the madman, anyone who had prostituted themselves, and,
importantly, anyone who plied a manual or common trade (agoraia
technê).145 In other words, citizenship did not guarantee admission – not

169) sees such rooms as characteristic of late Hellenistic gymnasia. On libraries in gymnasia of
this period, see Adak and Stauner 2018, 12 n. 37; Prag 2007, 94.

139 Athenaios and Colophon: Gauthier 2006 = D10. 140 SEG L 1211 line 12.
141 See Wörrle 2007, 513. Indeed, Kennell (2015, 176) notes class tensions in the late second

century (post-Attalid) gymnasium of Pergamon.
142 Gehrke 2004, 414–15.
143 On the emergence of an aristocracy in the Hellenistic city from the mid-second century, see

Hamon 2007, 84.
144 SEG XXXIX 1244 = Claros I, 63–104 Column I lines 11–12.
145 Side B lines 27–29. Regarding apalaistroi, we find them making a dedication to a gymnasiarch

in Demetrias, along with paides and οἱ ἐκ τοῦ γυμνασίου: A. S. Arvanitopoulos, Polemon 1
(1929), 126–28. It seems that a group of physically unfit youths might be eligible for
distributions of oil that took place in the gymnasium, even if they found themselves excluded
from the palaistra itself. See Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993, 81–84.
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even de jure.146 The social stigma attached to banausic labor surely pre-
vented many from entrance, as perhaps so too did a property qualification
adumbrated in the Ephebic Law of Amphipolis.147 On the other hand, one
could grow up to be a citizen without passing through the gymnasium.
Mid-third-century Athens minted just two dozen ephebes per year.148

Surely, the body politic was replenished from elsewhere. Here, we can
indeed generalize about the Hellenistic polis. Passing through the gymna-
sium or ephebate did not constitute an obligatory step toward citizenship
or any other juridical status.149

Scholarship has underestimated the extent to which the elite of the
gymnasium disputed the egalitarian ethos of citizenship. One tends to
recognize aristocratic origins, or emphasize a late turn toward elitism and
exclusivity, while the sources themselves tell the story of an institution
dominated in most periods and places by the few. Lykourgan Athens in this
respect represents a notable exception. Consider that in Argos of the 420s,
a select group of youths (logades) trained at public expense launched an
oligarchic coup.150 The Argos incident highlights the ever-present potential
for conflict. These “disruptive neoi,” in Van Bremen’s apt formulation,
stood in a different relationship to power from the rest of their
community.151 They looked to their heroes, to aristocrats, princes, and
kings, for support, even when it discomfited or even enraged polis society.
They were at once a threat to social cohesion and a vital connection to
royal and later Roman authority. For the other citizens – including other
elites – the task was to constrain the would-be aristocrats of the gymna-
sium, while still profiting from their ties to imperial power.

146 Contra Gehrke (2007, 418), who contends that all citizens had a de jure right to participate. For
the ephebate, see full discussion of A. Chankowski 2010, 277–84. Note that the admission of
noncitizens to the ephebate was rare before the influx of Romano-Italians. By contrast,
Chankowski (p. 277) remarks on the regular participation of noncitizens in many other
activities of the gymnasium.

147 Hatzopoulos 1996, vol. 1, 209 n. 1; see now text of Lazaridou 2015, lines 14–19. However,
Hatzopoulos (2016, 155–56) suggests that fathers or tutors with property valued above
30 minas may have been required by royal writ to register their sons for the ephebate, making it
a matter of choice for the poor. Rousset (2017, 70–75) instead argues that lines 14–19 reflect
conditions in the Augustan age, when the ephebate was obligatory for all citizens
of Amphipolis.

148 Kennell 2006, x, citing Pélékidis 1962, 164–65.
149 Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993, 83: “Le passage par le gymnase ou par l’éphébie n’y constituait

pas ou n’y constituait plus, pour autant que nous le sachions, l’étape obligée vers la citoyenneté
ou vers quelque statut juridique privilégié.”

150 Thuc. 5.67.2; Diod. Sic. 12.75.7; Plut. Alc. 15.3. 151 Bremen 2013, 36–44.
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Ionian Metropolis, for example, honored Apollonios for his successful
negotiation of fiscal and territorial disputes, but also for securing an oil
fund from Attalos II “through his own persistence (διὰ τὴν ἰδίαν ἐκτένειαν)”
(D5 Side B line 24).152 The effort is private, but the good, we are assured, is
public. In the civic discourse of the decree, Apollonios wins high repute in
other cities and obviously the affection of Attalos, but never presses his own
advantage at the expense of Metropolis and “the common good of the city”
(τὰ κοινὰ τῆς πόλεως πράγματα) (Side B lines 16–17). Each of his actions
manifests civic virtue, none more so than his death, which a second decree
relates came leading the neaniskoi (armed youth of the gymnasium) against
the rebel Aristonikos, “for the sake of his own virtue (arête) and that of his
fatherland (patris)” (Side A line 37). This is the official image of Apollonios
that the people of Metropolis have left us: a man of the court and of the
gymnasium, firmly embedded in civic society. It is an image, however, that
we cannot take at face value.153 The city granted the sons of Apollonios the
right to build a hero shrine (hêrôon) for his bones “before the city gate on
their own property (πρὸ τῆς πύλης ἐν τοῖς ἰδίοις)” (Side A line 42). Jones
sees Apollonios “as receiving true heroic honors from his city, even if the
tomb is on private property.”154 That the tomb is on private property does
not make the honors any less heroic, only less civic. The tomb is outside the
city’s enceinte. The city’s grant of approval is one last attempt to fix a
larger-than-life benefactor in civic discourse.155 Jones has also pointed out
that Apollonios evinces a convergence of the public heroization of the
Classical and Hellenistic periods with the private heroization of the period
of the Roman Empire.156 In death as in life, the Attalids’ friends in the city
gymnasia walked a very thin line.

If we accept the rhetoric of these cities wholesale, the disjuncture
between the elites of the gymnasium and civic society at large disappears.
Yet that rift is the background to Attalid patronage of the gymnasium. In the
case of Eirenias and Miletus, it deserves more attention. Eirenias, as we recall,
was one of the ambassadors of the Ionian Koinon to Eumenes II in 167/6.

152 Translation here and below of Side A line 42 from Jones 2004.
153 Contra Rowe 2002, 127–30. 154 Jones 2004, 483.
155 The rhetoric of the Metropolis decrees is in some ways rather banal. Formally, the Hellenistic

honorific decree tends to reduce each individual biography to what Ma (2007, 218) calls a
“cipher of civic virtue.”Ma’s essay, which characterizes the honorific decree as social constraint
rather than sycophancy, has shaped my analysis here and in the following treatment of Eirenias
of Miletus. The distinctiveness of the Metropolis case consists of repeated assimilation of the
private (to idion) to the public (to koinon), particularly with regard to heroic cult.

156 Jones 2010, 35.
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They met on Delos, and Eumenes followed up with a letter to the Ionians
the same year (RC 52). Sometime later, but before 164, Miletus honored its
citizen Eirenias with a gilded statue on a very large, round base, which
bears a decree (SEG XXXVI 1046).157 The honorific decree for Eirenias
informs us of the massive foundation of Eumenes II for the construction of
a gymnasium: 160,000 medimnoi of wheat for sale, the proceeds of which
were lent out at interest, and also sufficient wood for building. That wood
was much needed. While Miletus had possessed at least two gymnasia since
206/5, it now began construction of a much larger complex with the new
revenue and material. To give a sense of the scale, the palaistra of Eumenes’
gymnasium is estimated at ca. 7,000 m2, embarrassingly larger than the
so-called Hellenistic Gymnasium endowed by Miletus’ own citizen
Eudemos (1,600 m2).158 Consensus places the so-called gymnasium of
Eumenes II under a Roman bath in the city’s “Westmarkt Areal.” The
unexcavated building relates to a slate of other structures that form a self-
contained neighborhood. The gymnasium’s propylon aligns directly with
the stadium to its east in an unusually axial orientation, implying an
integrated plan.159 A Milesian decree for Eumenes II was inscribed on
one of the antae of the propylon (I.Milet 307), though whether the entire
complex was completed in the king’s lifetime can be doubted.160 In add-
ition, the aligned, so-called Westmarkt is now seen to have consisted of
running tracks, including a xystos. Finally, adjoining the running tracks is a
peristyle known as the “Hofhaus am Athena-Tempel,” which is now
interpreted as the possible temenos for the ruler cult of Eumenes II.

The decade-long involvement of Eirenias in the execution of such a
monumental undertaking, which left its mark on an entire sector of the city
of Miletus, produced a dossier of inscriptions. These have been ordered in
relative sequence around fixed points like the letter of Eumenes II to the
Ionians. Most of the documents illuminate the afterlife of the royal gift: the
exceptional, full-blown ruler cult for a living Attalid that seems to have

157 See also editions of Bringmann et al. 1995, no. 283 [E 1]; I.Milet 1039.
158 The foundation of Eudemos provides the terminus ante quem for the other gymnasia (Milet

I 3 145).
159 Hoff 2009, 254: the Eumenes-Gymnasion in Miletus and the gymnasium of Messene are

exceptions to the rule that Hellenistic gymnasia do not share axial alignment with other major
monuments and urban plans.

160 Bringmann et al. 1995, no. 284 [E 2]. Schaaf (1992, 62) concludes that the propylon
undoubtedly belongs to the gymnasium complex. See also Kleine 1986 and esp. Emme 2013,
269, 347–48, with Taf. 76, p. 464. Emme suggests that the “Westmarkt”/xystos could also be a
second-century monument. See further Trümper 2015, 196 n. 92.
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sprung up in response, then promises of further benefactions, then further
embassies of Eirenias as representative of the Milesians. However, what
interests us most here is the prehistory of the gymnasium’s foundation.
While the honorific decree of the Milesians for Eirenias postdates the letter
of Eumenes to the Ionians, the foundation mentioned in the decree for
Eirenias predates the audience on Delos.161 In other words, before he met
Eumenes as an ambassador of the Ionians to deliver a koinon decree, or as
a representative of Miletus bearing a civic decree, Eirenias approached the
king in a private capacity, as an advocate of the gymnasium. According to
Herrmann, this would represent the beginning of warm relations between
Miletus and Pergamon.162 The text reads: ἐντυχὼν δὲ καὶ βασιλεῖ Εὐμένει

κατὰ τὴν δο|θεῖσαν ὑπὸ τοῦ πλήθους αὐτῶι συνχώρησιν καὶ διὰ τῆς ἰδίας

συστάσεως|προτρεψάμενος αὐτὸν δοῦναι τῆι πόλει δωρεὰν (“He met with
King Eumenes, according to the permission granted to him by the people,
and, by means of his own good relations with the king, prevailed upon him
to give the city the gift”) (SEG XXXVI 1046 Block I lines 4–6).

The point to stress is that the gift of the gymnasium of Eumenes II to
Miletus came about through the initiative of one man, acting alone, but
with the crucial permission of the Milesian assembly (plêthos).163 In what
sense did Eirenias need “permission”? For Herrmann, Eirenias sought a
safeguard from the city.164 To switch perspectives, might the city of Miletus
not have wanted protection from Eirenias? The city, after all, later
enshrined that detail of procedure in the decree, defining the gift in no
uncertain terms as its own (dôrea têi polei). This is in contrast to a common
formulation by which the recipient of royal patronage of the gymnasium is

161 The Milesians voted cultic honors for Eumenes in recompense for the foundation. On this
exceptional lifetime deification, see further Allen 1983, 114–19. These were announced to the
king in a decree that Eirenias delivered. It is very likely that one of these honors was a temenos,
the very precinct mentioned in RC 52 (line 60 of Welles’ text) and possibly the peristyle
“Hofhaus am Athena-Tempel.” For the chronology, see the useful table of Herrmann 1965,
113–14.

162 Herrmann 1965, 111.
163 This is the unambiguous interpretation of Herrmann (1965, 78, 111), who translates

synchôrêsis as “Erlaubnis” and “Zustimmung”; cf. I.Milet 1040: “Einverständnis,” pace Kleine
1986, 131. For synchôrêsis, granted by the city to the gymnasium, cf. I.Pergamon 252 lines
39–40. For further evidence of the informal character of the first meeting of Eirenias and
Eumenes, see the Milesian decree for Eumenes from the propylon of the gymnasium (I.Milet
307 lines 17–18). There, Eirenias’ presentation to the king regarding the gymnasium is
described as τὰ τε ὑπὸ Εἰρ[η]|νίου ἐμφανισθέντα αὐτῶι (“the things explained to Eumenes by
Eirenias”) – not as a decree of the Milesians.

164 Herrmann 1965, 111: “sich sichern.”
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expressed as the members in the dative plural.165 A great deal of money was
at stake, and Eirenias would prove to have a hand in its administration
until the end.166 As we witnessed earlier, in the case of one King Ptolemy
and the gymnasium of Halikarnassos, asking permission (synchôrêsis) was
no pleasantry; it was a way of aligning interests. Yet one has typically seen
the interests of Miletus and Eirenias aligned from the very beginning,
the initial approach, and, therefore, explained the episode as simply the
intervention of a leading citizen on behalf of his city.167 There is no textual
support for that reconstruction, only the familiar, banal, and suspicious
statement that Eirenias always acted to the advantage of his polis and for
the fame of his fatherland (Block I lines 2–4).

By the same token, one has wavered over the nature of another mission
reported in the decree, which Eirenias made to the court of the Seleukid
king Antiochos IV. Again, Eirenias traded on his rapport with a royal
interlocutor, in this instance, the king’s sister-wife Laodike IV. The result
was a grant of tax immunity to the People (demos) for certain goods
(genêmata) exported from the region of the Milesia into the Seleukid
kingdom. In the view of H. W. Pleket, Eirenias acted on behalf of
Miletus, “or at least not without its consent,” though we are in fact given
no indication either way.168 Herrmann writes of diplomacy at Antioch,
though Eirenias is not designated as presbeutês (ambassador), as he is
elsewhere in the decree.169 All we really know is that in retrospect, the city
claimed the gift – for each and every citizen: πρὸς ἐπαύξησιν δὲ ἀνήκουσαν

τῶν τε τῆς πόλεως καὶ τῶν ἑκάστου τῶν|ἰδιωτῶν προσόδων (“for the
increase of the respective incomes of the city and of each individual”)

165 An interesting case is that of Rhodes, Hieron II, and Gelon II after the earthquake of 227/6
(Bringmann et al. 1995, no. 215 [L] = Polyb. 5.88.5–8; Diod. Sic. 26.8.1). Polybius records
among other gifts, 10 talents πρὸς . . . τὴν ἐπαύξησιν τῶν πολιτῶν, a phrase commonly
rendered simply as, “for the welfare of the citizenry,” whereas the oil is provided τοῖς ἐν τῷ

γυμνασίῳ, “for those in the gymnasium.”
166 See Bringmann et al. 1995, no. 286 [E]. After the death of Eumenes II, the Milesians transferred

some of the revenues of the gymnasium foundation to a different (new?) foundation for a ruler
cult, which included a grain distribution to Milesian citizens. In his capacity as supervisor of
the building of the gymnasium, curiously, Eirenias was responsible for the transfer of the
money at the public bank.

167 E.g., Dreyer 2004, 234; Gauthier 1985, 67 n. 220; Hamon 2009, 356–57.
168 Pleket 1973, 256.
169 Herrmann 1987, 175; I.Milet III, p. 23: “ein weiteres Mal in diplomatischer Mission am

pergamenischen Hof”; Eirenias is designated as presbeutês in SEG XXXVI 1046 Block I line 9.
The embassy in question delivered an honorific decree to Eumenes II voted in response to the
gift of the gymnasium.
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(Block II lines 5–6).170 It was just one more demonstration that Eirenias
was a virtuous, model citizen (agathos politês) (Block II line 7).171

In reality, Eirenias was not the model citizen. He was an extraordinary
citizen and, therefore, worthy of extraordinary honors. Note that the round
monument on which his decree was inscribed is suspiciously similar in
form to the Ionian monument for Eumenes II – only bigger.172 Yet the
city’s treatment of Eirenias was not quite royal. Eumenes had been able to
choose the site of his extraordinary monument: the temenos that Miletus
had voted in his honor (RC 52 line 60).173 By contrast, the siting of the
monument for Eirenias was subject to a further decision (or vote?) of the
demos, not left up to a board of magistrates or simply, as so often,
designated loosely in the decree as “the most conspicuous spot” in the
agora or gymnasium (SEG XXXVI 1046 Block II line 13). Unfortunately,
we do not know where the monument stood, as its fragments were not
found in situ.174 But it is worth noticing that there was no role for the
gymnasium crowd in the siting of the monument, while there had been one
in the earlier case of Eudemos.175 The demos had taken the decision out of
their hands.

Again, for Miletus, Eirenias was a different kind of benefactor, which
meant that he received unusual honors, but also unusual scrutiny. This is
how we should understand the phrase “provided that the honor is con-
firmed in court (τῆς δὲ τιμῆς ἐπικυρωθείσης ἐν τῷ δικαστηρίῳ)” (Block II

170 For this interpretation, see Bresson 2000, 131–49; cf. Hamon (2007, 357 n. 22), who sees tax
immunity for goods exported from the city, not by the citizens.

171 Marcellesi (2004, 181 n. 93) best captures the subtlety of the situation beneath the rhetoric of
the decree. Discarding an old idea about a thaw in Seleukid-Attalid relations, she envisions a
skillful courtier playing the two dynasties against each other.

172 Compare the lengths of the bases: 2.65 m (Eirenias) and 1.64 m (Eumenes II). I.Milet III, p. 22:
“ein wahrhaft ‘königliches’ Denkmal”; larger than the monument of Eumenes II: Kleine 1986,
130. Note also that both Eirenias and Eumenes received gilded statues, as an honor that may
have once been reserved for royals is transferred to the domain of civic benefactors. See
Gauthier 1985, 46 n. 116. At Miletus, no one else seems to have received such a statue until
early Imperial times. See Herrmann 1965, 87 n. 49. On the technique and proliferation of
Hellenistic gilding, cf. Ma 2013b, 253–54. Ma attributes the late Hellenistic increase in gilded
statues to the introduction of gold leaf.

173 The location of the temenos is controversial. One has suspected that it was near the future site
of the gymnasium of Eumenes II, but the findspot of the remains of the king’s round
monument was the so-called Hofhaus am Athena-tempel. See Kleine 1986, 139.

174 For the findspot, see Kleine 1986, 130. The blocks were discovered in a fountain house in a
village southeast of the site.

175 Milet I 3 145 = Syll.3 577. The decision of the city is contained therein: to erect two stelai, one in
the Delphinion, in an exedra dedicated by Eudemos himself, the other in the paidikê palaistra,
in “which place seems appropriate (epitêdeion)” (lines 84–87).
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line 14). While Herrmann points out that such provisory ratification
clauses, usually in a genitive absolute, are a common feature of Greek
decrees, those that refer specifically to the confirmation of honors by a
process of judicial review are much fewer in number.176 We hear nowhere
else of this Milesian dikastêrion, but parallels illuminate the spirit of the
institutional arrangement. If assemblies tended to vote up or down on
honorific decrees, the precise nature or size of the honor (timê) or
“gift (dôrea)” of recompense might fall to others to decide.177 This was a
means of checking corruption, of legitimating each honor individually. As
third-century Achaian Dyme insisted, the polis itself had judged each
metic singly before awarding citizenship (κρίνασα καθ΄ ἕνα ἕκαστον)
(Syll.3 529 lines 9–10). Herrmann also adduces as parallels grants of
naturalization, which, along with the honor of isoteleia (tax equality for
noncitizens), fourth-century Athens submitted to a process of review called
dokimasia.178 However, a more proximate phenomenon appears in Athens
of the third century, which Gauthier has termed “dokimasia of rewards.”179

Athens awarded outsized honors (megistai timai) to men who had played a
decisive role in the city’s affairs on an international stage. One such man
was the Athenian Phaidros of Sphettos, a major figure of influence in
Ptolemaic Alexandria, who received a portfolio of honors just before 250
(IG II2 682).180 A rider to the decree informs us that Phaidros had
proposed his own honors in decree form, but that the gift (dôrea) was
subject to the review (dokimasia) of a court (dikastêrion) (lines 92–101).
Eirenias too may have had his own ideas about which honors he merited,
but civic institutions existed to check him. This was the dynamic that
structured relations between the gymnasium elite, their cities, and their

176 Herrmann 1965, 88, where parallels are adduced.
177 Rhodes and Lewis 1997, 514–15, with Hellenistic parallels. On anxiety over the size and nature

of public rewards for public benefactions, which appears already in fourth-century Athens, see
Domingo Gygax 2016, 240–43.

178 Herrmann 1965, 88–89. Ma (2013b, 70–75) treats the mechanics and politics of the grants of
public space (topos) for honorific portrait statues. When a city’s own assembly voted to erect a
statue, the grant of a topos was a tautologous display of communal power. Normal practice was
to appoint a magistrate or board to carry out the work (e.g., the archê appointed in I.Oropos
294). Any further review of the honors in the form of dokimasia represents, then, an important
check on status-seekers. The Cyzikene priestess Kleidike is another one of the few on record
facing such scrutiny. However, an assembly (demos) ratified her honors rather than a special
court as in Eirenias’ Miletus (CIG 3657 = Michel, Recueil 537).

179 Gauthier 1985, 78: “dokimasia de la recompense.”
180 For the latest discussions of this inscription, see SEG LVI 193.
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Attalid patrons after 188. The gift itself was the end result of a negotiation
on two levels: the city came to terms with the king, but also with its leading
citizens.

The Gymnasium as an Association

Any insistence on friction and negotiation – on the gap or social distance
between the gymnasium regulars and the rest –may still seem strained. We
need to examine how the group organized and represented itself, how it
took action. This was a voluntary association that straddled the divide
between public and private. In fact, it was made up of several smaller
groups called paides, epheboi, neoi, presbyteroi, and even apalaistroi, each
with its own rules and habits.181 Each group also possessed its own sense of
corporate identity, but as institutions, their functions varied. In most cases,
they all acted together, either passing a decree or partaking of the perquis-
ites of belonging. Men and boys who frequented the gymnasium but did
not belong to a subgroup, some probably noncitizens, seem to have been
subsumed under the category of “those who belong to the gymnasium
(οἱ μετέχοντες τοῦ γυμνασίου)” or “those who have use of the oil
(οἱ ἀλειψαμένοι),” κτλ.182 Moderns have struggled to define the umbrella
grouping them all together.183 In particular, the German tradition in legal
history has taken up the problem, and German contains words like
Vereinswesen and Verein that lack precise linguistic and cultural equiva-
lents in the English language.184 Scholars have also doubted whether the
ancient names of the associations connoted juridical status.185 For our
purposes, it will suffice to think of the gymnasium as a kind of collective,
but not one loosely organized by “weak ties” alone.186 Members chose to
participate, rather than find themselves automatically enrolled as citizens of
a certain age class.187 In fact, it must have been the strength of this

181 paides: Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993, 65–69; epheboi: Chankowski 2010; neoi: Dreyer
2004 and Bremen 2013; presbyteroi: Fröhlich 2013; apalaistroi: see above n. 145.

182 Kennell 2006, s.v. gymnasiou; Gauthier 2006, 485 n. 5; Adak and Stauner 2018, 11–12.
183 Van Bremen (2013, 31–36) considers the definitional problem anew from the standpoint of the

neoi.
184 Ziebarth 1896; Poland 1909. See now also the regional corpora Kloppenborg and Ascough

2011; Kloppenborg et al. 2014, along with publications of the Copenhagen Associations
Project, such as Gabrielsen and Thomsen 2015.

185 Fröhlich 2013, 67.
186 Since Granovetter 1973, sociology has reconsidered the paradoxical strength of “weak ties” in

social networks.
187 Never an age class nor even the porte-parole for one: Fröhlich 2013, 79–81.
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collective as an institution that led many cities to impose a battery of
officials on gymnasia – the civic gymnasiarch, his assistant the paidonomos,
and the grammateus (secretary) – just when the power of the Attalids was
peaking in mid-second-century Pergamon.188 An institution this strong
was liable to run its own line out to royal power, which is what happened in
Termessos of 319, during the Wars of the Diadochoi, when the neoi picked
a different dynast from their older peers.189

The boldest and indeed most common expressions of the institutional
identity of the gymnasium are its decrees. There are scores of inscriptions
that emanate from a decision of the collective to honor its patron and
publicize the act. It is easy enough to characterize these as harmless
exercises in citizenship. What gives pause is the curious use of the proced-
ure of prographê, whereby a gymnasium decree became a draft that the
polis later decided to incorporate into a civic decree. We have reason to
believe that this was a contentious process and that intergenerational or
intra-elite conflict lurks behind our documents.190 A case in point is Attalid
Colophon. Prince Athenaios, the youngest son of Attalos I, seems to have
endowed that city with a youths’ palaistra, perhaps already in the 180s
when he was still a neos himself.191 An inscription records honors for
Athenaios (D10). The first editor of the text, Theodore Macridy, described
it as an honorary decree for Athenaios, but as Gauthier made clear, the
stone actually bears two decrees, the first providing for a statue of the
prince in the sanctuary of Claros, the second for public sacrifice and games
on his birthday.192 The motivation clause for the second decree indicates
that a certain collective of the gymnasium, perhaps “the regulars of the
place” (οἱ μετέχοντες τοῦ τόπου), had already passed its own decree, or
“pre-decree,” the aforementioned prographê. In it, the group honored
Prince Athenaios as a benefactor: ψήφισ|[μα προεγράψαντο περὶ τοῦ]
τιμῆσαι Ἀθήναιον ὄντα|[εὐεργέτην (lines 6–8). It is worth noting that the

188 From Attalid Teos, note also the oversight of the timouchoi, one of two leading boards of
magistrates, in the administration of the property of the neoi (Adak and Stauner 2018, 20).

189 Diod. Sic. 18.46–47; for Van Bremen (2013, 36–40), this episode is paradigmatic of her
“disruptive neoi.” See further on the episode, Köse 2017, 42–43.

190 For this genre of decrees, see Robert 1926, 507–9; Robert 1937, 149–52. According to Hamon
(2009, 360–62), the prographê of the Council (boulê) was a normative feature of probouleutic
deliberation in the Hellenistic polis. For neoi decrees as such, see Gauthier 1996, 1–34, esp.
9–11. An honorific decree from Roman Smyrna refers to a vote by three bodies: the gerousia,
the neoi of the Mimnermeion, and the synodos of the paideutai (I.Smyrna I 215).

191 Gauthier 2006, 488.
192 Macridy 1905, 161–63; Gauthier 2006, 465, where the honors of the second decree are also

qualified as “gymnasiaux.”
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honors ratified in the second decree, the athletic events, are distinctly
gymnasium-oriented, as is their administration, and even participation in
the feast to follow: the gymnasiarch distributes the leftover meat to hoi
aleipsamenoi (oil users), victors of past stephanephoric games, and various
archons (lines 21–26). We catch a glimpse of the confrontational manner
in which the neoi may have presented a gymnasium decree to the Council
in an earlier civic decree of Colophon, which depicts a full 153 of them
making one such submission.193 Van Bremen adduces alongside these texts
the vivid scene of the Pergamene neoi descending on the Council and
Assembly of the royal capital en masse (κατὰ πλῆθος) in order to demand
honors for the gymnasiarch Metrodoros (I.Pergamon 252 line 37).194 As
she points out, these are all cases of neoi, with all of youth’s potential for
disruption, demanding that honors performed in the context of the gym-
nasium be promoted to citywide acclamation. These young men were not
asking for permission to practice their citizenship in the simulation room
of the gymnasium.195

Intriguing evidence admits that the city did not dictate the circum-
stances under which the gymnasium passed its decrees, rendered its
accounts, or appointed its magistrates. For example, the surviving fragment
of the mid-second-century calendar of the gymnasium of Kos, attesting
Ptolemaic, Cappadocian, but especially Attalid benefactions, speaks of a
“council” (boulê), perhaps taking place in the sacred grove of Asklepios
known as the Kypariss(i)on (D11 line 22). Unfortunately, whatever quali-
fier preceded the word boulê is gone.196 Bringmann et al. hypothesize a
meeting of instructors (Konferenz der Lehrer).197 Edward Hicks had pro-
posed a regular meeting of the Council of the polis of Kos, which represen-
tatives of the gymnasium were required to attend.198 Yet much more likely
is an occasion akin to the annual conclave in the gymnasium, termed
synodos en tôi gymnasiôi, which the civic benefactor and Attalid courtier
Kephisodoros required of the ephebes and paides of Apameia (D6 lines
15–16). Civic calendars do not seem to have had any bearing on the dates

193 See the new edition of Gauthier 2005, 101–2. 194 Bremen 2013, 48.
195 See also the case of the neoi of Xanthos, SEG XLVI 1721, with text and analysis of Gauthier

1996. The neoi seek their city’s permission to have the gymnasiarch Lyson honored in the city’s
main sanctuary, the Letôon.

196 The term does not appear in the index of Kennell 2006. He indicates (personal comm.) that he
knows of no comparanda.

197 Bringmann et al. 1995, 252. However, contra, see IG XII 4 1 281: “concilium magistrorum.”
198 Paton and Hicks 1891, no. 43. Note also Maiuri 1925, no. 434, on the Attalid connection to a

shadowy politeuma on Kos. I am at a loss over this text. I cannot determine whether it relates to
the gymnasium per se.
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of these meetings. We even hear of the civic calendar of Iasos falling out of
touch with the calendar of the city’s gymnasium. Herrmann has demon-
strated that, at least in late Hellenistic or early Imperial times, the associ-
ation used a different era than the city proper.199

The organizational homologies between the gymnasium and polis
institutions are undeniable. The various associations of the gymnasium
imitate civic habits of record-keeping, honoring their benefactors, and
publicity.200 The question is whether, from an emic perspective, the
gymnasium was ever an antagonist of the polis, or just the city writ small,
as it is usually understood from our etic perspective. Indeed, already for
Aristotle, the nonpolitical association (chrematistikê koinônia) had
looked to the polis as its model.201 For the philosopher, both groups
aimed at the advantage (to sympheron) of their members. Yet surely,
interests could and did diverge. The association of maritime traders in
Aristotle’s treatment, for example, may have differed with their city’s port
officials over the most advantageous way to organize harbor dues.
Regarding the gymnasium and the city, these rival tendencies peaked in
the second century BCE.202 Witness what happened on Athenian Delos in
141/0. Up until then, the Athenian practice had been to elect the island’s
gymnasiarch in the assembly in Athens. However, in that year, the
electing body consisted of the Athenian governor (epimelêtes) and
“those who frequent the gymnasium (οἱ ἀλειφομένοι)” (I.Delos 2580 lines
31–32). In the following year, the old practice was reinstituted for good –

and spelled out ([χ]ει[ροτονη]θεὶς ὑπὸ τοῦ δήμου) (line 34). According to
Christian Habicht, the reasons for this “messiness” are unclear.203 Of
course, ad hoc circumstances in Athens or on Delos may have led to this
power play by the gymnasium’s regular membership. Yet as a lapse in a
city’s control over a gymnasium, albeit one separated by a stretch of sea, it
can be regarded as paradigmatic, rather than anomalous. In the absence
of vigilance and pressure from the city, those who controlled the gymna-
sium were the elite, even the noncitizen population – which is to say,

199 Herrmann 1995. 200 Fröhlich 2013, 66–79.
201 Eth. Nic. 1160a; cf. Eth. Eud. 1241b. The fourth century saw an explosion in the number of

these associations. For Arnaoutoglou 1998, they contributed to the ideological coherence of the
polis. Gabrielsen 2009 expresses a less sanguine view.

202 Was the power of gymnasia also as great as it would ever be? Note that ca. 130, Ptolemy
Euergetes II issued an edict liquidating the assets of all sorts of associations, certainly including
gymnasia (Lenger 1964–88, no. 50).

203 Habicht 1995, 262: “Unregelmäßigkeit.”

The Gymnasium as an Association 271

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009279567.006 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009279567.006


those who were present – and those who, like the king and his courtier,
could with money make themselves present.204

Close study of its architectural ensemble and place in urban plans of the
period confirms the impression that the gymnasium restricted access in
ways that must have served to exclude elements of the citizenry. In fact, it
was only in Hellenistic times that the building complex of the gymnasium
acquired a specific architectural typology. Above all, this included a large
peristyle court, with rooms and exedrae forming a perimeter around a large
central court. Architectural historians emphasize the integrity of the
design: the gymnasium complex formed a closed architectural unity. The
peristyle helped produce this effect, as did strong walls and built entryways,
which eventually gained inviting propylaea. The unity of these complexes,
often sited on slopes, made them at once key landmarks, glimpsed by all
who approached the city or summoned its vista to mind, and also simple to
close off – even from local outsiders. For all their iconicity, gymnasia were
never as accessible as civic spaces like the Hellenistic theater or agora. In
short, they were not open spaces. Of late, Ralf von den Hoff goes so far as to
call their closure “hermetic.” In practice, it was much easier to see inside
than to get inside, with propylaea serving as visual provocations: both
barriers and windows. Moreover, pathways in and out of gymnasia do
not communicate directly or even align along clean axes with public spaces
like agorai. For example, from the agora of Sikyon, one can gaze directly up
toward the terrace of a large Hellenistic gymnasium (Fig. 5.3). Yet one
enters not from the east side facing the agora, but rather from a small, side
gate on the north, which itself lacks direct communication with the theater
it faces. Additionally, unlike most civic sanctuaries, gymnasia, which
included shrines, tend to stand apart from processional routes.205

At Pergamon, as noted, the Großes Gymnasion anchored the street plan
of the East Slope of Eumenes’ city, marking a middle ground between the

204 The gymnasium of Delos received a great deal of royal patronage in the second century, but
none of it Attalid. See Bringmann et al. 1995, nos. 153, 189–91. As for the presence of royal
figures in the gymnasium, while Roman emperors do appear in epigraphy as gymnasiarchs,
Hellenistic kings do not – unless one follows Robert in taking one of the Attalids as the
gymnasiarch of Bringmann et al. 1995, no. *357 [E], from Aigai. The job requirements were too
strict, though in late Hellenistic cities endowments produced “posthumous gymnasiarchs.” In
Beroia, at least, the daily presence of the gymnasiarch was expected. Similarly, I know of no
certain cases of princes enrolled as ephebes before the two Cappadocians in Athens in 79/8 (IG
II2 1039 bi + ci + p). Thus, I am skeptical of the claim that a Nikomedes (the future III or IV;
Bringmann et al. do not treat the issue) was an ephebe on Delos (Bringmann et al. 1995,
no. 189 [E] = I.Delos 1580).

205 Hoff 2009, 254–55.
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Old and New City. The terraced complex was highly visible, both from the
plain below and beyond Eumenes’ walls, and along the axes of major streets
that terminated at the structure’s two original gates. Indeed, the more
impressive of the two gates, the western, contains a covered staircase, which
is rotated toward alignment with the streets of the East Slope. Building on
the work of Bielfeldt, Pirson singles out the Pergamene gymnasium as a
rare and singularly monumental civic space in the royal capital.206 Yet as
these and other scholars have noted, the citizens of Pergamon remain
invisible or anonymous in the epigraphy and archaeology of the gymna-
sium until the final years of the dynasty. Only under Attalos III did the
demos begin to dedicate statues in the gymnasium and gymnasiarchs to
receive honors.207 The architecture itself conflicts with any straightforward
characterization of Eumenes’ gymnasium as open to every citizen of

Figure 5.3 Hellenistic Sikyon, view east/southeast from the terraces of the city’s
gymnasium toward the adjacent agora (Sklifas Steven/Alamy Stock Photo).

206 It is worth noting that the Ionic Temple R, which sits on a podium above the Upper
Gymnasium, was produced in marble. According to Bielfeldt (2010, 185), the connotations of
marble at Pergamon were exclusively royal, while Pirson (2012, 218) observes a conspicuous
lack of marble in those spaces that both scholars deem civic, such as the Upper Agora, as
compared with royal showpieces like the sanctuary of Athena or the Great Altar terrace. This
may be further proof that Temple R, with its independent entrance, was not as well integrated
with the ensemble of the gymnasium as the ephebic inscriptions on its wall might indicate. See
Trümper 2015, 176–77.

207 On these dedications, see Hoff 2004, 388–90.
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Pergamon. On the contrary, access was tightly controlled (Fig. 5.1). One
did not enter – as visitors do today – directly from the nearby sanctuaries
of Demeter or Hera. Rather, the two original entryways, while set on the
main thoroughfare of the city, were quite narrow and did not lead to the
decorated Upper Gymnasium. Further, the entire complex of the gymna-
sium was enclosed, with walls on the east and west and a monumental
retaining wall on the south. Late in the Hellenistic period, up-to-date
bathing facilities were added to the complex. One entered these baths via
the palaistra, which limited access to those already inside.208 We may place
this architectural closure in the context of a broader second-century pat-
tern of creating self-contained ensembles in urban planning, segmenting
the city according to function. However, the assumption that the
Pergamene gymnasium restricted access because the institution it housed
restricted access to citizens is unfounded.209 Access was restricted, but
neither limited nor guaranteed to the citizens. For those who belonged,
this was a civic space, distinguished by the very absence of the kind of
constraint that polis ideology typically placed on Hellenistic rulers. Visible
but not transparent, the gymnasium belonged to the new collectivities on
which the Attalid state was built.

New Collectivities

Among those who frequented the Delian gymnasium in the 140s were a
sizable number of noncitizens.210 Delos was especially cosmopolitan, but in
this respect, it fits a pattern. As the Beroia law and a host of ephebic lists
show, the Hellenistic gymnasium did not exclude noncitizens. In another
illustrative case, from Eriza in Caria or from Phrygian Themisonion, a
gymnasiarch named Chares was honored in 115/14 for providing oil to the
“ephebes, neoi, and resident aliens.”211 On the other hand, under the
Attalids, it was not the gymnasium’s role to fully assimilate outsiders into

208 Trümper 2015, 216.
209 Many architectural studies (Trümper 2014, 211 n. 35; Pirson 2012, 217; Hoff 2009, 254) point

to Kobes 2004, an epigraphical analysis of restrictions on access to the gymnasium, in order to
justify the claim that access was restricted to citizens. Focusing on the law from Beroia, Kobes’
article in fact shows that exclusion was based not on citizenship, but rather on gender and
social criteria. He also cites decrees from Miletus (Syll.3 577) and Teos (Syll.3 578) that imply
the regular presence of foreign teachers.

210 Habicht 1995, 262.
211 Michel, Recueil 544 lines 19–20: τοῖς τε ἐφήβοις καὶ νέοις καὶ τοῖς|ἐπιδημοῦσιν ξένοις. On this

text, see also Wilhelm, Neue Beiträge VI, 45–48.
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the civic corps. If a noncitizen could access the gymnasium, once inside, he
still retained his political status. The Attalids’ gymnasium did not so much
produce new citizens as new collectivities, rooted in the realities of social
life and Mediterranean mobility. The noncitizens of Mylasa – a colorful
example – in a late Hellenistic decree of their own, honored Leontiades
adoptive son of Philiskos, the gymnasiarch who at his own expense had
provided them with 80 months’ worth of oil, which he made available all
day and up until night. (Arbitrary closures, apparently, were common, at
least for noncitizens.) In their short text, this group of subalterns twice
emphasizes that as metics, paroikoi, and aliens, they lacked a share in the
public oil distributed in the gymnasium. Yet with their dedication of a
portrait statue of Leontiades, the group publicly memorialized their par-
ticipation in a certain form of civic life.212 Ultimately, the new collectivities
of the gymnasium, these broader cross-sections of the Hellenistic polis,
were the targets of the Attalids’ gifts. Indeed, the creation and the perform-
ance of the new collectivities owed much to royal sponsorship. So much so,
in fact, that the Attalids’ constant care for the gymnasium cannot have
been reflexive adherence to a static model of social organization in the
polis. Rather, with imperial motives, the Attalids helped increase the formal
participation of noncitizens in civic rituals, profiting from the enduring
vitality of the polis as a source of identity, while also contributing to a
radical overhaul of social relations.

We hear echoes of this process in documents that refer to limited
distributions of consumable, which is to say, perishable goods to the
typically broad-based gymnasium society: certainly oil, but also food, and
perhaps sweet wine, too. These were events like the “royal banquets” of the
gymnasium, the basilika deipna mentioned in the long decree of Colophon
for Menippos (SEG XXXIX 1244 Column II line 47). We will return to
them shortly, but it is enough to point out here that the Colophonians had
hoped to reconstitute with civic monies a royal foundation for (annual?)
banquets for neoi and presbyteroi. Publishing the inscription from Claros,
the Roberts found a comparable institution in the endowment of
Philetairos for the synagôgê (gathering) of the neoi in Kyzikos.213 At such
banquets, Attalid money convened a group in the gymnasium that almost
certainly included noncitizens.

212 SEG LIV 1101. On the apparent paradox of noncitizen participation in what scholarship has –
from an etic perspective – categorized as civic life, see Ma 2008b, 376.

213 Bringmann et al. 1995, no. 241 [E] lines 15–16; Claros I, 100.
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The protocols of the gymnasium banquet carried over the old status
distinctions of the polis, but reorganized them according to a different
logic, creating new symbolic frontiers between a select group of citizens,
claiming aristocratic status, and the indistinct mass of other citizens.214

Inside the gymnasium, it was presence itself, which trumped political rights
exercised on the outside. The charters for the gymnasium feasts of Critilaos
from Aigiale (Amorgos) and of Elpinikos from Eretria mandate different
eating arrangements for citizens, metics, Romans, and temporary residents
(parepidêmountes) – a larger piece of meat for the table of the ephebes.
They do not, however, bar one from eating for lack of citizenship.215 These
two texts date to ca. 100, but already in the gymnasium honors that a
certain Lydian city granted to Asklepides, courtier of Attalos II, a group of
participants decidedly larger than the citizenry alone is envisioned.216 To
have a share in the distribution of the gymnasium banquet, it was more
important to be present than to be a citizen. The new collective was not a
virtual community. Its bonds were forged in real life. Thus, in the case of
Critilaos, a share in the banquet goes to “those citizens who are present
(τοῖς τε πολίταις τοῖς ἐπιδημοῦσιν),” just as it does to “those foreigners who
are temporarily resident (ξένοις τοῖς παρεπιδημοῦσιν)” (lines 72–73).
Gauthier underscores the point: this was a religious, not a civic festival,
and one which demanded physical participation.217 The basilika deipna of
the gymnasium of Attalid Colophon would have been no different. For
nowhere in the entire corpus of royal gifts to gymnasia is there a single
instance of a distribution made exclusively to citizens in the manner of the
grain fund of a Hellenistic polis. Habicht has restored one for the
Gymnasium of Ptolemy in Athens, a conjecture that is worth reconsidering
(IG II2 836).218

214 For the “new symbolic frontiers” of aristocracy in the late Hellenistic polis, see Hamon
2007, 94.

215 Critilaos: IG XII 7 515. It should be noted, at Critilaos’ banquet, the youth of the city are
required to be present; Elpinikos: IG XII 9 324 = Syll.3 714.

216 See SEG XLIX 1540 line 22.
217 Gauthier 1980, 212: “Le caractère religieux (exigent la participation physique) et nullement

civique de la fête est ainsi fortement marqué.”
218 Bringmann et al. 1995, no. 17 [E]. Habicht 1982, 115–17, restores: [. . . σίτου]|τοῦ

διαμε[τρουμένου τοῖς πολίταις εἰς τὴν σ]|τοὰν τὴν έν [τεῖ παλαίστρᾳ τοῦ γυμνασίου

τοῦ]|βασιλέως Π[τολεμαίου κτλ.] (lines 1–4). My own autopsy of the stone in the Epigraphical
Museum of Athens (EM 7473) revealed no further trace of the intended recipients of Ptolemy’s
largesse, as the stone is broken on both sides. The restoration πολίταις seems suspect. See
already Robert and Robert 1948, 127–28. On the topographical relationships and pseudo-civic
ideology of the Gymnasium of Ptolemy, see Cesare 2018, 219–29. Another possible exception is
a distribution at a festival in Miletus with posthumous ruler cult for Eumenes II (Bringmann
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On the contrary, the terms of at least one Attalid foundation, that of
either Eumenes II or Attalos III for the gymnasium of Andros, imply a
distribution in the manner of Critilaos and Aigiale: food for participation
(D9). The honorific decree praises the gymnasiarch of Andros for having
discharged his duties generously and lawfully, which in part meant organ-
izing a procession and a feast on the king’s birthday. The gymnasiarch
seems to have been generous in leading his own cow in procession,
but indeed lawful in then sacrificing the animal immediately
(παραχρῆμα) (line 8). The mandate to sacrifice immediately prevented
the gymnasiarch from slaughtering the animal later, among different com-
pany.219 It ensured that those who ate the meat were those who showed up
on the king’s birthday, that the feast took place only in the gymnasium. At
Aigiale, Critilaos showed the very same concerns for his feast: ἡ δὲ

δημοθοινία γένεσθω ἐν τῷ γυμνασίῳ ἐπάναγκε̣ς (“the banquet absolutely
must take place in the gymnasium”) (lines 59–60). And the flowers, the
sacrificial victims, along with their skins – they were all to be consumed
“immediately,” again, παραχρῆμα (line 62). Both rituals incorporate elem-
ents of civic ideology. For example, at Aigiale, the procession begins at the
city’s prytaneion, while on Andros, a sacrifice is made on behalf of the
demos. Yet in each case, the focus of the ritual is squarely on the patron of
the gymnasium and his family: Critilaos and his prematurely deceased,
heroized son Aleximachos, or the king, his father, and their queens.

We may now return to the issues raised in the case of Colophon and
Menippos. Not long after the War of Aristonikos, the Colophonians had
voted to revive so-called royal banquets. The city assumed control and
financial responsibility for an Attalid institution. However, sufficient public
money did not materialize, and the city resorted to the appointment of
magistrate-liturgists called epimênioi to make up the difference. Menippos
then intervened to release both the city and any would-be elite peers of the
entire financial burden. The city had suffered greatly in a war that ushered
in a profound change of the social fabric of the region’s poleis. After
Aristonikos, we see fully, on the one hand, the emergence of peerless
super-citizens and, on the other, the erosion of distinctions between ordin-
ary citizens and noncitizen permanent residents. Leading citizens like

et al. 1995, no. 286 [E]). However, it is noteworthy that the Milesians had modified an earlier
foundation of Eumenes II. All this points to the hazard of assuming citizen-only distributions
in the gymnasium. Roussel (1916, 188) refers to one such distribution at the Hermaia of the
Athenian cleruchy of Salamis in 131/0. Yet in that text, the gymnasiarch in fact invites everyone
(IG II 594 line 5).

219 Robert 1960, 122–23.
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Menippos, but also Polemaios of Colophon, and Moschion of Priene,
instituted public feasts that created the new collectivities that crisis seemed
to demand.220 As Fröhlich observes, these feasts were at once a gathering of
the entire population and also a means of distinguishing elite groups, which
is to say, of maintaining – if reorganizing – the status distinctions of the
polis.221 As heirs to the kings’ legacy and ex-ephebes themselves, the out-
sized civic benefactors of the period knew the gymnasium as the civic
institution in which presence counted the most, in which the role one
played was the youth, the king, the hero, Alexander or Herakles, and not
the middling citizen. The “royal banquets” of the gymnasium, then, were
the perfect model for the new “inclusive” public feasts. Menippos, who as a
mere neos, according to his epigraphical biography, proved his worth to
Colophon on embassies to the Attalid kingdom (Attalikê basileia), was
responsible for reconstituting the kings’ feasts. Yet he was also credited
with sponsoring a lavish public feast (dêmothoina) during the Epiphany of
Dionysus that fed citizens on the first day, and metics and holders of
isoteleia on the second.222 These men literally towered above their co-
citizens: life-size portrait statues of Polemaios and Menippos stood on
columns over 9 m tall in the Sanctuary of Apollo at Claros. The monument
of Menippos, on which his decree was inscribed, squeezed itself between a
statue of Antiochos IV and the Temple of Apollo itself.223 The social
distance between Menippos and the other Colophonians recalled the gulf
between the kings and the rest. And like the kings, they found in the
gymnasium a civic space that conformed to the realities of power and
demography.

As we read in the roughly contemporary Colophonian decree for
Polemaios, the War of Aristonikos had sent refugees pouring into the
city.224 Polemaios helped provide for the outsiders, and seems to have
promoted the idea of a public subscription (epidosis) for their welfare. At
his wedding, he treated citizens to a sweet wine distribution called glykis-
mos, while to noncitizens he gave a portion of meat. The wedding of
Polemaios, just like the public feast of Menippos, was an occasion for the
ritual performance of a new collectivity in Colophon. In this respect, these
rituals mimicked long-standing practice in the gymnasium, an institution

220 On the traditional chronology, Archippe of Kyme is also thought to have held sway in this
period. For the low chronology, see Hamon 2005, 135–36; for the high, see Bremen 2008.

221 Fröhlich 2005, 245. 222 SEG XXXIX 1244 Block II lines 36–41. 223 Étienne 2004, 104.
224 SEG XXXIX 1243 = Claros I, 11–62.
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with which both men were familiar.225 Indeed, in Pergamon itself and
elsewhere in the region, post-Attalid elites soon began using the rituals of
the gymnasium to integrate outsiders.226 The long decree of Sestos in
honor of Menas, former Attalid stratêgos of the Chersonnese and the
Thracian topoi, priest of King Attalos in his city, and twice gymnasiarch,
provides a wealth of detail.227 During Menas’ second stint as gymnasiarch,
post-Attalid Sestos was in dire circumstances, with the raids of nearby
Thracians preventing the cultivation of its territory. In this case, the
integration of outsiders was vital for the survival of the city. Menas conse-
crated his inaugural Hermaia kai Herakleia festival “for the salvation of the
demos and the neoi,” and “he invited to the sacrifice not only those who
have a share of the oil, but everyone else as well, even giving a share to
foreigners (ἐκάλεσεν ἐπὶ τὰ ἱερὰ οὐ μόνον τοὺς μετέχοντας τοῦ ἀλείμματος|
ἀλλὰ καὶ τοὺς λοιποὺς πάντας ποιούμενος τὴν μετάδοσιν τῶν ἱερῶν καὶ τοῖς

ξέ|νοις)” (lines 60–67).
We have lingered over the historical context of the decree of Colophon

for Menippos because the novelties of civic life in the sub-Hellenistic world
refract earlier interventions by kings. It has long been recognized that a
veritable cult of civic benefactors in the first century BCE was modeled on
Hellenistic ruler cult. Yet it also pays bearing notice that the Attalid kings,
in effect, piloted the expansion of participation in civic rituals that we tend
to associate with the chaos and rapid social change that transpired after
their demise. The choice of the gymnasium as the quintessential beneficiary
of Pergamene redistribution meant that participation of noncitizens in a
steeply hierarchical political community was normalized within its walls.
Outside, civic intellectuals were just then debating the ethics of an
unbridled philanthropy that reduced co-citizens to clients and blurred
boundaries with outsiders.228 The logic of the “inclusive” public feasts of
the sub-Hellenistic period and the earlier basilika deipna of the gymnasium
was the same, namely, the creation of a new collectivity that transformed
the status distinctions of the polis without breaking them. The polis
remained a powerful source of identity, but the meaning of citizenship
and participation in civic life had changed forever. From the Andros
inscription, we can discern the logic of an Attalid-sponsored public ban-
quet in the polis (D9). For the processions that led up the feasts, two texts

225 The glykismos in particular, which Robert and Robert (Claros I, p. 50) see as invariably
including noncitizens, may have originated in the gymnasium. See, e.g., I.Histriae 59 line 14.

226 See the ephebic lists of post-Attalid Pergamon: MDAI(A) 32 (1907) 416–20.
227 I.Sestos 1 = OGIS 339. 228 Gray 2020.
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suggest similarly broad participation.229 On Kos, ca. 180, Ariarathes IV
celebrated military success with a procession that entailed the participation
of the gymnasiarch, the neoi, and the ephebes, and he promised to crown
three groups: citizens, paroikoi, and temporary residents of Kos (SEG
XXXIII 675, lines 6–7). The Attalids were very active patrons of the
gymnasium of Kos in this period and very close allies of Ariarathes
IV.230 We may imagine that Attalid festivals on Kos were similarly organ-
ized. Moreover, we know much of the procession that welcomed the
victorious Attalos III home to Pergamon (OGIS 332 lines 33–38). It
included the priesthood and the magistrates of the city of Pergamon, but
also its ephebes and neoi, gymnasiarch, paides and paidonomos, and finally
the citizens, their wives and daughters, as well as the other inhabitants
(enoikountes).

The aim here was to provide a framework of explanation for the
Attalids’ habit of funding gymnasia in cities under their control or influ-
ence. Scholars have taken the benefits of the arrangement to be self-evident.
On this reckoning, the Attalids gave to the gymnasium in order to produce
loyal subjects or, in slightly less Machiavellian terms, out of an ill-defined
Panhellenism.231 As for the cities, the last wave of work on the Hellenistic
polis argues that the vitality of civic institutions after Chaironeia left the
Attalids with little choice; the cities imposed this model of giving on the
kings, further strengthening polis identity in the face of royal power.
Behind these explanations lies a pair of related assumptions about the true
beneficiary of the arrangement, and so about who initiated it. Yet both
sides had something to gain, and, usually, we cannot know who pushed
first. Taking a fresh look at the exchange brings out the true nature of the
sovereignty play. Attalid patronage of the gymnasium strengthened polis
identity, but it weakened popular control of communal self-representation
before royal power. An elite group, theoretically open to noncitizens, now
negotiated directly with Pergamon over a city’s fate. Those who had a
share of the oil also had access to the king, who now had a bridgehead into
civic life, precisely what Apollonidas of Sikyon was trying to prevent by
blocking the gift of Eumenes II to the Council of the Achaean Koinon.
Correspondingly, we can now better sense the full sting of the sovereignty

229 On late Hellenistic civic processions, see A. Chankowski 2005.
230 See Bringmann et al. 1995, nos. 226–28.
231 These explanations stem ultimately from Robert; the more Machiavellian ones go back

to Rostovtzeff.
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violation of Sulpicius, the Roman who entertained complaints against the
Attalids from a seat in the gymnasium of Sardis.

In the mid-second century, the gymnasium was not “the city writ small,”
but rather, the preferred site of interaction between cities and kings.
Eumenes II, who made an architectural spectacle out of one, unparalleled
in its size and spatial complexity, the singular visual reference point for his
new capital city, helped focalize civic life into its confines. He helped
further politicize the gymnasium, and eventually, after the Attalids were
gone, it emerged as a “second agora,” in which the city’s heroized dead
were buried and the collective voice of the free inhabitants routinely
expressed. Under the Attalids, what facilitated the rise of the gymnasium,
it has been argued, were the dynamics of the institution at this juncture in
its historical development, such as its peculiar system of finance, or the
seemingly endless opportunities for embellishment it offered its patrons.
The gymnasium also offered members of this dynasty, ever the financial
sophisticates capable of exploiting the anonymizing power of money, a way
to launder money to their supporters. We must also be aware that the
Attalids faced an institution in flux, and that the intensity of their benefac-
tions must have affected or exploited the following processes. Curty has
written of a mid-second-century transitional period in the evolution of the
gymnasiarchy, which saw the gymnasiarch take over the oil supply, just as
the city began to take charge of honoring the gymnasiarch. The mid-
second century also witnessed a race to amass social capital in the gymna-
sium, in evidence with the formal appearance of the gymnasium’s
presbyteroi as an association. The Attalids participated in and stood to
profit from any struggle over the definition of the gymnasium as a public
space. They certainly contributed to increasing its profile, as the monu-
mental, marble architecture of the gymnasium now begins to turn up in the
archaeological record.232

232 For the transitional “period charnière” in the evolution of the gymnasiarchy, see Curty 2015,
267–91. Appearance of presbyteroi: Fröhlich 2013, 91. Total absence of marble architecture
from gymnasia before the second century: Hoff 2009, 260. Note the lack of any marble (or any
other stone remains) from the earliest, ostensibly third-century phases of the “Gymnasium of
Ptolemy” in Athens. I cannot assume, as Cesare (2018, 216–17) does, that the “Gymnasium of
Ptolemy” and the Diogeneion were major architectural erga of the last quarter of the third
century, which transformed and “modernized” the built environment of Athens’ city center
(yet failed to garner the attention of Herakleides Kritikos). Notably, Mavrojannis (2019, 1–10)
argues that it was Ptolemy Lathyros who donated the “Gymnasium of Ptolemy” as a massive
architectural complex in 116 BCE. In a similar vein, Prag 2007 credits Roman administrators
with raising the profile of the civic gymnasium in Sicily.
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This chapter was also an essay on the distinctive nature of the gymna-
sium as a civic institution. If this was the preferred site of interaction with
royal power, what might that say about its relation to other civic insti-
tutions? The gymnasium enjoyed a measure of autonomy from those other
civic institutions, it was argued, and occupied a unique position vis-à-vis
king and court. Ironically, this fact has become obscure to us precisely
because both parties – the kings and the cities – wanted it to be so. At every
turn, cities sought to constrain the elites of their gymnasia and bind them
ideologically to the polis. As for the Attalids, they certainly intended their
patronage of the gymnasium to be perceived as gifts to “Greek cities (poleis
Hellênidas)” in the terms of Polybius (32.8.5). A final example comes from
Chios, where an inscription records two gifts of “Attalos,” one for the
renovation of the city’s walls, and a second for the heating of the gymna-
sium.233 One struggles to relate these gifts chronologically to the voluntary
subscription (epidosis) of Chios for wall construction, particularly because
the Attalid text also lists the names and properties of locals.234 Yet in
epigraphic terms, the association of the two public goods, sturdy walls
and a gymnasium, could not have been any tighter. We lack an explicit
statement of the Chians on what the gymnasium meant to them, but the
epidosis document provides stark testimony for the walls: the freedom
(eleutheria) and autonomy (autonomia) of the homeland (patris) (lines
1–2). If the Attalids had convinced at least some of the Chians to think
similarly of the gymnasium, they had achieved success.

233 Maier 1959–61, no. 51 = Bringmann et al. 1995, no. 231 [E]. For Migeotte (1992, 180), Attalos
II is certainly possible; for Schalles (1985, 105 n. 634), it must be Attalos II. While Bringmann
et al. list Attalos I as the donor, neither historical nor epigraphical arguments favor either
candidate decisively.

234 See Migeotte 1992, no. 60. An Attalid gift close in time to the Chian public subscription: Maier
1959–61, vol. 1, 194.
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