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THE GERUSIA OF ISTROS REVISITED

VALENTIN BOTTEZ*
Keywords: Istros, Black Sea, gerusia, imperial cult, Greek institutions
Abstract: The present paper focuses on the gerusia attested in Istros by three inscriptions. Our analysis covers the
structure and role of the institution (with a special mention of its connection with the imperial cult), including the
significance of the list of benefactors itself. We also approached the issue of its chronology and its relation to the second
foundation of the city.
Cuvinte‑cheie: Istros, Marea Neagră, gerusia, cult imperial, instituții grecești
Rezumat: Articolul de față tratează subiectul gerusiei atestată la Istros de trei inscripții. Analiza noastră se referă la
structura și rolul instituției (cu o mențiune specială referitoare la legătura ei cu cultul imperial), inclusiv semnificația în sine
a listei de binefăcători. De asemenea, am abordat problema cronologiei și a legăturii cu cea de a doua întemeiere a cetății.

The present paper deals with an important issue related to the public life in the Greek city of Istros
(Moesia Inferior) in Roman times, namely its gerusia. Many contributions by different authors have analysed
this topic from an epigraphic, historical and archaeological perspective and especially through its connection
with the city’s second foundation. Given the complicated situation of the analysis of the gerusia in Istros, in the
following pages we are going to present the monuments connected to the Istrian gerusia, the general historical
context of Istros in the Roman province, the state of the research on the above‑mentioned inscriptions,
followed by our own analysis (including the connection with the imperial cult). As the monuments concerning
this institution are dated to the 1st and 2nd century AD, our analysis will focus solely on that specific period.
MONUMENTS CONCERNING THE GERUSIA IN ISTROS1
1. Marble stele with pediment (3.80 × 0.87 × 0.25/0.32 m), discovered in 1916 in the main gate of
the Late Roman defence wall. The drawing was published by the first editor, and was later modified by
D.M. Pippidi (fig. 1), as the stone was damaged and parts of the initial text have disappeared. Pârvan 1916,
p. 596, no. 20 (= SEG I, 330); ISM I, 193; Mihailov 1984, p. 87; Musielak 1993a, p. 100‑105; Avram, Marcu
1999, p. 76; Avram 2007, no. 193; Bottez 2009, cat. no. 125; Maurer 2014, passim. Date: AD 138.
Ἀγαθῇ τύχῃ.
Ὑπὲρ τῆς τοῦ αὐτοκράτορος Τραιανοῦ
Ἁδριανοῦ καὶ τοῦ ὑοῦ αὐτοῦ Τίτου Αἰλίου Καί‑
σαρος Ἀντωνείνου ὑγείας καὶ σωτηρίας
καὶ τοῦ σύνπαντος οἴκου αὐτῶν ἀϊδίου δια‑

5

* Faculty of History, University of Bucharest; e‑mail: valentin.bottez@istorie.unibuc.ro.
1 Due

analysis.

to the dimensions of the first two texts, we chose to present here only the fragments that we will use in our
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μονῆς καὶ νείκης αὐτῶν.
Γερουσίας φιλότειμοι οἱ μετὰ τὴν δευτέραν κτίσιν·
Καλλίστρατος Δημητρίου, συναγωγεύς,
Ἀρτεμίδωρος Εὐξενίδου, συναγωγεύς,
Ἡρόδωρος Διονυσίου, συναγωγεύς.

col. I
.................................................
15 Ἀριστό[λ]αιος Θεοφίλου
.................................................
23 Διονύσιος Ἡρο[δώρο]υ
.................................................
31 Φλάουιος Μεν[ίσκος]
.................................................
36 [ΦλάουιοςÚ] Εὐ[ξÚ]ενίδης
Ἱππόλοχος [ΕὐÚξÚενίδου]
38 Μ(ᾶρκος) ∙ Οὔλπιος Δημήτριος υἱ[ὸς
Ἀρτεμᾶ]
.................................................
40 Κάρπος Ἀρτεμιδώρου
76 Μ(ᾶρκος) Οὔλπ[ιος Ἀρτεμίδωρος
Ε]ὐξενίδου

col. II
Ἔδοξε γερουσιασταῖς τοῖς πε‑
     [ρὶ Ἀρ]τεμίδωρον Ἡροδώρου·
[ἐπ]εὶ ὁ συναγωγεὺς ἡμῶν Ἀρτεμί‑
     [δ]ωρος Ἡ[ρο]δώρου πολλάκι καὶ
τάχει‑
5 ον εὐεργετήσας τὴν γερουσίαν καὶ
   φυλάξας τὴν τῶν γραμμάτων ἡμεῖν
   πίστιν καὶ τὰ νῦν ὑπέρ τε ἑαυτοῦ καὶ
   τοῦ υἱοῦ Κάρπου ἐπιδίδωσι εἰς ῥο‑
     δισμὸν δηνάρια χειλία, δεδόχθαι
10 τὴν ἡμέραν ἄγεσθαι κατ’ ἔτος ἐκ τῶν
   τόκων καὶ στεφανωθῆναι αὐτοὺς
   ἐν τῷ ῥοδισμῷ ἀναγορεύοντος
   τοῦ κήρυκος· οἱ γερουσιασταὶ στεφα‑
   νοῦσιν Ἀρτεμίδωρον Ἡροδώρου,
15 τὸν συναγωγέα καὶ εὐεργέτην
   καὶ φιλότειμον, καὶ Κάρπον Ἀρ‑
   τεμιδώρου, τὸν φιλότειμον
   καὶ εὐεργέτην, εὐνοίας χάριν.
   Στεφανωθῆναι δὲ καὶ τὸν συν‑
20 αγωγέα ἡμῶν Ἀρτεμίδωρον
     Ἡροδώρου μετὰ τοὺς θεοὺς καὶ
     τοὺς αὐτοκράτορας καὶ ἀνα‑
     γραφῆναι τὸ ψήφισμα εἰς τελα‑
    μῶνα.
.................................................

2. Fragmentary marble stele (0.97 × 0.45 × 0.05 m) with pediment containing the image of the Mother
of Gods enthroned, discovered in 1952 in the Domus Sector (Domus I). Height of letters: 0.01 m. Popescu
1960, p. 273‑290 (= SEG XXIV, 1112; XXV, 793); BÉ 1956, no. 189, p. 144‑145; BÉ 1958, no. 336, p. 282;
BÉ 1962, no. 239, p. 190‑191; ISM I, 57; Avram 2007, no. 57; Bottez 2009, cat. no. 112. Date: second half
of the 2nd century AD.
1

Ἀγαθῆι
τύχηι.
Ἔδοξε τῇ βουλῇ καὶ τῷ δήμωι Οὔλπιος Δημή‑
τριος εἶπεν, ἐπιψηφιζομένου Διογένους Θεο‑
δώρου ἐπειδὴ Ἄβα Ἑκαταίου τοῦ Εὐξενίδου
5 θυγάτηρ γυνὴ δὲ Ἡράκοντος Ἀριστομάχου
.............................................................................
22 μήσασθαι σπουδάσασα·πρῶτον μὲν εὐθὺς τὰς πρώτας
προσόδους καὶ θυσίας καὶ εὐχὰς τοῖς θεοῖς ποιου‑
μένη τὴν τοῦ ἔτους ἀρχὴν μετ᾽ εὐφροσύνης καὶ εὐ‑
25 ωχίας μεγαλοπρεποῦς ἐποιήσατο τοῖ[ς μὲ]ν γὰρ
βουλευταῖς πᾶσιν καὶ γερουσιασταῖς καὶ Ταυ‑
ριασταῖς καὶ ἰατροῖς καὶ παιδευταῖς καὶ τοῖς ἰδίᾳ
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καὶ ἐξ ὀνόματος καλουμένοις ἐκ δύο κατ᾽ ἄνδρα
δηναρ[ί]ων διανο[μ]ήν, ἣν οὔπω τις ἄλλη πρότερον,
.............................................................................
3. Marble sarcophagus discovered in 1957 in Noviodunum (modern Isaccea). Inscription in a tabula
ansata. Bujor, Simion 1960; Popescu 1970a, p. 323‑326, no. 26; Popescu 1970b; BÉ 1971, no. 444, 466;
ISM V, 280 = ISM I, 275; Mihailov 1984, p. 88; Mihailov, SEG 28, no. 611; Avram 2007, no. 275; Bottez
2009, cat. no. 131. Date: 2nd century AD.
Θ(εοῖς) κ(αταχθονίοις)
Ἀλεσάνδρα
Ἀλεσάνδρῳ Ἡ‑
ρακλέωνος, τ‑
5 ῷ πατρὶ Νεικαῖ
γερουσιαστῇ,
τὴν σορὸν ἔθ‑
ηκε. Χε̑ρε.
THE RELATIONS BETWEEN GREEK CITIES AND ROME IN THE AREA
Istros, an Archaic Milesian colony on the western shore of the Black Sea, entered – along with the
other Greek cities on the Western Black Sea shore – the Roman sphere of influence in the second half of
the 1st century BC2. The 1st century BC was a tumultuous one for Istros, as the Greek cities on the western
Black Sea shore were involved in the war between King Mithridates VI and Rome3, then were subjected
to the rule of the Getian King Burebista and were finally caught in the Roman civil conflict, as they came
first under the rule of Marcus Antonius and then under that of his victor, Octavianus. At a certain moment
during the 1st century AD they might have been organized in an administrative unit called by scholars the
praefectura orae maritimae, which is not clearly attested by sources though, or perhaps in a praefectura
ciuitatium4. Later on, all these cities became part of province Moesia5 and then of Moesia Inferior during
the reign of Domitian. Finally, Trajan6 reorganized the entire region in the context of the Dacian wars, when
he also founded Nicopolis ad Istrum to celebrate his victory7.
As far as the status of Istros is concerned8, following the discovery of a remarkable new inscription9,
we now know with a high degree of certitude that at the beginning of the Roman domination, Istros was a
ciuitas libera et immuna. The Roman garrisons attested in the city during the reigns of Marcus Aurelius and
Septimius Severus10, as well as the fact that throughout the second half of the 1st century AD the Istrians
2

In 29 BC, after Crassus’ campaigns, according to Suceveanu, Barnea 1991, p. 25, or more likely after the
campaign of P. Vinicius in 3/2 BC, according to Avram 1998b.
3 Avram, Bounegru 1997 brings new information resulting from the spectacular discovery of two new fragments
of an already published decree; after the war, in 62‑61 BC, the cities revolted against the abuses of Antonius Hybrida,
the governor of Macedonia. For the domination of Burebista, see Daicoviciu 1972, p. 71‑76.
4 ISM III, p. 55 and bibliography; Matei‑Popescu 2013, p. 204; Matei‑Popescu 2014, p. 463.
5 During the reign of Claudius (AD 46), when ripa Thraciae was annexed to Moesia, ISM III, p. 54–60; Avram
1998a, p. 307; or, less likely, during that of Vespasian, when the presence of military units along the Danube suggests
a post quem date for the annexation of all territories up to the seashore, Suceveanu 1971, p. 118–120.
6 For Trajan’s policy in the Lower Danube area, see Petolescu 2007, p. 84–91.
7 The city became part of Moesia Inferior only from the reign of Septimius Severus onwards though.
8 Matei‑Popescu 2013 with bibliography. An upcoming article by Alexandru Avram in the volume dedicated to Jan
Bouzek treats the entire problem of the status of the Greek cities on the western Black Sea shore during the age of Augustus
and considers that Istros received the status of ciuitas libera et immuna during his reign. I would like to thank Alexandru
Avram for providing me the unpublished text of this article as well as several others I used in this paper.
9 Bărbulescu, Buzoianu 2014; Avram 2015‑2016, no. 17, p. 433‑434; Jones 2016; Kantor 2017.
10 Suceveanu 1977, p. 234.
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had to ask Roman governors for the reconfirmation of their territory and privileges over and over again
(ISM I, 67 and 68)11, indicate that, in time, this status could have been modified or that its privileges were
not respected by the Romans. Imperial interest in this community – as well as in other cities in the area – is
obvious, as they in fact constituted, until the beginning of the 2nd century AD, the only cities in the area to
have old trade relations and to be capable of supplying with merchandise and maybe coin in a predominantly
military area. From this perspective the implementation of the imperial cult in order to secure the locals’
loyalty was definitely desirable and we can suppose that Roman authorities at least supported, if not even
encouraged this phenomenon.
It is not surprising therefore that a gerusia existed at Istros, another was founded in Kallatis, and later
on a third one is attested at Nicopolis ad Istrum12, as they were necessary in the context of an active public
life and, given the development of the imperial cult, of a renewed religious life.
STATE OF THE RESEARCH
The first scholar to approach the issue of the Istrian gerusia was V. Pârvan13. Concerning its foundation
date, the Romanian historian considered the inscription he discovered (ISM I, 193, which he dated to AD 138
based on the mention of future emperor Antoninus Pius as associated to imperial power) to be the member list
of a second gerusia, the first one having been disbanded because of unfavourable circumstances. V. Pârvan
dates the foundation of the first14, as well as that of the second institution to the reign of Emperor Hadrian and
connects the former to the emperor’s visit in AD 124. As far as the presidents of the gerusia are concerned,
Pârvan considered that the institution was ruled by a council of συναγωγεῖς, one of which acted as president
for a certain period of time – in this case Artemidoros. He considered the gerusia a kind of private and
autonomous council that dealt with every public aspect not directly connected to politics and administration
(education, religion, feasts, processions, public representations, benefactions, imperial cult, etc.).
D.M. Pippidi was the first to notice that the list of the gerusia refers in fact to the city’s, not the gerusia’s
second foundation15 and connected this important event to the support Augustus offered the Greek cities
on the western shore of the Black Sea after the destructions caused by King Burebista. He also connected
the list of the gerusia from AD 138 with another album, that of the Boreis tribe (ISM I, 191), set up after
the city’s second foundation, which Pippidi dated to the end of the 1st century BC ‑ beginning of the 1st
century AD based on palaeographic and historical arguments, among which the presence of Greek names
only. The assembly’s attributions were to organize imperial cult festivities during which statues of the gods
and emperors were crowned (dies imperii, natalis Caesaris and others)16. During the celebrations, imperial
busts – not statues – were carried in processions as objects of the highest religious importance. Also, from
a structural point of view, the main positions in the gerusia were controlled by a small number of local
aristocratic families (such a family is that of Artemidoros, son of Herodoros)17 which thus increased their
prestige from generation to generation18.
11

Suceveanu, Barnea 1991, p. 27.
ISM III, 31 in Kallatis; IGB II, 692 and IGB V, 5217 in Nicopolis ad Istrum. We have to list here a Mesambrian
inscription (IGB I2, 348; 1st‑3rd centuries AD), which could mention a [γερουσι]αστής, the Roman citizen Aurelius Iulius
Is[‑‑‑]. But, as we are dealing with a restoration and as there is no other mention of a gerusia at Mesambria, for now
we are not convinced of the existence of such an institution in this polis.
13 Pârvan 1916, p. 596‑611.
14 The mention of the first foundation in a document dated during the second gerusia would not have made sense
unless the two events were close in time.
15 Pippidi 1967, p. 545‑546.
16 Pippidi 1967, p. 329‑337.
17 Whom he identified with M. Ulpius Artemidoros (ISM I, 137, 207 and 208) in another paper; Pippidi 1967,
p. 394‑397. As Musielak 1993b shows, Artemidoros, son of Herodoros, would have surely used its full Roman name
in ISM I, 193, as others did. The M. Ulpius Artemidoros in the inscriptions mentioned above is probably the same with
M. Ulpius Artemidoros, son of Euxenides, from col. I, l. 76 of ISM I, 193.
18 Pippidi 1967, p. 386‑400.
12
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J.A. van Rossum19, the first scholar to undertake a general analysis of this type of institution after
saw the album of Istros as a periodic update of a list of persons with a certain role in connection
to the gerusia, as the text was clearly inscribed by several hands. He presented two explanations for the
list: it either mentioned members of the gerusia that were declared public benefactors by the city council,
or members of the gerusia in general – and he considers the second possibility more plausible (even if it is
not necessarily mandatory – “Ook is het niet dwingend aan te nemen dat al deze personen lid waren van de
gerousia”), as some could be just well‑doers. After identifying 14 gerusiasts from both columns with notables
mentioned in another Istrian album dated between AD 140‑160, he concludes this group lived in the first half
of the 2nd century AD, which undermines the theory that the second foundation of the city and creation of
the gerusia occurred during the reign of Augustus21. It also contradicts a chronological organization of the
names in the inscription. The mention of the three persons bearing the title συναγωγεύς at the beginning of
the list would indicate a hierarchical order of the names, but this interpretation has one shortcoming though:
the fourth συναγωγεύς, Artemidoros, son of Herodoros, in office at the moment the inscription was set up
(and mentioned in col. II, l. 14), is also mentioned in column I only at l. 34 of the list, which is illogical.
Maria Musielak22 resumed the analysis of the inscription containing the list of the Istrian gerusia and,
based on palaeographic arguments, divided the text into two sections, written by different persons. The first
section (A) contains a preamble (l. 1‑7), dated to AD 138, the left column (I) down to l. 101 inclusively, and
the decree of the gerusia during the presidency of Artemidoros, son of Herodoros (col. II, l. 11‑34). Section B
contains the texts added later: l. 102‑108 of column I (7 names) and column II (from l. 35 onwards: 56 names).
The Polish epigraphist showed that Artemidoros, son of Herodoros, synagogeus at the moment the
decree was passed, also appears on l. 34 as the 27th name23. Therefore the 94 persons in this section represent
the members ordered chronologically between the foundation date and the year 138, when the Artemidoros
in col. I, l. 34 became president and was mentioned as such. Another issue is that in the first group all the 23
names are Greek, except for the presence of two Flavii (col. I, l. 31 and 36); also, president Kallistratos, son
of Demetrios (l. 8), is identified with one of the Istrian ambassadors that were part of a diplomatic mission to
governor Ti. Plautius Aelianus in AD 60‑6724 (ISM I, 67 and 68, l. 41‑42). Therefore, the foundation of the
Istrian gerusia should be dated somewhere around the middle of the 1st century AD, its terminus ante quem
being the Moesian legation of Ti. Plautius Aelianus.
A fundamental result of Musielak’s analysis of the list of the gerusia is the family tree for two Istrian
dynasties of notables, namely those of Euxenides and that of Dionysios, which apparently stretched for four
and five generations respectively25.
A. Avram, accepting part of Maria Musielak’s theory, analysed in parallel the information concerning
both the Istrian gerusia and that in Kallatis26. He connected (based on palaeographic and onomastic arguments,
as well as on the significance of the letters of the Roman governors in ISM I, 67 and 68) their creation and that
of the Western Black Sea koinon to the annexation of the ripa Thraciae to the province Moesia by Emperor
Claudius in AD 46. The second foundation of Istros is in turn connected to that of Kallatis and dated to the
reign of Augustus. A. Avram relates the album of the Boreis tribe of Istros (ISM I, 191) to section A of the
gerusia of AD 138 based on onomastic and prosopographic grounds. And since these names were attributed
by Maria Musielak to the period after the integration of the Greek cities in the area into the province Moesia,
the author established AD 46 as a terminus ante quem for the album of the Boreis tribe. Regarding the
attributions of a gerusia, A. Avram mentioned that these institutions were in charge of the celebration of the
imperial cult, which meant organizing festivities and religious ceremonies; the assembly of the high priests,
Oliver20,

19

van Rossum 1988, p. 118‑121.
Oliver 1941.
21 As does Pippidi 1967, p. 534‑546, based on the list of members of the Boreis tribe, ISM I, 191, dated by him
to the reign of Augustus.
22 Musielak 1993a.
23 Musielak 1993a, p. 101. This hypothesis implies that the president in office is mentioned again, among the
simple members; in the same logic the other three presidents should also appear in the list of simple members, which
is not the case. In our opinion therefore the two Artemidoros are two different persons.
24 Musielak 1993a, p. 102.
25 Musielak 1993a, p. 113‑114.
26 ISM III, p. 61‑65 and Avram 1998a, p. 307.
20
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mentioned by the Kallatian inscription, was also part of the imperial cult activities in the Megarian colony,
which were organized either by the gerusia or by the Western Black Sea koinon.
A. Suceveanu27 re‑opened the dossier of the second foundation of Istros and that of its gerusia, asserting
that the purely Greek onomastic structure in the decree of the Boreis tribe after the city’s second foundation
(ISM I, 191) can be justified by the fact that the people responsible for setting up the monument were part of
a traditional Greek tribe and that the Roman citizens had their own tribe. Therefore, the absence of Roman
names is normal and the scholar contests the early chronology of this document based solely on palaeographic
arguments. Also – based on historical logic – he opposes the theory according to which the second foundation of
Istros took place during the reign of Augustus, as this would have meant that the gerusia defined its identity in
the year AD 138 function of an event that had taken place almost 150 before28. Against the idea that Augustus
was the founder or re‑founder par excellence and therefore that he must have been responsible for Istros’
second foundation (Pippidi), A. Suceveanu mentions the case of Emperor Tiberius as the founder of the new
defence wall of Odessos, the fact that Tyras started a new calendar in AD 56/7 and that in Apollonia Pontica
there was an unknown person who re‑founded the city after the destruction caused by the Costoboci. These
arguments prove, according to Suceveanu, that there were several motives and moments for re‑founding a
city. After raising the problem of a possible presidential college that headed the gerusia, A. Suceveanu rejects
the identification of its president Kallistratos, son of Demetrios, with the ambassador mentioned in the Istrian
horothesia (ISM I, 67 and 68) in AD 60‑67, since that person would have been around 100 years old in AD
138. Finally, he presents all the archaeological arguments (the construction of a new defence wall and of
a second complex of baths, as well as a second phase to the first complex of baths) that indicate the major
changes Istros underwent during the age of Hadrian, to which he dates both the city’s second foundation, as
well as that of the gerusia – the latter being an event he connects to the emperor’s philhellene policy.
In the latest monograph on the gerusia, N. Giannakopoulos mentions the involvement of the Istrian
gerusia in the celebration of the Rosalia and places this situation in the larger context of its role as guardian
of the memory of the deceased and especially of that of the former and present members. Also, concerning
the crowning of the statues of gods and emperors, N. Giannakopoulos mentions that these statues must have
been those inside the compound of their own synedrion29.
In his article on the legal status of Istros during the Roman period30, F. Matei‑Popescu also approaches
the issue of the Istrian gerusia and connects it with that of the second foundation, considering that the list of
benefactors of the gerusia could refer to the second foundation of the institution, and not of the city, which
was Pârvan’s initial theory.
L. Ruscu31 dedicated part of a recent article to the social aspect of the gerusia, analysing especially
the role it played in the promotion of the wealthy elite in the local public life.
ANALYSIS OF THE MONUMENTS CONNECTED TO THE ISTRIAN GERUSIA
The first – chronologically – and most important monument connected the Istrian gerusia is the
inscription that caused so many controversies, namely the list of the gerusia during the reign of Emperor
Hadrian (ISM I, 193; AD 138). A second document is the already‑mentioned decree honouring Aba (ISM I,
57; AD 150‑200), daughter of Hekataios, which mentions the donations made to the members of the gerusia
among others. The third and last document concerning the Istrian gerusia is the funerary stele of a gerusiast –
Alexandros, son of Herakleon – set up by his daughter, Alexandra (ISM I, 275 = ISM V, 280; 2nd century AD).
There is no further information concerning his career in the Istrian inscriptions and it is not even sure that this
inscription comes from Istros. A Herakleon, son of Tertius, appears only in one inscription from the Roman
period in Istros, namely on the list of the gerusia from AD 138 (col. I, l. 53); if this was indeed Alexandros’
father, the son could have continued in his father’s footsteps by also being admitted into the gerusia.
27

Suceveanu 2004.
Same argument by Pârvan 1916, p. 602, but in connection with the first gerusia.
29 Giannakopoulos 2008, p. 310‑312, 457‑458, 582 and 590‑591.
30 Matei‑Popescu 2013, p. 209‑212.
31 Ruscu 2014, p. 480‑483.
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The honorary decree for Aba and the funerary stele for Alexandros are secondary sources for our topic.
The only monument generated by the gerusia itself is the list from AD 138 (ISM I, 193). The monument in
itself is highly interesting: it stands 3.80 m tall, by far the largest epigraphic monument discovered at Istros
until now. Even when fixed into the ground, it measured over 3 m. It is logical therefore then to see it as a
strong statement of the issuing institution, which thereby wanted to publicly promote its actions and, above
all, its members.
The text32 is, as it has already been established, divided into two sections: section A (made up of the
preamble, col. I from l. 11 to 101 and the honorary decree on col. II, l. 1‑24) and B (col. II, l. 102‑108 and col.
II, l. 25‑80). While section A was clearly written at the same moment (the size and shape of the letters confirm
that it was written by the same person), namely in AD 138, section B was added on the stone at a later date.
But the latter clearly presents significant differences between the different lines. The segment on col. I,
l. 102‑108 (fig. 2, segment k), seems to have been written by the same person at the same time, as suggested
by the size and form of the letters. The next segment of section B, on col. II, l. 25‑38, contains 14 names (fig.
2, segments a, b and c), followed by an empty space (3 cm); the names seem to have been written by several
hands, as proven by the different sizes of the lines (the names on l. 25 and 33 are double in size compared
to some of the others) and the shapes of the letters Α, Ω, Υ, and Σ. Only l. 35‑38 look similar and could have
been written at the same time. Therefore, we identify at least 11 moments (fig. 2) when this segment of the
list of names was updated.
L. 39‑43 (fig. 2, segment d) were written at a distance of approximately 3 cm from one another, and
could have been written by two hands at two different moments, as is suggested by the different shape of the
letter Ο. L. 44 could also belong to this group.
The next clear segment contains l. 44/45‑53 (fig. 2, segment e) and is followed by a blank space of 3.5
cm. Again, we have significant size and shape differences between the letters (especially for the letters Ω, Υ,
Σ, and Ο), which suggest that each name was written by a different hand at 10 different moments.
L. 54‑57 (fig. 2, segment f), separated from l. 58‑67 (fig. 2, segment g) by a 3 cm blank space, seem to
have been written by the same hand at the same moment, even though there are slight differences (slightly
different shapes of the letters Ω and Υ).
The following segment (l. 68‑73) also seems to have one author that wrote all the names at the same
moment (fig. 2, segment i). It is separated from the last segment by a 2.5 cm blank space.
The final segment (l. 74‑80) seems to have been written by the same hand, but at two separate moments,
as the first name in the list is written at a perfectly horizontal position, while the other 6 names are written
at a descending angle, due probably to the difficulty of adding new names to a stele that was still standing
(fig. 2, segment j).
First question that arises is what was the purpose of the inscription? It is clearly a list – but of what
exactly? Is it a list of members, like most scholars assumed in general, or is it a list of benefactors of the
gerusia (not necessarily members), as van Rossum supposed?
The introductory l. 7 states clearly that the following names are those of the φιλότιμοι, and the topic
of the formula indicates that the benefactors were all members. Another argument for this theory is the fact
that the gerusia was a private institution, whose only condition for admission was to pay a certain entrance
fee, and once a member one had to continue financing its activities. In return one received visible recognition
of one’s merits which translated into public prestige. It is therefore unlikely that no distinction was made
between full‑ and would‑be members. Therefore, we consider that all the people mentioned in the inscription
were members.
But were they all simple members? Terms related to that of φιλότιμος are present in the inscriptions of
Istros. Around 200 BC a decree was set up to honour a person that proved himself benevolent and full of zeal
(Avram 2007, no. 4, l.11: ἐκτενῆ καὶ φιλότιμον). In l. 2 of a very fragmentary 2nd century BC inscription we
read [τ]ὴν φιλοτειμία[ν] (ISM I, 29, l. 2). Another contemporary decree honours a person that proved himself
consistently munificent (... ὅμως [δὲ θέλων ἀκόλου]θος φαίνεσθαι τῆι ἐξ ἀρ[χῆς φιλοτιμίαι ...]) towards the
νέοι (ISM I, 59, l. 7‑9 and 15‑16). Also, l. 7 of the the above‑mentioned decree for Aba (ISM I, 57) mentions
that the priestess never avoided φιλοτιμίαν ἢ λειτουργίαν (which are later described in the text and for which
she received the highest honour – the crown). The expression φιλοτιμότερος γενέσθαι, “achieving glory”, is
32

For illustrating the inscription, we chose the initial drawing by D. Pecurariu, published in Histria IV, modified
by Pippidi for ISM I following the damage caused to the inscription by its transport to the museum of Istros.
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also used in ISM I, 1, l. 22 (mid‑3rd century BC), ISM I, 19, l. 24 (3rd century BC) and ISM I, 21, l. 10 (3rd‑2nd
century BC). A φιλότιμος is mentioned among priests in a catalogue from the 2nd century AD (ISM I, 195,
l. 9), two others are mentioned in a list (ISM I, 223; 3rd century AD) before a gymnasiarch, while the last two
attested (ISM I, 223; 3rd century AD) are mentioned after the priest of an association and before the simple
members. Even though the φιλοτιμία is a complicated matter and it represented different things at different
times, the examples presented above convey the idea that the φιλοτιμία was seen at Istros as representing an
extraordinary level of prestige achieved following a special public munificence and translated usually the
crowning of the honoured individual.
Returning to the issue of the list – the fact remains that two different terms are used in the same
inscription when describing the members: φιλότιμοι (l. 7, Col. II l. 16) and γερουσιασταί (Col. II l. 1 and
13). Also, we must not forget that Alexandros, son of Herakleon (ISM I, 275) is also called gerusiast in his
epitaph, and not philotimos. We therefore believe that the former clearly indicates the simple membership in
the institution, while the latter describes a member that offered a special benefaction33.
This explains why the φιλότιμοι in Section B were added gradually, in the beginning even one at a time.
It is difficult to estimate how many of them existed each year (maybe as little as one or two, given the special
character of their benefaction), but what seems to be clear is that even if at the beginning each benefactor
name was inscribed immediately – which resulted in important differences in size and letter shape between
the lines –, later on several names were written at the same time and by the same lapicide. So, column II of
Section B seems to cover significant time span, maybe even several decades. This implies that Section A also
covers a long‑time range, as it is highly unlikely to have such a large number of special benefactors at one
moment. This concurs with the mention of four, even five generations of benefactors from the same family
identified by M. Musielak in the list.
Among the φιλότιμοι there are also four συναγωγεῖς: Kallistratos, son of Demetrios, Artemidoros,
son of Euxenides, Herodoros, son of Dionysios, followed in the decree by Artemidoros, son of Herodoros
(probably the son of the 3rd president). The term συναγωγεύς is unique in the terminology of the gerusia in
the Greek world. Other terms used for presidents of the institution are γερουσιάρχης34, ἀρχιγερουσιαστής35,
ἄρχων36 or even γυμνασίαρχος37, which emphasize the prominent character of this position, while the Istrian
inscription uses a term that makes reference to the president’s role as the convener of a σύστημα.
Another issue concerning the presidents is why four of them are mentioned in the same list. Either the
gerusia was governed by a council of συναγωγεῖς (as V. Pârvan and A. Suceveanu suppose – but there is no
analogy for such a situation) or these are all the presidents that became φιλότιμοι since the gerusia was founded
(as M. Musielak supposes). This second theory is more likely, but why then is not the founder of the gerusia
/ first gerusiarch mentioned as such, as it is in Kallatis (ISM III, 31: [καταστ]άσαντα τὰν γερουσίαν)? This
could be explained by the fact that the inscription’s purpose is only to mention the φιλότιμοι, or maybe – as
we are going to see – the list mentions just benefactors after the second foundation, and not previous ones.
Nevertheless, this brings us to another problem: since we only have four presidents mentioned, how long
was their term in office?
IG V, 1. 32 and 34 from Lakonike mention two persons that became gerusiasts a second time (γερουσίας
τὸ β), 3‑4 years after their first appointment. Therefore, even if there must have existed meetings at least once
a year to discuss general problems, admittance to the assembly was possible only once every several years.
But it is not clear if this was also the case for the presidents. Section A starts the list with the mention of
the three former presidents. Section B though contains no mention of a συναγωγεύς. Even if we consider that
each segment of Section B was written in a different year (which is highly unlikely as this would mean there
existed years with over 10 philotimoi), it would still mean that for over eight years no new president of the
gerusia was appointed. We therefore conclude that the office of συναγωγεύς was probably bestowed for life.
33 Another

term for benefactor, used in connection with president Artemidoros, is εὐεργέτης (col. II, l. 15), which
yet again suggests a superior level of benefaction.
34 Oliver 1941, nos. 56 and 57 in Thessalonica; ISM III, 31 in Kallatis; IGB V, 5217 in Nicopolis ad Istrum; IGB
IV, 1906 in Serdica and IGLSyr 4, 1319 in Apameea.
35 Prusias ad Hypium – I. Prusias von Hypium, 25.
36 Oliver 1941, no. 24.
37 Sidyma (TAM II, 175); Myra (IGR II, 714); Kos (Iscr. di Cos EV, 216); Ephesus (SEG XLIII/1993, 764‑765);
Miletus (I.Didyma, 264, 269‑271 and 286‑287). The use of this term for the president of the gerusia clearly indicates
a very important connection in those cities between the gerusia and the gymnasium – Giannakopoulos 2008, p. 57‑73.
For the use of the term γυμνασίαρχος τῆς γερουσίας also Zimmermann 2007.
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This supports the theory that the inscription contains the list of benefactors over a long period of time,
which also explains the presence in Section A of two persons attested by texts at a much earlier date: president
Kallistratos, son of Demetrios (l. 8 and ISM I, 67 and 68, l. 38) – as already indicated by Musielak –, as well
as Aristolaios, son of Theophilus (in col. I, l. 15), to be found in the sensibly earlier catalogue of the Boreis
tribe (ISM I, 191 B 20).
The gerusia had a very high public profile, which explains easily why all the benefactors would be
made known to the public through such a monumental inscription38. But why would one go through all the
trouble of listing past benefactors, a lot of which were undoubtedly dead at the moment the monument was
set up? The answer could lie in a detail of the text, namely in the honorary decree: col. II l. 6‑7 mention the
fact that, before the presidency, Artemidoros, son of Herodoros held the office of γραμματεύς. The effort of
compiling the list of philotimoi could therefore represent the pinnacle of his activity as a secretary in charge
of the archive. Also, we must not forget that, as stressed by Giannakopoulos, this type of institution played
an important role as guardian of memory, which would very well explain the mention of former members.
Then again there is the question why the institution’s archive was brought to date at that precise
moment. This effort seems to fit very well in the local general context of the reign of Hadrian. The local
public life clearly became more intense, as can be seen in the decree for Aba, daughter of Hekataios (ISM I,
57), priestess of the Mother of Gods, and later on high priestess of the imperial cult39; for all her outstanding
public activities she was awarded a gold crown, which represented the highest honour for a priestess40.
Important public construction works are also attested. The inscriptions inform us on several public
buildings41 (some dedicated to the emperors) built or repaired by local authorities. A new defensive wall was
also built during Hadrian’s reign and repaired around AD 170‑18042; this was a monument which reorganized
the city’s entire urban layout and was definitely one of its most important defining topographic elements.
Another important addition was a second bath complex in the vicinity of the new defensive wall; after its
construction, in the first decades of the century, this area of the site (previously at least partly uninhabited,
as the baths were built directly on a layer of sand) was turned into a fully functional urban district. In the
meantime, the old bath complex was repaired43 and new public buildings were raised (sometimes inside
older complexes)44 in what it seems became the new, or at least renewed official district and in which public
buildings continued to be raised up to the Late Roman period.
Finally, the Istrian mint45, which had stopped its activity at the middle of the 1st century BC, resumed
a low level of activity during the reign of Augusts (one coin type)46, but stopped emitting up to the reign
38

Another list of members from the reign of Commodus was discovered at Sidyma (TAM II, 176). But the
context of that inscription is different, as it represents the list of the first gerusia, discovered along with the decree
mentioning the election of the gerusia’s first gymnasiarch.
39 Only one other high priestess of the imperial cult is attested; Suceveanu 2007, p. 149, no. 6, pl. 61.6. Actually,
Aba’s name and patronym could very well fit in the space where the priestess’ name was mentioned in this second
document, but unless certain proof is discovered, this will remain only a remote possibility.
40 Connelly 2007, p. 204‑205. For the significance of Aba’s positions in the history of women and Greek civic
life, see van Bremen 1996, especially the Introduction and Conclusions.
41 ISM I, 147 and 148. There is also a dedication by Emperor Trajan on what seems to be an element of a public
monument, discovered in 2011 and which will be published by the author in Dacia.
42 Florescu, Cantacuzino 1954, p. 285‑293.
43 Suceveanu 1982, p. 19‑21.
44 Damian, Bâltâc 2003‑2005, p. 143‑144. In this area, located at the foot of the so‑called acropolis, there is a
crossroads around which no less than 3 civilian basilicas were built, one dated to the Severan period and two to the
4th‑6th centuries AD (although Rizos 2013, p. 673‑674, n. 45‑46 considers that the Severan structure is in fact a
horreum – I would like to thank Irina Achim for suggesting this perspective). Given the fact that the three basilicas, as
well as other large (official?) buildings were all raised on the street that led to the first bath complex, the entire area
could have played the role of an official district between the 2nd‑6th centuries.
45 Varbanov 2005, nos. 593‑694.
46 RPC Suppl. I, no. S‑1841A; the reverse type is a sign of civic pride and autonomy, as it depicts the traditional
Istrian motif of the sea‑eagle attacking the dolphin; the obverse, on the other hand, conveys the acceptance of Roman
domination, as it bears – according to the editors of RPC – the laureate portrait of Augustus and the legend [...]OY
KAIΣAPOΣ [...]. Also, see forthcoming article by V. Bottez and G. Talmațchi in the proceedings of the 6th International
Black Sea Congress (Constanța 2017) for the coin minted by Istros during the reign of Augustus.
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of Hadrian (one coin type), when it slowly resumed its activity. As we very well know, a local mint was an
important element in the construction of a city’s public standing and identity47.
THE GERUSIA AND THE IMPERIAL CULT
Another important factor in the local public life during the reign of Hadrian was the imperial cult. The
implementation of Roman rule in the Empire’s Greek East brought a series of changes in the local public
life, the most obvious of which was precisely the introduction of the Roman imperial cult,48 a religious
phenomenon that impregnated almost every one of its aspects and did so at all social levels. The emperor’s
religion did not aim to radically change the religious life of the Greek communities, but only to obtain a
high‑profile position by associating itself with the latter’s most prestigious manifestations in order to ensure
the loyalty of Greeks in the provinces. Or, in M. Sartre’s words49,
...faire taire, dans la commune louange de Rome et de sa majesté impériale, les querelles
minuscules et éternelles qui les opposaient.
This process was not a violent one, as it supposed a continuous ritual exchange between the communities
that were usually the first to decide the establishment of divine honours for the emperor and the latter, who
in turn bestowed benefactions and privileges on the Greek cities50. This involvement resulted in a flourishing
development of the public life in Greek poleis, which in turn led to the creation or revivals of a series of
institutions responsible for this aspect. One of the most successful among such institutions was the gerusia,
the ancient Greek institution re‑created with the approval of Roman authorities with the precise objective of
concentrating local Greek tensions in a competition aimed at proving the subjects’ fidelity to Rome51.
In Istros, the first imperial temple52 and statue were dedicated to Augustus during his lifetime by
Papas, son of Theopompos (ISM I, 146). Even though Istros was not yet part of a Roman province, this is
not surprising, as there are several examples of imperial cults in areas outside the Roman provinces, such as
those founded by King Juba II of Mauretania or King Herod of Judea53. But one does not need to look that far:
at Kallatis and Tomis imperial cults were dedicated to Augustus. Unlike Istros, in Kallatis it was the People
that dedicated the place of worship54, making it an official initiative. In Tomis the situation is much more
complicated, as the information concerning the beginning of the imperial cult is given by Ovid55. If indeed
the information provided by Ovid is true, then he conducted games dedicated to the birthday of Augustus56;
he composed a poem in the Getic language (which he presented at what seems to have been a public
meeting/festivity) in which he explained the divine essence of the (by then dead) emperor and the transfer of
power from him to his son Tiberius who, as the son of a god, gained an intermediary position between gods
47

For the process of identity‑building through coins, see Howgego, Heuchert and Burnett 2005, especially the
analyses by Chr. Howgego, S. Kremydi‑Sicilianou, U. Peter and S. Price. Another part of the identity‑building process
and which is directly connected to our analysis was precisely the setting up of monumental inscriptions honouring
specific citizens for their actions; Woolf 1996.
48 Harter‑Uibopuu 2003, p. 209.
49 Sartre 1991, p. 116.
50 Price 1984, p. 65‑77.
51 The main works on this subject remain Oliver 1941; Oliver 1958; Oliver 1967; van Rossum 1988 and
Giannakopoulos 2008.
52 For a full analysis of the imperial cult in Moesia Inferior, see Bottez 2009, also Maurer 2014 and Bottez 2015;
for the Istrian temple of Augustus see Mărgineanu‑Cârstoiu 2013. For the beginnings of the imperial cult in Istros see
the above‑mentioned article by V. Bottez and G. Talmațchi (n. 45).
53 Pippidi 1998, p. 191‑193; Fishwick 1987, p. 104; Ma’Oz 1994‑1999, p. 91.
54 ISM III, 58; Avram, Ionescu 2016, no. 1, p. 451‑454.
55 There are theories according to which Ovid was never actually exiled to Tomis, and his exile was only a
literary one; Ezquerra 1997, especially p. 13‑20. These theories seem to be dismantled by the inscription published by
Bărbulescu and Buzoianu in 2014, which attests two characters mentioned by Ovid.
56 Ov. Pont., 4. 9. 116.
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and mortals57. He also had a domestic cult‑place58. Therefore, in all three cities we can see an effort to adjust
the communities – through the imperial cult – to the new political master, who probably returned the favour
by bestowing certain privileges or advantages on them59. In the case of Istros, these privileges are now
clearly attested by the inscriptions published by Maria Bărbulescu and Livia Buzoianu in 2014. This must
have resulted in the progress these communities registered on several levels at that time: they resumed coin
production, games were organized in Tomis, which probably became the province’s capital later on60, and
public life flourished at Kallatis61.
At Istros, however, after this initial élan, all trace of an active public life disappeared, including any
proof of the cult of Augustus. The next pieces of information concerning the imperial cult in Istros come
exclusively from the 2nd century AD: the first information, given precisely by the list of benefactors of the
gerusia, concerns religious ceremonies in which imperial busts were involved; then there is the mention of
an imperial high priest in mid‑2nd century AD (ISM I, 78) and of two high priestesses (Aba in ISM I, 57 and
another unidentified in Suceveanu 2007, 149, no. 6, l. 2). Another fundamental development of the imperial
cult during the 2nd century AD is the creation of the koinon of the Western Black Sea Shore62, probably
during the reign of Hadrian63. All these inscriptions indicate that the imperial cult in Istros, after an initial
development during the reign of Augustus, followed by a – for now – blank period during the 1st century
AD, received a new boost in the 2nd century AD, starting with the reign of Hadrian.
The connection between the gerusia of Istros and the imperial cult is clear. ISM I, 193 mentions in col. B,
l. 19‑22 that one of the gerusia’s roles was to raise funds (from donations such as that made by Artemidoros,
son of Herodoros) to support feasts during which gods, emperors and benefactors of the gerusia were honoured.
As far as the crowning of imperial busts and statues is concerned, this seems to have been a specific
attribute of the institution, as is attested by sources in Ephesus and Athens64. The importance of these cult objects
and their role in public ceremonies is shown by Emperor Marcus Aurelius’ refusal to melt down old imperial
busts damaged in the course of time in order to recover the precious material they were made of65.
As far as public feasts are concerned, even if only the Feast of the Roses is mentioned by the inscriptions
(and this is a good example of the way the imperial cult managed to insert itself within popular traditional
feasts)66, we know from other sources that the gerusiasts also took part in other religious celebrations, some
maybe purely imperial cult celebrations. This role is attested for most such assemblies during the Roman
period67, whose members had a very clearly established social position – in Ephesus the members of the
Council and those of the gerusia had reserved places at public spectacles68. Strong ties must have existed
between the gerusia and the imperial cult in Istros, since Artemidoros, son of Herodoros (col. II, l. 2), and
M. Ulpius Artemidoros (col. I, l. 76) and Karpos, son of Artemidoros, later became pontarchs (ISM I, 137,
179‑80 and 207)69.
57

Ov. Pont., 4. 13. 19‑38. On the emperor’s position between gods and mortals, see also Fishwick 1987, p. 21‑36.
Ov. Pont., 2. 8. 1‑8.
59 These events must be seen as part of Augustus’ effort to secure the Lower Danube area through war, diplomacy
or transfers of populations; Vulpe, Barnea 1968, p. 40‑44.
60 Haensch 1997, p. 332.
61 ISM III, 31‑2, p. 40‑6, 57, etc.
62 There are at least 26 pontarchs attested in inscriptions from five cities and at least four of them are from Istros:
three from the 2nd century AD – ISM I, 137, 178‑80 and 207 – and ISM I, 143 from the 3rd century AD
63 ISM II, 52 (AD 130‑138), set up by the Argadeis tribe in honour of the pontarch T. Flavius Poseidonios, high
priest of the Hexapolis and son of the pontarch Phaidros, which must have held his position somewhere during the reign
of Hadrian, if not earlier. And as Phaidros does not bear the prestigious title of πρῶτος ποντάρχης, attested both in Istros
(ISM I, 207) and Kallatis (ISM III, 99 and 100), there must have existed at least one other pontarch before him.
64 Oliver 1958, p. 475‑476.
65 Pippidi 1967, p. 333; Oliver 1958, p. 475. At Istros a case of recuperation of a monument depicting the
emperor’s image is the base of Emperor Domitian’s statue that suffered damnatio memoriae and was reused for a statue
of Emperor Nerva; ISM I, 177, AD 98‑99.
66 L. 19‑22; Pippidi 1967, p. 331.
67 Oliver 1941, passim.
68 Kolendo 1981, p. 311.
69 Bottez 2009, p. 109‑113; Maurer 2014, p. 167‑169.
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The gerusia was connected to other public events, too. The decree in honour of Aba and the list of the
benefactors indicate that its members were involved in at least two religious feasts, namely that at the beginning
of the year and the Feast of the Roses. The first document mentions the members of the gerusia immediately
after those of the boulē, which confirms their highly prestigious status in the city. This also makes us think
that maybe the “non‑political” gerusia – through the moral weight of its important members (many of which
hold different important offices at a later date) – could have played a certain political role as mediator, as
is attested in the case of Tarsus70. But this idea will have to be supported by future epigraphic discoveries.
These elements confirm that during the reign of Hadrian all aspects of the local public life developed
at a level unprecedented for the Roman period, to be connected to the philo‑Hellene policies of the emperor.
It is in this context that the gerusia reaffirmed itself through the list of 138 AD, which intends to prove the
power and prestige of its members.
CHRONOLOGY
The most important issue still to be cleared up is the institution’s chronology, starting with the date of
its creation. As we have seen, the scholars that approached this problem usually connect the date of creation
with the city’s second foundation mentioned in ISM I, 193, for which three dates were proposed: the reign
of Hadrian, that of Claudius or that of Augustus.
A. Suceveanu affirmed that the visual impact of the monument itself coincides with the other proofs
of a high level of activity for other institutions in that period, suggesting the reign of Hadrian as the moment
of the city’s second foundation, an event that in its turn determined the creation of the gerusia. The logic of
the text’s content, which we have amply debated above, indicates that the list of special benefactors in col. I
of ISM I, 193 covers at least several decades before the reign of Hadrian.
This leaves us two other moments that changed the history of Istros as possible choices: the reign of
Claudius, when the horothesia of Istros (ISM I, 67 and 68) indicates possible changes in the status of Istros,
probably following its integration in the Roman province of Moesia, or the reign of Augustus, when the city
entered the Roman sphere of influence. Usually the search for the date of the second foundation guided scholars
in establishing the date of creation for the gerusia. But actually, it is the list of benefactors of the gerusia that
helps us establish the date when the institution started to function. The relatively small number of benefactors
(31) in col. I, up to the first Marcus Ulpius, suggests the reign of Claudius as the moment the benefactors
started to be listed, which is confirmed by the mention of Kallistratos, son of Demetrios, as the first president
in the list. This would connect the start of the gerusia’s activities to the policies of Claudius. On the other hand,
public activity during the first half of the 1st century AD was rather slow, which could explain the mention of
few benefactors over a longer period of time, and Kallistratos could have also become president at an earlier
date than his participation in the embassy mentioned in ISM, 67 and 68.
In the light of the new discoveries mentioned above (inscription mentioning privileges bestowed by
Augustus, in connection to the dedication of the first imperial cult temple in Istros, building activities and
minting of new coins), the second foundation is most likely to have taken place during the reign of Augustus,
a date supported by D.M. Pippidi and A. Avram. The second foundation of Istros71 would then correspond
to that of Kallatis and suggest a favourable imperial policy in the area72.
Here arises another issue: should we connect the creation of the gerusia to the second foundation? The
text of ISM I, 193 clearly stipulates that it is the list of benefactors after the second foundation, and no mention
of its founder73 is made in it. Was the gerusia then created before this? Given the chronology established for
the second foundation, this would place the foundation of the gerusia prior to the Roman domination, even
though there is no other source to confirm it for now. The lack of evidence does not necessarily deny it, as even
Artemidoros published only the names of benefactors after the second foundation, which means that before
that either there were no such archives, they were already lost or that there was another inscription mentioning
70
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them. Not to mention that there are very few epigraphical sources for the 1st century in general, which leaves
us with a very sketchy image of the Istrian public life of the period.
There remains the problem with our hypothesis, namely that of the distance in time between the second
foundation and the first names that appear in the list of benefactors of the gerusia, during the reign of Claudius.
As we have (for now) no documents concerning the gerusia of Istros before Augustus and during the first half
of the 1st century AD, it is possible that this institution did not function anymore at that time, and only when
a new status was negotiated during the reign of Claudius was it revived in a different role, namely to support
public feasts and especially those which involved the imperial cult. This hypothesis is also supported by the
fact that it is during the same period that we have attested the gerusia of Kallatis (ISM III, 31).
And if there is no connection between the creation of the gerusia and the second foundation, then
why is the latter mentioned in it? The explanation for this must be the wish to transfer or better establish
the image of a private institution in the community’s collective memory by associating it to an event that
shaped its history. Such a procedure brings us to another aspect of the problem, namely the connection to
the imperial cult.
The gerusia reached a new and spectacular phase of its development during the reign of Hadrian,
as proven by the impressive monument that is the list74, and appears to us as an essential element in a
well‑developed and articulated public life. It is mainly because of ISM I, 193 that we have any information
on the role of the gerusia. Headed by presidents elected (probably) for life, it funded religious ceremonies,
notably those of an ever more important imperial cult, and its members held a position second only to that
of the bouleutai (ISM I, 57). This unprecedented development of the gerusia and of the imperial cult should
definitely be connected to the period of prosperity inaugurated by the reign of Trajan and successfully
continued by that of Hadrian, as proven by the numerous archaeological discoveries. It is maybe through
the prism of this connection that we should consider the issue of why a monument with such a powerful
visual impact was created at that moment. By associating itself with all the changes that took place in the
city, operated under the auspices of an emperor, an institution connected to the imperial cult gained a higher
prestige, as did the members listed as special benefactors.
The end of the gerusia’s existence remains even more eluding than its beginnings. The other two
monuments presented (ISM I, 57 and 275) in connection with this institution are dated to the second half of
the 2nd century AD, which gives us a terminus post quem for its disappearance. This remains to be proven,
as this seems to have been (apart from a distinct and special moment during Hadrian’s reign, marked by the
publishing of the list of benefactors) a very “quiet” institution as far as public monuments go. This situation
could, again, be explained by its connection with the phenomenon that provided part of the object of its
activities, namely the imperial cult. After the list of AD 138, the information concerned the activity of the
gerusia is extremely scarce, as the centre stage of the local and regional public life was taken by another
institution that quickly became the main political battleground for the local aristocracy starting with the
Antonines and up to the 3rd century AD, namely the Western Black Sea koinon. The development of such
a prestigious and costly structure probably made other institutions, such as the gerusia, less interesting and
therefore underfunded.
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