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Premises and Pursuits. From the conquests of Alexander the Great to the rise of the Roman and Parthian empires, vast stretches of the Mediterranean world and the Near and Middle East, including parts of South and Central Asia, were shaped by kingdoms that we are accustomed to calling “Hellenistic.” We typically differentiateclassify these monarchies intoby particular royal dynasties, each centering around a series of more or less well-known kings – and a number of queens, for that matter: the Ptolemies of Egypt, the Seleucids of Asia, the Antigonids of Macedonia and Greece, the Attalids of Pergamon, the Euthydemids of Bactria, as well as Sicilian, Pontic, and Armenian kingdoms, among others. Intentionally or not, tThe term “Hellenistic” sets these monarchies apart from other ancient autocratical regimes, suggesting that “Hellenistic” monarchiessince they share specific traits that distinguish them in terms of governance and administrative practices, cultural and ideological dissemination, and their unique approach to hegemony and diplomacy. When the German scholar Johann Gustav Droysen (1808–18481884) first used the concept in this way, he specifically aimed to capture the idea of a particular blend of Greek culture with local elements in these regions, resulting in a distinct cultural and historical period with its characteristic social and political configurations. This opened athe pathway to investigating the period beyond simply writing the history of a series of ruler biographies of rulers along the different family lines: Droysen’s approach helped to overcome the idea that history was forged primarily by the will of great men on the royal throne, facilitating comparative investigations and pointing beyond the political sphere towards the social, cultural, and economic developments of the period. 	Comment by Jemma: Does the term ‘Euthydemids’ exist in the literature?
Still, the concept has been widely challenged, and rightly so: The term “Hellenistic” centers on Greek culture and its expansion, potentially underplaying the rich, pre-existing cultures and traditions of the regions in question and inadvertently tending to overshadow the influences of local contexts in shaping the “Hellenistic” world. The concept, then, perhaps can thus be seen as oversimplifiesying the complex network of developments and interactions that shaped the period, puttingplacing more weightemphasis on the dynamics of Greek influence while implicatingimplying a generally more static force ofthat local and regional cultures were more static. Using a single term to describe the characteristics ofencompass such a vast geographical area with diverse populations and traditions potentially obscures the varied and distinct effects in different regions and communities. Also, Droysen hasdid not provided a convincing theoriesy of how legitimate kingship was forged in the “Hellenistic” era, how power was successfully centralized over wider regions of a world with strong traditions of local pride and civic autonomy, how “Hellenistic” monarchies differed systemically from other ancient monarchical political systems, and how these systems transformed under the rising impact of Rome and Parthia. Even if drawingWhile stemming from the same Graeco-Macedonian roots, legitimate kingship depended not only on support byfrom the ruling elites and administrators but also on the acceptance byof local elites, soldiers, and the wider populace., so Indeed, monarchical authority was contingent on successful interaction and communication within the different cultural milieus surrounding the various centers of power, which put the monarchies in question on distinct trajectories even when under comparable framework conditions. 	Comment by Jemma: I’m not sure I understand exactly what is meant by ‘framework conditions’. Seems vague, could you please clarify?
Thus, the question arises: So, dDoes this label, “Hellenistic”, have any heuristic value for understanding the inner workings of a particular subset of ancient monarchies? How does it help us to grasp the social, political, and cultural settings involved in theof these monarchies that held sway over a vast shaped the regions for roughly three centuries? Is there anything that, in the sense of the Austrian philosopher Ludwig Wittgenstein’s sense (1889–1951), could be referred to as a “family resemblance” amongbetween the various “Hellenistic” monarchies? And where exactly do these resemblances end? The chapters collected in this volume establish a triadic research matrix to tackle these essential questions along the following three principal axes of investigation: 

(1) The chapters collectively pursueprovide a comprehensive assessment of the political systems within various Hellenistic monarchies. They achieve this by integrating the two most successful scholarly approaches to monarchical power structures: one derived from empire studies, emphasizing institutions and administration, and the other from a sociological understanding of political authority, focusing on strategies of legitimation. This dual approach of joining complementary perspectives on autocratic rule offers a more comprehensive understanding of the inner mechanics of the historical regimes under investigation. 
(2) The chapters also develop a comparative approach to examining the configuration of monarchical power across different monarchies within the given chronological and geographical frame. The investigations combine synchronic analyses of various monarchies with diachronic perspectives that trace their historical evolutions, thereby providing a more fine-grained understanding of the diverse regimes, their interdependencies, and their distinctiveness over time.
(3) Finally, the chapters address the complex relations and interdependencies of global and local forces to shed light on the intricacies of monarchical rule induring the period under investigation. Sensitivity towards the interplay – and the trade-offs – between the global and the local is vital for a thorough understanding of power dynamics and communication strategies in the ancient world. The mutual impacts and frictions between cross-cutting norms and ideologies on the one hand and local practices and values on the other imposed significant constraints on the configuration and expression of these monarchies, influencing how kings, ruling elites, and administrators navigated the complexities of their empires when engaging with local elites, soldiers, and the wider populace.

With this triadic approach, the volume seeks to better understand better the multifaceted natures of the monarchies in question, the intricacies of their governance, and their strategies of political legitimation. The chapters explore the alignment and disparities between the general idea of “Hellenistic” kingship and the actual mechanics of the different systems of royal governance in various territories, time spans, and contexts. The in-depth analyses reveal the varied ways these kingdoms molded and were influenced by socio-political predispositions on the local level and their collective role in defining what we understand as “Hellenistic” in a historical and cultural sense. In this way, the chapters shed light on the polyvalent character of these regimes, providing insights into their distinct adjustments and the broader effects of monarchical rule on their era’s social, political, and cultural fabric. 

Empires and Monarchies. More recent research has shown the explanatory potential of combining the two main approaches typically pursuedadopted when investigating the inner workings of ancient monarchies: Traditionally, scholars tend to focus either on the institutions and administrative processes that constituteding an empire as an organizational structure in its entirety, or on the communicative processes that created the integrative forces of its political authority. The first approach focuses on questions of institutional resilience, and the second on questions of personalized rule. Both approaches have their strengths and weaknesses. As the chapters toof this volume show, it is high time to overcome the binary divide and merge the explanatory power of these perspectives. Hellenistic monarchies are both: complex institutional structures and administrative practices, and fields of political authority and socio-cultural integration. Neither is pPolitical authority is not solely a question of state institutions and administration, nor is an empire held together by communicative strategies of legitimation alone. To understand how monarchies work, we need to account for the interplay between structural assets (demographics and resources, infrastructure and technologies, production and consumption, etc.) and the practices and discourses that counteract the disintegrative potentials inherent in human societies (rituals of power, ideologies of kingship, dynastic policies, etc.). 	Comment by Jemma: No hyphen needed. I don’t understand why this is underlined.	Comment by Jemma: I’m not sure what is meant by ‘disintegrative potentials’.
This volume proceeds from the presumption that a close analysis of the structural features of Hellenistic kingdoms in combination with a proper conceptualization of political authority, – if adequately refined and applied to the changing historical landscapes between Alexander’s conquests and the rise of the Roman and Parthian empires, – can yield a powerful theory of Hellenistic governance. Such an understanding helps us transcend the limitations of a Weberian “Idealtypus” (ideal type) of rule, embracing the multifaceted and intricate nature of social interactions across a broad spectrum of time, space, and culture. Pursuing this path is highly demanding, as it requires tailoring the analytical matrix to the diverse political cultures in question as closely as possible. At the same time, it involves the creation of comparative analytical models (including, in this volume, a side view of the early Chinese monarchy of the Qin dynasty), facilitating a broader understanding of the overarching characteristics of monarchical rule in the period under investigation. Effective exercise of monarchical power depended on socially embedded structural assets and the interaction between ruler and ruled. In both regards, the Hellenistic kingdoms were simultaneously shaped by overarching framework conditions that transcended individual empires and by constraints and opportunities resulting from their specific local and regional contexts. 	Comment by Jemma: What is meant by ‘side view’? A brief overview, perhaps?	Comment by Jemma: As before.
The chapters in this volume show how a refined understanding can be gained by revisiting these elements from the research perspectives outlined above. In particular, comparative historical investigations of monarchical rule that account for subtle calibrations between commonalities and variabilities in the everyday exercise of power yield a more differentiated anatomy of governance and authority, both chronologically and geographically. A suitable starting point is the ambivalent relationship between kings and cities, which also raises the question of the political dimension of Hellenistic governance.

Kings and Cities. The interaction between kings and cities constitutes the core of what we might call the political dimension of Hellenistic rule. In its classical understanding, however, the Greek concept “political” means “pertaining to the affairs of a polis.” In this sense, Hellenistic monarchies were not political entities proper but supra-political structures. Nonetheless, Hellenistic monarchies did not operate in a political void; they were linked in manifold ways to cities as highly complex and dynamic socio-political entities that both empowered the monarchies and presented them with significant governance challenges. For one, cities were important nodes of public and private services, production, and trade. As venues of societal integration, stratification, and differentiation, cities also played a pivotal role in consolidating monarchical power by mobilizing human resources and serving as recruitment grounds for the military and the royal administration. 
Local populations were typically heterogeneous in their social, cultural, and ethnic composition. The total population associated withof a city usually comprised both more urbanized and more rural segments covering a broad spectrum of strata characterized by vastly differing preconditions and opportunities, including a highly competitive and socially privileged civic elite, a citizen body organized into demes and civic tribes, a wide range of corporate organizations and associations, and other more or less structured groups (such as military or ethnic), as well as distinct categories like mercenaries, settlers, commercial travelers, resident foreigners, and enslaved people. Reducing potential friction within such a complex social emulsion required investing significant resources to foster cohesion and counteract disintegrative forces and, from time to time, even to suppress open societal conflict or stasis (civil war). 
Royal investments in social cohesion first and foremost pertain to the king’s constant effortsaimed to preserve peace, maintain security, and warrantensure civic eunomia (i.e., thea proper constitution based on good legislation). Hellenistic kings appointed administrative officials and judicial officers to maintain public order within the cities of their kingdom, and they sent soldiers were deployed to protect and control the cities and their territories. They also invested in constructing and preserving the basic infrastructure (roads, bridges, aqueducts), public spaces (agorai, theaters, gymnasia, temples), and military installations (camps, defense works, port infrastructure). Hellenistic kings also created incentives (granting of privileges, tax concessions, endowments, recognition of asylia) to relatedeepen the social commitment of the civic elites and loyalist population subgroups at the king’s service. Patronage and euergetic practice evolved into important axes of interaction between the kings and the cities: Through the role of the king as a benefactor, royal power was linked to local prosperity, and also the swift and authoritative administration of justice can be counted among thehis most essential tasks of a king concerning the cities. In a fruitful relationship to with the city, the Hellenistic ruler could forge his image as an ideal basileus, the antithesis of a tyrant.
These activities – which unfoldeding through a constant flow of interaction via emissaries and delegations, through royal letters and honorific responses – tied the exercise of royal power directly to local sociospheres with their particular values, needs, and opportunities. This direct and inherently power-related direct bond with local communities and their specific predispositions and inclinations was perhaps the most substantial incentive for Hellenistic monarchies to diversify their repertoire of communicative options, tailoring their strategies of engagement with subject groups to ensure the responses were finely attuned to particular cultural expectations. Thus, when superregional monarchies began to overlay and overarch a world of cities and other local hubs of self-administration with established networks of social obligations and loyalties, the new realities had to be reconciled with deeply rooted political and cultural values that might have even included anti-monarchical sentiments, as in the case of traditionally autonomous Greek city-states. Hellenistic rule had a particularly high chance of succeeding when both sides were willing to meet halfway. The superior power of Hellenistic monarchies challenged political ideals prevalent throughout the ancient world and enforced realignments of loyalties and administrative processes on the local level. Vice versa, kings adapted to the cultural logic of cities as the essential social, administrative, and economic building blocks of their superior power, with locally coded models of communication and local traditions putting constraints on how they could effectively interact with civic communities. 
The emergence of federal leagues (koina) was a highly versatile institutional answer to this challenge that served the needs of both the kings and the cities. Leagues, which were often regarded as instruments of resilience forged by the cities to counter monarchical dominance, in fact, were in fact tools jointly forged by kings and cities in an intermediary sphere, responding to both global and local interests: Leagues provided different cities with a joint platform for their interactions with the royal court, while Hellenistic monarchs could utilize federalism strategically to manage their political arena more efficiently. In the interplay between the cities and the court, leagues gave the cities a tool to coordinate their local interests with one another and balance them vis-à-vis the center of power. As supra-political but sub-monarchical entities, federal leagues bridged the gap between the two spheres and helped to anchor the Hellenistic monarchies politically. 

Courts and Dynasties. The royal court was the Hellenistic monarchy’s administrative and military powerhouse and its political, religious, economic, and cultural kernel. Serving as the residence for the king and the ruling dynasty, it also provided the crucial bureaucratic infrastructure essential for the operation of government and diplomacy. The court emerged as the primary platform for fostering loyalties, integrating elites, and negotiating social status and prestige. It played a pivotal role in recruiting personnel for vital governmental positions, effectively attracting both Greek and local elites. As a physical space of representation and functionality, the palace complex typically accommodated the royal chancellery, the royal treasury, the library, archives, and offices as well as audience halls and conference chambers, dining rooms, and service facilities. As far as archaeological evidence indicates, monumental courtyards, bathing structures, hunting areas, and stables were regular components, and palatial structures could integrate (pre-existing or newly built) sanctuaries or even gymnasia and spaces for athletic and theatrical games. As a distinct physical space, the Hellenistic court embodied the power and prestige of the monarchy, and it exerted a kind of cultural magnetism through royal patronage of the arts and sciences, festivals and celebrations of all sorts, and cultic performances. 
The Hellenistic court provided the ruler and royal officials with a versatile platform for developing and shaping personal networks around the ruling dynasty, which was significantly more than just a group of people with family ties to the king. The royal dynasty was an instrument of authority, influence, and control, embodying the ruling monarchy'’s past, present, and future. Specifically, royal dynasties could bridge the critical point of rulerpower transition when a monarch died, and – a situation that called for a profound realignment of command hierarchies and support networks became necessary. In such volatile moments, the stabilizing potential of an established royal clan could effectively reduce the degree of contingency in Hellenistic kingship as anwhich was otherwise an inherently precarious system of rule. 
But However, establishing and maintaining a well-integrated dynasty was a demanding task, which, if not mastered, could letallow internal frictions, rivalries between family branches, or competing claims to the throne to escalate into open conflict among its members, as in the Ptolemaic civil wars of the second century. Even in less turbulent times, the unique status and privileged role of dynasty members had to be explained to the subjects. Transforming a group of relatives and in-laws into a ruling dynasty necessitated the skillful crafting of narratives and practices that portrayed the family as divinely chosen for a blessed destiny. These representational strategies, ultimately directed at securing and maintaining monarchical rule, simultaneously followed, again, on the one hand, general premises, established precedents, and entrenched customs and required, on the other hand, contextual adaptability, cultural sensitivity, and situational awareness. The stories, symbols, and rituals that emerged from this process revolved around the display of internal unity, which itself could go as far as public expressions of sibling love. The narratives and images of dynastic glory and power extended into wider communicative fields (genealogical founding myths and divine lineage; ancestral achievements and divinized predecessors; exceptional physical dispositions and divine incarnations; legitimate offspring and inter-dynastic bonds; patron deities and ruler cults). Within these broader contexts, female members of the royal clan could assume prominent public roles far beyond mere marriage politics.	Comment by Jemma: /justified

Wars and Victories. Hellenistic monarchies were steeped in an agonistic culture of war and victory – at least until the rise of Roman supremacy. Set against the backdrop of Alexander’s conquests and his model of oikoumenic rule, military achievements seemingly exceeding human capabilities were the benchmark of charismatic authority in the Hellenistic world. The ideology of military success structured the relationship between kings on the one hand and their divine patrons and progenitors on the other; charismatic military leadership could even compensate for a lack of dynastic legitimacy. The rRulers’ military engagements targeted foreign empires, barbarian groups, and adversaries in domestic conflicts such as rebellions or civil wars. For Hellenistic kings, heroic leadership thus coupledcombined the gain and defense of their “spear-won land” in wars against external foes on the one hand with the building and preservation of peace and stability, which served to legitimize political authority and maintain control within. 
Martial valor was thus not a self-contained virtue; it was bound to the ideals of peace and prosperity, which to achieve and maintain was awere fundamental expectations that subjects had of a king. Seen as an inevitable prerequisite for attaining a persistent state of peace and stability, military triumph was a decisive source of royal legitimacy far beyond the military sphere proper. The charismatic war leader was thus an effective and adaptable focal point within monarchical discourse and practice. Still,Yet triumphal rulership was also conditioned onby an understanding of monarchy that transcended the interaction between the king and his soldiers, reaching far into the civil sphere and linking the security requirement of security from external threats to demands for inner stability and harmony. 
Consequentially, triumphal ideology was ubiquitous, and the king’s role as a warrior in the narrower sense typically featured various interrelations with associated fields of monarchical representation. Hellenistic rulers, the elite, and other loyalist groups and individuals employed a wide array of media, communicative strategies, and practices to convey and perpetuate a triumphal ruler image – such as through victory parades and commemorative festivals, donations and endowments from the captured riches, dedications of spoils, assumptionadoption of victory titles and triumphal epithets, the erection of inscribed monuments and works of art, through coin design, and inthe oral and written dissemination of ruler biographies and historiographic accounts, panegyrics, hymns, and epinician literature. 
The idea of a victorious military leader who fights for peace and security and lavishes the captured riches on his people resonated deeply within the diverse body of subjects, and the idea was especially pertinent in reinforcing the bonds of loyalty forged with elite groups and the military. However, Eeven if these were, per se, comparably homogeneous social groups were willing in principle to serve the monarchy, they still formed a conglomerate of individual organisms driven by partially incompatible interests., and, most importantly, Moreover, these were precisely the groups that couldhad the potential to effectively challenge the ruler. Hellenistic history provides numerous examples of fatal cracks in the supposedly solidified elite and military organization. Tailoring triumphal ideology to its intended audiences was thus challenging, even vis-à-viswith regard to groups sothat were closely interleaved with the power apparatus: What we broadly refer to as the military, in fact, representeds a broad spectrum of organizational units that were also individually embedded in their own social, cultural, and economic environments (elite guards and professional soldiers at court; soldiers and mercenaries in border outposts, field camps, or city garrisons; auxiliary units, cleruchs, and other military reservists of various backgrounds; ephebic groups and distinct elitist units with specific competences, responsibilities, and obligations). 
The integration of triumphal ideology into these broader ideological and social contexts enabled Hellenistic monarchs to steer ruler discourse and governance practice more towards civic matters when Rome’s expanding supremacy (with Parthia capitalizing on its effects) limited their scope for military accomplishments. Rome’s gradual rise from city-state to world power, the process that triggered these systemic changes in Hellenistic governance, effectively spanned the entire Hellenistic period and increasingly affected the fortunes of the monarchies in question. When the Wars of the Diadochi were still raging, the spheres of interest of Carthage and Rome already began to collide in the wWestern Mediterranean, with Sicily becoming a hotspot of the protracted conflict, eventually falling under direct Roman control in the course of the First Punic War. The formation and expansion of a Roman-Republican imperium then exerted increasing pressure on Hellenistic kingdoms throughout the Eastern Mediterranean and beyond, which was only increased by the Parthians, who at the end of the Hellenistic period were the only remaining power in the East that could effectively force the Romans to the negotiating table. The emerging Roman hegemony became more and more evident not only in spectacular military achievements, strategic support of select dynasties, and dictates of bilateral and interstate treaties but also in conversions of Hellenistic monarchies into client-kingdoms, in large-scale annexations of territory and the creation of Roman provinces.
Hellenistic monarchies, increasingly caught in the stress field created by Rome and Parthia, had to respond to the large-scale changes in a period marked by heightened military conflict and civil unrest. As Hellenistic monarchies were inherently flexible organisms from their very inception, they eventually adapted their governance frameworks to the new rules of a power game they were compelled to play with forceful new foreign competitors. Due to the decisively non-monarchical logic of Roman hegemony, however, they could not simply transfer established strategies of interstate interaction to this particular case. The rise of Rome enforced an outright reinvention of Hellenistic rulership. 
We can grasp innovative adaptive strategies and their broader implications for our understanding of late Hellenistic kingship with particular clarity when focusing on the more subtle ways in which the mechanics of Hellenistic rule were realigned in this process – and, conversely, on how vice versa the Roman political system was influenced in its dealings with the political, economic, and cultural achievements of Hellenistic kingdoms. The development markedly differed from the process in the late fourth and third centuries BCE, when the Eastern Mediterranean, Near Eastern, and Middle Eastern cultures integrated with the newly emerging Hellenistic monarchies. Despite all superpower competition, Hellenistic kings had generally recognized each other as basileis, while Rome enforced a hierarchical relationship that Fergus Millar has been described as a “two-level sovereignty” (Fergus Millar), entailing a subordination of royal power under the overarching umbrella of Roman- Republican supremacy. The ramifications of this were on full displaywere evident on the Day of Eleusis when a Hellenistic king had to submit to the dictates of a Roman legate. 
In a profound redefinition of royal authority, Hellenistic kingship reacted by developing non-charismatic strategies of legitimation. Royal interactions with the subjects were increasingly modeled on ideals of reliable governance and accountability, – on norm-based partnerships with local traditional institutions such as leagues, cities, civic organisms, and temples. Vice versaConversely, the encounter with the Hellenistic world also had a profound impact on Rome. As the imperium evolved into a political system tailored to the leading role of towering individuals – and eventually a single princeps –, Roman official authority was more and moreincreasingly imagined as a personal quality of the office-holder, while competing families drew inspiration from Hellenistic court culture, Greek paideia, and royal dynastic representation. Hellenistic kings and elites did their part to develop a common language with Rome, further bridging the divide. The prominent role of emperor worship in the East and related phenomena, such as city dedications by client-kings to members of the ruling dynasty of Rome, indicated the significant impact of Hellenistic rule on the Roman political system. Augustus ultimately established a monarchy that was conspicuously distinct from Hellenistic models. But the Roman principate, in a way, precipitated the sublation of Hellenistic kingship in Hegel’s threefold sense of “Aufhebung,” i.e., negation, preservation, and elevation. 

Sources and Traditions. The virtually unrivaled resources of the royal dynasties afforded vast opportunities for ideological expression, which, in turn, influenced contemporary perceptions and informed subsequent traditions. The chapters collected in this volume explore the dynamics of Hellenistic rule through various literary and material sources, such as historiography and biographical literature, building and architecture, encomia and epinikia, royal portraiture and reliefs, inscriptions, and coins. We need these sources. For one, to establish the historical facts, but often the sources themselves were once embedded in the historical processes they reflect, so they carry direct traces of Hellenistic ideological dissemination. Sometimes, our sources even served as media of interaction and communication for the various historical actors and agents who brought about, shaped, and transformed the political cultures of the Hellenistic world. As communication was never a straightforward top-down process, such media played the role of interactive reference points in complex forms of social, cultural, economic, and political exchange structured and influenced by all those who interacted with the monarchy in one way or another. Hence, beyond their value for reconstructing the course of events or the logic of tradition and reception, investigations into our sources also raise questions about discourse and practice, representation strategies, target groups, and impact.
In these regards, coins are of particularly interesting to several chapters in this volume. The unique source value of coins is due to their comparatively extensive survival, their technical characteristics, and their role as serially produced tokens carrying both text and image: Researchers can often date the production of specific coin series with considerable precision, identify their geographical origins, and at least partially evaluate the scales of production and the dynamics and reach of circulation. TheSuch preserved artifacts thus provide a dense chronological and geographical matrix, aiding inhelping to analyzeing the development, dissemination, and impact of certain aspects of monarchical representation. On this basis, the varying coin designs indicate how communicative strategies were constantly adapted to the changing circumstances of interaction between the monarchical center on the one hand, where royal portraiture and dynastic iconography were forged as a product ofentrusted to specialized artists with close ties to court culture, and the urban and rural dwellers, soldiers, and settlers, merchants and manufacturers on the other, as key societal groups that dealt with the coins in everyday transactions. While the design of royal coinages was used to assert monarchical authority, local coinage could provide cities with a means for civic self-representation, albeit within the constraints of the overarching ideological system, establishing a certain dialogue between civic traditions and monarchical representation.  
However, coins were not primarily minted and brought into circulation as portable mini-monuments; their production, distribution, and exchange patterns depended on their monetary function. How various monetary systems interacted was determined by the nature of their economic and trade environments, by royal investments (in infrastructure, the military, or maritime assets, for instance), subsidies and interstate payments, and more. This is particularly interesting in three respects: First, in terms of how (on a global level) the monetary systems and coin designs of the Hellenistic kingdoms shared certain traits, differed from each other in particular aspects, and also responded to and influenced one another at specific points. Second, on a regional and local level, civic coinage could overlap and interfere with royal coinage in various ways, revealing mechanisms of mutual influence and differentiation and creating localized resonance spaces for representation, which also served as platforms for relating ruler ideology to local traditions. And thirdly, the introduction of quasi-municipal coinage (as in the case of the Seleucids), pseudo-civic coinage (kingdom of Pontus), and the cistophoric standard (Attalids) reveal an increasingly intricate intertwining of royal and civic administrative practices in the contexts of expanding monetization, strengthening local markets, rising military expenditures, and the growing influence of Roman hegemony.
[bookmark: _Hlk159428723]Hellenistic coinage was thus by no means a homogeneous phenomenon, even if we can observe overarching trends such as the roughly synchronous introduction of ruler portraits by various dynasties in the late classical and early Hellenistic era, which was nothing less than a revolution that put the portrayed human on a par with gods and heroes. Also, the production of coins was more consequentially centralized than the creation of other physical media. Sculptures, reliefs, wall paintings, cameos, or inscribed monuments also experienced a lower chance of survival simply due to less favorable generic properties, even if much more effort was invested into their conceptualization and fabrication as media of monarchical representation. Comparing coins with other media also points to the distinction between royal self-representation (as emerging from the royal administrative center) versus ideological expressions of the subjects, which we need to understand as decentralized and self-regulatory processes that could very well trigger successful innovations, but at times assumed highly idiosyncratic forms lacking further impact. However, the difference iswas gradual, which can be seen again in the case of the ruler portrait: At first glance, it was, a highly standardized element of Hellenistic coinage, but the portrait design in fact varied across different workshops, as there was no centralized distribution of royal portrait models so that individual attributes could link the given type to local iconographic traditions. Nonetheless, common artistic developments and time-specific iconographic trends could simultaneously influence the visual languages of Hellenistic monarchies across vast geographical distances. Decreasing similarity may consequentially indicate increasingly competitive legitimation. Even when different dynasties came up with broadly comparable strategies, they were never uniform, and even the slightest dissimilarities may yield valuable historical information.  
TheOur record of historical sources is inhomogeneous far beyond Hellenistic coinage, relief sculpture, and portraiture in the round;  not only regarding the survival rate of different genera vary not only in their survival rate but also in viewbecause of thetheir chronological and geographical coverage, which means that and in how they reflect the discourses and practices of Hellenistic monarchies in different ways. We need to take into account a varying degree of consistency in scope and transmission when approaching the epigraphic and literary sources as well: Greek historiographers such as Polybius, Diodorus, Appian, or Plutarch only draw on Iranian or indigenous accounts to a very limited extent, while the ancient Near and Middle East feature significantly less pronounced traditions of historical writing than what we know from the Greek polis world. The epigraphic habit also varies geographically: A plethora of inscriptions from Greek poleis offers insights into local administrative processes, while we have a much more limited understanding of the civic decision-making mechanisms in the Eastern Hellenistic world. Perceived inconsistencies, differences, or contradictions may thus be due to discrepancies in the available source material. We also need to consider that our understanding of Hellenistic monarchies partially depends on the perspectives provided by Roman receptions – notably, one of the most frequently cited characterizations of the nature of Hellenistic kingship stems from a Byzantine lexicon. 

Retrospects and Prospects. Pursuing the triadic approach outlined at the outset of this concluding chapter, the present volume endeavors to bridge the gap between the overarching narrative of Hellenistic monarchies and the nuanced realities of their rule. Firstly, the volume aims at building a refined understanding of the mechanics of Hellenistic rule by integrating the two most fruitful research approaches,: one derived from empire studies, focusing on the foundations of institutional resilience, and the other from political sociology, focusing on personalized rule. In the second tier, the investigations add thebring in a comparative perspective to scrutinize how the general concept of “Hellenistic” monarchy aligns or diverges from the actual practices and experiences of governance across the different monarchical systems that ruled the territories in question, revealing and how discourse and governance practices of governance changed over time. The third axis of exploration deals with the relationship between global and local preconditions and dynamics that shaped how the dynasties could forge political authority, prestige, and recognition. 
The examinations assembledcarried out here not only highlight the diverse ways in which Hellenistic monarchies were shaped by the deep roots of their governing systems and ruler ideologies and how they adapted to local contexts and traditions but also how they collectively contributed to the broader historical and cultural phenomena we term “Hellenistic.” In this period, vast stretches of Afro-Eurasia saw kingship and royal authority deeply embedded in dynamic networks of power, ideological discourse, and cultural exchange, influenced by broader imperial trends and specific local conditions. Thus, Tthe ruling practices of this era, though partially drawingstemming from common roots, thus varied significantly across different regions and points in time. To further substantiate the concept of a distinct “Hellenistic” form of kingship within the intricate mosaic of ancient systems of governance and political authority, we must ultimately advance our efforts towards an equally comprehensive and ambitious comparative investigation ofbetween the ancient monarchies traditionally termed “Hellenistic” withand those that fall outside this intriguing categoryization. 
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