Lysimachus and the Cities:
The Early Years*

W.W. Tarn! once remarked apropos of the two decades following the death of
Alexander the Great in 323 BC that ''the more the period is studied, the stronger the con-
viction grows of the presence of a great lost writer behind it." His allusion was to the lost
history of Hieronymous of Cardia, and subsequent scholarship has by and large con-
firmed Tarn's essentially intuitive assessment of the reliability of the Hieronymean tradi-
tion, particularly as it is reflected in Diodorus, books 18-20. Unfortunately, scholars
have too often forgotten, however, that of necessity that tradition also reflects
Hieronymous' biases, his partiality for the Antigonid house, already notorious in antig-
uity (Pausanias 1.9.8), and his tendency to use the freedom of the Greeks as the standard
against which to measure the actions and policies of Alexander's successors rather than
their success in coping with the particular problems they faced in the governing of their
various satrapies and, later, kingdoms.2 Most adversely affected has been the reputation
of Lysimachus, first satrap and then King of Thrace and ultimately of much of Anatolia
from 323 to 281, and bitter enemy of the early Antigonids and the '‘destroyer'’ of Cardia,
Hieronymous' birthplace (Pausanias 1.9.8). Not surprisingly judgements of Lysimachus'
policies toward the Greek cities based on sources derived from Hieronymous have been
harsh. Thus, according to Th. Lenschau? he was the King ''qui Graecorum libertate fuit
inimicissimus,”’ the one most hostile to the freedom of the Greeks, while D.M. Pippidi
in his standard history of the Greek cities of the west coast of the Black Sea, I Greci
nel Basso Danubio, characterized his policy toward the cities of the Dobruja simply
as ''tyranny."

There is, to be sure, considerable evidence that seems to support this interpretation
of Lysimachus’ policy toward the Greek cities of his realm. Most important is the
presence of garrisons in various Greek cities and the subjection of their governments to
the oversight of royal agents (epistates), a situation implied for the Greek cities of the
Dobruja in 3135 and attested for Heraclea Pontica in northern Anatolia and probably also
Cassandrea in the 280s.% Further, Lysimachus issued no declaration supporting the prin-
ciple of the freedom of the Greeks in response to that of Antigonus the One Eyed in 315
nor did he implement in his territories the relevant provisions of the Peace of 311 dealing
with that subject.” Not surprisingly, cities subject to him, again chiefly those in the
Dobruja, proved responsive to such proclamations by his rivals, rising in rebellion in 313
(Diodorus 19.73) following that of Antigonus the One Eyed and probably again
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(Diodorus 20.25.1) subsequent to that of Ptolemy I in 310 (Diodorus 20.19.4). Add to
these facts the figurative ''destruction’’ of cities such as Cardia in 309 and Ephesus
in 294 through their enforced inclusion in Lysimachus’ newly founded capitals of
Lysimachia in Europe® and Arsinoea in Asia® and the actual physical destruction of
Astacus in northwest Anatolia in the 280's,1° and the characterization of Lysimachus’
policy toward the Greek cities as unusually harsh in comparison with that of his contem-
poraries seems plausible.

The evidence that Lysimachus subjected the cities of his realm to a tyrannical
regime, therefore, seems compelling, but is it? The anecdotal and often fragmentary
sources for Hellenistic history encourage scholars to ignore chronology and, instead, to
use evidence drawn from the whole of a king's reign — in Lysimachus’ case a reign that
spanned four turbulent decades — to construct a generalized synchronic analysis of his
policies. But if the evidence concerning Lysimachus' treatment of the Greek cities sub-
ject to him is considered chronologically, it becomes clear that his policies toward them
changed markedly after the battle of Ipsus in 301 and his acquisition of vast new terri-
tories in Anatolia.!! Thus, the evidence pointing to a consistent policy of tightly control-
ling his subject cities, principally those of the Dobruja, is concentrated in the period
prior to 301, while the situation in the 290's and 280’s is much more complex. Examples
of harsh treatment of individual cities after 301 are attested, but they are balanced by a
considerable list of concessions and privileges granted to other cities.!? Moreover, during
the Ipsus campaign and again in the 280’s but not before, Lysimachus, like his rivals, did
invoke the principle of the freedom of the Greeks.!* Most revealing, however, is the
change in his policies regarding garrisoning the cities of his kingdom and limiting their
internal self-government. Again, both practices are attested in the decades after 301, but
they seem clearly to be exceptions provoked by special circumstances to a general policy
of permitting considerable freedom of action to local city governments. The situation is
clearest with regard to the north Anatolian city of Heraclea Pontica. There, it is true,
Lysimachus did ultimately install a garrison and epistates following his overthrow in 284
of the dynasty of tyrants that had ruled the city since the 360's, but this was probably
one of the security measures he took in the wake of the upheavals that followed the exe-
cution of his popular son Agathocles and the purging of his supporters from the court
and the Anatolian territories he had apparently administered for his father.!* In 284,
however, he left it ungarrisoned and governed by its own local officials;!* and he seems
to have followed the same policy a decade earlier in dealing with the Ionian cities he
seized from Demetrius Poliorcetes in 294.16 This more flexible policy toward the Greek
cities during and after 301 raises, therefore, the question whether there were particular
circumstances that would account for Lysimachus’ far less generous treatment of the
west Pontic cities during the early years of his reign.
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Two such circumstances can, in fact, be identified with regard to these cities. The
first concerns the manner in which they became subject to Lysimachus. On paper, the
satrapy of Thrace in 323 when it was assigned to him at Babylon was enormous, includ-
ing the Chersonesus, that is, the present day Gallipoli Peninsula, and all of the north
Balkans from the Nestos River!? east to the Black Sea and north to the Danube River.
The reality was far different. Early in the 320's the death of Lysimachus' predecessor
Zopyrion and the loss of his army while campaigning north of the Danube had been
followed by a general uprising of Macedon's Thracian subjects led by Seuthes III, the
ruler of the most important of them, the Odrysians. The magnitude of the resulting
disaster is clear from Arrian's (FGrH 2B, 156 F 1.7) description of Lysimachus' satrapy as
including "the Chersonesus and the peoples bordering Thrace as far as the sea at
Salmydessus,”” a barren stretch of coast extending north for about seventy miles from
the Bosporus (Strabo 7.6.1). In other words, virtually all of Philip II's gains in Thrace had
been lost. Equally important, none of the west Pontic cities fell within the boundaries of
Lysimachus' satrapy as defined in 323. The presence of his garrisons in these same cities
in 313, therefore, must mean that they were forcefully subdued by him sometime after
323. In such circumstances, a policy of respect for the freedom of the Greeks would have
been impractical, all the more so, since recent studies have made it clear that declara-
tions in support of Greek freedom were not so much statements of strongly held prin-
ciples as propaganda devices used by various kings, including Lysimachus later
in his reign, to induce cities subject to one king to defect to another and, therefore,
hardly useful in the case of genuinely independent cities being forcefully deprived of
their freedom.18

The second is the well attested tradition of close ties between the west Pontic Greek
cities and the principal non-Greek states of the Thracian interior. The west coast of the
Pontus was a frontier zone in which the few and isolated Greek cities maintained a
precarious existence "'full of anxiety and fear'' and ""hedged about on all sides by warlike
tribes, the enemy almost pressing against my side’ as the despondent Roman poet Ovid
(Tristia 3.11 lines 10-14) described his life in exile at Tomis, modern Constantia, in the
early first century AD. Natives in the immediate vicinity of the cities might be and were
conquered and reduced to a type of servitude similar to that of Sparta's helots.!? Beyond
the borders of the city’s territories, however, were other groups, independent or vassals
of the powerful chieftans of the interior states whose raids, actual or potential, produced
that state of ""anxiety and fear" alluded to by Ovid.2® Survival, therefore, required pro-

tection and the coastal cities obtained it by recognizing the suzerainty of and, sometimes,
paying tribute to the Thracian or Getic overlords of the raiders. The system is most
clearly documented in a series of second and first century BC inscriptions such as the
Histrian decree honoring a certain Agathocles for his repeated and only partially suc-
cessful missions seeking military aid from a probably Getic king named Rhemaxus,
overlord of Histria, against raids by the city's native neighbors.2! That it existed already
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in the fourth century, however, is suggested by an early third century inscription from
Mesembria, likewise within Lysimachus’ territory, which refers to that city’s ties with a
chief name Sadalas and his four predecessors.?2

Protection against attack by their non-Greek neighbors was the chief benefit the
west Pontic cities gained from such ties, but not the only one. Thus, before the outbreak
of their revolt in 313 the Dobruja cities secured the alliance of Thracian and Scythian
populations. Again in the early 320's the destruction of Zopyrion, Lysimachus' predessor
as Macedonian governor of Thrace, and his army at the hands of the Scythians?? fol-
lowed his unsuccessful siege of Olbia at the mouth of the Bug River in the Northwest
Black Sea (Macrobius, Saturnalia 1.11.33). That the Scythians were acting as allies of
Olbia is not explicitly attested, but likely in view of Olbia's previous relations with that
people.?* Finally, a little over a decade earlier in 341 Odessus successfully invoked the
aid of the Getes against Philip I1.25 Clearly central, therefore, to any assessment of
Lysimachus' policies toward the west Pontic Greek cities is the question of the extent of
his authority over the various Thracian populations of his satrapy and, especially, over
the most powerful of them, the Odrysians and their king Seuthes III, the mastermind of
the successful Thracian revolt of the early 320's.

It is particularly unfortunate, therefore, that the sources are unclear with regard to
this particular issue. Thus, after briefly describing a hard fought battle in 323 between
Lysimachus and Seuthes III in which Lysimachus, heavily outnumbered by his Thracian
opponent, barely managed to escape total defeat, Diodorus (18.14.2-4) remarks that
“then both armies withdrew from the area and (sc. the kings) began to collect greater
forces for the decisive encounter.” No account of any further battle between
Lysimachus and Seuthes, however, is to be found in Diodorus or in our other two
sources for these events, Arrian (FGrH 2B 156 F 1.10) and Pausanias {1.9.6}, both of
which seem to have emphasized Lysimachus’' unexpected escape from disaster in the
first battle. Scholars, nevertheless, generally have assumed that he did ultimately sub-
due Seuthes III and re-establish firm Macedonian control over all Thrace.26 A consider-
ably different scenario, however, is suggested by three pieces of, admittedly, circum-
stantial evidence, namely: (1) Diodorus' twice referring to Seuthes III as king, first in his
account of the battle between him and Lysimachus in 323 {Diodorus 18.14.2) and again
in his narrative of the revolt of the Dobruja cities in 313 (19.73.8); {2) Lysimachus'
having an Odrysian wife (Pausanias 1.10.4); and {3) Appian's statement (Syriaca 1.1) that
Lysimachus founded Lysimachia in 309 as an é&mrelyiopne, a bulwark against the
Thracians. Taken together these items suggest that, far from subduing the Odrysian
king, Lysimachus' recognized his de facto independence, concluded a marriage alliance
with him, and then took steps to defend against possible future hostilities should the
alliance fall.

Until recently interpretations along these lines have found little favor with scholars,
the evidence on which they are based being either ignored or dismissed;?” and this
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despite the closely parallel situation in the late 290's when Lysimachus was forced to
conclude just such a marriage alliance with the transdanubian Getic ruler Dromochaetes
as part of a treaty recognizing the Danube as the border between their respective terri-
tories after two attempts to gain the same objective by military means had failed
disastrously.?® Particularly welcome, therefore, is the recent discovery of archaeologi-
cal evidence tending to confirm this reconstruction as a result of the excavation of
Seuthes III's capital of Seuthopolis, located on the upper reaches of the Tundja River
north of the Sredna Gora Mountains and controlling the vital Shipka Pass, the key to
northern Thrace.?®

The evidence is both numismatic and epigraphic. The former consists of a number of
bronze coins of Cassander and Lysimachus minted after 306 but overstruck with the
name of Seuthes, clearly indicating that as late as the last decade of the fourth century
Seuthes still enjoyed autonomy in his own territory.?® Equally important is the evidence
provided by the so-called Great Inscription (IGBR 1731} from Seuthopolis:3!

Good Fortune. Oath given by Berenice and her sons to Epimenes. Since Seuthes
is safe and well, she has turned Epimenes and his property over to Spartocus and
Spartocus has given pledges concerning these matters on behalf of Epimenes, it
has been decided by Berenice and her sons — Ebryzelmus, Teres, Satocus and
Sadalas — and her grandsons, should any be born, that Epimenes shall remain
alive and the property handed over to Spartocus shall be secure and that
Epimenes shall serve Spartocus as faithfully as he can or anyone {sc. Spartocus)
orders him to. The sons of Berenice shall lead Epimenes out from the temple of
the Samothracian gods on this condition, that they harm him in no way, but turn
him and his property over to Spartocus, and if Epimenes inflicts no injury on
them, they will seize nothing of his property, but should it be clear that they have
suffered some harm, let Spartocus be the judge. This oath shall be inscribed on
stone steles and set up, one in Cabyle in the Phosphorion and another in the
agora by the altar of Apollo and in Seuthopolis, one in the shrine of the Great
Gods and one in the agora in the shrine of Dionysus.

Neither the exact historical context of this inscription nor its date are known. The
known facts of Seuthes' life, however, suggest the last decade of the fourth century or, at
the latest, the 290's.32 Likewise, the fact that affairs apparently were being managed by
Seuthes' queen acting as regent for him and his sons and the reference to him being safe
and well as a condition of Epimenes’ safe conduct points to his having been the victim of
an unsuccessful assassination plot. What is of particular importance to the present dis-
cussion, however, are not the precise circumstances that resulted in the agreement
detailed in IGBR 1731 but two incidental facts referred to in the inscription, namely, that
Seuthes had a Macedonian queen, most likely a daugher of Lysimachus,3® just as the
interpretation proposed above requires, and that the town of Cabyle was ruled by
another independent Thracian dynast named Spartocus.®* The latter is particularly
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important since Cabyle, located east of Seuthopolis, and like it occupying a strategic
location on the upper Tondja River, had been colonized by Philip 113 and served during
his reign and that of Alexander as one of the anchors of Macedonian rule in Thrace.
Taken together with the virtual independence of Seuthes III during the last quarter of
the fourth century, the simultaneous occupation of a key Macedonian stronghold such
as Cabyle by Spartocus can only mean that Lysimachus never succeeded in re-
establishing Macedonian authority over the interior of Thrace prior to the Ipsus cam-
paign of 302/1.

The implications of this conclusion are clear. In view of the fact that Lysimachus
apparently never enjoyed more than nominal authority over the various people of the in-
terior of Thrace, actions such as the garrisoning of the west Pontic cities and the consoli-
dation of the small and weak cities of the Gallipoli Peninsula into his fortress capital of
Lysimachia should not be viewed as reflecting a policy of arbitrary hostility to Greek
freedom but as sensible security precautions taken by the satrap of a satrapy that was
deficient in both manpower and financial resources3¢ and faced the constant threat of
attack along a lengthy frontier by powerful chiefdoms with traditional ties to those same
cities. Nor is this surprising. Although historians tend to treat Lysimachus as one of the
major actors in the events of the years between 323 and 302/1, one who even himself
once briefly in 308 toyed with the idea of seeking the rule of the whole of Alexander's
empire by marrying Cleopatra, Alexander's sister and then the sole surviving member of
his immediate family {Diodorus 20.37.4), a close reading of the sources provides little
support for such an interpretation. A follower rather than a leader in the disputes that
broke out among his generals at Babylon after Alexander's death in 323,37 Lysimachus,
like Eumenes, was assigned a satrapy that had still to be conquered or, in his case, recon-
quered. The result is clear in the sources. Between 323 and 302/1 Lysimachus cam-
paigned only against the Thracians and transdanubian Getes {Pausanias 1.9.6) and the
rebellious cities of his satrapy and their allies while avoiding anything beyond the most
perfunctory involvement in the affairs of Macedon and the Aegean. Establishing his
authority in Thrace, not the succession to Alexander's empire, was Lysimachus' first
priority in the first two decades of his reign. Only in the aftermath of the Battle of Ipsus
in 301 and his acquisition of vast new territories in Anatolia would he emerge as a king
of equal stature with his contemporaries, Cassander, Ptolemy, Seleucus and Demetrius.
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