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Preface

IEphesos Ia, no. 4 is a third-century BC Greek inscription from Ephesos.! The 112-line inscription

details how foreign judges and the Ephesian polis resolved loans which had been provided by
tokistai (creditors) to georgoi (farmers) who defaulted on such loans. These loans carried interest
and used as security the properties of the georgoi destroyed during a conflict in Ephesos that
occurred during the 290s BC and which the inscription refers to as the xoivog woieiog (common
war). The inscription provides proof of a significant instance in the late Classical to early
Hellenistic era where a Greek polis directly intervened in private lending. Since its discovery
during the excavation of Ephesos conducted by architect J. T. Wood from 1863 to1874, IEphesos
Ia, no. 4 has mainly been studied, translated, or cited in the context of larger epigraphic works and
has only once been the primary subject matter discussed, specifically in the 2008 monograph by
A. V. Walser. There are, accordingly, significant aspects of the inscription that require more in-
depth examination and study. This study re-examines why Walser dated the inscription to 299 BC,
why he placed the inscription in the Artemision, and his analysis of the constitutional, judicial, and
economic figures and processes involved in the law. This study uses contemporary inscriptions
from Ephesos, lonia, and other Greek poleis such as Athens, as well as the wealth of secondary
scholarship on the phenomenon of using foreign judges to decide internal matters, in order to better
understand the actions of /Ephesos la, no. 4’s foreign judges, local Ephesian magistrates, and
Ephesian legal processes. An analysis of the foreign judges and how they worked with local
Ephesian officials will contribute to an understanding of how foreign judges formally operated at

arelatively early point in their existence. Furthermore, this analysis helps to distinguish previously

L Inschriften von Ephesos la, no. 4 is part of the most recent and comprehensive corpus on Ephesian inscriptions
which this work will use when referring to Ephesian inscriptions.
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established Ephesian constitutional and legal practices from those which the Ephesian polis and
the foreign judges developed and established in this law.

This study expands on and yet critiques Walser’s analyses on the relevant parties which the
provisions of IEphesos la, no. 4 affected as a law concerning the private sphere of the Ephesian
economy. This study agrees with Walser that the georgoi and ftokistai mentioned in the law
encompassed citizens and non-citizens who were given the right to own property. The analysis of
the georgoi and fokistai, however, augments Walser’s arguments and asserts that the terms included
bankers and professional money-lenders (prodaneistai) present at Ephesos as well. There will also
be an analysis of comparable crises and laws involving debt at other poleis such as Athens, Tegea,
and Delphi to examine the capacity in which Artemis Ephesia and the Ephesian polis may have
been involved in the debt crisis. Based on this analysis, this study will tentatively reason that polis
would have enacted additional laws or decrees concerning the public and sacred economic spheres
similar to /[Ephesos Ia, no. 4 and the private sphere. These analyses and arguments on the lending
and borrowing practices of the Ephesian polis and Artemis are difficult to substantiate because of
the limited evidence available which attests to interest-bearing loans with property used as security
in the public and sacred economic spheres at Ephesos. However, given the germane examples in
Classical- to Hellenistic-era legal texts which account for public and sacred loans in addition to
private ones, it is reasonable to assume that Ephesos similarly separated its mitigation of debt
between legal inscriptions concerning the public, private, and sacred spheres. In arguing who was
affected by IEphesos 1a, no. 4, as well as analyzing the interest-bearing loans with property used
as security and the credit structure at play in Ephesos, this study will thereby provide an updated
study and examination of the evolving public, private, and sacred Ephesian real estate market as it

responded to the strife the polis experienced in the early Hellenistic era.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

In terms of its historical context and an accurate date, it is important to note that prior to the

enactment of /Ephesos la, no. 4, Antigonos Monophthalmus, Prepelaos (the general of Cassander),
and Antigonos’ son Demetrios Poliorcetes all conquered, garrisoned, and requisitioned supplies
(primarily grain) from Ephesos between 319 and 294 BC. The historical record, however, does not
report that any of these actions caused damage significant enough to warrant the enactment of
IEphesos la, no. 4. Additionally, contrary to Walser, Ephesos would likely not have fought a xorvog
mwoleuog as part of Antigonos and Demetrios’ Hellenic League against Cassander and the other
Successors, ending with the Battle of Ipsos in 301 BC.! Instead, Ephesos was more likely a member
of the Ionian League and fighting a xorvog moieuog (300-297 BC) against the tyrant Hieron of
Priene, who seems to have retaliated by attacking the city and destroying farmland in the Ephesian
polis. Contrary to Walser who dates the enactment of the law to 299 BC, Ephesos likely
experienced its debt crisis in 297 BC and, as a result, enacted /Ephesos la, no. 4 in 297/6 BC.?
Regarding where the Ephesians set up the law and its significance, Walser’s discussion of
IEphesos 1a, no. 4 states only that he believes it was set up in the temple of Artemis at Ephesos,
the Artemision, but provides little rationale for his conclusion. The only indication of where the
Ephesians may have set up /Ephesos la, no. 4 is in line 21 of the inscription where temple care-
takers, the neopoiai, were instructed to set up the whitened tablets with the new divisions of
property inscribed in the temple precinct. Walser’s conclusion may, however, be supported by the
fact that the Ephesian polis set up legal decrees at the Artemision and that Artemis Ephesia was

the most significant goddess in Ephesos by the fourth century BC. Specifically, the shape, size,

L Walser (2008), 99-103.
2 Walser (2008), 103-104.



and preserved nature of the text imply that /Ephesos 1a, no. 4 was not a self-standing stele in the
Artemision, but the law was, instead, a wall inscription inset into the sanctuary’s stoa. Therefore,
the Ephesian polis might well have set up the law in the same location as the whitened tablets with
the final determinations of the divisions of property at the Artemision so that the goddess might
protect the sanctity of both documents, Ephesian citizens could compare them against the copies
of the tablets given to the copying-clerks, and so that the temple preserved the law for future

reference.

1.1 IEphesos 1a, no. 4’s Scholarly Scarcity

After Wood discovered Group A (defined in this study as the first three blocks) of /Ephesos 1a, no.
4, he published the text of the inscription as no. 1 in the Appendix (Inscriptions from the City and
the Suburbs) of his 1877 work, Discoveries at Ephesus, along with a translation and a brief
comment opining that the inscription dated to the end of the fifth century BC.3 In R. Dareste’s
Séances et travaux de I’Académie des sciences morales et politiques. Compte rendu 108 (703-
718), also published in 1877, Dareste likewise included the text, a translation, and a commentary
that incorrectly dates the inscription to the first century BC after the first Mithridatic War, 86/5
BC.* Using the date provided by Dareste, W. Dittenberger added the inscription in the first edition
of Syllogue Inscriptionum Graecarum (1883, no. 344) as did Th. Thalheim in the third edition of
Lehrbuches des Griechischen Rechtsaltertiimer (1884, 134-149), which includes a German
translation of the text and a partial consideration of Dittenburger’s suggestions for the
reconstruction of the fragmented parts of the inscription.® In 1890, E. L. Hicks included a copy of

the majuscule and miniscule text of the inscription with the 86/5 BC date in Collections of Ancient

3 Walser (2008), 15.
4 Ibid.
5 Walser (2008), 16.



Greek Inscriptions in the British Museum (no. 477). Two years later, R. Dareste, B. Haussoullier,
and Th. Reinach then translated the inscription into French in their work, Recueil des inscriptions
Jjuridiques grecques (1892, no. 5), with a corresponding commentary and discussion using, again,
the 86/5 BC date. In the fourth edition of Rechtsaltertiimer (1895, 152-168) and second edition of
SIG (1900, no. 510), Thalheim and Dittenberger, respectively, re-examined the majuscule and
miniscule text highlighted by Hicks.

R. Heberdey’s publication of the text and a copy of Group B (defined here as the fourth
block) in the second volume of Forschungen in Ephesos (1912, no. 17), with a corresponding
commentary that connects Group B with Group A, finally and correctly resolved the date of the
inscriptions. Heberdey subsequently dated /Ephesos Ia, no. 4 to 297/6 BC based on its connection
to IEphesos V, no. 2001 (FiE 11 no. 1) and the tyranny of Hieron in Priene.® For the first time in
1915, F. Freiherr Hiller von Gaertringen published Groups A and B together in the third edition of
SIG (no. 364) based on Hick’s and Heberdey’s editions, and more specifically Heberdey’s
discussion on the date of the text. David Asheri presented the text of /[Ephesos la, no. 4 Groups A
and B with a translation of Blocks 1A-3A in his Appendix as well as a short discussion on its date
and content in his 1969 work Leggi Greche sul Problema dei Debiti.” The text of the inscription,
a translation, and a commentary were published again in H. Wankel’s 1979 work, Inschriften von
Ephesos Ia (no. 4), which also included a concise description of each Block, Heberdey’s discussion
on the date, a listing of where the inscription and a translation of it had been published to date, and
an updated Apparatus Criticus, along with photographs of Blocks 1A and 2A. [Ephesos 1a, no. 4

was first translated into English by Roger Bagnall and Peter Derow, The Hellenistic Period:

& See the discussion below on page 13-17, for the discussion on the date of the inscription.
7 See Asheri (1969), 42-47, for discussion, 108-114 for the text and translation.
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Historical Sources in Translation, published first in 1981 with a new edition published in 2004.8
Julie Velissaropoulos-Karakostas also presented, translated into French, and discussed sections of
IEphesos 1a, no. 4 in both volumes of her 2011 work, Droit grec d’Alexandre a Auguste (323 av.
J.-C. - 14 ap. J.-C.).° Most recently, A. V. Walser’s 2008 monograph presented a thorough study
and examination of /Ephesos la, no. 4. Walser’s work includes the inscription’s text, a translation,
and a commentary along with chapters that include discussions on subjects such as /Ephesos la,
no. 4’s date, its context in the chronology of early Hellenistic Ephesos, the inscription’s content,
and the economic state of Ephesos during that period. It is the /[Ephesos la, no. 4 edition of the text

that will be presented and commented upon in Chapter 2 of this work.

1.2 Content and the Issues Presented by IEphesos 1a, no. 4

IEphesos la, no. 4, however, has been referred to or briefly discussed in even more scholarly works
due to the significance of its legal stipulations and figures.'° For example, Moses Finley often cited
IEphesos 1a, no. 4 as an exception to his rule that the poleis of ancient Greek poleis did not interfere
or create laws regulating the private economy because the inscription was borne out of a debt
crisis.!! This and other scholarly works referring to IEphesos 1a, no. 4, however, only discuss parts
of the law’s content, its general historical implications, and the role of the foreign judges present
in the law. While Walser similarly discusses and examines features of the inscription’s content,
implications, and issues, there are still gaps in his arguments that require reexamination,
elaboration, and an update based on scholarly works concerning Ephesos published after Walser’s

monograph.

8 Bagnall and Derow (2004), 19-23.

9 Velissaropoulos-Karakostas (2011), (vol. I) 226, 227-228; (vol. II) 55-56, 63-64, 137, 182, 201, 216-217, 259, 467-
468, 512.

10 See Chapter 2 for an updated Bibliography.

11 Finley (1968), 548 n. 28, 555 n. 39; Finley (1951), 236-237 n. 16, 296-297 n. 20; Finley (1999), 143, 240 n. 44.
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Therefore, this introductory chapter will re-examine Ephesos’ place in the chronology of
events during the early Hellenistic era, from the death of Alexander to the death of Lysimachos
(i.e. 323-281 BC), IEphesos 1a, no. 4’s status as a wall inscription, and whether the inscription was
set up in the polis’ major temple of Artemis, the Artemision. In addition, the sections on the
chronology of early Hellenistic Ephesian history will argue against Walser’s date for /Ephesos la,
no. 4 and in favor of the view that Ephesos’ koivo¢ moleuog was, instead, the polis’ conflict with
Hieron of Priene on behalf of the Ionian League. Chapter 2 will then include an updated genetical
lemmata for the law, a Bibliography, /Ephesos Ia, no. 4’s Greek text in miniscule, a translation,
and a selective commentary on essential terms within the text. The commentary will specifically
examine how the inscription presents the damage wrought by the xoivog mdleuog, the resulting
debt crisis, the legal statuses of the tokistai and the georgoi, the legal provisions for those affected,
and the magistracies and judges involved in resolving the debt crisis and developing the provisions
of IEphesos 1a, no. 4.

Chapter 3 will commence with a discussion concerning land ownership in late fourth- to
early third-century BC Ephesos as presented in the inscription and the nature of the loans involved
in [Ephesos la, no. 4, as well as the financial impact of both the resolution set out in the inscription
for the debt crisis and Ephesos’ subsequent subjugation by Lysimachos ca. 294 BC. Chapter 3 will
also include a re-examination of Walser’s arguments as to whom the terms tokistes and the georgos
might apply at Ephesos, including citizens and non-citizen residents and, additionally, whether and
how the Ephesian polis and the deities of temples such as the Artemision were involved in the
crisis. Since neither Artemis nor the Artemision are specifically named in /Ephesos la, no. 4,
Chapter 4 will more closely examine the temple’s potential role in the debt mitigation, beginning

with a discussion of its structure, its capacity for banking activities, and the temple’s shifting



financial, religious, and political status in Ephesos and Ionia during the fourth century BC. The
chapter will then move on to a discussion of whether factors such as the Artemision’s destruction
in 356 BC, later reconstruction efforts, and prevailing economic factors would have warranted the
sanctuary to provide interest-bearing loans to georgoi prior to the xoivog moleuos and the
enactment of /Ephesos la, no. 4. Finally, the conclusions of the main arguments from the previous
chapters will be presented along with a brief discussion as to what further research may need to be

conducted based on the findings of this work.

1.3 Ephesos’ Subjugation By Antigonos

The historical record in literature, inscriptions, and coins pertaining to the era are clear as to which
of the successors of Alexander the Great subjugated Ephesos and in what year, but the timeline of
events is, admittedly, dependent on Diodoros Siculus’ account. The impact of events that occurred
in Ephesos, however, including the destruction that was caused and the economic strain on Ephesos
between each subjugation, is more difficult to ascertain. Leading up to the death of Perdiccas,
which occurred during a mutiny of his own troops in 320 BC after a failed attempt to invade
Ptolemaic Egypt, Macedonian influence and control was present in Ephesos. Upon the death of
Perdiccas, Antipater became the regent of Asia, Antigonos the general, Asander as satrap of Caria,
and Kleitos the White a satrap of Lydia.*? Due to the Macedonian presence in Ephesos, the polis’
governing body attempted to maintain a neutral state by honoring different members of the new
Macedonian regime, including Perdiccas’ brother, Alcetas, Hagnon of Teos, and Kleitos the
White.'® Antipater’s death and the succession of Polyperchon as supreme commander and guardian

of the kings in 319 BC (Diod. Sic. 18.48.4) afforded Antigonos the opportunity to begin gathering

2 Diod. Sic. 18.39; Nudell (2023), 166-167.
13 [Ephesos IV, nos. 1435 (322/1 BC), 1437 (322/1BC); Nudell (2023), 166-167; Walser (2008), 49-55.
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troops and defeating his opposition in Asia Minor, including Eumenes in Cappadocia as well as
Alcetas and Attalus in Psidia.!* Meanwhile, Kleitos established garrisons in poleis within his
territories, including Ephesos, then crossed the Aegean to denounce Antigonos to Polyperchon.®®
With Kleitos too far away to mount a counterattack, Antigonos took control of Ephesos in 319 BC
by assault.'® Antigonos appears to have stayed in Ephesos at least until the winter of 318 BC when
he seized 600 talents on four ships captained by Aeschylus of Rhodes sailing from Kilikia and
bound for the two kings of Macedonia at the time, Philip III and Alexander IV.*" Diodorus Siculus
records that the initial assault by Antigonos caused some damage to the polis, but the extent of the
damage is unclear. It is equally unclear whether Antigonos installed a garrison at Ephesos when
he left the polis. Antigonus’ campaign in Asia Minor and short assault on Ephesos, however, seems
insufficient to have constituted Ephesos’ xoivog moisuog and the damage referred to in /Ephesos

Ia, no. 4.8

1.4 Demetrios’ ko1vog nolepog

While Antigonos was solidifying his position on the Western coast of Asia Minor, he had his son,
Demetrios, focus on campaigning and consolidating Antigonid power in mainland Greece during
the 310s BC. Demetrios first sailed from Ephesos, which appears to have remained under
Antigonid control, in 308 BC with a strong land and sea force as well as supplies for carrying out
sieges.!® Whether Demetrios took supplies from the Ephesians is unclear, but an army of the size

that Diodorus described likely required local Ephesian resources to be diverted to the assembled

14 Diod. Sic. 18.50.

15 Nudell (2023), 167.

® Diod. Sic. 18.52.7.

" Diod. Sic. ibid.; Boehm (2018), 33 n. 25.

18 [Ephesos Ta, no. 4, Il. 67-69.

1 Diod. Sic. 20.45.1: &ni 8¢ 0OtV ANUATPIOC HEV & AVTIIyOVOL TapoAaPiv Topd Tod TaTpdc SOvay adpay
neQiKnv € Kal vouTikny, £Tt 88 PeddV Kol 1@V GAL®V T®V €ig ToMopkiay xpnoipwy v apuolovcay TopacKELTV
g&émievoey &k g ' Egéocov:



army until it left the polis. Ephesos was then left in peace until 304 BC while Demetrios
campaigned at different sites in the eastern Mediterranean, starting with the liberation of the
Piraeus and Athens in 308/7 BC (Diod. Sic. 20.45) and continuing with the siege of Rhodes in 304
BC established due to Rhodes’ preference for Ptolemy over Demetrios (Diod. Sic. 20.98-100).
Demetrios then broke off this siege in compliance with an order from his father to return and
campaign in mainland Greece in order to compel the Boeotians to rescind their alliance to
Cassander of Macedon and to free Khalkis from the Boeotians.?® In 303 BC, Demetrios was
determined to destroy Cassander’s generals, starting with Prepelaos in Corinth.?! Demetrios
proceeded to take Sikyon in order to remove their Ptolemaic garrison, free Corinth from Prepelaos
(who withdrew to Cassander), and then capture other cities in the Peloponnese.??

The result of Demetrios’ campaigns in mainland Greece was the assembly of Greeks loyal
to the Antigonids whom Demetrios called to the Isthmus of Corinth in spring 302 BC to revive
Philip II’s League of Corinth, now the Hellenic League, with Demetrios and Antigonos as kings.?
Based on the structure of Philip II’s League, membership in the league included poleis from the
Peloponnese as well as most of mainland Greece, including Athens, Delphi, and Eretria.?* While
Philip II’'s League did not include Anatolian poleis since they were still controlled by the Persian
Empire, it is unclear whether Antigonos and Demetrios included all the poleis under their control
or just those in mainland Greece. A preserved portion of the league’s charter, /G IVZ 1, no. 68 (302
BC) found at Epidauros, granted representatives of the kings (i.e. Antigonos and Demetrios) the

right to exercise the presidency until the xoivoc méleuoc against Cassander ended (1. 91).2° The

20 Diod. Sic. 20.100.5-6.

21 Diod. Sic. 20.102.1.

22 Diod. Sic. 20.103.

3 ]G IV? 1, no. 68 = Staatsvert 111, no. 446; Plut. Vit. Demetr. 25.2-3.

24 Walser (2008), 101; Billows (1990), 230.

%5 gwg v 6 Kovoc mOAep0G AO[HL], Tpoedpevey [dei Tovc Tlap[d] TV PacA[Ewmv.
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charter also required members of the League to send whatever military contingents that each polis
was instructed to send or to face a fine based on however many troops they failed to send.?® The
Antigonids seem to have created the Hellenic League to consolidate their control over Greek
poleis, especially during periods of conflict. The charter also implies that the Antigonids wished
to slowly convert the Greek poleis into semi-autonomous client states. Specifically, Antigonid-
controlled poleis managed their own affairs with little royal interference in exchange for either an
annual tribute, aid during Antigonid conflicts, or both.

IG 1V? 1, no. 68 is also significant, however, in connection to /Ephesos Ia, no. 4 since it
refers to Antigonos, Demetrios, and the Hellenic League’s conflict with Cassander as a xoivog
mwoleuog. Walser associates the koivog woleuog in the charter of the Hellenic League with the xoivog
rwoleuog of IEphesos la, no. 4, claiming that Ephesos, since it was under Antigonid control at the
time, was a member within the Hellenic League and that the League was meant to encompass all
of the poleis under Antigonid control, not just mainland Greece.?’ In the context of other primary
sources where the term xo1véc méAsuog appears, such as in /G IV? I, no. 68, the term refers to a
war within which allied poleis fight together with one party as the principal adversary against a
common enemy.?® For example, Isokrates in his Panegyricus (380 BC) describes how Athens did
not wait for her allies to begin their xoivog moicuog against Darius when the Persians landed in

Attica.?® In On the Peace (346 BC), Demosthenes urges the Athenians to avoid giving the

BIG IV? 1, no. 68, 1. 95-99: ko &v Tic OMG p[f] d]mooTeiAnt v SV[vopuy Ty cv]vietaypévny, [dtav
na]payyed{A} it {[ma]payyeriit}, a[n]o[twv]éte Exdotng Muépag [— katd pev] Tov imnéa Nuip[vaiov — ka]td 6& TOv
onmM[nVv] €ilcoot dpoy g — katd [0€ TOV WIAO v déka dpaypd[g — kol ka]td oy vadtny [déka?] dpaypdg, Emg av
wt[dowv €EEADML O y]povog Thig otpalTeing] To[i]g dAloig "E[AAncwv].

27 Walser (2008), 99-103.

28 Walser (2008), 98, “Krieg verbiindeter Staaten.”

2 Isoc. Paneg. 86: dmoféviwv yop odtdv gig TV ATTIKNV 01 PV 00 TEPEUEIVAY TOVG GUUUAXOVG, GAAYL TOV KOOV
noAepoV 1010V TONGAUEVOL TPOG TOVG Gmdong Thg EALAS0G KaTappovioovTog AmnvIey TV oikeioy dvvauy
&xovtec. See also Walser (2008), 98.



assembled Amphictyons any reason to begin a xoivoc wéAsuoc against Athens.* Based on his claim
that Ephesos was indeed a member in the Hellenic League, Walser then dates /Ephesos Ia, no. 4 to
299 BC, after Demetrios and Antigonos’ korvog woleuog against the other Macedonian successors
ended at the Battle of Ipsos in 301 BC.%! His assertion is that Ephesos established the law 25
months after Prepelaos took Ephesos in 302 BC, specifically in the month of Lenaion,
January/February, 299 BC.% The difficulty of IG IV? I, no. 68 is that, while it is tempting to
connect its reference of a xorvog moiguog with that of Ephesos’, neither the text, as it survives
today, nor any other historical evidence expressly state that Ephesos was, indeed, a Hellenic
League member.

While Ephesos was part of a league under Antigonid supervision, the polis was more likely
part of the Ionian League, which Antigonos also revived prior to 303 BC.3 Although the date at
which Antigonos revived the lonian League is unclear, the earliest possible date would have been
in 319 BC when Antigonos first took the Ionian poleis. The earliest reference, however, to the
resurgence of the Ionian League lies in the first lines of the two letters of Antigonos to Teos
concerning its projected synoecism with Lebedos (RC, no. 3 [303/2 BC], //. 1-4). Antigonos
stipulates that, in the future, the two cities will send joint representatives to the Panionion, a
sanctuary and the meeting place of the lonian League just north of both Priene and, more

specifically, the slopes of Mt. Mykale.3* While there is no surviving charter from this revival of

30 Dem. 5.14: dsdtepov &, Opiiv ST ui| Tpoaldusd’, & dvdpseg ABvoiot, TOVS CUVEANALBSTOC TOVTOVC KoL
PACKOVTAC ApPIKTOOVAC VDV Elval €i¢ avayknV Kol Tpoeacty Kotvod Tolépov Tpdg Hudc. See also Walser (2008),
98.

31 Walser (2008), 103-104.

32 Walser (2008), ibid. See below on page 11-13, for Prepelaos’ capture of Ephesos.

33 Billows (1990), 217; Boehm (2018), 180.

34 [—]vte ng[—] | [— 6oT1g & &v] &ig 10 10 IMavidviov dmocté[AAnTor, d1d]uedo Seiv [mpdrtel mavta Td] | [Ko]va
1OV {50V Ypdvov, crknvody 8& Todtov Kai mavnyvpdlety uetd v map’ [Dudv dreotalus] | vov kol kaAsicOo Tniov.
See also Billows (1990), 217-218, for his discussion on the dating to the time of Antigonos of RC, no. 3 and
1Erythrai und Klazomenai, no. 16, two other fragmentary inscriptions from the late fourth century BC, as well as the
Hellenic League’s festival in honor of Alexander.
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the Tonian League, it was presumably similar to the charter of the Hellenic League and required its
members to provide either troops, or money in the form of fines as punishment or incentives, when
requested by Antigonos and Demetrios until their xoivo¢ woAeuog concluded. Therefore, while
Walser is incorrect about the league to which Ephesos belonged at the time, Walser’s association
of the koivog moleuog with that of the Antigonid’s and /Ephesos 1a, no. 4’s date of enactment may
still hold, even though it would have been the lonian League instead who declared a ko1vog wolguog
against the Antigonid’s enemies. As the subsequent sections will show, however, the Ionian

League’s enemies were not the Diadochi, but the tyrant of Priene, Hieron.

1.5 Ephesos’ Subjugation via Prepelaos

In order for Walser’s argument on why 299 BC must be the date for the enactment of /Ephesos 1a,
no. 4 to still hold merit, the historical record must show that Prepelaos wrought enough damage to
the Ephesian countryside to warrant the enactment of the law. In 302 BC, Cassander, having
formed a coalition with Lysimachos, Seleucus I, and Ptolemy Soter, sent Lysimachos to take
Hellespontine Phrygia and Synnada while Prepelaos, as Lysimachos’ general, took Aeolis and
much of Ionia, including Ephesos.®*® Diodorus Siculus reported that, once Prepelaos besieged
Ephesos, the inhabitants were frightened and surrendered the city.*® Prepelaos — presumably on the
orders of Lysimachos — proceeded to free the 300 hundred Rhodian hostages kept at Ephesos and
left the city ‘free,” but burned all the ships in the harbor because the Antigonids controlled the
seas.3” The ships destroyed in the harbor may have included those carrying grain and, as a result

of a need for imported grain, Ephesos afterward honored Archestratos, Demetrios’ commander in

% Diod. Sic. 20.106-107; Nudell (2023), 171-172; Lund (1992), 125.

% Diod. Sic. 20.107.4.

37 Diod. Sic. 20.107.4: xai To0¢ pév éykatoAnedévtag dv Podimv £katodv Oprpovg GmécTelley €ic THY TaTPida, TOVG
&’ 'Epeciovg aefike, tag 08 vadg T0g &v TM AMpévL mhoag Evénpnoe d10. 10 OUAacGOKPATELY TOVG TOAEUIOVG.
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Klazomenai, with citizenship for preserving ships carrying grain to the polis.® Although it is
unclear whether Archestratos protected grain ships in-transit or those among the ships in the harbor
Prepelaos burned, Ephesos seems to have had a significant demand for grain after Prepelaos took
the polis.®® While Prepelaos left a garrison stationed at Ephesos, Demetrios ultimately made terms
with the garrison to remove themselves and reportedly “forced the city to return to its former
status” upon his return from Greece in 302/1 BC, having made terms with Cassander to temporarily
cease their conflict.*’ The current consensus among scholars is that the forced return of Ephesos
to its former status means that Prepelaos’ conquest had previously divided the city into factions,
caused a domestic revolution among the elites, and temporarily allowed the oligarchic instead of
the democratic faction to be in charge until Demetrios returned control to the democratic faction.*!
During the oligarchic faction’s short-lived supremacy, the faction successfully ensured that
Prepelaos and his officers maintained and safeguarded the Artemision’s right to ateleia and its holy
stathmos (a temple’s right to refuse to billet soldiers) when the issue of the temple’s tax exemption
status (ateleia) and the billeting of troops in the sanctuary arose.*?

While Diodorus and /Ephesos V, no. 1449 reports that Prepelaos damaged the harbor,
caused political strife, and that his garrison drained food and resources from the Ephesians, neither
source reports that Prepelaos damaged the Ephesian countryside to such an extent that it warranted
the Ephesian polis to enact [Ephesos la, no. 4. Therefore, the new date Walser proposes, 299 BC,

for the inscription must instead be pushed later into the 290s BC given that the inscription does

not refer to Prepelaos’ capture of and damage to Ephesos. Between 302 and 299 BC, however,

38 [Ephesos V, no. 1452 (302/1 BC).

3 Davies (2011), 187-188. See Walser (2008), 65-66, on the dating of IEphesos V, no. 1452.

0 Diod. Sic. 20.111.3.

4l Lund (1992), 125; Nudell (2023), 171-172; Davies (2011), 191; Rogers (2012), 46, 72-74.

42 [Ephesos V, no. 1449 (302 BC); Rogers (2012), 46-47; Davies (2011), ibid. See also Chapter 4 for a longer
discussion on /Ephesos V, no. 1449, the Artemision’s relationship with Prepelaos, and the temple’s rights as a
sanctuary in the late fourth to early third century BC.
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Ephesos’ local resources were likely further drained by the garrison Demetrios reestablished at
Ephesos’ acropolis when he re-took the polis before moving on to the Hellespont.*® The costs of
each successive garrison installed at Ephesos by Antigonus, Prepelaos, and then Demitrios seemed
to have put such a strain on the polis’ distribution of domestic resources that the Ephesian polis
gave rights of citizenship for those safeguarding grain imports needed by Ephesos to feed the

people.*

1.6 Ephesos’ Age of Strife

The point at which Ephesos began to sustain extensive damage to its countryside came when the
ko1vog modeuog was fought on behalf of the Antigonid-controlled Ionian League after the Battle of
Ipsos in 301 BC and Demetrios’ short visit in 301/0 BC. The Battle of Ipsos in 301 BC resulted in
the defeat of the Antigonids, the death of Antigonos, and the retreat of Demetrios to Ephesos.*®
According to Plutarch, while at Ephesos, Demetrios and his men were tempted to plunder the
Artemision due to his army’s significant lack of funds, but Demetrios instead left with his army to
ensure that it did not happen.*® Plutarch’s account that Demetrios, as well as Prepelaos before him,
did not choose to plunder the Artemision, even when in severe need of funds, exhibits the value
Demetrios and Prepelaos placed on the military and political cooperation of the Ephesians and the
religious sanctity of the Artemision. Demetrios, in particular, likely wanted the cooperation of
Ephesos in order to also continue to have a polis and a reliable mint from which to collect resources

and strike coins in his own name.*’

43 Diod. Sic. 20.111.3.

4 JEphesos V, no. 1452; IEphesos V, no. 1455 (ca. 301-294 BC). See also Chapter 3, 88-91, on the economic
scarcity Ephesos endured during the 290’s BC.

4 Plut. Vit. Demetr. 28-30.

46 Plut. Vit. Demetr. 30.

47 Newell (1927), 64-73; Wheatley and Dunn (2020), 271-272.

13



Lysimachos, on the other hand, took the opportunity after the Battle of Ipsos to continue
attempting to subjugate Ephesos. According to Polyaenus’ Stratagemata (ca. 163 AD), Lysimachos
first attempted to bribe Demetrios’ garrison captain, Diodorus, with fifty talents during the time
Demetrios had sailed on an expedition to Caria.*® Upon learning about the bribery, Demetrios
secretly sailed back to Ephesos with a small contingent of his forces, lured Diodorus to sail on a
small vessel toward his ship, and sank Diodorus’ vessel, capturing anyone who attempted to swim
away.*® In the few years that followed, however, there does not yet seem to be any evidence
concerning Lysimachos’ involvement in Ephesian matters until ca. 295 BC when he did succeed
in taking the city. Instead, in 300BC, the Ephesian polis entered a conflict with the tyrant of Priene,
Hieron, the events of which likely constituted the xoivog mdiguog noted in IEphesos la, no. 4.

Hieron had taken power in Priene in 300 BC when Demetrios’ new captain of the garrison,
Ainetos, was stationed at Ephesos.*® Hieron was then deposed in 297 BC after a war with Prienian
rebels and Ephesos.>! The rebels had previously retreated, held a fort called Charax on the borders
of the Ephesian polis, and were supplied armaments that the Ephesian polis and Ainetos bought
and provided to the rebels through interest-bearing loans and the sale of Ephesian citizenship
rights.>? Based on the inscription, IEphesos V, 1450, which confers citizenship to Thras--- of
Magnesia for ransoming the freemen and slaves taken captive when a war occurred at Ephesos, it

appears that Hieron attacked Ephesos at some time between 300 and 297 BC.5® While the

8 Polyaenus Strat. 4.7.4.

49 Ibid.

%0 Polyaenus Strat. 5.19; Asheri (1969), 43; Crowther (1996), 211-212.

51 [Priene, no. 37 (196-192 BC), /. 109-112.

52 [Ephesos V1, no. 2001 (299/8 BC), which Heberdey used to date IEphesos 1a, no. 4; IPriene, no. 37, ibid.;
Crowther (1996), 211; Asheri (1969), 43.

53 [Ephesos V, no. 1450, Il. 1-8: [£8]oE<e>V Tijt PovAijt kai wéht Spmr Apténev Mntpadog sinev: éneidh Opoac[—] |
[[T]ocewbwviov Mdayvng Tpdtepov dietéhet TpdBuHog Kol ebvovg OV Tdt d[Mumt kai viv] | ToD ToAépHov YevopEVOL
Koo T oA Ka[i] adokopévov copdtov t[ieic]— | T@v kai EAevbipav kai oikeTK®Y Tdoav [Tpobupiov
napeiyeto mePl Thig compiog] | TOU TOAMT®V, Kol ToVG eV dEcmile Td[vV AMGKOUEVOV AVTPOGAIEVOG, TOVG OE] |
anéotellev 101G Tpoonkovoty fovidu[evog —] | Toig Tapayvopévolg Tdp ToMTdy: [ded0yOat Tt BovAft Kol tdt
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inscription might be referring to, instead, the attempt by Lysimachos to again take the city, an
attack on Ephesos by Hieron seems more plausible than one by Lysimachos because of the fact
that Ephesos had funded Hieron’s enemies. Given that Charax was on the border between Priene
and Ephesos, Ainetos and the Ephesians likely supplied the Prienian rebels at the fort so that they
might both continue their war against Hieron and also prevent him from encroaching onto
Ephesian land. In addition, neither /Ephesos V, 1450 nor the Prienian inscriptions on the tyranny
of Hieron mention the involvement of Lysimachos as either funding Hieron or attacking an
Ephesos preoccupied with the conflict against the tyrant.> Instead, IPriene, nos. 14, 37, and OGIS,
no. 13, imply that Lysimachos wanted Hieron deposed given that Lysimachos had decreed after
the conflict that Priene, and not Samos, owned Charax, that he had favored the people of Priene,
and that both he and Demetrios housed Prienian exiles at the time.>® Therefore, Lysimachos, who
hoped to control both Priene and Ephesos, would not have attacked Ephesos due to the polis’ close
alliance with Priene as well as their aid to the Prienian rebels trying to depose Hieron.

As Priene was geographically very close to the meeting place of the newly revived lonian
League, i.e. just south of the Panionian, Ephesos may also have acted on behalf of the League’s
interests to not only help depose Hieron, but also restore Priene to its people and reinstate the
Panionion under the control of the Ionian League, therefore making the conflict a korvog moeuog.
While the Prienian rebels did hold the fort for the three years of Hieron’s tyranny, as reported in

IPriene, no. 37, l/. 109-112, Hieron may have bypassed the fort and Ainetos, who appears to have

ouot, dodvar ®pac—] | [Tocewdwviov Mdayvntt mohteiov €0’ [iont kal opoint avtdt kal Toig Ekyovols. See also
Bielmann (1994), 58-60, who claims that a better date for the inscription is likely 302 BC when Prepelaos took
Ephesos. However, as previously discussed, Ephesos seemed to have surrendered to Prepelaos without a fight,
thereby eliminating a need for the general to have taken any prisoners.

%4 IPriene, nos. 11 (297 BC), 14 (285 BC), and 37 (196-192 BC); OGIS, no. 13 (285 BC); Crowther (1996), 212.
%5 [Priene, nos. 14, Il. 2-5; 37, II. 73-77, 90-156; OGIS, no. 13, I. 1-9; Crowther (1996), ibid.
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been helping to guard the fort, in order to instead launch a successful raid on Ephesian lands.>®
Hieron’s purpose for this attack was not to take control of Ephesos, but more likely to prevent the
polis from providing further funds, armaments, and troops to the Prienien rebels. Although the date
of the attack on Ephesos is unclear, the war that occurred within the Ephesian polis, as described
in [Ephesos V, no. 1450, was presumably the cause of the damage to the significant number of
properties referred to in /Ephesos 1a, no. 4 Il. 65-69.>" Although IPriene, no. 11 (297 BC) does not
specifically identify individuals or poleis such as Ephesos, the inscription calls for an annual
commemoration to honor not only the Prienian citizens who fought against Hieron, but also those
foreigners who provided valuable aid and fought in the conflict.*

Since /Ephesos VI, no. 2001 discusses how the Ephesian council in charge of handling the
affairs of Priene are to repay the loans advanced to them by Ephesian residents working as
professional money-lenders (prodaneistai), the decree seems to have been enacted during the
tyranny of Hieron, but before the attack on Ephesos.>® Walser, conversely, dates the decree to 286
BC in order to correlate the inscription to a possible re-capture of Ephesos by Demetrios during
his campaign in Asia Minor, where Ainetos funded Prienian rebels against Lysimachos, not Hieron
of Priene.®® However, IPriene, no. 37 and 1Ephesos V1, no. 2001 both refer to Prienian rebels in
Charax and /Priene, no. 37 refers to them in the context of the conflict against Hieron of Priene.

Accordingly, Walser’s rationale to both date /Ephesos VI, no. 2001 later, presenting the inscription

as proof that Demetrios retook Ephesos in 286 BC, and to claim that Polyaenus’ account concerns

% See IEphesos V1, no. 2001, Il. 12-13, where the generals and councilors requested that he go to take care of the
Prienian rebels at Charax the fort and ensure that the fort does not fall into enemy hands.

5" [Ephesos V, no. 1450, [l. 2-3: [...xoi vdv] 10D moAépov yevouévov kotd T moiv. See Chapter 2, 58-59, for the
discussion on the extent of damage inflicted upon Ephesos during the xorvog woleuog.

%8 See [Priene, no. 11, Il. 17-19: tiic] | [0’ f]uépog dmépymt kot &viantov del T[oig te évdnuodot Tédp] | toMtdy Koi
101G TOPAYVOUEVOLS T[BV EEVMV VIOV QL.

%9 [Ephesos VI, no. 2001, /1. 9-11. See Chapters 2 and 3 on the type of creditors present at Ephesos during the
beginning of the third century BC.

80 Walser (2008), 76-87.
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Lysimachos’ re-capture of the polis (rather than the initial capture in ca. 295 BC) seem to be
inaccurate.®! In addition, the damage to Ephesian farmland because of the conflict with Hieron
likely occurred after the initial advancement of funds to Prienian rebels, as creditors and Ephesos
were unlikely to have continued providing funds to the rebels while the polis was enduring a
domestic debt crisis. Furthermore, since Ephesos did not experience any significant physical
damage caused by the campaigns of Prepelaos or Demetrios, Ephesian residents likely still had the
capability to cultivate farmland, produce and sell goods, and conduct commerce until the time of
attack by Hieron. Therefore, the loans and sale of citizenship rights to fund Prienian rebels
discussed in /Ephesos VI, no. 2001 are more accurately dated between 299 and early 298 BC.
Then, in the month of Posideon (December/January) during the prytaneia of Demagoras in 298 to
297 BC, the raid referred to in /[Ephesos V, 1450 occurred within Ephesian lands, which led to the
capture of Ephesian citizens and residents, as well as damage to the city and the farmland of the
Ephesian polis.®? The end of Ephesos’ and the Ionian League’s xo1vo¢ méAsuog came when Hieron
was deposed in 297 BC, but Ephesos, in the same year, experienced the debt crisis which /Ephesos

Ia, no. 4 attempts later to mitigate in 297/6 BC.

1.7 Arsinoeia’s Subjugation via Lysimachos

Lysimachos, taking advantage of post-conflict Ephesos, had subjugated both the polis and Ionia
by 294 BC.%% Control of Ephesos was accomplished by bribing the men of a pirate chief (Andron,

according to Polyaenus, or Mandro, according to Frontinus) sheltered by Ainetos, the Antigonid

61 See below on Polyaenus and Frontinus’ account of Lysimachos’ capture of Ephesos.
82 [Ephesos V, no. 1450, [I. 1-7; Triimpy (1997), 6, 99.
8 Plut. Vit. Demetr. 35.3.
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garrison commander at Ephesos.®* The pirates, secretly bribed by Lysimachos’ general, Lycus,
opened the gates of Ephesos so that Lycus might take the city and Ainetos as a prisoner.®

Once Lysimachos gained control of Ephesos, he ordered major construction projects at
Ephesos and eventually, by 288 BC, renamed the new polis Arsinoeia after his third wife.®
Lysimachos first moved the city 0.81 miles (1.3 kilometers) from near the Artemision in the low-
lying floodplain closer to the sea on the western base of Mt. Panayirdag (Mt. Pion) and the northern
base of Mt. Biilbiidag (Mt. Preon) because the silting of Kayster River delta cut off the city’s access
to the sea.’” The Ephesians, though, seem to have started moving the city prior to their subjugation
under Lysimachos, whether due to the flooding or not, but Lysimachos solidified the new borders
of the city at a higher ground level upon conquering the polis.%8 It was not only Ephesos’ flooding
issues, but also the polis’ vulnerability to naval attacks that caused Lysimachos to also order the
construction of the new 5.5 mile long (8.9 kilometers) city fortification walls around the new
settlement after 294 BC, enclosing a space of around 400 hectares (988 acres) in total.®®
Interestingly, though, allies of Demetrios may have placed the blame on Lysimachos for a flood,
which occurred in the old city in or after 294 BC and forced the residents living there to move,
with an alternative story about the movement and reconstruction of the city that later became the

tradition related during Strabo’s lifetime.’® Whether this or Strabo’s account that Lysimachos

blocked the sewers of the old city to flood Ephesian residents resistant to the move is true or

8 Polyaen. Strat. 5.19; Frontin. Strat. 3.3.7.

% Ibid.

% See also Ionian League decrees 1.Smyrna 11.1, no. 577, and Milet 1.2, no. 10 (289/8 BC), where Ephesos is referred
to as Arsinoeia.

57 Paus. 1.9.7; Kraft, et al. (2007), 135; Nudell (2023), 178; Boehm (2018), 73; Davies (2011), 184.

8 Rogers (2012), 63-67.

8 [Ephesos 1a, no. 3, IV, no. 1441; Rogers (2012), 67-68; Boechm (2018), 73. See Figure 2 for a map of the new
location of Ephesos.

0 Rogers (2012), ibid.; Nudell (2023), 178; Boehm (2018), 73-74.

18



anecdotal, Ephesos had very likely previously suffered flooding from the Marnas and Selinous
rivers (modern day Derbent River tributaries).”

Although it is unclear whether the city walls around the new settlement were constructed
using civic funds, independent donations, or Lysimachos’ aid, the walls were likely completed by
289/8 BC, encompassed the Ephesian villages of Smyrna and Koressos, and included the
inhabitants of the formerly autonomous poleis of Lebedos, Kolophon, Phygela, and Teos as part
of Lysimachos’ synoecism of Ephesos.”? Lysimachos is also said to have established a cult of
Artemis Soteria (i.e. not Ephesian Artemis herself) in the mountain groves of Ortygia, one of the
traditional birthplaces of Artemis.”® He further established a royal mint in Ephesos which struck
bronze coins portraying Arsinoe on the obverse and a standard type for Ephesian civic coins, a stag
as a symbol of Artemis, on the reverse with APXI written horizontally across either sides of stag.”*
Lysimachos’ goal for the synoecism projects at Ephesos was to associate and bind himself and his
family to Artemis and the foundation of the city as well as to significantly aid in the financial and
physical recovery of the city after the debt crisis described in /Ephesos la, no. 4. Lysimachos may
have also intended for Ephesos to become one of his more important economic, religious, and
financial centers in lonia and, perhaps, even a base from which to begin launching campaigns into
the Aegean in order to expand his empire. Lysimachos died, however, during his war against

Seleucus I and Ephesos fell under Seleucid control in 281 BC.™

1.8 Findspot, Orientation, and Script of the Inscription

"L Strab. 14.1.21; Steph. Greek Anthology 9.424; Rogers (2012), 65; Boehm (2018), 73-73; Nudell (2023), 178.
2 Paus. 1.9.7; Boehm (2018), 73-76, 93-94; Rogers (2012), 68-69; Davies (2011), 187. See Chapter 3, 91, for the
discussion on the economic and financial impact of Lysimachos’ synoecism on post-crisis Ephesos.

8 Boehm (2018), 220-221; Strab. 14.1.20.

"4 Boehm (2018), 73 n. 271. See Figure 5 where there is also an astragalos on the upper left of the reverse.

5 Just. 17.1-17.2.1.
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As to what wall into which /Ephesos 1a, no. 4 was mounted when the Ephesian polis enacted and
inscribed the law, unfortunately no part of the inscription was found in situ. Group A of IEphesos
Ia, no. 4 was found 3km north of modern day Selguk, Turkey in a causeway near the River Kayster
by the architect J. T. Wood during the archeological dig he conducted between 1863 and 1874.7®
Around the beginning of the twentieth century, R. Heberdey identified another significantly
damaged part of the inscription, Group B, which was found in the cobblestones on the north
Analemma of the Theater near the Austrian dig site.”” In 2005, H. Taeuber found another section
of the inscription, Group C, broken into three parts in the cobblestones also at the north Analemma
of the Theater, but these fragments are, as of yet, unpublished.’® Since Group C has not yet been
excavated, studied, or published, this study will focus on Groups A and B. The four blocks are
white, blue-veined, and worn grey marble originally taken from a quarry around a kilometer east
of Ephesos, with a ubiquitous height of 0.50m and depths between 0.20 and 0.22m.”® The lengths
for Group A are 2.18m for Block 1A, 1.68m for Block 2A, and 2.03m for Block 3A, and the length
for Group B is 1.59m for Block 1B.2% Some of the blocks’ text retains its original red paint. Block
1A’s text is damaged on the left and right sides due to the use of ancient iron clamps, the cuttings
of which can also be seen on the top and sides of each block.8! The left side and the upper right-
hand corner of Block 2A are chipped off and a quarter of the block on the left side of Block 3A is
broken off in a vertical crack. Block B’s inscription is completely worn off except on the left third

of the block where the text is fragmentary.?

6 Walser (2008), 11.

7 Ibid.

8 Walser (2008), 12. See Figure 7 where one can see at least ten blocks in the cobblestone at Ephesos that bear a
striking resemblance to the shape and design of Group A as shown in Figure 1. Special thanks to Dr. Hans Taeuber
for providing the picture of Group C from the 2005 Austrian excavation.

8 Walser (2008), ibid. See Figure 1 for photographs of Blocks 1A-3A.

80 Walser (2008), ibid.; IEphesos 1a, no. 4, pg. 13.

81 Walser (2008), ibid.

82 bid.
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Blocks 1A-3A are inscribed as paragraphos, with each block having two columns of text
and each of 1A and 3A’s columns being 17 lines each. Conversely, Block 2A’s column on the right
ends on line 13. Based on Heberdey’s squeeze, Walser reports that there is one column of 14 lines
on Block 1B.2 Groups A and B together have 112 lines in total. In addition, horizontal lines (—)
between .012 and .015m in length separate the text into sections. Groups A and B of /Ephesos 1a,
no. 4 have an average letter height of 0.01 and 0.012m in an lonic script cut with what Walser
described as “curved hastae.”® The inscription’s dialect is Attic, not Koine, Greek with iota
adscript in the Ionic script.%% Furthermore, there seems to have been only one mistake that the

letter-cutter made, namely, on line 68 where there is a missing iota in kaOn<t>pnpévov.

1.9 The &0c6i0v and the Artemision

While /Ephesos Ia, no. 4 refers to a temple precinct (é0e640v, I. 21) in which the neopoiai (temple
care-takers) must set up the whitened tablets containing the new land divisions made by the court,
the inscription specifies neither which temple precinct nor whether /Ephesos la, no. 4 itself was to
be set up in the same place as the tablets. 8 However, since both the inscription and the tablets
were public documents, it is reasonable to think that /Ephesos la, no. 4 was set up in the same
temple precinct as the whitened tablets for the sake of convenience and protection.®® In fact, the
inscription goes on to direct that copies, not the originals, of the whitened tablets are to also be

given to the copying-clerk (antigrapheus), so that any citizen who wanted to look over the new

8 Walser (2008), 14.

8 Walser (2008), 14, “geschwungenen Hasten,” and 21-24.

8 Walser (2013), 21-24.

8 JEphesos 1a, no. 4, [. 68; Walser (2008), 14.

87 [Ephesos 1a, no. 4, Il. 20-21: oi 82 fipnuévol ypayavieg €ic Aevkdpata mapaddtocay Toig vemmoiog Ogivar émi o
£€0ebAov. See Chapter 2, 51-52, on the duties of the neopoiai. One should note that, according to the LSJ s.v.
£6e0hov, [Ephesos 1a, no. 4 has the earliest attestation for the use of £€5eBAov to refer to a temple precinct. However,
there may have been an earlier use in A. Ag. 776 where 10 ypvoomacta 6’ £debAa should be read instead of £60AG.
8 See Sickinger (1999), 116-118, for a similar practice in Athens with laws and decrees and the Temple of the
Mother of the Gods, the Metréon. See below as well.
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divisions of land would be able to have two forms of access to the information.?® If, indeed,
IEphesos Ia, no. 4 was set up next to the tablets, citizens would then have been able to see the law
used to determine the new divisions of land on the whitened tablets.

There was only one sanctuary among the several cults present at Ephesos to which the term
&oefiov might apply and which was important enough to Ephesos to house official documents: the
temple of Artemis Ephesia, the Artemision.’® Artemis Ephesia was a significant goddess at
Ephesos before, but, arguably, more so after, Ephesos’ subjugation under King Croesus of Lydia,
ca. 560 BC. Prior to the subjugation of Ionia under King Croesus, Artemis Ephesia symbolized
eternal maidenhood, marriageability, fertility, and was felt to ensure that the forces of nature were
serviceable to humanity.?! Nicolaus of Damascus reported that, before he became king, Croesus
vowed to dedicate an enemy’s property to Artemis Ephesia in exchange for the power to secure his
kingship from his enemies and rivals.%? After driving his nephew, Pindarus, the tyrant of Ephesos,
out of power, Croesus not only respected the city’s inviolable status by refraining from invading
and plundering the city, but also dedicated a majority of the temple’s columns to Artemis during
the construction of the Artemision.®® In general, from the time of Croesus, Artemis Ephesia
assumed a conspicuous role in upholding the sovereignty of Sardis, the capital city of the Lydian
Empire, and in maintaining the relationship between the Ephesian Artemision and the altar of
Artemis at Sardis.* Lydian inscriptions, too, record dedicatory gifts to either Artemis of Sardis or

to Artemis of Ephesos from the sixth through to the fourth centuries BC, promoting their continued

8 [Ephesos 1a, no. 4, ll. 22-24: §6tocav 8¢ kol TdL dyTrypogel To0ToOV dviiypapa, Tv’ 8EfL Tént Bovlopévol Tdu
TOMTGV £POPAY TOVS YEYEVILEVOLS LEPIGHOVE TdV &yyoimv, Kai KOWRU pv Staipecty TadhTny givar

% See Knibbe (1978), 490-502, for his catalogue of other cults with temples at Ephesos from the Archaic to the
Roman Imperial eras.

1 Munn (2006), 163-165.

92 FGrHist 90 F 65, ca. second half of the first century BC; Munn (2006), 166 and n. 109.

% Hdt. 1.92.1.

% Munn (2006), 166. For example, see IEphesos Ia, no. 2 (ca. 340-300 BC).
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mutual religious relationship.*® Therefore, while Ephesos had a diverse pantheon of gods and
goddesses, the Artemision had a position of religious prominence over the other temples.

There is also precedent for placing official documents of the polis in a temple under the
protection of a deity, such as Meter Oreia in Athens. Meter Oreia became a significant goddess in
Athens in 411/0 BC, not only as a figure of worship, but also as a figure associated with Athenian
public documents and items important to the polis.®® Towards the end of the fifth century BC,
Athens seems to have recognized and valued the importance of Ionian/Asiatic Artemis and Meter
Oreia as civic goddesses.®” Specifically, to facilitate an arduous systematic review of Athenian
laws, a legislative review board of 500 nomothetai worked on the task with the Council of 500 in
411/0 BC and held their regular meetings at the old Council House in Athens which, at the time,
had been converted into the Temple of the Mother of the Gods, Meter Oreia, or the Metroon with
the new Council House immediately adjacent to it.® The old Council House, then the new
Metrdon, became the archive of the officially reviewed laws, documents, and items important to
the state such as the counterfeit coins in Nikophon’s Law (375/4 BC), //. 10-13, which became this
goddess’ sacred property.®® Later in the fourth century BC, Lykourgos, in Against Leocrates (330
BC), claimed that Leocrates’ treasonous crime of fleeing after the battle of Chaironeia was
equivalent to someone entering the Metrdon and destroying the text of a law housed inside.!®

Although not immediately adjacent to the Ephesian Bouleuterion, the Artemision also served

within the political sphere of Ephesos as the repository for citizenship decrees.'* Considering

% Munn (2006), 166-167, and n. 113.

% Munn (2006), 330-331.

% Francis (1990), 142.

% Ibid. See also Sickinger (1999), 112, and Francis (1990), 138-139, on how the Mother of the Gods had similar
features to Meter Oreia, but was not the same goddess.

9 Munn (2006), ibid.; RO, no. 25, /. 10-13: gav 8¢ vr[dxarkov] §| DropdivBdov §j kiBdntov, Srakontétm

naf pavtik]a koi Eotw iepov g MnTpoc [T]dv Bedy kai K[atafor]Aétwm &g T PoAny.

10 Lycurg. Leoc. 66-67; Sickinger (1999), 116-117.

101 JEphesos V, no. 1455, 1. 9; IEphesos V1, no. 2004, II. 13-14; IEphesos VI, no. 2005, I. 12. See below.
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Meter Oreia’s importance as a civic goddess in Athens by housing laws, documents, and items
important to the polis, it is reasonable to think as well that the Artemision in Ephesos housed items

such as /Ephesos Ia, no. 4 similar to how the Metréon housed Athenian laws in Athens.

1.10 Original Location of the Inscription

Although the Classical-era Ephesian Bouleuterion, rather than the édefiov of the Artemision, is
another possibility for where [Ephesos Ia, no. 4 was set up as a wall inscription, there are
significant issues which exclude the Bouleuterion as a viable candidate. Similar to Athens, the
boule in Ephesos regularly met at the Bouleuterion to conduct preliminary discussions and
deliberations on matters such as citizenship decrees and legal measures, such as /Ephesos Ia, no.
4, before voting.'%2 In addition, since /Ephesos Ia, no. 4 requires that those chosen to supervise the
koivog moleuog give copies of the whitened tablets to the copying-clerks, the polis may have set
up the law in the Bouleuterion where citizens would have easy access to both.1% An Ephesian
practice of setting up public inscriptions at the Bouleuterion similar to Athens is, however, difficult
to prove because of two issues. First, the Classical-era Bouleuterion site at Ephesos has not yet
been uncovered, and second, Ephesian inscriptions from the fourth and beginning of the third
centuries do not name the Bouleuterion as the location at which to erect official decrees.'® Instead,
a third of all of the over 100 citizenship and proxenoi decrees from Ephesos found to date specify
that they are to be set up in the igpov tijc Aptéuidog so that their enactment received the protection

of Artemis.!® In addition, many such Ephesian citizenship and proxenoi decrees from the fourth

102 Rubinstein (2004), 1072; Bier (2011), 28.

103 JEphesos 1a, no. 4, ll. 22-24.

104 See Bier (2011), 28-30 and 47-48, for his presentation and discussion of excavations and discoveries at Ephesos
from the previous 150 years, during which the Classical Bouleuterion has not yet been found and even the claim that
the location of the Hellenistic Bouleuterion is under the Roman one is not definitive.

105 Walser (2008), 13; McLean (2002), 215. For examples of citizenship decrees set up in the temple of Artemis, see
IEphesos V, no. 1455, 1. 9; IEphesos V1, no. 2004, /l. 13-14; IEphesos VI, no. 2005, [. 12.
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and early third centuries BC in particular state that the neopoiai specifically set up the inscriptions
in the Artemision.!%® Considering the duty of the neopoiai in the fourth and third centuries BC to
set up public decrees and their specific connection to the Artemision in many of these decrees, the
neopoiai mentioned in /Ephesos la, no. 4 were likely those from the Artemision as well. Therefore,
the neopoiai in the law set up the whitened tablets in the £defiov of the Artemision, a term which
perhaps refers to a specific archival building in the Artemision’s temple complex.

Archeologists, however, have not yet uncovered anything at Ephesos prior to /Ephesos la,
no. 4 which indicates that laws be set up in the Artemision, nor is the inscription a citizenship or
proxenos decree, but a law (/. 88: xatd tovoe TOV vopov), and it is unclear whether Ephesians set
up laws in the same location as decrees.’?” Despite the ambiguity, since Groups A and B of
IEphesos la, no. 4 are all the same height and are not stelai, each of the blocks were set up next to
each other on a wall in a single layer of blocks vertically or horizontally, perhaps in a stoa due to
the well-preserved nature of the inscriptions.'® [Ephesos Ia, no. 4 was also set up on a wall
specifically reserved for public documents, such as was the case in lonia at the temple of Athena
in Priene and the Delphinion in Miletus.!%® At the temple of Athena at Priene specifically, there
have been about ten decrees and letters important to the city found to date, including /Priene, no.

8 (286/5 BC), a decree with its subject matter similar to /Ephesos 1a, no. 4, that were all set up in

16 [Ephesos TV, nos. 1408 (294-289 BC), 1441 (ca. 294-288 BC), and 1443 (307/6 BC); IEphesos V, nos. 1447,
1448 (ca. 306-302 BC), 1450 (ca. 298-297 BC), 1451, 1452 (302/1 BC), 1453 (299/8 BC), 1454, and 1455 (301-294
BC); IEphesos V1, nos. 2004 and 2005 (300 BC). See /Ephesos 1V, nos. 1440 (306 BC), /. 7, and 1442, [. 7, which
use the same ambiguous phrase that presumably refers to the Artemision: &ig 10 iepov.

W07 See Asheri (1969), 42, and his discussion that [Ephesos Ia, no. 4, Il. 69-85, imply that the inscription was at first
an Ephesian decree at the beginning of the xo1vog wodeuog that was meant to delay the initial repayment of debt only
for the decree to later be expanded upon, enacted as a law, inscribed, and set up as a wall inscription. See Chapter 2,
63-64, for a more in-depth discussion on whether /Ephesos la, no. 4 was always a law, it started as a decree by the
Ephesian polis, or Demetrios requested the law to be made.

108 Walser (2008), 13.

109 Walser (2008), ibid. See also Crowther (1996), 219-221, for his discussion on the chronology for the completion
of the temple of Athena in Priene based on the chronology of /Priene, nos. 3-8.
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the temple’s pronaos and its lateral walls.'° Given that late fourth- and early third-century public
inscriptions, such as citizenship decrees, were set up in the temple precinct of the Artemision, the
Ephesians may have set up /Ephesos la, no. 4 near the inscribed whitened tablets in the £é6c640v as

well. 11

1.11 Conclusions

While Ephesos likely experienced financial and economic difficulties during the years between
319 and 300 BC as a result of having to support different garrisons and their involvement in various
military campaigns, the polis does not seem to experience damage to its lands significant enough
to warrant the enactment of /Ephesos la, no. 4 in 299 BC, as Walser asserts. Rather, since the
Ionian League was revived by 303 BC, the koinon likely wanted to depose the tyrant in charge of
Priene near where the Panionion, their meeting place, was located. Therefore, Ephesos waged a
kowvog woieuog against Hieron on the League’s behalf and provided funds, armaments, and troops
to Prienian rebels until Hieron’s deposition in 297 BC. Consequently, Hieron’s attack on Ephesos
likely occurred prior to his removal from office, specifically around 298/7 BC, with the ensuing
debt crisis occurring in early 297 BC and the enactment of /Ephesos 1a, no. 4 in 297/6 BC.

While the exact location of the placement of the inscription is unclear, it seems that
Walser’s conclusion that it was placed at the Artemision is supported by what we know about the
importance of Artemis at Ephesos as both a religious and a civic goddess. As Artemis Ephesia was
a significantly important civic goddess in Ephesos from the Archaic era, and fourth-century
citizenship decrees were set up in the temple, the Artemision likely housed the whitened tablets

referred to in /Ephesos la, no. 4 and the inscription itself. Considering the iron clamp remnants on

110 Walser (2008), ibid.; Crowther (1996): 219-222; IPriene, no. 8, II. 38-42.
1 JEphesos V, no. 1455; VI, nos. 2001-2005; Walser (2008), ibid.
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the blocks and the well-preserved nature of the text as well, I[Ephesos Ia, no. 4 was not a stele, but,
instead, a wall inscription perhaps set up in the stoa of the Artemision. Despite Walser’s work
regarding the two questions the inscription raises, its historical context and where it was set up,
IEphesos la, no. 4 still offers a number of topics that bear further research and study, including the
identities of the fokistai and georgoi referred to in the inscription, Ephesos’ laws on property and
loans bearing interest, and the ability in Ephesos to use property as security, to which the following

chapters are dedicated.
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Chapter 2: Commentary

While the purpose of /Ephesos la, no. 4 seems simple, that is to mitigate debt between creditors

and borrowers, the law itself is rather complex. In fact, although there are 112 lines of text across
four large marble blocks, the law as it is preserved today is still incomplete and potentially included
at least ten more blocks.! Not only does the law provide important information regarding Ephesian
magistrates and legal processes such as the eisagogeis and Ephesos’ use of foreign judges, but it
also provides information regarding how Ephesian property was used as security for interest-
bearing loans. The first part of this chapter will include a description of the marble blocks and the
text, an updated section on editions where the text, a translation, or both appears, an updated
Bibliography, the text, and a translation (i.e. a genetic lemma). The selective commentary on the
text that follows will focus on the Ephesian magistrates and legal processes involved and how they
affected the economic sphere at Ephesos. Therefore, this selective commentary will exhibit how
IEphesos la, no. 4 is an exceptional instance where a polis enacted a law to provide new legal
processes with which to settle disputes about private interest-bearing loans with properties used as
security.

2.1 Description
Description is dependent on /Ephesos la, no. 4 and Walser (2008).

Four blocks of white, blue-veined, worn grey marble from a wall, likely the Artemision (Hicks;
Walser), marble taken from a quarry around a kilometer east of Ephesos, each block has a
ubiquitous height of 0.50m, Depths between 0.20 and 0.22m; 112 Lines in total.

Group A: Three blocks found 3km north of modern day Selcuk, Turkey in a causeway near the
River Kayster by the architect J. T. Wood; depth for each is 0.22m; length for Block 1A is 2.18m,
1.68m for Block 2A, 2.03m for Block 3A; letter height is 0.01 to 0.012m; length for encircling
border is 0.03m; the columns of the text are inscribed as paragraphe separated with horizontal
lines (—); Blocks 1A and 3A’s two columns of text are 17 lines each; Block 2A’s column on the
right ends at line 13; the left columns of 1A and 2A are longer than the right (Block 1A ~80:60
letters); script has “curved hastae” (Walser [2008]) and retains the red paint (miltos) in some areas;

! See Figure 1, for Group A, and Figure 7, for a picture of the unexcavated Group C courtesy of Dr. Hans Taeuber.
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Block 1A’s text is damaged on the left and right sides due to iron clamps, the indentations of which
are seen on the top and sides of Blocks 1A-3A; Block 2A’s left side and the upper right-hand corner
are chipped off. A quarter of Block 3A on the left side is broken off with a vertical crack, but did
not negatively impact comprehension of the text; the beginning of the text is lost, but perhaps there
was only one block before Block 1A; one likely mistake that the inscriber made is on line 68 where
there is a missing iota in kaOn<t>pnuévov.

Group B: One block found in the cobblestones on the north Analemma of the Theater near the
Austrian excavation site by R. Heberdey; depth is .20m; Length is 1.59m; marble is halved with
the inscription rubbed off where only fragmentary remains on the left third side; the inscription
has only one column that ends on Line 14; line length is unknown; Block B’s text does not follow
Block 3A’s and there is at least one Block, not yet published or identified clearly, that separates
them.

2.2 Editions

Editions are dependent on /Ephesos la, no. 4 (1979), 14, until 1969.

Group A was published by Wood as ed. pr., Discoveries, in Appendix VIII, Inscriptions from the
City and Suburbs (1877), No. 1; R. Dareste, Nouvelle revue hist. de droit frangais et étranger 1
(1877), 161-178 (text, 174-178) [=W. Dittenberger, Syll.! (1883), no. 344; Th. Thalheim in K. F.
Hermanns Lehrbuch der Griech. Rechtsaltertiimer (= Lehrbuch der Griech. Antiquitditen 2, 13)
(1884), 134-149; E. L. Hicks, IBM 1II (1890), no. 2 with a facsimile; Dareste/Haussoullier/Reinach
(1892), no. 5; Thalheim 4.0.* (1895), 152-168; Dittenberger, Syll.? (1900), no. 510].

Group B was published by R. Heberdey as ed. pr., FiE 11 (1912), as no. 17 with a facsimile, but
not together with Group A (No. 1 with discussion concerning the date in the commentary, 98).

Groups A and B published together by F. Hiller von Gaetringen as ed. pr., Syll.3 (1915), no. 364
[=Asheri Leggi Greche sul Problema dei Debiti (1969), text in Appendix II, 108-117, commentary
42-44 (no. 21, misprinted as “20’) and 44-47 (no. 22)]; I[Ephesos 1a (1979), no. 4, 13-27 [=A. V.
Walser, Bauern und Zinsnehmer: Politik, Recht und Wirtschaft im friihhellenistischen Ephesos (=
Vestigia 59) (2008), Block A text and translation and Block B Text, 26-35, Block A and B textual
commentary, 35-36; J. Velissaropoulos-Karakostas, Droit grec d’Alexandre a Auguste (323 av. J.-
C.— 14 ap. J-C.), 2011, text and translation in parts Vol. I, 226-228, Vol. II, 55-56, 63-64, 137-
138, 182, 201, 216-217, 259, 467-468, 512].

2.3 Bibliography

Bibliography is dependent on /Ephesos la, no. 4 (1979), 14-15, until 1977.

R. Dareste, Séances et travaux de I’Académie des sciences morales et politiques, Compte rendu
108 (1877), 703-718 (without a copy of the text); E. Szanto, WS 9 (1887), 280-282 (= Selected
Essays (1906), 75-77); E. Sonnte, De arbitris externis, quos Graeci adhiberunt ad lites et intestinas
et peregrinas componendas, quaestiones epigraphicae, Diss. Gottingen (1888), 58-60 (no. 87);
Th. Reinach, REG 4 (1891), 331 (Bull. Eprigr.); B. Kiibler, Wochenschrf klass.Phil.9 (1892), n.
428; H. F. Hitzig, Das griech. Pfandrecht (1895), 41, 46, 64, 90-92, 125; E. Ziebarth, Wochenschr.
f- klass. Phil. 12 (1895), 284; L. Beauchet, Histoire du droit privé de la république athénienne
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(1897), Vol. 111, 267, 270, 277-279, 298, 300, Vol. 1V, 483, 526, 532; G. Billeter, Geschichte d.
Zinsfufses im griech.-rom. Altertum bis auf Justinian (1898), 75-85; Dareste, Nouvelle revue hist.
de droit frangais et étranger 32 (1908), 641; J. Partsch, Griech. Biirgschaftsrecht 1 (1909), 261-
276; D. P. Pappulias, H éunpayuarog doyaleio koo to EAAnvikoy kai to pouaixov dikaiov (Parallel
Title in German: Das Pfandrecht nach dem griech. u. rom. Recht) 1, Leipzig (1909), 146-149, 180,
184-187; L. Raape, Der Verfall des griech. Pfandes, bes. Des griech.-dgyptischen (1912), 7-11 and
38-48; E. F. Bruck, ZRG 33 (1912), 555-557 and 562-564; E. WeiB, OJH 18 (1915), Addendum,
299-301; P. Bastid, L ’hypotheque grecque et sa signification historique, Pariser jur. Diss., Tours
(1917), 25, 38-42; A. Steinwenter, Die Streitbeendigung durch Urteil, Schiedsspruch und Vergleich
nach griechischem Rechte (= Miinch. Beitr. Zur Papyrusforschung u. antiken Rechtsgeschichte 8)
(1925), 144 and 148; U. E. Paoli, Studi di diritto attico (= Pubbl. Della R. Univ. degli Studi di
Firenze, Fac. di lett. e di filos. N. S. 9) (1930), 162 and 184 (despite Heberdey, 1912, and Syll.3,
he uses the wrong date); J. Korver, De Terminologie van het Crediet-Wezen in het Grieksch,
Utrechter Diss., Amsterdam (1934), 123, 126, 135; R. Pringsheim, The Greek Law of Sale (1950),
164 and 288 (also uses the wrong date); Magie, Roman Rule I, 90 with note 10 (II 920); M. 1.
Finley, Land and Credit in Ancient Athens 500-200 B.C. The Horos-Inscriptions (1951), 297 n. 20
(see 113); Studi in onore di V. Arangio-Ruiz III (1953), 483 n. 23 (= see 548 n. 23, of the German
translation regarding the paper in the volume edited by E. Berneker “Zur griech.
Rechtsgeschichte”, 1968); The Ancient Economy (1999), 143 and 240 n. 44; A. Krinzlein,
Eigentum und Besitz im griechischen Rechte des fiinften und vierten Jh. v. Chr. (= Berliner
juristische essay 8) (1963), 16; J. Ch. Dumont, Eirene 5 (1966), 193; Asheri (1969), in his general
discussion see 74, 77, 84, 86-88, 93, 97; A. Biscardi, ZRG 86 (1969), 161-163; J. Hopp,
Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der letzten Attaliden (= Vestigia 25) (1977), 134 n. 61; E. Cohen,
Athenian Economy and Society: A Banking Perspective (1992), 201 n. 70; C. Crowther, lasos in
the Second Century BC III: Foreign Judges from Priene (=BICS 40) (1995), 120-123; I.Priene §
and the History of Priene in the Early Hellenistic Period (=Chiron 26) (1996), 211-212 and 227-
228; C. Schuler, Ldndliche Siedlungen und Gemeinden im hellenistischen und romischen
Kleinasien (1998), 79-80; R. S. Bagnall and P. Derow, The Hellenistic Period: Historical Sources
in Translation (2004), 19-23, translated text and discussion on certain terms; Vincent Gabrielsen,
Banking and Credit Operations in Hellenistic Times (=Making, Moving and Managing: The New
World of Ancient Economies, 323-31 BC) (2005), 156 and 162 n. 101; A. V. Walser, 2008, extensive
discussion on the text throughout; A. Magnetto, L arbitrato di Rodi fra Samo e Priene edizione
critica, commento e indici a cura (2008), 180 n. 22; J. K. Davies, The Well-Balanced Polis:
Ephesos (= The Economies of Hellenistic Societies, Third to First Centuries BC) (2011), 176 n.
12; J. Velissaropoulos-Karakostas (2011), brief discussions in Vol. I, 226-228, Vol. II, 55-56, 63-
64, 137-138, 182-183, 201, 216-217, 259, 467-468, 512; G. M. Rogers, The Mysteries of Artemis
of Ephesos: Cult, Polis, and Change in the Greco-Roman World (2012), 55; A. Scafuro, Decrees
for Foreign Judges: Judging Conventions — or Epigraphic Habits? (= Symposion 2013 24, no. 1)
(2015) 367 n. 6, 382 n. 44; E. M. Harris, The Legal Foundations of Economic Growth in Ancient
Greece: The Role of Property Records (=The Ancient Greek Economy: Markets, Households and
City-States) (2015), 131, brief discussion on the text; R. Boehm, City and Empire in the Age of the
Successors: Urbanization and Social Response in the Making of the Hellenistic Kingdoms (2018),
72 n. 269, 94 n. 15.
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2.4 IEphesos 1a, no. 4 — Text

ca. 297/6 BC Non-Stoich
Al oidwactal. — dEgivon 82 Toic Sucaotaig, d0v avToic ur @aivnton StkaoTicdv ivor TO Tpiyua,
AN O pev
vempyOg TAéovog teTufioBat, 6 8¢ TokioTig EAdttovo[c], é€givar avtoig tyufjoat, dcov Gv dokiit
KOADG

Exetv: — 10D 8¢ y[p]éovg pr elvon avtiripmoty. —- £av 88 1 pv tiunoig cuvoporoyitat, T 8¢
davelov dtaperofntitor, 1 0 pev daveov [cvv]oporoyfitor, 1 6¢ tipnoig avtiléyntal, Tepi Tod
Sopot-
5  opnrovuévou Ty kpictv etval. — & & v ol Sikaotol Kpiveoty, dvaypayoveg ic Asvkopa ol
glo-
ayOYES Kol TOG EMKPIoELS TAS TOV StotnTdV, GG av £mi ToD dKaoTNPiov GUVOLOAOYNCMOGLLL,
TapaddTo-
oav T0i¢ €mi 10D Kovod TOAEUOV NiPNIEVOLS. — Otav € mapuldfmcty ol £l ToD KovoDd TOAEUOL
pnpe-
VOl TdlG Kpioelg Kol TG dlaitag, KANpouT®oay €K TV TpLiKovTa TdV Mipnuéveov Ko Tod dnpov kad’
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2.5 Translation
Group A’s translation is primarily dependent on that of Bagnall and Derow (2004), as well as the

translations provided by Walser (2008), Velissaropoulos-Karakostas (2011), and /Ephesos 1a, no.
4.

Group A: (L 1) The judges. It is to be allowed for the judges (to determine the value of the
property), if the matter does not seem to them to be ready for judgement, but the farmers have
placed a greater value (upon the land), and the creditor a lesser one, it is to be possible for them
(the judges) to value it, to have it (the value) as much as may seem well to them. ? There is to be

no counter-estimate of the loan. If the valuation is agreed, but the loan is disputed, or if the loan is

2 Bagnall and Derow (2004), 19, translate yewpydg as landowner or landholder whereas Walser translates as “Bauer.”
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agreed but the valuation is disputed, the judgement is to be concerning that which is (L 5) being
disputed.

Let the eisagogeis, having inscribed on a whitened tablet the things on which the judges give
judgement and the settlements of the arbitrators, which they have agreed to before the court, hand
(the tablets) over to those who were chosen for the common war. When those who have been
chosen for the common war receive the judgements and the arbitration settlements, let them select
by lot from the thirty who have been chosen by the demos, five men for each five-day period as
dividers of properties, and they select by lot also the areas and will have (L. 10) recorded (the areas);
and let the men selected by lot divide in accordance with the areas which they each obtain by lot,
not sundering the holdings of the creditor or the holdings of the farmers, but dividing the parts (to
be) contiguous with one another; and let them give over to the creditors [and to the farmers]
amounts of the land in proportion to the value inhering, having reckoned up both the loan and the
valuation; let them except, in the division of the land, roads towards shrines, water, farm buildings,
and graves.

If any dispute the division that has occurred, let them declare this to (L 15) those having been
chosen for the common war and to the one placed in charge of the court. Let the one designated to
be in charge of the court lead the judges out to the place; let the judges, if something seems to them
not to have been justly divided, make it fair, allotting to each in accordance proportion to the report
of the loan and the valuation. Let the judges and arbitrators report the divisions accomplished by
the arbitrators or by the judges to those having been chosen for the common war, having inscribed
both the names (£ 20) of the men, the places, and the boundaries of the divisions. Let those who
have been chosen, having inscribed (the information) on whitened tablets, turn them over to the

neopoiai to set them up in the temple precinct, and let them also give copies of these to the copying-
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clerk, in order that it may be possible for any citizen desiring to look over the partitions of the
landed properties to do so, and this (process) for division is to be common.

But if they reach agreement between themselves in some other way about the division (L 25) and
register before those who have been chosen for the common war, thus it is to be for them just as
they agree between themselves, and the farmer is to receive copies of the valuations and loans
from the creditor in which he has a stake, and the creditor from the farmer in which he has a stake
and the guardian, on behalf of an orphan, and the joint-guardians of orphans, whomever each (of
the creditors and the farmers) may have accepted; no one is to receive copies from anyone else nor
those (L 30) assigned to be in charge of these things are not to give them nor to receive them; if
not, both the one receiving and the one who gives to another are to be accursed, and both the one
receiving and the one giving are to be liable to prosecution as being disobedient and as plotting
against the best interests of the polis.

As many as have lent money on the remaining (value), these are to have recovery from the portion
remaining to the farmer, whether there be one or many of them, the first with respect to the first
(loan) and then the others successively, and (L 35) the division is to be for these just as for the
initial lenders. If any, after having mortgaged property to some, they had been lent (money) from
others as if on unencumbered property, having deceived the subsequent lenders, it is to be allowed
for the subsequent lenders, being treated as the previous lenders according to the reckoning of the
common war, to have the property. If anything is still owed on security to them, there is to be a
recovery for the (I 40) lenders from the rest of the property of the debtor, in any way they can,
free from all penalty; and if there is a guarantor, there is to be recovery from the guarantor just as

from those giving unsecured (?) guarantees. 3

3 Note that LSJ only cites IEphesos Ia, no. 4 for the translation of uetéwpa as “unsecured.”
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Concerning guarantors giving guarantees with respect to the property itself; if the value of the
property is equal to the loan for which he is the guarantor, with the valuation having been
established before the war, then the guarantor is to be released (L 45) from his guarantee. If that
which is owed is greater than the value of the property, then let the guarantor pay the excess of that
which is owed over the value in accordance with the report just as others giving unsecured
guarantees, except if he was made liable to a higher rate of interest for a longer period than that of
the guarantee made in the transaction. If the lender had made liable to a higher rate of interest
contrary to the transaction and the length of time agreed in the transaction, let the guarantor not
pay the excess by which he (L 50) was made liable to a higher rate of interest, unless the creditor
has postponed the collection with the consent of the guarantor. If they dispute about this, they are
to receive judgement before the foreign court, unless they have been brought to some agreement
by the arbitrators; and the creditor is to initiate the court case.

If any guardian during his guardianship, after having acquired it, is in possession of the orphan’s
money in any way, he is not (I 55) to share in the (provisions relating to the) common war. As
many as owe dowries for their own daughters or sisters, having assigned them from their paternal
property, or being guardians, either having been left in that position by the father or chosen by the
demos, have not given to the orphan girls under their guardianship the dowries, which their fathers
assigned, or those having married and then been divorced, have not paid back (L 60) the dowries
to be paid back according to law, these are to pay the dowries and the interest according to the
transaction and it is not to be open to them to take into account the (provisions relating to the)
common war, but let the guardians make up the deficiency in the dowry for the orphan girls out of

the rest of the estate whatever is under their guardianship.
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(1. 65) As many as have borrowed on properties since the term of Demagoras as prytanis and the
month of Posideon, for these the (provisions relating to the) common war are to apply as for the
others, but the valuations of the properties are to be those of the time when the loans and the
transactions occurred, in order that if any entered into arrangements with their property destroyed
or the farm buildings had been destroyed, thus their valuations may be the state of the property so
far as when they made the arrangements.

As many as have made transactions before (the prytaneia of) Apollas (I 70) and the month Lenaion
contrary to the (provisions relating to the) common war, the transactions for them are not to be
valid, but those in debt to them are to share in the (provisions relating to the) common war. As
many as have made transactions on properties security since the month of Lenaion and (the
prytaneia of) Apollas, the transactions for them are to be valid and the (provisions relating to the)
common war are not to be shared with them, since they procured in plenty while having entrusted
(to themselves) in confidence during the war; but let there not to be for them an interest of more
than one-twelfth.

Concerning (L 75) lenders having entered upon property; as many as having entered upon
properties in accordance with the arrangements prior to the month Posideon in the term of (the
prytaneia of) Demagoras hold and possess the properties, the entering into possessions (?) are to
be valid for them, unless they have willingly come to some agreement with one another. * If any
dispute about full ownership, there is to be judgement for them according to the laws. As many as
entered upon possession subsequent to the month Posideon in the term of (the prytaneia of)
Demagoras, with those having been lent money having been (L 80) in possession of the property

in accordance with the decree and having been brought back by the demos, the properties, on the

4 Note that LSJ only cites IEphesos Ia, no. 4 for the translation of éufdoeig as “entering into possessions.”
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one hand, are to belong to those having been lent money and those having been in possession (of
them), the loans, on the other hand, to the lenders, with the division taking place as for the other
lenders. If the lenders disagree with those owing, saying they entered upon possession prior to
Demagoras as prytaneia and the month Posideon, there is to be judgement for them just as also for
the others (X 85) having suffered damage during the common war. If any, although the lenders not
having entered upon possession, distributing among themselves the properties have themselves
willingly and not with force come to some agreement with the lenders, their agreements are to be
valid. If one says that he was coerced, but the other not, they are to receive judgement about these
matters in the foreign court, but they are first to submit to arbitration before the arbitrators in
accordance with this law.

As many as have departed after abandoning their properties, and (as many) creditors (as) have
cultivated (the properties), the properties are to belong to the creditors. (X 90) If they wish, those
owing are to have paid back to the creditors the expenses and the interest at one-fourteenth and
anything that was spent by the creditors on the land or lost due to cultivation, with the income that
occurred that the properties are to receive having been taken into account, it is to be allowed for
them, who pay back during the year of the term (of the prytaneia of) Danaos, to share in the
(provisions relating to the) common war on the same terms as the others. Concerning the
expenditures and the losses in (L 95) cultivation and the income of the cultivation, if they come to
agreement with one another or are brought to agreement by the arbitrators, these are to be (valid).
If not, there is to be judgement for them before the foreign court just as for the others, and the one
who abandoned the property is to initiate the court case. If any, in the terms of Demagoras or

Mantikrates or Apollas, up to the month Posideon...
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Group B: (L 1) The portions of money |[..... .] vok[.]t[.]t[—] the common war [..]o¢]..... ..]
10[.]o[— they may dispute] un[.]av].....]Jta[—] brother, the judgement for them is to be in
accordance with [this law — ] (L 5) they had taken the home [.]qo[...]o[—] the property g[—
][.]Jod[ . ]x[..]a in accordance with the (provisions relating to the) common war — they disputed,
the judgement for them is to be in accordance with [this law. —] (L 10) the law and if [they
might be seized —] let them repay the money [to — and if] any [abandon -] the property of the
one abandoning (pay back) dnot[tJv[—] (money) ypnuot[...JA[.......... ]te[. Jv[— the judgement

for them] is to be in accordance with this law.

2.6 Commentary

l. 1 - oi dikacrar: Although the judges in line 1 are not identified in the inscription, /l. 52 and 87
specify that they are part of a xenikon dikastérion (Eevikov oikaotnpiov), which indicates that they
are foreign judges whom Ephesos invited to resolve the debt crisis that began in 297 BC.® In fact,
Ephesos seems to have been part of a larger phenomenon that began during the late fourth century
BC where other poleis also employed foreign judges for the sake of settling debts similar to those
in IEphesos Ia, no. 4.% Specifically, decrees which involved foreign judges and mediators settling
debts include one from Samos (/G XII 6, 1 no. 95 [280 BC]), which confers honors to judges from
Miletos, Myndos, and Halicarnassos, another from Priene (/Priene, no. 8 [286/5 BC]), which has
judges from Phokaia, Nisyros, and Astypalaia, and one more from Telos (/G XII 4, 1 no. 132 [306-

301 BC]), for Koan mediators.” In addition, another inscription from Tegea involving property

% Scafuro (2013), 366.

6 Scafuro (2013), 365-366; Walser (2008), 259. See Simonton (2019), 194 n. 32, who reports that the current total
number of decrees for foreign judges has risen to 310 inscriptions since Robert (1973).

" Crowther (1996), 227-229. See Scafuro (2013), 382-383, 366-368, where she argues that diallaktai (mediators) is a
synonym for judges, specifically in the case of the Koans requested by Telos as judges. See Simonton (2019), 194-
196, who instead argues that the Koans were mediators for settling prior, contested verdicts, not judges for cases not
yet tried, and see 194 n. 33, where he dates the inscription.
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disputes of Tegean exiles on the Peloponnesian mainland (Syll.3, no. 306 [324 BC]), mandates
that the Tegeans form a foreign court with judges likely from nearby Mantineia, a dikastérion
xenikon just like the one in IEphesos la, no. 4, to sit for a sixty-day period at Tegea.®? While a
preamble to /Ephesos la, no. 4 might have specified the number and period of service for the
foreign judges invited by the Ephesian polis, the incomplete nature of the text and no
corresponding decree thanking them unfortunately prevents one from further identifying the
judges. Although the number of foreign judges present at Ephesos for the debt crisis and the length
of their stay are uncertain, there were at least two and at most ten foreign judges present at Ephesos

for a year at most during the Ephesian debt crisis, 297-296 BC.°

l. 2 - yewpyog: The term itself is rather ambiguous. Georgos is first recorded from the fifth century
BC and refers to “husbandmen” or “farmers.”*° The use of “landowner” by Bagnall and Derow is
an over-translation of the term since it can denote anyone who owned any property in Ephesos.
While the disputants involved are certainly landowners, the term georgoi specifically targets
citizen and non-citizen farmers working or leasing farmland they own.!! The ambiguity of the
identity for each georgos is, however, puzzling since legal texts, ancient and modern, are designed,
at least in principle, to avoid ambiguity. The destruction referred to in /. 65-69 likely affected the

lands of both those who owned, farmed, and were leasing land, and the number of disputants

8 Syll.3, no. 306, II. 24-25: 10 && Swcaotiplov 1O Egvicdv Sucalev Eéxjovta duepdv: The inscription later specifies in
I1. 31-35 that if Tegean exiles return after the sixty-day period and their case requires a defense, the exiles will have
their court case with the foreign judges at Mantineia. One must note that the inscription does not expressly specify
that the foreign judges are Mantineans.

¥ Walser (2008), 260-261. See also Chapter 1 for the chronology of the debt crisis.

10 Hdt. 4.18; Ar. Pax. 296; Pl. Phdr. 276b, Tht. 178d; Arist. Pol. 1296b28.

Y [Ephesos 1V, nos. 1389 (fourth century BC), 1443 (307/6 BC); Walser (2008), 158-167; Burford (1993), 15-16;
Finley (1952), 53-54. See also Chapter 3, 70-73, for an in-depth analysis on the socioeconomic and political status
of the georgoi.
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warranted the Ephesian polis to not list specific georgoi, but instead create certain requirements

which georgoi must meet in order to qualify for the provisions provided by /Ephesos la, no. 4.

toxioTiis: Tokistes is another difficult term which seems to have appeared in the fourth century

99 ¢¢

BC. In both literature and inscriptions, the term referred to either “money-lenders,” “creditors,” or,
in a more negative sense, “usurers” lending money at a high interest.'? The tokistai, contrary to
Walser, might include citizens, non-citizens with the right to own land, and some institutions at
Ephesos that have the capacity and desire to both lend money and own landed property.'? If georgoi
defaulted on their loans, non-citizen fokistai were not able to keep any confiscated property unless
they had the honor of enktesis (land ownership by a foreigner) in accordance with the Ephesian
polis’ land ownership laws.* In addition, /Ephesos Ia, no. 4’s valuation and division processes in
ll. 1-24 for any given property required that the names of the new owners and new boundaries be

inscribed on whitened tablets and set up for citizens to view.™ Therefore, Ephesian magistrates

were likely able to check whether the division allotted property to non-citizen fokistai.

1. 3 - Tod 62 y[p]éovg ui eivou avritiunoy - éav & 1 uév tiuneis evvouoioyijrar: Chreos (xpéoc)
in the literary record has commonly referred to general debt since Homer’s works.'® The term also
appears to refer to specific loans in inscriptions such as in /G X1.2, no. 142, [. 15 (307-305 BC)

from Delos where, for example, one Athenodoros owed a chreos with property used as security.!’

12P1. Alc. 2.149¢; IG 112, no. 1554 (ca. 330 BC), 1. 69. See Arist. EN 1121b34 where he lists usurers among those
engaged in degrading trades. However, LSJ s.v. tokiotig refers to IEphesos 1a no. 4 for its translation of as a
“creditor.”

13 Walser (2008), 174. See also Chapter 3, 77-80, for an in-depth analysis of the tokistai’s socioeconomic and
political status.

14 Walser (2008), 174-176; Burford (1993), 33-34; Harris (2015), 119. See Chapter 3, 68-70, on land ownership laws
and the honor of enktesis at Ephesos.

15 Walser (2008), 174-176; Burford (1993), 33-34.

16 See Hom. Od. 8.353 for the earliest use of ypéog.

17 IG X1.2, no. 142 (307-305 BC), /1. 15-16: vng[p] 10D ypéo[v]c [od d]pethe AOMvodmpog Emi tédt kfmmt dv Empioto
AmoAdo[viog] mapa Matapéwc. See Kent (1948), 265, for the dating of /G XI1.2, no. 142. See also Chapter 3, 81-839,
for an in-depth discussion on loans at Ephesos.
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Moreover, since the text does not use daneion (daveiov) here, the debt not to be disputed in this
context might have just referred to the full value of the loan owed by a georgos to a tokistes. In
other sections of the text, the law provides provisions for disputes on other specific aspects of
loans, such as the initial agreement, interest rate, and the time within which to pay back the loan.
Conversely, the ultimate value of the loan here in /. 3 was one either agreed upon by the tokistai
and the georgoi or one which the judges determined during the court case if the fokistai and the
georgoi did not agree.!® Since the amount of the loan was the basis on which the fokistai and the
georgoi, the arbitrators, or the judges made the division of property, the Ephesian polis wanted the
judgement on the amount of the loan to be determined first, foremost, and to be final.

The valuation of the properties (timésis) is the process by which the Ephesian polis and the
foreign judges determined the cost of the property used by the georgoi as security on the defaulted
loans from the tokistai.?® Similar to the chreos, the tokistai and the georgoi were allowed to
determine the value of the property used as security, but the judges determined the value if the
disputants were unable to do so.?* The inscription later specifies in lines 68-69 that the timésis of
the property is to be based on the condition of the property at the time a georgos and a fokistes
made the loan.?? The timésis is then the other basis by which the fokistai and the georgoi, the

arbitrators, or the judges made the division of property.

18 See below on such provisions. See Chapter 3, 82-86, for discussions on the interest rate, repayment period, and
use of a guarantor at Ephesos.

19 Walser (2008), 209-211.

20 See the papyri PRev.Laws 29.12, 43v.22, 55.24 (ca. 284-246 BC), and their corresponding commentary entries in
Grenfell (1896), 101-102, 135-138, and 157-159, respectively, for similar uses of tiuznoic in an agricultural context.
2 [Ephesos 1a, no. 4, Il. 1-3; Walser (2008), 210-211.

22 Walser (2008), 213-214.
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l. 4 - daverov: Although daneion is the primary and collective term with which the text refers to
the loans defaulted upon by the georgoi, the word itself is rarely attested in our sources.?® Based
on the context given in the law, daneion may ultimately be defined as a contract or agreement
(mpaclic) created between a georgos and tokistes in which the fokistes provided to the georgos an
initial amount (the chreos) as the principal and the georgos must pay back to the fokistes both the

principal and interest over an agreed period of time.?*

I1. 4-5 - mepi Tod droppiefyrovuévov Ty Kpiow sivar: This clause not only conveys to the tokistai
and the georgoi by what parameters the foreign judges will make a judgement on any given dispute,
whether on the amount of the valuation or the loan, but also limits the foreign court on what
disputes they may preside over during their stay in Ephesos.? Furthermore, the statement seems
to necessitate that the fokistai and the georgoi have a preliminary meeting in which to determine
whether they disagree on the amount of the loan or the property before presenting only what their

dispute actually concerns to the foreign judges.?

ll. 5-6 - @ 0’ av oi dikacTal KPIVWGLY, AVAYPAWAVTES EIG AEVKWUA. .. TAS EMIKPIGEIS TAS TOV
owutytdv: This clause further expresses the finality of the judgment from the foreign judges on
the valuation of the loans and the properties involved in cases brought before them.?’ The clause

also reinforces the fact that Ephesian polis had granted to the foreign judges the jurisdiction and

2 See Dem. 34.12-13, where the Speaker approaches the maritime merchant Phormoi to repay the daneion, meaning
both the principal and interest due, as soon as Phormio returned from his voyage. Arist. EN. 1164b32; Men. Mon.
97; POxy. (197 BC) 1262.16.

2 [Ephesos 1a, no. 4, ll. 48-49; Walser (2008), 110-113. See also Chapter 3, 81-83, for a more in-depth discussion on
the praxis, the daneion, and debt at Ephesos.

25 Walser (2008), 211.

% Walser (2008), 211.

27 See Dimopoulou (2013), 250-253, on how the invalidity of judicial decisions was seen as irregular and indicative
of corruption in a polis.
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authority to settle court cases relating to the debt crisis caused by the xovoc méieuoc.?® However,
while the foreign judges seem to have been employed by the Ephesians to judge disputes over the
loans, the diaitetai mentioned in the inscription were likely local Ephesian arbitrators that
attempted to have the georgoi and the tokistai settle their dispute without a trial presided over by
the foreign judges.?® The diaitetai therefore presented an opportunity for the georgoi and tokistai
to come to a formal, supervised agreement which the Ephesian polis recorded on leukomata,
whitened tablets covered with gypsum.*®® The Ephesian debt mitigation law, however, also allows
for the private reconciliation of the dispute between the creditors and farmers without the
intervention of the foreign judges or the Ephesian arbitrators, but the law still required the two
parties to submit records of the new boundaries.®! Similar to the provisions in decrees such as
llasos, no. 82 (second half of the third century BC, /. 34-35) from lasos and SEG 49, no. 1106 (ca.
280 BC, /I. 6-11) from Kos, if the reconciliation failed, whether privately or under the supervision
of the diaitetai, the judgement of the foreign judges on the dispute was also recorded on the
whitened tablets.®? Based on how other poleis such as Athens recorded cases and erased their
whitened tablets, the Ephesian polis likely intended to keep the first set of whitened tablets
mentioned in /Ephesos la, no. 4 until the divisions were finalized, after which the polis likely

erased and reused the whitened tablets to record the final divisions.33

28 Walser (2008), 209-210, 263-264; Crowther (1995), 121. See Scafuro (2013), 366-367, and 377, for her outline of
how decrees for foreign judges are structured.

29 Scafuro (2013), 366-367, 382; Walser (2008), 258-268; Crowther (1995), 121-122.

30 See LSJ s.v. dedrwpa where the lexicon specifies that such tablets were often used as public notice boards for
documentation such as fines in Lys. 9.6 or newly proposed laws in Dem. 24.23.

31 [Ephesos 1a, no. 4, Il. 24-26.

32 [Ephesos 1a, no. 4, ll. 1-5; Scafuro (2013), 367, 382; Ilasos, no. 82, Il. 34-35: [olti]vec mopayevOUEVOL HAMGTO PV
drAvcedvTt ToUG [dlagp]epopévoug TdV ToATAY, €l 08 U, Kptvedvrt did yapov. SEG 49, no. 1106, 1. 6-11: nepi 1
TOV ano[yeypappév]mv aupiofnmoemv kol Tdv GA oV [Ttdv Emtpla[mé]viov avtoic Vo T TOAE®S [TOVG PV
T]AeioTOVG TOV SLOPEPOUEVOV AVO[KOAEGALL]EVOL TOAAAKIG €@ ADTOVG S1EAVOV GUUPE[ POVTMG], TOVG O SEKPIVOLL
peTd mhong dikat[oovvng.

33 Walser (2008), 238-239 n. 130; Sickinger (1999), 68-69; Dem. 24.23. See below for the discussion on the second
set of whitened tablets.

44



oi gioaywyeig: According to ps.-Aristotle, the eisagogeis of Athens introduced to the Athenian
courts mainly secular cases, specifically those involving loans and repayments, which the courts
must settle within a month.>* The eisagogeis at Arkesine on the island of Amorgos (/G XII 7, no.
3, first half of the fourth century BC) seemed to have had a role similar to Athens’ eisagogeis
where they, both before and during a social conflict with a debt crisis similar to Ephesos’, received
debt disputes, inscribed, and registered them on whitened tablets for the court case.®® The duties
of the Ephesian eisagogeis beyond those enumerated in the text, in addition to how many served
per term and for how long, are unknown. The eisagogeis in [Ephesos la, no. 4 only recorded the
private settlements, the settlements under the supervision of an arbitrator, and the judgements of
the foreign court on the whitened tablets which they then handed over “to those having been chosen
for the common war” (zoi¢ émi 100 Kovod moAduov fipnuévoig).2® Although IEphesos 1a, no. 4
describes the duties of Ephesos’ eisagogeis in relation to this specific law, the law does imply that
they normally had duties similar to those of the eisagogeis at Athens and Arkesine as well.®’

The arbitrators and the judges, however, directly handed over the final divisions of
properties written on a second set of whitened tablets to those chosen to supervise the xoivog
moleuog instead of first through the eisagogeis.® The eisagogeis may not have received the second
set of tablets since these had the final divisions inscribed and the eisagogeis were therefore not
needed for an unnecessary secondary step in the recording process. Another possibility may have
been the logistic issue involving the number of disputes, valuations, and settlements that threatened

to inundate the Ephesian eisagogeis so as to render them unable to lend further help during the

34 Arist. [Ath. Pol.] 52.2.

35 Walser (2008), 256.

36 Walser (2008), 255.

37 Walser (2008), 257.

38 JEphesos 1a, no. 4, I. 17-20; Walser (2008), 255.
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debt crisis. Since eisagogeis is always plural in the text, Ephesos likely had a board of eisagogeis
with more than one member, similar to that in Athens. In Athens, they elected five eisagogeis by
lot, with each official belonging to two tribes.® Since Ephesos had five phylai compared to Athens’
ten, Ephesos may have elected by lot one to two eisagogeis per tribe in order to have five to ten
officials on the board. *° Ultimately, however, the limited source base from Ephesos is unclear on
how specifically Ephesos selected the magistrates, how many there were, and their duties beyond

what this law states.

. 7 - Toig émi oD Kowod moléuov Nipyuévorg: These are the citizens elected to carry out five
administrative duties according to the text. They choose by lot the dividers of land and the land
assigned to each divider (L. 9), receive any disputes about the divisions (/I. 14-15), and write the
final divisions of property on whitened tablets (//. 20-21). This board then gives the whitened
tablets to the neopoiai (II. 20-21), they give copies to the copying-clerk, the antigrapheus, (II. 22),
and have copies of the valuations, loans, and divisions privately agreed upon be given to the
tokistai from the georgoi, vice versa, or to the guardians or assistants of an orphan (//. 26-29). The
elected board seems to have been temporary and created only for the purposes of /Ephesos Ia, no.
4 until the debt crisis had been fully resolved. Ephesos had also created a contemporary, and
similarly temporary, board called the oi advedpor oi éui toig Ipinvikoic tetoyuévor. These were
potentially strategoi who the Ephesian polis tasked to supervise and manage their conflict with the
tyrant of Priene, Hieron, until its conclusion (300-297 BC).*! Walser claims that the board chosen

to supervise the xoivog woleuog had a role since the war with Hieron began to create emergency

39 Arist. [Ath. Pol.] 52.2. See also Rhodes (1985), 582, for his analysis on the duties of the eisagogeis.

40 Walser (2008), 255-257; Jones (1987), 311-312; Arist. [Ath. Pol.] 52.2.

4 [Ephesos V1, no. 2001, /1. 10, 12-13; Walser (2008), 250. See Chapter 1, 13-17, for the discussion on Ephesos’
conflict with Hieron.
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procedures and decrees in Ephesos such as the debt moratorium decree that preceded this law.*
Their role in /Ephesos Ia, no. 4 also implies that the polis extended the duties of the group to also
supervise the resolution of the Ephesian debt crisis. Since [Ephesos la, no. 4 provides no
information on the number of citizens involved in the group, there was, therefore, another law or

decree that formed the group chosen to supervise the xkorvog woleuo¢ and stipulated their duties.

[. 9 - drpérag Ty ktyudrwv: Once the group chosen to supervise the xoivog modeuog received
the judgments and arbitration settlements about the valuation and the loans, they chose by lot from
a pool of thirty men selected by the demos five dividers of land for a five-day period to then divide
the properties assigned to them by lot. The two-fold allotment system ensured the greatest
impartiality with respect to who divided what property.** The allotment of five men for at least
five separate properties for a five-day period from a pool of thirty men implies that there might
have been at least thirty properties in dispute (one divider per property) if the polis expected each
divider to take the full five days to divide his assigned property.** Although the law does not specify
a timeline, the divisions of properties may have taken thirty days for potentially thirty cases, where
the first round of divisions ends on day five with five properties divided, a pool of twenty-five
dividers to whom a property must be each allotted, and twenty-five more properties to be allotted
and divided.*® Although IEphesos Ia, no. 4 is unclear as to whether there were properties large
enough to warrant more than one divider of property, the law, however, does not state that any
given property must be divided in five days. Therefore, for such a clause in the law to be

unrestricted in how many times it can allot a divider of property to a given property, there must

42 Walser (2008), 251. See pages 63-64 below, for more on Ephesos’ moratorium decree as a precursor to this law.
3 See Wasler (2008), 215-217, for his comparison of Ephesos’ practice of deciding matters by lot to that of Athens.
4 See Walser (2008), 214-215, where he claims that the group chosen to supervise the xo1vog wéAsuog had assigned
all of the properties in dispute to all six groups of dividers of property, all at once.

45 Walser (2008), 214.
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have been many disputed properties large enough to warrant /Ephesos Ia, no. 4 to allow at least
two different dividers of property to be assigned to the same property should the division process
need to be lengthened. Similarly, the law also allows for the dividers to make the division in less
than five days if the dividers and disputants are efficient. In either case, the foreign judges had five
days, more or less, devoted to finalizing approximately five cases of divisions before the next

round of dividers brought to them the next round of divisions.

. 10 - oi 6¢& Aayovreg draupeitwoay: To divide the properties, the dividers gave to the georgoi
however much of the land was worth the timésis subtracted by the daneion.*® This division displays
the exceptional peculiarity of /Ephesos Ia, no. 4 because, as opposed to other Greek states such as
Athens, the Ephesian polis did not instead allow the tokistai to confiscate the whole property of
those georgoi who used it as security in a defaulted loan.*” The dividers’ word was not law in
Ephesos, though, as they were not allowed to forcibly divide (diaordvreg) the property of the
georgoi, but had to consult with both the georgoi and the tokistai on who was to receive what
portion of the property. The dividers therefore operated similarly to arbitrators in this initial
division and the inscription seems to refer to them as such in lines 17-20. Since the georgoi and
the tokistai probably wanted to secure for themselves the best parcels of land, there were
undoubtedly disputes over how the initial division valued certain parts of the property.* In the
event of such a dispute, the dividers then reported it to the group chosen to supervise the xoivog
moleuoc and to the one appointed in charge over the court (@1 éri tod dikaotypiov terayuévor).*®

The one appointed in charge over the court then led the judges to the property to divide the property

46 Walser (2008), 217-218.

47 ¢.g. in Athenian law Dem. 21.43; Harris (2015), 119; Harrison (1971), 212-213; Finley (1999), 143; Finley
(1951), 110, 113, 296-297 n. 20.

48 Walser (2008), 218.

4 JEphesos 1a,no. 4, 1. 15.
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should the disputants not agree with the divisions proposed by the dividers, and the judges

therefore ensured that the divisions corresponded to the amount allotted to each disputant.*

. 13-14 - éEoupeitwa]av... 0000 Tpog Te Ta igpa Kol TPOS Ta Voata Kal TPog Tas Emav[iefis
Kal wplog] tapovs: These lines provide special instructions for the dividers to consider as they
divided the properties. The water referred to was a water source of the georgoi such as a well, free-
flowing stream, or wetlands (considering Ephesos’ geography). Prohibiting the division of the road
leading to farm buildings or water prevented one party from owning the road and thereby
preventing the other from having access to a water source that was partitioned to him.>! By
instructing the dividers to not divide the roads, the law implies that the georgos and fokistes either
will share the road leading to the farm building or the water source owned by one or the other, or
one of the two parties will have to construct a new road leading to his portion of the property.>?
The roads to water sources on private land were likely only for private use by the owner(s), based
on a contemporary lease, /[Ephesos la, no. 3 (290 BC), given to contractors for the purpose of
building the new city wall. That inscription conveys that either the Ephesian polis or builders
contracted by the polis who leased the land owned by the sons of Kleitophon were to have access
to resources such as water, the roads, and any stone quarries for the duration of the construction of
the Ephesian fortification walls.>® Due to the value of resources such as water, stone quarries, and
farm buildings for operating a farm, it is reasonable to assume that, when dividing the properties,
such assets on the property constituted a significant portion of the amount of the property allotted

to the georgoi or the tokistai.®* Conversely, the Ephesian polis likely ensured that roads to temples

0 [Ephesos 1a, no. 4, Il. 15-20; Walser (2008), 222.

51 Walser (2008), 219.

52 Walser (2008), 219-220.

58 [Ephesos 1a, no. 3, I. 11-13: Aoyopeda 8¢ Aatopg, doa Eveotv &v Tt yijL tod TN, i oxdnpd fj Tdpva. xpnoopeda
€lg ta £pya kal 0000, BoTe TPOchysly TOVg AiBovg Tpoc T Epya, Kol Ddatog. Walser (2008), 221.

54 See Walser (2008), 220-221.
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and tombs remained open for public use and to form boundaries for properties along either side of

the road.*®

[. 15 - 0 0¢ amodederyuévog émi tod Jikaoctypiov: This official was likely a local Ephesian
magistrate or a judge in charge of the foreign court that, upon receiving any disputes about
divisions of land, also led the judges to where the disputed land was located and ensured that the
land was divided in accordance with IEphesos 1a, no. 4.%° The Ephesian leader of the foreign court
may have been a dikaoraywyog, a magistrate elected from among the citizenry to guide foreign
judges from and back to their native poleis.’’ In addition, a dikacraywyéc not only financed the
stay of the foreign judges but also acted as a guard against people or parties attempting to corrupt
or bribe the judges.58 Walser, however, asserts that, instead of a dikaoraywyog, the leader of the
foreign court may have been one of the Ephesian eisagogeis since they had the capacity to provide
administrative support without directly influencing the foreign judges’ decisions. * Since the
inscription does not specify the title for the leader beyond ¢ d¢ amodederyuévog éni tod dikaornpiov,

however, the identification of this magistracy remains unclear.

1. 20 - Tovg dpovs Tdu ueproudv: Since the law requires a record of the new boundaries, along
with the disputants’ names and the area of the properties, to be written on a second set of whitened
tablets, /Ephesos 1a, no. 4 implies that Ephesos used physical demarcations for both public and
private property.®® Even though none survive from fourth- to third-century BC Ephesos, or Ionia

for that matter, the demarcations were likely koroi, boundary markers that were frequently used

% See Knibbe (1978) for the multitude of temples present at Ephesos.

%6 [Ephesos 1a, no. 4, ll. 14-17; Walser (2008), 261.

57 Walser (2008), 261-262. See Crowther, et al. (1998), 91-92, on the dikasraywydc from Kos in OMS 111, no. 1500
(mid-second century BC).

%8 Walser (2008), 262.

59 Walser (2008), 262-263.

80 Walser (2008), 223; Sickinger (1999), 69-70. See Harris (2015), 120-121, on the wide-spread use of whitened
tablets for property records in antiquity.
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during the fourth century BC in Athens and other Greek poleis.®* The new records of boundaries
that were required to be recorded also imply that the Ephesian polis had previously recorded the
properties and their owners, records with which the dividers and the judges could easily locate the
properties to be divided.®? Once the dividers portioned out the property, they may have
immediately inscribed the new divisions in a manner similar to how the Prienians demarcated their
new borders with Samos, ca. 196-192 BC.®3 In the case of the Ephesian dividers though, the horoi
they may have used served as either the new permanent divisions of the property or the markers
the judges would have adjusted later if a dispute arose. [Ephesos la, no. 4’s required records of
property ownership also emphasize the notion in this law that the Ephesian polis understands that
the polis is, in a legal capacity, assessing the value of, dividing, and recording economic assets
which future farmers and creditors will use again as security for loans.®* The later stipulation in /I.
35-39 regarding georgoi using their property as security for many loans also implies that the
Ephesian polis did not have a public registrar for property ownership that also kept track of private

loans in which the owner used the property as security.®®

[. 21 — 7oig vewmoiaig Ocivau Emi To EdeBlov: Similar to the discussion concerning the deflov in
Chapter 1, it is unclear whether the neopoiai were temple officials from the Artemision or another
temple at Ephesos. It must be noted, however, that where the neopoiai appear elsewhere in

Ephesian legal inscriptions, such as citizenship and proxenoi decrees from the late fourth to early

61 See Harris (2015), 125; Finley (1951), 6; Arist. Pol. 1321b18-23. See SEG 56, no. 1007, for fourth-century BC
horoi on the island of Lemnos. See also Chapter 3, 86-88, on horoi used for demarcating property at Ephesos and
Chapter 4, 104, for horoi used by the Artemision.

52 See Harris (2015), 120, on the importance of property records for settling disputes. See Walser (2008), 235-238
for his discussion on how the horoi may have been used to refer to specific terrain features or neighbors to
demarcate boundaries.

83 [Priene, no. 37 (196-192 BC), Il. 160-171; Walser (2008), 225.

64 See Harris (2015), 118-119, on land ownership rights in Greek poleis, and 116-118, for the general benefits of a
property system and records of property ownerships.

8 Walser (2008), 248-249.
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third centuries BC, they seem to be temple officials from the Artemision whose duties included
setting up and being responsible for such decrees and documents.%® Although the extent of public
documents kept at the Artemision is uncertain, since the Artemision seems to have operated
similarly to the Metréon in fourth-century BC Athens in storing the whitened tablets and legal
decrees, the édeflov of the Artemision and her neopoiai likely served as an archive and managers,

respectively, for other public documents such as leases and contracts as well.®’

[. 22 — ran ayriypagpei: While the group chosen to supervise the xoivog moleuog gave the original
whitened tablets to the neopoiai, they also gave copies to the “copying-clerk™ (antigrapheus) so
that any citizen may view them.®® While any citizen, even if the loan dispute did not concern them,
was able to access and read the records of the new divisions of property, the Ephesian polis cursed
those who possessed illegally acquired copies or counterfeits, charging them with treason and
sedition (/. 29-32). The Ephesian polis may have intended to make the divisions be as public as
possible so that other georgoi and fokistai were certain that no one received special treatment. In
addition, the Ephesian polis likely intended for the originals stored in the temple archive to be
inaccessible so as to prevent tampering because the tablets had the protection of the deity, in
addition to having official versions against which to check the copies.®® The punishment for giving
and receiving illegal exact copies or counterfeits was to be accursed and also to be liable to
prosecution on the charge of being disobedient and plotting against the best interests of the city (/..

30-32). The punishment implies that the Ephesian polis was not going to tolerate violations in any

8 JEphesos TV, no. 1441 (ca. 294-288 BC); V, no. 1455 (301-294 BC); VI, nos. 2004-2005 (300 BC). See also
Chapter 1, 25 n. 106, for a more comprehensive list of decrees that include the neopoiai.

87 Sickinger (1999), 127-129.

88 JEphesos 1a, no. 4, Il. 22-24.

8 Walser (2008), 242-243; Mclean (2002), 215. See Sickinger (1999), 69-70, on how the Athenian polis kept
whitened tablets such as noted in Arist. [Ath. Pol.] 47.2-47.5 to verify that debts and contracts were settled in full.
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way, as well as providing for itself a contingency with which to maintain the homonoia that will

be established by the foreign judges.’

ll. 32-33 - doot 9¢ énmi Tois dmepéyovot dcdaveikaaoty: The lines detail a stipulation for georgoi
who take additional loans from more than one fokistes by using any residual value of their property
as security. In these instances, the division of property still takes place, but the division portioned
out land to each lender (daneistes) with a value equivalent to the value of the loan, starting with
the initial lender.”® Furthermore, the allotment still depended on the amount of each loan subtracted
from the timésis of the property. For those georgoi who secretly took out more than one loan
repeatedly using their property or portion of property as security when there was no residual value,
the first lender received the amount allotted to them by the initial division based on the amount of
their loan. Subsequent lenders, however, divided among themselves the remainder of the property
together with however much from other properties the georgos owned if what remained of the
initial property did not satisfy the amounts of their loans.”? While there is no guarantee that the
subsequent lenders received the same amount as the loans they gave to the georgos, it is significant
that the law allowed lenders to take from whatever other property, in whatever way and free from
penalty, however much the georgos still owed them.” This clause in IEphesos la, no. 4 therefore
substantially protects the financial and private lending rights of lenders against deceptive georgoi.

It is unclear whether the law meant that lenders might take from sources other than the physical

"0'Walser (2008), 245. See FD 111, 3:214 (mid-third century BC), where a criminal prosecution was ordered as if for
someone causing harm to the general public. See [Priene, no. 53 (post-197 BC), /. 9-11, and Ilasos, no. 82 (second
half of the third century BC), /I. 36-38, where the poleis praised the foreign judges for resolving the disputes and
ensuring that they live in their poleis in harmony, and not causing further strife. See also Scafuro (2013), 371-372,
385-388, for her discussion on the epigraphic habit of homonoia clauses. Crowther (1995), 121-123.

"L [Ephesos 1a, no. 4, Il. 32-35. See Walser (2008), 226-227, and his longer discussion on the subject 135-142; see
below on the use of daneistes here instead of tokistes. See also Chapter 3, 87-88, for the discussion on loans for
already encumbered property.

2 [Ephesos 1a, no. 4, II. 35-39; Walser (2008), 227.

8 [Ephesos 1a, no. 4, Il. 39-41.
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farms of the georgoi, such as any slaves, coin, or even invisible funds such as loan (investments)
contracts which the georgoi had made on maritime or landed trade, or whether only sources of real
property were included in the timésis of the georgoi’s other properties.’* If the georgos had no
other property beyond the one used as security, /Ephesos Ia, no. 4 implies that the lenders had to

take a loss and not receive the full value of their investment.

1. 34 - Toig mpaToig daveicaasty: It is unclear why the law refers to the creditors as daneistai here,
returns to fokistai in line 50, but uses daneistai elsewhere too. Tokistes and daneistes seem to be
synonyms since both terms refer to money-lenders who gave out loans at interest.” Plutarch, for
example, refers to daneistai in a similarly negative context as Aristotle does with the tokistai: as
cruel money-lenders.’® It is significant that the text refers to daneistai in the context of stipulations
for georgoi with more than one loan from more than one creditor, and may point to the diverse
kinds of money-lenders that such a situation may involve. Although it is unclear, based on
frequency and usage, daneistai might refer here to creditors generally involved in commerce,
whereas fokistai were professional money-lenders involved in property investments.”’ Since
tokistes is cognate with toxog (interest), lenders who are fokistai may have specialized in providing
interest-bearing loans with property used as security similar to the prodaneistai seen in IEphesos
VI 2001 (299/8 BC), who were large-scale financial entrepreneurs capable of making interest-

bearing loans to institutions such as their poleis.” In the Delphic Law that institutes a new legal

4 See Cohen (1992), 193-194, and 201-207, on the invisible economy in fourth-century BC Athens and how loans
and bank deposits represented assets hidden or unavailable to creditors seeking to collect on defaulted loans.

S Theophr. Char. 6.9; I1G XII 7, nos. 67 (second century BC), 68 (fourth century BC), 69 (late fourth to early third
century BC); Cohen (1992), 53; Walser (2008), 114-117.

76 Plut. Vit. Sol. 13; Arist. EN 1121b34.

" 'Walser (2008), 116; Millett (1991), 30.

8 Walser (2008), 114, 116; Gabrielsen (2011), 141-142. See Millett (1991), 30 who claims that the verb tokizein was
a specialized term for lending at interest used increasingly by Greek poleis since at least the fourth century BC. See
IEphesos VI, no. 2001, where independent money-lenders lent money to the polis to fund the conflict against
Hieron, tyrant of Priene. See also Chapter 3, 77-80, for the discussion on the fokistai as professional money-lenders.
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maximum interest rate (see below on 59-61), FD III, 1:294 (425-375 BC), line 7 uses the verbal
form of tokistes, toxile1v, to specifically refer to the act of making interest-bearing loans.”® FD III,
1:294 therefore implies that Delphi used zoxierv in a neutral, legal, and specialized sense rather
than another verb to denote making loans in the late fifth to early fourth century BC. If a fokistes
is distinct from a daneistes, then the debt crisis affected two spheres of money-lending,

professional and passive, thereby expanding the unknown number of persons affected.

. 41 - &pyvog: The guarantors of the georgoi were obligated to pay any amount of the loan
exceeding the value of an over-encumbered property unless there was extra interest charged over
a period longer than that to which the guarantor agreed in the original transaction.® Therefore, in
such cases, not only did the georgoi lose a portion of their property to the fokistai based on the
provisions of IEphesos la, no. 4, but their guarantors were also required to pay in full any excess
on the loan(s) to one or more lenders, excluding interest that compounded over time, unless the
creditor had previously agreed with the borrower and the guarantor to postpone the recovery of the
loan.®! If either party disputed the payment of excess and were not able to settle their issue with an

arbitrator, then the creditor would then be required to initiate a court case with the foreign court.®?

ll. 53-55 - & 0¢ g émitpomos &v i Epfitponiji] Lafwv avTog Exel ypuata Tv Tod 6pPavod
Tpomw1 6Twiodv, TovTtoft uiy] civar kowov tou méisuov: The law makes clear here and in
subsequent lines that the Ephesian polis will not tolerate nor grant the provisions from this law to

protect guardians who lent the money or used as security the property of orphans or the dowries

® FD 11, 1:294, II. 7-9: uy tokil[ewv mA]éovog 7y Tpidv [08edmv] Tov pvay 10 pnvog / E[kdot]ov urte téy[va]t pfte
poyovar pite mopevpéc[i] undepd.

8 JEphesos 1a, no. 4, ll. 45-48. See Chapter 3, 85-86, on guarantors in loan agreements with property used as
security.

81 Walser (2008), 142-148. See Cohen (1992), 58-60, on maritime versus landed loans with interest. See also
discussion in Chapter 3, 81-83, on the loans used in /Ephesos Ia, no. 4.

8 [Ephesos 1a, no. 4, Il. 52-53. See below on pages 64-65, for the discussion on the Ephesian polis’ preference for
arbitration over court cases.
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of sisters, daughters, wives, ex-wives, or orphan girls. Although the law does not clarify how they
became orphans, the korvog moicuos may have also caused the death of citizens who left properties
or doweries for their children, the use of which their new guardians may have taken advantage in

the taking of interest-bearing loans using the property as security.

ll. 55-56 - doo1 0¢ pepvag opeilovel Ovyatpiols 1 [a]delpais Tals aVTOV uEUEPIKOTES €K THS
ratpaias oveiag: This stipulation implies that when a guardian borrowed money from the dowry
of a female relative, wife, ex-wife, or ward for either a loan or security on a loan, the guardian was
required to draw up for the woman or girl an initial loan agreement that had interest and was
secured by some property to ensure that the guardian replenished the dowery to its full amount.®®
As with the guardians of orphan boys and their properties, the law does not grant the provisions of
IEphesos 1a, no. 4 to men, either a living relative, one appointed as a guardian by the father in his
will, the demos, or to an ex-husband, who used the property included in the dowries of daughters,

84 Specifically, the guardian, father, brother,

sisters, orphan girls, or ex-wives in a loan agreement
or ex-husband must pay back, in full, the dowry plus interest to the orphan girl(s), daughter(s),
sister(s), and ex-wife in accordance with the original transaction and Ephesian law, not /Ephesos
Ia, no. 4.8 For orphan girls, IEphesos Ta, no. 4 specifies that the guardian must deduct from the
rest of the estate under his care however much he borrowed from the girl’s dowery.®® IEphesos 1a,
no. 4 is unclear, though, whether it allows to the guardians the provisions of this law for loans
where the guardians used as security their own property. If /Ephesos la, no. 4 did allow guardians

to share in the provisions and if a guardian lied to the foreign judges in registering their dispute

that whatever property they used as security was not his own but that of his ward, then the division

8 Walser (2008), 150-151. See Chapter 3, 73, for a discussion on the use of doweries in loan agreements at Ephesos.
8 Walser (2008), 148-152.

8 Walser (2008), 149-150; IEphesos la, no. 4, Il. 55-61.

8 JEphesos 1a, no. 4, Il. 61-64.
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of property occurred for their ward’s property or dowry, not the guardians’. Therefore, in
prohibiting the guardians from sharing in the provisions of this law, /Ephesos 1a, no. 4 may have
been attempting to prevent such a trap that would not only place in dispute the guardian against
his legally incompetent ward, but also might disenfranchise women and children of their
inheritance and doweries.8” While IEphesos Ia, no. 4 prohibits guardians from using its provisions,
the law does imply earlier in /I. 26-29 that guardians were allowed to come to a private agreement
with tokistai, from which the guardians received the copies of the valuations and the loans, but the

guardian likely deducted from his own property the amount of the loan.

ll. 65-66 - 6601 6¢ émi KTHfujacty dedavelcuévor EiGiv amo ANUayopov TPLTAVEMS KAl UNvos
Ilocioedvog: Posideon is the month and Demagoras is the pryfanis during which the xorvog
moleuoc began.® Posideon is also the sixth month of the Ephesian calendar and corresponds to
December/January.®® However, any lender who gained possession of property before the prytaneia
of Demagoras in the month of Posideon retained possession of it unless the lenders and georgoi
made a separate agreement that did not utilize the provisions of the xo1vog méleuog.®

It is unclear who Demagoras was, but the office of the eponymous prytaneia was well-
established at Ephesos by the beginning of the fourth century BC at the latest and Ephesian decrees
did refer to those who held the prytaneia at the time in order to date their decrees.®* While little is
known about the duties of prytaneis in fourth-century Ephesos, evidence from the late Roman

Republican and early Imperial period indicates that Ephesian eponymous prytaneis handled a

87 Walser (2008), 149-152.

8 See discussion in Chapter 1, 13-17, on the dating and duration of the xorvog méAguog.

8 Walser (2008), 103; Asheri (1969), 43. See Triimpy (1997), 6 and 96-99, where Klareon (July/August) is the first
month on the Ephesian calendar.

0 JEphesos 1a, no. 4, 11.75-77. See also Krinazlein (1963), 16-17, on the use and meaning of the middle form for
VEU®.

91 Rubenstein (2004), 1072; IEphesos IV, nos. 1421, 1424, 1425-26 (all fourth century BC).
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number of official duties at their own expense.® Specifically, Ephesian prytaneis in that later
period received foreign guests, served as the agonothetes in festivals such as the Dionysia, lit fires

at altars, and provided sacrificial victims.%

ll. 67-68 - onwg & Tveg Kexapuévolg toig krualollv ij Tdv émaviiwv kaOn<>pyuévov
ovoviilayactv: [Ephesos la, no. 4 presents two ways in which property destroyed at Ephesos was
devalued to the point where farmers had to default on their loans. "Ezav/ic refers to the actual
house in which the farmer dwelled, and had his wealth and belongings, as well as any other
buildings on the farm such as barns for animals, stables, or threshing floors.* Kzijua is more
ambiguous since it can mean possessions or general wealth, such as crops, slaves, cattle, sheep,
and horses, as well as landed property, estates, or farms.®® While the loss of wheat and barley at
private farms in Ephesos might have devalued the land and negatively impacted profits for that
year, it is also reasonable that Hieron’s raids targeted, in addition to the farm buildings, the more
valuable commodities of farms such as animals, trees, and Vineyalrds.96 Similar to the Athenian
general Carcinus who, in 430 BC, raided the Peloponnesian coast, destroyed farmland, and
assaulted cities in order to force the Spartans to pull their troops back from Attica, Hieron similarly
raided Ephesos so as force Ephesos’ auxiliary troops at Charax retreat back to defend the polis.%”’
Just as the Spartan king Archedamos II raided Attic lands first in 431 BC to destroy farmland,
farm-buildings, and orchards in order to weaken the Athenian polis, Hieron likely destroyed

similarly valuable resources on Ephesian farmland in order to devalue quickly Ephesian farmland,

92 Sherk (1999), 250.

93 Sherk (1999), 250-251; IEphesos 1a, nos. 9 (51/0-18/7 BC), 10 (third century AD), 47 (177-192 AD).

% Hdt. 1.111; Diod. Sic. 12.43; Plut. Vit. Pomp. 24.6

% See Xenophon (Oec. 1.6-1.10) for his discussion on how property is whatever that is profitable to the owner such
as land, slaves, horses, cattle, and sheep.

% See Pritchett (1991), 198-202, on the tendency in raids, expeditions, and war parties to target livestock, horses,
and captives as war booty. See also Hanson (1999), 141-143, on the economic impact of raids and plundering.

9 Diod. Sic. 12.43. See Chapter 1, 15-16, for the date of Hieron’s assault on Ephesos.
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cause economic and financial strife, and prevent any supplies and funds from reaching the Prienian
rebels at the fort as well.%® Although the number of properties destroyed at Ephesos is unknown, it
is reasonable to assume that there were a substantial number of private properties destroyed to
warrant the issuance of /Ephesos la, no. 4. It is significant, then, that /Ephesos la, no. 4 only
concerns destroyed private property, implying that Hieron explicitly avoided public and sacred
property for some unclear reason. Another possibility, however, is that Hieron did destroy public
and sacred property, and that there are, as of yet, undiscovered laws and decrees from Ephesos
during this period which mitigate sacred and public interest-bearing loans with sacred and public

property used as security.*

ll. 69-70 - 6601 0¢ mpo Amolrdodos kai unvos [A[pvaidvog...évavtios Tdil Kovdl Toléumr:
Lenaion is the month and Apollas the pryfanis by which the xoivog mdéleuog ended, where the
conflict lasted 3 prytaneis: Demagoras, Mantikrates, and Apollas. If the month of Lenaion
corresponds to January/February, and the pryfanis served for a year, the korvog moleuog lasted for
around 25 months.%° Loan contracts concluded before the month of Lenaion during the prytaneia
of Apollas were not legally binding because the Ephesian polis passed a decree at the beginning of
the xo1vog médepoc to delay any debt and interest payments until the xo1vog wéiguog concluded. 0t
Therefore, any georgoi who had their property confiscated by tokistai were able to regain some of

their property through the division process.'%?

% Diod. Sic. 12.45.1. See Thuc. 2.19 on Archedamos II’s motivation for raiding Athenian farmland.

9 See Chapters 3 and 4 on whether the Ephesian polis and Artemis Ephesia were more involved in the debt crisis
than previously discussed by scholars.

100 Walser (2008), 103-104; Asheri (1969), 23; Triimpy (1997), 6, 96-99.

101 Walser (2008), 228; Asheri (1969), 42-44. See below on pages 63-64, for a discussion on the debt moratorium
decree.

102 Walser (2008), 228-229.
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1. 74 - TéK0VG 08 avTois eivar uf wisiovs dwdekdrwy: For loan contracts made after the month of
Lenaion during the prytaneia of Apollas, not only would the contracts be valid, but the law also
stipulated that the interest rate on such loans must not be more than 1/12" per annum (8.333
percent).!% It is unclear what the interest rate was before /Ephesos Ia, no. 4 during the xorvog
mélguoc or whether georgoi made interest rate payments monthly or yearly.!% The law again,
however, shows its exceptionality here, as at Delphi with debtors and creditors during a similar
credit crisis ca. 80 to 130 years earlier (though not due to a conflict), whereby the polis, not the
lender and borrower, established a legal maximum interest rate with which tokistai were to make
loan contracts with georgoi.’%®® Walser claims that the Ephesian polis enacted the legal maximum
interest rate as a reaction to a reduced supply of credit at Ephesos and that the legal maximum
interest rate was only meant to remain in effect between the month of Lenaion and the enactment
of IEphesos Ia, no. 4.1% Specifically, Walser implies that, due to the xoivog médsuoc and the fact
that georgoi defaulted on loans, the tokistai were not likely to invest after the war when the
resolution of the debt crisis was unclear, so the Ephesian polis enacted a new legal maximum
interest rate that was high enough to persuade the tokistai to invest but low enough to be financially
feasible for georgoi.l®” While the Ephesian polis did likely want the tokistai to keep investing in
properties in order to stimulate the economy after the debt crisis, Walser does not flesh out or
expand on his reasoning for why the legal maximum interest rate was for a limited time only.
Walser refers to //. 48-51 where the law states that guarantors did not have to pay the excess on

additional interest charged by the tokistai unless they had previously postponed interest payments

103 Walser (2008), 228, 180-193; Asheri (1969), 45. See Chapter 3, 83-85, for the discussion on the interest rate in
loans with property used as security at Ephesos.

104 Walser (2008), 190.

105 See the Delphic law, £D 111, 1:294 (425-375 BC) in Asheri (1969), 23-25. See also below on page 61, for a brief
discussion on the text.

106 Walser (2008), 187.

107 Walser (2008), 188-190.
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with the consent of the guarantor and were to be collected over a period of time at a later date, i.e.
after the kovoc wédenoc.'% He then connects the postponement with the tokistai in Il. 71-74 who
did adhere to the debt moratorium decree and began receiving, after the end of the xoivog woleuog,
the accumulated interest payments, but at 1/12™ per annum so that the georgoi did not end up
paying in interest more than double the principle.®

Contrary to Walser, however, it seems that the Ephesian polis intended for the new legal
maximum interest rate of 1/12%" per annum to be applicable to all future loan contracts with interest.
An inscription significantly similar to /Ephesos la, no. 4 is the previously mentioned Delphic law,
FD 111, 1:294 (425-375 BC), whose main clause in its first column establishes that loans from
private individuals, domestic and sacred associations cannot exceed the new legal interest rate of
three obols per mina per month (8.571 percent) set by the polis for future use.!'® Although the
Delphic law occurs 80 to 130 years before /Ephesos Ia, no. 4 (297/6 BC) and the context for the
law is unclear, the Delphic law’s establishment of a new, permanent, and legal maximum interest
rate may imply that Ephesos made a similar legal regulation for the interest rate on loans using
property as security.!!! Furthermore, considering the fact that in such a detailed and complex law
with regard to particular dates by which its clauses are rendered valid or invalid, since the text does

not provide a date by which the new interest rate was to be no longer applicable, /Ephesos la, no.

4 may instead imply that the new legal maximum interest rate was for current and future use.

108 Walser (2008), 191; IEphesos la, no. 4, Il. 48-51.

109 Walser (2008), 191-193. See a similar measure in Syll.3, no. 344 (303 BC) from Teos, /. 35-38: xoi dv
npooTIO@VTAL 01 TOKOL TA[VTImV T@V &TdV, pnOevi] [SJuvarov eivon dmoteicat, 0idpeda 88 Seiv, dp pév Exdvieg
amo[teiocwotv ol d@ei][Ao]vteg, Yphpew ToVg cuVONKOYPAPOLS U TAETOV dimAaciov dmod[odvat Tod dpyaiov:] Gv 68
eig dikmv €M<6>vieg dpeilmat, tputAdoiov. See Diod. Sic. 1.79.2 who attests to a similar archaic era law from
Egypt that prevents loan agreements from charging an interest rate that caused a borrower to end up paying more
than double the principle.

10 FD 111, 1:294 (425-375 BC); Asheri (1969), 23, see also Appendix 1 of Asheri’s work for the text and a
translation; Walser (2008), 189-190.

111 Asheri (1969), 25.
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1. 78 - kaza todg vouovg: This specification further implies that the foreign judges were to judge
within the confines of Ephesian, not their native polis’, laws. The foreign judges at Ephesos, as at
Laodicea in a similar decree, were required to make their judgments on the mitigation of debt in
accordance with the laws of the city (kotd Tovg vopovc).t? The implication is that the foreign
judges would also have had a working knowledge of Ephesian laws and understand upon which
laws the clauses of /Ephesos la, no. 4 were based, including those concerning debt, loans, and
property divisions.!'® Therefore, the ‘judgement’ clauses and practices previously discussed in this
chapter, such as the emphasis on arbitrations instead of or before a court case, may have also been
representative of the normal judicial process at Ephesos.!!* Furthermore, the many stipulations for
resolving debt in /Ephesos Ia, no. 4, such as those involving orphans, girls, and georgoi with many
creditors or guarantors, also prevents the use of foreign laws and political systems with which the
invited foreign judges had previous experience.!*® IEphesos Ia, no. 4 overall indicates and
emphasizes the notion that the foreign judges were not invited to make a new law nor to make

judgements that contradicted or superseded existing Ephesian laws.

1. 79-80 - 601 8¢ éuffe]frixacty botepov unvog Iooc1éedvogs tod Emi Aqpayopa veuousvmy Ty
ogdavetcuévlmv ta] ktiuara: This clause reverses any confiscation of property by a daneistes
that occurred after the month of Posideon during the prytaneia of Demagoras in accordance with
the psephisma (ynpioua), the debt moratorium decree, enacted at that time. If a daneistes claimed,
however, that he confiscated the property of the georgoi prior to the month of Posideon and the

prytaneia of Demagoras or that one of the parties coerced the other, those in the former case would

Y12 [Ephesos 1a, no. 4, . 78; SEG 43, no. 850 (200-189/188 BC) from Priene; Scafuro (2013), 368, 374.
H13Scafuro (2013), 368, 374.

114 Scafuro (2013), 382.

115 Scarfuro (2013), 374.
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receive judgments whereas those in the latter must submit to arbitration before moving to a court

case “in accordance with this law” (xaré t6vde tov vouov). 18

1. 80 - kata o yjpioua: At the very least, the psephisma was an Ephesian debt moratorium decree
that stopped loan payments, prevented confiscations by fokistai, allowed georgoi to continue using
their property for the duration of the war, but it also allowed tokistai to collect interest payments
unless otherwise agreed.!’ It is unclear, however, whether /Ephesos Ia, no. 4 was initially a decree
that was issued by the Ephesian polis or an external actor such as Demetrios Poliorketes requested
in the initial decree at the outset of the xorvog modeuog. According to Gauthier, there are three
categories for how a Hellenistic royal power intervened in poleis’ judicial matters. The first
category is where the ruler issued a diagramma (o16ypoyuc) that had the same legal force as the
relevant polis or poleis’ laws.!® In the second category, the ruler instructed a polis that was
experiencing a severe crisis to request foreign judges from a particular polis to assist in resolving
the issue, but the ruler did not interfere in the selection of these judges or the polis " administration
of justice.!® In the final category, the ruler directly ordered foreign judges to go and make
decisions on pending legal cases in another polis.'?°

The first of the categories may be ruled out in the case of /Epehesos la, no. 4 since the text
nowhere indicates that it was based on a diagramma from Demetrios. While the text of /Ephesos
Ia, no. 4 does not specify who the judges were, from where they were requested, and who requested
them, Demetrios still may have ordered the formation of a foreign court in Ephesos, chosen the

polis from which foreign judges were to be sent, or chose the foreign judges himself to serve in

116 [Ephesos 1a, no. 4, Il. 79-88; Walser (2008), 230-231.
107 Asheri (1969), 42-44; Walser (2008), 197-208.

118 Gauthier (1994), 166; Walser (2008), 271.

119 Gauthier (1994), 166-167; Walser (2008), 271.

120 Gauthier (1994), 167-168; Walser (2008), 271.
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Ephesos.*?! The inscription’s ambiguity regarding who instituted the law and requested the foreign
judges is, perhaps, because /Ephesos la, no. 4 is an incomplete text. There is, unfortunately, no
preamble to /Ephesos Ia, no. 4 briefly explaining what occurred during the xoivog woleuog or who
proposed the law which might confirm or refute Hellenistic royal involvement. Based on the
chronology presented in Chapter 1, though he notionally controlled the city at the time, Demetrios
was not present at Ephesos during or after the xoivog moiguogc when the debt crisis occurred.
Moreover, Lysimachos captured Ephesos one to two years after resolution of the debt crisis had
already begun and was not able to influence which particular foreign judges presided over the debt
disputes. Therefore, due to the absence of royal power directly ruling Ephesos at the time, it is

unlikely that /[Ephesos la, no. 4 was passed because of a royal initiative.

ll. 87-88 — mpodroutachar ¢ avTods EXi TAVY OIAUITHTAY KaTA TOVIE TOV vouov. — As noted above
on page 61, [Ephesos la, no. 4 here requires the disputants to first submit to arbitration. In fact,
this stipulation is similar to what one finds in two decrees from Kalymna for foreign judges from
lasos (/lasos, no. 82 [250-220 BC]), where the disputants must first attempt a reconciliation under
the supervision of diaitetai before resorting to a court case (/1. 87-88).1%2 In prioritizing arbitration,
the disputants settled their case directly with one another through an agreement rather than receive
a verdict from the foreign judges that the polis might later overturn and inadvertently cause

disharmony with regard to other verdicts of the foreign judges.'?® Therefore, IEphesos Ia, no. 4

121 Walser (2008), 271-272.

122 Scafuro (2013), 380-382; Walser (2008), 212-213, 263-265. See also a similar procedural preference of
arbitration before judgement in SEG 49, no. 1106 (280 BC) from Kos, and in /G XII 5, no. 870 (second century BC)
from Tenos.

123 Scafuro (2013), 384-385. See also IG XII 4, 1 no. 132 (300 BC) where the people of Telos invited Koan judges
because of disharmony caused by verdicts from cases previously judged by Telian judges.
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accounts for the difficulty in judging cases involving coercion by prioritizing arbitration, thereby

avoiding a potentially contentious verdict that might cause further disharmony.

ll. 88-89 - door 0¢ éykaralimovres Ta KTHHOTO Ampiloyuévol &iciv, oi O0& ToKiGTOl
yeyewpyikacty, gival T ktijuata t@v tokierdv: While the tokistai were allowed to begin to
cultivate the abandoned property, the Ephesian polis allowed for georgoi to return and buy back
their property until the end of the prytaneia of Danaos, the prytaneia after Apollas’ in which
IEphesos 1a, no. 4 was enacted.'?* The Ephesian polis required, however, that the georgoi repay to
the tokistai what the tokistai had spent on the property with an interest of 1/14™ (7.143 percent),
and whatever amount they expended on the property or lost from cultivation, but deducted from
the cost any revenue earned by the tokistai. This clause only allowed the georgoi to buy back their
property in order to then have access to the provisions of /Ephesos Ia, no. 4, which still required
them to divide the property with the tokistai in accordance with the amount of the original loan.!?
The georgoi and the tokistai were then able to enter into either a private agreement on the valuation
of the expenditures, losses, and revenues or into an agreement over which an arbitrator presided.'?®
If the georgoi and tokistai did not agree on the amount which the georgoi must initially pay for

their property, the case went to court in order for the foreign judges to make a final judgement on

the amount.1?’

l. 98 - &l 0¢ tveg émi Aquayopov ij Mavtikparovs i Amwollados Ews unvog Iocidedvolg]:
Finally, on line 98, there is another clause for abandoned property that begins by naming the

prytaneis during which the xoivog moleuog occurred but is cut off because it is the end of Block

124 [Ephesos 1a, no. 4, lI. 90-93; Walser (2008), 232, 234.
125 Walser (2008), 223-224.

126 [Ephesos 1a, no. 4, . 94-96; Walser (2008), 223.

27 [Ephesos 1a, no. 4, lI. 96-98; Walser (2008), 223.
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3A. Block 3A, however, seems to continue onto Block B for relatives hoping to claim abandoned

property.128

2.7 Conclusions

As it survives today, /Ephesos Ia, no. 4, though incomplete, still provides a plethora of information
not only about the magistrates and legal processes involved in the mitigation of disputes during
the debt crisis that occurred after the xorvog moieuog but also about the economic figures and
processes involved at Ephesos. While the law is also specific on the dates by which, and the
situations in which, its clauses are and are not applicable, there is a certain degree of ambiguity in
the identity of the judges, the creditors, the farmers, and the events concerning the xoivog moiguog.
As the next chapter will discuss, /Ephesos 1a, no. 4 likely involved a significant number of farmers
and creditors who did not fall into only one category or another, and their cases therefore
necessitated that either the arbitrators or the judges solve each dispute on a case-by-case basis,
taking into account each disputant’s economic situation, as well as the terms and conditions of
their agreements. The law overall also seems to focus solely on the private sphere with no mention
of public or sacred loans or property even though, as the next two chapters will show, the Ephesian
polis did take out loans during the xoi1vog modeuog and the Artemision certainly had ample funds

with which to make interest-bearing loans.

128 Walser (2008), 234.
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Chapter 3: IEphesos 1a, no. 4 and Ephesian
Real Estate

The damage inflicted by the xoivog moleuog and the assault on Ephesos by Hieron, the tyrant of

Priene (300-297 BC) was likely compounded by the economic strain Ephesos was laboring under
as a result of the actions of Prepelaos, Demetrios, and the housing of their garrisons at Ephesos in
the years leading up to the xoivog moieuog. Ephesos seems, however, to have managed the costs of
the polis, farmers, the debt crisis, and reconstruction of the city during the period that period
without Hellenic royal intervention or funding. /[Ephesos la, no. 4 specifically creates provisions
for farmers (georgoi) and creditors (fokistai) because the damage from the xoivog woleuog caused
the georgoi to default on their loan agreements. Such loan agreements in dispute included an initial
contract, interest, and used property as security. In this regard, these loans are similar, in a more
general sense, to the hypotheke loans recorded at Attica and other poleis in the fourth century BC,
but the loans made at Ephesos did not seems use horoi to demarcate encumbered property.! The
hypotheke loan agreements between georgoi and tokistai also sometimes required the use of a
guarantor who was obligated to pay any sums remaining on the loan if the georgos could not afford
to repay it in full. /Ephesos Ia, no. 4’s new legal maximum interest rate of 1/12™ seems, however,
seems to have been an intentionally lower interest rate compared to other poleis such as Athens
and Priene in order to restore a loss in credit between georgoi and tokistai, just as was the case in
a similar crisis at Delphi between 425-375 BC (FD 111, 1:294).

Ostensibly, based on Ephesos’ laws on land ownership (i.e. only Ephesian citizens were
able to own Ephesian land) as they survive through citizenship and proxenoi decrees, Walser argues

that both parties in the interest-bearing loans of /Ephesos Ia, no. 4 had to include citizens since

! Finley (1952), 8-9, 24; Harris (2015), 125.
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ownership of the property either remained with the georgoi or transferred to the tokistai if the
georgoi defaulted on their loans. Contrary to Walser’s assumption, though, the georgoi also likely
included non-citizen residents with the honor of enktesis (éyxrnoig), the right to land ownership by
a foreigner. Similarly, the tokistai were those from Ephesos also capable of assuming ownership
of a given property and may, therefore, have also included citizens and non-citizens with the honor
of enktesis as private money-lenders, bankers, or professional creditors. Since the Ephesian polis
and the deities of sanctuaries such as Artemis are absent from /Ephesos la, no. 4, despite the polis’
need for funds during the xoi1vog méleuog and the Artemision’s wealth, the law seems to have only
concerned the private sphere of the Ephesian. It would then be reasonable to assume that there

were additional laws and decrees governing the sacred and public economic sphere.

3.1 Land ownership in Ephesos

As in other Greek poleis, the Ephesian polis restricted the right to own property in the Ephesian
polis to Ephesian citizens, the polis, and, in effect, deities.? While the Ephesian polis specifically
granted the right to own property to foreigners, this was seemingly done only in tandem with
citizenship (woliteiar), the privilege of front seats (mpoedpia), and membership to tribes and
chiliastyes, “Thousands,” sub-divisions within each Ephesian tribe.® The only two inscriptions that
specifically confer the honor of enktesis to foreigners whom the Ephesian polis made citizens are
IEphesos 1V no. 1389, a proxenos decree, and 1443, a citizenship decree, both from the fourth
century BC.* IEphesos TV no. 1389 grants to Kleon the Cyrenian and his descendants citizenship,

the status of proxenos, the honor of enktesis, front seats at public games, and inviolability (asylia)

2 [Ephesos IV nos. 1389, 1443 (both fourth century BC); Walser (2008), 158-159; Burford (1993), 15-16; Finley
(1952), 53-54.

3 For example, see IEphesos IV nos. 1389, 1443; V nos. 1447-1455; VI nos. 2003-2005 (all fourth century BC);
Walser (2008), 159-160; Jones (1987), 311.

4 Walser (2008), 159-160.
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when importing and exporting goods.® On the other hand, /Ephesos IV no. 1443 grants to the
Athenian Anaxikrates only citizenship, the honor of enktesis, and assigns him to a tribe as well as
one of its chiliastyes.®

Neither inscription, however, should be taken to indicate a pattern where the Ephesian
polis, when providing citizenship in decrees to foreigners, must explicitly assign the honor of
enktesis, given land ownership was an implied right in the naturalization of the foreigner.” Rather,
it seems that the honor of enktesis was a particular honor foreigners might earn in addition to other
specified honors, including citizenship. This approach can also be seen in the polis neighboring
Ephesos to the south, Priene. There, the polis granted to the chief priest of Artemis Ephesia, called
the Megabyzos, the status of proxenos, freedom from taxes, and the honor of enktesis for property
worth up to five talents due to the unspecified help he provided in the completion of the temple of
Athena there ca. 296 BC.2 The Prienian decree, however, does not grant citizenship to the
Megabyzos, therefore implying that, in exchange for special services rendered, Priene had the
ability to grant the honor of enktesis without also conferring citizenship. While there is no evidence
of instances where the Ephesian polis provided only the status of proxenos and the honor of
enktesis to someone for exceptional services rendered, since /Ephesos 1V, no. 1389 specified that
Kleon received the status of a proxenos, citizenship and honor of enktesis whereas IEphesos 1V,
no. 1443 grants the Athenian Anaxikrates only citizenship and the honor of enktesis, the Ephesian

polis may well have had the ability to grant to foreigners the honor of enktesis without also

® See IEphesos V no. 1452, which similarly grants privileged seats, but at public games specifically.

6 See Jones (1987), 311-312, on how Ephesos’ political structure divided and assigned citizens to phylai (tribes) and
then subdivided them into chiliastyes. See also Chaniotis (2013), 101-102, on the difficulty of gaining citizenship in
Athens and other poleis.

" Walser (2008), 160 n. 28; Harris (2015), 118-119.

8 [Priene, no. 3 (296/5 BC); Walser (2008), 166-167. See also Crowther (1996), 219-221, on the revised dating of
IPriene, no. 3 from 333 to 296/5 BC. See Chapter 4, 103-108, on how the temple of Artemis had enough funds by
this period to have aided in the reconstruction of another temple.
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conferring citizenship, similar to the approach taken in Priene.® Although the number of such
residents is not clear, Ephesos during the late fourth to early third century BC may have had

resident foreigners with the honor of enktesis whose property the debt crisis affected.

3.2 The georgoi

In the context of /Ephesos la, no. 4, georgos (yewpyog), while an ambiguous term, means both
“farmers” who just farmed the land as well as wealthy absentee landowners.'? As a result, the
georgoi of [Ephesos la, no. 4 comprised two groups with the ability to take out an interest-bearing
loan using the property as security: citizen and non-citizen land owners with the honor of enktesis.
Further, although [Ephesos Ia, no. 4 does not specifically mention the polis or deities, it is
reasonable to assume that the financial strife from the War of the Diadochi (319-301 BC) and then
the xorvog moleuog (300-297 BC) occurring shortly thereafter also forced the Ephesian polis and
temples to take out loans using public and sacred land as security. What is difficult to determine in
the epigraphic record from fourth-century Ephesos is the population size of citizens and non-
citizen residents with the honor of enktesis.

There were, however, likely a great number of foreign residents in Ephesos during the
fourth and third centuries BC, just as there seems to have been in by the first century BC. Although
200 years removed from /Ephesos la, no. 4, the 86/5BC Ephesian decree mitigating debt from the
Mithridatic War (/Ephesos la, no. 8) prepares for further conflict by offering citizenship to non-
citizens who take up arms on behalf of the city and provides clear titles with which to refer to the
non-enslaved population at Ephesos:

givar 8¢ kai Tovg icoTelsis Kol mopoikoug

9 Walser (2008), 167.
10 Finley (1952), 258 n. 98; Burford (1993), 15; Dem. 18.41. See Pol. 6.1319a6 where Aristotle describes how
georgoi owned different amounts of property in accordance with Athens’ early laws on land ownership.
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Kol iepovg kol EEehevfépoug kai EEvoug, 6oot v dvardfmaoty ta dmha kol Tpog T[]
45 NYEUOVOG ATOYPAY®VTOL, TAVTOC TOAITOC £¢° Ton Kol Opoion

Although the composition of the population in the fourth century is unclear, Ephesos in the early
first century BC makes clear that, in distinguishing who comprised the foreign residents that paid
the same taxes as citizens (isoteleis), foreign residents, sacred attendants, descendants of freedmen,
and foreigners from Ephesian citizens, Ephesian citizens had certain rights, including land
ownership, not usually available to non-citizens and that there was a sizable and varied population
of foreigners at Ephesos.!! Although the isoteleis were equal to citizens in the duties and taxes they
owed, and therefore free from the metic tax, they did not have the honor of enktesis since they
were not deemed full citizens unless citizenship had otherwise been conferred upon them, such as
was the case in /Ephesos 1a, no. 8.12 In contrast to the priests of a temple who were citizens, the
significant number of sacred attendants (hieroi) of temples such as the Artemision were free
foreign residents or manumitted slaves who, in addition to other sacred and secular duties, were
only capable of purchasing and managing sacred property on behalf of, and thus ultimately owned
by, their deity.'® As for non-citizen landowners, due to the scarcity of evidence from Ephesos, the
number of non-citizen landowners who held property in Ephesos at the time of the koi1vog woleuog
and the debt crisis in 297/6 BC is unknown, but they might count, at least in principle, among the
parties to whom the term georgos applies.

The citizens who might have qualified as georgoi in [Ephesos la, no. 4 likely included both

the wealthy elite at Ephesos and more impoverished citizens who depended upon a subsistence

11 See Walser (2008), 164, on the isoteleis, and 161 n. 33, on how IEphesos la, no. 8 is conferring citizenship to the
descendants of freedmen, not freedmen themselves. See also I[Ephesos VI, 2001, /. 9, which uses the designation of
€hevbépoug kai €€ éhevbépwv for who may receive citizenship.

12 Walser (2008), 164-165. See also IEphesos IV, no. 1415 (300 BC), where the isoteles Athenodoros was granted
citizenship for his performance in the Isthmian Games.

13 Dignas (2002), 194-195. See IEphesos 1a, nos. 17, 27, and Vitr. De arch. 7.16, on the various duties of the
Artemision’s hieroi.
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living from their farms.* The wealthy may have included those such as Ephesian merchants,
bankers, business owners, politicians, as well as orphaned boys and girls, divorcées, wives, sisters,
and daughters who had guardians managing their inheritance and dowries, who owned, leased out,
and derived profit from their farms, but were not themselves farming the land. More impoverished
citizens may have leased out their land less often if they had no other property, and, instead, would
have farmed the land themselves and sold their produce to tradesmen, such as millers, bakers or
merchants, to sell elsewhere. Although there is little evidence from Ephesos to support his
argument, based on leases of land from Classical Athens, Hellenistic Delos, and Hellenistic
Miletus, Walser claims that each Ephesian family within the wealthy population, who perhaps
comprised about one-third or more of the total citizen population, owned a significant amount of
farmland, while the middle class of citizens owned between five to ten hectares of farmland per
citizen.’™® While the evidence on population size and make-up from even well-documented poleis
such as Athens is still heavily debated and not at all conclusive, the evidence from comparable
poleis may indicate a pattern whereby further not yet discovered or published archeological and
epigraphic evidence from Ephesos would suggest a similar ratio of the wealthy to the rest of the
citizenry. However, even an approximate ratio for the stratification of citizens at Ephesos, in
particular, is currently impossible to determine conclusively as there is very little literary,
epigraphic, and archeological evidence on the economic status of Ephesian families that owned
property and the total amount of farmland available during the late fourth to early third centuries

BC.

14 Walser (2008), 169.

15 Walser (2008), 170-173; Lohmann (1999), 455; Harris (2015), 125. See Shipton (2000), 39-42, where, in her
comparison of Athenian and Delian leases, she argues that Athens’ wealthy population seems to comprise 36 percent
of the men attested in Athenian public leases while Delos’ comprises 54 percent of the men attested in Delian public
leases. See also /Priene, no. 3 where the Prienian polis granted for the Megabyzos to own land worth up to five
talents and the discussion above on page 69.
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In the case of male orphans and girls whose inheritance and dowries included farmland,
IEphesos a, no. 4 created strict requirements that protected the property over which the guardians
of these individuals had the greatest control.*® JEphesos Ia, no. 4 excluded the mitigation of cases
involving property and funds included in the inheritance and dowries of orphans and girls in to
order to force their guardians to fully repay the funds borrowed or return the property used as
security, thereby ensuring the protection of the full inheritance and dowry for orphans and girls.'’
These measures for protecting the wealth of orphans and girls from their guardians implies that
the guardians who used their wards’ wealth may have done so without the wards’ knowledge or
consent. Since the wealth at issue was not the guardians’ money or property, the guardians
themselves did not lose their property, but that of their wards, if they defaulted on the loan. As is
evident in /Ephesos la, no. 4’s stipulation that allowed guardians to attempt a private agreement
with their fokistai where a guardian had used his ward’s wealth with his or her knowledge and
consent, such an agreement had the implication that any deficit on the full repayment of the loan
to the ward must be fully repaid from the guardian’s own wealth.'® Both the number of orphans
and women with dowries at Ephesos as well as whether the War of the Diadochi or the xoivog
moiguog created orphans are, however, uncertain given the available evidence from Ephesos. It is
nevertheless clear that special care was taken in /Ephesos la, no. 4 to distinguish between certain
classes such as orphans and women, perhaps due to their wealth, the number of those involved, or
both, in order to protect them from guardians who made improper loans using their wards’, and

not their own, properties which were later affected by the xoivog woguog.

16 [Ephesos 1a, no. 4, Il. 53-64. See Chapter 2, 55-57, for a discussion on the lemma in /[Ephesos la, no. 4 concerning
these stipulations.

17 [Ephesos Ta, no. 4, Il. 53-64; Walser (2008), 148-152. See Chapter 2, 58-59, on the legal reason for why the
Ephesian polis excluded guardians using their wards’ property as security from the provisions of the xoivog moleuog.
18 [Ephesos 1a, no. 4, II. 24-29 and 62-64.
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3.3 Public and Sacred Borrowers

The way in which the xorvog moleuos impacted public land and the level of involvement of the
Ephesian polis in the debt crisis, beyond the enactment of /Ephesos Ia, no. 4, are both similarly
difficult to determine. When the Ephesian polis needed money to fund Prienian rebels in the koivog
moleuog against the tyrant of Priene, Hieron, the polis borrowed a talent from money-lenders to
purchase weapons (IEphesos V1, no. 2001 [299/8 BC]).!® While IEphsos VI, no. 2001 makes it
clear that the Ephesian polis certainly had the ability to take out loans, it is unclear whether the
polis also used public land as security for these loans, as was the case in other poleis who did so,
such as at Keos and Amorgos. In the fourth century BC, the temple of Pythian Apollo at Karthaia
lent funds, ranging from 16 to 100 drachmae plus interest, to the Keos six times over six non-
consecutive months, with the polis using public land as security.?’ Similarly, in the fourth to third
centuries BC on the island of Amorgos, the city of Arkesine, as well as the other two cities on the
island, Aigiale and Minoa, borrowed from various individuals approximately seven talents and
used the public land of the polis, demarcated by horoi, as security on the loan.?!

In the case of Ephesos, only /Ephesos VI, no. 2001 attests to public loans made in Ephesos
in the beginning of the third century BC. Dated prior to the debt crisis described in IEphesos la,
no. 4, the inscription describes how the Ephesian polis sold citizenship in order to repay loans

advanced to it by money-lenders so as to provide weapons to the Prienian rebels at the fort of

19 See Chapter 1, 13-17, on the historical context of the korvog wéieuog and Ephesos’ conflict with Hieron. See
below on page 79, for a discussion on professional money-lenders at Ephesos during this period.

2 JG X1 Suppl. 236 (fourth century BC), II. 3-4, 10-11, 13-14, 16-17, 20-21, with the same phrase: &ri Dmo0rjKel
TOIG KT<I>LLOG1 TOIG TN TOAMTAV TOKOV ToD £vvopov. See Migeotte (2015), 289, and Bogaert (1968), 197, for their
discussion on the loans from Keos.

2L G X117, nos. 66-70 (fourth to third century BC); Finley (1951), 90-91, 278-280 nos. 15-18. See also Gabrielsen
(2005), 144-146, for his discussion on Arkesine’s use of publicly appointed daneistai.
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Charax, but the inscription does not mention whether the loan had been secured using public lands
or some other means (/Ephesos VI, no. 2001 /1. 8-12):%

n bl

Omw]c &’ dv €ig TadTa TOPOG VITAPYNL Kol UNOEV EUTOSMV YEVNTOL THL LANKTL TOD TOTOL

[kl kopicmvtal Ta davetln ol Tpodaveicavtes, moncactot ToAitag Eapvaiovg,
ElevBépoug Kai €€ EhevBépmv, un mheiovg 1 de-

10 [kamévte, TO O €k TOVTOV TEGOV ApYOPLOV TaPa]LaPOVTag TOVG E6GTVOG Kol TOVG
oLvEdpovg Tovg Emi Toig [Ipmvikoig tetaypévoug T Aav]-

[Tov Kai fjpiov, 10 TEAOVTOV TO TPOSESAVEIGH]EVOV AOTOIG AT0d0DVaL TOIG
TPOJAVEIGAGY, KOl TOV Aowm®dV OTA®VIcavVTOS dodvar T A

[tdv ék [Tpmvng 10ig T0 epovplov dtaev JAdtTovcty:

The essenes, financial magistrates of Artemis, and those appointed to handle Prienian affairs
budgeted enough to not only pay off, via the sale of citizenship, the loans totaling one talent
advanced to the polis from what appears to be many parties, but to also use the remaining half
talent to purchase more weapons for the rebel Prienians.?® In this instance, the security on the loans
may have been the weapons themselves, similar to transactions involving merchants in Athens
who used the cargo they purchased with the funds from loans as security on the loan until it was
repaid.?* On the other hand, since /Ephesos VI, no. 2001 expresses urgency to provide the Prienian
rebels the weapons as soon as possible, it would be counter-intuitive for Ephesos to keep the
weapons as security on the loans. The money-lenders, therefore, might well have been left with no
guarantee that the Ephesian polis would repay the loans unless the Ephesian polis had obtained the
talent and a half shortly after purchasing the weapons or used a different form of security. In

addition, considering the fact that /Ephesos la, no. 4 does have a clause for more than one lender

22 See Chapter 1, 13-17, on the chronology for the Ephesian conflict with Hieron of Priene.

23 See Paus. 8.13.1, IEphesos VI, no. 2005, and IEphesos V, no. 1455, on the essenes. See also Chapter 4, 101-102,
for a discussion on the essenes and their role at the Artemision.

2% See, for example, Dem. 32.4-9, where grain secured a loan to one Zenothemis and was seized when he was not
able to repay the loan to the private citizen and maritime money-lender, Demon, and Dem. 34.6-9, where money lent
to Phormio was secured by, and to be paid back via, the sale of the cargo he was to convey back from the Pontus.
See also Cohen (1992), 146-147, on the prominence of merchants going to and from Athens using their respective
cargo as security on their respective loans.
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who made Ahypotheke loans secured by an initial portioned value and then residual portioned value
of a property, and that /Ephesos V1, no. 2001 is so close in date to /Ephesos 1a, no. 4, the Ephesian
polis might have used public land worth one talent as security on more than one loan, each loan
being for a portion of the land’s total value.?> Moreover, IEphesos VI, no. 2001 indicates that the
Prienian rebels likely needed further resources beyond weapons, so it is reasonable to suggest that
the Ephesian polis took out additional loans, such as hypotheke loans, to continue funding the
rebels only to later be forced to default on such loans due to the destruction caused by the conflict
with Hieron. Therefore, since /[Ephesos la, no. 4 seems to only mitigate private loans, the Ephesian
polis may have enacted another decree or law mitigating public loans and public land used as
security.

It is, however, unclear whether the deities of temples in Ephesos, such as Artemis Ephesia
of the Artemision, needed funds during the end of the fourth and the beginning of the third centuries
BC. The epigraphic and literary record is nonexistent on the financial activities of other temples at
Ephesos besides the Artemision such as whether their deities leased land, took out, or made loans
during the fourth and third centuries BC. As this chapter will later briefly discuss, with a more
thorough examination in Chapter 4, the Artemision, in particular, seems to have derived profit from
its leased sacred land since the sixth century BC, was accepting deposits in the fourth century BC,
and was, overall, involved in the sacred economic sphere at Ephesos.?® Although the temple was
destroyed in 356 BC and needed significant funds to rebuild, not only did the Artemision derive

such funds from its properties and the Ephesian polis, but the temple also protected its treasury

% See IEphesos Ta, no. 4, [I. 32-35, for the clause on properties with more than one loan on its residual value. See
also Agora XIX, no. P5 (367/6 BC), /l. 1-39, in which, after the Athenian polis confiscated the property of one
Theosebes who allegedly committed sacrilege, the Athenian politai honored and repaid from the value of the
property four loans which used the property as security prior to selling it.

% JEphesos 1a, no. 1, I. 9-10; Xen. An. 5.3.4-13; Bubelis (2016), 172 n. 3.
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and tax-free status (ateleia) during the War of the Diadochi.?” Therefore, Artemis did not need to

borrow money and was likely not involved as a borrower during the debt crisis.

3.4 The tokistai

Similar to the georgos, candidates to whom the term tokistes (toxiorig) might apply also depended
on whether the tokistai had the right to land ownership in Ephesos, given that they would have to
assume ownership of a property they received as a result of a defaulted loan.?® Therefore, the same
options for whomever were georgoi also apply for tokistai in [Ephesos la, no. 4: that is, citizens
and non-citizens with the honor of enktesis. Although not present in the law, the Ephesian polis
and deities at Ephesos may have been similarly involved as creditors during the debt crisis as well.
It is also important to note that it is possible that some georgoi may have also acted as fokistai
depending on the wealth available to them at the time. Walser specifically argues against
professional creditors and bankers, and claims instead that the fokistai encompassed only private
citizens. However, contrary to Walser, since the term fokistes itself is as ambiguous as georgos and
IEphesos Ia, no. 4 does not anywhere specify who the tokistai and georgoi are, the inscription may
well have encompassed any lenders who made the hypotheke loans which the law mitigates.?
Walser, however, argues that since /Ephesos la, no. 4 does not specify the involvement of,
or use, the term “zparelitng” to refer to citizen bankers or professional creditors, they are not likely
candidates to whom the term, toxiotrg, applies. Walser bases his argument on the scarcity of

evidence for citizen bankers making loans with properties used as security outside of Athens.*

27 Davies (2011), 180-181, 191; Strab. 14.1.22; IEphesos V, no. 1449. See Ar. An. 1.17.10, on Alexander’s decree for
Ephesos to provide its annual tribute to Artemis instead of the Persian Empire. See also Chapter 4, 103-108, for a
detailed discussion on the properties of Artemis and their organization.

28 Walser (2008), 174-176.

29 See Walser (2008), 179, where he also comments that both terms are ambiguous and likely involved the same
group of people.

30 Walser (2008), 176.
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Although /Ephesos 1a, no. 8 dates to over 200 years after the debt crisis, the enactment of /Ephesos
Ia, no. 4, and rule by Hellenistic Kings, /Ephesos la, no. 8 does mention bankers, trapezitai
(zpomelitor), present at Ephesos. Walser reasons that while /Ephesos 1a, no. 8 does specify loans
involving bankers, the inscription does not refer to the loans of the bankers as Aypotheke loans, but
as pawnbroking (“Pfandleihen’) loans because the bankers are not in the same stipulation found
earlier in the text regarding hypotheke loans.®* Walser’s argument regarding IEphesos Ia, no. 8,
however, depends on his translation of éveyipoicin [. 62 as “pawnbroking” instead of as property
used as security. Contrary to Walser’s interpretation, Herodotus, for example, uses the term to refer
to an (apocryphal) Egyptian law that allowed men to borrow money using the borrowers’ ancestral
burial vault as security which the creditor might confiscate if the loan was not repaid.*? In
[Demosthenes] Against Timotheus, Apollodorus argues that if Timotheus’ affairs went badly,
Timotheus might have successfully defaulted on his loan to Apollodorus’ father, the banker Pasion,
since Pasion lent money to Timotheus without security and witnesses, using éveyvpoig again here
to denote security.3® Since /Ephesos Ia, no. 8 mentions interest payments on loans to and from
bankers, but does not specify the type of loans, one might instead translate éveyvpoig as “securities”
on the loans in the form of property.>* Accordingly, bankers and their loans would also have
included citizen bankers who were able to become owners of property used as security on defaulted

hypotheke loans.

31 Walser (2008), 177. See IEphesos la, no. 8, Il. 48-54 and 54-62, in Figure 6.

32 Htd. 2.136.2: éri tovtov Pacidevoviog Eleyov, duiEing dovomng morrfig ypnudtov, yevésar vopov Aiyvrtiolot,
ATOdEKVOVTO EVEXVPOV TOD TATPOG TOV VEKDY 0UT® AapPavew To xpéoc: Tpootedijval 6¢ ETL TOVTE T VOU® TOVIE,
TOV S100VTA TO YPEOG Kl Andong Kpatéety Tig Tob Aappdvovtog 07Kng, T@ o6& vmoTiBévtt TovTo TO EVEXLPOV TIVOE
gngivon {nuinv ui BovAopéve amododvon 0 ypéoc, HATe avTd EKeiv TEAELTHCOVTL Elval TaPRC Kupficol uitT &V
gkelve @ matpoio Tdeo Pt &v GAA® undevi, uite dAlov pndéva tdv Emvtod dmoyevopevov Bayal. See also the
funerary inscription SEG 42, no. 1086 from either Hierokaisareia, Hypaipa or Philadelphia (300-250 BC), where the
epitaph invokes the gods to protect the stele against those collecting on security.

33 [Dem.] 49.2: obte yap én” dveydpm oVTE HETA LOPTOP®V ESWKE.

3 Millett (1991), 184; Fine (1951), 61-62 n. 4.
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While, unlike in Athens, there is no manuscript tradition for Ephesos which preserves the
speeches of orators that would have covered cases about bankers and their clients in the fourth
century BC, and no bankers are referred to /Ephesos 1a, no. 4 nor in other sources from Ephesos
during the fourth to early third centuries BC, given that banking had become more wide-spread
during the Classical and the Hellenistic eras, banking as a profession must have already spread to
Ephesos. This seems to be a logical conclusion, given that Ephesos was, at this time, also a hub of
trade comparable to Athens, that there were already organizations such as the Artemision operating
as banking institutions in the fourth century, and money-lenders were present at Ephesos ca. 300
BC. * In IEphesos VI, no. 2001, the money-lenders who lent to the Ephesian polis were, in fact,
identified as professional money-lenders (prodaneistai) who, unlike general commercial money-
lenders (daneistai), specialized in facilitating interest-bearing loans with property such as the
weapons or land used as security.*® The loans discussed in IEphesos VI, no. 2001 seem to have all
been made to the Ephesian polis at the same time and may, therefore, reflect a concentrated and
combined effort by professional money-lenders recognized by the polis, such as citizen bankers as
well as professional creditors.®” The lack of specification in IEphesos Ia, no. 4 may imply that the
tokistai included such a diverse mixture of lenders, including professional banks, creditors, or
lending conducted by citizens, that the law intentionally did not define tokistai so as to not exclude

any relevant private parties.

3% See IEphesos V1, no. 2001, for the money-lenders involved in providing loans to the Ephesian polis. See
Gabrielsen (2005), 139-140, on the lending activities of sanctuaries such as the temples of Zeus at Locri Epizephyrii,
Artemis at Sardis, and Apollo, Athena, and Parthenos at Halikarnassos in the fifth, fourth, and third centuries BC.
See the discussion in Chapter 4, 109-112, on the Artemision’s capacity to act as a banking institution in the fourth
century BC. See also Syll.3, no. 577 (200/199 BC), where Miletus seemed to have adopted the use of a public bank.
3 See Millett (1991), 28-30, on the use of daneion to refer to general interest-bearing loans versus tokizein as a
specialized term for interest-bearing loans. See Bubelis (2016), 161-164, on the commercial aspect of the money in
loans (daneisma) made by the tamiai of Athena Polias in Athens. See Gabrielsen (2005), 141-142, on the emergence
of professional money-lenders from ca. 321 BC. See Chapter 2, 54-55, on the difference between daneistai and
tokistai in IEphesos la, no. 4.

37 Gabrielsen (2005), 150-151.
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By the first century BC, however, the influence from Hellenistic rulers and the rise in
public, private, and sacred banking in the Hellenistic kingdoms may have increased the number of
bankers present in Ephesos, as well as the complexity and specialization required by their
profession, such that it was necessary in /Ephesos Ia, no. 8 to create different provision for how to
mitigate debt to money-lenders as opposed to debt to bankers, in particular.®® On the other hand,
since the text of IEphesos la, no. 4, as it survives currently, is incomplete and there is no
corresponding decree thanking the foreign judges for their service, the law or a decree may have

specified to whom the terms georgos and tokistes apply.

3.5 Public and Sacred Creditors

Walser does not discuss the Ephesian polis as a possible creditor at all. He also argues against the
involvement of deities of temples such as the Artemision in the debt crisis. Walser’s failure to
mention the Ephesian polis as an option may well have been based on his accurate assumption
that, since the polis was borrowing money and selling citizenship to fund Prienian rebels right
before the debt crisis occurred, the polis did not have the liquid assets available with which to
provide interest-bearing loans with public property used as security.>®

Conversely, Artemis may have been involved in the debt crisis in some capacity. Walser,
however, argues that since the temple does not seem to have had the capacity to provide loans from
deposits in the fourth century BC, the temple burned down in 356 BC, and the inscription does not
mention the temple, Artemis was likely not a source for the loans described in /Ephesos Ia, no. 4.°

As Chapter 4 of this thesis will expand on and examine in-depth, Walser does not fully consider

38 [Ephesos 1a, no. 8. Il. 48-62. See also Gabrielsen (2005), 137-156, on the continuation and rise of loans to and
from poleis, temples, banks, and individuals from the Classical into the Hellenistic and Roman periods.

% [Ephesos VI, no. 2001. See also above in the section on the georgoi.
40 Walser (2008), 177-180.
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the sacred economy at Ephesos, the property and wealth of the Artemision in the fourth century
BC, its temple magistrates and organization, and its ability to act as a banking institution during
that period.*! For example, since the deities of other temples in the Greek world such as the temples
of Delian Apollo, Athena at Priene, and Artemis at Sardis had the ability to provide interest-bearing
loans to poleis and individuals with property used as security, the Artemision at Ephesos might
have been similarly able to do provide such interest-bearing loans on behalf of Artemis to the polis
and individuals as early as the fourth century.*? While it is true that IEphesos Ia, no. 4 does not
mention the Artemision or any other deities as a creditor, the law only covers the private economic
sphere. Therefore, it may be reasonable to assume that there were other Ephesian laws and decrees

which covered the sacred economic sphere as well.

3.6 Loans, Interest Rates, Properties, and Horoi in Ephesos

Based upon the description of loans in /Ephesos Ia, no. 4, that is, as those with interest and being
secured by property, the loans seem best classified as hypotheke loans. In fact, the verb, dmwotiOnu,
which means “to mortgage/put down as a stake” in the context of /Ephesos la, no. 4, appears in /.
36 of the law in the stipulation regarding those that, after having already mortgaged their property,
took out additional loans as if on unencumbered property, thereby further encumbering the
property.*® While IEphesos Ia, no. 4 does not name specific property, loans, or their values, it
instead provides the means for how the georgoi and fokistai, arbitrators, and the foreign judges

determine the value of property and the loans.** Therefore, contrary to the approach taken in

1 See Chapter 4, 98-112, for in-depth analyses on these topics.

42 [Priene, no. 20 (ca. 270-262 BC); Chankowski (2011), 151; ISardis VII, no. 1, see Dignas (2002), 70-71 and 287,
who dates ISardis VII, no. 1 to the end of the fourth century BC. See also Chapter 4, 109-112, on the Artemision’s
capacity to provide interest-bearing loans with property used as security in the fourth century BC.

43 Walser (2008), 123; IEphesos Ia, no. 4, [I. 35-39: &i 82 Tivec [Vmo0é]vieg 8AAoiC kTripato dedaveicuévor icip map’
ETéPOV G &’ ELeVBEPOIG [TOTC K]tracty EEamamioavteg TOVG VOTEPOLE dOVELSTAS, EEETVAL TOTC VOTEPOLG
[bavers]toic EEaAlaEaot ToVG TPOTEPOV SAVEIGTAG KOTO TOV GLAAOYICUOV TOD KowvoD TTo[Aépov] Exewv To kTuaTa,
4 [Ephesos 1a,no. 4, Il. 1-7.
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Athens where specific values were assigned to the lending terms hypotheke and prasis epi lysei,
IEphesos 1a, no. 4 uses the dmwotifnu in its general sense to refer to the act of making loans with
properties used as security, just as the law uses the term, ddaveiov, in its general sense, to refer to
the interest-bearing loans which the properties secure.*

The hypotheke loans involved in /Ephesos Ia, no. 4 had a “landed” interest rate calculated
per annum similar to those at Athens from the fourth century BC. Contrary to “maritime” loans at
Athens which carried a fixed interest rate and were paid in full along with the loan when the
merchant returned to port, “landed” loans had a time-dependent interest rate.*® Additionally, the
interest rate of “landed” loans was paid along with portions of the principle at regular intervals
rather than repaid all at once because at Athens, as well as other poleis, “landed” loans did not
involve the significant risk that came from sailing and shipping the cargo that typically secured
maritime loans.*” The interest rate specified in IEphesos la, no. 4 as 1/12™ (8.333 percent) was to
be the new legal maximum interest rate per annum for future hypotheke loans after the resolution
of the debt crisis.®® It is unclear, however, whether the georgoi or their guarantors made the
principal and interest payments monthly or yearly. Towards the end of the text, provision is,
however, made for where a georgos may wish to reclaim his abandoned property from a fokistes
who took possession of it. In this instance, the georgos would have to repay to the tokistes what
the latter had spent on the property plus interest of 1/14" (7.143 percent) within a year in the

prytaneia of Danaos in order to be allowed to share in the provisions of /Ephesos la, no. 4 and

split his property with the tokistes.*® The payment and interest in this section of the text may,

4 See LSJ s.v. bmotiOnu meaning ‘to mortgage/stake/pledge’ a property. See Harris (2015), 125, 145 n. 54, for his
discussion on the terms Aypotheke and prasis epi lysei at Athens. See also Finley (1952), 28-37, where he,
incorrectly, claims that the terms refer to two different private transactions.

46 Cohen (1992), 52-53.

47 Cohen (1992), 53-54.

48 [Ephesos 1a, no. 4, 1. 74.

4 [Ephesos 1a, no. 4, Il. 90-94.
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however, have just represented situations where one lump sum payment was contemplated rather
than being indicative of a yearly payment practice. It is useful, though, to note that poleis such as
Athens, Arkesine on the island Amorgos, Stymphalos in Arkadia, and Paros from the fourth
century BC onward seemed to have calculated and expressed the interest payments on hypotheke
loans in terms of the number of obols or drachmae charged per each mina borrowed per month,

i.e. an interest rate of 1/10™ (10 percent).>

Ephesos may have had a similar practice of making
monthly payments based on a similar calculation during this period as well.

The interest rate of 1/12" set out in /Ephesos Ia, no. 4 appears to have been lower than that
in other poleis in the late Classical to Hellenistic era.>* Known interest rates in late Classical Athens
fluctuated between 10 and 18 percent, three obols per mina per month (i.e. 8.571 percent) at Delphi
in the late fifth to early fourth century, 10 percent at both Arkesine on Amorgos during the second
century BC and at the Delian Temple bank during its independence (ca. 314-167 BC), and 7 percent
at Thera at the end of the third century BC.>? It is important to note, though, that these interest rates
are derived from a small, but highly heterogeneous, selection of sources whose average interest
rate falls between 9 and 12 percent, the rates are not set by the polis and, with the exception of the
interest rate from Delphi, they are not clearly contemporary with [Ephesos Ia, no. 4.5 The new
legal maximum interest rate Delphi established between 425-375 BC (FD 111, 1:294), however,
was at a rate similar to that in /Ephesos Ia, no. 4 due to a credit crisis likely similar to that of

Ephesos. Specifically, the Delphic law states in its first column that the new legal interest for loans

from private individuals as well as domestic and sacred associations was not to exceed three obols

%0 Dem. 37.5, 50.13; IG XII 7, no. 67B (second century BC); /G V 2, no. 357 (pre-234 BC), but the price of the loan

is unclear; /G XII 5, no. 112 (fourth century BC); Cohen (1992), 56-57; Walser (2008), 190-191; Millett (1992), 103.
51 Walser (2008), 189-190.

52 Walser (2008), 184, 189-190; Delphi = FD 111, 1:294 (425-375 BC); Amorgos = IG XII 7, no. 515 (second century
BC); Thera = IG XII 3, no. 330 (210-195 BC).

538 Walser (2008), 189.
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per mina per month.>* While the law allows for principal and interest payments until the end of the
month of Byzios in the archonship of Kadys, the new legal maximum interest rate went into
immediate effect starting in the next month of Theoxenios.>® The remainder of that law then
provides stipulations for situations that might occur due to the new maximum interest rate,
including penalties for violators, trials for disputes, and special cases. The new maximum interest
rate at Delphi, therefore, may not have been the result of a sudden conflict-related debt crisis which
inspired /Ephesos la, no. 4, but rather may have resulted from a significant number of lawsuits and
confiscations arising from defaults on loans, created in itself a debt crisis, and then resulted in a
subsequent credit crisis at Delphi similar to the debt crisis at Ephesos.>® Accordingly, the legal
maximum interest rates established by /Ephesos la, no. 4 and FD III, 1:294 were both likely
established because of debtors who did not have the immediate means with which to begin
repaying the existing principal and interest due on their loans. The defaulted loans for both Ephesos
and Delphi in turn decreased credit between potential borrowers and creditors who, at that point,
did not trust to make loan agreements to even previously trustworthy borrowers. The new
maximum interest rates may have also curtailed certain creditors at Ephesos and Delphi who were
lending at intentionally high interest rates in order to force debtors to default and allow the creditors
to confiscate the security on the loan. The new legal maximum interest rate at Ephesos seems,
therefore, to have been the Ephesian polis’ response to a reluctance by tokistai to extend credit and
charge affordable interest rates to georgoi. The Ephesian polis, similar to Delphi, likely intended

to encourage the fokistai to begin making hypotheke loans again at a rate which the georgoi might

% FD 11, 1:294, 11. 1.1-20; Asheri (1969), 23.
55 FD I, 1:294, 1. 1.1-6. See Triimpy (1997), 212-213, on the Delphic months.
% See Asheri (1969), 25, for the uncertainty regarding the historical impetus and dating of FD III, 1:294.
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be able to repay reliably while rebuilding any damaged property, restarting cultivation and the
production of their farms, and selling produce after the resolution of the debt crisis.>’

In IEphesos 1a, no. 4, the properties themselves seem to have qualified as a collateral form
of security on the loan, rather than as a substitutive form. According to Harris, there were creditors
in the ancient Greek world who, in the substitutive form of security, did not view the property
pledged as security as a commodity, but rather as a substitute for a loan if the borrower defaults,
allowing the creditor to confiscate just the property used as security, regardless of its value.%®
Conversely, there were also creditors who did view pledged security as a commodity to sell in the
collateral form of security, and, unlike in the substitutive form of security, creditors were also
capable of taking any excess property from the borrower if the sale of the initial property did not
cover the value of the loan.*® In IEphesos 1a, no. 4, [l. 39-41 and 45-48, for example, if the value
of the loan is greater than the value of the property because of either more than one encumbrance
on the property or a guarantor guaranteed a loan worth more than the property, creditors may
recover the excess from any property of the debtor, or a guarantor, beyond the initial property used

as security:

éav 8¢ dvopeilntai i odToig Et1, elvon Ty KopdnV Toic
40 [Savetrot]oic £k TG GAANG ovsiag Tod ypsioTov mushc TpdHTOL ML &y SVvevTar dlnuiolg
[amaon]g Enpiag:
(ll. 42-44 omitted)
45 gav 8¢ mAéov M1 10 deeiinpa tfig Tipfic Tod KTipaToc, T TAéoV dPEi-
[Anpo Thc] Tyfig 0 &yyvog amotivét® Katd Adyov domep ol dALOL 01 Td PETEDPA EYYVLO-
[uevot, éap] un émretokicpévov Mt gig mheim ypdvov Thg &v Tt patet yeyevnuévng

[&yyom]c

57 Walser (2008), 187-188.
%8 Harris (2015), 128.
5 Harris (2015), 128.
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Since the law assigns a value (ziu7) to properties, both stipulations (for georgoi with and without
guarantors) therefore account for how creditors might obtain any excess funds due beyond the
value of the property if the value of the loan is more than the property value.®° The requirement in
IEphesos 1a, no. 4, ll. 46-47, that guarantors had to pay any excess from their own personal property
also implies that the loans which the guarantors guaranteed were secured only by the property
which the georgoi staked in the original agreement and not by any additional property of the
georgoi.®! The guarantor was, however, exempt from paying the excess if there was excess because
of interest which accumulated over a period of time longer than that originally agreed upon by the
creditor and the guarantor. Ephesos’ use of collateral forms of security, guarantors, and the
stipulations for such security in /Ephesos la, no. 4 implies, too, that Ephesos had an established
real estate market, in the sense that properties were seen as commodities or assets to use as security
in loans, and the confiscation of which the Ephesian polis allowed if borrowers defaulted on their
loans except, as we see in IEphesos Ia, no. 4, in extreme situations such as a debt crisis.%?

Unlike in some other poleis in the Classical and Hellenistic Greek world where horoi
(boundary stones) were used to denote encumbered property, /Ephesos la, no. 4, in line 20, instead
used horoi as part of a public registry kept at the Artemision and copies of the records kept with
the avriypopeic (copying-clerk) in order for the Ephesian polis to keep track of who owned what
property after the Ephesian polis and foreign judges fully settled the debt crisis.5® Arkesine on
Amorgos had a similar public registry in the fourth century BC, but for public debtors, not property

owners in general.®* In other venues, such as Athens in the fourth century BC, horoi were typically

80 Walser (2008), 142-148, 193. See similar later stipulations in laws and decrees such as the law from Samos, SIG3
976 (ca. 200-150 BC), II. 64-68, and the decree from Delphi, SIG3, no. 672 (ca. 162-160 BC), II. 64-72.

61 Walser (2008), 123.

52 Walser (2008), 194; Harris (2015), 128-131, 133.

8 JEphesos 1a, no. 4, I 17-20; Shipton (2000), 25; Harris (2015), 125.

84 See /G XII, 7 no. 3 (400-350 BC), II. 35-36, where a ypewpdiaé ought to receive an admission of liability in
writing. The ypewgpviaxio does not seem to appear in other poleis until the second century BC.
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set up on land used as security in a loan in the presence of witnesses, and had inscribed on them
the name(s) of the creditor(s) and their demotic, the amount of the loan, and itemized the property
used as security.®® The boundary stones helped to inform third parties that properties were
encumbered and protected the validity of the creditors’ loans.% It is unclear, however, whether,
prior to the enactment of /Ephesos la, no. 4, Ephesian citizens used horoi for the purpose of
denoting property used as security.

One indication that Ephesos did not use horoi to denote encumbered property is the
stipulation in /Ephesos la, no. 4, Il. 35-39, which specifically accounts for georgoi who used their
already encumbered property as security for additional loans from other tokistai in a way to deceive
the tokistai by presenting the property as if it were unencumbered:

35 €1 O¢ Tveg
[Vmo0€]vteg BALOIC KTHHOTO OESAVEIGUEVOL EIGIL TTaP’ ETEPWV (OG €’ EAEVOEPOIC
[T0c K]tHaGLY £E0MATHOOVTES TOVS VOTEPOLVS OAVEIGTAS, EEETVAL TOIG VOTEPOLG
[Savelo]taig EE0AMAENTT TOVG TPOHTEPOV SAVEITTAS KATO TOV GUAAOYIGHOV TOD KOVOD To-
[Aépov] Exev Th KTHOTA
This section of the law, however, does not mention whether, in the deception of the tokistai, the
georgoi at Ephesos removed horoi denoting the property as encumbered, as was the case in
Demosthenes 31 (ca. 364 BC) and 42 (ca. 330 BC). In each speech, the plaintiff (Demosthenes
himself in 31 and an unnamed speaker in 42) describes how the opposition, Onetor (31.1-3) and
Phaenippus (42.5 and 9), hid the presence of horoi on the property which indicated it as

encumbered so as to remove suspicion that the defendant was preserving property for the

previously convicted Aphobus in Dem. 31 and to avoid an exchange of property in Dem. 42.

8 Shipton (2000), 25-27; Harris (2015), 125. See Finley (1952), 107-108, on the significance of two or more
creditors for one loan on horoi.
% Harris (2015), ibid.; Shipton (2000), ibid.
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While it may also have been the case that, with regards to encumbered property at Ephesos,
georgoi and tokistai had actually used some device such as horoi to specify to the creditors what
property of the georgoi the loans used as security as well as the value of the loans in a manner
similar to horoi from Athens, it is possible that such demarcations were destroyed during the tyrant
Hieron of Priene’s assault on Ephesos.®” However, since the assault by Hieron likely did not
destroy all the horoi, it is unclear why /Ephesos la, no. 4 would not have relied on and referred to
any horoi that did survive the conflict in the provisions for determining the value of the hypotheke
loans. Instead, as /Ephesos la, no. 4 refers only to loan transactions made between a georgoi and
tokistai without reference to the use of /oroi in such contracts, the parties may have only used
contracts to detail their original hypotheke loan transactions (zpaceig), setting out the valuations
of the property, the loan, and the terms and conditions upon which the loan contract was agreed.®®
If so, the georgoi, the tokistai, and the Ephesian polis might, therefore, have only used horoi to
demarcate their boundaries, similarly to how the Prienians and the Samians used horoi, in the early

second century BC.%°

3.7 The Need for Loans with Interest at Ephesos

While no historical sources explicitly state why the georgoi of Ephesos took out so many hypotheke
loans during the end of the fourth and beginning of the third century BC, the garrisons of Prepelaos
and Demetrios, as well as the conflict with Priene, compounded financial difficulties for georgoi
in paying operational costs for their properties. As discussed in Chapter 1, not only did Prepelaos,

under the command of Lysimachos, take Ephesos in 302 BC and set up a garrison, but, after

87 Harris (2015), 125; Shipton (2000), 27; Finley (1952), 121, no. 6. See Chapter 1, 15-16, for the discussion on
Hieron of Priene’s assault on Ephesos.

88 JEphesos 1a, no. 4, Il. 65-69.

8 See IPriene, no. 37 (ca. 196-192 BC), Il. 160-171, where the Prienians specify how they demarcated the border
with Samos.
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Prepelaos left, there also arose an issue concerning the billeting of soldiers at the Artemision and
the temple’s right to ateleia (tax-free status).’® Since the Artemision was the most significant
temple at Ephesos, the actions of Prepelaos’ troops suggest that Prepelaos needed funds for his
campaign and that, if not from the Artemision, Prepelaos likely forced the allotment of funds,
resources, and aid be handed over to him from the rest of Ephesos’ residents, including the georgoi
and their produce.’* After Demetrios reclaimed Ephesos later that year, he likely instituted similar
requisitions from the Ephesians because, according to Plutarch, Demetrios’ troops were similarly
tempted to pillage the Artemision for funds.’® Since some number of georgoi also repeatedly
secured with their property hypotheke loans from more than one fokistes, the georgoi likely needed
such funds prior to the debt crisis to cover immediate operational costs on their property due to the
costs of supporting Prepelaos and Demetrios’ garrisons.’® The costs of the garrison may have been
so significant that, while georgoi needed larger hypotheke loans to support themselves, the value
of the property alone was not alone sufficient enough to act as security. Therefore, as I[Ephesos la,
no. 4 implies, some tokistai only provided loans to georgoi who also had guarantors.” Since the
economic strain from different garrisons lasted about 20 years prior to the debt crisis (ca. 318-298
BC), IEphesos 1a, no. 4 also suggests that, closer to the time of the crisis, some of the georgoi had
to take out more than one hypotheke loan on the residual value of their property or were desperate
enough for funds that they deceived the fokistai and took out additional loans on their already
encumbered property. The likely drain on domestic Ephesian resources, including commodities

such as grain, seems to have actually caused a grain shortage and forced Ephesos to place such

0 [Ephesos V, no. 1449; Davies (2011), 191; Rogers (2012), 46-47.

"L Rogers (2012), 47. See Chapter 1, 22-23, on the importance of the Artemision at Ephesos.

72 Plut. Vit. Demetr. 30; Davies (2011), 181.

3 [Ephesos 1a, no. 4, ll. 32-41; Walser (2008), 194-195.

4 Shipton (2000), 24-25, 39; Harris (2015), 126; Walser (2008), 130-131. See IEphesos la, no. 4, Il. 46-47: &onep oi
dAAot ol T petémpa £yyvo- | [pevor, which implies that the use of guarantors was already an established practice at
Ephesos.
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great reliance on imported grain such that the polis granted citizenship to Archestratos, the
Antigonid commander in Klazomenai, for protecting grain ships in 302/1 BC and to Agathokles
of Rhodes for selling grain under the market value ca. 301-294 BC.”

At the start and end of the conflict with Hieron of Priene (300-297 BC), the Ephesian polis
also needed funds to supply the rebels and, later, for reconstruction. Generally, poleis accepted
financial contributions in forms such as loans with low interest rates for the sake of civic defense.®
IEphesos V1, no. 2001 reports that the Ephesian polis sold citizenships in order to repay loans used
to fund the Prienian rebels against the tyrant Hieron of Priene. While the Ephesian polis and
georgoi may have helped to provide Ephesian resources to the Prienian rebels, Hieron’s raid into
Ephesos likely damaged or destroyed a significant number of properties, causing private
landowners and the polis to default on their loans from the fokistai and the Ephesian polis to enact
IEphesos 1a, no. 4. Since the koi1vog woieguog impacted the value of properties which were damaged,
the law also accounted for any excess from accumulated interest on both damaged and undamaged
property.”” As discussed in the previous section, after the koivog wéleuog and the debt mitigation,
however, the Ephesian polis lowered the maximum interest rate to a sum below the standard
interest rate at Ephesos so that the fokistai might again begin lending hypotheke loans, but at an
interest rate which georgoi might reliably pay, even while rebuilding any damaged property.’®
Since IEphesos la, no. 4 seems to cover only the private sphere of the Ephesian economy and does

not mention the polis as a borrower, but the polis needed funds before, during, and after the xoivog

moiguog, it is reasonable to assume that the Ephesian polis passed another law mitigating interest-

S Davies (2011), 187-188; I[Ephesos V, no. 1452 (302/1 BC); IEphesos V, no. 1455 (301-294 BC).

76 Chaniotis (2013), 91.

" [Ephesos 1a, no. 4, Il. 65-69. See also the discussion on the damage and devaluation of property in Chapter 2, 58-
S8.

8 Walser (2008), 191-193.
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bearing loans with public property used as security. If such decrees and laws mitigating public
loans were passed, the Ephesian polis would have been able to afford the initial costs of
reconstruction efforts as it appears they were.

After conquering Ephesos in ca. 295 BC, Lysimachos ordered the construction of a
fortification wall around the new location of the city and joined in synoecism the old city of
Ephesos, as well as the inhabitants of Teos, Lebedos, and Kolophon, for the sake of a larger
population, land area, and better security for the city from naval attacks.”® Lysimachos’ goal in
Ephesos’ synoecism may have been twofold: to make Ephesos a more significant political entity
in Ionia and to help stimulate its economy with public works, albeit likely at the Ephesians’ own
expense in part.® It is difficult to conceive that the Ephesian polis or its citizens had the liquidity
to fund the initial costs of city walls unless /Ephesos la, no. 4’s provisions for georgoi and fokistai,
another decree or law’s provisions for the polis, and the new legal maximum interest rate had, in
fact, preserved some public property and encouraged fokistai to provide hypotheke loans to
georgoi. In that event, the georgoi might have quickly rebuilt and started deriving profit from their
farmland again. The polis, in turn, might have quickly earned revenue from taxation on the
commerce of the georgoi, as well as rent if the polis leased its remaining public property. These
funds could then have been utilized by the polis to finance the initial costs of reconstruction, such
as taking out leases to build the wall, financing public contractors, and quarrying stone (/Ephesos

Ia, no. 3 (290 BC)).

8 Davies (2011), 187; Boehm (2018), 73-74; Nudell (2023), 178; Strab. 14.1.21; Paus. 1.9.7.

8 Boehm (2018), 99. See IEphesos Ia, no. 3 where the polis or public contractors leased out land in order to build
the new city wall. See Newell (1927), 69-70; Thompson (1986), 94; Lund (1992), 131-134; and Wheatley and Dunn
(2020), 275 on the Antigonid, Lysimachaean, and Ephesian coins struck at Ephesos with which the polis perhaps
financed the xorvog woleuog, reconstruction efforts, and Lysimachos’ synoecism. A more in-depth investigation,
examination, and discussion on the relevant numismatic evidence is, however, required to better understand their
economic impact at Ephesos during the late fourth to early third century BC.
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3.8 Conclusions

Although /Ephesos 1a, no. 4, as well as other contemporary Ephesian inscriptions, provides much
detailed information and insight on land ownership, creditors, debtors, and loan practices at
Ephesos during the fourth and third centuries BC, the law itself is significantly vague concerning
the parties subject to the law. Not only did Ephesian citizens have the right to land ownership, but
also some exceptional non-citizens, the polis, and deities such as Artemis. While /Ephesos la, no.
4 is unclear as to the full scope of who, specifically, is a georgos or a tokistes, since the law focuses
only on the private sphere of the Ephesian real estate market, the georgoi and fokistai likely
consisted of both citizens and non-citizens with the honor of enktesis. Furthermore, not only is it
probable that some georgoi were also fokistai, but both terms may have also applied to passive
money-lenders, professional money-lenders, and bankers. Although /Ephesos Ia, no. 4 does not
refer to the polis as a borrower, considering the Ephesian polis took out loans to fund the conflict
against Hieron of Priene, it is reasonable to assume that there was another decree or law mitigating
loans the polis took out using public land as security. As the next Chapter will examine, the
resources and funds available to the Artemision suggests that Artemis did not need to take out
loans, but rather had significant wealth, and the polis therefore may have passed a similar decree
or law concerning the sacred economic sphere.

The hypotheke loans in IEphesos la, no. 4 operated in a manner similar to other poleis,
where payments of principal and interest payments were made monthly or annually, were secured
by property, and if a debtor defaulted on the loan and the value of the property was less than the
loan, the georgos (or his guarantor) had to pay the excess until the loan was fully repaid. One
difference, however, seems to have been that Ephesos, like Priene, did not use /oroi at this time to

demarcate encumbered property, but rather used these stones instead to simply demarcate the
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boundaries of properties. Additionally, since previously higher interest rates may have helped to
cause the debt crisis, the Ephesian polis lowered the new maximum interest rate to 1/12" in
IEphesos la, no. 4. In lowering the interest rate and establishing a legal maximum for any interest
imposed or calculated, the Ephesian polis likely wanted to encourage tokistai to begin lending
again at a rate which georgoi might reliably be able to repay after the resolution of the debt crisis.
Although Hieron’s attack on Ephesos may have been the catalyst for the debt crisis, the
establishment of garrisons in Ephesos in the years before hieron’s attack, along with the funding
necessary to support those garrisons and their campaigns also placed significant economic strain
on the polis and her domestic resources. Lysimachos’ reconstruction projects may have had a
similar effect on Ephesos’ resources during the time the polis was still attempting to recover

economically.
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Chapter 4: IEphesos 1a, no. 4 and the
Artemision

Although Artemis Ephesia was a significantly important deity at Ephesos and had a fundamental

connection to the polis, the goddess’ involvement in the Ephesian debt crisis seems to be almost
non-existent. The temple of Artemis, however, had significant funds, land holdings, and political
privileges such as ateleia (tax-free status) and stathmos (safety from the billeting of troops) with
which to operate in the sacred economic sphere at Ephesos during the fourth and beginning of the
third centuries BC. In particular, Artemis Ephesia held and protected deposits, handled both sacred
and secular funds, managed profitable properties such as the Selinousia lake, and even received,
after a decree by Alexander the Great in 334 BC, the yearly tribute from the Ephesian polis which
had previously sent it to the Persians. In addition, the Artemision had an abundance of priests and
officials skilled in handling financial matters such as their chief priest, the Megabyzos, the essenes,
and the hieroi logistai who handled both the goddess’ secular and sacred properties. It is important
to note, however, that the literary evidence on, and the epigraphic tradition from, Ephesos does not
mention any lending activities of Artemis until the first century BC in /Ephesos la, no. 8 (87/6
BC). However, in the fifth, fourth, and third centuries BC, the deities of temples of comparable
size and significance to the Artemision, such as the sanctuaries of Nemesis at Rhamnous, Artemis
at Sardis, Athena Alea at Tegea, Delian Apollo, and Delphic Apollo had the ability to make interest-
bearing loans with property used as security, so Artemis Ephesia may have had the same capability
in the fourth century BC.

Yet Walser argues that, since /Ephesos la, no. 4 does not specifically mention Artemis or
the Artemision and since the sanctuary burned down in 356 BC, the Artemision was neither

involved in the provisions of /Ephesos la, no. 4 as a georgos or a tokistes, nor even capable of
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lending in the fourth to third centuries BC. Conversely, the temple’s destruction in 356 BC was
one potential motivation for Artemis to lease land and provide interest-bearing loans in order to
fund reconstruction efforts. In addition, the need of the Ephesian polis and her citizens for funds
and grain, due to the economic strain of the Diadochi’s garrisons and the conflict with Hieron,
tyrant of Priene, also would have served as a significant motivator to provide loans. Therefore,
since it is highly improbable that the properties of the goddess and the properties of those to whom
she made loans were not also seriously damaged, it is reasonable to assume that Ephesos also

enacted a decree or law similar to /Ephesos la, no. 4 which mitigated sacred loans and property.

4.1 Walser’s Argument Against the Artemision

One of Walser’s main arguments against Artemis as a tokistes in IEphesos la, no. 4 is that the text
does not mention Artemis as a fokistes anywhere in its several provisions.! Although the
inscription’s reference of the temple precinct, £defiov, in line 21 likely refers to the Artemision,
the £deflov does not denote a fokistes as such, but rather the location where the neopoiai (temple
caretakers) must set up the whitened tablets with the records of the divided properties.?
Furthermore, Walser denies the capacity of Artemis to lend out deposited funds as hypotheke loans,
especially during the time /Ephesos la, no. 4 was implemented, based on Dio Chrysostomos’ claim
that the Artemision protected deposits and, as a policy, did not lend them out.® Walser also argues
that the temple officials did not begin making interest-bearing loans on the goddess’ behalf until
the Mithridatic Wars (88-66 BC), during which the Ephesian polis passed a decree, set out in

IEphesos 1a, no. 8 (86/5 BC), to annul or mitigate loans from Artemis, as well as from the polis,

! Walser (2008), 177. See Chapter 2 for a commentary on the legal provisions for georgoi and tokistai in IEphesos
Ia, no. 4.

2 [Ephesos Ia, no. 4, I1. 20-21: oi 8& fipnuévol ypayavieg €ic AEVKOUOTA ToPaddTOGay Toig vemmoioic Oeivarl &l o
£06e0hov. See Chapter 1, 21-24, for the argument that the édefAov refers to the Artemision specifically.

3 Walser (2008), 177-178; Dio Chrys. Or. 31.54-31.56.
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independent money-lenders, and bankers.* Walser does not, however, fully explore whether the
Artemision was able to provide interest-bearing loans on the goddess’ behalf as well as any
potential motivations for the temple to create passive income during the fourth century BC.
Instead, Walser attempts to make the definitive claim that, since the Artemision was burned and
damaged in 356 BC and was certainly not reconstructed by 334 BC when Alexander the Great
liberated the city from Persian rule, the temple did not even have the liquid assets to make the
loans described in IEphesos 1a, no. 4.° In addition, since Ephesos was under Persian rule at the
time, there was not yet an Ionian League which could have helped fund the reconstruction of the
Artemision until the end of the fourth century BC, so the temple incurred all of the costs for
reconstruction efforts. Although the Artemision may have diverted much of its available liquid
funds to reconstruction as Walser argues, there does not seem to be evidence supporting his claim
that the priests and administrators of the Artemision did not also seek to secure additional passive
sources of revenue using its substantial property holdings, such as through leases and loans to

Ephesian citizens or the polis, particularly during the periods of economic strain.

4.2 Financial Structure and Operation in Other Temples

The Artemision in Ephesos had an internal structure that included citizen magistrates who handled
religious and secular activities similar to the temple-structures of other Greek poleis such as those
at Delphi, Delos, Kos, and the Akropolis in Athens.® As a point of comparison, one magistracy
within both the temple-structures of Athena Polias in Athens and the temple of Asklepios on Kos

who handled sacred (hiera) properties and funds was that of the tamias (sacred treasurer).” The

4 Walser (2008), 178.

5> Walser (2008), 178-179.

& Chankowski (2011), 142-143.

" Dignas (2002), 30-31, 34. See Bubelis (2016), 147-148, for a summarized description of their archaic and classical
duties at Athens, and 118-141, for a more detailed description.
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tamiai primarily acted as stewards of hiera khremata such as temples, statues, and kosmoi
(ornamentation).® Hiera property was not typically removed, granted, surrendered, or sold by the
temple.® There were, however, exceptions recorded, particularly from the Temple of Athena Polias,
where the famiai transferred such hiera property to the epistatai (public financial functionaries) to
spend on labor and materials for broadly religious, but time-constrained, projects such as the
construction of the Parthenon, the Propylaia, and the chryselephantine cult-statue of Athena on the
Acropolis.®

Another magistracy was the hieropoios who managed the more secular operations of
sanctuaries. The hieropoioi were an annually selected college of magistrates, usually one from
each tribe in a polis with major cults, common to many Greek temples on the mainland and on
island poleis such as Athens, Delos, Rhodes, and Kos.*! While the hieropoioi had a varied number
of duties, such as supervising sacrifices, setting up inscriptions, crowning officials for exceptional
service, and managing festivals, they primarily managed the sacred finances of the temple.'? The
hieropoioi, specifically in fourth-century BC Athens and earlier, seemed to have been such an
important religious magistracy in that they were chosen from a select group of wealthy and
prominent citizens even when they were no longer chosen according to a census class.”® The
sacred funds primarily handled by the hieropoioi, however, were not hiera, but hosia, or
sanctioned, funds. Compared to the legal status of properties classified as hiera and demosia

(public), hosia properties were comprised of sanctioned property and funds of the temple which

8 Bubelis (2016), 147, see 120-121, on the definition of kosmoi.

® Dignas (2002), 15-16; Bubelis (2016), 148-149.

10 JG 13, nos. 436-451 (Parthenon, 447/6-433/2 BC); IG 13, nos. 462-466 (Propylaia, 437/6-433/2 BC); IG 13, nos.
453-460 (Athena Parthenos cult-statue, 447/6-440/39 BC); Bubelis (2016), 160-161; Dignas (2002), 34.

1 Dignas (2002), ibid.; Chankowski (2011), 152; Athens = 10 hieropoioi, Delos = 4, Rhodes = 4; Kos = 3.

12 Chankowski (2011), ibid.; Bubelis (2016), 144, 184-185; Dignas (2002), 34; Smith (1972), 532-534; Kent (1948),
243-244; Smith (1973), 38, 41-42.

13 Bubelis (2016), 144-145.
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did not have the same restrictions as hiera and could be used to provide profit from which a
temple’s expenditures would be made.’* In fact, hosia funds usually originated from demosia
funds. Bubelis, in his analysis of a lead sheet from the Nemesis’ shrine at Rhamnous (ca. 500 BC),
demonstrated that the demosia funds were transferred, not dedicated, by the epistatai to the shrine’s
hosia fund.* In his analysis, Bubelis thus distinguished the financial nature of hosia from demosia
and hiera property, while also positing how hosia may be derived from demosia funds.'® The
connection between hosia and demosia funds also shows the close relationship between a polis
and temples in the polis, as well as how a polis and a temple were able to transfer funds to one

another depending on the financial necessity of either institution.

4.3 The Financial Officials and Structure of the Artemision

Even though the Artemision and temples such as that of Athena Polias in Athens may have operated
in a similar fashion, especially as to how they differentiated types of properties owned by the gods,
the Artemision had different designations for its various group of magistrates. Although Bubelis’
distinction between hiera and hosia has not yet been proven to be the case for poleis outside of
Athens, such a distinction is still a useful tool with which to discuss the finances of the Ephesian
Artemision since there does seem to be a similar distinction present. The distinction between the
Artemision and the Ephesian polis” funds had existed since at least the sixth century BC, as seen
from an inscription on a silver tablet listing sacred revenues of the temple in monetary terms
({Ephesos 1a, no. 1). That inscription specifically refers to the funds as originating €k moiewg

nveiytOnoay (“they were taken from/out of the city””), which may be construed as either the location

14 Bubelis (2016), 179-180. See Dignas (2002), 15-16, 31-32, for a similar distinction of hiera, demosia, and hosia.
15 Bubelis (2016), 180-182.
16 Bubelis (2016), 182-187.
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from which the funds were garnered or the public treasury from which the funds were transferred.*’
IEphesos Ia, no. 8, a much later inscription from the first century BC, also distinguishes in several
instances between the polis’ public and the Artemision’s sacred offices, interest-bearing loans,
fines, and properties:'®

31:  [plag kotadikag fj dnpociog §j Exitelna iepa 1 dnuocia §j dAlo detAuoto]
33: &l 0¢ Tveg Eveloty €v Taic iepaic mobdoeoty 1 dnpociong
42: 10 T€ 1epag Kol dnpociog dikog
43-44: glvon 8¢ kai Tod¢ icoTEAEIG Kol TopoiKong
Kol igpovg Kai EEehevBépoug kai EEvoug

The Roman proconsul’s Paullus Fabius Persicus’ edict in 44 AD also specified the Artemision’s
funds as the sanctuary’s idiwv ypyudzov, ‘its own funds’ in IEphesos 1a, no.18b /[. 1 - 8: 1°

10

1€ TG “ApTEULO0G aOTHG epdv, O TG Emapyeiag

OAng €otiv KOopog kai {0} 01 T0 Tod Epyov péyebog

Kai 614 v oD mepi v Be0d cePacpod dpyortdTnT<o>
5 kai 61d TV 1OV TPocod®V apboviav T®V VIO TOD

Yefactod drokatactabeiocdv i Oed, oTépeTaL

TV 10l ypnuatov, & Kai gic émuédeloy Kai €ig

KOoUOV TV dvadnudatwv Eapkelv §60<vato>-

And the temple of Artemis herself, which is the decoration

of the universe and which, because of the greatness of the work
and because of the antiquity of the reverence for the goddess
and because of the abundance of revenues which had been
dedicated back to the goddess by Augustus, is without its own
funds, which were able to be enough for both upkeep and
decoration of votive offerings.

Specifically, lines seven and eight detail that the temple’s now depleted funds were considered
separate from those of the polis’, and that they were meant for the upkeep of the cult and in support

of decorating the votive offerings. The two different uses for the Artemision’s funds imply a

1" [Ephesos Ia, no. 1; Bubelis (2016), 172 n. 3. See also Dignas (2002), 142-143, where she claims it refers to a tax
paid by the Ephesian polis to the temple such as the tax on objects manufactured in the city.

18 Dignas (2002), 198.

® Dignas (2002), 196.
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distinction between how the temple used a hosia fund for the cult’s upkeep and a hiera fund for
votive offerings. In addition, the proconsul’s motive for this decree was to impose an external
control on the temple’s finances that did not previously exist in order to stop the Artemision’s
priests from continuing to misappropriate its funds.?’ J. Davies, in the context of the late fourth
century BC, also distinguished the Artemision’s funds between revenues such as the tribute from
the Ephesian polis, which might be considered /osia, and the substantial dedications, or hiera, the
Artemision possessed but did not use for financial purposes on behalf of the goddess.?

There also seems to have been a number of magistrates at the Artemision who handled the
goddess’ finances and property in addition other religious duties. The chief priest of Ephesian
Artemis was a carefully chosen, non-Ephesian eunuch priest for life, known by his Persian title of
Megabyzos, and who served, in addition to his other duties, as some type of financial officer.??
While Ephesian citizens appointed other citizens to serve as hiereis, priests for life, the Megabyzos
was a neokoros (vewkopog), a temple-warden, who protected deposits at the Artemision such as
the money Xenophon obtained and deposited from the sale of captives in 394 BC.? Therefore, the
chief priest had financial duties comparable to Athens’ tamiai. Specifically, the Megabyzos seems

to have overseen hiera property, deposited funds, conducted sacred duties, and maintained

2 Dignas (2002), 142, 148.

21 Davies (2011), 181. See also Chankowski (2011), 146-148, for a similar distinction, but Chankowski also pointed
out how many temples still ascribed a monetary value to dedications. See below on pages 106-107, for Ephesos’
annual tribute to Artemis.

22 Dignas (2002), 189-190; Bremmer (2008), 39-41; Xen. Anab. 5.3.6; Plut. Alex. 42.1; Strab. 14.1.23; IPriene, no.
231 (296/5 BC); App. BC. 5.9.

2 Xen. Anab. 5.3.4-6. Dignas (2002), 190-191. See Bubelis (2012), 95-97, on the hereditary nature of priesthoods at
Athens. See Zaidman and Schmitt-Pantel (1992), 49-50, who note the unique examples of priests of Dionysos
Eleuthereus, Asklepios, and Zeus Soter in Attica who served as annual religious magistrates versus other priests such
those of Apollo at Delphi who served for life.
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relationships with other temples through acts such as helping to facilitate the reconstruction of the
Temple of Athena in Priene, but he did not manage hosia property.?*

Other magistracies from the Artemision temple-structure include the hieroi logistai, ‘holy
accountants,” and the enigmatic essenes. The essenes were priests at the Artemision whose duties
are not well attested in the literary and epigraphic records.?® The second century AD geographer
Pausanias characterizes them as just iotidropag, or religious magistrates that hosted a banquet, but
does not elaborate on their duties beyond the fact that they lived for only a year in celibacy.?®
According to Demosthenes, a hestiator in Athens was a wealthy citizen religious magistrate elected
to cover, as a liturgy, the costs of banquets, sacrifices, and the hosting foreign visitors at major
religious festivals such as the Panathenaic and Dionysian festivals for a year.?’ In the epigraphic
record from Ephesos, the essenes’ roles primarily involved providing new citizens with a phyle
and a chiliatyes as well as participating in sacrifices and, therefore, seem to have performed a
similar ritual role as the hesitator from Athens in the fourth century BC.?® Only IEphesos VI, no.
2001 (299/8 BC), however, refers to these priests in the context of a financial role in Ephesos
during the early third century BC.% In IEphesos VI, no. 2001, the essenes and the councillors
(bouleutai) assigned to the conflict with the tyrant Hieron of Priene are to repay the talent lent by

independent money-lenders and use the remaining half-talent to purchase and provide weapons to

24 Xen. Anab. 5.3.6; Dignas (2002), 194; Bogaert (1968), 245; IEphesos 1a, no. 27 (104 AD), II. 483-484; IPriene,
no. 3 (296/5 BC).

% See Bremmer (2008), 48, who claims that the essenes were not priests of the Artemision even though they
performed sacrifices on Artemis’ behalf alongside the priestess and the oixovouog (financial magistrate) of the
Ephesian polis’ (IEphesos V, no. 1448).

% Paus. 8.13.1.

2" Dem. 20.21; Bubelis (2016), 131-134. See Schmitt-Pantel (1992), 121-125 on the origins of kesitator as a liturgy
in Athens.

2 [Ephesos 1V, no. 1408 (ca. 294-289 BC); I[Ephesos V, nos. 1448 (ca. 306-301 BC), 1455 (ca. 301-294 BC);
Schmitt-Pantel (1992), 294-295.

25 Bremmer (2008), 49.
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the Prienians guarding the fort known as Charax.® In addition, /Ephesos V, no. 1448 (ca. 306-301
BC) mentions the essenes performing a sacrifice alongside the priestess of Artemis and the
oixovouog, the Ephesian polis’ chief financial magistrate, which suggests a close relationship
between a sacred and a public magistrate involved in financial matters.3! Since the essenes acted
as a guarantor on behalf of the polis, the essenes seem to have operated in a fashion similar to other
Greek temples’ hieropoioi, handling a variety of sacred duties, loans, hosia properties, and
engaging in the overall economic management of the Artemision.

Although they are not attested to in connection with the Artemision during the fourth or
third century BC, the Ephesian debt mitigation decree from 86/5 BC mentions the hieroi logistai
of Artemis. /[Ephesos la, no. 8, /l. 26-30, implies that the Aieroi logistai were a committee of elected
hieroi who served the Artemision as financial officers for an unspecified period of time:*2
100 TPhrypatog Avinkovt[og €ig] TV uAaKNV kol dceaieloy kol cwt[n]piav tod te iepod
g Aptéu[dog koil] ThHe mohewg kol TG yopoac. Tovg pev Exyeypappévovg f

napa[yeypop]uévong Hrd AoyioTdV iepdv f| S[n]uocinv ditviody Tpdmmt wa[Av £l]var
30 évtipovg kai nkupdoot To¢ Ka[T' ] adTdV Ekypapdg Kol OpetAnu[oto]

since the affair is connected to the defense and security and safety both of the temple of
Artemis and the city and the land. Let those having been erased or those having been
subjoined by the holy and public accountants in any way be honored again and let the
erasures and their debts be cancelled

The hieroi logistai, as well as the demosiai logistai in [Ephesos la, no. 8, were charged by the

temple and the Ephesian polis to keep track of loan payments owed to the Ephesian polis and to

Artemis prior to 86/5 BC.23 As a point of comparison, the office of the demosiai logistai, however,

30 [Ephesos V1, no. 2001, II. 10-12: 10 82 &k to0TmV TEGOV &pyvprov Tapa]lafoviog Tovg Eo6Tivag Kai Todg
GLVESPOLG TOVG £mt Toig [Ipmvikoig tetaypévous Ta[Aav][Tov kol {ov, TO TEAavToV TO TPOdEdAVEICU]EVOV aTOlg
amododvat Toig Tpodaveicacty, Kol Tdv Aowmdv onAwovicavtag dodval ta dmia [tdv €k [Ipmvng Toig TO povplov
dpu]AdTTovcy

81 [Ephesos V, no. 1448, [I. 5-7: [00ewv 8¢ xoi] [e0]ayyého tiit Aptépdt tovg docfivag kai [tryv iépetav] [koi t]ov
oiKovouov.

%2 Dignas (2002), 192; Bogaert (1968), 250.

33 JEphesos 1a, no. 8, Il. 28-30.
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is attested to in the fourth century BC in Athens as serving a similar duty for the polis of auditing
the accounts of magistrates exiting their office at the end of the year.3* Therefore, although attested
to later in the first century BC, public and sacred /ogistai may have been present at Ephesos and
the Artemision during the fourth century BC, helping the essenes to keep track of public and sacred
loans made using demosia and hosia property as security during the garrisoning of troops in the

polis by the Diadochi and during the conflict with Hieron.

4.4 The Funds and the Properties of Artemis in the Fourth
Century BC

Due to a scarcity of literary and epigraphic evidence, the properties of Artemis, the profits derived
from them, and how the Artemision used its funds during the fourth century BC are also difficult
to ascertain. For the borders of the temple as a place of refuge (asylia), Strabo reports that, in 334
BC, Alexander extended the limits of the Artemision equal to the distance of a stadion (ca. 180m).®
The recorded properties of the Artemision from the fourth century BC outside of the temple
precinct included sacred herds of cattle (Xen. An. 5.3.9), sacred deer (Strab. 14.1.29), two lakes
(the Selinousia and another unnamed lake [Strab. 14.1.26]), as well as the river Selinous (Xen. An.
5.3.8).%¢ Although the sacred herds described by Xenophon were owned and grazed in the sacred
precinct of Artemis Ephesia at Scillous near Olympia, Xenophon also stated that he meant for the
altar, temple, and sacred precinct to be a smaller version of the greater Ephesian Artemision (4n.

5.3.12). Therefore, while the exact size of Artemis Ephesia’s herds is unknown, Artemis’ cow and

deer herds at Ephesos were likely much larger than those at Scillous. Just as with sacred land from

34 See Arist. [Ath. Pol.] 54.2, on the duties of the logistai in fourth-century BC Athens.
% Strab. 14.1.23.
% Davies (2011), 180; Dignas (2002), 176.
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Delphi, Scillous and Ephesos presumably had sacred land specifically demarcated for the sacred
herds to graze and for cultivation.®

Unfortunately, the only physical evidence concerning other landholdings of Artemis,
specifically, inscriptions and horoi, originates from the first centuries BC and AD. The Roman
proconsul Paullus Fabius Persicus’ edict in 44 AD, in discussing the misappropriation of funds by
the hieroi and annual magistrates, reminded the Ephesian people of Augustus’ generosity in
restoring to the Artemision her abundant revenues ca. 27 BC.3® Augustus’ restoration of revenues
primarily concerned Artemis’ extensive landholdings in the Kayster valley previously confiscated
by Roman tax collectors in the Late Republic.®® In addition, #oroi naming Augustus as well as
Domitian and Trajan were discovered in situ demarcating several estates sacred to Artemis in the
Kayster valley.*® Considering the fact that Augustus’ ruling was a restoration of sacred property to
the Artemision, not a new grant, the extensive number of sacred estates restored may have included
those which the sanctuary possessed from at least the fourth century BC and which were used to
produce hosia funds for sanctioned purposes like upkeep.**

Artemis Ephesia also received annual contributions from its properties and the Ephesian

polis to the temple’s hosia funds. For example, the lake known as Selinousia, the other unnamed

lake, and the river Selinous provided substantial revenues to the Artemision in the form of fish and

37 See Horster (2010), 440-442, for her discussion the use of #oroi to mark the boundaries of sacred land since the
sixth century BC at the Artemision on Lemnos. See also Dillon (1997), 120-122, on the different prohibitions and
restrictions at Greek temples on non-sacred animals grazing in sacred land.

38 JEphesos la, nos. 18b, [I. 4-7, and 19B b, /I. 4-7; Dignas (2002), 147-148, 170-171.

39 See IEphesos VI, 2, nos. 3513 and 3516, and SEG 39, no. 1175 (6/5 BC), which refer to Augustus’ restoration of
property to the Artemision. Davies (2011), 180; Dignas (2002), 172-175. See the map of the Artemision’s properties
in the Kayster valley in Figure 3.

40 Horoi: IEphesos VII, 2, nos. 3501 and 3502, under Augustan era; 3503-3505, under unnamed emperors; 3506-
3510, under Domitian; and 3511-3512, under Trajan.

41 See SEG 39, no. 1175, where the Artemision used revenues derived from its restored properties to finance paving
aroad in 6/5 BC. See Dignas (2002), 171-172, on restorations to the Artemision during the first centuries BC and
AD.
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mussels.*? Based on Xenophon’s account where he created the sanctuary of Artemis Ephesia at
Scillous, Artemis and the Artemision in Ephesos also seem to have received a tithe from the annual
profits of its properties. Specifically, Xenophon reports that he set up an inscription at the temple
of Artemis in Scillous stating:

[EPOX O XQPOX THX APTEMIAOZ. TON EXONTA KAI KAPIIOYMENON THN

MEN AEKATHN KATA®YEIN EKAXTOY ETOYZX, EK AE TOY IIEPITTOY TON
NAON EINIZKEYAZEIN. AN AE TIZ MH IIOIHI TAYTA THI @EQI MEAHXEL*

The land is sacred to Artemis. Let the one holding it and enjoying its produce dedicate a
tithe from each year, and from the remainder let him repair the temple. And if anyone
should not do these things, it will be a care to the goddess.

The text specifies that a dekaté of the annual profits must be offered as a sacrifice to the goddess
and then the remainder (wepirrog) must cover the costs of temple repairs (émioxevalerv). The annual
profits offered as sacrifice to pay for the annual festival included the grain, produce, sacred cattle,
and profits derived from whatever sale of produce occurred during the year, in addition to any deer
caught during the festive hunts.* Since Xenophon was an Athenian and modelled the Artemision
at Scillous on the one at Ephesos, the annual dekaté dedicated as a sacrifice is perhaps similar to
tithes of hosia property extracted annually by Athena Polias and Nemesis at Rhamnous to pay for
festivals such as the Lesser and Greater Panathenea® While Xenophon’s inscription is vague as to
exactly how the remaining funds were to be used for repairs, such repairs likely required the
purchase of building materials as well as the funding of contracted laborers. Therefore,
Xenophon’s instructions imply that the remaining annual profits after the tithe became part of the
temple’s hosia funds. Operating on the assumption that Xenophon intended for his temple to

operate similarly to the greater Ephesian version (Xen. Anab. 5.3.12), the Ephesian Artemision

42 Xen. An. 5.3.8; Strab. 14.1.26.

43 Xen. An. 5.3.13.

4 Xen. An. 5.3.9-10.

45 Bubelis (2016), 161-168, 178-187, and 188-194.

105



also likely extracted an annual tithe from the profits of property grazed upon by sacred herds or
farmed for produce as a dekaté to pay for the Ephesia, an annual festival held in honor of Artemis
during the month of Artemision, the Artemisia held every four years during the same month, and
the remainder used for upkeep and repairs on Artemis’ properties and the temple, especially after
the Artemision’s destruction in 356 BC.%

As noted in the introduction of this chapter, Alexander the Great, upon taking and freeing
Ephesos from an oligarchy under Persian rule, also decreed in 334 BC that the Ephesian polis was
to begin providing to Artemis the annual tribute previously sent to the Persians, funds which
undoubtedly helped to pay for the reconstruction of the temple:*’

Tetbptn 0€ Nuépa €c "Epecov dapikdpevog 1o0g 1€ puyadas, 6cot dt' avtov EEémecov Tig

TOAE®G, KATyoye Kol TV OAyapyioy KOTaAHYGOS SNUOKPOTIOY KOTEGTNGE TOVS 08 @OPOVC,
doovg Toic PapPapoic amépepov, T Aptédt Euviekelv Ekéhevoey.

After he (Alexander) arrived in Ephesos on the fourth day, he both recalled the exiles, who
were driven out of the polis because of him, and established the democracy after he
dissolved the oligarchy; and he bid that they contribute to Artemis the tribute, which they
were handing over to the barbarians.

Although no record documenting the exact amount of the tribute exists, Davies speculates that the
tribute size may have been close to the six to seven and a half talents paid annually to Athens when
Ephesos was in the Athenian arché.*® The Ephesian polis did, however, reject Alexander’s
generous offer to cover the current and future expenses of reconstructing the Artemison (Strab.
14.1.22) because Ephesos likely wished to maintain neutrality in Alexander’s unfinished conflict

with Darius III, though it may also have been because Ephesos already had extensive funds and

46 Zabrana (2020), 158-160; Kalinowski (2021), 101-103.
47 Davies (2011), 181.

48 Arr. An. 1.17.10.

49 Davies (2011), 178 and 18]1.
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annual profits devoted towards the reconstruction and thus did not require additional funds for this
purpose from Alexander.>

Towards the end of the fourth century BC, the Artemision was also able to conserve
considerable funds in its treasury because the temple continuously maintained its right to ateleia
(freedom from taxation) and the holy stathmos (freedom from billeting soldiers), as documented
in [Ephesos V, no. 1449 (302 BC). Artemis’ wealth was first threatened when Prepelaos took
Ephesos in 302 BC and garrisoned troops in the polis because the soldiers attempted to reside in
the Artemision and extract taxes from the temple’s presumably significant hosia fund which
contained the profits earned on the goddess’ properties and the tribute granted to her by the
Ephesian polis. The gerousia (a legislative council of Ephesos) and the epikletoi (a committee of
privy councilors connected to the Artemision), on behalf of the Artemision, sent an embassy to
Prepelaos the same year the polis was taken in order to secure the temple’s right to ateleia and the
holy stathmos:>*
Kol VOV aroctaleiong npecPeiag mpog [penérlaov v7o Thg yepovsing Kol TdV EmkANTOV VTEP

10D otafpod Tod igpod kai Ti|g dreleiag Tt Oedl cuvdloiknoey petd thg tpecPeiag dmwg Gv M
atéMet]a dhpymt Tt Bedr

And now, after the ambassadors were sent to Prepelaos by the gerousia and by epikletoi
concerning the holy stathmos and the ateleia for the goddess, he (Euphronios) brought it about
together with the ambassadors in order that the ateleia may belong to the goddess.

This successful embassy to Prepelaos also included one Euphronios of Akarnania, as well as the

appointed neopoiai and kouretes (notaries of the Artemision) at the time, who advocated to the

gerousia and the epikletoi on behalf of Euphronios for him to receive citizenship for helping to

%0 See Davies (2011), 193, 199-201, and Rogers (2012), 48, on Ephesos’ diplomatic efforts to maintain neutrality and
balance.
51 Davies (2011), 191; Rogers (2012), 46-47; IEphesos V, no. 1449 (302 BC), 1. 3-5.
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protect the rights of Artemis.> Once granted, the gerousia and the epikletoi then sent the neopoiai
and the kouretes to deliver the decree granting him citizenship to the Ephesian boule and demos
for final ratification.>® IEphesos V, no. 1449 therefore shows that, in addition to the Artemision,
the Ephesian polis itself had an invested interest in maintaining the wealth and prestige of Artemis.
Given that I[Ephesos V, no. 1449 also implies that the Artemision had significant resources
and funds at the end of the fourth century BC by virtue of the fact that it was able to secure the
rights of ateleia and the holy stathmos, the temple was able to continue protecting and regulating
how the sanctuary used the goddess’ funds and property. The existence of the Artemis’ significant
funds is also emphasized by Plutarch’s account, concerning how, when Demetrios returned to
Ephesos after his defeat at Ipsos in 301 BC, he feared that his soldiers might not listen to him and
plunder the Artemision and her property for money and supplies, and so he left quickly with his
army.”* Furthermore, Artemis seems to have had enough wealth, too, for the Megabyzos to use her
funds to help the Prienians rebuild their temple of Athena.®® What is still unclear based on the
available evidence is how Artemis and her officials used these funds during the fourth century BC,
beyond for expenses required for the reconstruction of the temple.
4.5 Artemis and the Sacred Economic Sphere
Although the Artemision held considerable funds, had collected significantly more funds from
redirected tribute, and owned profitable sacred properties during the fourth century BC, there is a
distinct lack of direct evidence attesting to whether the Artemision also acted as a banking

institution and provided interest-bearing loans to Ephesian citizens, non-citizens with the honor of

52 See Rogers (2012), 46 and 84, for his classification of the kouretes as notaries. See also Lund (1992), 126, who
interprets the gerousia and the epikletoi as non-religious colleges of magistrates within the Artemision who were
involved in the management of the sanctuary and grants of citizenship to people for exceptional services rendered.
%3 [Ephesos V, no. 1449, [I. 1-2.

54 Plut. Vit. Demetr. 30.2; Davies (2011), 181.

%5 See IPriene, no. 3 (296/5 BC), which confers honors and the honor of enktesis to the Megabyzos, naming him as
the neokoros of Artemis Ephesia.
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enktesis, or to the Ephesian polis with private or public property used as security. According to
Xenophon and Strabo, it is evident that the Artemision had the capacity by the beginning of the

fourth century BC to fulfill the basic activity of banking institutions and protected deposits such

as those from Xenophon and the Persians:®®

10 8¢ g ApTtémdog tiic 'Epeoiag, 6T° anmel cOv Ayncihdo €k thg Aciag Vv gic Boitwtong
006v, katodeinel mopd Meyofolo t@ TG ApTEHSOC VEmKOp®, OTL ODTOG KIVOLVEDCHOV
€00Ketl iévar, Kol Eméotetley, v pev adtog cmof), adTd drododvar gl 6¢ L Tdbot avabeivor
nomodpevov i Aptéudt 6 Tt oiotto yapieicOat tf) Oed. (Xen. Anab. 5.3.6)

And he (Xenophon) left behind the money of Artemis of Ephesos beside the Megabyzos,
neokoros of Artemis, when he was departing with Agesilaos from Asia for the road to
Boeotia, because he was thinking that going (there) will be dangerous, and he gave orders
to give it (the money) back to him if he might escape destruction; but if he should suffer
anything, that he (the Megabyzos) bring about for himself to dedicate to Artemis whatever
(offering) he would believe would gratify the goddess.

o¢ ¢k t@v Ilepowdv mapaxoatadnk®dv €nomoavto tod iepod v E€mokevnv: (Strab.
14.1.22)

That they produced the restoration of the temple from the Persian deposits;

Both Xenophon and Strabo’s accounts, as well as every other record that discusses deposits at the
Artemision, emphasize that, unless otherwise agreed to by the owner of the deposit, the Artemision
protected such deposits and never used them for loans, instead considering the deposits hiera
property until withdrawn.® The noun zapaxaradijxn that Strabo uses in particular usually denotes
deposits both at temples and banks in fourth-century poleis such as Athens.*

If the Artemision did act as a banking institution and her essenes lent funds on behalf of
Artemis during the fourth century BC, the essenes likely used the personal hosia revenues of

Artemis and not the deposited sums or valuables of private or public parties left in the temporary

% Dignas (2002), 20 and 146. See Cohen (1992), 23 n. 99, 66, on how the protection of deposits, such as in Dem.
49, was a function of banking in the fourth century BC.

5" Dignas (2002), 146-147. See Dio Chrys. Or. 31.54-56, who emphasizes the Artemision’s dedication to protecting
its deposits. See also Cohen (1992), 114-115, 203-204, and 220-223, on the illegal lending of /iera funds, including
those on deposit by the city, by the tamiai to bankers in Dem. 24.

%8 See LSJ s.v. mapaxaradixy to denote deposits: e.g. Dem. 36.6; IG 112, no. 1407 (385/4 BC), L. 42.
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custody of the goddess. The only evidence, however, that the Artemision was involved in lending
during the late fourth to early third century BC lies in /Ephesos VI, no. 2001. That inscription
implies that the Artemision, through its priestly officers, the essenes, acted as a guarantor for loans
to the polis from money-lenders, which the polis repaid by virtue of the sale of citizenships:®®
[...0m®]g & Gv gic TadTo TOPOG VITAPYNL KOl UNOEV EUTODV YEVITOL THL QLAAKTL TOD TOTOL
[koi wopiowvtor Td ddveln ol mpodaveicavteg,| moncacHor moAitag eEapvaiovg,
ErevBépoug Kai €€ EhevBépmv, un mheiovg 1j dg[Kkaméve, TO O €K TOVTOV TECOV APYVLPLOV
napa]Aafoviag Tovg £oofvag Kol ToLG GUVESPOLG TOVG £ml Toig [Ipmvikoig TeTaypévoug

ta[Aav][tov xoi fjpiov, 10 TdAavtov TO TPOodedaveISHL]Evov avTOolg AmodoDvol TOlG
Tpodaveicasy

And so that there exists a provision for these things and there is nothing presenting a
hinderance for the defense of the place and those having advanced money may receive
back the loans, to make citizens those who pay six minae, free men also (born) from free
men, not more than fifteen (men), and upon receiving the money accrued from these things,
a talent and a half, let the essenes and those appointed for Prienian affairs repay the talent
that was advanced to those lending in advance

The initial loans (daneia) from the money-lenders to the polis helped the polis to immediately
purchase weapons and supplies for the Prienian rebels, just as the remaining half talent the polis
received from the sale of citizenships did.®° If the money-lenders required a guarantor for the
Ephesian polis, the requirement would not be surprising considering the risk money-lenders took
on by lending to an entity capable of defaulting on the loan with little to no consequence.®* The
lenders therefore likely wanted sureties, such as Artemis as a guarantor, to be put in place in order
to guarantee that they would ultimately be repaid. /Ephesos VI, no. 2001, therefore, emphasizes
both the close financial relationship between the polis and the Artemision, as was also seen
between Athens and Athena Polias, and supports the hypothesis that Artemis and her priests were

involved in lending prior to the debt crisis and /Ephesos Ia, no. 4.

%9 [Ephesos V1, no. 2001, /1. 8-11.

80 See Chapter 1, 15-17, for the discussion on how the aid Ephesos provided the rebel Prienians likely drove Hieron,
tyrant of Priene, to attack Ephesos so as to curtail supplies to the rebels.

61 See Cohen (1992), 143-144, on the risks involved in lending to a polis.
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While there is no record of Artemis lending /iosia funds during the fourth century BC, the
fact that other similarly sized sanctuaries did make interest-bearing loans with property used as
security between the fifth and third centuries BC seems to suggest that Artemis was able to do so
as well. For example, Nemesis’ cult at Rhamnous made a series of interest-bearing loans to private
individuals ca. 450 BC in order to raise hosia income for cult activities and upkeep.®? At Delos,
Apollo supplied interest-bearing loans to citizens and other island poleis for periods of around five
years during its subjugation by Athens in the fifth and fourth centuries BC, especially between
376-373 BC.% After gaining her independence from Athens in 314 BC, Apollo then restricted loans
to the Delian polis and the citizens.® In addition, a diagramma from Alexander the Great has the
temple of Athena Alea in Tegea mitigate Athena Alea’s interest-bearing loans with property used
as security which returning exiles had previously taken out and owed to Athena Alea.®® A similar
mitigation occurred at Telos in 300 BC, where foreign judges, acting as arbitrators, resolved
disputes likely concerning interest-bearing loans owed by individuals to the sanctuaries of Athena
and Demeter.%®

As for evidence from temples in Asia Minor, the temple of Artemis in Sardis used surplus
profits from her revenues to provide interest-bearing loans.®” An inscription from the Sardis temple
during the late fourth century BC reports that a man named Mnesimachus failed to repay a debt of

1,325 gold staters to the temple and, as a result, forfeited his large estate which he had supplied as

62 JG 113, no. 248. See also Bubelis (2016), 188-190, for his discussion on such loans.

8 Gabrielsen (2005), 152; Chankowski (2011), 151.

64 Chankowski (2011), 151.

85 Syll.3, no. 306 (324 BC), /1. 37-48: énic 8¢ Toic iepoic ypripacty .AQ...N Toic dpehipact, o pép modg Ty Oedv &
TOMG StwpBdcartv, 6 ExmV TO TapN ATVIGT® T KATHVONKOTL TO fjHecoV Kotanep ol dAAor 6cot 6¢ avtol deNnAoV
Tdt Be0T cLVIVYDaG T BAA®G, €l HEV Gv paivnTotl 0 Ey@v 10 Tapo dSiwpbmuévog Tt Beol 10 ¥péog, anvddTO TO HHUICGOV
TO1 KATIOVTL, KOTOTEP 01 GALOL, UNOEV TapéA[K]mv: €l 6’ av U @aivnTol AnudedKmg Tal B0, AmvddT® ToT KATIOVTL
10 fILEoOV TM TANOTOG, £ 0 TOT IGO0 0DTOG TO XPEOG dLOAVET®™ €1 8 av N foOAnTot dtaAdoar, AmvddT®m Tol
KoTlOVTL T0 apo SA0V, 0 08 KOMGAUEVOS SLIAVGATM TO YPE0G TaL B0l Tav.

% JG XI11.4, no. 132, II. 44-47.

87 Chankowski (2011), 154-155; Dignas (2002), 27-28.
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collateral for the loan.%® Due to the close political and religious relationship between the temples
of Artemis at Ephesos and Sardis since the Archaic era, they likely had a parallel development in

1. As previously noted, although, again, around 200

financial activities such as lending as wel
years after the third century Ephesian debt crisis, /Ephesos Ia, no. 8 (86/5 BC) also refers to
Artemis Ephesia as a creditor for interest-bearing loans.® It stands to reason then that Artemis and
the Artemision, a temple of significance, wealth, complexity, and renown comparable to temples
such as Apollo’s at Delos, had the ability to act as a banking institution in the late fourth century
BC and supply interest-bearing loans with property used as security. Therefore, contrary to Walser,
considering the motives the temple had for providing loans to Ephesian citizens and the polis, it is
reasonable to assume that Artemis was involved in the sacred economic sphere at Ephesos and
possibly even a creditor during the late fourth to early third century BC, particularly before, during,
and after the xo1vog moieuog.

4.6 The Motives for Artemis to Make Loans

The need for funds to reconstruct the Artemision after its destruction as a result of arson is one
important motive for Artemis’ magistrates to generate immediate funds such as selling hiera and
hosia property as well as to create passive income such as through interest-bearing loans. It is

unclear whether the priests stored sosia funds in the temple together with the hiera treasury and,

if they did, how much of the temple’s previous funds the arsonist Herostratos burned in 356 BC.

88 JSardis VII, no. 1; Gabrielsen (2005), 139. See also Dignas (2002), 70-73, for an in-depth analysis, and 287, on
the dating of this inscription to the end of the fourth century BC.

89 See Munn (2006), 165-169, on the archaic and Classical relationship between the temples of Artemis at Sardis and
Ephesos; IEphesos Ia, no. 2 (ca. 334-300 BC). See also the discussion in Chapter 1, 22-23, on the relationship
between the two temples.

0 [Ephesos, no. 8, Il. 36-41: éca. 8¢ iepd dedaverstar, mavtog tov[c] dpeilovtag kai yepilovtog dmoleAdodot dmd
TOV OQEIANLATOV, TAT[V] T®V D10 TAY GVOTEUATOV T} TAOV Arodedelypévay O avTdV Ekdavels[t]dV ml Voo KaLg
dedavelouévav, T00TmVv 8¢ mopeichat ToVC TOKOLE Ao ToD €io1OVTOC EvianToD, £mG Gv 0 OTjlog gig KoAAlova
napayévnrat katdo[ta]ow. Dignas (2002), 148-149; Gabrielen (2005), 140; Davies (2011), 182-183.
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Strabo does state that the temple still had other treasures and resources that survived the fire which
the Artemision sold for the sake of raising funds to rebuild:

GALOV QUEIVOD KOTEGKEDLOGOV GUVEVEYKOVTEG TOV TMV YUVOIK®Y KOGUOV Kol TOG 110G
ovoiog, Stufépevot 8¢ kol ToVS TPOTEPOLE Kiovag 't

They constructed a better one after gathering up the ornamentation of women and its own
properties, and also after having sold the former (temple’s) pillars;

While Strabo uses sympherein (coupéperv), ‘to gather up,’ to describe what happened to the kosmos
(ornament or decoration) of women and the temple’s idiai ousiai (own properties), sympherein also
has the connotation of being “for the benefit of”” or “profitable for” in an impersonal or intransitive
sense.’? The structure of this sentence also implies a separation of the women’s kosmos, treated as
hiera, and Artemis’s idiai ousiai, treated as hosia.” The use of diatithemi (S1azifyu), ‘to dispose
of,” to refer to the sale of the temple’s damaged pillars may further strengthen the idea that the
Megabyzos or the essenes began selling Artemis’ property to both clear the temple site of debris
and acquire immediate funds for reconstructing the Artemision rather than wait for year-end profits
to flow in from Artemis’ other properties.

The reconstruction of the temple, however, took a significant amount of time, resources,
and funding as is evident by Alexander’s decree and offer to the Ephesian polis in 334 BC.”* The
construction of the first temple, the one which burned down, began under the reign of Croesus (ca.
560 BC), took 120 years to complete, was 129.54 meters long, 68.58 meters wide, with 127
columns, each 18.28 meters high.”® The second temple and its altar were reportedly bigger and

more ornate, where the temple precinct’s borders as a place of refuge were extended to a stade, or

"L Strab. 14.1.22.

2 Dem. 18.308. See P1. Grg. 527b for the various meanings of cvupéperv.

8 See Cohen (1992), 46-52, where he discusses the tendency in ancient Greek to polarize different things such as
landed and maritime loans.

"4 Arr. Anab. 1.17.10; Strab. 14.1.22. See above on pages 106-107.

> Plin. HN. 36.95.
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180 meters.”® As a point of comparison, Burford extrapolates from the available epigraphic
evidence that the temple of Asklepios at Epidauros was built within five years (371/0-366/5 BC),
was 23.06 meters long, 11.76 meters wide, and cost over 230 talents.”” If one assumes for the sake
of argument that its new dimensions were around six times larger than that of the temple of
Asklepios at Epidauros, as measured in total volume of space and material, the Artemision likely
took at least 35 years to rebuild and cost at least around 1,380 talents, not including ornamentation
within the temple, the new larger altar, or the cost of the new cult statue. With the additional funds
from the sale of the temple’s hiera and hosia property and the annual tribute from the polis,
however, it may be reasonable to suggest that the Artemision’s essenes also began to provide
interest-bearing loans to citizens in order to generate monthly income and fund reconstruction
efforts happening throughout each of the years of construction. Making such interest-bearing loans
for the sake of passive income would also help to offset any delays in construction incurred from
the expenditure of the goddess’ funds for the annual Ephesia and the quadrennial Artemisia, both
of which were held during the month of Artemision.”®

The economic strain from the garrisons at Ephesos on Ephesian farmers and the polis
provides a second motivation for the Artemision to provide loans. Given the close economic,
political, and cultural relationship between the goddess, the polis, and the citizens, it is difficult to
imagine why Artemis would not have provided interest-bearing loans during a period of financial
strife. Although Demetrios and Prepelaos did not significantly damage the city per se, the negative
impact on Demetrios and Prepelaos’ funds due to their restraint in not plundering the Artemision

and its property may have motivated the garrisons to turn instead to taking resources from the polis

76 Strab. 14.1.22-23. See Figure 8.

" Burford (1969), 54-59, 82.

8 See Zabrana (2020), 159-160, on what activities the Greater Artemisia entailed. See also Kalinowski (2021), 101-
108.
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and her farmers to sustain the garrisons. As discussed in Chapters 1 and 3, the citizenship decrees
for Archestratos of Macedonia (/Ephesos V, no. 1452 [302 BC]), who protected grain-transports,
and Agathokles of Rhodes (/Ephesos V, no. 1455 [301-294 BC]), who sold grain below its market
value in the agora, imply that Ephesos was suffering a grain shortage at this time.’® Considering
that Artemis’ property and revenue were unaffected by the garrisons, it is reasonable to suggest,
then, that Artemis provided interest-bearing loans in order to help cover the growing operational
costs of Ephesian farmers such as constructing farm buildings, digging wells, or maintaining
animals. Since the Ephesian polis also needed funds in the conflict against Hieron, tyrant of Priene,
and even had Artemis, through her essenes, act as a guarantor for the loans from the money-lenders,
Artemis may have provided the polis with interest-bearing loans, or rather interest-bearing
transfers, to fund the early stages of the conflict, just as the famiai of Athena Polias did with Athens
at the beginning of the Peloponnesian War.8® In turn, although there is no evidence attesting to the
fact, it is still reasonable to assume that since Hieron’s raid was widespread and destructive (as the
discussion in Chapter 2 points out), the raid also damaged or destroyed sacred property owned by
Artemis or other deities as well as public and private property used as security in loans from
Artemis. Therefore, the Ephesian polis might have created a law or decree similar to /Ephesos Ia,

no. 4 that mitigates sacred loans and devalued sacred property at Ephesos.

4.7 Conclusions

Given that the text of /[Ephesos la, no. 4, as it survives today, concerns the private economic sphere

at Ephesos, there are likely Ephesian legal inscriptions concerning the sacred economic sphere at

8 Davies (2011), 188.

80 JEphesos V1, no. 2001; IG I3, no. 369 (425/4 BC). See Bubelis (2016), 162-163, for the discussion on these
interest-bearing transfers. See also /Ephesos la, no. 1 (sixth century BC), which also refers to a transfer of funds
between the polis and the Artemision.
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Ephesos, specifically the sacred loans Artemis’ magistrates made on her behalf and sacred property
destroyed or devalued by Hieron’s raid. The lack of evidence does not exclude Artemis’
involvement in the sacred economic sphere in Ephesos during the xoivog woleuog, the debt crisis,
and the resolution of the crisis. Instead, since the polis and farmers needed funds to endure the
economic strain from the garrisons of the Diadochi and the conflict with Hieron, Artemis may have
provided interest-bearing through her temple officials during this period just as other temples did
in the fifth and fourth centuries BC. The Artemision likely had the Aosia funds to do so because,
although the temple had to undergo reconstruction after it was burnt down in 356 BC, temple
officials such as the Megabyzos, the essenes, and the hieroi logistai still managed the finances of
the sanctuary, the goddess’ property outside of the temple as well as the properties inside temple
which the fire did not destroy. Moreover, the properties, animal herds, and wealth the Artemision
still controlled were so profitable as to enable the temple to both continue operating and begin
reconstruction efforts by the time Alexander the Great arrived in 334 BC. Funds received from the
polis after 334 BC doubtless also significantly helped to offset the cost of reconstruction.
Therefore, the Artemision was able to continue operating within the sacred economy at Ephesos
and perhaps pursue other uses for its sosia funds on behalf of Artemis such as the loans discussed
in /Ephesos la, no. 4 in order to generate passive income with which to consistently fund the

temple’s reconstruction.
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Conclusion

IEphesos la, no. 4 is a rich, but complicated and incomplete law from the tumultuous period that

was the early Hellenistic era. Since the discovery and publication of Group A, the first three blocks,
ca. 1863-1874 and Group B, the fourth block, in 1912, two main schools of discussion had
persisted until Walser’s publication on the text in 2008: the date of the inscription and what
constituted the xo1vog woleuocg that the inscription states was the cause of the debt crisis which the
law mitigates. Until Walser, scholars such as David Asheri and Charles Crowther agreed that
IEphesos la, no. 4 dated to 297/6 BC and that the xoivog moieuog was the Ephesian polis’ conflict
with the tyrant of Priene, Hieron, from 300-297 BC. Walser, in his 2008 monograph, however,
instead attributes the xoi1vog mdleuog to the war of the Diadochi, thereby dating /Ephesos la, no. 4
to 300/299 BC, after the Battle of Ipsos. While Walser provides an interesting basis for his
argument, namely that Ephesos was part of the Antigonids’ Hellenic League (IG IV? 1, no. 68 [302
BC]), he did not take into account the re-emergence of the lonian League at that time nor did he
definitively prove that Lysimachos, his general, Prepelaos, or his commanders damaged Ephesos
enough by 301 to have caused the destruction described in and addressed by /Ephesos Ia, no. 4.
Therefore, the xoi1vog moleuog must be Ephesos’ and the Ionian League’s conflict with Hieron and
the inscription’s date must return to 297/6 BC as a result.

Another difficult question posed by the existence of /Ephesos la, no. 4 is whether it was
set up along with the records on whitened tablets in the £defiov of the temple of Artemis Ephesia,
otherwise known as the Artemision. Similar to the Metrdon in Athens which stored official
documents of the polis, Artemis also had a tradition of housing the official decrees of the Ephesian
polis in the Artemision. The Ephesian Bouleuterion might be another viable candidate for where

Ephesos set up the law, but that is difficult to ascertain since archeologists have yet to find the

117



Classical Bouleuterion. Therefore, similar to the practices at the temple of Athena in Priene and
the Delphinion in Miletus, the Artemision likely housed both the whitened tablet records and
IEphesos Ia, no. 4 so as to place the documents under the protection and sanctity of Artemis.

The text of IEphesos 1a, no. 4 itself reveals much about the actual constitutional and judicial
structure of the Ephesian polis in the late fourth to early third centuries BC. Due to the severity of
the debt crisis which the law seeks to mitigate, Ephesos employed the skills of foreign judges just
as other poleis such as Priene, Telos, and Samos did when faced with similar crises. In forming a
foreign court led by an Ephesian citizen, the judges worked within the laws of Ephesos, with
established Ephesian magistrates such as the antigrapheus, the neopoiai, and the eisagogeis, who
likely had a job similar to their counterparts in Athens prior to the xoi1vog woleuog, as well as with
temporary groups of magistrates, specifically the dividers of property and those having been
chosen to supervise the common war. In working with Ephesian magistrates, the foreign judges
developed a way in which the georgoi and fokistai might settle their disputes over defaulted
interest-bearing loans with the property of georgoi used as security. Specifically, in a fashion
similar to other poleis who employed foreign judges, the georgoi and fokistai were encouraged to
submit themselves to arbitration first at almost every step of the process before resorting to a court
and verdicts from the judges.

Instead of mandating the confiscation of the whole property, [Ephesos Ia, no. 4 allowed the
tokistai to only confiscate the portion of the georgoi’s property equal to the original value of the
property at the time of the loan agreement minus the original value of the loan. The law provides
directions in cases where there is more than one encumbrance on different portions of the
property’s value, more than one encumbrance as if on unencumbered property, stipulations for the

handling of debt mitigation where there were guarantors, for guardians of orphan boys, girls, or
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female family members involved, and for situations in which georgoi had abandoned their property
but wanted it back. By dividing the properties of the georgoi, recording the names of the new
owners, and the boundaries of the new properties, the terms of /Ephesos la, no. 4 imply that the
Ephesian polis began to use a public registry of property records with koroi to simply demarcate
boundaries, not encumbered property as the Athenians did in Attica, for example.

IEphesos la, no. 4 was also innovative in the sense that the law establishes a new legal
maximum interest rate for future interest-bearing loans with property used as security at 1/12%"
interest, something only established once around 80 to 130 years prior in Delphi (FD 111, 1:294,
425-375 BC). The Ephesian polis presumably intended for the new legal maximum interest rate,
which was lower than the more common non-legally mandated maximum rate of around 1/10th in
the Greek world, to both encourage creditors to begin lending and borrowers to begin borrowing
again at a more manageable rate of interest, thereby stimulating the economy quickly, preventing
future economic crises, and placing a regulation on lending in the Ephesian real estate market. The
new legal maximum interest rate and the destruction described in the law imply, too, that Hieron’s
raid was widespread and devalued different properties enough so that Ephesos felt that this law
was necessary to mitigate interest-bearing loans using private property as security. Additionally,
based upon how [Ephesos la, no. 4 portrays the division of property, interest-bearing loans with
property used as security, and the use of guarantors for such loans, it appears that real estate used
as security for the loans in question had a collateral and not substitutive property. Further, the
interest-bearing loans themselves seem similar to hypotheke loans in the more general sense of the
term rather than the specific form seen at Athens.

Due to a distinct lack of specificity in the law, it is unfortunately difficult to ascertain who

the georgoi and fokistai were in [Ephesos la, no. 4 beyond persons capable of owning property,
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comprised specifically of only citizens and non-citizens with the honor of enktesis. Citizens and
non-citizens with the honor of enktesis were likely a tokistes, georgos, or both, where each may
have been a wealthy absentee landowner, a banker, a professional or passive money-lender, or,
simply, just farmers. In limiting its scope to only loans in the private economic sphere at Ephesos,
IEphesos Ia, no. 4 also allows for the reasonable assumption that there were other laws or decrees
passed during this same period mitigating loans in the public and sacred economic spheres as well.
The Ephesian polis was also borrowing from professional money-lenders towards the beginning
of the conflict with Hieron, tyrant of Priene, in 299/8 BC (I/Ephesos V1, no. 2001). The fact that
the polis took out loans during this period further reinforces the hypothesis that the Ephesian polis
had to take out additional interest-bearing loans with public property used as security to fund the
Ko1vog moiguog, defaulted on those loans after Hieron’s raid, and so was required to enact a law or
decree similar to /Ephesos la, no. 4 in which to mitigate loans and property used as security in the
public economic sphere.

In the sacred sphere of the Ephesian economy, however, there is currently no information
about the economic activities of other deities at Ephesos during the fourth century BC besides
Artemis Ephesia. As Ephesos’ most prominent goddess, Artemis seems to have had the
magistrates, resources, and ability to provide interest-bearing loans to those who had property to
use as security for those loans in the fourth century just as she did in the first century BC. The
Artemision had priests such as the Megabyzos and the essenes who filled financial roles similar to
those of the famiai and the hieropoioi, respectively, at Athens and other poleis. As to sufficient
funding to engage in these loans, Xenophon and Strabo both report on property owned by Artemis
from which the Artemision derived an annual dekaté with which to pay for festivals and any

reconstruction costs. In addition, when Alexander freed Ephesos in 334 BC, he decreed that
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Artemis receive the annual tribute that had previously gone to the Persians and, while the War of
the Diadochi strained Ephesos, the Artemision successfully protected the rights and treasure of the
temple from the Diadochi who were garrisoning the polis. If the Artemision possessed significant
funds and property in the fourth century BC as the literary evidence suggests, then, even with the
destruction of the temple in 356 BC, it is reasonable to suggest that the officials of the Artemision
made interest-bearing loans with property used as security on behalf of the goddess just as similarly
sized temples, such as Delphic Apollo, Delian Apollo, and Artemis at Sardis, did during this same
period. Although, again, there is no evidence that she did make interest-bearing loans, such passive
income would not only have helped to consistently fund the reconstruction of the temple but would
also have helped the Ephesian polis and her citizens endure the economic strain from the
Diadochi’s garrisons as well as the xorvog moleuog. Therefore, just as with the hypothesis
concerning the Ephesian polis’ loans and public property, it is reasonable to assume that the polis
also made a decree or law mitigating sacred loans made on behalf of Artemis as well as any
property used as security in such loans.

What requires further research and study, however, are the after-effects of /Ephesos 1a, no.
4, how quickly the polis recovered from the debt crisis (if it did at all) and, of course, a study of
Group C of /Ephesos la, no. 4 when the blocks are finally excavated and published. Particular
questions on those subjects include: What does the text of Group C say? What was the money
supply of Ephesos like before and after the polis began minting royal coinage? Did Lysimachos
have a significant impact on the economic recovery of Ephesos once he finally conquered it in ca.
295 BC and began instituting a synoecism at Ephesos’ own expense? Finally, what impact, if any,

did Lysimachos have on the cult of Artemis in the Artemision when he established the cult of
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Artemis Soteria on Mt. Ortygia? While such questions are incredibly intriguing, they unfortunately

fell outside the bounds of this work, and will thus require future research and consideration.
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Figures

1. IEphesos la, no. 4, Photographs Taken by Jake Neil Pawlush (2023) — Ancient Greek

Inscriptions in the British Museum, 477.11-13:

Block 1A:
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Block 2A:
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Block 3A:
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2. Map of Ephesus and its Vicinity (Kraft et al. [2007], 125):
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Figure 2. The vicinity of Ephesus and the Artemision in their 19th-century environmental settings showing the location of cross-sections and geological borings
used in this study (based on a map by Schindler, 1906). The city walls of Lysimachus (early Hellenistic) are shown in relation to the flanking mountainous terrain.

3. Map of Augustan Era Properties of the Artemision (Dignas [2002], 174):
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4. Ephesos mint. Demetrios I Poliorketes. Struck circa 301-295 BC. AR Tetradrachm
(28mm, 17.17 g, 12h) — Nike, blowing trumpet and holding stylis, standing left on prow
of galley left / BA-ZIAEQ-X AHMHTPIOY, Poseidon Pelagaios standing left, preparing to
throw trident, chlamys draped over extended left arm; monogram to left, star to right.
Newell 51 (dies XLV1/88 [unlisted combination]); HGC 3.1, 1012d; SNG Fitzwilliam 2288

(same rev. die). Near EF, dark toning. Well struck (= CNG 106, Lot 216 [Sept. 13, 2017]):

5. Ephesos Mint. Ephesos (as Arsinoeia). Struck circa 290-281 BC. A (13mm, 1.83 g,
12h) — Galai[...?], magistrate. Veiled bust of Arsinoe II right / Forepart of a stag kneeling
right, head left; astragalos to upper left. Head, Ephesus p. 44; BMC 74. VF, black and

green patina, minor roughness. Rare. (= CNG 278, Lot 99 [April 25, 2012]):

133



10

15

20

25

6. IEphesos Ia, no. 8 (= SylL3, no. 742; Asheri [1969], Appendix III, 114-117)

Length 1.30m; Width 0.75m; Depth 0.24m. Currently located in the Ashmolean Museum

(Inv. G 1187):

[— émedn, Tod dMpov]
[pvrdocov]tog v Tpog Popaiovg Tovg ko[ tvovg cotiipog Ta]-
[Aoucv gbv]otav kal v AoV TOIG EMTOCCOUE[VOLg TPoBLL®S]
[reBapy]odvrog, MiBpaddtnc Kanradoki[ag faciievg mapa]-
[Bag tag m]pog Popaiovg cuvBnkag kol cuvayayd[v tag dSuvapelg &]-
[reyeipn]oev kOpiog yevéoBar Thic unbev Eavtdt Tpo[onkovong]
[x®dpalc, kol TpokaTolafopevog TaG TPOKEUEVOS UV TO[AELG &]-
[mét]n, ékpbrnoey Kol Thg NUETEPAG TOAEMG KATUTANEAEVOG
[t@d1] e TANOEL TV duvapE®V KOl TAL ApocdoKNTML THG EXPOATG,
[0] 8¢ dfjrog U@V &mod Tiig Apyiig cuveVAGcS®V TV PO Popai-
0VG bVOLOY, E0YNKADG KOOV TPog 10 Ponbelv 10ic Kovoig Tpdrypo-
o, KEKPIKEV AVadETENL TOV TPpOG M1Bpaddtny moLepov VTEP
¢ Mg Popaiov fyepoviag kal tiig kowi|g éhevbepiog, Opo-
BupadOV TAVTOV TAV TOMTAV EMBESMKOTOV 0L TOVG €i¢ TOV[C]
[w]epi ToOTOV Aydvag, 610 deddyBal TddL OMu®L, TOD TPAYUaTOG [&]-
VIKovTOG €iG 1€ TOV TOAEUOV KOl €ig TV PLAAKT|V Kol Ao@aAsloy Ka[i]
cotpiav 10D 1€ iepod g ApTERDO0G Kal TG TOAEMG Kol TG Y ®-
[p]og, Tovg oTpatyols Kol TOV Ypappatén TG BOVATIC Kol TOG
TPOESPOVG EICEVEYKETY YNQIoUa TapaypTiie Kol mepl AavOphdrnwmy
KaBOTL GLUEEPELY, Kol TTEPL TOVTOL d1EAaPeV O dTjuoc.
£€00&ev Td1 MUOL, YVOUT TPOESPV Kal TOD YPOUUATEDG TOD
BovAiic AckAnmiadov 10D Ackinmadov 1od Evfovridov, sicay-
[Ylethapévov tdv otpatny®dv: énel 1@V peyioTov Kivdovoy é-
TAYOUEVOV TAL TE 1EpdL TG APTEUSOG KOl THL TOAEL Kai TTAo1 TOlG mOAET-
TOUG Kol T01g KATOKODGV TV T€ TOAMV Kol TV YOpav, Gvoykoiov E6TL
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navtag opovoncavtag b[mo]otivatl Tov Kivouvov, 8ed0yBat Tdl 61M-

pot, tod Tpdypotog dviikovt[og €ig] v eviaxnyv kai dcedieloy kol cwt[n]-

piav oD te iepod Tiig Aptép[1d0g Kai] Thig TOAEWMG KAl TTig YDPAS.  TOVG

HEV EKyeYPOUUEVOLS | Tapa[yeypap]uéEvous Vo AoyiotdV iepdv 1 8[N]-

pociov drtviody tpémmL Ta[Av £i]van viipovg kod ficopdodot TG Ko-

[T’] avt@v Exypapag kol dpeAnp[ata], Tovg 8¢ mapayeypappévoug Tpog [ie]-

[p]oc katadikag 1 dnpoociag §j Emitelpa iepa §j dnpocto i GAa dpepata]

OITVIODV TPOTML TapeicOan TAVTOC Kail eTvorn dkdpovg TS Kot adT@Y

TPAEeLS” €l O€ Tveg Eveloy €v Taig iepais picBdoesty 1 dnpociong o-

Vaig péypt Tod Vv, T00TOLG E6TAVOL TAG TPAEELS KATA TAG TPOoUmapyoHoag

oilkovopiog Katd ToLG VORoLS: 6ca 8¢ iepd dedavelotat, TavTog Tov[G]

opeidovtog kai xepilovtog dmoreAdobat ano @V d@enudtev, TAT[v]

TOV VIO TAOV GLOTEUATOV T} TAV AI0dESEYUEVOV DT 00TV EKSOVEL-

[t]®V €mi dmobnkaig dedaveiopévav, ToOTmV 8¢ mapeichat ToLG TOKOLE ATO

10D gio1dvTog éviontod, Emg av 0 dTjlog gig KoAliova Tapayévntal Katdo|[To]-

o' koi &1 Tveg 88 mEmoMTOYPAPNVTAL LEYPL TV VIV Ypdvev, elvar Tévtog &[V]-
TipoVG Kol TV avTAY peTéxety PIAavOpOTmV: AeAdcBat 8¢ Kol sivan dxvpolvc]

TGG T€ lepag kal dnuociog dikog, €l U TVEG eloty VIEP TAPOPIGUDY YDPaS T} O aue[ic]-
Brrriceng kKAnpovouiag Eievypévor sivan 8¢ kai Tovg icoTehsic kai mapoikong

kol iepovg kal £EedevBépong kat EEvoug, 6Got v avordpooty Ta dmha kal Tpog To[Vg]
Myepdvag dmoypdymval, mevtag toAitag £¢° ion kod dpoiat, v kol t& dvoporo [Sio]-
GOPNGATOGAV 01 NYEUOVEG TOIG TPOESPOIG KOl TML YPAUUATET THS POVATS, 01

Kol EXKANPOCATOCAY 0DTOVG €i¢ PVAAG Kal YIMaoTdS TOVG 88 dNUOGiovg

EAevBEpong Te kal Tapoikovg, ToLg dvarafovtag ta SmAa TPoeBOVTEG

8¢ gic TOV OfjLoV Kol 01 SEBAVEIKOTEG <KOTOS> TO GLUUBOAALOL TA TE VAVTIKO KO KATA YELPO-
Ypapa Koi Kotd topodnkog Kol vrodnkog Kol Embniag kol Kotd @Vog Kol OLoAoYi-
[a]g kol Sraypopag Kol EkypNoES TAVTES ACUEVAOS Kol EK0VGImG cuvkaTafELe-

[vot] 1@t dMpmt, ATEAVGOY TOVG YPEOPIAETOS TOV OQEIALATOV, LEVOVCHV TMV
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[.c.6..]a1 drokaToy®V Tapd TOTG VOV drakatéxovoty, gl un Tveg 1 EvOade 1 Eme-

[...c.10...]evoig dedaveikaoty 1| cLVNAAL OOV TA 6€ TPOG TOVG TpomelEi-

[tag, doot pev &v Tt €]’ £T0g Eviautdt TeBepatikacty 1 Ekypnoelg iMooty 1 £vé-

[xvpa deddkaoty, Eotd]val adtolg Tag TPAEELs TaC TPOHTAPYOVGUG KOTH TOVG

[vouovg doa 8¢ Eotv Bépalta 1j Ekyprioeis €k T@V HIEPAV® YXPOVOV, TOVT®V

[ol tpameleiton Toic Oepateitai]c kai oi Bepateiton Toig tpomeleitoig Tog o-

[roddoeig moteicbmoay KoTa LEPOG o] ToD eiot{ov}ovTog {*°cic1ovtog}?® EviantoD &v Etecty 0é-
[ka, ToG 8¢ TOKOVG AmoTIVETMGOY KaTd T]O AviAoyov: €av € &v Tvi évia-

[T — dmo]5OvTOC TOG €V TOIG VOUOIG

[—]og én’ éveyvporg gf .]

7. Picture of Group C, Received Courtesy of Dr. Hans Taeuber (2024):
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8. Layout of the Artemision (Konuk and Kerschner [2020], 88):
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