Caesar and Mytilene
Robert K. Sherk

OTAMON OF MYTILENE, son of the philosopher Lesbonax, was an

orator of high repute among the citizens of Mytilene in the age

of Julius Caesar and Augustus.! His reputation rested not only
on his oratorical abilities and published works but also on his states-
manlike qualities and personal service to his city. On at least three
occasions, and possibly many more, he was selected to represent the
city of Mytilene on very important missions to the Roman govern-
ment. It was a common practice to select orators, philosophers,
sophists and others of high intellectual achievement to act as envoys to
foreign states, and Potamon was eminently successful.2 He was also
very well known and respected in foreign cities, including Rome.3 His
diplomatic successes appear to have been most notable in the role he
played as leader of embassies to Rome and elsewhere in the troubled
period after Pharsalus and in the early years of Augustus.

The final honor of a public monument on the acropolis of Mytilene
was granted to him as a fitting reward for his many fine services. On
the face of the marble blocks of this great monument a grateful city
had inscribed copies of the official documents which mentioned his
name or activities. The structure remained in place until some

1 See W. Stegemann in RE s.v. Potamon, cols. 10231027, to whose bibliography should be
added Rostovtzeff, SEHHW III, p. 1528 n.98, who has further references. He seems to have
been born about 75 B.c. and to have died early in the reign of Tiberius. No fragments of his
works are extant, but from the Suda we learn that he wrote on Alexander the Great (see
Jacoby, FGrH II 8 147, pp. 815-816) as well as an encomium on both Brutus and Caesar.
His oratorical work was entitled ITepi Telelov priropos.

2 For such men chosen as envoys see H. I. Marrou, A History of Education in Antiquity
(London 1956) 412, nn. 20 and 21. For philosophers and sophists as envoys many examples
will be found in the work of Philostratus, Lives of the Sophists, including such men as
Leon of Byzantium, Hippias of Elis, Prodicus of Ceos, Scopelian, Marcus of Byzantium,
Polemo of Laodicea, Alexander of Seleucia, and Apollonius of Athens. In SEG XVIL505
an advocatus (ovvdikos) served as an envoy. In the letter of Claudius to the Alexandrians
(Corpus Papyrorum Judaicarum I1.153) it may be noted that the envoys mentioned were
drawn from the circle of learned men of Alexandria. It was in the interest of the city, of
course, to send its most able and gifted men as official representatives.

3 The Suda (s.v. @eédwpos I'adapevs) tells about a contest in Rome between Potamon,
Antipatros, and Theodoros to decide which one of them would become the teacher of the
young Tiberius. Theodoros won.
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unknown time when it was destroyed by one of the numerous earth-
quakes so common to that part of the world.# The blocks were later
used in the construction of a Turkish fortress on the site and were for
the most part buried from sight until modern times.

In 1884 one of the stones was found and published by E. Fabricius.
In 1887-1888 Conrad Cichorius discovered a large number of them,
and Paton, in the process of preparing the edition of the Lesbian in-
scriptions for the Corpus, found several more fragments. From
Paton’s publication (IG XII,2.35) the exceptional historical importance
of the documents is obvious at first glance, consisting of epistulae, a
treaty between Rome and Mytilene, and three senatus consulta.5 The
size of the letters (0.020 m.), the elegant engraving and the number
of columns (at least five) combine to give the impression of a monu-
ment of great size and beauty.® And aside from these Roman docu-
ments connected with the activities of Potamon the monument also
contained copies of the local decrees and honors which were passed by
the city to show her appreciation of Potamon’s benefactions and
accomplishments.

We are here concerned, however, with only one of the documents,
a letter from a Roman of such high rank that he was in command of
an army and had the power of giving official answers to the repre-
sentatives of Mytilene without recourse to higher authority. Here is
the text.

TexT
IG XI1,2.35, col. a, from Mytilene:

[[poppara Keioapos Ocob.]
[Idios *Iovhos Kaicap adtoxpdTtwp ——— 70] Se[vrelpor Muti[An-
valwy &pyovat]
[BovA7 S7juw yaipew: € éppwolle, kadds &v] éyor kayw 8¢ pera Tod
arparev[paros]

¢ Cichorius in SB Berlin 1889, p. 953, would place this earthquake in the early Byzantine
period, but Aelius Aristides (Orat. 49.38ff Keil) mentions a devastating quake in the area of
Mytilene in the reign of Antoninus Pius. For others see the list drawn up by Capelle in RE
Suppl. IV. s.v. Erdbebenforschung, cols. 352-356. Cf. Broughton, An Economic Survey of
Ancient Rome IV (Baltimore 1938) 601-602.

5 An additional point of interest is the fact that the celebrated poet Krinagoras was one of
the envoys sent by Mytilene along with Potamon. See Geffcken in RE s.v. Krinagoras, cols.
1859-1864.

8 See Paton in IG XII,2, pp. 16-18. The arrangement of the blocks by Cichorius is untrust-
worthy.
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[bylawov. Iorduwv AeoBdvakros, ————— ——— |kadévovs, Kpti-
vayopas Kad\in[mov, Z]wido[s]

CEmyévovs —~——————
Zw]rés ducaiov, ‘YBplas dioddvrov, ‘Ioriatos

Sk -

— — Anpn]rpios Tipaiov, of mpeoPevral Dudv, ovvé-

[ruxov por . . ... .. .. kol 70 Yridiopa Sudv anéldwrev kal mepl TGV
i@V Siedéylnoor

[ ___________________________________ —_
—————————— v karwpBdkaper, kai edyapioTioavtes

[ ___________________________________ -
~ — évé]ruyov perd moMijs drloTiulas ko els

[ ____________________________________

—————— Jwv éxew. ’Eyw 8¢ Tovs e dvdpas émjve-
10 [oa Sia Ty mpobupicy adrdv kel drlodpdvlws dmedefauny, Ndéws Te
™Y AW
[bpudv edepyereiv mepdoopan kol kare Tlovs mapdvras koupovs kol év
Tols pera Tab-
[re ypovors — ——— === — - - J
av émeTdpevos v éyovres etvol-

Marble block, 0.41 m. high and 0.59 m. wide, found in the interior wall of a
Turkish fortress by Cichorius in 1887. The block is broken on the top and
bottom as well as the lower left and upper right corners. The first half of
each line was on an adjacent block now lost. Cichorius originally read adrov
ém’ ...ov ov....vovrein the last line, and Hiller von Gaertringen supplied
Zwlrés in line four. Letters are 0.020 m. high.
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This letter is of a type common to the Hellenistic and Roman age
with the customary salutation followed by general remarks of the
writer, including the usual mention of the names of the envoys who
had come to him, the place of meeting (lines 5-6), acknowledgement
of the delivery of the decree, the speech of the envoys, reflections on
the conduct of the envoys and final praises for them and their city.?
It concludes, as usual, with a formal reply to the honors and the
matters mentioned in the decree. The reply here would indicate good-
will toward the city of Mytilene, even though most of the conclusion
is missing. The remains of lines 10-11 point to a friendly attitude.

Except for the first line there is very little internal evidence on
which to date the document, but the presence of an army (line 2)
points to a commander on field duty, and the use of the verb xarwp-
Odxapev could refer to the successful completion of a military cam-
paign.® The embassy must have been considered to be an important

7 The closest parallels would be SIG3 601 (letter of Marcus Valerius Messala to the people
of Teos), SEG 1.440 (=SEG IV.567, letter of L. Cornelius Scipio and his brother to the people
of Colophon), and SIG® 780 (letter of Augustus to the Cnidians) to mention only those
letters which originated from Roman sources.

8 The literary texts regularly show karopfoiv in the sense of setting a thing straight or
accomplishing something successfully. Examine the following: ‘Pwpaior 8¢ tf pdxy
katopfdoavres (Plb. 11.3.1); 7§ pév pdyp xardpbwae (Plb. 2.70.6); xaropldoew Tois SMois
(Plb. 3.48.2); 7obrov yop 7Tov moAepov Tedevraiov kardplwoe (D.C. 43.41.2); mwoMods kai
peyadovs moAéuovs rowf xaropbdoar (D.C. 44.25.4); dore éxetvov pév pdyas &v mis dain

mAeloras karopldoar (Ael. Aristid. Orat. 14.25 Oliver). For other examples where success
in war is meant see Plb. 1.52.1 and 3.74.10; D.C. 60.30.2. This list could be easily extended.
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one, for ten men were sent out to carry the honorary decree and to
present the city’s congratulations. One to three men were usually the
number of envoys sent out by the cities in the Hellenistic period. Very
important missions sometimes required four or five, but ten or more
could not have been very common.? Although the present letter is
very fragmentary in that part in which the names of the envoys
appeared, ten would seem to be the right number to fit the available
space. There must have been a powerful and compelling reason for
sending out such a large embassy.

Cichorius believed this letter was written by Augustus ca 27-25 B.c.
while he was in Spain,’® but Mommsen saw that the remains of the
titulature in the first line could not possibly describe Augustus in that
period at all. He believed that Julius Caesar was the writer and that
the date was the summer of 47 B.c. when Caesar was dictator II
and engaged in the eastern war against Pharnaces.!! Paton agreed
with Mommsen about the authorship but left it an open question
whether dmaros or Sukrdrwp should be restored in the first line. This
is the vital point, for Caesar was consul Il in 48 B.c. and dictator II from

In the inscriptions examine: (1) W. H. Buckler and D. M. Robinson, Sardis VII: Greek
and Latin Inscriptions (Leyden 1932) no. 8.104-105: kel wdvra {koi mdvra} xaroplwaduevos
mpooykdvtws. (2) Idem no. 27.7-9: moMods kiwdlvovs kai aydvas kai éydikacias vmép Tob
dfuov dvadefduevor kai katopldoavre. (3) SIG3 730.28: mAeiora 7ff moAel karopfwoduevoy
dyafa. (4) IG V,1.37.7-9: mpeafevrijs eis ‘Pduny mpds Tov uéyiorov adroxpd( tope) *Avrwveivoy
mept TGw wpos "Elevfepoddrwvas kal karwpBdby. (5) IGRR 1V.566.12 (=ILS 8805): v fdovny
v éml 7ois kar[wlpbwuévors éxere. When the verb refers to success in war, it is followed
either by the dative case (Polybius) or the accusative (Aelius Aristides and Dio Cassius),
and its voice is active. Since in our letter it is in the active voice and first person, it could
refer to a successful war waged by the writer of the letter. One might therefore restore
lines 6-7 as follows:. .. kal wepi 7av Tiudv Stedéxfnoav [&s &fmploacté pov koi mepl Tob
moAéuov 8]y katwpBuwxauey, kTA. For the word-order see SIG? 785.15-16, and SIG?® 810.14-15.
The number of letters in each line of the columns on Potamon’s monument is difficult
to estimate because of the fragmentary nature of the text. The best preserved column
(b) shows 61 letters in line 15 and 67 in line 14. There seems therefore to have been an
unequal number of letters in each line. Our restoration of line 7 in column a gives a total
of 64 letters.

® See the very brief statement by Iacopi in Ruggiero’s Digionario Epigrafico s.v. Legatus,
p- 521. From my own file of seventy-two embassies, in which there is clear evidence of the
number of men sent out on particular missions during the Hellenistic age, I have found that
sixteen of them were composed of one man, seventeen of two men, twenty-two of three
men, three of four men and seven of five men. SIG3 552 shows seven men, SIG?3 618 (=SEG
I1.566) names eight men, SIG® 764 names eight men, AE 1933, 260 names nine men, and
OGIS 11 names ten men. The largest embassies I know are those mentioned in the letter of
Claudius to the Alexandrines (Corp. Pap. Jud. no. 153) with twelve men and in SEG 1.329
(=SEG XVIIL.294) with eleven men. Larger numbers of envoys seem to have become more
common in the course of the Empire, for Vespasian limited their number to three each:
Digest 50.7.5(4).6.

10 Cichorius, Rom und Mytilene (Leipzig 1888) 44 and op.cit. supra (n.4) 972.

11 Mommsen, op.cit. 896.
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late October of 48 to October of 47, the two offices overlapping for a
few months.!? In addition Mommsen thought there was external
support for his dating in a suggestion from Paton that IG XIIL,2.30
(=IGRR 1V.30=1IG XII Suppl. [1939] p. 9, no. 30) might refer to the
same embassy mentioned in the letter. For convenience the pertinent
lines (10f) of this inscription may be presented here:

10 — — — mpleoPBe[V]oaus 8¢ [mpos I'aiov ’lovdiov Koalooape ———— —
éx] 76 év Kammad[orie morépuw — - — — ~

To judge from the engraving and type of marble, this very frag-
mentary inscription very likely formed part of Potamon’s monument,
and for that reason Potamon must have been mentioned in it in some
capacity. The implication is, of course, that Potamon travelled to the
East to see Julius Caesar and gave him a decree from Mytilene as he
was returning from the war in Cappadocia, at which time the letter
was written by Caesar. The bare possibility of a connection between
these two documents also led David Magie to believe that the letter
was written in 47 B.c. while Caesar was returning from the war against
Pharnaces.!?

There is little doubt that Caesar was the author of the letter, but the
date is not so easily acceptable, for it rests upon a dubious connection
with a fragmentary inscription in which Caesar’s name is a mere
restoration. IG XI[,2.30 may have no bearing at all on the present
letter. I believe that there is good reason to date Caesar’s letter in the
late summer of 48 B.c. not long after Pharsalus. A brief glance at the
political history of Mytilene in the first century will lay the founda-
tions of this belief.14

With the advance of Mithridates into western Asia Minor in 88 B.c.,
the city of Mytilene was faced with the problem that many other
cities had to face at that time, whether to remain loyal to Rome and

12 See Broughton, The Magistrates of the Roman Republic II (New York 1952) 272 with n.1
on pp. 284-285. The date and extent of Caesar’s second dictatorship have been the subject of
much debate, but the matter seems to have been settled. See the remarks by A. E. Raubit-
schek in JRS 44 (1954) 70. The beginning of his second dictatorship and not its duration is
pertinent to our letter, and there is little real doubt that it began in late October.

13 Magie, op.cit. 415 and n.39 on pp. 1269-70. In his note Magie says, “For Caesar’s letter
accepting the submission of Mytilene see IG XII, 2.35a=IGR 1V.33a, to be dated, on account
of the mention of his second dictatorship, not later than April, 46 B.c. (see Drumann-
Groebe G.R. Il p. 739).” (!)

U For the history of Mytilene in this period see the account of Cichorius in Rom und Myti-
lene, pp. 1-9; Hiller von Gaertringen in IG XII Suppl. (1939) pp. 70~73; R. Herbst in RE s.v.
Mytilene, cols. 1412ff; D. Magie, op.cit. 245-246, 365, 404, 415-416.
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resist or to welcome Mithridates and keep the peace. She had enjoyed
freedom and independence from the time of the treaty at Apamea
(188 B.c.), but now she turned to Mithridates, put all the Roman
settlers to death and handed over to his troops the Roman general
Manius Aquilius. The Pontic king himself was cordially received by
the citizens on two occasions, the last one at the time when he was
fleeing in defeat. At the conclusion of the war Mytilene knew that she
could expect no mercy from Rome for her actions and consequently
refused to surrender. After a siege the city capitulated in 80 B.c. to the
Roman forces and was immediately deprived of all her rights and
reduced to the status of a subject.® But her punishment was not per-
manent, for in 62 Pompey restored the city’s freedom, largely out of
regard for his friend Theophanes of Mytilene.1¢ Fate, however, con-
trived to place the city for a second time in a crucial situation. Because
he had given back to the city her precious freedom Pompey and his
entire family were hailed as the benefactors of Mytilene, and many
monuments bear evidence of her regard. But fourteen years later
Pompey fled in defeat from the battlefield at Pharsalus. He found a
warm and genuine welcome at Mytilene, where in fact he was invited
to stay for his own personal safety. He advised the people there, how-
ever, to obey Caesar as the new master of Rome, adding that he was
charitable and kindhearted.!” He then put his wife and friends on
board ship and sailed away, first to Pamphylia and eventually to his
death in Egypt. Such are the bare facts.

We can imagine what some of the city fathers must have felt when,
about the end of August 48 B.c., the victorious Caesar appeared at
Sestos on the Hellespont.’® Many would have remembered the old
crisis and the old mistake forty years before. Caesar, followed by his
army, was coming directly toward them in pursuit of Pompey, who
was now an enemy of the new regime. They had befriended Pompey
and had showered many honors upon him in the previous fourteen
years, facts well known to all. A decision had to be made immediately.
An act of loyalty to Caesar would be the wisest course, and Pompey

15 For the details see Magie, op.cit. 245-246.

16 Plut., Pompeius 42.4.

17 Plut., Pompeius 75.2: 7o 8¢ Mirvdpaiwy rov Iopmjiov domaceuévav kel mapaxedotv-
Twv eloeMeiv els Ty méAw, ok §0éAaey, &G raxelvovs éxélevae TG kpaToivTt melfeclar Kal
Oappeiv edyvddpova yop elvar Kaloapa kel xpnatdv.

18 For the itineraries of Pompey and Caesar see W. Judeich, Caesar im Orient (Leipzig

1885) 52ff; J. P. Postgate, Lucani de Bello Civili Liber VIII (Cambridge 1917) pp. Ixxi ff; T. Rice
Holmes, The Roman Republic III (Oxford 1923) 173ff.
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had suggested it. Thus, I think, the circumstances at this tense mo-
ment could have prompted the city to assemble an embassy to convey
her feelings to Caesar as soon as possible. To delay such an exhibition
of loyalty and friendship might prove to be a mistake.

Direct evidence that Potamon and his fellow envoys did actually
meet Caesar at this time is lacking, but two facts tend to substantiate
it. The first is the very remarkable speed with which many cities of
Greece and Asia Minor decreed honors for Caesar in 48 B.c. not too
long after Pharsalus (August 9, unreformed calendar). Honorary
inscriptions of that early date have been found at Athens, Pergamon,
Delos, Ephesos and Chios. Other cities, which also honored Caesar
soon after Pharsalus but for which the exact dating is not so assured,
are Karthaia on Keos, Samos, Megara, Phocaea and Alabanda.!® It is
noteworthy that Athens and Megara honored Caesar so soon after
Pharsalus, for both of those cities resisted him in the war and had to be
reduced by force of arms.2® Caesar’s victory and the fate of Athens and
Megara must have made it quite clear to the Greek world that resis-
tance was useless. These inscriptions indicate an early desire on the
part of the Greeks, especially those of Asia Minor, to make known
their acceptance of Caesar as the new master of Rome. And Mytilene
must have learned long ago through the shedding of her blood that
Rome was irresistible. Any doubts she may have had were dispelled
by the fate of Athens and Megara. It would be diplomatic, therefore,
to join these other cities in honoring Caesar as soon as possible. The
customary way to do this was to decree public honors and to com-
municate them to the recipient by an embassy bearing a copy of the

19 These inscriptions have been assembled and discussed by A. E. Raubitschek in JRS 44
(1954) 65-75, with Plate n1. Those which he dates in 48 B.c. after Pharsalus are the following:
Inscriptions de Délos no. 1587 (Delos); IGRR 1V.305 (Pergamon); IGRR 1V.928 (Chios); SIG3
760 (Ephesos); a new inscription from Athens which he publishes for the first time (=SEG
XIV.121). The others: IG XIL5.556 (Karthaia on Keos); IGRR 1V.303 and 307 (Pergamon);
IG VIL.62 (Megara); IGRR 1V.970 (Samos). These were inscribed on pedestals which once
supported statues of Julius Caesar. The inscription on an altar from Mytilene in honor of
Caesar (IG XI1,2.151=IGRR 1V.57) apparently does not belong to the same early date as
these pedestals: see Raubitschek, op.cit. 71-72. To the material in this excellent article, full
of important information on Caesar, two other inscriptions must be added which L. Robert
has republished and restored in Hellenica 10 (1955) 257-260. The first of these is from old
Phocaea and may be seen also in AE 1955, 270 and SEG XV.748. It honors Caesar when he
had been drarov 7]6 Sevrepov, and its date is therefore not positively in the year 48 B.c. The
second inscription, from Alabanda (=SEG XV.662), is undated but almost certainly dates
from the same general period as the others.

20 Q. Fufius Calenus, a legate of Caesar (see Broughton, Magistrates II, p. 281), invaded
Attica, seized the Piraeus and besieged both Athens and Megara: Dio Cassius 42.14.
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decree. 1 believe that Potamon was sent out at that time for that
particular purpose.

The second fact is more precise, but not conclusive. We are told by
Appian (B.C. 2.89) that after Caesar had crossed the Hellespont he was
met by envoys from Ionians, Aeolians and other inhabitants of that
region. To these he granted pardon. The full text reads: dwxowfeis
8’ ofrw mapaddéws ¢ Kaioap ket 76v “ENjomovrov mepauwleis "Iwar pév
kol Alodebor kol oo A €0vy Ty peyddny yeppérmoov olkodor (ki
kadobow adta évi dvéuart *Aolav Ty kdrw), cvveylyvwoke mpeoPevo-
pévois és adtov kai mapaxaobor, mubdpevos 8¢ Iloumjov ém’ Alydmrov
Pépecfar Siémdevoey és “Pddov. The importance of this piece of
information is that envoys from Aeolian cities actually did meet
Caesar at that time and place. Mytilene could have been one of them.

There are, therefore, three good reasons for believing that Potamon
led his embassy to Caesar about that same time: the parting admoni-
tion of Pompey, the numerous honorary inscriptions from the citiesof
Asia Minor, and the testimony of Appian. These give merely corro-
borative and not conclusive evidence, but it is sufficient to outweigh
restorations and assumptions from a fragmentary inscription that
might have nothing at all to do with the present embassy and letter.
The interpretation of IG XI1,2.30 must be sought elsewhere. I prefer
to date Caesar’s letter very early in the month of September of 48 s.c.
and would restore the first line of that letter as follows:

[Idios *IovAios Kaioap adrokpdrwp vmatos 76] Se[vre]pov Muti[Ayaiwy
&pyovat]
KTA.

THE UNIVERSITY OF BUFFALO
April, 1963



