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JOSHUA D. SOSIN

Tyrian stationarii at Puteoli

Since its publication in 1850 the inscription containing the letter from the Tyrian
stationarii of Puteoli has earned a degree of fame, figuring prominently in discussions
of the Roman economy, voluntary associations, ethnic groups in antiquity etc.!. I
argue here that scholars have misunderstood the politics and economics that underlie
the letter and the debate at Tyre that it incited: the inscription shows that in A.D. 174 a
divisive debate over political and fiscal policy came to a head between the Tyrian
starionarii at Puteoli and certain factions in their mother-city, Tyre. Two problems
have obscured the nature and stakes of this debate: the sum of the misthos owed by

the Puteolan szatio and the sequence of events reported in the acta of the boulé at
Tyre.

Editions: T. Mommsen, Epigraphische Analekten, Berichte der k. S. Ges. d. W., phil.-hist.
Classe (1850) 57-62, correcting many errors in the copy of Gruter; G. Franz, CIG 11 (1853)
5853; G. Kaibel, IG XIV (1890) 830; [J. Beloch, Campanien: Geschichte und Topographie des
antiken Neapel und seiner Umgebung, Breslau 21890, 164, p. 119-120; J.-P. Waltzing, Erude
historique sur les corporations professionnelles chez les Romains depuis les origines jusqu'a la
chute de I’Empire d’'Occident, Louvain 1895-1900, 11, 1899, p. 441-443; R. Cagnat, IGR 1
(1911) 421; V. Tran tam Tinh, Le culte des divinités orientales en Campanie, Leiden 1972,
153-156]; W. Dittenberger, OGIS (1905) 595. Date: A.D. 174.

Commentary: Dittenberger; C. Dubois, Pouzzoles antique: Histoire et topographie, Paris
1907, 83-97; G. La Piana, Foreign Groups at Rome, HTR 20 (1927) 183-403, esp. 256-259; J.
H. D’ Arms, Puteoli in the Second Century (n. 1) 105.

I am grateful to Mary Boatwright, John Oates and especially Kent Rigsby for their careful
criticism and generous encouragement.

1 Fora reading of the document in terms of the economic climate of Puteoli and Italy in the
early Empire see J. H. D’ Arms, Puteoli in the Second Century of the Roman Empire: A Social
and Economic Study, JRS 64 (1974) 104-124, esp. 105; C. Dubois; on the religious tenor of the
Tyrians’ environment see the texts compiled by V. Tran tam Tinh; on larger issues of Medi-
terranean trade see T. Frank, ESAR V, Baltimore 1949, 242244, 270-277; idem, Economic
History, London 21927, 305-308, 411-412; M. 1. Rostovtzeff, SEHRE? 610 n. 25 on the statio
as an ethnic community see La Piana; on the statio and voluntary associations see F. Poland,
Geschichte des griechischen Vereinswesens, Leipzig 1909, 602 E 94b, 236, 270 n. tt, 334;
Waltzing. A recent collection of essays on voluntary associations miakes no mention of the
document: J. S. Kloppenberg, S. G. Wilson, Voluntary Associations in the Graeco-Roman
World, London, New York 1996. It is unfortunate that the inscription falls outside the geo-
graphical scope of the important book by O. N. Van Nijt, The Civic World of Professional
Associations in the Roman East, Amsterdam 1997. On legislative procedure in cities of Greco-
Roman Phoenicia see J. Teixidor, L’assemblée iégislative en Phénicie d ‘aprés les inscriptions.

Syria 57 (1980) 453-464 with W. Ameling, Kowvdv t@v Zi18wviwov, ZPE 81 (1990) 189-199,
esp. 193-194.
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On the editions of the text from before the 19" century see Mommsen m:a. Franz. Under-
lined readings are Gruter’s (see Kaibel p. 220). The right edge had become Enma_n. m:nm& Jv\
the time of Mommsen and Franz. The precise extent of the damage is best seen in Ww&n_ s
diplomatic transcript. No photograph of stone or squeeze is in print. Now in the Capitoline
museum in Rome.

1 "Emiotodn ypo[eeioo tfj] moret.
2 Tuplov ThHe lepag kal dovA0L kol ahTovopov untpo[rdremc Poveixn]c kol
GAAwV moAe-
3 v kal vavapyidog dpyxovot BovAR dNue kal THs k[vplog natpidolg ol év
[MoTiéAo1g
4 xoTolKODVTEC yoipew:
S1& Tovg Beode xai v t0d kvpiov Hudv adtoxpdtopog ToxInV el xal Tig
GAAN ototi-
6 v éotlv év Totdhoig (h)g ol mAelovg budv Toaot () Nuetépa éotiv kai
kOoHE Kol
7 ueyéBer 1dv dAAov dapépovoa. TadTne ndAal uév é[n]epelodvio ol év
[Toti6Xo1¢ ko~
8  towobvteg Toprot {OI) moAdol Gvreg kal mAovoloL viv dE eig OALyovg NUdG
neptéo tOvV
9  &pBudv, xad dvorickovieg eic te Buoiag kai Bpnoxeiog 1dv matplov Hudv
Ocidv évBé-
10 8¢ doworouévov év vaoig obk gvTovobuev 1OV pi1oBov g otatimvog

w

napéyewv ko~

11 7 #toc % CN wéAloTe i kol Té dvaAddpoata eig TV dydva v év ITotidAoig
¢ BovBovoiog

12 fuelv npocetédn. Sebueba odv npovoficar bpdg tod Srapévev del Ty
otatiova - Selopev- .

13 €1 3¢, éav npdvolav tdv kat’ Etog S1dopévav elg v picBwow s CN rom-
cacBe. i yop Ee-

14 pa dvaiopoate {kai ta) yewdueva elg émokevny tiig otatiovog elg Tag
tepag huépag tod

15  xvplov adroxpéropog ovvrésovo(a)s tavtolg Ehoyiodueba, tva ph [thv]
oA Bopdpev.

16  Umopwpvnokopev 3¢ bpag St obdepia mpbéoodog yeiverar od[te mapa
vovkAlpav :

17 obte nopd éundpav 1 vB&de otatiovi Gg &v i {Bacidi} BaciAidt Papy.
nopakaroduev .

18 odv kol SedpeBo bpdv ThHc TOXNC @poviicacte 10D mpdynatoc. éypdon &v
MMoti-

19  dkoig npd 1’ koAavddv Avyovotev ['dAke kol PAaxke Kopvniiavd
VRATOLY.
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20 "And Gxtev PovAfg dxBeione k& Alov 10 grovg 1, éonuepedovoc alov)
Ovarepiovn

21 KaAAikpdroug Towsaviov npoédpov-

22 aveyvaotn éniotodn Tupiev otatiovapiov, dvadodeico Lo Adgmrog

23 &vog adtdv, év | nElovv Tpdvolay romoocBal adtoig % CN- (Gvaiickely
yap) elg te Buoiag

24 xoiBpnokeiog t@v notplov Hudv Oedy fket Geooiopivay &v vaoig

25 Kol ) evtovelv 1ov oBov tig otatimvog mapéyewv kat’ £1o¢ = CN

26 xol1d dvakdpata eic Tov dydva TV v HotidAorg thg PovBovasiog obd-

27 oig mpootebiivar. T@v Ydp Etépav dvodopdtov yewouévav elg énfi]-

28 oxevv T otatievog eig Tg lepig Tpépag 10D kuplov adtokpdropog
ofuv]-

29 rméoovc(a)g abtoig éhoyloavto, tva pf) Ty méAW Bapdow, kol brepipvn-

30 oxov 611 0depia npdoodoc yeiveron ofte nOpa voukAnpav otte

31 mapa épndpev dg év T BactAidt ‘Poun. pued’ fiv avayveoy ®1hokAfig Ato-

32 Bdpov eirev- Ot év “Pépn oratievépiot #0og elyov el mote ¢£ dv Ao~

33 Bévovow mopéyewv toig év Motidhog % CN- a&obor ki vdv ot év Io-
T0A01C

34 otatiovéplol adtd todta adToic Tpeloban, 7N et pn BovAoviot ot v P
ov-

35 rolg mopéxewv, abtol dvadéyovtan tég SHo otatiovac il th av1fi aipéor,

36 epdvnoov- Kakdg einev @rhoxAfig. Aixaro &E1&GL ol év [otwhoic. "Aei

37 obteg éyelvero xol viv ofteg yevésBm. Todro T moOAeL cuueépet,
DuAoybi-

38 107 ovviBelo. dveyvdobn mittdxiov So0iv tote H1d Agynroc, Mpewoys-

39 velog xoi "Ayafémodoc vied, ovtod Tvplav otattevaplov stotievoc

Tvpro-

40 «xfig thig év koAwvia XeBaoq Motiéhotg, &v @ E8MAowV mopéyelv Thv
nuetépav

41 natpida otot{evag dbo, T piv év 0 Paciaidt Papfn, v 8¢ - - - |

3. L xoi 8fue Kaibel 6. Mommsen Franz Kaibel Dittenberger: OC stone 8. del. Mommsen Kaibel
Dittenberger: of Franz 13. Mommsen Dittenberger: notio(n)oBe Franz Kaibel 14. del Sosin 15.
CYNITECOYCNC stone; CYNIIECOYCNC stone; Franz; corr. Franz; suvresoto(n)g Mommsen Kaibel
Dittenberger 18. Mommsen: gpovticas®ay) Dittenberger (= homophone opovticaste): ppovticall) te
Franz: gpovtioa(i) e (L xai) Kaibel 23, HEIOQIN stone; avaiioxew yop add. Kaibel 26. Mot(6yAotg
Franz  27. dvahopdteov (kal t@v) yewvopévev Franz Kaibel Dittenberger  28-29. corr. Franz:
OUVTEGOVOTG stone 34, otatiovépiot stone Mommsen 38, Mommsen: So0zv {0)nd Adymtog Franz:
808év 10 Dittenberger: 808¢v 16 / (10) 508¢v ? Kaibel.
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»Letter written to the city: to the archons, boulé and people of Tyre, sacred,
inviolate and immune, metropolis of Phoiniké and other cities, and nauarchis, and
supreme fatherland, the settlers in Puteoli send greeting.

[5] By the gods and the genius of our supreme emperor, if there is any other statio
in Puteoli, as most of you know, ours surpasses in splendor and greatness the others.
This long has been cared for by the Tyrian residents in Puteoli, who were many and
wealthy, but now our number has dwindled to a few, and in paying for sacrifices and
the rites of our paternal gods that are established for worship here in temples. we do
not have the means to furnish the misthos on the srario, 250 denarii per year,
especially since the payments for the bull sacrifice at the games at Puteoli are charged
to us in addition. We entreat, therefore, that you provide for the lasting permanence of
the statio. And it will last if you make provision for the 250 denarii given yearly as
payment. For we have always reckoned to our own accounts the other payments in-
curred for the fitting out of the statio for the sacred days of the supreme emperor as
they occur, lest we burden the [sc. mother-]city. And we remind you that no income
accrues either from the naukléroi or from the merchants, in the statio here, as in the
statio in imperial Rome. We beseech, therefore, and entreat you by your fortune to
take care of the matter. Written in Puteoli 23 July under the consulship of Gallus and
Flaccus Comelianus.

[20] From the acta of the boulé conducted on 11 Dios year 300, C. Valerius Kalli-
kratés son of Pausanias presiding for the day as proedros.

[22] The letter of the Tyrian stationarii was read, having been brought forward by
Lachés, one of them, in which they ask that Tyre make provision for them of the 250
denarii, [sc. explaining that] they pay for the sacrifices and the rites of our paternal
gods that are established for worship there in temples, and do not have the means to
furnish the misthos on the statio, 250 denarii per year, and that the payments for the
bull sacrifice at the games at Puteoli are charged to them in addition. As for the other
payments incurred for the fitting out of the statio on the sacred days of the supreme
emperor as they occur, they have always reckoned them to their own accounts, lest
they burden the [sc. mother-]city, and they remind us that they have no income,
neither from the naukléroi nor from the merchants, as they do in the statio in imperial
Rome.

[31] After the reading of which, Philoklés son of Diod6ros said, ,,The stationarii in
Rome have always been accustomed, out of what they themselves take in, to furnish
those in Puteoli with the 250 denarii, and now the stationarii in Puteoli ask that the
same things be maintained for them; or if those in Rome are unwilling to furnish it to
them, they themselves [sc. those at Rome] shall absorb the two stationes under the
same governance®. They exclaimed, ,,Philoklés speaks well“. , Justly do those in
Puteoli ask“. It has always been so; now too let it be so“. ,This is advantageous to
the city*. ,,Let the custom be preserved®.

[38] A tablet was read, submitted at this point by Lachés son of Preimogeneia and
Agathopous, himself one of the Tyrian stationarii of the Tyrian statio in Colonia
Augusta Puteoli, in which he made clear that our fatherland provided the two statio-
nes, the one in royal Rom[e and the other in Puteoli ... *.

onarii at Puteoli 279

First the misthos?. All editors agree on the reading of the stone, % CN. Mommsen
interpreted this as (denarium) c(entum milia) n(ummum) without comment, offering
no parallel for the Latin abbreviations of Latin numbers in a text that is otherwise
Greek>. His interpretation has given rise to confusion. D’ Arms accepts the figure,
claiming the support of IG XIV 830, OGIS 595 and IGR 1 4214, all of which print *
ov (10-11, 13, 23, 25, 33). He notes ,,the sum of HS 400,000 ... is the single largest
cost on record in Imperial Puteoli, and the largest rent recorded for any Italian city“>.
This huge figure, which stems from Mommsen’s unconventional interpretation,
should have been suspect. Nevertheless, D’ Arms defends it against Duncan-Jones,
who ,,argues that the figure should read HS 100,000,“ (= 25,000 &mzax:.vo. Duncan-
Jones is alone in interpreting » CN as 25,0007 This figure can be reached only by
assuming that the symbol for denarii () stands uniquely here for 100 denarii, or that
the denarius-symbol is in error for HS in all of its five instances. Neither Mommsen
nor Duncan-Jones offers parallels for either interpretation.

Dittenberger, Beloch and others, in disagreement with Mommsen, understood the
abbreviation as 250 denarii8, which prompted Dubois to seek justification for

2 Almost without exception, scholars have interpreted misthos as rent, in spite of the fact
that this interpretation is required by neither evidence nor Greek. Misthos need imply nothing
more than payment. L. Robert, Hell. VII 203-204, 204 n. 5, cautiously avoids the issue.

3 His only doubt was whether to expand c(entum) or c{entum milia): ,,CN kann 100 und
100000 Denare bezeichnen; doch ist die erstere Summe offenbar zu gering* (61 n.**).

4 D’Arms (n. 1) 105. Others have followed Mommsen’s figure with little or no discussion:
Waltzing, I, 451 n. 5; La Piana 258 n. 21; R. Meiggs, Roman Ostia, Oxford 21977, 60; Teixidor,
L’Assemblée législative (n. 1) 464.

5 D’'Arms (n. 1) 105,

5 D’ Arms (n. 1) 105 n. 10, referring to R. P. Duncan-Jones, The Economy of the Roman
Empire, Cambridge 1974, 210, 236 (no. 1187) [same numbers in 2" ed., Cambridge 1982},
here Duncan-Jones also purports to follow , Kaibel [IG XIV 830] and others,* when he prefers
25,000 denarii over ,Mommsen’s reading . . . 100,000 denarii, which assumes the use of Latin
numerals in a Greek text". Reckoning the 250 directly as sestertia produces 250,000, not
25,000.

7 R. P. Duncan-Jones, An Epigraphic Survey of Costs in Roman Iialy, PBSR n.s. 20 (1965)
189-306, 302 no. 1185a accepted Mommsen’s interpretation, which he subsequently rejected in
favor of the unsubstantiated figure, 25,000 denarii. He asserts also that Franz . likewise gives
the figure as % CN [i.e. 100,000 denarii] in his replica; but he fatally misconstrues this in his
transcription, rendering it throughout as *6v". In his diplomatic transcription Franz transcribes
X CN like every editor; his minuscule transcription shows that he interpreted the figure as 250
denarii. Duncan-Jones then condemns the texts of IG XIV 830 (which a decade later he would
purport to follow), IGR I 421 and OGIS 595 because they ,.depart still further from the origi-
nal”; the three texts, however, are in agreement with each other and with Franz’s. He notes also
that Dubois ,,does not appear to have been conscious of the discrepancies between the various
published versions“ (302 no. 1185a); on the contrary, Dubois devotes five pages (89-93) to a
discussion of Mommsen’s interpretation, in open disagreement with Dittenberger (91).

8 Dittenberger (p. 292, n. 23) expands the abbreviation: Snvapiav Siakosiav tevrikovia;
Beloch (115) is equally unequivocal: ,.Der Rath von Tyros beschlieBt darauf, daB die Tyrische
Station in Rom die 250 Denare zu zahien habe; so too Poland, Vereinswesens 498, Auch die
Station der Tyrier in Puteoli wird von der Stadtgemeinde durch eine jahrliche Unterstiitzung
von 250 Den. iiber Wasser gehalten". C. Picard, Observations sur la société des Poseidoniastes
de Bérytos et sur son histoire, BCH 44 (1920) 263-311, esp. 266 accepts 250 denarii as the rent



Mommsen’s interpretation. Dubois (92-93) considers 250 denarii too small a sum to
cause the starionarii consternation. More significantly, Dubois envisions the statio as
a sprawling compound of large storage silos, trans-shipment depots, shops and
lodgings, which he (92-93) likens optimistically to a medieval fondaco®. On the other
hand, 100,000 denarii seems to Dubois too high an amount for rent in second-century
Puteoli, even for such a large complex, and so he argues (95-96) that the Tyrians in
Puteoli received an annual sum of 100,000 denarii from which to pay their various
expenses, rent included. This, however, contradicts the letter of the Puteolan szatio.
The stationarii state that their revenues are low because of diminished enrollment (8—
9) and that the sratio has been accustomed to meet other expenses out of pocket (15—
16). They ask for assistance with the misthos alone (13). Furthermore, not only do we
not know the dimensions or quality of the stario’s installation, but the number of
known contemporary rents is too few, and their range of values too wide, to permit
sound judgement on this score!0. Finally, Dubois’ argument rests on a flaw in logic,
on which 250 denarii cannot stand since it is too low a rent for a fondaco, which the
statio must be because a rent of 100,000 is too high for anything elsel _.. B

To summarize, there is complete agreement that the stone reads » CN. All modern
editors correctly acknowledge the first character as the sign for denarii. All editors,
with the exception of Mommsen, read the second character as a lunate sigma (all the
other sigmas on the stone are lunate and identical in form), i.e. the number 200, and
the third character as a Greek nu, i.e. the Greek number 50. Dubois alone acknow-

for the ,,entrepdt ou comptoir”. N. Lewis, M. Rheinhold, Roman Civilization, New York 31990,
II, 109-110, translate ,,250 denarii".

9 Evidently following Mommsen’s ,Factorei* (60-61). The same institutional parallel
would later be suggested by L. Cantarelli, Le Stationes Municipiorum, Bull. Com. d’ Archeo-
logia (1900) 124-134; La Piana 259 n. 22, postulates the presence of baths (258 n. 21) in
addition to the array of .,sumptuous buildings* (259); T. Frank, An Economic History of Rome,
London 1927, 308; idem (n. 1) 274-275; M. Rostovtzeff, SEHHW 11 791; A. H. M. Jones, The
Roman Economy: Studies in Ancient Economic and Administrative History, ed. by P. A. Brunt,
Oxford 1974, 145.

10 Duncan-Jones, Economy (n. 6) 210 nos. 1185-1189 lists five rents for Italy, ranging
from HS 1,200 to HS 400,000 +, the highest being the rent on an estate of Pliny the Younger —
rm—,&w sufficient data to argue the statio’s misthos from cliometrics.

11 Thus, Dubois’ argument touches on the vexed question of the precise nature of the
Tynan stationes. Many scholars have attempted to equate them with the stationes municipiorum
(Pliny, NH 16, 40), the stationes in the Piazza of the corporations at Ostia, other stationes of
foreign merchants at Rome, or the Poseidoniasts of Berytos, the Herakleiasts of Tyre and other
associations located on Delos; e. g. La Piana 258-265; Ameling (n. 1) 195-198; Picard (n. 8)
264-270. L. Robert, Hell. VII 197-205, esp. 202-205, however, has shown decisively that in
Greek the word statio has a broader range of applications than most admit. On a roughly con-
temporary honorific inscription from Tarsus, in which it is mentioned that a board of secretaries
has erected a statio for the sacred synergion (ol adtol ypappaltelg ™y otatiova ék 1OV 181wV
10 1epd ovvepyie, 16-17), Robert observes that the synergion must be a professional associa-
tion (202) and the statio need be no more than a small office (,,salon“ or ,,bureau‘; 204) like
those found at Ostia (204 n. 5). The Puteolan statio at Tyre could have been as small as the
Tarsian or Ostian installations or as big as that belonging to the Berytian Posidoniasts at Delos.
The evidence does not permit certainty. If, however, we are correct that the misthos was 250,
and not 100,000, denarii, and if the misthos represents rent on a building, then the small bureaus
attested at Ostia and Tarsus may provide the better model.
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ledges that the reason to reject the obvious interpretation (250 denarii) in favor of
Mommsen’s rendering is the notion that 250 denarii is too low a figure for the rent
owed by a statio.

It is apparent from the second half of the text that much more is at stake for the
Tyrian stationarii at Puteoli than the misthos, which is, as it turns out, only a foil for
the more crucial issue of the survival of the Puteolan stario. This brings us to the
second crux, the debate at Tyre. D' Arms summarizes:

Tyre must have considered it nationally important to maintain the station, for the
payments were continued: the son of Diodorus, Philoklés, pointed out to his fellow
Tyrian senators ... that until then the rent for Puteoli’s szatio had always been paid by
the Roman agency from its receipts, and the BovAn| voted that the practice be con-
tinued: Sixoio dE0d61 ot év Motiéhog 12,

The stone was erected in Puteoli, so we may be certain that the Tyrian stationarii
at Puteoli were successful in their petition. Beyond this, the truth of D’ Arms’ as-
sessment is not entirely clear. After the letter from the starionarii has been Ema_u.
Philoklés introduces information not contained in the letter. He claims that in the past
the Tyrian stationarii at Rome covered the expenses of the Tyrian stationarii at
Puteoli (32~33). This is a direct refutation of the claim made by the Tyrian starionarii
at Puteoli that they can no longer afford their misthos because their numbers have
dwindled (8-9). The statement that they used to be wealthy but have now ceased to be
s0, since their ranks have diminished, implies direct correlation between membership
and revenues. Yet according to Philoklés their claim is a lie: they never paid the
misthos in the first place.

The statements of Philoklés that follow show his true colors even more clearly. He
is not a champion of the Puteolan cause as D’Arms assumes. Again, Philoklés pro-
duces information not contained in the Puteolans’ letter (33-35): ¢&10d01 kot vdv o1
év [TotidAoig otatimvaplot odtd tadte ovtoic mpeioBat, i el pf BodAovion ot dv
‘Poun adtoig napéxewv, ovtol dvodéyovion tée 800 otatievac énl 1 ad1i oipéor
He claims that the Tyrian stationarii at Puteoli request first the preservation of the
current arrangement. No such request appears in the Puteolans’ letter. There they
asked the city of Tyre to start paying the annual misthos, which in their terms repre-
sents a change from the current situation (We used to be wealthy, but now ...). The
contingency that Philoklés puts into the Puteolans’ mouths is problematic. What is the
meaning of dvadéxovial? Who are adtoi? What is the meaning of éni 1§ avtfj
aipéo1? If dvodéyxectar denotes payment, as might be expected, then odtol can
hardly indicate the Tyrian stazionarii at Puteoli since, on their own admission, they
are unable to pay their own expenses, much less the expenses of both stationes. If
avtol indicates the Tyrian stationarii at Rome and dvadéyec®at means ,to pay.”
then the resulting contingency plan of the Tyrians at Puteoli is otiose: if the statio at

12 B Arms (n. 1) 105.

13 Jnasmuch as the report of the letter’s contents conforms closely to its actual words
Kaibel’s shrewd restoration, or something very similar to it, in line 23 must hold. The acta of
the boulé first cites the Puteolans’ request, subvention of the misthos, and then records their
reasoning, example by example in identical order, with identical terms.
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Rome is unwilling to pay, let them pay. Dittenberger (p. 292) saw that dvadéyecfon
must mean something like ,,absorb into its own ranks*, and éni tfj o0tfi aipéor must
mean roughly ,,under the same governance/institutional oversight“. He attempted to
solve the problem accordingly: ,.Prius Tyrii Romae consistentes suam ipsorum sta-
tionem conduxerant et illius quae Puteolis erat mercedem collegio illic constituto
numeraverant. iam eadem condicione utramque stationem in se recipere parati sunt
qui Puteolis habitant"14. Thus, on Dittenberger’s interpretation the Puteolan proposal,
as voiced by Philoklés, is: the statio at Rome should pay for its Puteolan counterpart,
but if the Roman statio is unwilling, it shall be dissolved and merged with, and put
under the governance of, the Puteolan statio.

Dittenberger’s solution and reconstruction of the background events, however,
cannot be correct. The port at Puteoli was active long before the rise to prominence of
Ostia, the port with which the Roman statio must have been associated. Other associa-
tions of easterners, probably businessmen, are attested at Puteoli from an early date!3.
It is more likely that the Puteolan statio preceded the Roman, but that, as is commonly
accepted, its vigor declined as trade was increasingly routed through Ostia in the first
and second centuries A.D.16. But the more compelling cause to reject Dittenberger’s
proposal is the fact that obtol by default should limit the nearer substantive, ot év
‘Pépn, not, as Dittenberger assumes, the farther ot év [TotioAorg.

We now see the full impact of Philoklés’ remarks. The Puteolan stationarii ask for
assistance on the grounds that they can no longer pay the 250-denarii misthos. Philo-
klés moves to deny them assistance, claiming that they never did pay the misthos; the
stationarii in Rome did (32-33). Philoklés then says that the Puteolans actually want
to preserve the status quo, or his version of it — subvention from Rome (33-34).
Finally, Philoklés makes his bid for the hostile take-over of the Puteolan statio,
voicing an alternative proposal: if the more solvent Roman stationarii are unwilling to
continue their (alleged) policy of subvention, then they should absorb and assume
control of the bankrupt Puteolan statio. At 33 the disjunctive 1} does not indicate two
alternatives proposed by the Puteolans; it separates Philoklés’ proposal from the
Puteolans’. On the former interpretation Greek would require the infinitive avo-
SéyeaBor at 35, to complement &&0d61 (33) and to match tpeicBon (34). On the
correct rendering and the text as it is, however, grammar requires that &vadéxovtat
stand for subjunctive, dvadéymvtar The indicative -ovtat could stand here as a
simple orthographic variant for the subjunctive -ovroal7. Simply put, Philoklés’ view
is: either the statio at Rome pays, as (according to him) it always has, or the Puteolans
relinquish their autonomy to their Roman counterparts.

14 56 also the speculation of La Piana 259-260 n. 23.

15 Eor a brief conspectus of these see M. W. Frederiksen, Campania, London 1984, 330;
Tran tam Tinh; Waltzing, III, 432—433.

16 D’ Arms (n. 1); note, however, that the perceived poverty of Puteolan szazio is one of the
foundations of this argument.

17 Compare I.Magnesia 31, 24. At 6 the mason cut OC instead of QC and at 26
TOTIQAOIC instead of IIOTIOAOIC. Whether this represents an orthographic variant or visual
error (Mommsen read ZTATIONAPIOI at 34) by the scribe it may be adduced in support of the
-ovto/-ovton exchange.
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Under this arrrangement the Puteolan szatio would presumably remain physically,
but fall under the sway of its Roman counterpart. We may be certain that Philoklés’
proposal that Tyre sanction the legal dissolution of the statio at Puteoli did not pass,
since it is inconceivable that the poor Puteolans erected this costly monument in cele-
bration of their own demise. In fact, the responses to Philoklés’ advice are not spoken
in consent, as D’ Arms suggests. It has gone unnoticed that what ensues in the Tyrian
assembly is not unanimous assent, but a spirited debate. The first acclamation is in
support of Philoklés’ proposal (36): , KaAdg einev ®1hokAiic". The second favors the
request of the Puteolan stationarii (36): , Aikawa aE1dor o1 év [TotidAorc". The next
three responses can be construed as supporting either side, depending on whether the
speakers accept the Puteolans’ letter or Philoklés’ interpretation of it (36-38): I! "Agl
obtmg £yeiveto kol vdv obtag vewvésBo, 12 Todro 1§ moher copeépet, B Pviaybite
1 cuvfbea.

The debate is interrupted at this point by Lachés, the delegate sent from Puteoli,
who produces a second document in support of the Puteolan claim. Unfortunately the
stone breaks at this point, but not before we learn that Lachés adduces this second
document as evidence that the mother-city Tyre founded two distinct stationes, one in
the capital city of Rome and the other in Puteoli. Since Lachés and the Puteolan
stationarii were successful this second document must have attested in some way to
the separateness of the two stationes. Perhaps the tablet contained the foundation
charter — or mention of it — of one or both of the stationes; perhaps it only made
mention of the two as independent bodies. Whatever the contents of this document, its
validity as evidence for Lachés’ claim was recognized and someone, probably Tyre
herself, provided the Puteolans’ misthos. As D’ Arms saw, the Tyrians who argued,
LAlxona agidot ol év [otidAowg” carried the vote, but they were not, as he assumed,
supporting Philoklés in his bid to lay the expense of the misthos on the shoulders of
the Roman statio, or else dissolve the Puteolan statio..

In sum, the Greek number is to be read as a Greek number, » CN = 250 denarii.
The figure 100,000 denarii was conjectured by Mommsen and defended by Dubois,
without sufficient evidence, on grounds that a rent of 250 denarii seemed too low,
given their anachronistic conception of the infrastructure of the statio and the apparent
thrust of the Puteolans’ request. After all, the Puteolans’ petition does seem to revolve
around the rent.

Lachés’ mission, however, was to secure the continued survival and favored status
of the Puteolan statio. He came armed with two arguments. The first was patriotic,
religious and political: by the annual contribution of 250 denarii the city of Tyre
could ensure the well-being of its most splendid and grand (6-7) statio, prevent the
cult of its ancestral deities from falling into neglect (9-10), secure the good will of the
god in whose honor the bouthousia was celebrated (11), and avoid insulting the impe-
rial authorities by failing to celebrate the sacred days of the emperor (14—15)18,

18 Thus Franz’s corrections at 15 and 18-19 to the accusative, cuvrécoua(as, are perhaps
more appropriate than the genitive cuvnesovorg, which, as Dittenberger explains, would have
to modify otatimvog (14, 28) so that the passage (13-15 = 27-29) be rendered ,,For we have
always reckoned to our own accounts the other payments and those incurred for the fitting out
of the statio, which is in a state of collapse, for the sacred days of the supreme emperor ...“.
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Lachés’ second argument was on a point of law. He seems to have foreseen the objec-
tions raised by Philoklés, and in an act of diplomatic genius he produced the second
document, which evidently he wielded as evidence for the independence of the two
stationes, as soon as argument broke out on the floor of the Tyrian senate!?.

The Puteolan srationarii did not spend the time and money involved in Lachés’
mission simply to win a mere 250 denarii. The survival of their institution was at
stake: people like Philoklés were plotting its downfall. There is no reason to doubt
that the Puteolans did genuinely need the 250 denarii, but someone at Puteoli saw a
means of capitalizing on their lack: the Puteolans need only convince Tyre that she
might win great gains from the minimal contribution of 250 denarii per year. Thus
Lachés exploited the low monetary value of the request to the Puteolans’ advantage,
never arguing explicitly from the modestness of the request. The Tyrian statio at
Puteoli erected this inscription as a testimony to its independence and greatness, and
in the process left an account of the battle over political and fiscal policy, which they
fought and won to secure that status.
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This is not philologically impossible, though the phrase ¢ig émoxevv thg otatiovos eig tg
teplg uépag 1o Kuptov avtokpdTopog (14-15 ~ 27-28) would be awkward in the attributive
position. The introduction of news that the stario is falling apart seems intrusive in the light of
the otherwise unified rhetorical front offered by the Puteolans. Contrary to Dittenberger,
ovuninto is used absolutely; see LST 5. v. 2, but in support of Dittenberger’s suggestion see
I.Stratonikeia 1 144, 2 (?); Salamine de Chypre XI1II (Test.Sal. 2) 38, 4-5; Iscr. gr. d’ltalia,
Napoli 120, 6. For now the question must remain open.

19 If our reconstruction of events is correct then Ameling’s argument against formal insti-
tutional ties between the statio and its mother city may be slightly overstated (n. 1) 193, 198.
The fact that Philoklés could press for the dissolution of the statio and that Lachés could pro-
duce a document evidently effective at killing this proposal suggests that the mother city hat
competence in matters of a statio’s existence, if not over its routine administration.




