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A HELLENISTIC TREATY FROM BOUBON

Nicholas Milner has recently published a Hellenistic text from Boubon which contains part of a
treaty relating to the Kibyrate Tetrapolis'. Milner’s text runs as follows:

[ .
[-------- npolg Otvoa[vdolg - - - - - - - === === - - - - - ]

[- - - ¢.8 - - evoe]fodveg tolg K[onpolg PonBhcopey, dyw]-
[viCopevor xai] Adyw kal €pyotg kot SmAfotg, omovdilg ko]

5 [prhotwuiog pnbev EAAmovTeg Kot SOvopy Ty HudV]
[0TdV, drotnpoldvteg kol Ty Tpog Pwuaiovg to[vg kotl-
[voug cwtiipog] kol edepyétog ebvoldy e kKo cuvue]yioy],

[unBev vrevavt]iov mpacovieg Toig éxelvav doyu[aotv].
[opodvton & at StoA]hac[oo]uevar tpetc mOAels S éviop[wv]

10 [veokadtowv - - €.7 - - ToVG Oprolvg Tov broyey[pappévov]
[tpomov . . . ]

The reconstruction of the text is based on the view that it is an oath (158), and Milner therefore
restores in two places the first person plural (line 3: BomnBfcopev and line 5: udv), although
there is no other indication in the preserved text that this is necessary. The participants to the trea-
ty undertake to uphold their treaty with Rome and to do nothing contrary to the senatus consulta
(lines 6-8: [drotnpo]dvteg ko v Tpog Popaiovg to[vg xouvovg cwthipog] kol evepyétog
gbvoldv te kol cvvpayiov | unBev drevavliov tpdoovieg tolg éxetvav ddyu[aow]). As far
as we know, of the four cities of the Tetrapolis only Kibyra possessed a treaty with Rome. Mil-
ner therefore concludes that the Kibyrates must be the subject of the plural participles and the
restored first person main verb in line 3. The three cities which have been reconciled (ot S1oA]-
Ahao[oo]uevan tpelg noherg) and which, as participants to the new treaty, are required to swear
the oath (line 9), are therefore the remaining three cities of the Tetrapolis, Boubon, Balboura
and Oinoanda. The substance of their oath, however, lies in the air, and their relationship to the
postulated oath of the Kibyrates remains unclear.

This does not seem to be the most likely explanation of the new text. The normal model for
a documentary treaty and the accompanying oath is that the treaty terms are listed in detail and
are then followed by the oath, which is normally composed in the first person singular, i.e. suit-
able for each individual swearer of the oath, whether all the citizens or representatives of the
participant communities. The text of the oath then normally refers back to the terms described
in the foregoing text.? It is therefore difficult to imagine what the oath of the three cities can have
referred to, if what we have in the preserved text is itself the oath of the Kibyrates; or indeed, why
another — presumably substantively different — oath should be appended at all. If different oaths
were foreseen, we would expect the provision for both oaths to be in the same place in the text,
after the listing of the terms of the treaty.

! Nicholas P. Milner, A Hellenistic Treaty from Boubon, in: Christof Schuler (ed.), Griechische Epigraphik in
Lykien. Eine Zwischenbilanz (Ergénzungsbinde zu den Tituli Asiae Minoris Nr. 25), Wien 2007, 157-164.

2E.g. 1. Milet I 3, 150 line 109: 6 8¢ Spxog éotm 80¢° vacat £upevd tolg dpoloynuévolg eig Tov del xpdvov ete.
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I wish to suggest that the nature of the text has been misunderstood and as a result wrongly
restored. What we have here is not an oath, but a normal listing of the agreed terms of the treaty
expressed in the third person plural (or appropriate participial constructions), to which the nec-
essary oath or oaths were appended.’ The restorations I suggest are only exempli gratia. Line
3 is obviously critical, where Milner has restored the participle evoe]fodvtec, which in intran-
sitive use is rare and in a treaty, as far as I can see, unparalleled. He allows, however, that his
dotted beta could be a theta, which would allow the reconstruction: Bowmn]@odvteg tolg k[owolg
npaynoow, dyo]- etc.* This has the advantage that the equally unparalleled first person plural
for the restored main verb disappears. It will then be necessary to assume that the main verb
(e.g. ovvONKag énomoavto) was placed in the lost portion of the text. This seems in principle
unproblematical. In line 5 Milner has restored the first person plural pronoun Hu®v, which was
necessitated by his first person plural verb supplement to line 3, but since this has disappeared,
we need something like xortor Svva[uy v eovt]l[dv kol datnpoldvieg ete. I can find no paral-
lel for the restored to0g Gpkolug in line 10, nor for the restored tov vroyey[papuévoy | tpdmov . |
in lines 10—11. Not only is this unparalleled, but it makes no sense, since the function and validity
of the oath was not dependent on the manner of its swearing but on the precise text, which is usu-
ally given in full. Since Milner also allows the possibility of the normal and expected tov Opko]v
Tov Lroyey[poppévoy], it seems perverse not to restore it here. It seems more usual to use a third
person imperative for the instruction to swear, so line 10 [ouvOtocav] for [opodvron].’

My new text therefore reads as follows:

[

[-------- npo]c Otvod[vdolg - - - - - - === -------- ]

[- - - ¢.8 - - Bown]BoDvreg T01g K[0WOlg MpdrypaGLY, dy®]-

[vilopevor xai] Adyw kol Epyolg kot 6mA[otg, omovdiig ko]
5 [photuiog unBev éAAinovteg kot SOva uy Ty Eavt]-

[®V kol Sratnpo]dvteg kol v Tpog Popaiovg to[vg kot]-

[voug cortfipog] kol edepyétag ehvolay Te kol cuvuo[yiov],

[unB&v vrevavt]iov Tpdoovieg Tolg ékelvav ddyu[actv].

[opvitmoav &8 ot Stod]hac[cd]uevor Tpetg moAelg Ot éviop[wv]
10 [veokadtv - - ¢.7- - 1OV Opko]v tov vroyey[pappévov].
Milner has, it seems to me, rightly indicated the historical context of the new text as being con-
cerned with the early stages, perhaps even the foundation, of the Kibyrate Tetrapolis in the years
following the forced withdrawal of Rhodes from its recently acquired territories south of the
Maiander after 167 B.C.% Important factors for the participants of the new inter-city treaty, explic-
itly mentioned, were the existing good will towards the Romans, the treaty with them (line 7) and
the otherwise unspecified senatus consulta (line 8). These can, however, hardly be the senatus
consulta concerning the Rhodian withdrawal and the liberation of Kaunos and Stratonikeia, as
Milner suggests (162), since those cannot have concerned details of affairs in the Kibyratis. The

? So also A. Chaniotis, Mnemosyne 63 (2010) 676, without argument.
4 Cf. Syl1.? 742 line 10 (Ephesos): éoynxog koipov npdg 10 Bondelv tolg kool Tpdynocty.

5 Chaniotis, loc. cit. (n. 3) suggests: [ouodviar/dpocay & ai - - -] tpelg toAeig Ot éviou[ov | veoxadtov mpog
.. ca.ll . ] tov droyey[poupévov Spxov].

¢ Strabo xiii 4.17 (631 C.).
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senatus consulta mentioned in the treaty must be rather specific decisions relating to the cities of
the Kibyratis. Theoretically possible is the interpretation that their mention here merely reflects a
general recognition that senatus consulta were critical and needed to be obeyed. However, none
of the parallel passages cited by Milner’ explicitly mentions senatus consulta, which by their
nature were concerned with specific problems. Passages referring to a general wish to conform
to Roman policy seem to be always expressed in much more general language.® I therefore much
prefer the first alternative, even though we have no further information about the senatus con-
sulta concerning the Kibyratis.

Given that Milner’s reconstruction of the text is unsatisfactory, his argument about Kibyra’s
being the only possible subject for the named “upholders of the treaty” with Rome is leaden.
According to my reconstruction, the three “reconciled” cities all swear to uphold the conditions
listed in the text of the treaty. This means, they all swore to all the terms listed. Therefore, since
only one symmachia is named, we must conclude that the participants to the new treaty consid-
ered themselves bound by the treaty which Rome had made with their leading city, Kibyra, as
well as “the senatus consulta”. These may well have treated detailed problems of the area, as
seems to have happened at Antiocheia on the Maiander.

Which were the three cities involved, which are described as “reconciled”? I agree with Mil-
ner that we do indeed seem to have a document associated with the foundation of the Kibyrate
Tetrapolis, and which originally illustrated how it came into being. Here I would like to be more
precise and see two alternative scenarios. (a) Three cities, Boubon, Balboura and Kibyra came
together under the leadership of Kibyra and settled, perhaps with Roman help — ? the senatus
consulta — outstanding local problems, which had caused irritation between them. Thereafter
they approached Oinoanda and made a joint agreement integrating Oinoanda into their associa-
tion and so creating the Tetrapolis. This would perhaps explain why only Oinoanda is explicitly
mentioned in the substantive part of the treaty’s text in line 2 (unless this is merely a result of the
breaking of the stone). (b) Alternatively, as Milner suggests, the “three cities” are Oinoanda, Bal-
boura and Boubon, and they were named in the lost upper part of the document, where the name
of Oinoanda (officially “the Termessians by Oinoanda”)’ is partially preserved (line 2); they thus
exclude Kibyra, and the purpose of the treaty will be that they are joining with Kibyra to form the
tetrapolis; thereby they agree to uphold the terms agreed with Kibyra (here listed), which include
respecting all aspects of the existing relations with Rome. In this case we would expect that the
oath of Kibyra would be included on the lost lower part of the stone along with the oath of the
“three cities”. The second alternative is perhaps to be preferred.

7160, ad loc.

8 E.g. IosPE I 402 lines 27-28: undev évavtiov ab1olg npocsoviov; J. Reynolds, Aphrodisias and Rome 1,
lines 10—12: [ O]nep 10D unBev v<m>evavtiov [rlpd&ewv uhte Popaiolg uitle] abroic; IG XII 6,1,6, lines 23-26:
ouvAdesBon pev Avti<o>yebotv £mi 1t yeyovott mpocopiopd(t thg xdpog] kol ént it St thig 1@V TpocdSwv
énfow]Enceng duvatatépovg [a]vtlovg yeyovévan] eig te 10 Popaiov éguanpetely @i[AodéEng kai Tolg del
€VEPYETEIV TPOOLPOV]UEVOLS EDYOPLOTOG AmOVTEY &V T[Tl Korp@dt).

° See now D. Rousset, De Lycie en Cabalide. La convention entre les Lyciens et Termessos preés d’Oinoanda
(Fouilles de Xanthos X), 2010.



134 R. M. Errington

Ozet

Makalede, Boubon’da bulunarak ilk kez N. Miller tarafindan yayinlanan (bk. “A Hellenistic
Treaty from Boubon”, Griechische Epigraphik in Lykien. Eine Zwischenbilanz (ETAM 25), ed.
Christof Schuler, Wien 2007, 157-164) iizerinde yeni yorumlar yapilmaktadir. Yazara gore bu
fragmentte, Milner’in diisiindiigii gibi, Kibyratis’deki Tetrapolis adl1 birligin kurulusuna iliskin
yemin metni degil, antlasma metni yer almaktadir.

Berlin R. Malcolm Errington



