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I. In 1992 a monument of the Roman imperial period, re-used in a Byzantine building, was by chance discovered in ancient Patara: originally a square column about 5 meters tall, bearing an inscription in honour of the emperor Claudius made by the Lycian League For the history of the Lycian League in the late Hellenistic and Roman periods see W. Ruge, ‘Lykia’, RE, vol.13 (1927), col.2270-82; А.Б. Ранович, Восточные провинции Римской империи в I-III вв. (Москва – Ленинград 1949), 85-94; D. Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor to the End of the Third Century after Christ (Princeton 1950), 516-39; 1370-96; J.A.O. Larsen, ‘The Araxa Inscription and the Lycian Confederacy’, CP 51 (1956), 151-69; J.A.O. Larsen, ‘Lycia and Greek federal citizenship’, Symbolae Osloenses 33 (1957), 5-26; L. Moretti, ‘La federazione dei Lici’, in Id., Richerche sulle leghe greche (Roma 1962), 171-218;  A.H.M. Jones, The Cities of the Eastern Roman Provinces, rev. ed. (Oxford 1971), 95-109; S. Jameson, ‘Lykia’, RE, Suppl. 13 (1973), col.265-308; S. Jameson, ‘The Lycian League: Some Problems in its Administration’, in ANRW II.7.2 (1980), 832-55; A. Balland, Inscriptions d’époque impériale du Létôon (Paris 1981), Fouilles de Xanthos VII, 1-11; L. Moretti and A. Licordari, ‘Lycia’, Diz. Epigr. 4, fasc.73 (1985), 2278-2305; P.J. Rhodes (with D.M. Lewis), The Decrees of the Greek States (Oxford 1997), 435-46; R. Behrwald, Der lykische Bund: Untersuchungen zu Geschichte und Verfassung (Bonn 2000); F. Kolb, ‘Lykiens Weg in die römische Provinzordnung’, in N. Ehrhardt and L.-M. Günther, Widerstand – Anpassung – Integration. Die griechische Staatswelt und Rom: Festschrift für Jürgen Deininger zum 65. Geburtstag (Stuttgart 2002), 207-21. H. Brand and F. Kolb, Lycia et Pamphylia: Eine römische Provinz im Südwesten Kleinasiens (Mainz 2006) has not been yet available to me. sometime in A.D. 45 or early in A.D. 46 (the fifth year of his tribunicia potestas, but after his eleventh imperatorial acclamation) and a list of the roads built in Lycia according to his orders with distances in stadia. Stones have been re-assembled and photographs and drawings of the monument, together with a majuscule transcription prepared by H. Engelmann, have been subsequently published by the Turkish team working on site. On the basis of that publication, C.P. Jones produced in 2001 a critical edition of the text of honours to Claudius and recently a slightly differing version (including the Stadiasmus) was presented by Turkish epigraphists. C.P. Jones, ‘The Claudian Monument at Patara’, ZPE 137 (2001), 161-8 [*AE 2001, no.1931] and S. Şahin and M. Adak, ‘Stadiasmus Patarensis. Ein zweiter Vorbericht über das claudische Strassenbauprogramm in Lykien’, in R. Frei-Stolba (ed.), Siedlung und Verkehr im römischen Reich (Bern 2004), 227-62 [not yet available in Oxford; text reproduced with some additional notes by T. Corsten in SEG LI 1832. An edition of the monument in the IK series is promised (see Bull. ép. 2004, no.333)]. See plates in F. Işik, H. Işkan, N. Çevik, ‘Miliarium Lyciae’, Lykia 4 (1998/1999), with diplomatic transcription of the text at pp.107-11. Circumstances of the find in S. Şahin, ‘Ein Vorbericht über den Stadiasmus Provinciae Lyciae in Patara’, Lykia 1 (1994), 130-37. Some notes on the Miliarium: Cl. Brixhe, Bull. ép. 2003, nos.413-414. Discussion of historical context in J. Thornton, ‘Gli aristoi, l’akriton plethos e la provinzializzazione della Licia nel monumento di Patara’, Med. Ant. 4 (2001), 427-46; Id., ‘Pistoì symmachoi. Versioni locali e versioni imperiale della provincializzazione della Licia’, Med. Ant. 7 (2004), 247-86; Kolb 2002, 214-15; Chr. Kokkinia, ‘Ruling, Inducing, Arguing: How to Govern (and Survive) a Greek Province’, in L. de Ligt, E.A. Hemelrijk, H.W. Singor (eds.), Roman Rule and Civic Life: Local and Regional Perspectives (Amsterdam 2004), 39-58 at 45-49. 
Claudius is praised by the Lycians, appropriately described as ‘filorw/maioi kai | filok[a]i/sarej’ (ll.14-15) The Lycians attribute the same qualities to themselves in a recently published inscription on an altar to Claudius, erected in the same year between Myra and Limyra: AE 2002, no.1472, ll.6-7 (T. Marksteiner and M. Wörrle, ‘Ein Altar für Kaiser Claudius auf dem Bonda tepesi zwischen Myra and Limyra’, Chiron 32 [2002], 545-69, text at 555-56]). There are some interesting observations on the significance of the epithet philokaisar in J.-L. Ferrary, ‘Le roi Archèlaos de Cappadoce à Délos’, CRAI (2001), 799-815 at 810 ff., with further bibliography at 812 n.46 (I owe this reference to the kindness of Dr Charles Crowther). He stresses the need for a dossier on its use.  and, more interestingly for that period, as ‘faithful allies’, ‘pis|toi\ su/mmaxoi’ (ll.15-16), for freeing them by his divine providence from stasis and anomia and brigandage (ll.16-20) and bringing them concord (ll.21-22: ‘o(mo/|[noia]n’) and equality in administration of justice (ll.22-23: ‘th\n i)/shn d[i|kai]o[d]osi/an’). Most strikingly, if, as seems likely to me, the restoration made by the editor is correct, Claudius is praised for the restoration of the ancestral laws (ll.23-24: ‘tou\j | [patri/ou]j no/mouj’). Restoration suggested in C.P. Jones 2001, 162 by comparison with OGIS 449 = IGRR  IV 433 (an inscription from Pergamum in honour of the proconsul P. Servilius Isauricus), ll.4-6: ‘a)podedwko/ta th=i | po/lei tou\j patri/ouj no/mouj kai/ th/n demokra|ti/an a)dou/lotwn’. S. Şahin and M. Adak accept this restoration and read a and u of the patri/ouj (dotted) in their text. 
This notion is probably substantiated in the next few lines (ll.25-30: ‘th=j politei/aj toi=j | e)c a)ri/stwn e)[p]ilele|gme/noij bouleu|tai=j a)po\ tou= a)kri/tou | plh/qouj p[i]steu|[qei/]shj’) by a reference to the transfer of power from the multitude to the councillors, selected from among the best. I follow the translation adopted by the AE editors, by T. Corsten in SEG, by M. Wörrle (T. Marksteiner and M. Wörrle 2002, 564) and by J. Thornton 2001, 437 ff. C.P. Jones (2001, 168 n.30) prefers to understand a)po/ in l.28 in the sense of a direct agent, ‘drawn … by the incompetent majority’. This seems to me less convincing in combination with such an epithet. The story is probably further illustrated by a dedication to Claudius made at Gagae by ‘bouletai\ kata\ th\n qei\an au)tou= p[ro/|noian dia\?] tou= presbeutou= au)tou= kai\ a)ntistrath/gou Koi/ntou | [Ou)e]rani/ou e)[pi]lelegme/noi’ (SEG L 1350, ll.2-4), as argued in the ed. pr. of D.H. French, ‘Inscriptions of Southern Lycia’, Adalya 4 (1999-2000), 173-80 at 175 ff. However, such a statement is still a cause for some surprise, as what Claudius had in fact done, three years before this inscription was set up, was to reduce Lycia, which until that point was independent (probably with an interlude from the creation of the province of Cilicia in c.101/100 BC to Sulla’s confirmation of free status after the first Mithridatic war Evidence for this is insufficient (cf. A.N. Sherwin-White, ‘Rome, Pamphylia and Cilicia, 133-70 B.C.’, JRS 66 [1976], 1-14). As noticed long ago by Magie 1950, 1165-6 n.15, it is incorrect to adduce as evidence for that Cic., Verr. II.1.95 (a mention of the wrongful exactions of grain by Verres as a legate of the proconsul of Cilicia Cn. Cornelius Dolabella ‘Lyciam, Pamphyliam, Pisidiam Phrygiamque’), as it refers to 80 B.C. and therefore to the period after Sulla’s confirmation of freedom. And if Verres could requisition a ship from the Milesians (Cic., Verr. II.1.87), who were certainly not in Dolabella’s province, why need requisions of grain happen only inside the provincial boundary? Compare for patronage networks of the governors of Asia outside the formal boundaries of the province in this period C.F. Eilers and N.P. Milner, ‘Q. Mucius Scaevola and Oenoanda: A New Inscription’, AS 45 (1995), 78-89 [SEG XLV 1816; C. Eilers, Roman Patrons of Greek Cities (Oxford 2002), 253 no.C131], which shows Scaevola the Pontifex as a patron of Oenoanda, certainly a free city in his time; cf. also I.Eph. VII.ii 3902 with C. Eilers, ‘A Patron of Myra in Ephesus’, Tyche 10 (1995), 10-12 [Eilers 2002, 252 no.C129) and IGRR III 717 [Eilers 2002, 253 no.C130] for patrons of Myra of Augustan and Tiberian period, when Lycia’s free status is not in any doubt. A mention of ‘Cilices’ as part of the province of Lycia in Tac., Ann. 13.33 and Juv. 8.93-94 is probably a reference to Pamphylia only (as argued by R. Syme, ‘The Rank and Repute of Lycia’, in Id., Anatolica: Studies in Strabo [Oxford 1995], 270-85 at 273-74), if not to the general area of the southern coast of Asia Minor, and in any case refers to a much later period.), to provincial status. The story is told in most detail by Cassius Dio:  ‘He reduced the Lycians to servitude because they had revolted and slain some Romans (‘Rwmai/ouj tina\j a)poktei=nai), A point to which I shall return later in the text. and he incorporated them in the prefecture of Pamphylia (to\n th=j Pamfuli/aj no/mon). A problem of the status of Pamphylia in the Claudian reign is definitively solved in R. Syme, ‘Pamphylia from Augustus to Vespasian’, Klio 30 (1937), 227-31 [rp. in Id., RP I (Oxford 1979), 42-46]. During the investigation of this affair, which was conducted in the senate, he put a question in Latin to one of the envoys who had originally been a Lycian, but had been made a Roman citizen; and when the man failed to understand what was said, he took away his citizenship, saying that it was not proper for man to be a Roman who had no knowledge of the Romans’ language’ (Cass. Dio 60.17.3-4; Loeb tr.). The annexation of Lycia is also mentioned by Suetonius: ‘Lycias ob exitiabiles inter se discordias libertatem ademit’ (Suet., Claud. 25.3), who also tells without any connexion to the Lycian events an anecdote about the unsuccessful ambassador. Suet., Claud. 16.2: ‘splendidum virum Graeciaeque provinciae principem, verum Latini sermonis ignarum, non modo albo iudicum erasit, sed in peregrinitatem redegit’. Discussed in B. Levick, ‘Claudius Speaks: Two Imperial Contretemps’, Historia 38 (1989), 112-16 at 114 ff., where it is suggested that the Lycian had a difficulty not with Latin as such, but with the indistinct voice of Claudius. Suetonius’ story missed by A.N. Sherwin-White, The Roman Citizenship, 2nd  ed. (Oxford 1973), 246, who discusses the implications of the anecdote in Dio for the Roman citizenship policy, and the story in Dio not considered in an important discussion of the concept of ‘Roman-ness’ using Suetonius’ account: J.N. Adams, ‘Romanitas and the Latin language’, CQ 53 (2003), 184-205 at 185. Although Suetonius makes him a native of mainland Greece, both stories certainly should refer to the same event.
It seems, moreover, that the Roman government did introduce a lex provinciae in Lycia, C.P. Jones 2001, 167.  which had some effect on civic institutions as well. There is a mention in the well-known inscription of Iulius Demosthenes from Oenoanda of the rights which priests of the imperial cult have ‘kata\ tou\j peri\ tw=n a)rxairesiw=n no/[mouj]’ (SEG XXXVIII 1462, l.92), and of the new civic offices established ‘met[a\ ta\j] nomoqesi/aj’ (l.111). Michael Wörrle in his 1988 edition of the Demosthenes inscription shows, in my opinion, conclusively that these mentions should refer to the Roman lex provinciae. M. Wörrle, Stadt und Fest im kaiserzeitlichen Kleinasien (München 1988), 77-100. It is possible now to compare this with the decree in honour of Menodorus, son of Metrodorus from Pergamum (M. Wörrle, SEG L 1211 = AE 2000, no.1377 F. Canali de Rossi, ISE III, 244-48 expresses some doubts about the authenticity of this inscription and relegates it to an appendix, but I cannot see the point of his arguments.), where there is a mention of ‘th\n   (Rwmaikh\n nomoqesi/an’ (l.13) being established in the first years of the province of Asia. See further the original publication: M. Wörrle, ‘Pergamon um 133 v. Chr.’, Chiron 30 (2000), 543-76 at 567-73. Compare, however, Cic., Verr. II.2.121-125 on the ‘leges datae’ issued by various Roman magistrates in Sicily to regulate civic offices and election to city councils in some cities, and evidently different from the lex provinciae (unlike Bithynia where these matters were regulated by the lex Pompeia). For the suggestion that the nomothesia mentioned in the Menodorus inscription was of the same kind as these Sicilian laws see J.-L. Ferrary, ‘Les romains de la République et les démocraties grecques’, Opus VI-VIII (1987-89), 203-16 at 212.
It should be admitted that there is some uncertainty as to the date of the Lycian lex provinciae, which deserves special discussion: Wörrle suggests somewhat hesitantly that it may in fact be Vespasianic, not Claudian, Wörrle 1988, 97-98. and this is reproduced without any qualification in all subsequent discussions of the problem. The reason for this suggestion is that Suetonius, and of the later authors Eusebius (under AD 74) and Orosius, list Lycia among the territories that were reduced back to provincial status by Vespasian. (Orosius interestingly describes this as ‘redactae in provinciis Romanis iudicibus legibusque paruerunt’, in stark contrast with the sentiments expressed in the Claudian inscription.) Suet., Vesp. 8: ‘Achaiam, Lyciam, Rhodum, Byzantium, Samum libertate adempta, item Trachiam Ciliciam et Commagenen dicionis regiae usque ad id tempus, in provinciarum formam redegit’, note legal terminology in this passage; Eusebius p.159 Schoene; Oros. 7.9.10. The list in Orosius is the same as in Suetonius and most probably based on his account. It is also mentioned by Tacitus that Pamphylia was under the governor of Galatia in the reign of Galba (there is a statement to the same effect for the reign of Nero in the Silvae of Statius, who appears to say that the power of Rutilius Gallicus, a governor of Galatia under Corbulo, extended to Pamphylia), Tac., Hist. 2.9: ‘Galatiam ac Pamphyliam provincias Calpurnio Asprenati regendas Galba permiserat’, confirmed by IRT 346 (an honorific inscription for Calpurnius Asprenas); Statius, Silvae I.4.76-9 with B. Levick, Roman Colonies in Southern Asia Minor (Oxford 1967), 227-28 (arguing for a Neronian date and a connexion with Nero’s grant of freedom to the Greeks; accepted in an important discussion of Nero’s ‘eastern policy’ by M. Griffin, Seneca: A Philosopher in Politics [Oxford 1976], 463-64). In support of the Galban date see Syme 1995, 280 who finds this grant congenial to Galba’s character: ‘Without near acquaintance and without effort, a Roman aristocrat would discover an affinity with these boni viri et locupletes – and, albeit devoid of imagination and hostile to publicity, might not be hesitant to avow it’ and Id., ‘Partisans of Galba’, Historia 31 (1982), 460-83 at 466 [=RP IV (1988), 115-39 at 121]. The career of Rutilius Gallicus is discussed by Syme separately, in Id., ‘Statius and Rutilius Gallicus’, Arctos 18 (1984), 149-56 [=RP V (1988), 514-20], where governorship over Pamphylia is rejected as Statius’ mistake without discussion. His Galatian legateship may fall as early as the late 50’s, in which case it would be much earlier than Nero’s peregrinatio Achaica and may coincide with the Lycian governorship of Eprius Marcellus, who is curiously attested as a governor of Lycia only, without any mention of Pamphylia, if we do not read it into Tacitus’ Cilices (Tac., Ann. 13.33; AE 1956, no.186). As Licinius Mucianus, the successor of Marcellus, is again attested as a governor in Pamphylia (AE 1915, no.48 [Attaleia]), this would then be a different administrative experiment from the Galban one. An assertion of Martin Zimmermann, DNP 7 (1999), 537 s.v. Lycia et Pamphylia, that Cassius Dio was in error and Pamphylia was never united with Lycia before the principate of Vespasian, is clearly disproved by the Mucianus’ inscription. and it has long been an accepted orthodoxy that Lycia on its own would be too small to receive a senatorial governor. 
However, in 1970 this assertion was called into question by Werner Eck. He used an inscription from Lyde (to which I shall return later in a different context), honouring Sex. Marcius Priscus, a governor of Lycia under Vespasian and ‘under all emperors since Tiberius Caesar’ (that is, apparently, since Nero, who suffered damnatio memoriae), and a building inscription from Patara in which the name and titulature of Nero were replaced by those of Vespasian, to argue that Lycia always remained a province, though a separate one from Pamphylia, in that period and that the ademptio libertatis referred to the loss of some privileges of the Lycian League, probably of a financial character, W. Eck, ‘Die Legaten von Lykien und Pamphylien unter Vespasian’, ZPE 6 (1970), 65-75 with TAM II 131 = IGRR III 522: inscr. of Sex. Marcius Priscus (ll.5-7: ‘pa/ntwn [Au)|t]okrato/rwn a)po\ T[i]|beri/ou Kai/saroj’); TAM II 396, ll.1-4: building inscription of Nero/Vespasian. A Lycian who apparently got his citizenship and place in the military from Marcius Priscus, Marcius Titianus by name, is mentioned in the genealogy of Licinnia Flavilla (SEG XLVI 1709, bl.B-C, ll.17-18 with A.S. Hall, N.P. Milner and J.J. Coulton, ‘The Mausoleum of Licinnia Flavilla and Flavius Diogenes of Oenoanda: Epigraphy and Architecture’, AS 46 [1996], 111-44 at 135-36). An alternative explanation is suggested in Kolb 2002, 219-21: that Lycia had no governor under Galba and Vespasian than re-appointed the Neronian governor, but this is hardly convincing. Eck argued for AD 74 (the Eusebian date, effectively) as the date of the re-unification with Pamphylia, since L. Luscius Oscrea, governor of that year, is the first who is again attested epigraphically both in Lycia and in Pamphylia: IGRR III 466; AE 1978, no.804 (Balbura); AE 1929, no.27 = SEG VI 648 (Attaleia).  Eck’s view on the status of Lycia is accepted by S. Mitchell, Anatolia: Land, Men, and Gods in Asia Minor (Oxford 1993), vol.2, 153-54, but he argues for an earlier date of the re-unification with Pamphylia on the basis of an inscription of the governor of Lycia-Pamphylia from Oenoanda, in which the name of M. Hirrius Fronto Neratius Pansa, the next attested governor after Marcius Priscus, has been restored: A.S. Hall, ‘An Unidentified Governor of Lycia-Pamphylia under Vespasian’, EA 4 (1984), 27-35 [SEG XXXIV 1312]. It appears certain that Marcius Priscus was replaced by Neratius Pansa early in Vespasian’s reign, as Neratius Pansa should have been in Lycia before his suffect consulship in AD 73 and the fasti of the province seem to be complete after him. This would allow a connexion with Vespasian’s homeward journey in A.D. 70, suggested in A.B. Bosworth, ‘Vespasian and the Provinces: Some problems of the early 70’s A.D.’, Athenaeum 51 (1973), 49-78 at 61. See, however, for the doubts about this restoration K. Strobel, ‘Ein neues Zeugnis für die Statthalterhaft des M. Hirrius Fronto Neratius Pansa in Lycia-Pamphylia aus Oenoanda?’, ZPE 61 (1985), 173-80. For the career of Neratius Pansa see also M. Torelli, ‘The Cursus Honorum of M. Hirrius Fronto Neratius Pansa’, JRS 58 (1968), 170-75. or less convincingly to the end of separation from Pamphylia only. The view of A. Balland in an unpublished paper referred to in Mitchell 1993, vol.2, 154 n.56. And, as Ralph Behrwald quite rightly, in my opinion, points out, the lists in Suetonius and Orosius include places like Samos or Byzantium which obviously did not become provinces in their own right. Behrwald 2000, 141 n.476: ‘Die von Sueton verwendete “technical language” … läßt doch nicht übersehen, daß ademptio libertatis und in formam provinciae redigere im Einzelfall etwa für Achaia, Byzanz oder Rhodos Unteschiedliches bedeutet haben wird’. This again points to the idea that the measures taken by Vespasian did not have that much importance. So there is no convincing reason to suppose that the lex provinciae we know about is not Claudian. A mention of the federal Vespasianeia in one of the inscriptions in honour of Julius Demosthenes at Oenoanda (SEG XLV 1819, ll.14-15) proves nothing, pace N. Milner and S. Mitchell, ‘An Exedra for Demosthenes of Oenoanda and His Relatives’, AS 45 [1995], 91-107 at 106 n.22 and Wörrle 1988, 238 n.66. Cf. TAM II 405 with A. Balland, ‘Un concours lycien en l’honneur de Domitien?’, Mélanges de literature et d’épigraphie latines, d’histoire ancienne et d’archeologie. Hommage à la memoire de Pierre Wuillemier (Paris 1980), 11-15 [SEG XXX 1528] for a federal festival in honour of a later emperor, most likely Domitian, and TAM II 428, ll.8-10 for the Megala Kasseia, presumably in honour of the proconsul M. Cassius Apronianus, father of Cassius Dio (PIR2 C 485).  Doubts expressed by Syme concerning Eck’s theory are, as he himself recognized, ‘inspired … by a prejudice of a general nature’. Namely, that ‘the Roman government had no fancy for small provinces in Asia’. Syme 1995, 276. Compare this, however, with interesting arguments made on the basis of material from Pontus by Chr. Marek, Pontus et Bithynia: Die römischen Provinzen im Norden Kleinasiens (Mainz 2003), esp. 45-46 for his theory of ‘small provinces’.

II. Returning to our main theme, the terminology used in the Patara inscription was usually employed in the Roman period in the context of confirmation of the cities’ free status, rather than of the establishment of Roman rule. Let us look at comparative evidence from Lycia and from other eastern regions of the Roman world.  An inscription from Tlos, dated on the basis of its script to the end of the second century B.C. by E. Kalinka, praises its honorand, whose name is lost, for his military achievements and characterises him as ‘preserving the laws and the ancestral democracy’ (TAM II 582, ll.9-11: ‘diathrh/santa tou/j te no/|mouj kai\ th\n pa/trion dhmokrati/|an’). One may notice here a connexion between the laws and demokratia, a term denoting in the period of Roman conquest independence from the monarchical government and freedom from external occupation rather than actual democratic form of government in the classical sense. See on this especially M. Holleaux, ‘Antioche des Chrysaoriens’, REG 12 (1899), 345-61 at 360 n.1 [=Id., Études d’épigraphie et d’histoire grecque 3 (Paris 1942), 153 n.1]; J.A.O. Larsen, ‘Representation and Democracy in Hellenistic Federalism’, CP 40 (1945), 65-97 esp. at 88-91; D. Musti, ‘Polibio e la democrazia’, ASNP 26 (1967), 155-207; F.W. Walbank, A Historical Commentary on Polybius, vol.1 (Oxford 1957), 221-22 on Polyb. 2.38.6; Ph. Gauthier, ‘Les cités hellenistiques: épigraphie et histoire’, Acts of the Eighth Epigraphic Congress, vol.1 (Athens, 1984), 82-107 at 99-102; J.-L. Ferrary, Philhéllenisme et impérialisme (Rome 1988), 163 n.122. I am grateful to Dr. Peter Derow for discussion and for his help with bibliography on this subject. On the disappearance of the term demokratia from the political vocabulary of the Imperial age cf. C.P. Jones 2001, 166 (see also n.23 below). In both senses of the word it would not normally fit the context of the Patara inscription. On the gradual decline of the actual powers of the assemblies in the late Hellenistic and Roman period see above all G.E.M. de Ste. Croix, The Class Struggle in the Ancient Greek World (London 1981), 518-37 and A.H.M. Jones, The Greek City from Alexander to Justinian (Oxford 1940), 158-91. Compare an inscription from Cormi in honour of Opramoas, son of Opramoas, who is eulogized for his military activities (connected by E. Kalinka with the Zenicetan war of P. Servilius Vatia Isauricus in 78 BC) For the Zenicetan war cf. H.A. Ormerod, ‘The Campaigns of Servilius Isauricus against the Pirates’, JRS 12 (1922), 35-56; Magie 1950, vol.1, 287; vol.2, 1168-69 n.19 with full references to source-material. If Kalinka’s date is correct this is the latest mention of demokratia in Lycian inscriptions. I am aware only of two inscriptions of Roman imperial date elsewhere that use the word demokratia, apparently with the same meaning, namely a letter of Nero to the Rhodians (F. Hiller von Gaertringen, SIG3 810 [ILS 8793; IGRR IV 1124; Smallwood, GCN 412b]; J.H. Oliver, Greek Constitutions, no.34), where a mention of demokratia (l.19) clearly refers to a restoration of free status in A.D. 53 or 51 (cf. Tac., Ann. 12.58; Suet., Ner. 7), and IOSPE I2 355 [IGRR I 864] from Chersonesus, of Augustan or even later date. The recent attempt of I.A. Makarov (И.А. Макаров, ‘«Первая элевтерия» Херсонеса Таврического в эпиграфических источниках’, ВДИ 253 [2005:2], 82-93 at 92 sq.) to reject a traditional interpretation by M. Rostovtzeff, ‘Caesar and the South of Russia’, JRS 7 (1917), 27-44, and to relate mentions of demokratia (l.40) and ‘ancestral freedom of the Chersonesites’ (ll.14; 31) in this inscription to some changes in internal constitution of Chersonesus and to deny the historicity of a grant of free status mentioned by Pliny, N.H. 4.85, is in my opinion entirely misguided. as a saviour of democracy (TAM II 900, l.11: ‘[dhm]okrati/a[n] sw/santa’) and in particular a famous bilingual dedication to the goddess Roma made by the Lycian League on the Capitol (CIL I 589; IG XIV 986 [ILS 31; OGIS 551; IGRR I 61; ILLRP 174]; IGUR I 5) where restitution of the ‘ancestral democracy’ (ll.4-5: ‘th\n pa/trion dhm[o]|krati/an’) in the Greek text is paralleled by ‘restitutei in maiorum leibert[atem]’ (l.1) in the Latin. This dedication is usually (after Mommsen in CIL and Degrassi) connected with Sulla’s confirmation of the freedom of the Lycian League after the First Mithridatic war (App., Mith. 61). However, the inscription was lost already in the seventeenth century, and there is insufficient foundation for this dating. The context of liberation from the Rhodian rule in 167 B.C. suggested in Magie 1950, vol.2, 954-56 n.67 seems more attractive to me (cf. Livy 44.15; Polyb. 30.5.12 with F.W. Walbank, A Historical Commentary on Polybius, vol.3 [Oxford 1979], 427 who is inclined to accept the Sullan date). For the discussion of the monument on the Capitol see R. Mellor, ‘The Dedications on the Capitoline Hill’, Chiron 8 (1978), 319-30 and A.W. Lintott, ‘The Capitoline dedications to Jupiter and the Roman people’, ZPE 30 (1978), 137-44, convincingly presenting the arguments for the possibility of a date in the 160’s B.C. For the cult of Roma in Lycia in that period see e.g. R.M. Errington, ‘Qea\ Rw/mh und römischer Einfluß südlich des Mäanders im 2. Jh. v.Chr.’, Chiron 17 (1987), 98-118. For recent discussions of the nature of Rhodian rule over Lycia see M. Zimmermann, ‘Bemerkungen zur rhodischen Vorherrschaft in Lykien (189/88—167 v.Chr.)’, Klio 75 (1993), 110-30; A. Bresson, ‘Rhodes and Lycia in Hellenistic Times’, in V. Gabrielsen (ed.),  Hellenistic Rhodes: Politics, Culture, and Society (Aarhus 1994), 98-131 and Id., ‘Rhodes, Cnide et les Lyciens au début du IIe siècle av. J.-C.’, REA 100 (1998), 65-88. The early date for the Capitoline dedication is now accepted by S. Mitchell, P.Schøyen I 25, 231 (see n.31 below). Also comparable to this is a connexion between laws and ‘freedom’ in an inscription from Tlos honouring a member of a successful embassy to Rome ‘u(pe\r th=j e)leuqeri/aj kai\ | tw=n no/mwn’ (IGRR III 563; OGIS 556; TAM II 583; F. Canali de Rossi, Le ambascerie dal mondo greco a Roma in età repubblicana [Roma 1997], no.451, ll.7-8). Plausibly connected by W. Dittenberger with the confirmation of freedom by Antony in 42 B.C. (though now a treaty with Julius Caesar in 46 B.C., which I discuss in the next section, becomes a possibility). Absence of any mentions of the emperor precludes an Imperial date, contra Ранович 1949, 86. 
Examples from outside Lycia also show that both the Roman government and  cities themselves employed this vocabulary in the context of rights coming with the status of a free city. In a famous letter of an Augustan proconsul of Asia confirming the privileges of Chios (CIG 2222; SIG3 785 [EJ2 317]; IGRR IV 943; RDGE 70; SEG XXII 507; tr. R.K. Sherk, TDGR 4, no.108) it is said that ‘the senate specifically confirmed that they were to enjoy the laws and customs and rights which they had when they entered into friendship with the Romans’ (ll.14-16). In the senatus consultum de Aphrodisiensibus it is guaranteed that the community of Plarasa-Aphrodisias ‘should be free and enjoy its own law (t%= dikai/%) [and courts as far as] the Roman people [are concerned]’ (J. Reynolds, Aphrodisias and Rome, no.8, ll.46-47). Even in the third century A.D. Gordian III still could say in a letter to Aurelius Epaphras from Aphrodisias: ‘Any decision about the laws of your native city (th=j patri/doj sou= no/m[wn]) made by the reverend council of the Senate and those of the emperors who have been deified it would be proper for me too to preserve for your native city on the same terms’ (AE 1969, no.599 [K.T. Erim and J. Reynolds]; *J. Reynolds, Aphrodisias and Rome, no.22 [Oliver, Greek Constitutions, no.282], ll.4-8). In the correspondence between Pliny the Younger and Trajan stress is also laid on the use of its own laws being guaranteed by the treaty (and confirmed by Trajan himself) to Amisus in Bithynia. Pliny, Ep. 10.92: ‘Amisenorum civitas libera et foederata beneficio indulgentiae tuae legibus suis utitur’; 10.93: ‘Amisenos … si legibus istorum, quibus beneficio foederis utuntur, concessum est eranum habere’ etc. Cf. A.N. Sherwin-White, The Letters of Pliny: A Historical and Social Commentary (Oxford 1966), 686-90; A.H.M. Jones, The Greek City from Alexander to Justinian (Oxford 1940), 132 on these passages. 
In a decree of Maroneia of the time of Claudius, discovered recently on Samothrace, a guarantee of the status of free city by the treaty of 167 B.C., which we know from another inscription (SEG XXXV 823; SEG XXXVII 611; tr. Bagnall and Derow, no.49), is described as ‘their freedom and laws together with the rest of their privileges’ (tr. K. Clinton) K. Clinton, ‘Maroneia and Rome: Two Decrees of Maroneia from Samothrace’, Chiron 33 (2003), 379-417. Fr.I, ll.13-14: ‘e)leuqe[ri/an de\ kai\ no/]|mouj meta\ tw=n a)/llwn filanqrw/pwn’. See further on this inscription K. Clinton, ‘Two Decrees of Maroneia from Samothrace: Further Thoughts’, Chiron 34 (2004), 145-48; M. Wörrle, ‘Maroneia im Umbruch: Von der hellenistischen zur kaiserzeitlichen Polis’, Chiron 34 (2004), 149-67. and in the second fragment of the same decree the duties of the ambassadors to the emperor are again characterised as to ‘protect for us our freedom and laws’ (fr.II, ll.15-16). M. Wörrle plausibly connects this decree with the creation of the province of Thrace in A.D. 46 and Maroneia’s efforts to maintain its free status in the new settlement. Wörrle 2004, 157 ff. The context is very close to that of the Patara inscription (probably even the year of both inscriptions is the same), but the Maroneians have not lost their old status, and their decree is concerned with attempts to preserve it. 
In a Colophonian decree for Polemaeus from the Claros sanctuary he is praised, among other things, for persuading a proconsul of Asia to annul his sentence in a case of a certain Colophonian (who was convicted contrary to the terms of the treaty), as the person who maintained ‘the courts, the citizen, and the laws’ (I. Claros, Polem. [SEG XXXIX 1243; ISE III 179], col.II, ll.56-58: ‘kai\ ta\ kri/mata | kai\ to\n polei/thn kai\ tou\j no|/mouj’). An especially interesting case is represented by an inscription of the imperial period from Caunus in neighbouring Caria, in which an honorand is characterised, among other things, as ‘being a strategos under the ancestral politeia’. SEG XIV 649 b, ll.8-10: ‘stra|thgh/santa e)pi\ th=j patri/ou politei|/aj’ with full discussion in G.E. Bean, ‘Notes and Inscriptions from Caunus’, JHS 74 (1954), 85-110 at 95-97 no.37. G.E. Bean in the editio princeps plausibly suggested that this should refer to the period  when Caunus was a free city and to the subsequent loss of its freedom. 
All these comparanda inevitably lead us to the question: was there anything specific in the legal status of post-annexation Lycia or was the legal status of subject cities more autonomous than is usually believed or are we dealing here with just another case of the devaluing of political vocabulary? See on the latter alternative some important general observations in Gauthier 1984, 101 n.76.

III. The first problem we need to consider for a proper answer to this question is that of the status of Lycia in relation to Rome before A.D. 43. In this we are now fortunate to have the Greek text of the treaty signed with the Lycian League by Julius Caesar Published with exemplary commentary and translation by Stephen Mitchell in the volume of Greek papyri of the Schøyen collection: R. Pintaudi (ed.), Papyri Graecae Schøyen (P.Schøyen I) (Firenze 2005), Papyrologica Florentina 35, 163-258 no.25 (I shall cite it throughout as P.Schøyen I 25). A short summary of the content of the inscription and a photograph can also be seen online at http://www.nb.no/baser/schoyen/5/5.4/index.html#2070" http://www.nb.no/baser/schoyen/5/5.4/index.html#2070. I am most grateful to Prof. Stephen Mitchell for providing me with the text of this inscription in advance of publication, which has been unfortunately much delayed. on 24 July 46 B.C. Interestingly enough for Roman politics of that time, the ‘law of Caesar’ on the ratification of the treaty was passed by the assembly on the day before Caesar’s long delayed return from Sardinia on 25 July (cf. Bell. Afr. 98 for the day of his arrival). Furthermore, if Mitchell’s restoration of Caesar’s title as ‘dikta/toroj] to\ tri/ton’ in the first line is correct (for his argumentation, which seems convincing to me, see P.Schøyen I 25, 175-78), it follows that Caesar formally assumed the dictatorial powers for the third time before arriving at Rome, something previously known only for his second dictatorship. It has, on the contrary, been suggested by A.E. Raubitschek, ‘Epigraphical Notes on Julius Caesar’, JRS 44 (1954), 65-75 at 70-71 that between his election in absentia on 13 April and 25 July Caesar was a dictator designatus, as he is attested on a statue-base from Thespiae (IG VII 1835). This issue is left without comment in Mitchell’s edition. For the context of the treaty see Bell. Alex. 13.5: five Lycian ships with Caesar at Alexandria, with fuller discussion in S. Mitchell, P.Schøyen I 25, 232-37 (compare G.W. Bowersock, ‘Eurycles of Sparta’, JRS 51 [1961], 112-18 for the rewards gained through naval support furnished to the winning side in the civil war). An additional problem is presented by the title of the ‘law of Caesar’. Why is not a more normal title of the lex Iulia used? Is it simply a peculiarity of the Greek translation? This may represent an interesting test-case for the theory of a lex as an act of a magistrate, put forward by A. d’Ors, Derecho privado romano, 4th ed. (Pamplona 1981), 63 ff. and more fully in Id., ‘La ley romana, acto de magistrado’, Emerita 37 (1969), 137-48 [rejected by M.H. Crawford, RS, vol.1 (London 1996), 1 n.3]. and preserved almost complete on a bronze tablet in the Martin Schøyen collection. If the beginning of the treaty, concerned with the military alliance between Rome and the Lycian League is amply paralleled in other surviving examples of treaties between Rome and Greek cities, Cf. for almost complete parallels IG XII.iii 173 [IGRR IV 1028]; RDGE 16; tr. R.K. Sherk, TDGR 4, no.53: treaty with Astypalaia; IG XII.ii 510 [IGRR IV 2; SIG3 693]; tr. R.K. Sherk, TDGR 4, no.33: treaty with Methymna; SEG XXXV 823; SEG XXXVII 611; tr. Bagnall-Derow, no.49: treaty with Maroneia; CIL I2 II.iii 2676; ILLRP 516; A. Avram, Der Vertrag zwischen Rom und Kallatis (Amsterdam 1999): treaty with Callatis. On Roman treaties with Greek cities in general see E. Täubler, Imperium Romanum. Studien zur Entwicklungsgeschichte des römischen Reichs, vol.1: Die Staatsverträge und Vertragsverhältnisse (Leipzig 1913), esp. 44-94 for friendly treaties (the classic analysis from the legal and diplomatic point of view); A.N. Sherwin-White, Roman Foreign Policy in the East 168 B.C. to A.D. 1 (London 1984), 58-70; E.S. Gruen, The Hellenistic World and the Coming of Rome (Berkeley 1984), 731-44; J.-L. Ferrary, ‘Traités et domination romaine dans le monde hellénique’, in L. Canfora, M. Liverani and C. Zaggagnini (eds.), I trattati nel mondo antico: Forma, ideologia, funzione (Roma 1990), 217-35; D.W. Baronowski, ‘Sub umbra foederis aequi’, Phoenix 44 (1990), 345-69. A full list of those attested epigraphically is given in S. Mitchell, P.Schøyen I 25, 173-74. The treaty with Cnidus of 45 B.C. (W. Blümel, I.Knidos I [IK 41], no.33) is chronologically the closest. its middle part, concerned with the suppression of contraband, with the division of responsibility between Roman and Lycian courts in capital cases and in other kinds of judicial cases, and with hostages and ransomed prisoners of war (ll.26-52), and the territorial clauses in ll.52-64 have no exact parallels. The document provides us with our first ever piece of direct evidence on the division of jurisdiction between Roman provincial administration and free communities in the orbit of Roman power, coming from the treaty itself and not from its later confirmations, usually quite brief and presuming the knowledge of the conditions of a treaty (as is the case with Aphrodisias [J.M. Reynolds, Aphrodisias and Rome, nos.8; 22; SEG L 1196 = AE 2000, no.1441] or with the island of Chios [SIG3 785; RDGE 70]), or from local honours for ambassadors (as with Colophon [SEG XXXIX 1244; ISE III 178]) or Roman oratory (as with Byzantium [Cic., prov. cos. 6-7]), in which the presentation is likely to be distorted. Obviously, the discussion of its clauses on judicial matters will dominate the study of the interplay of Roman and local jurisdictions in the Eastern provinces for years to come.
Its provisions on this matter are as follows. In lines 26-32 those who export prohibited goods to the enemies of Rome or of the Lycian League or of their respective allies are dealt with. If they are caught in flagrante delicto, they are to be accused before the praetor peregrinus For existing views on the development of the functions of the praetor peregrinus see A. Watson, Law Making in the Later Roman Republic (Oxford 1974), 63-82; A. Lintott, The Constitution of the Roman Republic (Oxford 1999), 107 n.59; T.C. Brennan, The Praetorship in the Roman Republic (Oxford 2000), 85-89, 461-62, 604-06, 608-09. This treaty is a welcome piece of evidence showing the existence of the separate jurisdiction of the praetor peregrinus, specifically concerned with non-citizens, at least by the time of Caesar’s dictatorship. at Rome or before the highest official of the League S. Mitchell, P.Schøyen I 25, 196 persuasively argues that the failure to mention any officials specific to the Lycian League shows that this is ‘a generic reference to the highest local official, copied across from other similar treaties’. This conclusion is of major importance for the vexed question of ‘standardization’ of the statuses of the free and subject communities. if they are arrested in Lycia and before nobody else (ll.28-31: ‘e)a\n de/ tij e)pilh/mfq$ tou/twn ti pepoihkw\j | e)p ) au)tofw/rwi, tou=ton o( eu)qu/nwn e)pi\ to\n strathgo\n a)ge/twi to\n toi=j ce/noij kai\ po|lei/taij dika<i>odotou=nta: e)a\n de/ tij e)n Luki/ai e)fa/yhtai/ tinoj e)pi\ to\n th\n megi/sthn | a)/rxhn e)/xonta to\n eu)quno/menon a)gage/tw pro\j e(/teron de\ mhde/na’). Interestingly enough, no distinction is made in this clause between Romans and Lycians, and the principle of the forum delicti, rather than that of the forum domicilii For main views on the development of the forum domicilii system see T. Mommsen, ‘Die Rechtverhältnisse des Apostels Paulus’, Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft 2 (1901), 81-96 at 92 ff. [=Id., Gesammelte Schriften 3 (Leipzig 1907), 431-46 at 442 ff.]; A.N. Sherwin-White, Roman Society and Roman Law in the New Testament (Oxford 1963), 28-31. is followed, unlike the immediately following provisions for the capital and non-capital cases. No immediate explanation offers itself.
Lines 32 to 37 are concerned with the procedure in capital jurisdiction. The definition of capital cases given is quite cumbersome and tautological: ‘If anyone kills a free man or also knowingly gives him up (for sale) or if anyone does something of this sort with malicious deceit, and if he commits a capital crime, let this be a capital offence’ (ll.32-34: ‘e)a/n tij to\n e)leu/qeron | a)poktei/n$ h)\ kai\ e(kw\n a)podw=tai h)\ ka<i/> tij do/l<%> poner%= tou/twn ti poih/shi, ei)/ te kai\ | pra=gma kefaliko\n e)pitele/shtai tou=to kefaliko\n e)/stw’, tr. S. Mitchell). I wonder if by some clumsy translation of the original Latin ‘tou/twn ti poi/hsei’ in l.33 can effectively refer to the next clause, removing the limitation of capital cases only to those that are concerned with murdering or selling into slavery of a free person, unlikely after the leges Corneliae, but this will leave the whole definition very vague. The last clause probably defines the whole phrase, rather than the immediately preceding clause. A further problem is that the Latin capitalis is normally defined by the punishment, not by the crime perpetrated, and here the punishment is not defined at all. See e.g. Afr. D.37.1.13: ‘rei autem capitalis damnatur intelligitur is cui poena mors aut aquae et ignis interdictio sit’; Ulp. D.48.19.2 pr.: ‘rei capitalis damnatum sic accipere debemus ex qua causa damnato vel mors vel etiam civitatis amissio vel servitus contingit’ (for selling into slavery as punishment compare Gaius, Inst. 1.27); Paul. D.48.1.2: ‘publicorum iudiciorum quaedam capitalia sunt quaedam non capitalia. capitalia sunt ex quibus poena mors aut exilium est, hoc est aquae et ignis interdictio’; Modest. D.50.16.103: ‘licet “capitalis” Latine loquentibus omnis causa existimationis videatur, tamen apellatio capitalis <poenae de poena> mortis vel amissionis civitatis intelligenda sit’. A trial is guaranteed to Romans in Rome and according to Roman laws and not anywhere else, and to Lycians in Lycia in accordance with Lycian laws and not anywhere else (ll.34-37: ‘peri\ tou/twn tw=n pragma/twn | e)a\n polei/thj  (Rwmai=oj eu)qu/nhtai e)n Luki/# kata\ tou\j i)di/ouj no/mouj e)n  (Rw/m$ krine/sqw, a)l|lax$= de\ mh\ krine/sqw: e)a\n de\ Lu/kioj poli/thj eu)qu/nhtai kata\ tou\j i)di/ouj no/mouj krine/sqw, | a)llax$= de\ mh\ krine/sqw’). 
An arrangement bearing strong resemblance to, but not going so far as the privileges which Menippus secured for Colophon sometime between the establishment of the province and 119 BC, according to a decree in his honour (I. Claros, Menipp. [SEG XXXIX 1244; ISE III 178], col. I, ll.37-48; col.II, ll.1-7), See on it, in addition to the commentary of L. Robert, J.-L. Ferrary, ‘Les statut des cités libres dans l’empire romain à la lumière des inscriptions de Claros’, CRAI (1991), 557-77; G.A. Lehmann, ‘Römischer Tod’ in Kolophon/Klaros. Neue Quellen zum Status der ‘freien’ Polisstaaten an der Westküste Kleinasiens im späten 2. Jahrundert v.Chr. (Göttingen 1998), esp. at 32-44; G.A. Lehmann, ‘Polis-Autonomie und römische Herrschaft an der Westküste Kleinasiens. Kolophon/Klaros nach der Aufrichtung der provincia Asia’, in L. Mooren (ed.), Politics, Administration and Society in the Hellenistic and Roman World (Leuven 2000), Studia Hellenistica 36, 215-38, and now S. Mitchell, P.Schøyen I 25, 199-202. and the privileges granted to Chios by a senatorial decree of 80 BC (SIG3 785 [EJ2 317]; RDGE 70), For a different interpretation of the Chian evidence see in particular an important article by A.J. Marshall, ‘Romans under Chian Law’, GRBS 10 (1969), 255-71, who argues that it would be more reasonable to take this regulation to apply to the law of property, rather than to jurisdiction. After the publication of the Claros decrees his main arguments, in my opinion, cannot stand. both of which arguably made Romans subject to local laws not only in private law cases (evidence is, as already said, much less straightforward there). This gives us yet another example of the variability of judicial arrangements for different free cities and peoples of the Roman Empire. 
Finally, in lines 37 to 43 provisions are made for other kinds of legal disputes arising between Roman and Lycian citizens. If a Lycian is a defendant, then he is to be judged in Lycia in accordance with Lycian laws. But if a Roman is a defending party, the court should be set up An example of the use in a provincial context of the division of the legal proceedings into two stages: in iure, in which a plaintiff was granted (or not) a trial in his or her case before a judge and limits were set to judge’s powers of discretion in that case, and apud iudicem, actual proceedings before a judge following the previous stage. For krith/rion (or kri/sij) as the standard Greek equivalent for the apud iudicem stage see J. Reynolds, Aphrodisias and Rome, 82 no.8, commentary on ll.46-48 and H.J. Mason, Greek Terms for Roman Institutions: A Lexicon and Analysis (Toronto 1974), s.v. with references to inscriptions. by whatever Roman magistrate or promagistrate the parties approach (ll.37-41: ‘e)a\n de/ tij peri\ e(te/rwn pragma/twn  (Rwmai=oj meta\ Should be a cutter’s error for para/, apparently under the influence of metaporeu/htai later in the same line (I am grateful to Dr Peter Derow and to Peter Thonemann for pointing this out to me). Meta/ with Genitive does not make sense here. Luki/ou meta|poreu/htai On the sense of the verb metaporeu/omai, apparently a translation of the Latin petere, see an excellent discussion in S. Mitchell’s commentary, P.Schøyen I 25, 203 (with parallels from the SC de Asclepiade and from the lex Fonteia). ka<ta\> tou\j Luki/wn no/mouj e)n Luki/# kreine/sqw, a)llaxh=i de\ mh\ kreine/sqw: e)a\n | de\ Lu/k<i>oj para\  (Rwmai/ou metaporeu/htai o(\j a)\n a)/rxwn h)\ a)nta/rxwn tugxa/n$ dikaiodotw=n | pro\j o(\n a)\n au)tw=n prose/lqwsin oi( a)mfisbhtou=ntej ou(=toj au)toi=j dikaiodotei/twi krith/|rion sunistane/tw’). This should be done by him in such a way ‘that the judgment is accomplished as swiftly as possible, in the manner that seems to him just and well-conducted’ (tr. S. Mitchell). 
This clause can be paralleled by provisions for the choice of different courts made for some provincials getting individual grants of Roman citizenship and also for some amici populi Romani, which seem to be first attested as a privilege for successful prosecutors of provincial governors for extortion, rewarded with Roman citizenship under the lex repetundarum (RS 1, l.86: ‘---s]ei petetur, de ea re eius [optio est]o, utrum uelit uel in sua ceiuitat[e uel Romae---’; cf. RS 8, ll.5-7). These provisions are best preserved in the so-called senatus consultum de Asclepiade of 78 BC (IG XIV 951 [Bruns7, no.41; IGRR I 118; FIRA I 38]; ILLRP 513; RDGE, no.22; IGUR I 1; CIL VI 40890; SEG LI 1427 for recent bibliography), See now an excellent article of A. Raggi, ‘Senatus consultum de Asclepiade Clazomenio sociisque’, ZPE 135 (2001), 73-116, for the most up-to-date text, English translation, and commentary. Jurisdictional provisions are considered at pp.98-109. In my opinion, he convincingly refutes the view of A.J. Marshall, ‘Friends of the Roman People’, AJP 89 (1968), 39-55 at 44-50, that the judicial privileges granted to Asclepiades, Polistratus and Meniscus referred only to the recovery of their property (see esp. 107 ff.) concerning a grant of various privileges to the naval captains Asclepiades of Clazomenae, Polystratus of Caristus, and Meniscus of Miletus, who distinguished themselves in the Social War (none of them, incidentally, a citizen of a free city). They were granted among other things a choice between the courts of their native cities, Roman courts in Italy, and courts of those free cities who had uninterrupted alliance with Rome (ll.18-20: ‘e)a/n te e)n tai=j pa|tri/sin kata\ tou\j i)di/ouj no/mouj bou/lwntai kri/nesqai h)/ e)<p>i\ tw=n h(mete/rwn a)rxo/ntwn e)pi\  )Italikw=n kritw=n, e)a/n te e)pi/ po/lewj e)leuqe/ra[j] tw=n dia\ te/louj | e)n th=i fili/ai tou= dh/mou tou=  (Rwmai/wn memenhkuiw=n, ou(= a)\n proairw=ntai, o(/pwj e)kei= to\ kr[i]th/rion peri\ tou/twn tw={i}n pragma/twn gi/nhtai’). Analogous grants (together with the grant of citizenship) were made by Mark Antony to some Coans in the lex Fonteia (RS 36, fragm.a+b+c, face ii, ll.6-11) and by Octavian under the lex Munatia Aemilia to yet another naval captain, Seleucus of Rhosus in Syria, in 30 B.C. P. Roussel, ‘Un Syrien au service de Rome et d’Octave’, Syria 15 (1934), 33-74 [CIL XVI 11; FIRA I 55; IGLS III.i 718; RDGE 58; tr. Levick 2000, no.158]; A. Raggi, ‘The Epigraphic Dossier of Seleucus of Rhosus: A Revised Edition’, ZPE 147 (2004), 123-38. In the case of Seleucus such a grant arguably allowed him to continue using local jurisdiction, rather than facilitated access to Roman courts (see Sherwin-White 1973, 296-300). It is not clear to me whether the lex Munatia Aemilia (of 42 B.C. according to the consular date) was concerned with citizenship grants or with some powers of the triumvirs. On the historical context of the Coan grant see now K. Buraselis, Kos between Hellenism and Rome (Philadelphia 2000), 25-65. (Raggi 2004, ll.53-59 for the best text), which shows that such provisions became a common practice during the late Republic. It is noteworthy that the right to choose between different courts was still granted, not necessarily in connexion with the grant of Roman citizenship, in the Flavian period, as attested by the famous edict of Vespasian on the privileges of doctors and teachers  (AE 1936, no.128; FIRA I 77; MW, no.458), which provided that they can sue against its breaches in any court they choose (ll.13-14). 
However, there is an important difference: if in the grants to provincial citizens and amici populi Romani listed above they were given the right to choose the court in private law cases regardless of whether they were defendants or plaintiffs, the Lycian treaty strictly follows the principle of the forum domicilii, protecting Lycians from summons to the court of the Roman governor. It is inconceivable that Lycians awarded Roman citizenship would be in a privileged position in comparison with Roman citizens by descent. Furthermore, it is conceivable that some communities secured the right of hearing of the private law cases even when the defendant was a Roman citizen (this appears to be the case at Chios [see above], whether this privilege was extended to jurisdiction in capital cases or not). I cannot, therefore, agree with the opinion of S. Mitchell in his commentary, that ‘the treaty can reasonably be accepted as defining the normal legal relationship between Rome and her free allies’. S. Mitchell, P.Schøyen I 25, 205. A special privilege for the Lycian League is much more likely to be the case.

IV. The treaty presumably continued to be in force at the time of the Claudian annexation. Lycia suffered badly at the hands of Brutus less than four years after the treaty was signed, App. BC IV.76-82; Plut., Brutus 30-33; Cass. Dio 47.34. Some items of historical interest may be contained in a collection of Greek letters of Brutus to the cities, usually considered to be a rhetorical forgery: R. Hercher, Epistolographi Graeci (Parisiis 1873), 177-91, separate edition in L. Torraca, M. Giunio Bruto: Epistole greche (Napoli 1959). Almost half of them are addressed to Lycian and Carian communities. S. Mitchell, P.Schøyen I 25, 240 n.374 makes an entirely convincing suggestion that the ‘demagogue’ Naucrates whom Plutarch mentions as one of the leaders of the resistance to Brutus (Plut., Brut. 30.4) is the same person as Naucrates, son of Naucrates, one of the Lycian ambassadors present at the signing of the Caesarian treaty (P.Schøyen I 25, l.79). but its freedom was again confirmed by Antony soon after the battle of Philippi, and it is unlikely that he would have dropped the treaty signed by Julius Caesar. App., BC V.7: ‘Luki/ouj me\n a)telei\j fo/rwn a)fiei\j’ (interestingly different emphasis from the second century A.D. perspective); Pliny, NH 5.147 for the loss of freedom of Oenoanda, formerly a member of the Lycian League, presumably for its support of Brutus. This raises a question whether the official reason for the annexation, as reported by Cassius Dio, that the Lycians had ‘slain some Romans’ (Cass. Dio 60.17.3: ‘Rwmai/ouj tina\j a)poktei=nai’) has something to do with a breach of this treaty. Could this killing of the Roman citizens be in fact a death sentence passed by some Lycian court? Suggested even before the Caesarian treaty was known by B. Levick, Claudius (London 1990), 167: ‘Men trusted by Rome were assassinated or more probably became the victims of judicial murder, since the whole federation suffered’. If so, actions of Claudius could with a certain amount of spin be represented as a return to the old agreement, and, therefore, to the ‘ancestral laws’ of the Patara inscription. 
However, killing of Roman citizens was a stock explanation of annexation and there is no evidence that any proper judicial procedure had been followed in these ‘killings’. In 20 BC Cyzicus temporarily lost its freedom because Roman citizens were scourged and killed there in time of civil unrest (Cass. Dio 54.7.6: ‘e)n sta/sei’) Cf. also Hieron., Chron. 165H; Cass. Dio 54.23.7 (restoration of freedom in 15 B.C.) See on Cyzicus J. Thornton, ‘Una città e due regine. Eleutheria e lotta politica a Cizico fra gli Attalidi e i Giulio Claudi’, Med. Ant. 2 (1999), 497-538. S. Mitchell, P.Schøyen I 25, 201 n.142 conflates the events under Augustus and Tiberius. and in A.D. 25, under Tiberius, the Cyzicenes were again charged with ‘incuria caerimoniarum divi Augusti, additis violentiae criminibus adversum cives Romanos’ (Tac., Ann. 4.36.2; cf. Suet., Tib. 37.2-3; Cass. Dio 57.24.6), which does not sound like normal judicial proceedings, and that resulted in a new loss of freedom. The same reason is attested by Cassius Dio for the annexation of Rhodes by Claudius in A.D. 44 (60.24.4), again without much clarification. As shown by G. Bowersock, ‘The Mechanics of Subversion in Roman Provinces’, in A. Giovannini (ed.), Opposition et résistances a l’Empire d’Auguste a Trajan (Genève 1987), 291-320 at 293 n.4 the verb a)neskolo/pisan means ‘crucified’ here, not ‘impaled’ as in the Loeb translation of E. Cary. So a contention of B. Levick, Claudius (London 1990), 167 that this could not be a proper judicial procedure loses much of its force, though the punishment still remains extreme (Bowersock’s own suggestion [op. cit., 315], that this was provoked by a violation of a temple or some other religious crime, is plausible, but there is no concrete evidence to support it). 
And, indeed, the Patara inscription mentions that Claudius stopped the stasis in Lycia (AE 2001, no.1931, ll.17-18). C.P. Jones in his edition suggests that this may really mean some serious disturbances. This is supported by an inscription made near Corinth by the Lycian League and its constituent cities of Myra, Patara and Telmessus in honour of a certain Iunia Theodora, who had, among other benefactions to the Lycians, given shelter to Lycian exiles during a recent discord (SEG XVIII 143, l.58), dated by Louis Robert in a magisterial paper to the period immediately preceding the Claudian annexation. See D.I. Pallas, S. Charitonidis, J. Venencie, ‘Inscriptions lyciennes trouvées à Solômos près de Corinthe’, BCH 83 (1959), 496-508; L. Robert (1960), ‘Décret de la Confédération Lycienne à Corinthe’, rp. in Id., OMS, vol.2 (Amsterdam 1969), 840-58 [pp. 847-8 for the dating]; an attempt of Behrwald 2000, 120-28 to re-date this inscription to the time of Brutus does not seem successful to me. Quintus Veranius, the first governor of the province, was able to gain certain military repute in his five campaigning seasons and probably, if Ronald Syme’s conjecture in the inscription with his cursus honorum is correct, proudly proclaimed that he ‘[totam provinciam a latroni]b[us] pacavit’ (AE 1953, no.251, l.6), Syme 1995, 273 (supported by C.P. Jones 2001, 166). The best account of Veranius’ career and family is A.R. Birley, The Roman Government of Britain (Oxford 2005), 37-43 (improved on Id., The Fasti of Roman Britain [Oxford 1981], 50-54; corrected text of AE 1953, no.251 at p.37). See also A. Balland, Fouilles de Xanthos VII, 93 no.38 with commentary; A.E. Gordon, Quintus Veranius consul A.D. 49: A Study Based upon his Recently Identified Sepulchral Inscription (Berkeley 1952); R.S. Rogers, ‘Quinti Veranii, Pater et Filius’, CP 26 (1931), 172-77; C.E. Stevens, ‘The Will of Quintus Veranius’, CR n.s.1 (1951), 4-7. For his activities in the province see IGRR III 703 [Smallwood, GCN, no.231a]; IGRR IV 902 with corrections by L. Robert, in M. Holleaux, Études d’épigraphie et d’histoires grecques 6 (Paris 1968), 14-15; L. Robert, Études anatoliennes (Paris 1937), 89 n.2; A. Balland, Fouilles de Xanthos VII, 26 n.102 and an inscription concerning archives from Myra (n.55 below). It is likely that he is the Quintus Veranius to whom the Strategikos of Onasander was dedicated (Onas., Strat. 1 with Birley 2005, 41 n.91), another pointer to the high military reputation he gained. which seems to confirm a picture of the genuine trouble. Chr. Kokkinia is surely right, however, in drawing attention to the possibility of branding political opposition as bandits, Kokkinia 2004, 48-49. and one needs to exercise strong caution here. A picture of a major class struggle drawn by J. Thornton 2001 and 2004 (who sees its roots in the enfranchisement of slaves and abolition of debts by Brutus [Cass. Dio 47.14.4]) is not implausible, but is by no means the only possible inference from our scanty evidence. And his arguments against any ‘judicial’ interpretation based on Colophonian and Chian right to judge Romans in criminal cases (Thornton 2001, 433 ff.) are to be rejected in the light of the provisions of the Caesarian treaty (the arguments for such an interpretation are now re-stated by S. Mitchell, P.Schøyen I 25, 201). It was in any case quite unlikely that every free city or commonalty was necessarily as successful in guaranteeing its judicial autonomy as Colophon or Chios (as rightly noted by R. Kallet-Marx, Hegemony to Empire: The development of the Roman Imperium in the East from 148 to 62 B.C. [Berkeley 1995], 129). 
Of specific interest to our topic is a long inscription with a letter of Quintus Veranius to the city of Tlos, found in Myra (published in 1975 by Michael Wörrle), AE 1976, no.673 [see M. Wörrle, ‘Zwei neue griechische Inschriften aus Myra zur Verwaltung Lykien in der Kaiserzeit’, in J. Borchhardt (ed.), Myra: Eine lykische Metropolie in antiker und byzantinischer Zeit (Berlin 1975), 254-300 at 254-86]; tr. R.K. Sherk, TDGR 6, no.48. concerned with proper upkeep of the public archives of the city. Among the kinds of documents which he wishes to keep in order he lists various sorts of contracts and ‘a legal challenge or a disclosure about a legal situation or a decision of arbitrators or judges (diaithtw=n h)/ d[ikas]tw=n)’ I wonder whether this is simply a literal translation of the Latin formula iudex arbiterve. If so, it is unlikely that this formulation sheds light on the legal system of the province of Lycia. Still, an expression of governor’s interest in the preservation of decisions of local judges is worthy of note. (ll.32-34; tr. R.K. Sherk). Again it would probably be rash to draw too far-reaching conclusions from this document, but it offers an interesting Roman perspective on the actions actually involved in the process of the re-establishment of law and order described in grandiloquent terms in the Patara inscription. It is also noteworthy that in this inscription we have a governor exercising his judicial powers in a formally not very serious case (but one particularly interesting to him), for he orders a certain Tryphon, public slave of the city of Tlos, to be flogged for the neglected state of the archive and mentions in passing that other public slaves, presumably in other cities, have been punished earlier in the same way (ll.5-19). This draws our attention to the place of the governor in the judicial system of the new province and to some of the possible reasons for which he may select the case for his personal decision, instead of leaving it to his subordinates or to the local judges. It is obvious that the dividing line here is not one between ‘serious crimes’ and lesser offences, but has more to do with the governor’s goals in ruling the province. See on this issue above all a seminal article: A.L. Smyshliaev, ‘La nourrice au tribunal du gouverneur romain’, CCG 13 (2002), 113-39, where it is shown on the basis of material in Ulpian and other Severan jurists how the notion of maintaining pietas among the governed influenced the governor’s judicial activities. Even as late as Constantine the definition of non-capital cases to which the proconsul should attend personally was as vague as ‘quae fama celebriores sunt’ (C.Th. 1.12.1).

V.  Before we start to analyse the post-annexation judicial system(s) it is necessary to say a few words about the judicial system of the independent Lycian League, those courts and laws guaranteed to it by the treaty of 46 B.C. The classic testimony is in Book XIV of Strabo’s Geography, based presumably on the account of Artemidorus (floruit in 104-100 B.C.), telling us about the federal courts of the Lycian League elected in proportion to their voting rights in the federal council by the member cities. Str. 14.3.3 (p.665C): ‘o(moi/wj de\ kai\ dikastai\ kai\ a)/rxontej a)na\ lo/gon tai=j yh/foij e)c e(ka/sthj proxeiri/zontai po/lewj’. For Strabo’s evidence on Lycia see most recently J. Thornton, ‘Una regione vista da lontano: la Licia di Strabone dai dati geografici al mito dell’eunomia’, in A.M. Birachi and G. Salmeri (eds.), Strabone e l’Asia Minore (Napoli 2000), 403-59 (he does not discuss the judicial system). The most extensive treatment of Artemidorus as a source of Strabo’s Lycian narrative is still in an old German inaugural dissertation, R. Daebritz, De Artemidoro Strabonis auctore capita tria (Lipsiae 1905), 39-43, but he is interested solely in geographical matters (I wish to thank Mrs Naomi van Loo, Librarian at New College, for a kind permission to consult the only copy in Oxford). On Artemidorus himself see F. Susemihl, Geschichte der griechischen Literatur in der Alexandrinerzeit, vol.1 (Leipzig 1891), 693-96 and especially R. Stiehle, ‘Der Geograph Artemidoros von Ephesos’, Philologus 11 (1856), 193-244. An exciting new papyrus of the late Hellenistic period with the text of Artemidorus (C. Galazzi and B. Kramer, ‘Artemidor im Zeichensaal’, APF 44 [1998], 189-208) does not provide us with anything on Lycia. For a welcome cautionary note on Strabo’s use of Artemidorus see Л.И. Грацианская, ‘«География» Страбона: Проблемы источниковедения’, Древнейшие государства на территории СССР. Материалы и исследования. 1986 г. (Москва 1988), 6-175 at 44-45 and 63-66. There is no mention in Strabo that he had any personal knowledge of Lycia (possible references to Strabo’s travels are collected in F. Schroeter, De Strabonis itineribus [Lipsiae 1874]).  These are probably the courts which we see in function in a famous decree from Araxa in honour of Orthagoras, son of Demetrius, dated variously to the first half of the second century B.C., where it is mentioned that a territorial dispute between Araxa and another city, presumably also a Lycian League member (for some reason it is not named in the inscription), over the territory of Soasa was decided before the koinon (SEG XVIII 570, ll.49-54). See on this inscription and on the complicated question of its date G.E. Bean, ‘Notes and Inscriptions from Lycia’, JHS 68 (1948), 40-58 at 46-56 no.11 [ed. pr.]; Magie 1950, vol.2, 1122-23 n.30; L. Robert, Bull. ép. 1950, no.183; Bull. ép. 1952, no.147; Larsen 1956; L. Robert, Bull. ép. 1958, no.462; Moretti 1962; F.W. Walbank, A Historical Commentary on Polybius, vol.3 (Oxford 1979), 143; 171; A.N. Sherwin-White, Roman Foreign Policy in the East 168 B.C. to A.D. 1 (London 1984), 49-51; Errington 1987, 114-118; Bresson 1994, 114-16; Thornton 2000, 437 ff. 
It is not, however, clear in what relation the federal courts stand to the judicial magistrates mentioned in the treaty of 46 B.C. or to yet another kind of court, attested only epigraphically, namely the meta/pempta dikasth/ria. Two honorific inscriptions of the pre-annexation period, the already mentioned TAM II 583 (=OGIS 556) from Tlos and TAM II 420 (=IGRR III 680) of the time of the emperor Tiberius from Patara, mention among the offices of their honorands the position of epistates of these courts (in plural). TAM II 583, ll.13-15: ‘e)pistath/san|ta tw=n metape/mptwn dikas|thri/wn’; TAM II 420, l.7. It is difficult with evidence so scarce to establish undisputably their actual nature. One position is that the meta/pempta dikasthri/a is yet another name for a well-established Hellenistic judicial institution, foreign judges. The best starting point is L. Robert (1973), ‘Les juges étrangers dans la cité grecque’, rp. in Id., OMS, vol.5 (Amsterdam 1989), 137-54. In support of this view of the meta/pempta dikasth/ria see J.A.O. Larsen, ‘Tituli Asiae Minoris, II, 508’, CP 38 (1943), at 249 ff.; Magie 1950, vol.2, 1382-83 n.36; Jameson 1980, 851-52; and above all an unpublished Ph.D. thesis of C.V. Crowther, Foreign Judges From Priene: Studies in Hellenistic Epigraphy (King’s College London 1990), vol.1, 357-60 [I am deeply indebted to Dr Crowther for allowing me to use it]. For an epistates of a foreign court cf. IG XII.iii 320 = OGIS 44 (Thera, III century B.C.) It is not universally accepted and is sometimes rejected in quite vehement terms. Behrwald 2000, 168 n.30 on this view: ‘wohl zu Unrecht’. However, on the whole the arguments of the proponents of this view seem more plausible to me: even though the epistates is admittedly always a local citizen in Lycian inscriptions, there is no other sufficient explanation for the title of the court. Cf. Robert 1973, 143 on terminology. See further on inscriptions of the post-annexation period, below. The idea that these are the regular federal courts seems to be refuted by the fact that it is not possible to assign to the position of epistates any definite place in the federal cursus honorum of Lycia. See Magie 1950, vol.2, 1383 n.36 and especially Jameson 1980, 851-52 for that. 

VI. It is a well-known fact that the Lycian League continued to exist after the annexation, in line with the usual Roman policy towards commonalties in the Eastern provinces of the Empire. Its continuing prestige is probably best seen from a rescript of Commodus to Bubon of A.D. 190, granting it the status of a ‘triyh/foj po/lij’ in the League (AE 1979, no.624; cf. Bull. ép. 1973, no.451). This document, however, illustrates the possibilities of active Roman interference as well: voting arrangements in the council of the League are now regulated by the emperor. It is a more complicated problem to establish in what way the old judicial institutions of the League (and, presumably, of the cities) interacted with the governor’s court. 
The activities of the latter are amply attested in the province of Lycia-Pamphylia. Strikingly, governors in Lycian inscriptions often receive a title of dikaiodo/thj or a(gno\j dikaiodo/thj, and in honorific inscriptions to the members of their families this title is sometimes used alone as a designation of their office, Fullest discussion still in Larsen 1943, 188-89. A. Balland, Fouilles de Xanthos VII, no.38, l.10: to the father of Q. Veranius; TAM II 131 (IGRR III 522), l.8: to Sex. Marcius Priscus, c. AD 68-70; TAM II 568 (CIG 4240b; IGRR III 1511), ll.1-2: to the son of M. Hirrius Fronto Neratius Pansa, c. 70-72 (Kalinka restored the name of the governor in this inscription as Neratius Priscus, an attractive suggestion for a legal historian, for Neratius Priscus was to become a head of the Proculian school of jurists, but this was proved to be wrong by R. Syme, ‘The Jurist Neratius Priscus’, Hermes 85 (1957), 480-93 at 486-87; cf. also L. Robert, Bull. ép. 1958, no.294; Balland, Fouilles de Xanthos VII, no.89 for another inscription of M. Neratius Marcellus, son of Pansa); TAM II 21 (IGRR III 1510), ll.3-4: to the son of T. Aurelius Quietus, c.79-81 (‘[a(gnota/tou dikai]|odo/tou’); TAM II 563 (OGIS 560; IGRR III 551; ILS 8818), ll.17-20: to P. Baebius Italicus, AD 85; TAM II 570 (CIG 4236; IGRR III 559 & 1512), ll.1-3: ‘ui(o\n Domi|ti/ou  )Apolleinari/ou tou= | dikaiodo/tou’ (last years of Domitian); TAM II 571 (IGRR III 557), l.5: ‘a(gn[o\]n dika[i]odo/thn’ (Trajanic, possibly Q. Roscius Pompeius Falco); TAM II 569 (CIG 4240; IGRR III 558), ll.5-7: ‘presbeuth\[n kai\ a)nti]|stra/thgon Au)tokra/toroj Luk[i/]a[j] | kai\ Pa[m]fu[l]i/aj, a([g]n[o\n] dikaiodo/t[hn]’ (to unknown, Flavian or later). An honorific inscription to Philippos from Xanthos praises him ‘teimh=j de\ kai a)podo|xh=j kai\ para\ toi=j dikaiodo/taij h)|ciwme/non’ (TAM II 287, ll.6-8). I shall discuss TAM II 508 separately below. a usage paralleled elsewhere only in three inscriptions from the province of Asia and in one place in Strabo. IGRR IV 400 (=OGIS 448), ll.4-6: ‘dikaiodoth/santa th\n | e)parxei/an kaqarw=j kai\ d[ikai/wj kai\] | o(si/wj’ (to L. Antonius, governor 49 BC; analogous formulation in IGRR IV 401, ll.4-5); SEG XIV 648 (Caunus, to the sister of C. Antius A. Iulius Quadratus, procos. c. AD 106), ll.1-4: ‘th\n | a)delfh\n  )Iouli/ou Kou|adra/tou tou= dikaiodo/\|tou’. In the case of Caunus some Lycian influence may be guessed. Strabo 3.4.20 (p.166C) characterises the legate of Lusitania as ‘dikaiodoth/swn Lusitanoi=j’. C.P. Jones plausibly connects to this usage a mention of the restoration ‘th\n i)/shn d[i|kai]o[d]osi/an’ by Claudius through the governor Quintus Veranius in the inscription from Patara (AE 2001, no.1931, ll.23-24). C.P. Jones 2001, 167. For the Pamphylian part of the province we have some evidence about the conventus-districts, but unfortunately there is no information for Lycia, apart from a mention of Tlos in an extremely fragmentary inscription as a place where a governor gave judgement (though I would not lay too much stress on this absence of evidence). See above all R. Haensch, Capita Provinciarum: Statthaltersitze und Provinzialverwaltung in der römischen Kaiserzeit (Mainz am Rhein 1997), 290-97; 610-17. Aspendus: SEG XXXVIII 1332 (=AE 1989, no.724), letter of Hadrian confirming assize-centre status (AD 131), l.8. Cf. S. Follet, Bull. ép. 1989, no.215. Perge: SEG XXXIV 1306 (after the emperor Tacitus), ll.15-16: ‘au)=ce Pe/rgh h( prw/te tw=n | a)gore/wn’; see further P. Weiss, ‘Auxe Perge’, Chiron 21 (1991), 353-92 at 377; Ch. Roueché, ‘Floreat Perge’, in M. Mackenzie, Ch. Roueché (eds.), Images of Authority: Papers presented to Joyce Reynolds (Cambridge 1989), 206-28 at 217. Text of the acclamations to Perge has been re-published with useful numismatic notes in the editio princeps of an epigram on the occasion of a grant of the metropolis-status to Perge by Zeu\j Ta/kitoj: R. Merkelbach, S. Şahin and J. Stauber, ‘Kaiser Tacitus erhebt Perge zur Metropolis Pamphyliens und erlaubt einen Agon’, EA 29 (1997), 69-74 [SEG XLVII 1788-1789]. Side: Acta Nestoris (under Decius, ap. Haensch 1997, 611-12). For other possible assize-centres see: L. Robert, Hellenica 10 (1955), 177 (Attaleia as governor’s residence); Patara: Balland, Fouilles de Xanthos VII, 1 n.3; Larsen 1956, 166 with n.42-44; TAM II 247 (Bel, March AD 146), ll.3-4: ‘dia\ tw=n e)n Pata/roij a)rxei/|wn’ – federal archive still active in Patara in the second century A.D.; Livy 37.15.6 for the old capital of the Lycian League; Xanthos as a centre of federal imperial cult: S.R.F. Price, Rituals and Power: The Roman imperial cult in Asia Minor (Cambridge 1984), 263 no.81 with complete references; Tlos: Balland, Fouilles de Xanthos VII, no.86 [AE 1981, no.839], bl.B, l.28: a governor’s decision in a dispute between Calynda and Caunus is issued ‘e)n Tl%=’ (a mention hitherto, to my knowledge, unnoticed). In addition to Xanthos, Patara and Tlos, Myra and Telmessus (but not Attaleia) are attested as the metropoleis of Lycia (Magie 1950, vol.2, 1391 n.60 for references to the evidence). Xanthos was apparently the first to get this title, multiple metropoleis appearing in Lycia, as elsewhere, after Hadrian (see G.W. Bowersock, ‘Hadrian and Metropolis’, in Bonner Historia-Augusta-Colloquium 1982/83 [Bonn 1984], 75-88 at 82-8). Pliny the Elder’s account of Lycia (NH 5.100-102) though belonging to the post-annexation period was based on the data of Agrippa and so he does not provide us with any details on the conventus organization of Lycia, as he does, e.g., for the province of Asia. For authoritative discussion of Pliny the Elder’s sources on administrative sub-divisions of Roman provinces see A.H.M. Jones 1971, 503-8.
But alongside evidence for the governor’s court we continue to get evidence for the continuing existence of the meta/pempta dikasth/ria, attested in the honorific decrees for Opramoas of Rhodiapolis, who counted the position of the epistates of these courts among his numerous honours. Kokkinia 2000 (new version of TAM II 905, decrees for Opramoas), 2D, ll.11-12; TAM II 915, l.6: ‘e)pistath/santa tw=n metape/mptwn dikasthri/wn’ Unambigous foreign judges from Lycia and Pamphylia are also attested in a series of early second century A.D. inscriptions from the sanctuary of Zeus Osogos in Mylasa, providing one of our latest pieces of straithforward evidence for their existence anywhere. W. Blümel, I. Mylasa I (IK 34) 361 (LBW 350); 362 (LBW 352); 369 (LBW 354; SEG II 557); 370 (LBW 355; SEG II 558): Xanthos; 366; 372 (LBW 357; SEG II 562): Tlos; 367: Attaleia and Patara. This series of inscriptions is best known for a decree of the koinon of the Ionians for judges from Erythrae, dated by the Asian proconsulship of Cornelius Tacitus (OGIS 487 [Smallwood, NTH, no.203]; I.Erythrai 125a; I.Mylasa I 365; see R. Syme, Tacitus [Oxford 1958], vol.2, 664-65 for a discussion of the date). On the cult of Zeus Osogos see now P. Debord, ‘Sur quelques Zeus Cariens: Religion et politique’, Studi ellenistici 13 (2001), 19-37 at 21-24. Even more interestingly, we get some important, though hard to interpret evidence for the actual activities of the meta/pempta dikasth/ria and their interaction with the Roman governor. An extremely fragmentary inscription from the Letoon in Xanthus, published by A. Balland (Fouilles de Xanthos VII, 260-66 no.86 [AE 1981, no.839; bibliogr. lemma in SEG XXXI 1316]), provides us with some documents concerned with a prolonged dispute between Calynda in Lycia and Caunus in the province of Asia See G.E. Bean, ‘Notes and Inscriptions from Caunus’, JHS 74 (1954), 85-110 at 97-105 no.38 [SEG XIV 639; J. et L. Robert, Bull. ép. 1956, no.274d; H.W. Pleket, ‘Note on a Customs-Law from Caunus’, Mnemosyne 11 (1958), 128-35; a re-edition by Chr. Marek in I.Kaunos is forthcoming] for the Caunian harbour regulations which possibly were one of the causes of this dispute. Cf. also tolls regulations from Myra (Wörrle 1975, at 286-300 [AE 1976, no.674; J.H. Oliver, Greek Constitutions, no.125]) where both the imperial power and the League seem to be involved in the establishment of regulations and in the punishment of smugglers. See further on the Myra inscription H. Engelmann, ‘Die Zollinschrift von Myra’, ZPE 59 [1985], 113-19; M. Wörrle 1988, 213-15; G.D. Merola, Autonomia locale, governo imperiale: Fiscalità e amministrazione nelle province asiane [Bari 2001], 216-17, and now especially H. Schwarz, ‘Anmerkungen zu der Zollinschrift aus Myra’, EA 33 [2001], 15-38 with critical observations by H.W. Pleket, SEG LI 1830. For the formulaic eu)tuxei=te at the end of imperial letters of the age of Hadrian and Antoninus Pius [noticed by the AE editors] see F. Martìn, La documentacion griega de la cancilleria del emperador Adriano [Pamplona 1982], 418 s.v. J.H. Oliver’s restoration of ‘[- dhmosiwniko\n no/mon h( b]o[u]lh\ e)/xe[i’ in line 1 seems to me unwarranted). On the comparison between the two customs-laws see H. Brandt, ‘Die Zollinschriften von Myra und Kaunos und ein neues Zeugnis aus Xanthos’, EA 10 (1987), 91-95. over fiscal and territorial issues in the 130-140s AD. See Balland 1981, 265 for the date. In one of the decisions delivered in this law-suit the meta/pempta, apparently dikasth/ria, were somehow involved (bl.H, l.5: ‘[met]ape/mptwn’). This, in my view, almost conclusively proves that these were not federal courts of the League of the kind described by Strabo, since Caunus certainly was not a member, and to give one of the sides in a conflict the power to arbitrate in it does not seem a likely option. Foreign judges would suit the context much better. Interestingly, it also shows the importance of the use of the plural in the title of the court. Magie’s expanation that it was used in career inscriptions because the honorand served as e)pista/thj many times, Magie 1950, 1383 n.36. no longer suits all the available facts. Due to the fragmentary state of the inscription it is difficult to say exactly whether the meta/pempta dikasth/ria were delivering their sentence on the governor’s mandate, as was the case with the arbitrating party in the famous decision of Q. Mucius Scaevola the Pontifex in the dispute between Ephesus and Sardis (I. Pergamon 2.268; IGRR IV 297; OGIS 437; IK 11.1 [Ephesos 1a], no.7;  RDGE, no.47; Ager, Interstate Arbitrations, no.170) or with the conflict between Metropolis and Cierium arbitrated by the Thessalian League on the mandate of the legate Poppaeus Sabinus in the time of Tiberius (IG IX.ii 261 [EJ2 321];  J.-L. Decourt, Inscriptions de Thessalie I. Les cités de la vallée de l’Enipeus [Paris 1995], no.13 with B. Helly, Bull. ép. 1997, no.298), but this remains a tempting opportunity. 
A particularly difficult case is provided by a much-discussed honorific inscription from Pinara (IGRR III 681; TAM II 508). Translation and commentary in J.A.O. Larsen, ‘Tituli Asiae Minoris, II, 508’, CP 38 (1943), 177-90; 246-55. The first problem is the date of the inscription. Among other courts which the honorand, whose name is lost, successfully addressed as an advocate, is the court ‘[tou= se]|mnota/tou dikaiodo/tou’ (ll.25-26), which would naturally be taken to mean the court of the proconsul. See n.66 above. However, Kalinka dated the inscription on palaeographical grounds to the first century B.C., where this usage is more difficult to explain. Larsen’s attempt to translate dikaiodo/thj as epistates is not really a translation and does not make the matter any clearer. A re-examination of the stone is a necessity. It appears possible to argue, though, that even before A.D. 43 dikaiodo/thj would most likely mean a Roman governor, probably a proconsul of Asia, especially as the treaty of 46 B.C. created a lot of opportunities for a Lycian advocate to practise in his court. An argument in favour of the early date, as pointed out to me by Peter Thonemann of All Souls College, is a mention of Caria as a unified entity in l.20. There is, to my knowledge, no positive evidence for the existence of the Chrysaoric league later than Str. 14.2.25 (p.660C), where he is possibly using Artemidorus (Strabo has been to Caria himself, though). There is no sign of its presence in the coinage of the Carian cities in the Roman period (see RPC I 2718-2985; II 1159-1260). However, even from the period when the Chrysaoric koino/n is amply attested in the literary sources we get only two inscriptions with decrees of that commonalty: I. Labraunda 43; M.Ç. Şahin, ‘A Hellenistic Decree of the Chrysaoric Confederation from Lagina’, EA 35 (2003), 1-7 with Ph. Gauthier, Bull. ép. 2004, no.309 (I was much enlightened on the subject by the paper of C. Crowther on the latter of these inscriptions to the Oxford Greek epigraphy reading group in Michaelmas Term 2005), and other mentions of the Chrysaoric League in epigraphic sources are not too numerous (see J. et L. Robert, Fouilles d’Amyzon I [Paris 1983], 223-25; S. Hornblower, Mausolus [Oxford 1982], 62-67; and now above all P. Debord, ‘Cité grecque – village carien. Des usages du mot koinon’, Studi ellenistici 15 [2003], 115-80 at 125-42). It seems also that there was no tradition of mentioning the Chrysaoric koino/n on the coins in the Hellenistic period as well (cf. index to B.V. Head, BMC.Caria [1897], 318-22). So, as usual in the study of ancient history, an argument from silence is somewhat tenuous. 
The second difficulty is the nature of the court of cenokri/tai, which is mentioned in ll.21-22 (honorand gave 5,000 drachmas to each of its four divisions) and 26-27 (as another court where he successfully practised). A traditional view, first put forward at length by J.A.O. Larsen, See n.76 above. Supported by L. Robert, Bull. ép. 1944, no.171 and Crowther 1990, 357. connects them with peregrini iudices of Cicero’s letters from Cilicia ‘Graeci vero exsultant quod peregrinis iudicibus utuntur. “nugatoribus quidem”, inquies. quid refert? ii se au)tonomi/an  adeptos putant’ (Cic., Att. 115 (VI.1).15). and with cenika\ dikasth/ria, a natural suggestion in the light of closeness of the terms. However, there are two more possible interpretations. Best summary of the problem provided by P. Parsons, in P.Oxy. XLII, p.58-59. First, there is the possibility that they are not ‘foreign judges’, but rather ‘judges for foreigners’, of the type of the kri/tai of the fourth Cyrene edict. First considered in Magie 1950, vol.2, 1382-83 n.36. See for argumentation in its favour above all A.J. Marshall, ‘The Survival and Development of International Jurisdiction in the Greek World under Roman Rule’, ANRW II.13 (1980), 626-61, at 657 n.105-106. Both of them, however, admit that the foreign judges continued to play an important role in the Roman period. Second, there is a suggestion, vigorously put forward by D. Nörr, D. Nörr, ‘Zu den Xenokriten in TAM II 2 Nr.508’, in Ch. Schubert, K. Brodersen (eds.), Rom und der griechische Osten. Festschrift für Hatto H. Schmitt (Stuttgart 1995), 187-97; D. Nörr, ‘Zu den Xenokriten (Rekuperatoren) in der römischen Provinzialgerichtsbarkeit’, in W. Eck (ed.), Lokale Autonomie und römische Ordnungsmacht in den kaiserzeitlichen Provinzen vom 1. bis 3. Jahrhundert (München 1999), 257-301. that cenokri/tai, and hence the peregrini iudices of Cicero, are recuperatores. There are, indeed, some important arguments in favour of this view. Not only is the translation iudicium recuperatorium provided alongside the iudicium peregrinum for krith/rion ce/non in the late glossary (CGL 336,45), but we also have documents (none of them, though, originally from Asia Minor) in which it clearly has this sense: the lex de provinciis praetoriis (RS 12, col.IV, ln.35), and several papyri of the second century AD — a report of the judicial proceedings from Egypt, AD 148 (P.Oxy. XLII 3016) and the formula of the actio tutelae preserved in the Babatha archive (P.Babatha 28-30). Nörr argues also that peregrini iudices, as opposed to iudices peregrini, cannot be a technical term, and refers simply to the inclusion of peregrines among the number of recuperatores (for the possibility of that cf. Gaius, Inst. 4.105; 109). Nevertheless, the attempts of Nörr to read the meaning recuperatores in all the inscriptions which mention cenokri/tai in my opinion overstretch our evidence. To say nothing of the fact that the existence of the four divisions of recuperatores is nowhere paralleled. See on that institution Y. Bongert, ‘Recherches sur les récupérateurs’, Varia 3 (1952), 99-266; B. Schmidlin, Das Rekuperatorenverfahren: eine Studie zum römischen Prozess (Freiburg 1963); J.M. Kelly, Studies in the Civil Judicature of the Roman Republic (Oxford 1976), 40-70. It is unsafe to draw too far-reaching conclusions from the fact that a certain word was rendered in a different province in a different way when our evidence is so scarce and each case has to be judged on its own merit. It does not seem that interpreting ‘cenokri/thj | ei)j  )Ala/banta’ (SEG XI 491, ll.4-5) in the career inscription of Eudocimus, son of Damocrates, from Sparta, our only other inscription mentioning cenokri/tai (incidentally, in a neighbouring region), as ‘recuperator at Alabanda’ As suggested by Nörr 1999, 280-81. is entirely convincing. It is hard to explain such an arrangement, if it existed, and it would in fact equate to being a ‘foreign judge’. The continuing activities of the Lycian foreign judges in Caria in this period (see above), also speak for the explanation of cenokri/tai as another term for this institution. Nörr also attempts to expain a problematic hapax in ll.26-27, the word diala/xesij, by analogy with two Latin inscriptions from the province of Asia which provide us with some evidence on the selection of Roman judges in this province ILS 6286 = CIL X 5393, ll.7-8: ‘praef. fabr. i(ure) d(icundo) et sortiend. | iudicibus in Asia’ (Q. Decidius Saturninus, time of Tiberius); ILS 7789 = CIL XI 3943, ll.6-8: ‘adsedit magis|tratibus populi Romani ita ut in aliis et in provincia Asia, custodiar. | [tabellar.?] in urna iudicum’ (C. Calpurnius Asclepiades, early II c. A.D.) and suggests that it is just a clumsy translation of the Latin sortitio iudicum, an institution absent from the Greek law of that time. However, it is probably possible to compare this with the selection of judges by lot, which apparently continued to exist on Rhodes in the time of Julius Caesar, if not later. For full discussion see P.M. Fraser, ‘Notes on Two Rhodian Inscriptions’, ABSA 67 (1972), 113-24 at 119-24

VII. To conclude. The system of jurisdiction which functioned in Lycia after the annexation seems to bear a certain resemblance to the pre-annexation system, though scarcity of our evidence for both periods naturally makes full analysis impossible. This to a certain extent substantiates the praise to Claudius in the Patara inscription and makes it possible that his actions could with some adulatory imagination be represented as reverting to the old status guaranteed by Caesar. Indeed, Claudius’ first governor in Lycia takes some care to preserve records of court decisions, which should, in his time, still be decisions of the courts of the independence period. As Lycia arguably did not have free status after Claudius (and certainly after Vespasian) this is important evidence on the possible continuance of local jurisdiction even in subject communities. Perhaps the ‘free city/subject city’ dichotomy should in this regard be replaced by some more subtle definitions. It is hard to say at this stage whether the Lycian situation was unique or typical. However, the activities of foreign judges from Lycia in Mylasa and the use of metapempta [dikastēria] to resolve a conflict with Caunus should be noted as possible hints pointing to the latter.
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