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A. J. S. SPAWFORTH 

T h e Panhellenion A g a i n λ 

Since this writer's contribution to two papers on the Panhellenion in the fnid-
1980's,2 there has been a continuing accretion o f new evidence and interpreta
tions relating to this Athens-based Organization o f subject-Greeks founded in 
131/32. The l imited purpose o f this paper is to address three unresolved ques
tions highlighted by recent research, on the answers to which in large measure 
depend any assessment o f the Panhellenion's historical significance. 

/. Whose idea was the Panhellenion? 

The usual view o f scholars going back at least as far as M O M M S E N is that the 
Panhellenion was a creation o f the emperor Hadrian. I t is as an imperial 
initiative that the institution assumes its place, not just in specialist work 
about the Roman east, but i n more general histories o f Rome and her emper-

The research on which this paper is based was begun during a British Academy/ 
Leverhulme Trust senior research fellowship, spent at the Institute for Advanced Study, 
Princeton. I am grateful to A. R. BIRLEY and S. WALKER for reading a draft version; the 
end-result remains entirely my responsibility. The following additional abbreviations are 
used: A N T O N E T T I = C. A N T O N E T T I , La centralità di Eleusi nell'ideologia panellenica 
adrianea, Ostraka 4, 1995, 149-56; BIRLEY = A. R. BIRLEY, Hadrian. The Resdess Em
peror, London 1997; BOATWRIGLIT = Μ . Τ. BOATWRIGHT, Hadrian, Athens and the Pan
hellenion, JRA 7, 1994, 426-31; FOLLET = S.FOLLET, Athènes au Ile et au I l le siècle, 
Paris 1976; FOLLET - PF.PPAS-DELMOUSOU = S. FÜLLET - D. PEPPAS-DELMOUSOU, Le 
décret de Thyatire sur les bienfaits d'Hadrien et le «Panthéon» d'Hadrien à Athènes, 
BCH 121, 1997, 291-309; JONES = C.P.JONES, The Panhellenion, Chiron 26, 1996, 
29-56; MAROTTA = V. MAROTTA, I l Senato e il Panhellenion, Ostraka 4, 1995, 157-67; 
MITCHELL = S. MITCHELL, Review of D. Willers, Hadrians panhellenisches Programm, BJ 
192, 1992, 718-722; OLIVER, Greek Constitutions = J. H. OLIVER, Greek Constitutions 
of Early Roman Emperors, Philadelphia 1989; OLIVER, Marcus Aurelius = J. H . OLIVER, 
Marcus Aurelius: Aspects of Civic and Cultural Policy in the East, Princeton 1972; 
PRICE = S.R.F.PRICE, Rituals and Power, Cambridge 1984; SPAWEORTH - WALKER I , I I 
= A.J. SPAVX FORTH - S.WALKER, The World of the Panhellenion, JRS 75, 1985, 78-104; 
76, 1986, 88—105; WILLERS = D. WILLERS, Hadrians panhellenisches Programm, Basel 
1990; WÖRRLE = M . W Ö R R L E , Neue Inschriftenfunde aus Aizanoi I , Chiron 22, 1992, 
337-76. 

2 SPAWFORTH - WALKER I , I I . 
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ors. This view is based on the assumption - unquestioned unti l recently -
that the Panhellenion was self-evidendy a manifestation o f Hadrian's Greek, 
and specifically «panhellenic», interests. For the first time, the common view is 
now supported by new evidence providing an unambiguous contemporary per
ception o f the Panhellenion as Hadrian's creation. 

The text i n question is a badly-damaged decree o f the Lydian city o f Thya-
tira, set up in Athens to mark the city's admission to the Panhellenion; Hadrian 
was still alive at the time o f its passage, although the decree cannot be dated 
more precisely between 131/32 and 138. Portions o f the text have been 
known since the nineteenth century, but i t has recently been reedited to accom
modate two new fragments, and it is these which significantly alter understand
ing o f the document at key points. The purpose o f the decree was to place on 
record Thyatira's gratitude to Hadrian for his benefactions, both to the Greeks 
in general by founding the Panhellenion, and to Thyatira in particular. The 
former are described as follows in the resolution o f the decree (lines 11—16): 

. . . . τόδ[ε ψήφι]σμα ένχαράξαι λ ιθ [ ίνη] ι σ[τήληι και] σ[τή-] 
σαι εν [Άκρ]οπόλει, [ίνα] εκδηλον [γένοιτο τοις Έ λ ] λ η σ ι απασιν όσων [δή 

τ] ετύχηκεν 
άπα τοΰ [μ]εγίστου β[ασι]λέως, οτ[ ι ιδία και κοι]νή παν το των Έλλή[νων] 

εύεργέτησεν 
ό βασιλεύς, συναγα[γώ]ν έξ αύ[τών] εκείνο τ]ο συνέδριον, ως φ[ιλο]τειμίαν 

κοινήν, 
εις τή[ν λαμ]προτάτη[ν Ά]θην[αίων] πόλιν, τ[ή]ν Εύεργέτιν, καρπ[ον τώ]ν 

Μυστηρίων 
όμ[οϋ πάσι διδοϋ]σαν, το [δέ σεμνότα]τον Πανελλήνιον . . . . 

«(It was decided) to engrave this decree on a stone stele and to set i t up on 
the Acropolis, so that i t might be clear to all the Greeks how much (the city) 
has therefore obtained from the greatest king (sc. Hadrian), seeing that both 
individually and in common the king has been a benefactor o f all the Greeks, 
assembling from them that council, as a common mark o f esteem, i n the most 
brilliant city o f the Athenians, the Benefactress, which gives to all at the same 
place the fruit o f the Mysteries, that is, the most revered Panhellenion» etc. 

Al though the Greek is lacunose, the suggested restorations by the editors seem 
to convey the general sense o f what is left on the stone. Particularly striking is the 
alleged agency o f Hadrian himself i n «gathering togethen> (συναγα[γώ]ν) the 
Greeks into a council at Athens, and the justification o f the choice o f Athens 

3 T H . M O M M S E N , Römische Geschichte V, Berlin 1919, 245. Cp., e.g., W WEBSTER, 
Cambridge Ancient History X I , Cambridge 1936, 320; L. HOMO, Histoire romaine I I I , 
Paris 1933, 484. Among more recent works: G.W.BOWERSOCK, Storia di Roma. IL 
L'impero mediterraneo. 2.1, Torino 1991, 413; M.SARTRE, L'Orient romain: Provinces 
et sociétés provinciales en Mediterranée orientale, Paris 1991, 210; BIRLEY 218-19. 
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in terms o f Athenian, and specifically Eleusinian, benefits to civilization — a 
familiar theme in Roman and later Greek thought, but never before articulated 
explicidy in relation to the Panhellenion. O f course, this is not a Roman state 
document, nor even the witness o f an ancient historian. But it articulates the 
view from inside the Panhellenion o f who willed the institution into existence, 
and why (in a nutshell) Athens was chosen as host-city. 

The Thyatiran document reinforces the other, more circumstantial, evidence 
for Hadrian's decisive róle. His general support for a pan-Greek awareness (to 
put i t no stronger than that) is suggested by his addition o f the epithet «Pan-
hellenius» to this official nomenclature i n 132,4 by his gift to the Athenians o f 
a shrine (ναός) o f Zeus Panhellenius, and by the way in which his dedication 
o f the Olympieum in 131/32 was turned, presumably w i th official prompting, 
into a ceremony attended by representatives o f many eastern provincial com
munities (see below). 

A strand o f imperial thinking more direcdy related to the creation o f the 
Panhellenion appears in a well-known letter f rom Hadrian to Delphi , dated 125. 
The text contains a series o f imperial decisions about the Delphic Amphictyony 
and the Pythian games.6 The relevant lines (column I I , lines 1—6) are as follows: 

[ K a ] f fi μέντοι χρή ποιεΐν κατά τού[ς] νόμους, [εί]σ[ήνεγκαν] 
γνώμην εις τήν λαμπροτάτην σ[ύ]γκλητον είσηγη[σάμε]-
νοι τάς ψήφους ας πλέονας τω[ν] άλλων έχουσιν Θεσ[σαλ-] 
λ[οί Ά]ί)·ηναίοις κα ι Λακεδαιμόνιο [ι] ς διανεμηθήναι και ταΐ[ς] 
αλΓλαις] πόλεσι, 'ίνα ή κοινόν πάντ[ω]ν των Ελλήνων τό συνέ-
δ[ρ]ιον . . . . 

«Moreover, as they had to do according to the laws, they reported to the most 
splendid Senate, proposing that the surplus votes o f the Thessalians should be 
distributed among the Athenians, the Spartans and the other poleis, so that the 
council might be a common one o f all the Greeks.» 

Hadrian here alludes to a proposal, recently put before the Senate, to enlarge 
the Amphictyony. Its anonymous authors were named in the preceding lines, 
now lost. Only Roman senators could place proposals before their peers,7 and 
the reasonable suggestion has been made that this proposal originated w i t h a 
senatorial commission sent by Hadrian to investigate Delphian affairs.8 W h o -

4 FOLLET 59. 
1 Pausanias 1, 18, 9. 
6 OLIVER, Greek Constitutions no. 75. 
7 For procedure regarding senatorial proposals in this period see R. J. A. TALBERT, 

The Senate of Imperial Rome, Princeton 1984, esp. 234—89. 
8 A.PLASSART, Fouilles de Delphes I I I , 4, Paris 1970, 78; G . D A U X , Recueil Plassart, 

Paris 1976, 74; MAROTTA 161—62. The proposer(s), in the plural, could have been the 
commissioners themselves, according to the procedure whereby the appropriate officials 
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ever precisely these senators were, i t is hard to believe that the «panhellenic» 
tenor o f their proposals arose independently o f the emperor: on the contrary, 
they were presumably submitted in the belief that they had caught the imperial 
mood. I n that case, the Delphian text may be as near as we shall ever get to a 
contemporary echo o f Hadrian's motives: a wish for a council «common to all 
the Greeks», and one that included Athens and Sparta. I t seems that i n 125 
the antiquarian focus o f the later Panhellenion on «old Greece» was already 
anticipated. Hadrian never implemented these proposals, however: i n the letter 
he goes o n to other business wi thout giving any decision, and a generation 
later Athens and Sparta were no better represented on the Amphictyony than 
they had been in 125.9 The later creation o f the Panhellenion suggests that 
Hadrian's «panhellenic» project was long meditated, and that the idea o f basing 
it on Delphi was considered at an earlier stage but later abandoned. 

Hadrian is likely to have consulted others about his «panhellenic» plans. The 
Senate was involved in the creation o f the Panhellenion, as emerges from the 
Thyatiran decree, stating that «the Romans o f the sacred Senate were in agree
ment» w i t h the initiative ([ό]μολογούν[των των'Ρωμαίων της ιεράς] συγκλήτου).11 

The proposal to enlarge the Amphictyony in 125 had also been put before the 
same body. By Hadrian's reign, imperial consultation o f the Senate was a fo rm
ality, but senatorial validation may have been sought for the added legitimacy 
which it conferred on «panhellenic» proposals altering the status quo in a pub
lic province.1 2 Over the years Hadrian surely also developed his ideas for an 
«all-Greek» body in discussions w i th members o f his entourage,1 including, 
perhaps, prominent mainland Greeks such as the Athenian Atticus and the 
Spartan Eurycles Herculanus. I t would not be surprising i f such men were 
sympathetic: after all, sycophancy apart, they came from cities in old Greece 
on which the Panhellenion conferred a new importance and, at least for 
Athens, concrete benefits as host-city. I n this respect at least, it may be true 
that «influential Greeks in the time o f Hadrian desired a union o f this type.» 

were invited by the presiding consul to give an expert explanation (verba facers), some
times accompanied by a proposed solution, on business put forward in the presidential 
relatio: see Τ ALBERT, I.e. (n. 7) 236-39. 

9 DALIX, I.e. (n. 8) 77. 
10 As seen by WILLERS 99-100; ANTONETTI 149; BIRLEY 218-19; see also SPAW

FORTH - WALKER I I , 96. 
11 FOLLET - PEPPAS-DELMOUSOU 296, lines 16-17, and 302. 
12 See MAROTTA 163-67. 
1 Note the Roman senator Mettius Modestus, his precise identity disputed, who 

advised Thyatira in connection with the city's entry to the Panhellenion: FOLLET — 
PEPPAS-DELMOUSOU 296, line 7, 302; MAROTTA 158. 

14 As suggested by BIRLEY 218. 
For Sparta, see SPAWFORTH - WALKER I I , 95-96. 
OLIVER, Marcus Aurelius, 94. 
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A more far-reaching claim has recently been made, however, that the Panhel
lenion was actually a Greek, not an imperial, initiative.17 This view was put 
forward before the new readings o f the Thyatiran decree were available; i t is 
based too on a passage o f D i o which admits o f a different interpretation (see 
below). But it raises a general issue o f historical probability which is wor th 
examining further. How, and why, would subject-cities from all sides o f the 
Aegean have united o f their own accord into a pan-provincial organization? As 
to the «how», the ambitious scope o f the Panhellenion needs first to be recalled. 
F rom the outset the organization was pan-provincial, as is shown by the early 
recruitment o f Thyatira and (by 135) Cyrene (see below), and its creation may 
have raised questions o f Roman administrative law, which helps to explain the 
involvement o f the Roman Senate in its foundation. For Greek provincials to 
think up a new initiative along such far-reaching lines would be completely wi th 
out parallel. As the Thyatiran decree makes clear, moreover, the Panhellenion 
was a homage to Athens, so that participation was also a fo rm o f subordination 
o f one city to another. N o t only did Panhellenes have to journey to Athens and 
back, but member-cities also gave harvest-offerings to Eleusis. I n a wor ld o f 
fierce inter-city rivalries, such institutionalized deference to the Athenians wi l l 
not necessarily have had a wide appeal. Against the apparent enthusiasm for the 
Panhellenion o f one overseas member-city, Aezani,20 should be set the absence 
from the known membership o f three others : Smyrna, Pergamum and Ephesus. 
The extreme sensitivity among these proud cities (precisely in this period) to 
perceived slights to their civic pretensions is well-known, 2 1 so that i t is not easy 
to see their omission as merely the serendipity o f epigraphic preservation. I n 
deed, as C. P. JONES has pointed out, the capacity o f the Panhellenion to inflame 
intercity squabbling is now on record following his reedition o f a Cyrenaean 
text, revealing rivalry over membership between Cyrene and neighbouring Ptole-
mais-Barca.22 

As to the «why», i t has been suggested that the Greeks may have wished to 
mark Hadrian's «great achievement in completing the Olympieion after the 

17 JONES, esp. 30 and 33-34. 
18 MAROTTA, esp. 159-61, 163-67. 
19 K. CLINTON, ANRW I I 18,2, 1989, 1520-21. 
20 See the new inscription from Aezani published by WÖRRLE 337—49, and his 

comments, 340 n. 11, to OLIVER, Marcus Aurelius, no. 30, lines 11-12, a letter from 
the archon of the Panhellenion praising an ex-Panhellene from Aezani who had re
mained in Athens «for the entire period of the sitting» of 153-57 (παρά πάντα τον της 
συνεδρείας χρόνον): «Daß Eurykles die vierjährige συνεδρεία-Periode zur Gänze in 
Athen verbrachte, scheint bemerkenswert und mithin außergewöhnlich gewesen zu 
sein.» 

21 OLIVER, Greek Constitutions 135 A - B . 
22 JONES 42 and App. I , reediting OLIVER, Greek Constitutions no. 120. 
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lapse o f eight centuries».23 But i t is surely questionable whether building activ
ity in one provincial city could have prompted others i n Asia or Africa sponta
neously to fo rm a «Panhellenion». The Panhellenion was more, anyway, than an 
organization for the worship o f Hadrian, even i f the imperial cult came to 
loom large (see below). I t had a fundamental relation w i t h the sanctuary o f 
Eleusis, as the reedited decree o f Thyatira spells out for the first time 
(above),24 and other evidence confirms.2 5 I t also configured the Greek wor ld 
in a distinctive and far f rom self-evident way, since colonization from the his
toric cities o f old Greece, historical or mythical, appears to have been a condi
t ion o f membership for overseas cities,2 while the cities o f the Hellenistic 
diaspora seem to have been excluded (below). Again, it is hard to avoid seeing 
the hand o f the ruling power i n all this: Hadrian's personal enthusiasm for 
Eleusis is well attested, as it is for old Greece, Athens above all. The 
«ideological» elevation o f old Greece wi th in the Panhellenion, moreover, was in 
keeping wi th a long-standing Roman «construction» o f the Greek wor ld reach
ing back to the late Republic, and reinforced by Augustus, o f w h o m Hadrian 
was an explicit imitator. I n general terms it is arguably easier to understand 
the Panhellenion as an initiative f rom above, not f rom below. 

2. The Panhellenion and the imperial cult 

Going back to the Amphictyony, one (but not the only) reason why this body 
may have been deemed unsuitable for adaptation to an «all-Greek» council is 
that its prime religious function was the administration o f the temple and cult 
o f Apollo. Recent interpretations o f the Panhellenion, however, have rightly 
stressed its importance as a «centre o f the Imperial cult». This emerges w i th 
particular clarity f rom the new finding that the Panhellenes wore crowns wi th 
imperial busts attached, just like provincial priests o f the emperors. ' ' The cult 

2 3 JONRS 34. 
24 FOLLET - PEPPAS-DELMOUSOU 303, commenting on lines 14-16: «Les raisons 

données pour expliquer 1'installation du Panhellenion à Athènes prouvent que le lien 
avec Eleusis est fondamental dès la creation de cet organisme.» 

25 JONES 36, emphasising the link and the evidence for it. 
26 JONES 41. 
27 CLINTON, I.e. (n. 19) 1516-25; ANTONETTI , esp. 150-51; BIRI.KY 215-16. 
28 E.g. K . A R A F A T , Pausanias' Greece, Cambridge 1996, 159-88. 
29 See provisionally A. SPAWFORTH in: I . M A L K I N ed., Ancient Perceptions of Greek 

ethnicity, Harvard forthcoming. For Hadrian's imitat'to Augusti see A N T O N E T T I 150—51; 
BIRLEY 96, 108, 111, 176, 200-201, 215, 296-97. 

311 See the remarks of MITCHELL 722; JONES 43 (an institution «devoted above all to 
the cult of Hadrian and later emperors»). 

See WöRRLE 357 with n. 93 and plate 6.6, stressing that this evidence pertains to 
the Panhellenes as a whole, not their archon, as understood by JONES 35. 
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administered by the Panhellenes began as one o f the l iving emperor Hadrian, 
under the cult-title o f «Panhellenius». After Hadrian's death the Panhellenes 
went on to include his successor in the cult, which evidently evolved into one 
o f the θεοί Σεβαστοί both l iving and dead, according to a familiar pattern i n 
the Roman east.1 A passage in D i o is considered next, because i t provides us 
w i t h a seemingly unambiguous statement about the origins o f this cult 
(69, 16, 1—2): «Hadrian completed the Olympieum at Athens, i n which his o w n 
statue also stands, and dedicated there a serpent, which had been brought from 
India. He also presided at the Dionysia, first assuming the highest office 
among the Athenians, and arrayed in the local costume, carried i t o f f brilliantly 
He allowed the Greeks to build i n his honour the shrine which was named the 
Panhellenium and instituted a series o f games in connection w i th it (τον σηκόν 
τον έαυτοϋ το Πανελλήνιον ώνομασμένον οίκοδομήσασθαι τοις "Ελλησιν επέ
τρεψε και αγώνα έπ' αύτω κατεστήσατο) ; and he granted to the Athenians large 
sums o f money, an annual dole o f grain, and the whole o f Cephallenia.» (Loeb 
translation, E. CARY) 

I n an important reevaluation o f the Panhellenion, i t is this text which has 
been taken to show that the institution, far f rom being Hadrian's idea, was 
requested from Hadrian by the «Greeks». But i t needs stressing that the 
«Panhellenion» o f this passage refers to an Athenian shrine, not to the institu
t ion, o f that name. The apparent initiative o f these «Greeks» — whoever they 
were — was a more l imited one: a request to build some kind o f precinct for 
the emperor. This type o f initiative belongs to a traditional pattern o f petition-
and-answer, whereby subjects requested permission to worship the emperor, 
which the ruler permitted (or, sometimes, refused).34 

W h o then were these «Greeks»? There is no doubt that the passage refers to 
the cult o f Hadrian Panhellenius, or that the games which i t mentions were the 
Panhellenia, celebrated at Athens by the Panhellenes every four years. The 
most economical explanation is that «Greeks» here should be taken to mean 
the members o f the Panhellenion, whether this was Dio's intended meaning, or 
whether the originating ròle o f the organization was no longer properly remem
bered by his day (the Severan age).36 I f Dio's epitome is to be trusted, this 
building was evidently named after the institution which created it . 

32 PRICK 57-58. The priest continued to be «of (the god) Hadrian (Panhellenius)», 
but the second bust in the crown of Eurycles of Aezani, as WöRRLR 357 points out, 
must represent Antoninus Pius, by then worshipped alongside Hadrian. 

JJ JONES, esp. 30 and 3.3-34, already challenged by BIRLEY 344 n. 10. 
34 Generally: PRICE 65-77. 
35 Rather than annually, as understood by JONES 37; see WORRI.K 341. 
36 JONES 37-38 rightly notes that «Inscriptions mentioning victors at the Panhellenia 

extend into the late third century, whereas no text referring to other functions o f the 
Panhellenion can be dated beyond the first decade of the same century.» 
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The foundation o f these games is usually taken to have coincided w i t h the 
creation o f the Panhellenion in 131/32. A request f rom the membership o f 
the Panhellenion, however, is easier to envisage coming a few years later, when 
recruitment was well under way, and a sufficiently representative group o f 
«Greeks» had come into being. This view is supported by a recendy-published 
inscription from Aezani, which shows that the first celebration o f the Panhelle-
nia, and w i t h i t the inauguration o f the first o f the regular five-yearly sittings 
(συνέδριαι) o f the Panhellenes, only took place in the summer o f 137 — at least 
five years after the formal «foundation» (κτίσις) o f the Panhellenion.38 A l l that 
is known o f the formative years o f the Panhellenion is that by 135 its (first?) 
archon was actively addressing issues o f recruitment and that Cyrene, a mem
ber-city, was already sending its entitlement o f «two counsellors» to Athens.19 

O n the view offered here, Dio's «Greeks» are better identified w i th this sha
dow-council, and the request to Hadrian assigned to 135 or 136, when the 
body o f Panhellenes may have reached a size large enough to be thought o f as 
speaking, i n some sense, for «the Greeks». 

A t this point i t is wor th asking whether this request was spontaneous or 
encouraged from above. O n a literal view, the passage i n D i o can be taken to 
show that the cult o f Hadrian Panhellenius at Athens was entirely a subject-
Greek initiative. Generally-speaking, however, the collusion o f Roman govern
ance in promot ing the imperial cult i n the eastern provinces is well under
stood. I n Hadrian's case, not only is his general encouragement o f the wor
ship o f Zeus well attested, but his official epithets «Olympius» and 
«Panhellenius» also leave in no doubt that he actively promoted his own identi
fication w i t h the Greek supreme god . 4 The Thyatiran decree is significant i n 
this respect, since, in a context linked to Hadrian's role as founder o f the 
Panhellenion, i t expressly hails the emperor (named w i t h all his official tides) as 
«Zeus Olympius Panhellenius».42 Against this background, i t perhaps is unlikely 
that the Panhellenion initiated its cult o f Hadrian entirely unprompted by the 
emperor, or at least unaware o f his wishes. O n the other hand, even i f Hadrian 
had envisaged his own cult f rom the outset as a focus for the Panhellenion, 
the «personal assumption o f divinity by the ruler» was likely to be viewed 

JONES 33. 
38 WÖRRLF. 343-44. 
39 See line 12 of the letter of Hadrian to the archon of Panhellenion, OLIVER, Greek 

constitutions no. 120, now reedited by JONES, 47—53: «Since therefore the Cyrenaeans 
are sending two counsellors, [it is my decision that the Barcaeans should send only 
one.»] : Κυρηναίων δή δύο συνέδρους πεμπόντων [Βαρκαίους 'ένα μόνον πέμψαι δοκεϊ.] 

40 PRICE 65-67. 
41 See MITCHELL 721; PRICE 67-69. 
42 FOT τ FT - PEPPAS-DELMOUSOTJ 296, lines 9-10: Αύ[τοκράτορ]ος Καίσαρος 

Τραια[νοϋ Άδριανοΰ] Όλυμπί[ου Πανελλ]ηνίου Διός. 
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critically by elite-Greeks o f this period, so that Hadrian is unlikely to have 
resorted to overt imposit ion f rom above.4 I t seems easier to envisage a more 
nuanced situation in which «the formal initiative, however much willed by the 
emperor, came f rom the Greeks».44 

This «Panhellenion», or shrine o f Hadrian Panhellenius, has not been identi
fied, and there is much modern disagreement over its fo rm and location, 
which may even have been Eleusis, rather than the city o f Athens. But i t is 
w o r t h stressing that this undertaking is entirely in keeping w i t h the only other 
attested public works funded by the Panhellenion, the two processional arches 
at Eleusis erected by «the Panhellenes»: flanking the paved forecourt before 
the entrance to the sanctuary, they too were o f a religious character.46 I t now 
seems reasonable to assume that Hadrian foresaw the worship o f the Eleusi-
nian goddesses and the imperial cult as the core-concerns o f the Panhellenion. 
I f so, a second reason emerges for his abandonment o f the Amphictyony: 
whereas the cult o f Apol lo at Delphi had long since declined in influence, in 
the second and third centuries the Eleusinian mysteries were the most vener
ated aspect o f traditional Greek religion; not only that, but they had always 
been seen as a gift o f Athens to the Greek wor ld at large.47 Eleusis was a 
potential focus for Greek religious sentiment i n a way that present-day Delphi 
could never be. 

3. The geographical scope of the Panhellenion's membership 

The purpose o f this section is to assess the geographical scope o f the Panhel
lenion. The institution has sometimes been seen as open to the Greek-speak
ing communities o f the Roman east i n general.48 Insofar as there is actual 
evidence in support o f this view, i t comes from the fact that i n 131/32 dele
gations arrived in Athens f rom all over the east, including the provinces o f 
Cyprus, Syria, Cilicia, and Galatia, to attend Hadrian's dedication o f the O lym-

4 3 PRICE 116. 
44 So JONES 30, commenting on Dio 51, 20, 7 (provincial cults of Augustus in Asia 

and Bithynk). 
45 Eleusis: JONES 36. For an attempt to identify the Panhellenion with the Olym-

pieum, see WILLERS 54—67, accepted by MITCHELL 720, doubted by BOATWRIGHT 427-28. 
I t is disputed too whether this «Panhellenion» was the same as (BOATWRIGHT 428), or 
different from (JONES 32-33) the ναός of Zeus Panhellenius built at Athens by Hadrian. 

46 CLINTON, I.e. (n. 19) 1533. WILLERS 96 has argued that the Arch of Hadrian in 
Athens was also put up by the Panhellenion. For other views see A . A D A M S in: 
S. WALKER - A. CAMERON eds., The Greek Renaissance in the Roman Empire. Papers 
from the tenth British Museum Colloquium, London 1989, 10-16; BOATWRIGHT 428-29. 

47 CLINTON, I.e. (n. 19) 1520-22. 
48 E.g. the works cited by JONES 34, who challenges this view; also WILLERS 54; 

BIRLEY 220. 
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pieum. A n Epidaurian inscription shows that these two events took place 
wi th in the same twelve-month period, and i t has been claimed that they were 
directly connected. The fact that the Epidaurians spontaneously treated them 
as the start o f a new era certainly shows that these two imperial initiatives at 
Athens were momentous i n the eyes o f a nearby community closely involved 
wi th the new inst i tut ion.3 But o f itself their synchronism does not prove that 
they were directly linked. O n the contrary, some disjuncture is revealed by the 
complete absence o f the Roman near east f rom the Panhellenion's known 
membership as this begins to emerge from 135 onwards. 

I t has been recognized for some time that the known list o f member-cities 
is drawn from just five Roman provinces: three o f them European (Achaia, 
Macedonia, and Thrace), one part-African (Crete-and-Cyrene) and just one 
Asian (Asia proper, the most westerly province o f the continent).52 Admittedly, 
the evidence for the Panhellenion is overwhelmingly inscriptional,DJ but even 
so the recent observation has force, that «even allowing for the chance preser
vation o f evidence, i t seems clear that only a small fraction o f the Greek-speak
ing wor ld was included.» 

These delegations are known from the statues of Hadrian which many of them 
erected in the precinct of the Olympieum (cp. Pausanias 1, 18, 6): out of a possible total of 
129 (MITCHELL 720), some 23 of these inscribed bases survive (WILLERS 50-51 nn. 240-
43, to which add SEG 41, no. 143 |?Lydian Philadelphia]). They include Anemurium, Pom-
peiopolis and Coropissus in Ciucia (IG I I 3293; 3302; 3307); Pisidian Antioch (CIL I I I 
7283); the Cypriot κοινόν (IG I I 3296); Pompeiopolis in Paphlagonia (IG I I - 3298), Laodi-
cea-ad-mare (IG I I 2 3299), Pontic Sebastopol·^ (IG TI2 3294) and Cyzicus (IG I I 2 3303). 

50 Syll.3 842 (IG I V 2 384; OLIVER, Marcus Aurelius no. 38); JONES 33-34. On the 
view taken above of Dio 69, 16, 1-2, the juxtaposition of the completion of the Olym-
pieion and the Greek request to build the Panhellenion in this passage cannot be taken 
as chronologically significant. But the reliability of the passage, both as to chronology 
and (it must be said) facts, is open to question: FOLLET 115-16; CLINTON, I.e. (n. 19) 
1517-18 n. 91; JONES 33-34. 

Plutarch's friend Cn. Cornelius Pulcher, of an old Epidaurian family, was an early 
archon of the Panhellenion: OLIVER, Marcus Aurelius, no. 35, αρχον[τα του] Πανελλη
νίου καί ιερέα Αδριανού Πανελληνίου. He has sometimes been claimed as the (otherwise 
unknown) first archon (e.g. SPAWFORTH - WALKER I , 84, 86; S.SWAIN, Hellenism and 
Empire, Oxford 1996, 176; BIRLEY 292), although, i f so, we might expect πρώτον άρχοντα 
vel sim: cp. OLIVER, Marcus Aurelius no. 24, a citizen of Megara honoured as πρώτον 
Πανέλληνα. 

Λ SPAWFORTH - WALKER I , 80, from which list Synnada should for the moment be 
removed (JONES 40). 

Including the letter of Marcus Aurelius to the Athenians, OLIVER, Marcus Aurelius, 
collects a total of 46 texts referring to the Panhellenion, to which can be added IG Ι Γ 2958, 
a further six in FOLLET 133-34, and the text published by WÖRRLE: a total of 54. 

54 JONES 34, also challenging the geographical extent of the Panhellenion. WILLERS 
54, in seeing the cities known to have erected statues of Hadrian in the Olympieum 
(above) as members of the Panhellenion assumes precisely what has to be proved. 
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J. H . O L I V K R long ago noted the absence o f any member-cities from the wes
tern Greeks.35 I n the east the membership was l imited to the Aegean Greek 
littoral and its hinterland, and only one o f the five provinces involved was Asiatic. 
Since cities f rom a much larger swathe o f Roman Asia sent representatives to 
the dedication o f the Olympieum, it seems unlikely that the Roman near east, 
i f asked, would have ignored a call to apply for admission to the Panhellenion. 
The most economical explanation is that is was never asked. What might be 
called an «anti-Hellenistic bias» in the system o f ideas informing the creation o f 
the Panhellenion emerges in other ways. For a start there is the antiquarian 
focus on old Greece: particularly striking is the singling out o f Sparta i n Ha
drian's letter to the Delphians, precisely because the contemporary, Roman, city 
was o f no importance, even in cultural terms, except as a museum o f the 
«Lycurgan» customs, so that a wish to include it i n a «council o f all the 
Greeks» can only have been a gesture to the Classical past. Then there is the 
importance placed on colonisation from old Greece as a condit ion o f admis
sion for non-mainland cities : the specific evidence concerns Magnesia-on-the-
Maeander, «colonists o f the Magnetes i n Thessaly», who «Pzealously fought 
often w i th the Ionians, Dorians, and the Aeolians in Asia o f the same race (as 
themselves)»; Cibyra, a «colony o f the Lacedaemonians and related to the Athe
nians», and Cyrene, «whose ancestry is Achaean and perfectly Dorian».3 The 
«system» informing this privileging o f mainland Greece is suggested by Ha
drian's letter to the archon o f the Panhellenion concerning the membership o f 
Ptolemais Barca. Albeit fragmentary, this text provides the only direct evidence 
for the criteria for judging «Greekness» wi th in the Panhellenion. C.P .JONES'S 
persuasive restoration and translation o f the relevant lines (8—12) are as fo l 
lows: 

. . . . τους Πτολεμαέας Βαρκαίους εις το Πανελλήνιον] 
δέχεσθαι δει' ου μέντοι δίκαια άξιοΰσιν των αύτώ[ν έφιέμενοι ώνπερ οι Κυρηναϊοι, 

οίς έστι το] γέ
νος Άχαιόν και άκρειβώς Δώριον. αυτοί δέ ιθαγενείς Έλληνες είσιν, Πτολε-

μαέ]ων δέ 
προσεκτήσαντο τήν προσηγορίαν από τοΰ έπικρα[τοϋντας (της γης?) τους Μακε

δόνας μετονομάσαι τη] ν πά
λ ι ν Κυρηναίων δή δύο συνέδρους πεμπόντων [Βαρκαίους ενα μόνον πέμψαι 

δοκεΐ.] 

Marcus Aurelius 136. 
56 P. A. CARTLRDGE - Α. SPAWFORTH, Hellenistic and Roman Sparta. A Tale of Two 

Cities, London 1989, ch. 14; N . K E N N E L L , The Gymnasium of Virtue, Chapel Hill 
1995, ch. 4. 

Respectively OLIVER, Marcus Aurelius nos. 5 and 6 (but with the better restoration 
of lines 1—2 in OGIS 497), and lines 9—10 of the reedited Cyrenaean text (below). 
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[«The people o f Ptolemais-Barca] must be admitted [to the Panhellenion:] how
ever, they make an unjustified request [in desiring the same (privileges) as the 
people o f Cyrene, whose] ancestry is Achaean and perfectly Dorian. They 
themselves, though, are true-born [Greeks,] but got the additional name o f 
'[Ptolemae]ans' f rom the fact that [the Macedonians (?),] when they were mas
ters [(of the land?), renamed (resettled, restored?)] the city. Since therefore the 
Cyrenaeans are sending two delegates, [it is my decision that the Barcaeans 
should send only one.]» 

Apparently the eligibility o f Ptolemais-Barca for admission to the Panhelle
nion had been questioned on the grounds o f the name «Ptolemais». The impl i 
cation is that, as a Hellenistic royal foundation, the city was not deemed as 
authentically «Greek» as Cyrene, founded by Dor ian Greeks from Thera in the 
Archaic age. Hadrian ruled that the city should be admitted even so, albeit on 
an inferior basis, explaining that «Ptolemais» was in fact a later change o f name 
in a pre-existing city o f «true» Greeks, the original Barca (as we know from 
Herodotus) being an Archaic colony o f Cyrene itself. Accepting these restora
tions as conveying the sense o f Hadrian's letter, the argument f rom silence 
(above) based on the known membership o f the Panhellenion takes on a new 
force. I n the wor ld o f the Panhellenion, i t seems that «true-born» (ιθαγενείς) 
Greeks came either f rom the Greek mainland or f rom its long-established 
overseas colonies, to the exclusion o f the Alexandrias, Antiochs, and all the 
other more recent Greek-style cities created by the Hellenistic age. Again, (to 
repeat) this looks like a limitation imposed from above by Rome. 

Recent work on the Panhellenion has argued that its impact i n its day was less 
than has sometimes been claimed,59 a view which the author has — by and 
large — come to share, although by a different line o f reasoning. The Panhelle
nion was imposed by Rome; i t was not a subject-Greek initiative, and this may 
help to explain a certain air o f half-heartedness which hangs over i t . Two o f 
the most eligible cities, Ephesus and Smyrna, do not appear even as members, 
let alone leading lights; the enthusiasm o f Aezani at present looks exceptional. 
N o contemporary Greek writer directly mentions the Panhellenion. Already 
under Pius there is the suggestion that not all Panhellenes troubled to sit out 
their whole term in Athens. Under Marcus Aurelius the rules laid down by 
Hadrian for the eligibility o f Panhellenes were being flouted;62 i n the 170's the 
institution was in (perhaps temporary) financial straits, to judge from its inabil-

JONES 50, citing Herodotus 4, 160, 1. 
A. R. R. SHEPPARD, AncSoc 15-17, 1984-1986, 238-39; JONES 29-47. 
For a similar view see SWAIN, I.e. (n. 51) 76. 
Above n. 20. 
OLIVER, Greek Constitutions no. 184, lines 15—20. 
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ity to make a customary distribution to the Athenian ephebes; and by the 
later second century the Panhellenia were having repeated difficulty attracting 
professional contestants. Imperial support for the Panhellenion was probably 
always strongest under Hadrian himself. Its largely ceremonial character need 
not i n itself have been a weakness; more damaging, perhaps, was its implici t 
subordination o f member-cities to host-city, and its restrictive definition o f «the 
Greek race» (το γένος Έλληνικόν).6 5 I t has to be said that even in Greece 
itself, its appeal may have been somewhat l imited: no archon is attested yet 
from Sparta, nor, surprisingly perhaps, f rom Athens itself before the th i rd cen
tury.66 

The purpose o f this paper has been to restate the evidence for understand
ing the Panhellenion as a Roman, and specifically Hadrianic, creation: the Thya-
tiran text makes any other interpretation scarcely possible, and i t is one sup
ported by the circumstantial evidence for Hadrian's «panhellenic» interests, as 
by the difficulty o f seeing how or why subject-Greek communities f rom round 
the Aegean should have volunteered to come together i n Athens in this way. 
The interest o f the Panhellenion now seems to lie less in its impact on the 
Greek-speaking provinces, which may have been relatively restrained, especially 
beyond the mid-second century, than in what i t reveals about the thinking o f 
its founder. The available evidence does litde to disclose the specific aims o f 
Hadrian, beyond making reasonably clear that he intended the Eleusinian mys
teries, and perhaps worship o f himself, as unifying symbols for the Panhel-
lenes,67 and that he sought, through the criteria o f admission, to construct a 
particular brand o f ethnic Greekness. The centre o f this configuration was old 
Greece, Athens and Sparta i n particular, and its periphery the mainland's over
seas colonies, provided that they belonged to one o f the three gentes (Doric, 
Ionian and Aeolic) which, i n the elder Pliny's words, «can rigrrtly be designated 
Greek». As mapped by the Panhellenion, this version o f Greekness appears 

FOLLET 345 and 395-401 no. 6 lines 34-35: και έκ Πανε[λ]ληνίου ούθέν. 
64 OLIVER, Greek Constitutions nos. 188, conceivably as early as 161-69, and 245, 

referring to the games of 200 (WÖRRLE 341 for the date). Note too FOLLET 345: «des 
quatre grands concours d'Athènes, les Panhellènies sont celui qui est le moins souvent 
cite dans les palmares de vainqueurs.» 

'" See OLIVER, Marcus Aurelius no. 6, line 6. 
OLIVER, Marcus Aurelius no. 19 (Casianus Antiochus qui et Synesius). For specula

tion that Herodes Atticus was the second archon see WÖRRLR 344 n. 28; BIRLEY 292, 
355 n. 28. The two unknown archons under Marcus of OLIVER, Greek Constitutions 
no. 184, lines 16, 20 and 23, Papius Rufus and Julius Damostratus, do not look like 
Athenians (for wealthy Papii at Corinth see A. B. WEST, Corinth V I I I , 2. Latin Inscrip
tions 1896-1926, Cambridge, Mass. 1931, no. 105). 

67 The religious character of the Panhellenion is stressed by M I T C H E L L 722; also 
(from a different viewpoint) JONES 47. 

68 Plin. N H 6, 2, 7 (Gronau jure dia). 
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to have distanced itself f rom the urban legacy o f Alexander and the Hellenistic 
kings, and also, perhaps, f rom Western Greece; although the issues cannot be 
explored here, i t is not unlikely that negative Roman judgments about the 
Greekness o f both these areas played a part here.69 Were this construction o f 
the Greeks idiosyncratically Hadrian's own, i t would still be possible, perhaps, 
to play down its historical importance. But i n fact it draws on a «mythical 
image» o f Athens, and old Greece generally, which for elite-Romans like Ha
drian had constituted since Cicero's day a powerful paradigm o f the best-possi
ble o f Greek worlds. I n sum, the Panhellenion deserves its place in the his
tory o f Roman imperial governance, and in the modern debate about 
Romanization in the east,7 because i t was created by a Roman emperor, be
cause i t «institutionalized» a particular (Roman) construction o f Greekness, and 
— not least - because i t arguably failed to make a great or lasting impact on 
the subjects o f this construction.7 2 
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69 E.g. Livy 38, 17; Strabo 6, 1, 253, with G. W. BOWERSOCK, HSCP 97, 1995, 3-14. 
711 See A.HENRICHS, HSCP 97, 1995, 258-61 on the emergence of this vision of 

Greece. 
71 See G . W O O L F , PCPS 40, 1994, 116-43. 

I explore this topic more fully in a book in preparation on Greek identities under 
Roman rule. 


