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A Hellenistic 7sopoliteia decree from Laodikeia on the Lykos

Abstract: The author re-edits a recently published decree of isopolitera from Laodikeia on the
Lykos in south-west Phrygia, dated on the basis of letter-forms to the third or early second cen-
tury BC. The decree (passed by a city whose identity is uncertain, “city x’) confers citizenship
and various other privileges on the people of Laodikeia, in response to a Laodikeian embassy
reporting an earlier grant of isopoliteia from the Laodikeians to “city x”. The author proposes
various new restorations to the text of the decree, and argues that the city responsible for pass-
ing the extant decree is not (as the first editor had suggested) Stratonikeia in Karia, but the city
of Seleukeia—Tralleis in the Maeander valley.
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In 2008, Francesco Guizzi published a new Hellenistic decree discovered at the site of Laodikeia on the
Lykos in south-west Phrygia (here, Fig. 1).! The decree is inscribed on a block of white marble (H.
0.655, W. 0.35, Th. 0.18), broken below, but otherwise apparently complete. The front (inscribed) face
of the stone has been significantly damaged as a result of secondary reuse of the stone. The entire left-
hand edge of the front face of the stone has been carefully bevelled, causing the loss of the first 1-2 let-
ters of each line. The top of the front face has been similarly bevelled, but there is no reason to think
that any text has been lost: the first extant line of the inscription appears to carry the opening words of
the decree ([£]60&¢e Tt BovAfit ka[i T dYpwt - -]). Two deep dowel-holes have been cut into the front
face of the stone close to the left-hand edge. The upper dowel-hole was neatly cut, causing the loss of
only a very few letters towards the beginning of lines 1011 (c. 3—4 letters in each line). The lower
dowel-hole has caused more damage: a large, roughly triangular part of the surface of the stone has
sheared off at the left-hand edge of lines 16-26, causing the loss of c. 8-9 letters at the start of lines 21—
24, and rather fewer letters at the start of lines 16-20 and 24-26. The greater part of the right-hand side
of the front face of the stone has been rough-picked with a point chisel, causing the loss of the entire se-
cond half of lines 1-29 (c. 15-18 letters missing from each line). This systematic defacement does not
extend all the way to the bottom of the stone, and lines 30-32 are preserved to almost the full breadth of
the stone (2—4 letters missing at the right-hand edge). Line 32 is the last substantially preserved line of
the text, but the inscription clearly continued for several further lines; the upper parts of a few letters at
the start of line 33 are visible on Guizzi’s published photograph (reprinted here, Fig. 1).

Given the loss of so much of the original text (around half of each line), restoration of the decree is far
from straightforward. Several convincing amendments to Guizzi’s editio princeps were made by Patrice
Hamon in the Bulletin épigraphique (BE 2010, 544), and I have incorporated a few further suggestions
of my own in the text below.

* Dr. Peter Thonemann, University of Oxford, Wadham College, Faculty of Classics, Parks Road, Oxford OX1
3PN (peter.thonemann@wadh.ox.ac.uk).

I am grateful to Gary Reger and Riet van Bremen for their helpful remarks. Francesco Guizzi kindly provided the
photograph printed here as Figure 1.

'F. Guizzi, in Ritti et al. 2008: 42-47, no. 3.



A Hellenistic isopoliteia decree from Laodikeia on the Lykos 43

T. Ritti et al., Museo Archaeologico di Denizli-Hierapolis. Catalogo delle iscrizioni greche et latine. Distretto
di Denizli (Naples, 2008), no. 3, pp. 4247 (F. Guizzi; photograph). (P. Hamon, BE 2010, 544; SEG 58,
1541.)

Date: “Fine II-inizio I a.C.” (Guizzi); “le III° ou le cours du II°s. a.C” (Hamon). Fig. 1 (photo: Francesco
Guizzi, courtesy of the Director of the Denizli—Hierapolis Arkeoloji Miizesi).
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Line 4 top G(uizzi). [Mudv - - -] G.; [e.g. edvor kal gikot Svtec] H(amon). Lines 5-6: icomo[Mtsiav etvon kai
atérelwalv G., corr. H. Line 6. ot[spavodcBar t0v] G.; ot[epovdcavteg 8¢ tov] H. Line 7 yxpuod[i otepdvmt
apetiic] G.; xpuo®[t otepdvot - - - dpetiic] H. Line 8: sbvoiog t[fig mpoc adtov?] G.; edvolag [N Exmv Statekel ?
npoc] H. Line 10: ol npélofeig dneiot[- -] G.; [npéloPeig dnéote[ihav tov deiva] H. Lines 12—13: oitiveg 16
[yieopa dvepdvi|olav (or: anédel|Elav) tdt dhuot kai [- - -] G.; oftiveg 16 [te yApiopa drnédm|k]av tdt Snpot kol
[Siehéynoav mepl] H. Line 14 fic &o[vow mpdc tov] G.; Nic &o[vow? - - mpdc tov] H. Lines 15-16: «[oi]
nope[kdresav v ad|m]v aipeov G.; kai mope[kdresav Hudc? ™y od|mv oipeowy H. Lines 16—17 Ongp GV [- - -
1I[. moJAer G. Lines 17-18 16 &vdexop[- - -|mdnpiav mowodpev|- - -] G. Line 19 BovAduevog [- - -] G. Lines 21—
23 [--c7--]18wpévm E . . [- - - -]|. . . dulootépaug [taig moreot - -]| [. . 8]86xOoun G. Lines 23-25 eiv[ou
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moteiov? kal | petéy]ev adto[Vg mdviov GV kol oi 2Xtpaltov]ikeic petéyo[vor G.; eiv[at Aaodikelc moritag Kal |
netéylev adto[dg mdvtav GV kol oi dAlot ?Xtpajtov]ikels petéyo[vor H. Lines 25-28: [xalécar koi | glic
npoedpiav TOv [apikodpevov? mpesPevtnv? v | t]oic povsikols dyda[v cuviehov|ulévoig G.; [kakelv (vel sim.) 8¢
avtovg | g]ig mpoedpiav Tov [e.g. ayavobény origpoknipuko &p taot | T]oig povotkois dyda[t Toig cuvtehov|u]évolg
H.; kahelv 8¢ adtodg | kai ]ic Th(onemann). Line 28: [eivon 8¢] G.; [dmapyetv 8&] H. Lines 29-32: rest. G. Lines
32-33: do[uc]vov[pévav]|- - - G.; do[w]vou[pévjov] Tdvto[v] . . . [- -] Th.

“Resolved by the boulé and the démos, [- - son of NJaukrates made the motion: s[ince the Laodikei-
ans, being well-disposed] both collectively towards the démfos and individually towards ea]ch of our
citizens, have decreed isopo| /iteia and freedom from taxatio|n and prohedria (for us), [and crown] our
démos with a gold [crown] for the sake of its [virtue] and the goodwill [which it continues to hold to-
wards] the démos of Laod[ikeia, - -], they have sent as ambassadors [x son of y], Athenaios [son of x,
and x] son of [S]atyros, who have [delivered the decree] to the démos and [have made a speech con-
cerning] the goodwill which they hold towards our démos, and have cal[led (on us) to hold the sam]e
disposition concerning the things about which [they have e.g. written to the clity, having shown all
possible [sobriety during their st]ay in the city, [ - - -]. [And so the démos,] wishing to [- - -] their [- - -
], [in order that e.g. friendship] might be preserved for [all time] for both [cities, with good fortune],
be it resolved: let the [Laodikeians be citizens and let] them share in [all the things that the other - -
Jkeis share in, [and let the (official) invite them to] a front seat [at all] the musical contests [that are
hel]d by the démos, [and let them also have] right of access to the bouf é first after the] sacred busi-
ness; and the bou/é and the stratégor and the other officials are to take care of all those [Laod]ikeians
who arrive at the city . . .”

Lines 1-4: We appear to have the very beginning of the decree (line 1, [£]80&e tht BovAfit xa[i Tt
dMumt]), without a dating formula, proposed by a single individual (lines 1-2) whose name is lost. His
patronym, [N]avkpdzov, is a relatively common Greek name, attested in western Asia Minor in several
cities of lonia (Ephesos, Erythrai, Priene, Smyrna, Teos), at [asos and Labraunda in Karia (the feminine
Navkpartic at Kaunos), and at Xanthos in Lykia (LGPN VA and VB, s.v.). In line 4, Hamon correctly
saw that we need a participial phrase of some kind, dependent on the verb [¢]ynoicavto in line 5. His
suggestion [edvot kai @ihot Svtec] gives the correct sense, but I should prefer to restore the participle
Saketpevol, “be disposed”, with an adverb (e.g. €dvéwc), since this seems to be the normal idiom in
clauses with ©pdc + accusative: cf. e.g. LIlion 73 (decree of Ilion honouring Nikandros of Poimanenon,
80 BQ), line 4, edvémg dakeipevor mpog TOv dApov nudv; OGIS 335 (decree of Pitane honouring judges
from Pergamon, c. 150 BC), lines 2-3, g0vow[c] dokeipevor mpdg Ty [téAv nudv. By contrast, we
would expect a phrase like edvot kai gihot Svieg to be followed by a dative or genitive: cf. e.g. / Knidos
218 (decree of Knidos honouring judges from Magnesia, 221/0 BC), lines 11-12, cuyyeveig 6v[tec kol
pfdot kali edvor ot S[d]uwy; 7 Kaunos 19 (decree of Kaunos responding to decree of Smyrna, second
century BC), lines 64-65, @pihot kai ebvor Dndpyovreg Tod Suov.

Lines 5-9: Hamon’s restorations in these lines clearly give the correct sense and a plausible syntax. In
line 7, where Hamon posits a short lacuna (ypvo®[1 ote@dvat - - - dpethc | €]vekev), I suspect that there
is no need to do so. The sense is perfectly satisfactory without a lacuna, and the restoration ypvc®[t
ote@aval dpethc | €]vekev is not obviously too short (fifteen letters, including two iotas): compare line 5
(fifteen letters, including three iotas), and lines 12—13 (fourteen letters in each case). In line 6, Guizzi’s
restoration of the infinitive ot[epavodcbat] does not give satisfactory syntax (since we are still con-
cerned with honours voted by the Laodikeians for the community that passed the decree); we need ei-
ther a participle in the nominative plural or a verb in the indicative mood. Hamon restores the former
(ot[epovicavteg 8¢ OV | 8]finov), but the particle 8¢ is out of place, since 8¢ cannot co-ordinate a main
verb (dynoicavto) and a dependent participle (otepavdoavtec).” I would hence prefer to restore here a

2 Cf. Thonemann 2007: 153 n.6.
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second main verb in the indicative, ot[epavodot 8¢ kol tov | 8]fipov. The shift from aorist (dyneicavto)
to present tense (oTe@ovodot) is not problematic: it is quite normal for a decree summarising the content
of another decree to cite its contents in the present tense: cf. e.g. LPriené’ 112 (decree of Magnesia and
replying decree from Priene, late third century BC), lines 33-6, [wMgioud te kol mpeoPevtny
dmooteilovieg . . . [Emauv]odo[t p]év TOV SApov . . . kal otepavodoty xpucémt otepdvor; 1 Kaunos 19
(decree of Kaunos responding to decree of Smyrna, second century BC), lines 65-72, dnéctaikav
mpecPeuTiv Kol yhA@iopo . . . @ oi¢ Kol émavodoty TOV SAUOV MUV Kol GTEQOVODSY XpuodL
OTEPAVAL.

Lines 9—12: These lines turn to the despatch of ambassadors from Laodikeia. Most probably the clause
describing the despatch begins immediately after the word Aaod[ucéwv] in line 9, but the precise resto-
ration here is uncertain: we could perhaps have a clause such as [kai mepi todlt]o[v mpé]oPeig
aneotd[Akaowv], as in /Cret 1 xix 3 A (Chaniotis 1996: 73a, decree of Malla honouring foreign judges
from Knossos and Lyttos, late second century BC), kai wepi to[V]tov dnéotniav aueiv dikactd[c]. In
line 10, where Guizzi reads dnewot[ - - -], Hamon plausibly assumes that we have a part of the verb
anootéMewv. His own restoration, dnéote[thav], gives perfectly good sense, but Guizzi’s photograph
(here, Fig. 1) seems to show a triangular letter after the letters sigma and fau at the end of the preserved
part of the line, whence my restoration dmeotd[Akacwv]. Lines 1012 carried the names of the three La-
odikeian ambassadors, x son of y, Athenaios son of x, and x son of Satyros: Athenaios and Satyros are
both banal Greek names with no particular local colouring.

Lines 12—15: These lines (neatly restored by Hamon) describe the delivery of the decree and the speech
of the ambassadors concerning the goodwill of the Laodikeians towards the community. In line 14,
there is an awkward short lacuna between the verb and the prepositional phrase, [t]fic edvoiag fig
&yov[ow - ¢.5-8 - mpog tov | 8]fipov Nudv. Given the change of subject here (the ambassadors are the
subject of [Sieréynoav] in line 13, while the Laodikeians are the subject of &yov[ocwv] in line 14), we
probably need a pronoun or proper noun indicating the subject of the verb &ovotv: hence I suggest re-
storing either Mg &ov[owv adtol mpog tov | S]Auov (fifteen letters) or, for preference, ng #yov[ot
A00dikels Tpog tov | d]Apov (eighteen letters).

Lines 15-17: As Guizzi already saw, these lines must feature a clause indicating that the Laodikeian
ambassadors “called on” (nope[kdiecav], line 15) the other community to show or maintain “the same
disposition” ([tnv av|t]v aipeowv, lines 15-16) towards the Laodikeians. We clearly need to restore (ei-
ther in line 15 or line 16) a verb in the infinitive meaning “show, hold, maintain”, and in this context the
simple verb &yewv seems to have been standard: cf. e.g. SEG 29, 1149 (decree of Temnos granting isopo-
liteia to Teos, late third or early second century BC), lines 2122, napaxorécovt[oc] kol Tniovg v
avtv aipeowv Exewv Tpog v Nuetépa[v] ndiwv; I Mylasa 634 (decree of Teos for a judge from Mylasa,
late second or first century BC), lines 22-24, [rapak]orécer MuAac[els . . . ano]dé[EacOat Tag TIHaC]
kol Ty oy alpeoty Exewv mp[dc Mudc]; L Priend 108 (decree of Iasos honouring judges from Priene,
190s BC), line 32, napakarécovoty adtodg thv adtiv aipeowv Eew npdg tov dipov; similarly 7 Priene
109, lines 29-30; I Priené 112, line 26. Hamon tentatively restored [MMpéc] in line 15 in order to pro-
vide an object for the verb mapokodelv; this is possible, but not necessary, since the object of
mopakaielv can be omitted in such cases when it is clear from the context who is being called upon: cf.
e.g. Milet13, 139A (letter of Ptolemy II to Miletos, ¢. 262 BC), lines 12—13, mapoakaroduev 3¢ kol (sc.
DUAC) €lg TOV Aomdy ypdvov TV ad Ty Exewv alpeotv Tpog UGG

In line 16, after the word afpeowv, the stone clearly carries the words vngp dv. This can only be a rela-
tive clause indicating the sphere of reference of the oipeoic, i.e. “the same disposition concerning the
things which (sc. have been voted by the Laodikeians)”. The closest parallel I can find comes in a de-
cree of a Dorian city (probably Kos) responding to the Magnesian request for asy/ia in 208 BC,
I Magnesia 57, lines 21-5, 6 8apog &v te Td1 mpdrepov yp[d]vor tav micav omovdav [kol Tpodu]ufiov
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¢]moteito vmep MV Eméotellav Mdyvnteg ]ai viv tav ovtav aipsoi[v Exov kth.], “the demos has in
former times shown all eagerness and enthusiasm concerning the things about which the Magnesians
have written, and now, holding the same disposition, etc”. I would therefore propose restoring vmep GV
[énéoteihav] or [éneotdikaotv] in line 16; Gary Reger suggests [dnnyyélkaotv], which is equally pos-
sible. The letters [. .JAet at the start of line 17 can only be the end of the dative [tft | ©6]Aet, and this is
most easily understood as an indirect object of the verb émotéAlew/dmayyéddew. I therefore propose to
restore the entire clause mape[kdiesav v adthv Elxet]lv ofpeov dngp GOV [e.g. énsotdikacty Tt |
n6]Aet, “they have called (on us) to hold the same disposition concerning the things about which they
have (e.g.) written to the city”. In lines 1516, one could equally well restore [Exewv v ad|m]v aipeov,
but the word-order proposed here is more elegant and is well-paralleled elsewhere: cf. e.g. Milet1 3,
139A (cited above), v adtmyv &xewv aipeowv; /G XII 5, 824 (Tenos, honorific decree for Apollonios of
Miletos, second century BC), lines 24-5, mapokoAelv adtov kol €ic 1O Aowwdv v avtnv &y
npoaipecy.

Lines 17-19: In line 17, Guizzi read t@®v évdeyop[- - -], but the letter which he read doubtfully as an
omega is not clear on the photograph (here, Fig. 1), and I should prefer to read here v &vdexou[évnv].
The verb évdéyecOan is frequently used (usually in its participial form) in Hellenistic epigraphy to signi-
fy “as much/great as possible”: cf. e.g. 1 Erythrai 28 (decree of Erythrai for Polykritos, ¢. 270 BC), lines
5-7, 6 8fpog . . . 1@V TAnpopdtov Ty [E]véexopévny dmuéreway énomoaro; Sherk, RDGE 35 (letter of
the Scipiones to Herakleia under Latmos, 189 BC), lines 8-9, neipacdueda . . . tpévorap moeichat Ty
gvdeyouévnv; SEG 53, 1373 (decree of the koinon of Athena Ilias for Antikles of Lampsakos, early se-
cond century BC), lines 16-17, xeyopnynkdtog g[ic] v youvacwa[plyiov ®¢ évd[éyle[t]oar @iho-
tudtato. This whole clause should concern the good behaviour of the Laodikeian ambassadors during
their embassy (line 18, [émdnpiav mowovpev[ot]), and hence I would restore here v évdgyou[évny e.g.
eototiov mepl v | dmdnuiov mooduev[ot]; for the general shape of the phrase, compare /Kaunos 18
(decree of Smyrna for a grammateus from Kaunos, second century BC), lines 55-57, éupavicar 1€ mepl
10D ypaupatéag . . . fv éromoato gdkoopiav mepl Ty émdnuiov; SEG 49, 621 (decree of Athens for
judges from Larissa, 109/8 BC), lines 35-39, én[ouvéoar 8¢ kal toV]¢ mapaysyovdtag map odTod
dwcao[tag] . . . ént te [Tt dvaotpoeRt Nt me]moinvron katd thv émdnpuiov. The phrase that follows in the
latter half of line 18 and the beginning of line 19 cannot be restored with confidence: it may belong ei-
ther to the preceding or following clause.

Lines 19-22: These lines seem to preserve the beginning of the hortatory formula, here introduced with
the participle Bovidpevog (“wishing to [e.g. be receptive to/respond appropriately to the decree of the
Laodikeians], ve/ sim.”). In lines 21-22, we clearly have a purpose clause with va or $mw¢ + subjunc-
tive, expressing the intention that something may persist (diauévn, line 21) for both cities concerned
([Gu]potépaug [taig moreot], line 22). My proposed restoration here ([iva 8¢ ko] dwapévne glg [TOvV del
xpdvov e.g. 1y oilkerdtng dp]eotéparg [toig ndieot]) is intended merely to give the likely shape of the
clause: for clauses of this kind, compare e.g. Milet1 3, 148 (peace treaty between Miletos and Magne-
sia, early second century BC), lines 3840, fva. 8¢ dow dogaleilc ai s[vvAidoet]g kai Swopévnt 1 iprivn
Kol @Ma glg TOV del xpdvov apeotépai[c T]ois TOAETY.

Lines 22-33: These lines contain the answering decree of the other city, granting reciprocal isopoliteia
and other honours to the Laodikeians. I have accepted all of Hamon’s restorations in these lines, with
one or two minor alterations and additions: I have added [toynt | &yadfit] before [8¢]66x0ar in lines 22—
23, moved [kai] from the end of line 23 to the beginning of line 24 (the single word [petéy]ew is clearly
too short for the lacuna at the start of line 24), inserted [kai] at the start of line 26 (there appears to be
space for this in the lacuna at the start of the line), and added the single word ndvto[v] in line 33 (visi-
ble at the very bottom of the stone on Guizzi’s photograph, reprinted here, p. 52 Fig. 1).

seskeoskoskokokok
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This inscription is a Hellenistic decree of a familiar type. The inhabitants of Laodikeia on the Lykos
have passed a decree granting isopoliteia and other honours to a neighbouring community, “city x”
(lines 5-9), and have sent ambassadors to city x to deliver the decree (lines 9—13), to assure the citizens
of city x of their goodwill (lines 13—15), and to call on them to reciprocate (lines 15—17). The inhabit-
ants of city x, acknowledging the impeccable behaviour of the Laodikeian ambassadors (lines 17-18),
and wishing to respond appropriately (lines 19-22), pass a decree of their own in response, granting the
Laodikeians citizenship, prohedria at their musical contests, and privileged access to their own civic au-
thorities (lines 23-33).%

The chief problem of this text is, of course, the identity of “city x”. The ethnic of this city is partially
preserved at the start of line 25. Both Guizzi and Hamon tentatively restore [Ztpa|tov]ikelg in lines 24—
25, and attribute the decree to the city of Stratonikeia in Karia. However, there are various problems
with this proposal, as Hamon acknowledged: “L’identification de Stratonicée est une possibilité, mais
doit rester conjecturale: le nom Novkpdtng, patronyme du proposant, n’y est pas attesté; G(uizzi) sou-
ligne a juste titre I’importance des stratéges, qui sont mal connus a Stratonicée” (BE 2010, 554). In my
view, Hamon is quite correct to question the attribution.

First, the epigraphic basis of the identification of city x with Stratonikeia is distinctly fragile. At the start
of line 25, Guizzi reads [- - -]IKEIX. In fact, the first 7ofa is not fully preserved: only the lower part of
the vertical Aasta is visible on Guizzi’s photograph (here, Fig. 1), and hence both [- - -]Jikeig and [- - -
Jukeig are possible readings. (If the relevant letter is indeed an 7ofa, then its vertical Aasta is surprisingly
far to the left of the following kappa.) It is also worth noting that Guizzi’s line-division [Xtpajtov]ukelg
is rather unlikely to be correct. At the start of line 25, there is space for four or five letters before the
vertical hasta: in order to restore the ethnic Ztpartovikeic, we would have to assume that the stone-
mason chose to divide the word at a rather awkward place ([Zt|patov]ikeic or [Xtp|oTov]iKels).

Institutional considerations also tend to point away from Stratonikeia. As Hamon remarked, the civic
institutions of city x, as indicated by the new decree, do not fit well with what we know of the institu-
tions of Hellenistic Stratonikeia. Although a college of four stratégoi is attested at Stratonikeia in the
Hellenistic period, they appear to have been strictly military officials, serving for a six-month period on-
ly; the stratégoi are nowhere else found playing a role in civic decrees of Stratonikeia.” The chief civic
officials of Hellenistic Stratonikeia appear to have been the prytaners, who were responsible for propos-
ing almost all of the (very few) extant Hellenistic decrees of Stratonikeia.” The absence of a Stratonikei-
an demotic for the proposer of our decree (lines 1-2) is also notable.® We do know of a povoikdc dydv
at Stratonikeia at which crowns were bestowed (/ Stratonikera 1039, decree for a judge from Assos, af-
ter 166 BC, lines 20-22: v 3¢ dvayysMav tdv 61e@dvav momodsdnoay ol dywmvodétal &v Tt dydvi

* On isopoliteia in the Classical and Hellenistic periods, see Gawantka 1975, with a useful checklist of attested cas-
es (now in need of updating) at pp. 206—-220. On the numerous Cretan cases, see Chaniotis 1996: 101-104.

* [ Stratonikeia 10, line 31; 485; 1005-1006a; 1317—1319: three otpotnyol kot wéAv, and one otpotnydg &l THe
xopag: see Boulay 2014: 77, 90-91. Riet van Bremen is currently preparing a study of the stratégor of Hellenistic
Stratonikeia, based on a new edition of / Stratonikera 1505.

* [Stratonikeia 512 (first century BC), mputdvewv yvoun; I Stratonikeia 1038a (first century BC?), [oi] mept
Anold[8lotov Xpvodopog Ka(pada) mputdve[ig] dvéypayav & dvé[pelpov yhoiopa [klekvupopévov; 1038c,
npu(tdvewv) y[voun]; IStratonikeia 1040 (LSmyrna 585, second or first century BC: not certainly a decree of
Stratonikeia), n[pvtdveav yvoun]. LStratonikeia 10 (39 BC) seems to have had an individual proposer (restored).
SEG 58, 1225 (second century BC?) does not indicate the proposer at all (simply [£80&g] Ztpatovikéwv tht BovAft
Kol Tdt dMpot). On Stratonikeian decree-formulae, see Rhodes with Lewis 1997: 351-352; van Bremen 2004: 387

n.75 (emphasizing the absence of early decrees from Stratonikeia).

% The demotic is regularly, but not consistently, recorded in Stratonikeian decrees of the later Hellenistic period: cf.
e.g. LStratonikeia 1038a ([o1] mepi Amorrd[8]otov Xpuodopog Km(paiéa) mputdve[ic]), but contrast 7 Stratonikeia
512, line 1 (eponymous stephanéphoros); I.Stratonikeia 1039, line 40 (ambassador to Assos): cf. van Bremen 2000.
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ML LOVGIKAL TAL cuviehovpévol tht Pdun; cf. lines 25-28 of the present text), but that is not in itself a
strong reason for attributing the decree to Stratonikeia, since a povoikog dywv of one kind or another is
attested at many other cities of south-western Asia Minor in the Hellenistic period.’

Finally, it would be something of a surprise (though not impossible) to find Laodikeia and Stratonikeia
voting isopolitera for one another at any period. The two cities (although both Seleukid foundations) are
geographically far removed from one another, and belong to completely different political and ecologi-
cal zones of south-western Asia Minor.® Cities which shared isopoliteia in the third and second centuries
BC were generally either close geographic neighbours (Miletos and Phygela, Seleukeia—Tralleis, Myl-
asa, Herakleia under Latmos, etc.) or cities bound by mythological or historical ties of kinship (Miletos
and Kios, Pergamon and Tegea, etc.).” But exceptions are not difficult to find, and I would not wish to
lay too much weight on this point.

In sum, there are several strong reasons to question the attribution of our decree to Stratonikeia, and we
ought to wonder whether there is another city in the vicinity of Laodikeia whose ethnic could plausibly
be restored in line 25, and whose civic institutions might make a better fit with those attested in our text.
I propose to identify “city x” with the important city of Tralleis (modern Aydin) in the middle Maeander
valley, which carried the dynastic name Seleukeia from ¢. 260 BC (and perhaps earlier) down to the
treaty of Apameia or shortly thereafter, when the city reverted to its original name of Tralleis."
Seleukeia—Tralleis was a near neighbour of Laodikeia, some 100km to the west as the crow flies; both
cities lay on the major Seleukid road (the “Southern Highway”) which ran from Ephesos eastwards
along the Maeander valley, and on up the Lykos valley towards Apameia—Kelainai.'' In line 25 of our
text, we can easily restore the ethnic [Xele]ukeic, which fills the lacuna at the start of the line in highly
satisfactory fashion.

What we know of the institutions of Hellenistic Seleukeia—Tralleis also provides strong support for this
attribution. The stratégoi, organised in a college of around 10—11 members, were the main civic officials
of Seleukeia—Tralleis.'” In a Seleukeian decree of 218/217 BC, conferring isopoliteia on the nearby city
of Miletos, it is the stratégoi and the grammateus tou démou who are responsible for registering those
Milesians who wish to take up citizenship at Seleukeia, and later in the same text it is once again the
stratégoi who are to take care of Milesian visitors to Seleukeia (cf. lines 30-33 of our text: boulg,
stratégoi, other officials).”® This college of stratégor acted as collective proposers of several further Tral-
lian decrees of the second and first centuries BC.' Furthermore, we know that Seleukeia—Tralleis cele-

7 E.g. Halikarnassos (SEG 29, 1072), Magnesia (/. Magnesia 15b, line 7), Mylasa (1. Mylasa 101, lines 61-62),
Kaunos (Z.Kaunos 19, lines 91-93), Priene (I.Priene2 34, lines 14-15).

¥ There is little evidence for interaction between Laodikeia on the Lykos and south-west Karia at any period: see
Corsten 1995 (a very meagre haul). van Bremen 2004 has decisively ruled out any connection between the “koinon
of the Laodikeis” in south-west Karia and Laodikeia on the Lykos.

’ Gawantka 1975: 93-113.

1% Cohen 1995: 265-268, citing all the relevant evidence for the changes of name; cf. Thonemann 2003: 101-102,
and (for bronze coins in the name of Seleukeia) Thonemann 2011: 40.

" On this road, see Strabo 14.2.29; Magie 1950: II 789-793; Thonemann 2011: 174 n.115 (third-century Seleukid
foundations strung along this road); Mitchell 1999: 17-21 (Roman Republican period).

> Woodward and Robert 1927/1928: 68-72.

B Milet 1 3, 143B, with Milet VI 1, pp.176-177 (I Tralleis 20), lines 57-59, top Bovidpevov Miknoiov moi-
teveohon &v Zehevkeg[la]t dmoypdeechar Tpdg e TovG oTpaTNyoLs Kol TOY ypopuatéo tod dpov; lines 62-63,
nolchot & dmpéhelav ToOC el xepoTovoupévovg otpatnyods T00 SMpov 00 Miknclov Kol Tpovoely TV
Topayvopévay eig Ty mohw.

" [ Tralleis 27 (from Sparta, Hellenistic period), otpatny®v yvédu[n], with list of (apparently) 11 names; also prob-
ably I Tralleis 21 (1. Magnesia 85, second century BC), [otpatny@v yv]oun, with list of ¢. 8 names; 7. Tralleis 22
(I Mylasa 631, late second or early first century BC), [otpotny®v] yvaunt, with list of 9 or 10 names. The isopo-
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brated povecikol dydveg during this period, at which crowns were bestowed: a decree of Tralleis honour-
ing a judge from Phokaia (c. 182—-159 BC) states that the crowns bestowed on the people of Phokaia, the
judge himself, and the grammateus who accompanied him were to be announced “at the musical con-
tests [held by th]e démos in honour of King Eumenes Soter” (dv toig povetkoig dy®doiv toig [cuv-
tehovpévolc vmd 10]d Spov Pacinel Edpéver Totipl)."” It is worth noting that, although povouol
dydveg were of course perfectly common throughout western Asia Minor in the Hellenistic period (n.5
above), the specific phrase attested in our decree (lines 27-28, [év T]olg HOVGIKOILS Gy®dO[t TOTG
suvterov|pJévorc Hrd Tod dfipov) is otherwise only attested at Seleukeia—Tralleis.'

The closest parallel for our decree is the grant of 7isopoliteia decreed by the city of Seleukeia for Miletos,
precisely dated to 218/217 BC."” This document (although somewhat more expansive in its wording) is
suggestively close to our decree in both structure and content. Both texts begin with a general statement
of the friendly attitude shown by Miletos/Laodikeia towards the Seleukeians, both collectively and as
individuals (Milet 1 3, 143B, lines 4649, £éneidn Moot gikot kol oikelol vILApYOVTES 10 TPOYdVELY
npdtepdv e Sretéhovv &u movtl Kopdl Tpdvolay Tolodpevol Kol KOwAL Tavtog tod SMuov Tod
Zehevkémv kol ko) idilav kdoTtov TOV APIKVOLHEVOV €1G THU TOAY adTdV; compare our text, lines 24,
g[medn Aocodikelg kow]fit e mpdg tov dfAufov xai Bl mpog Ekaot]ov AU TOAMTOV [eDVO®G
doxetpevot]). Both texts then move on to describe the arrival of an embassy from Miletos/Laodikeia
(Milet1 3, 143B, lines 49-52: a certain Prytanis of Miletos; our text, lines 9-19, ambassadors from La-
odikeia). In both texts, the Seleukeian decree proper is then announced with a hortatory clause express-
ing the intention of preserving the good relationship between the two communities (Milet 1 3, 143B,
lines 52-53: Smwc ovv ém mAdov abdéntan T mpovmdpyovia GIAdVOpom Kal oikela Taic MOEGLY
aueotépaug; our text, lines 21-22, [tva 8¢ kai] Swapévnt gig [0V del ypdvov e.g. 1 oikeldtng dp]potépoig
[taic méieot]). The Milesians/Laodikeians are granted both citizenship and “a share in all the things
which the other Seleukeians/citizens have a share in” (Milet1 3, 143B, lines 5657, 5560001 8¢ adtolg
kol mohteiow £¢° Tont kol Opofon kail petéyety odTodC Gmdviov @y Kai ol dAAot ToATTaL PeTéYOoVGLY; our
text, lines 23-25, eiv[or Acodikelg moritag kol petéylev owtod[g mdviov GV Kai of dAlot Zede]ukeic
uetéyo[vot]). Finally, in each text, the Milesians/Laodikeians are granted three further privileges, listed
in the same order in both cases: prohedria at all Seleukeian dy®dveg (Milet 1 3, 143B, lines 60-61; our
text, lines 25-28); ephodos to the Seleukeian boulé (and démos) after sacred business (Milet1 3, 143B,
lines 61-62; our text, lines 28-30); a guarantee that the Seleukeian strafégor (and other magistrates) will
take care of all Milesian/Laodikeian visitors to their city (Milet 1 3, 143B, lines 62—64; our text, lines
30-33).

The precise date of the decree cannot be established with certainty. Tralleis seems to have carried the
name Seleukeia from ¢. 260 BC down to ¢. 190/188 BC, which provides us with a broad date-range for
our decree; this fits well with Hamon’s proposed dating for the decree (on the basis of letter-forms), “le
I1I° ou le cours du II°s. a.C.”. There is no way of saying for certain how far the goodwill, friendship,

liteia-decree for Miletos of 218/217 BC (previous n.) was made on the motion of the bou/é (line 46, BovAfig
yveun).

"5 [ Tralleis 23, with the comments of Robert, OMSI 1178-1190. On the analogy of this text, Robert restores lines
13-15 of I Tralleis 29 (third or second century BC) in similar fashion: [roui]oacBo v dvayyehav thc gixdv[og
v 101¢ PoLoIKoiG Gydov Tolg cuviehovpévolg Vo] tod dfpov @ Paciiel (not necessarily Eumenes II: Robert
thinks that the text could equally well date to the Seleukid period).

' Elsewhere the singular év Tt dy®vi Tt povoucdt vel sim. seems to have been normal. Plural povoucol dy@dveg
are also attested e.g. at Magnesia (/. Magnesia 89, lines 14-16, [6nwc] . . . koAfit[on €ig n]poedpiov &v toig dydo
701G LOVGIKOTG 01C TGty [7 TOA]1G), and at Magarsos—Antiocheia on the Pyramos (Sokolowski 1955: no. 81, lines
23-25, xoeloOat [V]rd T0d iepoxhpukog eig mpoedpiav &v 1olg povotkoig dydo(wv]).

7 Milet 1 3, 143B, with Milet VI 1, pp-176-177 (I Tralleis 20); for the date, see Worrle 1988: 432—437. On the
“kinship” (cuyyéveia) there invoked between Miletos and Seleukeia—Tralleis, see further Curty 1995: 136-138.
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and reciprocal honours between Seleukeia—Tralleis and Laodikeia may have been influenced by the fact
that both cities were Seleukid (re)foundations: many Seleukid colonies would of course have had shared
cults, particularly of the Seleukid ancestral deity Apollo, and we have examples of Seleukid colonies

recognising one another as “kinsmen”, perhaps in part as a result of their shared Seleukid origin."®
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Ozet
Lykos Laodikeia’sindan bir Helenistik 7sopoliteia Kararnamesi

Yazar makalesinde Gilineybat1 Phrygia’da yer alan Lykos kiyisindaki Laodikeia’da bulunmus olup kisa
bir siire 6nce yayimlanan, 1.0. 3. yiizy1l veya erken 2. yiizy1l tarihli isopoliteia kararnamesinin edisyo-
nunu yeniden yapmaktadir. Hangi kent tarafindan alindig1 bilinmeyen (bu kent makalede “X kenti” ola-
rak anilmaktadir) kararname, daha 6nce Laodikeialilar tarafindan s6z konusu X kentine taninmig isopo-
litea’y1 rapor eden Laodikeia el¢i heyetine cevaben Laodikeia yurttaglarina vatandaslik hakki ve bagka
imtiyazlar bahsetmektedir. Yazitin ¢esitli satirlarina yeni tamamlama Onerileri getiren yazar, kararna-
meyi geciren kentin, ilk editorlerinin diigiindiikleri gibi Karia’daki Stratonikeia degil, Maiandros Vadi-
si’nde yer alan Seleukeia—Tralleis olmasi gerektigini tartigmaktadir.

Anahtar Sozciikler: /sopoliteia; Lykos Laodikeia’si; Stratonikeia; Tralleis; Kararname formiilleri; Kent
memurlart; Helenistik Cag.
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Fig. 1. Hellenistic decree from Laodikeia (photo: F. Guizzi).



