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DIONYSUS OR HERACLES:
MARK ANTONY’S RELIGIOUS POLICY
IN 41 BCE IN THE LIGHT OF
EPISTULA MARCI ANTONII AD KOINON ASIAE

1. Introduction

After the Battle of Philippi, triumvir Mark Antony spent the winter in
Athens. In the spring of 41 BCE, he marched through the central part of
Greece, Thessaly, Macedonia and Thrace to the Bosporus at the head of
a significant army, eventually crossing to Bithynia.! According to Plutarch
(Ant. 24. 3 1)),

gic yobv "Egecov gio16vtog avtod yuvaikeg uev gic Bakyag, dvopeg
0¢ kol maideg €lg Zatvpovg kai ITdvag 1yodvio dieckevacuévor,
Kittod 0¢ kol 00powv kol yoktmpiov Kol cvplyyov kol avidv
1 oM v mAéa, AOvucov adTtdv dvakaiovpévoy Xaptdoty kol
Meikiytov. Qv yap auéret Torodtog éviotg, Toig 8& moAloic ‘Qunotig
Kol Ayploviog.

at any rate, when Antony made his entry into Ephesus, women
arrayed like Bacchanals, and men and boys like Satyrs and Pans, led
the way before him, and the city was full of ivy and thyrsus-wands
and harps and pipes and flutes, the people hailing him as Dionysus
Giver of Joy and Beneficent. For he was such, undoubtedly, to some;
but to the greater part he was Dionysus Carnivorous and Savage.?

I Buchheim 1960, 11 f. For Antony’s stay 41-40 BCE in the East in details, see
App. BCiv. 5. 15-44; Joseph. AJ. 14, BJ. 1. 12; Plut. Ant. 24-30; Dio 48. 24-27,
SB 14224, as well as the following studies: Tarn 1934a, 31-40; Magie 1950, 427—
430, 1278-1281; Rossi 1959, 119-128; Buchheim 1960, passim; Bengtson 1977,
161-165; Huzar 1978, 151-154; Chamoux 1986, 238-248; Roberts 1988, 179-185;
Hekster—Kaizer 2004; Pelling 2008, 9-13; Halfmann 2011, 110-129, 237-239;
Van Wijlick 2021, passim etc.

2 Transl. Perrin 1959. For Néog Atdvucog as an official title, see Sniezewski
1998, 133 f.
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In Ephesus, Antony was probably persuaded to grant extensive
privileges and immunities to “the Association of Wreath-Bearers and
Victors in the Sacred Games from the Inhabited World” (X0vodog tdv
GmO TNG OIKOLUEVNC 1epoVIKDY Kol oTeEPOvVITAV), mainly consisting
of athletes. Representatives of this association had in all likelihood
previously enjoyed broad privileges officially granted by Roman sena-
tors.> However, the resumption of civil wars in the Roman republic gave
rise to doubts about the inviolability of honors and privileges granted
earlier. Concerned about their status and also wishing to obtain additional
rights, association members sent to Antony a certain priest, a native of
Ephesus and representative of the Koinon of the Greeks from Asia. The
priest came to the triumvir, enlisting the support of Antony’s “friend”, the
gymnastics teacher Artemidoros, as evidenced by the letter of Antony to
the Koinon of the Greeks from Asia concerning the privileges of iepovikat
and otepavitor (PLond 137v = SB 14224).4

Previous scholars have not paid close attention to this letter in the
context of Antony’s 41 BCE sojourn in the East,’ especially in the context
of his religious policy.® Thus, the connection between Epistula Marci
Antonii ad Koinon Asiae and Antony’s religious policy in the East in 41
BCE requires further consideration, as it might shed light on some very
significant features of the triumvir’s eastern policies at that time.

2. Antony’s religious policy in 41 BCE

There is a disagreement as to whether Antony was guided to some extent
by his Dionysian policy or Herculean one in the East after the Battle of

3 For the person who could grant these privileges, see Fauconnier 2016, 79.

4 For Antony’s stay in Ephesus in 41 BCE, see RDGE 57; Rogers 1991, 7 f.;
id. 2012, 95 f.; Knibbe 1998, 107 f.

5 Cf. Magie 1950, 428 and 1279 n. 4; Roberts 1988, 180; Pelling 2008, 11;
Halfmann 2011, 120 and 238 n. 2.

¢ The exception was my article: Krivolapov 2021 [T JI. Kpusonanos, “Epistula
Marci Antonii triumviri ad Koinon Asiae Kak HCTOUHHK 110 N3yYCHHIO TTPEOBIBAHUS
Mapka Antonust Ha Bocroke B 41 1. 10 H. 3.”, AHmuunbll MUp u apxeono2us).
Nevertheless, that study has incorrectly linked granting privileges to the Association
with Antony’s Dionysian policy (ibid. 136 f.). This paper makes an argument in favor
of Heracleism based on Antony’s origin from Heracles.
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Philippi.” Since scholars pay most attention to Antony’s Dionysianism
in the context of his religious policy in 41 BCE, let us consider this
issue in more detail at first. Antony’s opting for Dionysus as a deity
with whom he would later be identified seems to have been intentional.®
The inception period of his Dionysian policy has been a topic of serious
discussion among scholars.” The first mention of the link between Antony

7 Some scholars believe that Antony’s stressing his mythical ancestor Heracles
influenced, at least subliminally, his political decisions in the East (e. g., Kienast
1969, 441-444; Felten 1985, 136 f.; Huttner 1995, 108; Perez 2009, 182). However,
most scholars are inclined to believe that Antony was guided to some extent by his
Dionysian policy rather than Herculean one beginning in 41 BCE (e. g., Weippert
1972, 200 f.; Sniezewski 1998, 133; Hekster 2004, 174; Beacham 2005, 154 f; Rogers
2012, 95 f.). H. Halfmann, in turn, believes Antony, already during the first sojourn
in the East as a triumvir, appealed to both Heracles and Dionysus in his eastern
policies (Halfmann 2011, 110-112). As K. Erickson concludes, the propaganda of
Antony’s political opponents made it almost impossible to trace his connection with
Heracles after rapprochement with Cleopatra (Erickson 2018, 261 f.).

8 See Poloczek 2021: “On the one hand, Mark Antony clearly adapted a peculiar
element of Hellenistic monarchic ideology, thus introducing himself as the successor
of Ptolemies — the notion of Néog Atévvucog — but on the other hand, he also created
a quite new model of ‘personal relationship’ to the god based on the political
aspirations to be the conqueror, benefactor and true Lord of the East”.

® A number of scholars believe that the starting point of Antony’s Dionysian
policy was his stay of 41 BCE in the East and the events that took place in Ephesus
and Tarsus (e. g., Jeanmaire 1924, 243 f.; Taylor 1931, 108 ff.; Tager 1957, 90 ft,;
Weippert 1972, 201 f.; Huzar 1978, 195; Cresci Marrone 1993, 16 f.; Hekster 2004,
174; Beacham 2005, 155 f.; Halfmann 2011, 110-112, 120). Other scholars argue
that the Ephesian manifestation was just a sporadic episode that had no practical
consequences, and that a stable political line for identification with Dionysus begins
only from the time of Antony’s second stay in Athens and marriage to Octavia
(e. g., Craven 1920, 57; Tarn 1932, 148 f.; id. 1934a, 33; id. 1934b, 69; Pelling
1988, 179; id. 2008, 10; Buchheim 1960, 15, 100 n. 24; Osgood 2006, 240 f. and
n. 138). R. F. Rossi stands apart, asserting that the beginning of Antony’s interest
in Dionysus dates back to the time of his first stay in Athens in the winter of 42—
41 BCE (Rossi 1959, 112, 161). Developing this idea, E. V. Smykov suggested
that in this city Antony was initiated into the mysteries, organized to a large extent
by the Athenian community of Dionysian Technites (teyvitot). Then the triumvir
arrived in Asia, which was the area of responsibility for other representatives
of this religious community — Dionysiac Technites of Asia and Hellespont. The
members of this union took over the responsibility for greeting him and were
behind the organization of Asian celebrations and magnificent ceremonies during
Anthony’s procession to Ephesus, in the provincial capital itself, and later in Tarsus
(Smykov 2002 [E. B. CmbIk0B, “AHTOHUI U /IMOHNC (M3 HCTOPHH PEIUTHO3HON
HMOJMUTUKY TpuyMBHpa M. AHTOHHA)], 85-87).
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and Dionysus dates back to the spring of 41 BCE, when, according to
Plutarch, he was greeted in Ephesus as ®@c0og Néog Atdvucog.!? Plutarch
then reports a rumor spread during the meeting of Antony and Cleopatra
in Tarsus the same year “that Venus was come to revel with Dionysus for
the good of Asia”.!!

Since we have no other references to Antony’s Dionysianism in 41
BCE except for Plutarch’s previously-mentioned testimonies, the situation
seems to be quite obvious. There is no doubt that Antony’s appeal to the
cult of Dionysus, his notorious “Dionysianism”, was not a homogeneous
phenomenon; rather, it manifested differently at different stages of his
career. And even if Antony had participated in the dedication into the
mysteries of the Dionysian cult in Athens (as E. V. Smykov assumes'?), he
evidently did not place much political value on it throughout his first stay
in the East as a triumvir in 41-40 BCE. Most scholars rightly believe that
Antony viewed the divine honors paid to him, namely his initiation into the
Dionysian mysteries in Athens and his role in the Ephesian procession and
in Tarsus, as a matter of course, which seems consistent with his character.
In any case, these festivities could not have had a significant impact on his
policy, as scholars have remarked that the colorful descriptions of these
occasions, teeming with detail, are found only in Plutarch, who is not
considered the most reliable source due to his tendency toward excess.
Appian and Cassius Dio did not even mention the events in passing. They
were, in all likelihood, only minor episodes in the kaleidoscope of events
in 41 BCE for everyone, including the triumvir himself.!3

Thus, the Dionysianism of Antony in 41 BCE can hardly be called
a full-fledged religious policy. In this regard, Cassius Dio’s testimony is
more accurate. Some shocking features of Antony’s behavior that did not
correspond to mos maiorum, including his identification with Dionysus,
became apparent during his stay in Athens in the winter of 39—38 BCE
(Dio 48. 39.2).14

10 Cf. above n. 2.

11 Plut. Ant. 26. 3: kai T1g AOY0OG €xdpet S0 TAVIOV ®G 1] Aepoditn Kopdalot
mopd TOV Atdvocov En” dyadd tiic Aciog.

12 Smykov 2002, 85-87.

13 See inter alios Buchheim 1960, 15, 100 n. 24; Weippert 1972, 201 f.; Pelling
1988, 179 ff.; id. 2008, 10; Smykov 2002, 86 f.; id. 2017 [E. B. CmbikoB, “Mapk
AHTOHMH B MUPE JNTMHUCTUYECKUX MOHAPXUI: TOCYJaphb i Maructpat?”’], 92-94;
Osgood 2006, 240 f. and n. 138; Tisé¢ 2006, 175 f.; Pfeiffer 2019, 310-312 etc.

14 See Socr. Rhod. FGrH 192 F 2; Sen. Suas. 1. 6; IG 1I/II12 1043 11. 22-24
(esp. 1. 23: Aviw?]viov Bg0d véov Atovocov).
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Other information regarding Antony’s religious policy deserves
greater attention. First is Plutarch’s message that Antony was initiated into
the mysteries during his stay in 42—41 BCE in Athens (A4nt. 23. 2):13

10 maifov avtod APOg AKPOAoElS PIMOAOY®V Kol Béag dydvov Kol
puiosig €Tpene. ..

...for his entertainment he was content to listen to the discussions of
scholars, watch the games, and be initiated into the mysteries.

Although many scholars considered this as a reference to the Eleusi-
nian Mysteries,'® Smykov and W. J. Tatum have suggested that in this
phrase of Plutarch the word “initiations” (pvnoeig) should be understood
to mean Lesser Mysteries.!” Lesser Mysteries “were founded in order to
purify Heracles and lead him on to his initiation at Eleusis”,'® said Tatum.
At the same time, as is well known, Antony traced his ancestry from
Heracles.!” Thus, the triumvir stressed his mythical ancestor Heracles
through participation in Lesser Mysteries, as well as his deeply respectful,
deeply Hellenic attitude to Athens by establishing ties of cuyyévela.?

15 Plutarch was the only one who talked about Antony’s stay in Athens
after the Battle of Philippi in the winter of 42-41 BCE (Plut. Ant. 23. 2-4). For
Anthony’s pastime activities in Greece and in particular Athens at this time, see inter
alios Craven 1920, 20 f.; Rossi 1959, 107-108; Bengtson 1977, 155 £.; Pelling 1988,
175 f.; Kienast 1995, 193 f.; Habicht 1997, 360; Fontani 1999, 194 f.; Halfmann
2011, 105-106; esp. Tatum 2020, 456—460.

16-So e. g. Craven 1920, 20; Bengtson 1977, 155; Pelling 1988, 176; Kienast
1995, 193 n. 14; Habicht 1997, 360. Cf. Fontani 1999, 194 f. n. 4. For detailed
information about the Eleusinian Mysteries, see Parker 2005, 344-346.

17 The scholars noted that the time of Antony’s stay in Athens did not allow
him to be initiated into the Greater Mysteries, and it can therefore be assumed
that he was initiated into the Lesser Mysteries (Smykov 2002, 85; Tatum 2020,
462-464). For detailed information about the Lesser Mysteries, see Parker 1996,
188 ff; id. 2005, 341 ff.

18- Tatum 2020, 464 and n. 50. See in more detail Parker 1996, 98—100.

19 Plut. 4Ant. 4. 1, 36. 4, 60. 2-3; App. BCiv. 3. 60, 72; RRC 494/2. For an over-
view of Antony’s Heraclean origins and his supposed relationship with Heracles, see
inter alios Michel 1969, 114-125; Weippert 1972, 197-200; Huttner 1995; Cresci
Marrone 1993, 18 f.; Hekster 2004; Perez 2009; Erickson 2018.

20 Tatum 2020, 464. For the establishment ties of cuyyévela in the Greek world
and the political significance of mythical kinship in antiquity, see Musti 1963,
esp. 225 f. and 230-235; Schmitt 1988, esp. 539 f.; Elwyn 1993, esp. 262-267;
Liicke 2000, esp. 29 and 119-122; Erskine 2003; Papazarkadas, Thonemann 2008,
esp. 82; Kuhn 2014, esp. 83-87.
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According to U. Huttner, Antony also established ties of cuyyévela with
Ptolemaic Egypt and Cleopatra. Similar to the Hellenistic kings, Alexander
the Great was an important role model for the triumvir. Alexander was also
a Heraclide, bound to his progenitor by intensely strong ties, and the Pto-
lemies, who felt themselves to be Alexander’s successors and represented
themselves accordingly, thereby derived from Heracles (OGIS 54; Satyr.
FGrH 631 F 1) as well. Their common descent from Heracles created
a family relationship between Antony and Cleopatra, cvyyévela, after all.?!

In my opinion, this circumstance played a significant role during the
meeting of the triumvir and the Egyptian queen in Tarsus in August—
September 41 BCE.?2 Cleopatra, whose goal was to preserve the status quo
for Egypt, sought to depict herself as an independent and all-powerful ruler
by appearing in the guise of Aphrodite or Venus. The political meaning
of Cleopatra’s diplomatic reception for Antony on her ship in Tarsus
was also most understandable. The Egyptian queen sought to emphasize
her closeness to the triumvir in both divine and political contexts, which
should have been conducive to a close and mutually beneficial union
(Plut. Ant. 26).% In this regard, appealing to their common origin and
emphasizing their kinship with Heracles seems a natural step.

When Antony in 41 BCE provided support to Sisinna, who had
been in contention for power in Cappadocia against Ariarathes X (App.
BCiv. 5. 31), the triumvir was probably strengthened in this decision by
the fact that Sisinna claimed to be a Heraclide. Flavius Josephus described
the heritage of Archelaus (Sisinna). According to the ancient author,
Glaphyra, the daughter of Archelaus, trying to derive her nobility and
genealogy from great people, claimed to descend from Temenus on her
father’s side and from Darius I the Great on her mother’s side.?* At the same

21 Huttner 1995, 108. W. J. Tatum agrees with him (Tatum 2020, 464 n. 52).
H. Bengtson also does not disregard this aspect, but does not present it clearly
(Bengtson 1977, 166 f.). For the link of Ptolemaic dynasty both to Alexander and
Heracles, see in details Palagia 1986, 143 f.

22 The story of this meeting is contained, in addition to Plutarch, in Socrates
of Rhodes (Socr. Rhod. FGrH 192 F 1), as well as briefly mentioned in Appian
(BCiv. 5.1, 32), Cassius Dio (48. 24. 2) and Josephus (4J. 14. 13. 1, BJ. 1. 12.5). For
this meeting, see inter alios Buchheim 1960, 22-25, 102-103; Lindsay 1971, 155—
163; Grant 1972, 115-120; Holbl 2001, 240-241; HufBl 2001, 729-730; Osgood
2006, 182—183; Tisé 20006, 172 f.; Pfeiffer 2019; Van Wijlick 2021, 126—128 etc.

23 Buchheim 1960, 23; Huf3 2001, 730; Osgood 2006, 183; Egorov 2012
[A. b. EropoB, Aumonuii u Kneonampa], 188.

24 Joseph. BJ. 1.24.2: ... Thogvpa yeveahoyodoo TV £00THG EDYEVELQY ... KOTA
notépa eV amd Tnuévov, katd pntépo 88 and Aapeiov Tod YoTdomemc obGa.
For Glaphyra, the daughter of Archelaus I Ktistes, see Sullivan 1980, 1161-1166.
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time, Temenus himself claimed to be a great-great-grandson of Heracles.?>
Archelaus began declaring his Heraclean heritage soon after the death of
Antony, even issuing hemidrachms with the hero’s head on the reverse.2¢
Thus, mythical cvyyévela is a factor that cannot be underestimated in the
relations between Antony and Sisinna in 41 BCE.?”

The analysis of several developments taking place in 41 BCE indicates
that Antony consciously saw himself to a greater extent as a descendant of
Heracles rather than a manifestation of Dionysus at that time. The question
of whether Antony did practice a full-fledged religious policy rooted in ties
to his mythical ancestor Heracles is at least debatable. However, several
indirect pieces of evidence discussed herein show that several features of
Heracleism were at least present in Antony’s religious policy during his
stay in the East in 41 BCE.

3. Epistula Marci Antonii ad Koinon Asiae

We will focus further on the triumvir’s letter to the Koinon of the Greeks
from Asia. The copy of Antony’s rescript is written at the back of cols.
6—7 on the recto of a medical papyrus in the Greek papyri collection
of the British Museum (PLond 165).2 This papyrus of unknown prove-
nance (generally believed to be from Hermopolis, in Middle Egypt) is
traditionally referred to as “London Anonymous” and dated to the second
half of the first century CE. It is the longest Greek medical papyrus
known to date, being approximately 336.5 cm long by 23.5 cm high, for
39 columns of text.?’

The letter of Antony was discovered by Frederick George Kenyon
in 189239 It consists of 33 lines of text, given in a single column
(18.5 x 10 cm) and written in a fairly large, semi-cursive print. The
rescript is almost completely preserved, with the exception of a few letters

25 For Temenus, see Mayer 1934, 437-458.

26 BMC Cappadocia, 45, nos. 3—4; Head 1911, 752; Simonetta 1961, 48,
nos. 7-8; id. 1977, 46, nos. 7-8.

27 Cf. Huttner 1995, 108 f. For Antony’s policy towards Cappadocia in 41
BCE, see Craven 1920, 29 f.; Levi 1933, vol. II, 101 f. n. 3, 132; Tarn 1934a, 34,
id. 1934b, 69; Jones 1937, 176, 430 n. 3; Magie 1950, 435, 1286 n. 26; Buchheim
1960, 55 f.,, 110 f. n. 123; Simonetta 1961, 19, 47; id. 1977, 45; Hoben 1969, 176 ff.
and n. 163, 181 n. 177; Sullivan 1980, 1147 ff.; id. 1990, 182 f., 397 n. 129, 131 etc.

28 Ricciardetto 2016, CXXVI.

29 Ricciardetto 2012, 43 f.

30 Kenyon 1893.
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at the end, and the orientation of the writing is upside-down as compared
with the text on the recto.3! Although its presence on the papyrus is
thought-provoking, there is no indication of what motivated the owner of
the medical work to record Mark Antony’s edict.3?

The opening lines of this rescript (ll. 1-7) were also preserved on
a white marble stele found at Tralles (second—third century CE), though
in a distorted form.33 The corresponding fragment of the inscription is as
follows (with matching fragments highlighted in bold):

(...)
] émotoAn [— Mapkov Avimviov —]
Mapkoc AV]T®dVIog aVTOKPA[TOp TPLBV AvOpdY dnpoci]-
@V TPOYLAT|®OV 60 KATAGTA[oe®C TG KOWD T@V Ano Thg Al-
ciog EAMAvo]v kal toig mpoéd[poig .c.6.. yoil-
pew: Kol Tpote]pov Evrvyov[tog pot é&v 'Epécwt Mdapkov]
Avtoviov Aptepd®pov Tod Euod gikov —].34

A0 [—
[
[
[
[
[

15

31 Ricciardetto 2012, 45 f.; id. 2014, LVI n. 417; Saumell 2018, 139.

32 Kenyon 1893, 476. In the opinion of A. Ricciardetto, the letter of Mark
Antony could have a relationship with the medical world and its practices which
might have been a reason for recording the triumvir’s edict on the reverse side
of a medical papyrus (Ricciardetto 2012, 60). Later, Ricciardetto gave a new
interpretation by linking Mark Antony’s letter with the existence in Ephesus of
a Mouseion, in which an association of doctors organized competitions in honor
of Asclepius (id. 2016, CXXX-CXXXVIII). Developing this idea, J. C. Saumell
suggested that the owner of the papyrus may have been one of the participants
in the medical competition, who recorded the decree of Antony on the verso of
this papyrus in order to remind the jury about the privileges he could acquire
after winning (Saumell 2018, 156). However, these assumptions are criticized
by D. Manetti (Manetti 2019, 39), who noted that “sia I’interpretazione del testo
della lettera di Marco Antonio sia la sua presenza sul verso di P. Lond. inv. 137
non abbiano ancora trovato una soluzione soddisfacente e continuino a suscitare
dubbi” (ibid., 40). See also Fauconnier 2016, 78 f.

3 Keil 1911 = LTralleis 105 = PHI 262861 = AGRW 13181. Only two frag-
ments (A and B) that formed part of a larger monument containing several do-
cuments have been preserved. The inscriptions are too fragmentary to translate.
Fragment A mentions the letter of Mark Antony (1I. 10-15). Fragment B, which
appears to be part of this letter, notes a “synod” (Il. 11 and 14) and probably
provides a reference to the iepovikor and otepavitot in the opening lines (1. 2).
Both fragments were stored for a long time in the museum of the Evangelical School
of Smyrna after their discovery in the 70s of the 19% century. They disappeared
during the fire of this school in 1922. See in more detail Keil 1911, 123 ff.; Ebert
1987, 41 f.; Ricciardetto 2012, 46 f.; AGRW 13181.

34 The Greek text is taken from the following edition: AGRW 13181.
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The rescript of Mark Antony itself dates from 41 or 33/32 BCE.?
The paleographical comparison demonstrates that the part of the copy of
Antony’s rescript concerning the second request to him from M. Antonius
Artemidoros (1. 24-33) cannot be dated earlier than the last quarter of the
first century CE. The copy of the rescript itself is definitely later than the
writing on the recto. That is how we discover terminus ante quem of the
medical papyrus itself, namely the second half of the first century CE.3¢

35 There are only two possible dates for this decree (41 or 33/32 BCE), since
Antony only visited Ephesus twice after having become triumvir: after the Battle at
Philippi in the spring of 41 (Plut. Ant. 24. 3; App. BCiv. 5. 15; 28; Joseph. 4J. 14. 12.
2-4) and in the company of Cleopatra shortly before the final war with Octavian in
the winter of 33/32 BCE (Plut. Ant. 56. 1). F. G. Kenyon believed that the rescript of
Mark Antony was written in 41 BCE (Kenyon 1893, 477). C. Brandis, on the other
hand, suggested that honors and privileges granted to the Synodos by Antony should
be associated with the triumvir’s visit to Ephesus in 33/32 BCE. His conclusion
is based on the grounds that the concessions to “the Association” would have had
particularly great value in the 30s BCE (Brandis 1897, 516-518). This viewpoint
prevailed in historiography until the middle of the 20 century (e. g., Ziebarth 1900,
518; Poland 1909, 150; Oehler 1913, 1535; Klaffenbach 1914, 8; Gardiner 1930, 107;
Forbes 1955, 239). Later the same belief was shared by Br. Le Guen and L. Del Corso
(Le Guen 2001, 32; Del Corso 2008, 44). Nevertheless, as D. Magie pointed out in
1950, it seems more likely that privileges granted by the triumvir were more relevant
before the inevitability of a new civil war; i. e. during Antony’s visit to Ephesus in
41 BCE (Magie 1950, 1279 n. 4). As a result, most historians were skeptical about
the dating proposed by C. Brandis until the late 20" century (e. g., RDGE, 292 f.
and n. 4; Millar 1973, 55, no. 4, id. 1977, 456). However, another version based
on linguistic analysis of the text of the letter (to be more precise, 1. 18-19) was
suggested in 1987. According to J. Ebert, the first appeal to Antony by Artemidoros
and Charopeinos occurred in 41 BCE, while the second (by Artemidoros only) took
place in 33/32 BCE, since there seemed to be a considerable time lapse between these
events. The letter itself summarizing both of these meetings should be dated by 33/32
BCE (Ebert 1987, 39 f.). Thus, most modern scholars recognize the possibility of
both dates (e. g., Pleket 1973, 201; Cugusi 1979, pt. 2, 289; West 1990, 84; Manetti
1994, 57; ead. 2019, 38; Pelling 2008, 11 n. 31; Ricciardetto 2012, 45, 51 n. 26;
id. 2016, CXXVI; Fauconnier 2016, 78 and n. 28). For instance, Saumell writes:
“the position taken by these two authors [Kenyon and Brandis] seems reasonable
considering that in 1l. 11-12 the rescript makes allusion to some grants already
conferred on the association, allegedly in 42—41 BCE” (Saumell 2018, 139 and
n. 55). D. S. Potter even favors the higher date, i. e. 43 BCE (Potter 1998, 271 n. 34).

36 Saumell 2018, 139 f. Saumell summarizes the established view on the dating
of the copy of Anthony’s rescript and “London Anonymous” itself. See Manetti
1994, 57; Andorlini 2010, 44; Ricciardetto 2012, 45 and n. 13; id. 2014, LV and
n. 408, LVI n. 416; id. 2016, CXXVI f. n. 408, CXXIX n. 416-417; Dorandi 2016,
200 n. 9 etc. As for the paleographical comparison of Antony’s rescript and two
papyri from the first century CE, see Saumell 2018, 139 n. 56.
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As for the events mentioned in Antony’s decree, I guess the meeting
between Antony, Artemidoros and Charopeinos (1l. 1-23) described in the
first part of the letter could have taken place more likely in 41 BCE. Several
arguments support this point of view. First is D. Magie’s statement, with
which I am inclined to agree, that triumvir-conferred privileges were more
relevant when a new civil war was not imminent.3” Second is the fact
that the triumvir hosted numerous embassies (rpecsfeiat) in Bithynia and
Ephesus in 41 BCE (Joseph. AJ. 14. 12. 2, BJ. 1. 12. 4; Plut. Ant. 24. 1),
creating both the political context and opportunity for Artemidoros and
Charopeinos’s appeal to him.?® Finally, as A. Raggi revealed, “there is
clearly a documentary vacuum in the period of Antonius’ effective go-
vernment in the East, after his final departure from Italy in 37 BCE”.3°

Actually, the bulk of Antony’s Eastern decrees — which he wished
to have ratified in Rome — are dated 41-39 BCE, a period in which they
were necessary in the light of various threats to the triumvirs but Antony
had not yet lost his political power due to the actions of Octavian.*? Thus,
the proposed argumentation does not contradict the proposal put forward
by J. Ebert.*!

At the same time, we admit that both dates of the first appeal to Antony
by Artemidoros and Charopeinos (41 and 33/32 BCE) are beyond proof;
the arguments advanced here are not conclusive. Nevertheless, the first date
is much more preferable.

This is what the content of Epistula Marci Antonii ad Koinon Asiae
reads:

Mdapkog AvI®VIOg 0DTOKPATOP
POV AVOPAV INUOGIOV TPayUATOV
ATOKOTAGTAGEMG TML KOVDL TMV O~
7o g Aciag "EAMvov yaipewv. Kai
5 TPOTEPOV EVTLYOVTOC [ot &V Epéomt
Mdprov Avidviov Aptepd®pov, ToD
€uod @ilov kol dAeimTov, petd Tod €-
TOVOLOV TG GLVOS0L TV ATO TG

37 Magie 1950, 1279 n. 4.

38 Cf. Raggi 2020, 433. With regard to the privileges granted earlier (1l. 11—
12: tod (1) mpovmapyovta), they could have been officially provided by some
of the Roman politicians preceding Antony (see, for example, two letters of Sulla
concerning the Dionysiac Artists, written approximately in 84 and 81 BCE —
RDGE 49). See also Fauconnier 2016, 79.

39 Raggi 2020, 443.

40 Ibid., 443-447.

41 Ebert 1987, 39 f.
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Marcus Antonius imperator, triumvir for the state’s organizing, to the
Koinon of the Greeks from Asia, greetings! Earlier I was petitioned
in Ephesus by Mark Antony Artemidoros, my friend and gymnastics
teacher, along with the eponymous priest of the Association of Wreath-
Bearers and Victors in the Sacred Games from the Inhabited World,

Gleb L. Krivolapov

01KOVUEVTG TEPOVIKDV KOl GTEPA-
vtV igpéwg Xapomeivov Epeoiov,
nepl Tod <to>*? mpobmdpyovTa Tt GVVO-
dm1 HEVELY AvopaipeTa, Kol TepL TV
rowmdv v Yureito n’ pod tiov
Kol QIAOVOPOT®V TG AOTPATEVGIOG
Kol GAettovpyesiog Taong Kol avemnt-
otabpueiog kol Thg TEPL TV IOV -
yopwv €keyelpiog Kol AcvAiog Kol
TopPLPOC, tva T cuvy®pNo”M Ypoyar T
TOPAYPT Lo TPOG DUAG CUVYOPDV,
BovAdpevog Kol d1d TOV EUOV ¢i-

Aov Aptepidmpov Kol Tidl Emwv-

L1 00TV iepel €ig T€ TOV KOGUOV TG
GLVOd0L Kol TV adENcy avTig Yo-
picacHot. Kai ta viv mdAv évtv-
YOVTOG Lot ToD ApTepdmpov Ommg
£ETL avTolg avabeival dEATOV Yok~
KAV Koi Evyopa&ar gig adtnyv mepl

TOV TPOYEYPOUUUEVOV OIAOVOPOT®V,
£€Y®D TPOOPOVLEVOG €V UNdevi Kad-
VOTEPELV TOV APTEUId®POV TTEPT TOV
< >
EVTVYOVTOC Emey®PNoO TNV AVE-]
Oeow Tiic 0éATO(V) MG Tapakorel [+ 3]
VUl 8(&) Yéypapo mepl TovTOV.43

42 (10) Kenyon, addition adopted by all publishers except P. Cugusi (Cugusi
1979, pt. 1, 262); according to Ebert, m(avta 10 m)poimapyovta would also be

possible.

43 The Greek text follows the most authoritative edition of the letter of Mark
Antony by Ricciardetto: Ricciardetto 2016, 66 f. The most important editions of this
rescript are: Kenyon 1893, 477; Brandis 1897, 509 f.; Ehrenberg—Jones 1949, 123,
no. 300; Vandoni 1964, 114 f.; RDGE, 290, no. 57; Cugusi 1979, pt. 1, 261-263;
Ebert 1987, 38 f.; Ricciardetto 2012, 48 f.; id. 2014, LXII; id. 2016, CXLVIII;
Saumell 2018, 137 f. For a detailed commentary on the rescript, see Ricciardetto

2016, CXXV-CXXXVIII, CXLVIIIL, 66—67, 187-188.
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Charopeinos of Ephesus, for previously existing [privileges] of the As-
sociation, that they remain inalienable, as well as for the rest of what it
asked of me honors and privileges: exemption from military service,
exemption from every liturgy, exemption from billeting, and during the
festivals [the right of a] truce, inviolability, [wearing] purple raiment;*
[asking] that I agreeing [with this petition] agree to write immediately
to you [about it]. I agree with that, wishing because of my friend
Artemidoros and [in the favor of] their eponymous priest both for the
decoration of the Association and for its prosperity to shew [them] this
favor. And now again I was petitioned by Artemidoros in order that
they be allowed to set up a bronze tablet and to engrave on it previously
written privileges. I, preferring that Artemidoros, who petitioned for it,
would not have any delay, gave my consent for setting this tablet up in
public, as he asks me. That is what I have written to you.*

The rescript of Mark Antony belongs to a broad epistolary genre known
as “official letters” and includes only the triumvir’s response to the request
concerning the granting of privileges.*¢ In the letter, Antony mentions two
appeals to him by Artemidoros and Charopeinos.

The first was the request made in Ephesus to grant “the Association”
certain honors and privileges they had previously held, which resulted
in Antony reinstating the previously-granted privileges and agreeing to
bestow some new ones. The second appeal occurred when Artemidoros
asked permission to fix the privileges on a bronze tablet, which could
then be hung up in a prominent place to make it official. The letter
itself was written to notify the members of the Koinon about the
triumvir’s decision, and as an additional guarantee for preserving “the
Association’s” privileges.4’

Lastly, let us turn to the individuals mentioned in Mark Anto-
ny’s letter. The triumvir was approached in Ephesus with a request from
M. Antony Artemidoros and Charopeinos of Ephesus. Antony describes

44 For the possible meaning of this particular privilege, see Saumell 2018, 138
n. 50. Cf. Sherk 1984, 86 n. 4.

45 This is my own translation of the letter of Antony with an eye on English
translation by R. K. Sherk (Sherk 1993, 105 f.) and French translation by Ricciardetto
(Ricciardetto 2012, 49 f.).

46 Saumell 2018, 140. For a general typology of letters in the Gracco-Roman
World, see Sarri 2018, 65—70. For the types specifically of Greek letters on papyrus
(as well as letters itself), see Hutchinson 2007; Luiselli 2008 (esp. 678). For official
letters from the Roman period, see Luiselli 2008, 690 f.; Sarri 2018, 170-176.

47 Cf. Millar 1973, 55; Ebert 1987, 39 f.; Saumell 2018, 140; Raggi 2020, 443.
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Artemidoros as his friend and gymnastics teacher, but his given name
suggests that Artemidoros or one of his ancestors was a freedman of
Mark Antony’s family. M. Antony Artemidoros is also mentioned in one
Ephesian inscription in a list of officials honoring emperor Hadrian in 123—
124,%8 which implies that the triumvir’s dAeintng had direct descendants
in the second century CE. In this inscription Artemidoros is characterized
by the epithet Tvbiovikng, 1. . as winner at the Pythian Games.*

As for Charopeinos of Ephesus, he was énavopog iepedc tig uvodov
TAV Amo ThG olkovpévng tepovik®dv Kol otepovitdv. At the head of the
Association under consideration was apylepedc, who held this post for
life. However, the organization’s priest was elected only to a one-year
term and was called iepedg émdvopog. The duties of this priest were
apparently performed in 41 BCE by Charopeinos.>® He is also mentioned
in the inscription from Ephesus dated to the twenties of the first century
BCE (27-25 BCE) as one of the officials, mainly other priests, responsible
for establishing the worship of Augustus.’! His full name is as follows:
“Perikles, son of Heracleides, by birth of Charopinos, Charopinos,
hieronica, member of the Synodos” .32

4. “The Association of Wreath-Bearers and Victors in
the Sacred Games from the Inhabited World”

The next point concerns the organization to which Antony’s letter
was addressed. The name of this Synodos (11. 8-10: XHvodog Td®V &mo

48 [Eph 276: (...) ol 10v | [ypv]oeov kocpov Paotd|[Cov]teg g HeydAng
0edig | [Apté]dog mpod moAemg iepels | [kai] iepoveikat €mt avOvmd/[to]v [Topmniov
Dérkovog | ymowoapévov Aptepdmpolv] | [t]od Ackinmiédov tod Hpakdeidov |
ypoupatéog avT®v | €pyemiotatioavtog Mdpkov | Avtoviov Aptepddpov
mobolveikov iepémg. Cf. Engelmann 1977, 202-203, no. 2; Hejte 2005, 449 f.,
no. 318. See also J. Robert, L. Robert 1977, 404 f., no. 438. Date: Q. Pompeius
Falco was governor in 123/124 (Eck 1970, 237).

49 See Kenyon 1893, 477; West 1990, 87. As suggested by R. K. Sherk, “he had
received Roman citizenship through the auspices of Marcus Antonius” (Sherk 1993,
106 n. 2). However, our available sources do not confirm this claim.

50 Kenyon 1893, 477.

S [Eph 902. See also J. Robert, L. Robert 1977, 393, no. 416. Charopinos
indicated here can with confidence be identified with the Charopeinos from
Antony’s letter, as clearly demonstrated by W. C. West (West 1990, 87 and n. 8).

52 SEG XXXVI. 1020 11. 8-10: IepwcAfic ‘Hpoakieidov @voet 8¢ Xo|pomivov
Xapomnivog, iepoveikng | an[0] cvvddov.
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TG olkovpévNg lepovik®y Kol otepavitdv) is similar to that of other
synods found in different inscriptions. Some of them were recorded
on papyri, others were preserved in inscriptions on stones and objects
of monumental architecture. Was there any connection between these
organizations? Who were the members of the Association mentioned in
the triumvir’s rescript? These questions have been the subject of lengthy
discussion by scholars.?

W. C. West was the first to suggest that “the Association of Wreath-
Bearers and Victors in the Sacred Games from the Inhabited World” was
a well-known and respected brotherhood of iepovikat and ctepoviton in
Ephesus devoted to Herakles. The organization’s members were athletes
who won the sacred contests and received the right of ypvcoopia.

The essence of his theory is approximately as follows. These
“sacred victors” (iepovikal) were members of the ypvcoedpor at Ephe-
sus, a corporation (cvvédplov). They shared this high status with
particular priests “in behalf of the city”. They had the privilege of
carrying Artemis’ golden crown in processions in her honor. The

53 Some scholars saw them as Dionysian artists (teyvitat), comprising poets,
musicians and actors (e. g., Klaffenbach 1914, 8 f.; Magie 1950, 428, 1279 n. 4;
Mileta 2008, 108). Others considered them as exclusively athletes (e. g., Gardiner
1930, 107; Pleket 1973, 200-202; Fauconnier 2016, 78 f.). However, most scholars
agreed that the Association included both athletes and the winners of poetry, music
and theater contests (Brandis 1897, 521; Ziebarth 1900, 518 f.; Poland 1909,
150 f.; Oehler 1913, 1535 f.; Amelotti 1955, 133 f.; Forbes 1955, 240, 250 n. 10;
Sherk 1969, 293; Pelling 2008, 11; Le Guen 2010, 228 n. 56; Raggi 2020, 443
et al.). A. Pickard-Cambridge and H. W. Pleket were among the first to point out
that although the presence of athletes in this Association is almost certain, since
aAeimtng (the triumvir’s friend Artemidoros) is mentioned in the letter of Antony,
nothing indicates the presence of Dionysian artists (Pickard-Cambridge 1991, 297;
Pleket 1973, 200 ff.). Besides that, according to H. W. Pleket, at the time when
Mark Antony wrote his letter, these athletes did not even represent a permanent
association (Pleket 1973, 203 f.). In the view of F. Millar (who analyzed different
inscriptions mentioning other synods), it is extremely difficult to determine whether
we are dealing with different associations, branches of the same organization,
or, finally, with a single union that used different honorary titles (Millar 1977,
456). For a detailed analysis of all surviving references to similar associations, see
ibid., 456-463.

54 West 1990, 84 ff. The scholars’ position was accepted to different extents
in many studies on the topic (e. g., Le Guen 2001, 32 f.; Ricciardetto 2012, 52 f.
and n. 39; Fauconnier 2017, 450 and n. 49). Xpvcogopia is “a privilege to bear
gold in a procession or ceremony in honor of a divinity granted by decree of
a city to eminent benefactors, or enjoyed by ex-officio by certain priesthoods and
magistracies” (West 1990, 88 n. 9).
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Association had its permanent headquarters at Ephesus, which made
it possible for iepovikat to enjoy the right of ypvcopopia. The Mark
Antony papyrus represents an early document of this athletic Synodos
which moved its headquarters to Rome in the second century on the
initiative of M. Ulpius Domesticus.’> This Synodos had the formal title
as the originator of official correspondence, which is given in letters
of Hadrian and Antonius Pius,’® as well as in a variation form as the
dedicator of a statue with honorary inscription for M. Ulpius Domesticus,
in which the Synodos names itself.>” Thus, according to West, “the official
title of the organization, 1| igpd {uoTikn 6UVOd0G TV AOANT®V TTEPL TOV
‘HpoxAiéa iepoverk®dv otepavert®v, combines all the elements of athletes
and sacred victors”.%8

By extension of this theory, A. Ricciardetto linked Mark Antony’s letter
with the existence in Ephesus of a Mouseion,>® in which an association of
doctors organized competitions in honor of Asclepius,®® which J. C. Saumell
supported.®! C. Samitz, by contrast, opposed West’s theory, noting that
the city’s privileged treatment of the igpovikal was not uncommon and
not unique to Ephesus, so the evidence West relies on does not imply
the location of “the Worldwide Association of Athletes” headquarters.%?
While the association of the Dionysiac teyvitai, i. e. the participants
in musical agons, has been attested from the early Hellenistic period,
worldwide athletes’ association appears for the first time in presumably
the honorary inscription from Erythrae dated to the first century BCE
(I.Erythrai 429). There we find among other wreath-bearers oi dnd Tfig
oikovpévng adAntoi and oi amo tijc oikovuévng tepoveikat. Thus, at least

35 West 1990, 89. See also Rogers 1991, 56 ff.; Le Guen 2001, 33; Golden 2003,
171; Hervas 2017, 85 ff.

56 ]G XIV.1054, letter of Hadrian dated 134: cuvodm Euotiki] tdv mept tOV
‘Hpoaxiéa aOAntdv iepovelkdv otepavert®v. /G XIV. 1055, letter of Antonius Pius
dated 143: cuvodm Euatiky) TV mepl 1OV Hparkdéa AOANTOV iEpovEIKDY GTEPAVEITAOV.

57 IG XIV.1110, honorary inscription for M. Ulpius Domesticus: 1 igpd
&votikn cHvodog TV mepl TOV Hpakiéa dmd kotaAvcemg &v Tf) factiidt Poun
KOTOWKOUVTOV.

58 West 1990, 86. “The Sacred Xystic Synodos of athletes who are Victors in the
Sacred Games and Wreath-Bearers dedicated to Heracles”.

% For the Mouseion in Ephesos, see Holder 2020, 96 ff.

60 Ricciardetto 2016, CXXX-CXXXVIII. Contra Fauconnier 2016, 78 f;
Manetti 2019, 39—40.

61 Saumell 2018, 156.

62 Samitz 2018, 391. For skepticism towards West’s theory, see Pleket (SEG
XL. 1003); Lehner 2004, 69 f.
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in this early period, there might have been two associations of athletes:
one only for igpovikor and one open to all athletes.®®* The mention of
the first of these two associations (tfig cGuvddov TOV AN THG OIKOVUEVNG
iepoVIK®DV Kai oTe@avelt®dVv), according to C. Samitz, can also be found in
Antony’s letter.%

To sum up, today there is no way to know precisely to which asso-
ciation igpovikat and otepavitoan mentioned in Anthony’s letter belonged.
It can be only argued with high probability that this association consisted
exclusively of athletes since nothing indicates the presence of Dionysian
artists, winners of poetry, music and theater contests, or doctors.

Another probable assumption is that Synodos mentioned in the
letter had some connection to Heracles. The inscription dated 27-25
BCE, where Charopeinos (éndvopuog 1epedc thg cuvodov TV amd TG
olkovpéVNG lEpoVIKDY Kol oteavit@®v) is listed as the son of Heracleides
(IEph 902), indirectly indicates it. The letters of Hadrian and Antonius
Pius (as well as the honorary inscription for M. Ulpius Domesticus),
where Zovodog TV iepovik@dv kal ctepavit®yv is called to be tdv mepi
tov ‘HpokAéa, also confirm this idea (/G XIV. 1054-1055 and 1110).
Nevertheless, the alleged cult of Heracles was not documented before the
imperial period.

5. Conclusion

The triumvir’s motivation when granting privileges to the Association
remains a mystery. It might have been influenced by a desire to show favor
to Artemidoros and Charopeinos.® Or perhaps, by bestowing privileges
upon this organization, Antony provided broad honors and rights to the

63 Cf. Keil 1910 70 f.; Forbes 1955, 238 ff. (esp. 239); Pleket 1973, 199 f.;
Samitz 2018, 381 f. H.W. Pleket assumes, in contrast to established opinion,
that the process of awarding with a wreath mentioned in this inscription did not
concern a permanent organization but a particular group of athletes or igpovikat
present in Erythrae (Pleket 1973, 199 f.). However, we agree with C. Samitz
that the terminology used concerning these athletes alludes to the fact that they
saw themselves as part of an existing, full-fledged organization (Samitz 2018,
381 n. 56).

64 Samitz 2018, 381 f.

% Tt is indicated by the triumvir’s other actions during his time in the East in
41 BCE as described by Plutarch (4nt. 24. 1-6). See also cases with Anaxenor
(Plut. Ant. 24. 1-2; Strab. 14. 1. 41; SIG? 1I 766) and Boéthus (Boeth. FGrH
194 F 1; Strab. 14. 5. 14).
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city of Ephesus and its citizens.®® It cannot be ignored, however, that
Antony simply acted in accordance with the existing Philhellenic policy
of the Roman Republic in the East, because such rescripts were part of
everyday Roman diplomacy.®’ All these reasons had some influence on
the triumvir’s decision.

However, be that as it may, we cannot discount the religious
component of Antony’s eastern politics. The triumvir’s bestowal of rights
and privileges on “the Association”, if it has already been under the
special patronage of Heracles, can be considered as indirect evidence of
another manifestation of Antony’s religious policy, which, as the examples
highlighted earlier show, might be linked to his origin from Heracles.
There is no doubt that this conclusion includes two assumptions, which
are believed to be reasonable but have not been proven completely yet:

1) the meeting between Antony, Artemidoros and Charopeinos
(1. 1-23) described in the first part of the letter is dated 41 BCE;

2) the Association described in the letter had already been under
the special patronage of Heracles at the time of Antony’s 41 BCE sojourn
in the East.

The subject under research requires further consideration since available
data concerning Antony’s religious policy is fragmentary and confusing.
However, several indirect pieces of evidence in the sources would be in-
terpreted as manifestations of Heracleism, which can be attributed to Anto-
ny’s religious policy rooted in ties to his mythical ancestor Heracles. While
Antony apparently did not place much political value on activities relating
to his role as Néog Atovvcog at this time, he did practice a religious policy,
which at least contained some features of Heracleism. The influence of
Antony’s Herculean policy on his relations with Sisinna (the future Cappa-
docian king Archelaus) and Cleopatra in Tarsus can only be assumed. Still, the
triumvir’s participation in Lesser Mysteries in Athens may be solid evidence
supporting this hypothesis. The granting of privileges to the Zbvodog tdv
GO TG 0IKOLHEVNG iEpOVIKGV Kol atepovitdv can also be considered as
an argument for moving in this direction, albeit with certain reservations.

Gleb L. Krivolapov
Moscow Lomonosov State University
glkrivolapov(@gmail.com

% So, Antony doubled an area of refuge provided by the Temple of Artemis
at Ephesus. For the privileges granted by Antony to Ephesus in 41 BCE, see
App. BCiv. 5. 15; Strab. 14. 1. 23. The connection between the triumvir’s besto-
wal of rights and privileges on the Association and his policy towards Ephesus is
emphasized, for example, by F. G. Kenyon (Kenyon 1893, 477).

67 See Eckhardt 2019, 131-135.
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In 41 BCE, following the Battle at Philippi (October 42 BCE), the triumvir Mark
Antony toured the eastern provinces of the Roman Republic. During this trip, he
restored the authority of Rome, levied contributions upon the cities, and appointed
several rulers. The analysis of several developments after the Battle of Philippi
(the triumvir’s participation in Lesser Mysteries in Athens, as well as his relations
with Sisinna and Cleopatra) indicates that Antony stressed his mythical ancestor
Heracles several times. It follows that while Antony did not place much political
value on activities relating to his role as Néog Aiwdvvcog at this time, he did
practice a religious policy, which at least contained some features of Heracleism
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based on Antony’s origin from Heracles. In Ephesus (spring 41 BCE), Antony
was persuaded to grant broad privileges and immunities to the Association of
Wreath-Bearers and Victors in the Sacred Games from the Inhabited World, as
evidenced by his letter to the Kowov t@v dno tfic Aciog EAARvov on the
privileges of the cuvddov TOV GO TG OIKOVUEVNG LEPOVIKADY KOL GTEQUVITAV.
What emerges is that the letter may shed light on Antony’s religious policy during
his stay in the East in 41 BCE since the association of athletes mentioned there
could have some connection to Heracles. Thus, the events mentioned in the letter
of Mark Antony are, with certain reservations, additional evidence in favor of the
existence of Antony’s religious policy rooted in ties to his mythical ancestor
Heracles during his visit to the East in 41 BCE.

[Tocne 6utel mpy Oummnmax (OKTIOps 42 I. 10 H. 3.) TPUYMBHP Mapk AHTOHHN
B 41 T. 70 H. 3. COBEPUIWI MOE3AKY MO BOCTOYHBIM MPOBHUHIUAM PHMCKo# pec-
myOnuky. Bo Bpems 3Toi moe3xku OH BOCCTaHOBUII BiIacTh PrMa, 0010xui ropo-
Jla HaJIOTaM¥ M Ha3HAYWJI HECKOJIbKUX MpaBUTENeH. AHATU3 psijia COOBITUH TocTe
outebl pu Dmmmmnmax (ygactue TpuyMBHpa B Mallbix MHCTEpHAX B AQUHAX,
a Taxke ero otHomeHus ¢ CucunHoi u Kieonarpoit) cBUAETEIBCTBYET O TOM, UTO
AHTOHUH HECKOIIBKO Pa3 OTKPHITO IMOJYEPKUBAT CBOIO CBS3b C MH(pHICCKUM
npeakom ['epaxiiom. 13 aToro cnenyer, uTo, XOTs AHTOHUH B TO BpeMs He IpHa-
BaJ OOJBIIOTO MOTUTUYCCKOTO 3HAYCHHUS IEATEIIEHOCTH, CBI3aHHOM C €T0 POJIBI0
“HoBoro [luonuca”, oH MpOBOAMII PETUTHO3HYIO MOJIUTUKY, KOTOpas, 10 KpaitHei
Mepe, coleprkana HEKOTOpBIe YepThl TepakiIiAn3Ma, OCHOBAaHHOTO Ha TIpo-
ucxoxxaenun Auronus ot ['epakia. B Ddece (BecHa 41 1. 10 H. 3.) AHTOHUS yOe-
JIAITH TIPETOCTaBUTH MIMPOKHE MPUBIIIETHH M UMMYHUTETHI “Co103y modenuTeneit
CBSIILICHHBIX UI'P U 00Janaresneil BeHKOB CO BCEro 00MTaeMoro Mupa’, 0 4YeM CBH-
JIETEIILCTBYET €ro MuchbMo K Kowov tdv ano tiic Aciag EAMveV 0 mpuBHIIErHsix
GLVOSOL TAOV GO TG OIKOLVUEVTG lepOVIKDV Kol oTePUvVIT®V. B cTaTthe nemaercs
BBIBOJI, YTO JaHHOE MMUCHbMO MOXKET IMPOJHUTh CBET HA PEIUTHO3HYIO MOJIHUTHKY
AHTOHUS BO BpeMs ero nmpedsiBaHus Ha BocToke B 41 T. 10 H. 3., TOCKOIBKY YIIO-
MSIHyTasl B TIMCbME acCOIMAIs CIIOPTCMEHOB MOIVIA HAXOIUTHCS O] TTIOKPOBH-
TeabcTBOM [epakma. Takum 00pa3oM, COOBITHS, YIOMSHYTEIE B TUChbME Mapka
AHTOHHS, SIBJISIOTCS, C HEKOTOPBIMU OTOBOPKAaMH, JIOTIOJIHUTEIbHBIM CBUJICTEIb-
CTBOM B TIONB3Y CYIICCTBOBAaHUS Y AHTOHHS BO BpeMs €ro BH3UTa Ha BocTok
B 41 I. 10 H. 3. PEJIUTHO3HON MOJUTUKHU, YXOJSICH KOPHSAMHU B CBSI3b AHTOHHS
¢ ero MU(UIECKUM TIpenkoM [ epakxiom.
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