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by Altay Coşkun and Gillian Ramsey 

 

 

Asia Minor has been functioning as a „bridge‟ for migrating peoples and a „melting pot‟ for 

different cultures since prehistory. Among the several major clashes that took place on the 

Anatolian subcontinent and that dug themselves deep into the collective memory, one may list 

the Trojan War as well as the Battles of Manzikert and Gallipoli. Such conflicts were of course 

only the „tips of the icebergs‟ in the context of which multifarious kinds of intercultural exchange 

occurred and the development of social and political structures received new impetus. Combats 

with lasting effects were especially numerous in the early Hellenistic age, most prominently with 

the Battles of Issos (333), Ipsos (301) and Korupedion (281), which induced the fall, creation or 

redesign of numerous kingdoms. To these famous battlefields, at least Magnesia-on-the-Meander 

needs to be added, where the Romans established their hegemony for more than a millennium to 

come (190). Given the unique wealth of literary, archaeological, numismatic and especially 

epigraphic evidence for the Hellenistic and Roman periods, the importance of Asia Minor for 

nearly all subfields of Classical Studies has always been acknowledged. Over the past century, 

the number of related international research projects has steadily increased, but it is a relatively 

recent development that a growing number of scholars established in Canada contribute to the 

exploration of ancient Anatolia.  

 

This panel has been initiated with two purposes: first, to bring together students and scholars 

with a sustained interest in Hellenistic and Roman Asia Minor, and, second, to showcase the 

breadth of their work in terms of chronology, geography, methodology and career-stages. It is to 

be hoped that this panel will be inaugural to similar networking activities that may allow us to 

share our most recent research findings, plans for new projects and also practical difficulties that 

we might encounter while working in Turkey. While the choice of speakers for this first panel on 

Hellenistic-Roman Asia Minor reflects the intended diversity, it is also indicative of the research 

networks that the panel organizers are currently involved in and which are strongly drawing on 

the evidence that Asia Minor is providing: the Seleucid Study Group, which previously also met 

at McGill University in February 2013 (http://seleucid-genealogy.com/ssg.html); a study group 

on ancient Galatia that will assemble at Waterloo in February 2014 (Canadian Classical Bulletin 

20.04, 2013 [4]), and a collaborative initiative to study the provinces of Roman Asia Minor. 

 

 

The panel will consist of the following four papers: 

 

1) ‘Royal Palaces in Hellenistic Asia Minor’ 

 

Dr. Gillian Ramsey, Assistant Professor, University of Toronto (g.ramsey@utoronto.ca) 

 

Asia Minor had a long history as a contested space, whether it was between the Hittite, Lydian, 
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Phrygian, Carian, Persian, Greek, Macedonian, Roman and other polities, and as a result the 

region was home to an extensive network of royal capitals and palace installations that were 

recycled by successive regimes. This paper will consider the maintenance and repurposing of 

palatial structures under the different powers of Hellenistic Asia Minor, arguing that the ways 

these places were put to use reflects the nature of royal territorial administration and contacts 

with subject populations, not on a „centre-periphery‟ model, but on a model of broadly 

distributed agency for regional overseers serving peripatetic royal courts. Primary in this is the 

idea of having multiple palaces to serve as bases for operations, placing the Seleucid, Ptolemaic 

and Antigonid systems in contrast to the Pergamene Attalids. Beyond the geopolitics of 

domination, the palaces were centres of economic stimulus and resource management, often 

located near significant resource locations, such as the placement of Mopsuestia amid the 

overland and maritime trade linkages and the shipbuilding of Cilicia. Also considered will be the 

extent to which royal palaces differed from other urban spaces in symbolic value, and how that 

was a product of the antiquity of the palaces themselves (e.g. Croesus‟ at Sardis), their usage as 

markers of conquest (e.g. the transferrals of Ephesus between Ptolemies and Seleucids), or their 

role as statements of revived claims to rule (e.g. the rebuilding of Lysimacheia in Thrace). 

 

 

2) ‘Soldiers and Hellenism in the Third-Century Seleucid Military’ 

 

Del John Houle, MA candidate, University of Waterloo (djhoule@uwaterloo.ca) 

 

The relative absence of Syrians in Polybius‟ and Appian‟s descriptions of the Seleucid military is 

conspicuous, and has led some to the conclusion that they were never included in the Seleucid 

army at all. It is the object of this study to suggest a different possibility. Building upon Cohen‟s 

studies of the Seleucid colonies (1978; 1995; 2013), especially those founded in Asia Minor, as 

well as his treatment of Hellenistic military associations (koina), this paper will argue that while 

these associations appear to have assumed a single ethnic label (including “Macedonians”, 

“Galatians”, and “Thracians”), they eventually came to be composed of active military personnel 

from multiple ethnicities. As such, this paper will not only present the Seleucid military as a 

vehicle for Hellenization, but also attempt to account for the role of the “missing” ethnicities in 

our ancient sources; it will argue that the “Macedonian” Seleucid soldiers referred to by our 

ancient sources may actually represent an ethnically heterogeneous group. 

 

 

3) ‘Histoire par les noms in Ancient Galatia’ 

 

Dr. Altay Coşkun, Associate Professor, University of Waterloo (acoskun@uwaterloo.ca) 

 

For the two centuries following the Galatian occupation of central Anatolia after 278 BC, only a 

few nearly exclusively Celtic names of tribal or mercenary leaders have been transmitted. In the 

1
st
 century BC, the first examples of Anatolian names re-emerge in our evidence, and a few 

Greco-Macedonian ones alongside with them. By the beginning of the 2
nd

 century AD, Roman 

names prevailed among Galatian aristocrats. Complementary to these general trends, this study 

also looks at the Phrygian and Celtic traditions that were sometimes hidden behind Greek or 

Roman facades: the extent of such complex naming practices reveals the compatibility of 
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embracing Hellenism or Romanness with an awareness of the Galatian or Phrygian cultural 

heritage still in the 2
nd

 century. Such local peculiarities faded away in the 3
rd

 century with the 

completion of Roman franchise and the spread of Christian names. This paper will explore in 

how far personal names, combined with the remaining evidence, which is highly fragmentary or 

(for ideological reasons) distorted, reflect demographic developments, processes of 

interculturation, political changes and the gradual modification of ethnic identities. (Cf. Coşkun, 

in Gephyra 12, 2012, 51-68; in ZPE 183, 2013, 171-184; in Naming in Anatolia, ed. by R. 

Parker, Oxford 2013, 79-106) 

 

 

4) ‘Measuring Roman Power in Late Antique Asia Minor: the Case of Cappadocia’ 

 

Lukas Lemcke, PhD candidate, University of Cologne ( llemcke@uwaterloo.ca) 

 

Fergus Millar‟s often praised and frequently criticized monograph on the Emperor in the Roman 

World (1977) has greatly stimulated the debate surrounding the Roman art of government. The 

rising interest in late antique studies has extended this discussion into the reign of Diocletian and 

beyond, and numerous monographs have since appeared illuminating both functional and 

theoretical aspects of Roman rule. Whichever angles of investigation scholars have chosen to 

pursue, their discussions are firmly embedded in an understanding of the late Roman state as 

authoritarian. However, such labeling is imprecise, and thus obfuscates that which it seeks to 

illuminate: the character of Roman government. This paper is an attempt to obviate this effect by 

moving the discourse surrounding the regime authority of the later Roman Empire onto firmer 

ground. In a case study focusing on Cappadocia, it seeks to evaluate late Roman governance on 

the provincial level using the Polity IV model (M.G. Marshall et al.: Polity IV Project: Political 

Regime, Characteristics and Transitions, 1800-2012, 2012). With data gained through primary 

evidence as well as scholarship on the administrative history of Cappadocia (e.g., S. Métivier: La 

Cappadoce (IVe - VIe siècle), 2005) and Roman government (e.g., C.M. Kelly, Ruling the Later 

Roman Empire, 2004), the administrative leadership of the province is awarded scores according 

to indicators provided through the Polity IV model. This evaluation results in an overall polity 

score, which can be used for comparative analysis to give historians a more precise 

understanding of the governing authority of late Roman provincial government in Asia Minor 

from a modern perspective. 
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